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MBS CREEZTA L ae S v L2 (COVID-19) 1Zxf L,
EAf [T A7 LEAA] ORZE RO PRIz 5 AR EME (WHO) b
FERIZINEa Pr— A LTS EEEVEES, KR (HEV0x] b x
TIPTVERDOET TH D, Whbdd TanFf) T, FxicE L L
g L T LWAETERER ~oxtR 2Rk CTEx i, itk 2 AT, VE—
=7 RT LERENHERERD A TA VB 12D S HENET N,
T AVIEERFRHRERNT AT Lo, AxiE, B3 2 857
DOV, I T AR E B ORCRE DEBELZK LN OHELZMI L
TWo, BAIT, A, #BRAGKS, Gl FEz 2 hrhbod ., )
REBHOMLEFEHBL, BERICBVMES 2282 0VIRIICH D,

fih 5, BFICH 2T, BESEEES (IMF) A 10 AICRR L7z T
SR R L) T 2020 FEFORFRERE YA T A 4.4% & THI (FEBEIX
SIHIELS AT A 5.3%), £& LTHERICKIT 2B IEE O BB 47
DOFRIDEL EMEMCRIRRBHERTL TVD LS N,
DL VWEBEL (FIEIO THBEL] 1E~vA TR 52%&FE) 7o/t d
DD, TANADFTATRT 7 F 2 B 5 DBRIEH T 5 AR S I3
INTWAaWN, fBROEZA, EATOREL TWZAIEZEMIZ, fiflan )
T A VA LD UNR AN XD ARRESE CIEERABON & Lo BRI A LT
LWz bThHAI,

DPLEBT. L b, BRREMEFTEGHE HRGAERIL, FAF
ZEFTNFETI L T2 REEHRIEE [MNEERE] ORE 7T ARICBWY
TIVUCAHRR DT 7 =y vaFVBEMGFIE WS XA MDA v E—
TEhEE, [RETERMERN O, Z<OAMDaTRL—v g X
DEFT- s AT AT A ) _N—=T g UK R E TRTESE
P OEEVRA /) N— g OB ER L T\ 5,

ZZTWH “VUCA” (7F—4) Lid. Volatility (Z®h#:), Uncertainty
(RHfeFME) . Complexity (FEHEME) . Ambiguity (BEBEME) & % OFESCF
THE SN2 b DT, Jik, KEEKRT (U.S. Army War College) 73tk
KAttt OBHAL L-ERBRES 2RI L T 1990 FRICEV HLESETDH
L0, BEHFUCEIE L TWA DL, Fllae oA VR TRl IR
MM &, 2WHZETHAI,
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AT, ToaFHa X, M V—XEM [ FA4¥E K- 7Y %
A BSOFIETOBRE L T A NV ADBIBI T L 7= ifE - BRI & -
THHSATIEARV, Hx OBFRBIERZGmO Z L. Mike LTH, BEOIEKR
BRIE & iEBRkBE DML D=8, AlE TRa Ei, Wik, BHL2EL, L5
WWEWELTNWEEZAHTHD, T LT, I ZHEROARRE DO FEEFE
B S OER, BHEEioER, 5l & T S 2 BIERHNS &
U, M EARRES F7-. “VUCA” R O@Hhichy . CoEY FaHE
L., BHEEZERT_REHFEROBS72770TCH B EVZ B,

T, AGTHE, 22FTRREFFESELEERL LT, HroMfkic
Lo THRB ITHORBEL b8, 37206, [ K27 RV | (Doctrine)
EOEARNREEZRECTH D [1EHT] (Operational Art) (22O THE
L, [/ _X=vav|] zE@RLOOoWmLLI EELEL

PO 2 A RFISA 112 CeARREISIISEER) oM. B Y
DEE [FEHEEBEOMA ) X—2 a0 F7 MU v EERIFOAIE ]
$hEER, 2020 ) A TRZ bU vy & TEREGN) ROV 6B
TEHHMER. SOOI TN OBERMER LS BORBLEIZ O THEIL,
KETHmTHIEOE LD &) 2L TV,

BT WEBRGRRRE YA Ch o HEE L EOFR I, TEAT) o—ZHR
ThDH MEERTYFA ] I LEY R Z2OMRICET B A ) N—a U
EREAENDPECTER L, EBF - RERGO [T ) 1Kk
LR TS ZEICLY, Ehoofii, BRI -EoltmtsE
HL, MEBHHIIERICBIT AL/ RX—a VITEDRERTH D] Lt L
TV,

