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World Politics of Security

Introduction

Felix Dane

Representative of the Konrad Adenauer Foundation to Brazil

The international security order has found itself suffering beneath the
strain of significant tensions these past years. With every publication
of this series the problems analysed seem to have worsened: From the
rise of ISIS to the situation in the Ukraine; from the refugee crisis in
Europe to maritime tensions in East and South China Seas; from hybrid
warfare to climate change; from a seemingly never-ending economic
crisis to drug trafficking networks; from renewed nuclear threats to
cyber warfare. The list appears endless and the international system,

in turmoil.

Particularly troublesome is the backdrop upon which these tensions
occur: the security status quo has fundamentally changed. Actors,
frameworks and interconnections have all grown more complex and
diffuse. Challenges such as the heightened importance of hybrid con-
flicts have come to the fore. Traditional means of warfare will, of
course, not fade away, but in this protean 21st century they are no
longer central to victory. The techniques used by both ISIS and Russia
illustrate that cutting edge information technology, including model-
ling and simulation, constitute the tools of modern warfare. The speed
of the interconnected world has spread to conflict, which has become
adaptive to policies and countermeasures, as well as able to embed it-
self within traditional legal structures.
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It is interesting then, that in this modern context, old discussions of geopolitics un-
fold anew; states, it seems, still follow predominantly realist lines, planning their ac-
tions as strategic moves to increase their relative power. The developments that led
to Russia’s annexation of Crimea illustrate this well. Moscow>s aggressive steps in
Eastern Europe profoundly altered defence and security planning in the Euro-Atlantic
realm. Meanwhile, the situation in the South China Sea is setting off alarm bells in
the Asian continent. The rapid increase of Islamist violence equally challenged inter-
national security and damaged domestic order in large parts of the Middle East and
of Northern Africa.

The implications of these multiple conflicts go far beyond these respective regions and
are broader than the mere posing of security policy challenges. They suggest instead
that the international order of the post-1945 world, based on liberal values and princi-
ples as well as upon a respect for international law, may be at risk of crumbling away.

The globalisation process itself both causes and extends all these new tensions and
changes in the security status quo. The advent and spread of multipolarity can have
one of two effects: it will either exert a stabilising influence due to interconnectivity
and trade, or it will increase conflict since far more players will have access to military,

economic and political means.

Confronted with this fast-paced and so easily mutable international security arena,
global players will have to firstly innovate: developing new defence and security poli-
cies, technologies and reconceptualisations of the world; secondly, they will need to
return to basics: recommitting to key values such as peace and freedom, diplomacy
and dialogue. The former includes development of anti-access and area denial (A2AD)
policies; setting guidelines for ambitious mechanisms of cooperative surveillance and
Intel sharing; shifting focus to the global maritime basins, to cite but a few. The latter,
meanwhile, involves revitalising the traditional structures of the multilateral order;
deepening ties between democratic nations; forging new agreements within coopera-

tion fora on the key security issues of our time.

And indeed, cooperation surrounding geopolitical interests, between emerging coun-
tries and developed nations, and/or between networked democracies could help to ad-
vance the collective security agenda, nudging the world towards a new paradigm for
peace and stability. Here, both NATO and the European Union; both Brazil and Latin
America as a whole — will need to engage with strategic neighbours as well as with key
international partners to bolster their security and capacities. Future challenges may
bring democracies together. In particular a partnership between Brazil and Europe —
in many fields but also in defence — has much potential to be explored.
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To this end, a decisive political investment towards strengthening bilateral relations
will be required. In the near future, there might be more convergence between Brazil
and Europe on global security issues and governance mechanisms. However, concerns
regarding sovereignty and resource protection as well as efforts towards reconciling
food, energy and environmental security concerns might lead to political differences.
Here, the role of leadership will be crucial — on both sides of the Atlantic.

It is, in short, now up to the society of states as a whole to determine which version of
multipolarity they desire and to ensure that our increasingly interconnected world re-

turns to a path of peace and stability.

Promoting dialogue, stimulating debate, and furthering knowledge of world affairs
is the primary aim of the Konrad Adenauer Foundation. Over the course of more
than a decade, the Foundation — together with its partner, the Brazilian Centre for
International Relations and with the support of the Delegation of the European
Union — has organised the Forte de Copacabana International Security Conference.
This annual event is dedicated to the exchange of ideas through academic and policy-
oriented debate, as well as the promotion of key networks. The conference has become
the largest in its field within Latin America; together with its annual publication, they
form two examples of the Foundation’s many dialogue fora, reinforcing the link be-
tween North and South. Brazil and Europe may be set in different geopolitical reali-

ties, yet both share a common interest in a secure and stable world order.

In the present volume writers were invited to ponder the question of the world poli-
tics of security. Each writer has chosen a different angle from which to analyse cross-
cutting themes that form part of the wider umbrella of the world politics of security.
Assembled as a whole, we hope to illustrate the complex net of divergences and com-
monalities, with a view to shining a light on the often shadowy issues of the world
politics of security in the modern day. We hope to stimulate the debate and enhance

the dialogue between these two regions.

North and South here join forces as one to consider International Security issues which
surpass such dichotomies. The challenges the world faces have become increasingly
diffuse, hybrid and geographically unfettered. But this also means that they affect us

all. To which the only response can be more — and better — cooperation.

Rio de Janeiro, October 2015

11
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The Importance of the Global
Maritime Domain for World
Politics and Security

Lutz Feldt

The character of the seas has changed: from an open anarchic space
where freedom was the rule, they have become a shared, common
“good” for humanity, vast but fragile, needing world-wide manage-

ment and protection.

The maritime domain is one of the four domains of the global commons
which, for centuries, has been considered as being well understood and
acknowledged. However, since we began to exploit airspace, outer
space and especially cyberspace, this sense that the maritime domain is
“well understood and acknowledged” no longer applies: its nature has
changed; it is no longer well understood, nor generally acknowledged.

Brazil and its Maritime Engagement

Brazil and the European Union are linked by the Atlantic Ocean, one
of the world’s major maritime bodies. Brazil is an increasingly relevant
member of the international maritime community and has become an

international actor in the arena of maritime safety and security.

In this manner, Brazil has taken command of the first Maritime Task
Force (MTF) ever to be part of a UN peacekeeping mission, the “United
Nations Interim Force in Lebanon”, UNIFIL. The deployment of the
MTF was a landmark move in order to satisfy two needs: ending Israel’s
blockade of Lebanon and providing security in the maritime domain

for the whole region.

13
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Brazil assumed command for the first time in February 2011 and has continued to do
so at intervals since. So far 15 countries have contributed to this mission. Since the
start of operations on 15 October 2006, the MTF has hailed around 63,000 ships and
referred about 6,000 vessels to the Lebanese authorities for further inspection. In ad-
dition, some of the participating nations have trained the Lebanese Navy and Coast
Guard. Maritime Capacity Building for navies is an increasing practice and, together
with Naval Diplomacy, it has become a new and important part of a number of differ-
ent Maritime Security Operations.

This deserves more attention and awareness. “Awareness” in the maritime context
means “maritime domain or situational awareness” and it is a global issue and chal-
lenge. In the last decade, the focus of world security politics has shifted towards the
global maritime domain, but this shift has, in the overall, passed by unnoticed without
its strategic implications being well understood.

Sea Blindness and its Consequences

At the root of the problem is “sea blindness” — a failure to appreciate the essential
maritime component extant in most human activities. The sea is out of sight and out
of mind to a virtually connected population that travels by land and air and thinks
of the sea only as a holiday destination. The great majority of our leaders and citi-
zenry are landsmen with no maritime experience at all. They are familiar with air
travel, as a large portion of the population has travelled at least once by aeroplane.
They know from films and television that aircraft, airports and the skies are closely
monitored by radar operators and that an aircraft off-course or in trouble can be
quickly identified and assisted. Because so few have any experience with maritime
transportation, they unconsciously assume and expect that the kind of orderliness,
safety and security as well as the active traffic management that they see in aviation
should also exist in ports and at sea. When they discover that this is not in fact the
case, they are disappointed and wonder why the maritime community has failed to
keep up with the modern age.

Current developments show that there is now a move towards a better understanding
of the maritime domain and it is worth considering who the main actors or stakehold-

ers at sea in fact are.

A Brief Narrative

One can begin with fundamentals such as the “Seventy—Eighty-Ninety-Rule”. This of-
fers a new and different perspective which could open minds and thinking in our soci-
eties to better understanding that:

70% of planet earth is covered by oceans and seas;

80% of the world’s population lives within 100km of the coast;

90% of world trade is carried by ships along the highways of the sea or the sea lanes

of communication.
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This analysis does not even include the huge quantity of underwater resources such
as oil, gas, minerals or the richness of marine biological diversity. It does not include
the growing amount of maritime infrastructure and the networks of undersea cables
which connect continents and are of a similar importance to global trade as the high-
ways of the sea. But it does offer a useful structure for a narrative.

The major Stakeholders and their Responsibilities

Closely related to the issue of the crucial (and oftentimes neglected) importance of the
maritime domain is the increasingly important security aspect. There are several key
strategic stakeholders in maritime security which deserve special attention and recog-
nition and whose aims and ambitions are already addressed by various studies:

The United Nations, via the International Maritime Organisation (IMO), is the inter-
national guardian of safety and security regulations, agreements and standards. Its
role tends to be that of an administration which facilitates the development of regional
and global safety and, to a certain degree, security issues. The IMO counts important
achievements to its credit, promulgating agreements such as the “Djibouti Code of
Conduct” and the “Yaoundé Code of Conduct”: both regarding improved coordina-
tion and cooperation between East and West African States. The International Ship
and Port Facility Security (ISPS) Code is also worth mentioning as an initiative by the
IMO after 9/11 to enhance security. This initiative has been enforced and supported by
the United States, keeping in mind that they have not ratified UNCLOS yet. However,
concrete reality does not always match the legal realm: The U.N. does not possess the
capability to enforce the Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), although 166
members have signed it and have agreed to act in accordance with its rules and articles.
Another set of regulations is the SOLAS Convention of 1974, which institutes safety
standards for all aspects of vessel construction, operations, navigation, communica-

tion and management.

The United States Navy, Coast Guard, and Marine Corps have a common “Maritime
Strategy”, newly deepened and updated in March 2015. It reflects the latest chal-
lenges of the maritime domain and focusses upon four pillars: access; sea services
as the first line of defence; relationships with allies and partners; and cooperation
between all maritime services. The U.S. government supports the IMO (although
the U.S. is not a UNCLOS signatory). The U.S. Navy is the only one of two global
stakeholders with the capacity to act at all three security levels: strategic, operational,
and tactical. The U.S. Navy, together with the U.S. Coast Guard and Marine Corps,
have a Maritime Security Operations Concept which is currently executed via three
Combined Maritime Forces, stationed with the Fifth Fleet of the U.S. Navy in Bahrain.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), through its many member navies,
is the other global stakeholder equally able to act on all three security levels. It has
an Alliance Maritime Strategy and a Maritime Security Operations Concept. NATO
commands four standing naval maritime/mine counter-measure groups with a broad

variety of capabilities. Its ‘Partnership for Peace Programme’, in place since the early

15
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1990s, has provided education and training to a great number of navies worldwide,
achieving better interoperability and mutual comprehension. Since the start of the
Russian intervention in Crimea and in the Eastern Ukraine NATO has reinforced its
naval exercises and the deployment of its standing naval forces. It is worth noting
that 22 of the 28 NATO Member States are also members of the European Union, an
equally important stakeholder (see point 4, below).

The European Union (EU), via the Commission, the Military Staff, and the European
Defence Agency, also constitutes an effective maritime security stakeholder. However,
the EU has limited, small-scale military experience to date, and its maritime aims re-
main fragmented from the security perspective. In June 2014, the EU published its
“European Maritime Security Strategy”. The success of Europe’s first maritime en-
gagement in the Gulf of Aden and the Indian Ocean with Operation “Atalanta” proved
the EU’s ability and capability to act in order to re-establish “good governance at sea”.
The strength of the European Union lies in its comprehensive approach, which tries to
bring together all actors, in essence, the civilian and the military. A further strength of
the EU is the fact that it can simultaneously use its functions as a political union man-
dated to negotiate agreements and execute them, which, for instance, it successfully
achieved during Operation Atalanta, a counter-piracy operation.

The African Union (AU) has the ambition of drawing up and putting into effect a
Maritime Security Strategy for the whole of Africa. Implementing such a strategy needs
a business plan, the development of which is being supported by the European External
Action Service and the European Commission using different processes which are, un-
fortunately, not always coordinated. The AU supports and attempts to coordinate the
different African regional initiatives. As such, the AU’s political ambition to safeguard
the African continent’s security interests must itself be supported. Three different re-
gions are of special importance: the Gulf of Aden and East African Coast; the Gulf of
Guinea and its coasts; and, more recently, North Africa due to the issue of increasing
migration. Africa is surrounded by the Indian Ocean, the South Atlantic Ocean and
the Mediterranean Sea. Its security concerns lie in these maritime domains. The South
Atlantic, moreover, is the bridge between Brazil and West Africa — the former being in
and of itself an important actor in the maritime domain (see point 6, below).

Countries such as Brazil, Russia, India, and China have their own individual naval and
broader maritime ambitions. Strong support for their navies stems from both tradi-
tional and modern strategic thinking. China particularly has attracted much attention
(and is further developed in the section below), but it would be a strategic mistake to

focus on China’s ambitions alone.

Last but not least, the “non-state actor” at sea. This category comprises not only

k)

terrorists, but activists e.g. the “Sea Shepherd Conservation Society” or the “Mercy
Ships” organisation and the declaration of a “Gaza Flotilla”. The question of whether
states are prepared to deal with these maritime actors is an important one. It is not
only Greenpeace that challenges national authorities with spectacular events at sea;

there are other actors whose ambitions and aims are much less clear and/or benign.
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China: Cause for Strategic Readjustment?

China’s ambitions have already caused some strategic changes:

The ‘Pivot to Asia’, announced by Barack Obama, U.S President, in November 2011 is
a very significant strategic readjustment illustrating the geopolitical importance of the
Asian continent. The question of what role the maritime domain plays and could play
in this shift is worth considering from a security perspective. Sovereignty concerns
and the violation of UNCLOS are real, currently presenting particular danger in the
maritime domain of the South China Sea. The Asia-Pacific region is today brimming
with global opportunities and risks. But it is important not to restrict one’s thinking
and acting to only one maritime domain. From a maritime perspective “access” and
“area denial” are issues of global importance. The international maritime legal frame-
work can provide answers as to how these above-mentioned sovereignty concerns and
UNCLOS violations ought to be resolved, however it is uncertain whether the solu-
tions provided by said framework would be accepted by all states. Recognising that
politics tends to be more reactive than proactive, a global and strategic view is needed
to come to the necessary decisions.

This US shift towards Asia may be seen as a response to the rise of the Chinese Navy.
Recalling that the US Navy remains the only national maritime service with global
ambition, or to put it more positively: the only national stakeholder able to establish
and enforce “Good Governance at Sea”, this shift has a much broader impact than

many have yet recognised.

Not all analysts view the shift to Asia in the same manner, however. Robert Kaplan,
for instance, reflects on the influence of geography globally. His recent book, “The
Revenge of Geography — What the Map Tells Us About Coming Conflicts and the
Battle Against Fate” incorporates familiar but nonetheless still valid wisdom including
the importance of the role of geopolitics. His thesis highlights the importance of the
Indian Ocean more than that of the Pacific to the future of American power, offering
thoughtful insights which act as a reminder not to focus upon the Pacific alone. For, as
is often the case, to predominantly focus upon one maritime domain over another, is
to ignore the reality that all the oceans are interconnected and that geography implies

much more than coastlines and climate: it is a matter of geopolitics.

NATO and the European Union also need to adapt their policies addressing the evolu-
tions in the challenges to security and prosperity in a systematic way. The consequent
realignment will profoundly reshape the European Union, politically and economical-
ly, with major implications for NATO and other elements of the transatlantic partner-
ship. What is happening in the Indo-Pacific has its consequences in and for Europe; the
EU and NATO would be well-advised to take this into consideration.

17
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Europe’s Perspective and its Interests

From a European perspective, areas of interest can today be roughly listed as “The
Arctic Region”, “the Mediterranean Sea”, “The Indo-Pacific Region” and the “Gulf
of Guinea”. But the EU would be short sighted if it took the Atlantic Ocean with both
Americas for granted.

From a global perspective, risks and threats are common and have many faces: piracy
and armed robbery; maritime terrorism; illicit human trafficking by sea; narcotics;
small arms and light weapons; global climate change; cargo theft, and more. These
challenges keep evolving and are often hybrid in nature: they represent an intercon-
nected and unpredictable mix of traditional and irregular warfare, terrorism, and/or

organised crime.

These “man-made” threats adversely affect the EU and its population. But they can

also affect the global maritime domain:
They can be categorised as:

Terrorism using the sea either as a base or a conduit for attacks ashore, e.g. through
the infiltration of terrorists, the use of explosives or even of weapons of mass destruc-
tion (WMD).

Sufficient evidence exists to confirm that the sea has also been used by terrorists as a
means of infiltrating operatives, explosives, and weapons into target countries, often
taking advantage of the implicit covertness and large cargo capacity of ships. The lim-
ited protection of EU ports from an attack by sea makes the prospect of a ship explod-

ing inside a harbour perhaps the most worrying threat.

Illegal immigration, including human trafficking, can endanger the internal stability
of EU countries. Illegal immigration has become one of the most challenging tasks for
all maritime services in Europe as well as for world politics at large: more and more
migrants are today — heading towards Europe but the magnitude of the challenge — the
task of rescuing people and improving their prospects in Europe or of returning them

home — is not a new one, as the “Boat People” of the Vietnam War testify.

Narcotics and arms trafficking can de-stabilise foreign countries and in turn, create
damaging effects in Europe.

Threats that affect European maritime interests along all major trade routes, especial-

ly at geographical chokepoints, must also be considered.

Piracy, which not only affects trade routes but also fishing activities in some fishing
grounds and local wars or regional terrorism in the vicinity of chokepoints can pose
serious threats. Besides the direct damage to state finances and legitimate business,
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established networks can launder money and engage in profitable smuggling activities,
usually of drugs or weapons but also of other goods and contraband.

Territorial Water and Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) Claims can affect Europe’s
maritime interests and potentially increase the probability of conflict.

Finally, Environmental Degradation resulting from the dumping of toxic waste at sea
and illegal, unreported, and unregulated (IUU) fishing also runs counter European
interests.

Added to these challenges, risks and threats, Europe also has significant inherent vulner-
abilities in the maritime domain. The most serious is that all European member states,
even landlocked ones, depend on the sea as they all benefit from maritime trade through
European ports. The logistic supply chain has to be considered from the company’s
point of production to its most distant customer: the product or its components have to
be transported by land, sea, and air. For most goods the sea-based element of transport
usually constitutes the longest and most difficult part of the journey — from the port of
loading to that of discharge. Maritime safety and security considerations have to apply
throughout the whole chain, from port to sea to port, since optimising only one phase
is not enough to safeguard the commodities. This also holds true for passenger travel:
the rapid rise in large cruise ship operators makes ensuring effective maritime security

even more complex and daunting, which brings us back to the issue of access once more.

The issue of access to the global maritime domain is a core concern for all states which
have acknowledged the importance of the maritime domain for the well-being of their
citizens and the security of their interests. The development of anti-access and area de-
nial (A2AD) policies is a crucial part of the complex security policy structure, strate-
gies and thinking relating to the maritime domain. This can be seen in the South China

Sea today and will remain on the list of potential maritime conflicts in the future.

Europe’s current Situation as regards the Maritime Domain

A vast number of different authorities act in the maritime domain in the European
context. The basic function for all maritime-related activities is conducting maritime
surveillance and developing an accurate picture of the maritime scenario — locally, re-
gionally and globally. To achieve this one can identify seven functions, which are re-
lated to maritime safety and security in EU Member States:

Border control;

Customs;

Fishery control;

Defence;

Law enforcement; and,

Marine environmental protection.

These seven functions are carried out, nationally and regionally, using various mari-

time surveillance related initiatives, each working in relative isolation from the other.
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This results in an often fragmented and incomplete level of knowledge and Intel re-
garding the occurrences in the global maritime domain.

Maritime activities in Europe are regulated by the EU’s “Integrated Maritime Policy”,
a document addressing a wide range of maritime tasks and challenges. It has three
policy pillars: social, environmental, and economic. In its early development, it did
not include any security responsibilities and tasks. Rectifying this omission was and is
a very ambitious enterprise, requiring a gradual step—by-step approach, that is not yet
completed. The main impediments to progress are:

Shifting the mentality of all maritime authorities from a pattern of operating in relative
isolation towards one of working in networks;

Overcoming legal barriers to appropriate information exchange via the enforcement
or — if necessary — amendment of national, EU, sectorial and horizontal legislation;
Specifying the technological choices to be made so as to enable connectivity between
existing systems and networks and to provide a seamless and cost-effective flow of

maritime information.

The European Commission’s response to these challenges is an initiative called “The
Common Information Sharing Environment” (CISE) which sets out the guidelines for
cooperative surveillance in the European maritime domain together with the Council
and Member States. The roadmap developed to achieve this ambitious undertaking
takes a long-term perspective. An interesting point is the way the roadmap ambitions
to explain the complexity of maritime security. It identifies six fundamental steps to be
carried out prior to establishing a CISE. Its approach is attractive from a global point
of view as it can also be used as a blueprint for other regions.

The six steps are:

Identifying all the user communities, i.e. those that use and provide maritime related
information, including port authorities, keeping in mind the ISPS code, mentioned
above;

Mapping the data sets and conducting gap analysis, observing what information is
available, but not shared with all the other user communities;

Identifying common data classification levels;

Developing the technical support framework for CISE. It is important to realise that
CISE is not a new or centralised system; it is a network of existing systems, properly
interconnected;

Establishing appropriate access rights; and

Ensuring that legal provisions are respected.

This six-step methodology could be applied independently from the regional or the na-
tional context: there is, as of yet, no region in the world where all the different maritime
services coordinate and cooperate in such a way as to fully achieve a secure environment
of the level ambitioned by the CISE. Information sharing is a prerequisite to achiev-
ing surveillance and a comprehensive maritime picture. The EU and its Member States
aim to implement the Common Information Sharing Environment by 2020. The step—
by-step approach is still one of the guiding principles; patience and endurance are thus
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required, but it seems the only way to convince all the different maritime authorities in
so many participating Member States to move towards a situation of Intel and surveil-

lance sharing.

Concluding Remarks: the G7 Foreign Ministers’ Declaration
on Maritime Security

2015 was the first time that Maritime Security in almost all its different aspects was
discussed and agreed upon in a high-level international conference. Given the long
and intensive preparations and the involvement of many experts this required, there
is now a unique opportunity to use the momentum generated to propel the topic into
the future.

The introduction of the G7 declaration (partially quoted below) functions as an ex-
cellent summary of this piece, condensing key points regarding the global maritime

domain:

“The maritime domain is a cornerstone of the livelihood of humanity, habitat, resourc-
es and transport routes for up to 90% cent of intercontinental trade.

It connects states and regions and makes otherwise distant nations neighbours.
Humankind depends on a safe, sound and secure maritime domain in order to pre-
serve peace, enhance international security and stability, feed billions of people, foster
human development, generate economic growth and prosperity, secure the energy sup-
ply and preserve ecological diversity and coastal livelihoods. As the world’s population
grows, our reliance on the oceans as a highway for commerce and a source of food and
resources will increase even more. The free and unimpeded use of the world’s oceans

undergirds every nation’s journey into the future.

We, the Foreign Ministers of Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United
Kingdom, the United States of America and the High Representative of the European
Union, are convinced that we can comprehensively counter threats to maritime securi-
ty only if we follow a cooperative, rules-based, cross-sector approach and co-ordinate
our actions nationally, regionally and globally. We are persuaded that lasting maritime
security can only be achieved if we join forces in order to strengthen maritime govern-

ance in pursuit of rules-based, sustainable use of seas and oceans.

We reiterate our commitment to the freedoms of navigation and overflight and other
internationally lawful uses of the high seas and the exclusive economic zones as well
as to the related rights and freedoms in other maritime zones, including the rights of
innocent passage, transit passage and archipelagic sea lanes passage consistent with in-
ternational law. We further reiterate our commitment to unimpeded lawful commerce,
the safety and security of seafarers and passengers, and the conservation and sustain-

able use of natural and marine resources including marine biodiversity.”
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The declaration — driven by the assessment that the maritime security rules and stand-
ards developed, agreed and executed by the international community are under pres-

sure — functions as an appropriate conclusion to this piece.

It is worth noting, beyond the points mentioned in the G7 declaration, however, that
the sea is a global commons, interconnected and without borders. Territorial waters
and Exclusive Economic Zones are not comparable with land borders. To achieve
awareness in this direction is a new challenge. One conclusion is to think globally, but
to act regionally and locally. When looking at the different regions of the world, one
notes that there is always heightened stability and more peaceful development when
nations are acting in coordination and cooperation. Whether maritime security coop-
eration takes the shape of bilateral or multilateral agreements and treaties, or both,
will be a question influenced by regional and world politics. Multilateral agreements
can, however, create a more binding solution and have been successful in the western

hemisphere.

The “Declaration on Maritime Security” by the Foreign Ministers of the G 7 Countries
is, therefore, an encouraging step. More concrete measures and tasks should follow
this ambitious description of the maritime domain. Particular attention should be
drawn to South America in general and Brazil as a growing maritime nation in par-
ticular. This could be facilitated by a conference which focusses on the Brazilian per-
spective. The maritime domain offers more opportunities than risks and it is essential
to connecting people and nations. The issue of perspective, when considering the sea,
is fundamental. If one stands at the beach with one’s back to the land one’s view will
be different from that seen standing with one’s back to the sea looking ashore. He who
looks towards the sea is the one with an unlimited horizon, even if his capabilities are
limited: therein lies the difference.
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Euro-Atlantic Security in an Era of
Self Defence

Karl-Heinz Kamp

Historians may one day consider the year 2014 as a turning point for
international security policy, arguably comparable to the dramatic im-
plications of 2001. Like the terrorist attacks of September 11, which
changed priorities in security and defence policy not only in the United
States but in large parts of the world, Moscow’s expansive steps in
Eastern Europe profoundly altered perceptions and policies in the Euro-
Atlantic realm and beyond. Moreover, security and stability in Europe’s
southern neighbourhood was equally challenged by the mushrooming
of Islamist violence practically destroying domestic order in large parts
of the Middle East and of Northern Africa — the so called MENA-
region. Whereas in the first two decades since the end of the Cold War,
the number of major interstate conflicts (those with more than 1000
direct casualties per year) decreased significantly, this trend reversed in
the last half decade. Since 2008, the number of major conflicts tripled
from four to twelve — the vast majority of them in the MENA region.

The implications of these two developments — for the North Atlantic
Alliance (NATO), the European Union (EU) and the international se-

curity order at large — are worth considering.

The Russia Problem

With Russia seizing Ukrainian territory in 2014 and with Russia’s
president Putin publicly stating that he could conquer neighbouring

states in a few days, international observers frequently characterised

25



26

Xl Forte de Copacabana Conference International Security A European—South American Dialogue

the situation in Eastern Europe as a new Cold War. Like the Soviet Union, Russia ap-
peared to be an over-arching military and political threat keeping an entire region
under vassalage. However, as catchy the term “Cold War” may be, it is historically
loaded and does not suit well as a characterisation of the current period, which differs
significantly from the old East-West conflict. There is, today, neither a global compe-
tition between two political systems — Communism and Capitalism — , nor a Soviet
dominated “Eastern Block” militarily at pair with the US-led NATO. Instead, Russia
today is a regional power with an admittedly large nuclear weapons capability. It is
also a permanent member of the United Nations Security Council. Alas, despite strong
rhetoric of its leadership, Russia has been incapable of re-establishing lasting global

influence or attractiveness, demonstrating a lack of these soft-power skills.

Instead of a global rivalry, there is a specific conflict with Russia — already simmer-
ing for a while but visibly breaking out in 2014. It is a conflict with three dimensions:

First, for a couple of years now Moscow positions itself as an “anti-Western” power,
regarding the Western way of life as a degenerated model in which too much liberalism
has led to deformations such as the erosion of religious values, materialism or homo-
sexual rights. President Putin, in turn, emphasises orthodoxy and nationalism, even
expressing ideas of Slavic superiority. Such rhetoric is not good or bad per se but ap-
pears from a Western point of view slightly bizarre at best.

Second, the Russian leadership thinks in terms of spheres of influence and of the lim-
ited sovereignty of countries located in the “near abroad” of a leading power. Hence,
the North Atlantic Alliance and the European Union are regarded as imminent threats
for Russia as they have expanded to the East thereby destroying the former Soviet
Union’s cordon sanitaire. Following this logic, Moscow dismisses Western reasoning
that NATO and the EU responded to the membership applications of sovereign coun-
tries which have the right to choose their alliances. In Russian thinking, NATO should
not have accepted new members so as not to endanger the overall stability in Europe.

To emphasise its ambitions of restoring imperial greatness and exerting control over its
neighbours, Moscow increasingly includes the mention of nuclear weapons usage as a
means of intimidation. Russian threats to deploy more nuclear weapons in its Western
regions or the cruising of Russian nuclear bombers close to NATO territory should be
read as signs of Moscow’s great power aspirations. Since 2009, Russia has even includ-

ed the use of nuclear weapons against NATO capitals in its regular military exercises.

Third, with the illegal annexation of Crimea and the active support of separatist move-
ments in Eastern Ukraine, Russia violated international law and broke international
treaties it had signed years ago. More importantly, Moscow crossed a threshold which
was long-regarded as sacrosanct in Europe: it modified its borders by way of mili-
tary force. This is why the Russia-Ukraine dispute is not just a regional crisis but a
game changer in international security relations. The result will not be a temporary
bad weather period but a fundamental ‘climate change’ between Russia and what can
be called the “political West”, i.e. liberal democracies in NATO, the EU and beyond.
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Russia is no longer regarded as a partner and the idea of a Euro-Atlantic security order
including Russia has ceased to exist.

It has been difficult to imagine what the Russian leadership intended to achieve with
the seizing of Ukrainian territory and with its aggressiveness to neighbours and (for-
mer) partners. Neither Crimea nor the Ukraine is an economic or strategic “jewel”
justifying the price of ruining Russia’s relationship with NATO and the EU. If it was
Russia’s intention to prevent the Ukraine’s orientation towards the West, this idea
failed completely: regardless of the outcome of the crisis, the part of the Ukraine not re-
maining under Russian control will doubtlessly strive for a close association to NATO
and the EU. Moreover, the cost (political and economic) of sustaining the annexation
of Crimea as a Moscow-controlled entity geographically separated from Russian ter-
ritory has been significant. The sanctions imposed by the EU and other democratic
countries are biting for a Russian economy which is already strained due to its lack
of competitiveness and its overly strong dependence on energy exports. Since low oil
prices are likely to last, Russia will suffer from a significant dearth of income. Other
countries will hardly be of help: the idea of forging an alliance with China proved to
be a pipe dream as Beijing regards Moscow as a junior-partner at best, being instru-
mental only as regards its own strategic interests. A potential unification of the rising
powers in the BRICS format (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa) also seems
less likely than Moscow might have expected — not only because the BRICS form a
dispersed assemblage of countries, but also because some members underperform sub-
stantially with regard to initially hoped-for growth and prosperity.

Many observers expect that Moscow will sooner or later seize other parts of the
Ukraine in order to establish a land-bridge between Russia and Crimea in order to
keep the cost of the occupation bearable. Hence, it seems likely that Russia will con-
tinue to either indirectly support secession movements in the Ukraine or to use direct

military force for this purpose.

The Putin-regime evidently reaps the rewards of its new world-power ambitions rather
more in the soft area of political perceptions within Russia than in that of hard eco-
nomic and strategic realities. Domestic support for President Putin has climbed to un-
expected heights as the Russian political and military sabre rattling soothes the still
prevalent ghost pain of having lost the erstwhile Soviet Empire. The narrative of a
Russia which has risen from its knees now finding its appropriate place among world
powers — triumphing against the bullying of the United States — is one which sells
well in a country which even 25 years after the end of the Cold War still brings no
other products to the world market than weapons and energy. From that perspective,
President Putin seems doomed to act forcefully on the international scene in order to
keep up his national image of indomitability. The trouble is that these global power
ambitions don’t pair with economic realities. Given that Russia has missed at least two
decades of political, economic and societal modernisation, the long term perspectives
for the Putin regime to deliver sufficient public goods to satisfy the society’s needs are
bleak. Unlike many competitors, Russia is not a rising power but a power on the de-

cline, living, in economic terms, off its past savings and, in political terms, from the
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fiction of being the leader of the anti-American world. As this business model cannot
be sustained eternally, in a decade from now the problem might be a destabilised, dis-

integrating Russia rather than an over-aggressive one.

Apparently, President Putin and his advisors did not expect a strong international re-
action to the annexation of Ukrainian territory. In their perception of a degenerated
West which is not able to stand up for its values, Moscow hoped to get away with
some harsh verbal reactions and political condemnations from Washington, Brussels
or Berlin. Surprisingly, NATO and the EU acted immediately by applying an entire
spectrum of political, economic and military counter-measures. In a division-of-la-
bour approach, the EU has been in the driver’s seat with regard to the non-military
crisis management efforts. Tough political and economic sanctions were issued swiftly
and were fully supported by the United States and by many democratic countries in the
Asia-Pacific region (Japan, Australia etc.). Moreover, economic support for both the
Ukraine and for other nations in the European neighbourhood which are threatened
by Russia’s neo-imperial policies was issued in order to increase these nations” domes-
tic stability and societal resilience. Even an agreement between Russia and the Ukraine
for further energy supplies was negotiated under the auspices of the EU so as to ensure
the physical survival of the Ukraine.

NATO did its share by focussing on its core task according to Article 5 of the NATO
treaty (the so-called Washington Treaty signed in 1949) which is to protect all its
member states against military aggression from abroad. Hence, NATO did not intend
to take action against Russian military operations in Eastern Ukraine as the Ukraine
does not belong to the North Atlantic Alliance. Instead, the Alliance took a number of
measures — subsumed under the headline Readiness Action Plan (RAP) - to improve its
defence capabilities against a potential future Russian aggression against NATO itself.
As such, it created a new rapid response mechanism to ensure quick military reactions
to regional crises at NATO’s borders; it augmented its military presence in Eastern
Europe; it significantly increased military training and exercises; and it guaranteed the
storage of military equipment in Eastern Europe in order to have the means to act de-
cisively on very short notice. In addition, individual NATO members provided military
support and training for Ukrainian forces on a bilateral basis.

The purpose of these measures was twofold: first, to send a signal of resolve to any
potential aggressor that NATO is willing and able to protect the territorial integrity of
its member states. Second, NATO conveyed a message of reassurance to its members
in Eastern Europe which feel threatened by Moscow’s assertiveness. It was obvious,
though, that all these military preparations would require significant financial means.
Thus, NATO members agreed to increase their defence spending to finance the steps
agreed under the RAP. Other countries in Europe — outside NATO but close partners

to the Alliance, such as Sweden or Finland — increased their defence spending as well.

It is worth noting that up to the time of writing this piece, governments in NATO and
the EU remained remarkably coherent in their reaction. Both institutions stuck to their
tough measures, even if some electorates — not least in Germany — were partly willing
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to swallow Russian propaganda justifying Moscow’s illegal actions as understandable
if not called-for in view of the supposed attempts of “the West”, particularly of the
United States, to deny Russia its appropriate position on the world stage. However,
particularly after the downing of a Malaysian civil aircraft in July 2014 allegedly by
Ukrainian separatists supported by Russia, the international backing of Russia’s rea-
soning faded significantly. From that moment on, public polls indicated a growing
number of Europeans viewing Russia as the main spoiler of European stability. This
shift in public opinion was amplified by the fact that the Russian leadership continu-
ously stimulated the conflict by expressing blunt military threats against the Baltic
States or against their neighbours in South Eastern Europe. The more belligerent the
tone in Moscow became, the more support NATO and EU governments found for up-

grading European defence and for aiming restrictive measures at Russia’s economy.

Turmoil in the Middle East

Another worrisome trend which started years ago but accelerated significantly in 2014
was the turmoil in Islamic states south of the Mediterranean Sea — the already mentioned
MENA region. The level of violence and the depth of the various conflicts in the area
indicate that these events go beyond ordinary crises or revolutions, which sooner or later
fizzle out and/or lead to the reestablishment of order. Instead of following this path, the
region appears to be suffering from a lasting erosion of statehood in which countries like
Iraq, Libya or Syria fall apart and newly founded Caliphates transcend existing borders.
Myriads of extremist groupings, some of them labelled as ISIS (Islamic State in Iraq and
Syria) or ISIL (Islamic State in Iraq and Levant), fight each other — many of them sup-
ported by regional powers like Iran or the Gulf states. Estimates indicate that in 2014
about 1500 armed non-state groups existed in Syria alone.

Given the magnitude of the conflicts and the size of the region involved, some observ-
ers already draw comparisons to the Thirty Years War of the 17 century which led to
a fundamentally new order in Europe after a third of a century of fighting.

The chances for stabilising the situation from outside — be it by civil and military in-
tervention or by partnership efforts to support existing governments — are extremely
low. Where state structures cease to exist, it seems impossible to define a party against
or in favour of whom to intervene. Moreover, recent international attempts to pacify
ongoing crises or to help in building functioning state structures have hardly been suc-
cessful. The NATO intervention in Libya — albeit effective in its operational implemen-
tation — has not lead to more stability on the ground. On the contrary, since the end
of the brutal dictatorship of the Gadhafi-regime, the country has fallen to pieces. In
Afghanistan, the jury is still out as to whether the results of 13 years of intervention
and nation building efforts by 50 nations and numerous non-state organisations will
in fact lead to lasting positive results. Current assessments do not leave much room for
optimism: one of the core lessons of Afghanistan seems to be that medieval societies
cannot be easily jump-started into the 21 century.
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It is no surprise then that a strong “intervention fatigue” has been spreading among the
NATO members — particularly if it comes to military action. Even if NATO, as the stron-
gest military alliance in the world, seems a natural candidate for crisis interventions,
members get increasingly hesitant to risk the lives of their soldiers in conflicts where
any action from abroad leads to more chaos on the ground rather than to more stability.

There are three reasons, however, why NATO cannot ignore the developments south
of the Mediterranean Sea: firstly, many NATO members are geographically located in
Southern Europe and naturally expect that the security alliance to which they belong
will take care of the threats and challenges extant in their neighbourhood. Secondly,
the NATO members in Northern Europe as well as those in North America (the United
States and Canada) will equally be affected by a lasting instability of an important re-
gion like the Middle East and Northern Africa. What is more, Islamist terrorism tran-
scends borders and poses a domestic threat to many NATO and EU countries. Currently,
about 4000 European citizens are estimated to have left their countries and joined one
of the numerous terrorist groups in the Middle East in order to fight for what they per-
ceive as a just cause. Many of them will sooner or later return and might use their fight-
ing skills for terrorist acts in their home countries. Thirdly, NATO member Turkey di-
rectly borders two states affected by civil war — Iraq and Syria — and is a neighbour of
Iran, a country which is strongly fuelling the unrest in the MENA region. Hence, an
attack on Turkish territory cannot be excluded and would invoke the afore-mentioned
Article 5 which activates the solidarity of all NATO members in favour of the country
under threat. In other words, via Turkey, NATO might become a direct participant in
the conflict.

Given the complex situation, NATO is confronted with the double challenge of, on
the one hand, not getting directly involved in the MENA region fighting even if the
brutality of Islamist groups contravenes every humanitarian value NATO upholds. On
the other hand, NATO has to be prepared to react swiftly and decisively if its member
Turkey comes under attack. This is why NATO had long deployed Patriot anti-missile
sites in Turkey to protect the country from any threat from the air.

Europe in a New Era of Self Defence

The fundamentally modified security situation in the Euro-Atlantic area, character-
ised by immediate threats from the East and from the South, has led to a number of
new trends in Euro-Atlantic security policy — some still under development.

After decades of NATO and EU attempts to build up a partnership with Russia, the
Euro-Atlantic community finds itself back in a situation resembling the old days of the
East-West conflict: facing the existence of a specific military threat. The implications
for NATO are profound. In its current strategic core document, the so-called Strategic
Concept of 2010, the Alliance defined three core missions: military self-defence, cri-
sis management through intervention, and cooperative security via close partnerships
with non-NATO countries all around the world. Even if this task list was perceived as

a hierarchy with self-defence on top, in practice most NATO members could not then
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imagine an opponent to defend against. In consequence of this, NATO kept Article 5
as its rhetorical raison d’étre but de facto reduced its self-defence capacities. It had, at
this time, significantly reduced its military capabilities in Europe and scrapped almost
all of its defence plans. Instead, NATO forces fought in Afghanistan or Libya and the
Alliance evolved a dense net of partnerships in Europe, the Middle East and the Asia-
Pacific. Today, NATO is back to the ‘Article-5-World” in which military protection
against aggression is not only a rhetorical task but needs to be bolstered by credible
military means.

Nuclear weapons are now back on the international security agenda — if it is that they
were ever off it! Popular ideas of a nuclear free world, regarded by some as pure fiction,
are no longer guiding Euro-Atlantic security policy. Instead, past lessons of nuclear de-
terrence have to be re-learned.

It is worth noting, though, that protection from Russia and cooperation with Russia
are not mutually exclusive. Despite the bellicose policies of its leadership, Russia is an
important country that needs to be included in a number of common efforts aimed at
tackling imminent challenges. The agreement with Iran on its nuclear program, the
need for close cooperation in the Arctic or the ongoing civil war in Syria are concrete
examples regarding which cooperation with Russia is instrumental in solving common
problems. Therefore, lines of communication with Moscow were kept up, notwith-
standing the conflict in the Ukraine. The German government in particular made sure

that Russia was not fully excluded from the security dialogue in Europe.

NATO and the EU proved to be efficient security policy actors mutually augmenting
their efforts towards defusing the crisis in the East. In fact, they developed an efficient
division of labour with the EU focusing on the non-military dimensions of crisis man-
agement and NATO dealing with the deterrence aspects of strengthening its military
capabilities to dissuade aggression against its members. Moreover, both organisations
kept up their coherence despite the fact that economic sanctions against Russia and
costly military improvements have been difficult to sell in those European countries
which are already heavily hit by economic crisis. Hence, Russia’s new aggressiveness
has been met by a steadfast front of democratic countries not willing to take threats
to European stability.

With respect to the violence in the Arab world, the report card is less positive. NATO
and the EU refrained from getting militarily involved in the various crises. There is a
very selective and low profile engagement in a few trouble spots like the EU training
mission in Mali or NATO support efforts for Iraqi military forces. Moreover indi-
vidual NATO and EU nations take UN mandated military action in the region, like
France’s “Operation Serval” in Mali. There also appears to be another dimension to
the division of labour in the sense that the United States is focussing more on the trou-
ble spots in the Middle East, whereas Europe is dealing more with the challenges com-
ing from the immediate East. Still, progress in hedging Islamist violence and the disin-
tegration of large parts of the MENA region has, so far, been very limited. Neither the
United States nor their European allies seem to have a quick solution at hand.
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The West Against the Rest?

The implications of the fighting in Europe’s Southern and Eastern neighbourhoods go
far beyond these respective regions and are wider than the mere posing of security policy
challenges. Instead, they indicate the erosion of the current liberal and rule based inter-
national order, constructed after the end of the Second World War. Russia’s annexation
of parts of a sovereign state or the ISIS declarations of an Islamic Caliphate break with
everything the liberal world order was made of: the relevance of international law, the in-
vulnerability of external borders, the recognition of national sovereignty and the validity
of signed treaties. It is not by chance that President Putin’s annual speech at the so-called
“Valdai Discussion Club” late 2014 was given under the headline displayed on a banner:
“New Rules or No Rules”. Following this slogan Russia is willing to accept rules, but
not those the current international order is based upon.

In other regions of the world, the post-World War II order is equally eroding. China
challenges it in the Asia-Pacific region by creating artificial islands in order to expand
its control over the South China Sea. However, unlike Russia, Beijing seems aware
of the fact that China’s further economic and social evolution is highly dependent on
international stability, free trade and reliable legal structures — in short upon a rule-
based, liberal international order. There is, as such, a degree of ambivalence in China’s
position with regard to the future of the current international order. Other rising pow-
ers, be it in Asia, Africa or Latin America will face this question of which kind of an

international order to support as well.

Given this mutable situation, it is worth debating whether the endurance of the liberal
and democratic world order requires a coherent effort from the political “West” to
defend its values and principles. The question arises as to whether there is a need for
Europe, North America and politically like-minded democracies around to globe to
align in order to support an international system based to a large degree on the inter-
national institutions created after the end of World War II. Should the answer be posi-
tive, the political “West” must then deal with the potential reaction from other rising
powers, which might see such a thing as a form of paternalistic domination.

It is worth mentioning that efforts to rally “the West” around this flag are not new. One
of the proposals which gained most traction was the idea expressed by the then US presi-
dential candidate John McCain in 2007 to create a “League of Democracies”. However,
most of the proposals of uniting or even re-creating the political West are met with im-
mediate criticism of being directed ‘against’ someone or something: if there is a “West”,
then there must also be an “East” or a “South” to be excluded or regarded askance.
Hence, proposals of this kind were in the past mostly dismissed as attempts to build new
walls against other entities — such as Russia or countries in the Middle East.
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In 2015, though, the situation seems profoundly different. It is Russia which posi-
tions itself explicitly against the West and its political principles. It is the extremist
Islamic groups mostly in the South which violate not only Western values but ravage
basic standards of human civilisation. Hence, an effort to safeguard Western values
would not be an active move of excluding others but a protective reaction to preserve
its own set of values against those who reject them. Were such a project to go forward
“the West” would be construed as a political as opposed to geographical category and
would be a self-selecting entity based on a consensus on the basic pillars of liberal
democracy. The core would be NATO and the EU, to be amended by fully fledged
democracies, market economies and politically like-minded countries independent of

their geographical location.

Historians may one day consider the year 2014 not only as a watershed for interna-
tional security policy but also as the beginning of a comprehensive attempt to uphold
the order and structures which have maintained stability in large parts of the world

for the last quarter of a century.
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Hot Spot East and South China
Seas and the Importance of
Crisis Management — A European
Perspective

Peter Roell

Main Hotspots in the East and South China Sea

Over the last five years, tensions have increased between China and a
number of neighbouring states over territorial disputes in the East and
South China Seas. In some cases, there have been threats of armed con-
flict. China’s increasingly aggressive behaviour has caused fears that
long-simmering conflicts may well escalate.

Small wonder, then, that on April 27, 2015 the ASEAN Heads of States
mentioned in the final statement of their annual meeting that China’s
recent land reclamation activities in the Spratly Islands — which have
been claimed by some Southeast Asian countries — have “eroded trust

and confidence and may undermine peace, security and stability”.

A strong message was also presented by Malaysia’s Defence Minister Datuk
Seri Hishammuddin Hussein at the 14" Asian Security Summit 2015 in
Singapore on May 30. He warned that the South China Sea issue could es-
calate into one of the “deadliest conflicts of all time”, urging claimant par-
ties to avoid undertaking any action which could cause tensions or ill-will.

On March 9, 2015 during her visit to Japan, German Chancellor Angela
Merkel, referring to Germany’s own experience, urged that Japan square-
ly confront its wartime past. By the same token, she signalled that neigh-

bouring countries must also do their part to achieve reconciliation.
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With diplomatic finesse, she said that “it is difficult for me as a German Chancellor
to give you advice on how to deal with your neighbourhood. It has to come out of a
process in society. Germany’s rehabilitation had only been possible because its former
enemies were willing to accept that it had confronted its past. But there was also the
acceptance in Germany to call things by their name.”

Chancellor Merkel also made reference to the speech by late German president Richard
von Weizsaecker, held in 1985, in which he called the end of World War II in Europe a
“day of liberation”, counselling that those who closed their eyes to the past were “blind

to the present.”

With respect to maritime issues, a passage in Chancellor Merkel’s speech at the event
co-hosted by the newspaper Asahi Shimbun and the Japanese-German Center Berlin in
Tokyo on March 9, 20135, is of interest both for its political as well as military aspects:

“Germany and Japan have shared interests when it comes to enforcing the strength
of International Law, which includes stability in other regions, such as waterways
and trade routes in the East and South China Seas, the security of which we believe is
threatened by maritime territorial disputes.” She continued:

“These waterways connect Europe with this part of the world, among other things.
Their security therefore also affects us in Europe. In order to reach a viable solution,
I believe it is very important to make use of regional fora such as ASEAN in addition
to bilateral efforts and also to overcome differences on the basis of international mari-
time law: this includes both smaller and larger partners in multilateral processes, and
basing potential agreements on internationally recognised law ensures transparency
and reliability. And transparency and reliability are vital requirements for preventing
misunderstandings, prejudices and crises.”

The remarks of Chancellor Merkel clearly underscore the importance of confidence-
building measures (CBMs), as early steps in crises management and the creation of a
peaceful environment in the East and South China Seas.

Looking at one major hotspot in the East China Sea — the five small Senkaku/Diaoyu
Islands — and the relations between Japan and China in the last few months, one notes
a cautious rapprochement on either side following the initial meeting between Japanese
Prime Minister Shinzo Abe and Chinese President Xi Jinping in November 2014. On
January 12, 2015 defence officials from both sides met in Tokyo to ascertain possible
areas of cooperation. They reaffirmed their commitment to establishing a maritime air
and sea communication mechanism to prevent crisis in and above the East China Sea.

On January 22, 2015 additional high-level consultations addressing problems in the
East China Sea took place in Yokohama. At the meeting both sides established four
working groups on policy/law of the sea, maritime defence, maritime law enforce-
ment and maritime economy. They also agreed to seek a dialogue between the two
Coast Guards.
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“China and Japan open maritime security talks aimed at averting accidental clashes
at sea”. This was the title of an article in the South China Morning Post on March 19,
2015. In Tokyo, Japanese and Chinese defence and foreign affairs officials discussed
maritime communication mechanisms to avoid unintended and accidental clashes at
sea. The security talks come at a time when Chinese Coast Guard vessels continue
to cross into Japan’s territorial waters around the Japanese-administered Senkaku
Islands in the East China Sea, known to the Chinese as Diaoyu Islands. By mid-
March Japanese sources said that between January and March of this year Chinese
ships had been spotted in Japanese territorial waters on a total of 32 days.

One day later the media reported that China and Japan have indeed agreed to estab-
lish a “maritime communication hotline” as a means of defusing tense naval standoffs
in the East China Sea. Whether or not the disputes between Japan and China over the
Senkaku/Diaoyu islands — but also bilateral relations in general — can be improved and
better managed has yet to be seen.

Either way, this success fits well into the new foreign policy approach put forward
by Chinese President Xi Jinping in a keynote address to Chinese political, military
and business elites last November, which gives priority to relations with neighbour-
ing states and to enhancing regional cooperation. In this scenario Japan plays an
important role.

The visit of Indonesian president Joko Widodo to Japan from March 22 to 25 2015,
and his meeting with Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe, are also worthy of men-
tion. With respect to maritime issues both leaders acknowledged in a joint statement
on March 23 that enhancing maritime security is an important element in maintain-
ing peace and stability in the region. They also underscored the importance of free-
dom of navigation and over flight on the high seas, unimpeded lawful commerce,
as well as resolving maritime disputes by peaceful means in accordance with uni-
versally recognised principles of International Law, including as it does, the 1982
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). The joint statement
also called for an early conclusion to talks between China and Southeast Asian coun-
tries concerning a code of conduct regarding the highly contested waters of the South
China Sea.

Widodo and Abe also welcomed the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding
(MoU) between the Ministry of Defence of the Republic of Indonesia and the Ministry
of Defence of Japan on Cooperation and Exchanges in the field of Defence. The MoU
outlined cooperation in technology and defence equipment, and peacekeeping and dis-
aster relief. Further details were not provided.

Looking at East Asia one may emphasise the importance of a political and military
event that took place in December of last year. The event in question was the signing
of a MoU between Japan, South Korea and the United States. The Memorandum out-
lines the very first exchange of military information between Japan and South Korea,
although the scope of shared information is limited to North Korea’s nuclear and
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ballistic missile programmes. It must be noted that the two Asian countries are not
prepared to share information directly, but only via the United States as a third party,

and that the intelligence-sharing agreement is not legally binding.

Previous attempts to negotiate an intelligence-sharing program failed under South
Korean domestic pressure in an effort to maintain distance from Japan. Some analysts
attribute the success of this agreement to increased U.S. pressure on both Japan and
South Korea to come to an agreement following North Korean cyber-attacks on the

American branch of Sony pictures.

Assessing possible expectations from either party, the Japan Times reported that
“Japan hopes to obtain timely South Korean data on North Korean missile launches”;
the Korea Times was worried that the agreement could “prompt South Korea to join
the U.S.-led Missile Defence System”, and Jomnhap News assumed that only second-
and third-rate intelligence information will be shared.

Although we should not expect too much from this agreement when it comes to the con-
tent of intelligence itself, the MoU does point in the right direction, politically speaking.
Japan, South Korea, the United States and also the European Union share similar inter-
ests in this matter, for example, keeping the Sea Lanes of Communication (SLOCs) open.
Commensurate with the deepening trust and confidence between Japan and South Korea

the exchange of information may well be expanded, including into the maritime domain.

Additional hotspots can be identified in the South China Sea, above all the tensions
between both Vietnam and China, and the Philippines and China. On May 5, 2014
Vietnam denounced China for setting up an exploration rig in waters off its central
coast disputed by the two countries. Vietnam claimed that the rig’s placement is with-
in its Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ), whereas a spokesman from China’s Foreign
Ministry stated that the rig was erected within Chinese territorial waters. The dispute
escalated rapidly. At least 21 people were killed and nearly 100 injured in Vietnam on
May 15 following violent protests against China. Crowds set fire to industrial parks
and factories, hunted down Chinese workers and attacked police during riots. The
protest compelled Chinese nationals to vacate Vietnam due to fears for their safety.

Interestingly, the Chinese oil-rig began moving to its new location near China’s is-
land of Hainan on July 15 — an area undisputed with other nations. During the visit
of Le Hong Anh, member of the Vietnamese politburo, and in his discussion with
Chinese President Xi Jinping, both sides were keen to restore normalcy to their other-
wise strained relations. Le Hong Anh’s visit was followed by a number of significant
visits and meetings by other leaders and high-ranking officials from both sides in ef-
forts to normalise the strained relationship. The visit to China in April 2015 by a high-
ranking delegation from Vietnam led by the head of the Vietnamese Communist Party,
Nguyen Phu Trong, helped to ease bilateral relations.

On May 14, 2014 the Philippines Department of Foreign Affairs announced that it had
lodged a formal protest to China on April 4 regarding the construction work at Johnson
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South Reef in the Spratlys. However, the protest was rejected by China on the grounds
that the “reef is Chinese territory”. Beijing has already concluded its land reclamation ac-
tivities at some locations in the Spratly islands, including Johnson South and Fiery Cross

Reefs, but at the Mischief and Subi Reefs land reclamation remains ongoing.

In addition to strengthening its alliance with the U.S. the Philippines is fostering its security
partnership with Japan. As a sign of this growing partnership, the Philippines and Japan held
a joint naval exercise in the South China Sea in early May 2015. From June 22 till June 25
the Philippines held military exercises with its ally the United States and its strategic partner
Japan. These exercises form part of the annual Cooperation Afloat Readiness and Training

(CARAT) which Washington carries out with several South and Southeast Asian nations.

At the beginning of June 2015 it was announced that CARAT Philippines 2015 will
take place in Palawan, the closest province to the Spratlys, a potentially oil-and-gas-
rich chain of islands, sand bars and shoals claimed as a whole or in part by China, the
Philippines, Vietnam, Malaysia, Brunei and Taiwan. The exercise with Japan will be

staged separately though, during the U.S. drills week.

Also of significance is the visit of Philippines’ President Aquino to Japan in June 2015.
In Tokyo Aquino and Japanese Prime Minister Abe agreed to start talks on a possible
Visiting Force Agreement (VFA), a move widely perceived as an attempt to counter
China’s antagonistic behaviour in the East and South China Seas. The possible use
of Philippine bases would enable the Japanese Air Self-Defence Force (ASDF) and the
Maritime Self Defence Force (MSDF) to conduct joint patrols with U.S. Forces for a
longer period of time and over a larger area in the South China Sea.

However, disputes in the East and South China Seas cannot be solved by a single power
or even by a select group of powers given that all manner of states and regional actors
have competing interests in the region. Cooperation between partners is, therefore,
key to success, not only regarding the protection of the Sea Lines of Communication
(SLOC:s), but also as a means of ensuring constancy in maritime environments and sta-

bility in the production and supply of energy.

When taking a brief glance at the 7% U.S.-China Strategic and Economic Dialogue
(S&ED) held in Washington D.C. on June 23-24, 2015, it becomes evident that develop-
ments in the South China Sea, above all the U.S. disapproval over China’s land reclama-
tion, played no significant role in the discussions. In his closing remarks, U.S. Secretary
of State John Kerry cautiously refrained from pointing the finger at China by stating
that “countries with competing claims should exercise restraint, refrain from preventive

unilateral actions, and settle their differences in accordance with International Law.”

China’s State Councillor, Yang Jiechi, underscored Beijing’s position that his coun-
try is “firmly determined to safeguard territorial sovereignty and maritime rights and
interests.” Such remarks echo a statement by a Ministry of Defence spokesman who
claimed that “China has indisputable sovereignty of the South China Sea, and China

has a sufficient historical and legal background to underpin its claims.”
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The Role of the United States and China in the Asia-Pacific
Region

When discussing hotspots in the East and South China Seas its worthwhile to take a
look at the strategic intent of the major competitors in the Asia-Pacific region, namely,
the United States of America and the People’s Republic of China. In November 2011
U.S. President Barack Obama declared the Strategic Pivot to Asia — the most impor-
tant strategic shift since the end of the Cold War. A key driver for this decision was the
assessment that the geopolitical relevance of Asia has grown considerably. Worldwide
trade is set to triple by 2030, and Asia will be the driving force of economic growth.
The U.S. was thus obliged to adapt its political, economic and military strategy.

In his speech at the 13" IISS Shangri-La Dialogue (May 30 — June 1,2014, in Singapore),
the then U.S. Secretary of Defence, Chuck Hagel, stated that the U.S. will continue its
aid to nations for developing their respective humanitarian and disaster-relief capabili-

ties, and in upgrading their respective armed forces.

For the first time Indonesia is to receive Apache helicopters for carrying out counter-pi-
racy operations, and overseeing the free flow of shipping through the Straits of Malacca.
What Hagel did not mention, however, was the number of helicopters and delivery de-
tails. Internet research reveals that Indonesia is to purchase eight AH-64 Apache heli-
copters for 600 million US$, scheduled for delivery between 2014 and 2017.

Hagel also said that Washington plans to provide robust assistance to the Philippines’
Armed Forces, and to strengthen their maritime and aviation capabilities. But what
are the specific ramifications of the above? The following figures were available from
Open Source Information (OSINT):

142 M113A2 armoured personnel carriers (APCs) from U.S. Army stocks are scheduled to
be shipped to the Philippines in 2014, and the U.S. will provide US$ 50 million in military fi-
nancial aid, plus US$ 40 million for the acquisition of long-range maritime patrol aircraft. In
view of this, the agreement between the Governments of the Republic of the Philippines and
the United States of America on Enhanced Defence Cooperation of April 2014 is of interest.

Hagel added that South Korea is set to receive “Global Hawk Drones” as part of ef-
forts to substantially enhance its intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance capa-
bilities, though he did not provide further details. Internet research showed that South
Korea plans to acquire 40 Lockheed Martin F-35A Joint Strike Fighter aircraft for US$
7 billion, scheduled for delivery between 2018 and 2021.

The U.S. Secretary of Defence said that the United States is poised to deploy two ad-
ditional ballistic missile defence ships to Japan (and although the date was not men-
tioned, research suggests that they will be deployed by 2017).

On June 18, 2015 the USS Chancellorsville, a modernised guided missile cruiser
equipped with the latest Aegis combat system, returned to the naval base in Yokosuka,
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south of Tokyo. Furthermore, the US have deployed its most advanced capabilities —
including two Global Hawks at Misawa Air Base, F-22 fighter aircraft at Kadena Air
Base, and MV-22 Ospreys on Okinawa.

It was also possible to obtain from open sources that the first flight of the RQ-4 Global
Hawk took place on June 6, 2014 at the Misawa Air Base, and that 12 F-22 “Raptor”
Stealth Fighters, plus 300 personnel, will be deployed to Kadena Air Base.

This year the U.S. Navy are set to introduce the Joint High Speed Vessel in the Pacific
and an additional submarine forward station in Guam. As many as four Littoral
Combat Ships will be deployed in the same region by 2017. By 2018, the U.S. Navy’s
advanced multi-mission Zumwalt-class destroyer is scheduled to begin operating out
of the Pacific. And by 2020, the U.S. plans to achieve its objective of operating 60%
of both its Navy and Air Force fleets out of the Pacific, while also flying the Hawkeye
early-warning and unmanned Triton ISR aircraft in the region.

The U.S. is and will continue to be a Pacific power. These military deployments will also
be an important step to rebalance the military situation in the region and are also a consid-
erable sign of deterrence in times of increasing tensions and potential crises in the region.
Joint military exercises between allies in the Asia-Pacific region demonstrate U.S. presence
and commitment to the region’s security and prosperity, while enabling political relation-

ships to evolve with a military underpinning through the exercise of combined skills.

The increased participation of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) in multilateral mili-
tary exercises is in line with China’s foreign and economic policy. In July of last year
the PLA participated in the U.S. led RIMPAC Exercise, the world’s largest internation-
al maritime exercise. In late 2014 China and Malaysia held their first joint military
exercise, and China and ASEAN signed their first Humanitarian and Disaster Relief
(HADR) Cooperation Agreement. Beijing now views HADR as an important element

of its “good neighbourhood policy”.

In October 2014 China also joined the U.S.-Australia military drills for the first time
and, in February 2015, the PLA took part in the Cobra Gold exercise, the largest mul-
tilateral military exercise in the Asia Pacific.

However, Chinese leadership faces a dilemma. While propagating the virtues of the
good neighbourhood policy they are at the same time assertive and exacting when it
comes to territorial sovereignty regarding maritime disputes with their neighbours.

The PLA’s strategic priorities are gradually shifting from the defence of China’s bor-
ders to force protection within East Asia and further afield, the objective of which is
to secure sea lines of communication and maritime resources. By 2020 Beijing plans
to deploy forces capable of winning local wars under the conditions of informationisa-
tion — in other words, successful joint operations facilitated by modern technology in
contested regional environments. By 2050 Beijing aims to become a peer competitor to
the United States in military terms.
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The military budget of the Chinese Armed Forces for 2015 will be about ten percent
larger than last year, thus, approximately US$145 billion. It is reported that China’s
second aircraft carrier is under construction, and the country is rapidly building de-
stroyers (type 052D), frigates (type 054A) and corvettes (type 056) to develop a Navy
strong enough to patrol its domestic waters and to project power into the Pacific and
Indian oceans. Furthermore, China is also currently testing its new Y-8 anti-subma-
rine aircraft, and military experts are calling for the development of a long-range stra-
tegic stealth bomber as soon as possible.

Some analysts, an