WRHE OEME 2EOMTIT. 4 B OLSRAERE T CRENA S OB
PitEZED B DICHRE L7z Y1 7§k (Mosaic Warfare) | &\ 5
AICHEH L, PIOICKEO R 2R OO E2 8 Lz ETRBESICERS
KE 3 iF5EEERS (DARPA. X v F = UHIZEFEHMFSEHT. CSBA) OFEN
BEWERT DL L BICCKENZNE TRB L& 72 E AR E# A (O0ODA
N—7" NCW, TE8A) (oW B L, %A 78 MMiFo1 ) ~—
ar Xy v T EMETATEOICED L) RME AR L TVWENEE
2ZLTW5,

RS CHAT S TEENT] (Operational Art) 5D HFEIX., BAEFE THAFEICX
DERDBIFIE LN, Bile CEE M~ O A BET HBA80 6, Mz T
BEER STV,

3



IR A ZERS 10 555 2 75 (BEF 21 %) 2020 4F 12 A

UREB OARSL 1 0@, WEEHELWHFEOAS A OE %L THE]
FEIRILIRBIEN O KEEZR ] LT 25 & & bic, Fkitt R RKEREO Ko
VBT DM EREICRIERA B L, XY XL OFHESFVORET
A U7z AR BB HER R R O M BEME & | BOKIE & O i e Bl o 5451
X o TA U k) OIERPS K7 MY UBRICE D BEZ N
DELDTHRL, KEEZOWERISOMRIL T nE X% T\ 5,

T8 WIERGRIE A CTh o T/ 1L H 2 D FRIBEIC K 5
ZiX, MIOIZBRICB T 2EBIFOBRRL O K27 MY > & OBfFREZ IR~
TEEAT OB E X LIz b, H XD FVERORESIZB T 5 B ARREE
B FEESRZEITOBANG 0 - FHEi L. B O RMOARE) %25
HLTWs,

F. AETH, FENE LT 2 RKOmMXEHETT 5, BYIOE 67
FRIEEGRIE A Th o 12 3 DR SCIE, 2008 FEICERRE N [7 5
A Z—ERIEEK)) 12O T, MREEDOZ S BRSBMTH > THHER W
FERAZIHT2RNREREL TODE0FREN?] LWV RIvia L
(X 4 I~H A Xim) RO & 27— R 2HVWTEz2E
HLU, RENOBERE B L., [EEARY ] &0 HFET 25 2
B SMHEDLIHEBEICOVWTIHETWS,

5 79 MIEGREE A O 1 O SUE. M EBFEROTE TH 5 1E
kOB & N EZSEORE S THE Lo U — RIcEA%E
M, NREPE EMAE D 28 9 DM OTEE THIE) 22540k
WCHEEARAKEZRZTI L WVWI a2 REE LT MM Bz L Ea—
L b, Fa—NElz FHICGmiEL T\ D,

I BT, RETIE, FRIFRE LT, KilEEKRT, KkEDE KO NATO
Bl v 7 27 nn 34 OWREICHREZTHNW -,

KMBERFD Y T ARFEZROFHRLIE, MFEICET 2 EBRER ORI
BAHBIRICE L, BioE-54o0EBESE N—ERENERS S
(1930 7). 5 1 WENEMFEESE (1958 42). 2 WRENEEEIESE
(1960 7). %5 3 WIEEWFELESHE (1973~82 1)) ITHBIT 2 HBEO&K
FNZHEE L, B oSRECRIFEBREL XA D53, FrC, BERDEE
MO, MELL EICHEERIR O B B2 ARk LB ES, K, b,
LR HReZ OMBIMRIE & WA D BB OREEAZX Y | #Hina kb,
Fa—N)L e AT A THABEOHBARHBEOER OO, Wiz ssh
LTCEEZNDZHOWTHRLL TV D,
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NATO C2COE (Command and Control Centre of Excellence) #f9tE
DHT L APEDTHIE, NATO (255 K27 b Y Atk 2785k, FEmi%
4, NEASEILE F27 Y ) (Allied Joint Doctrine) DA% & F T ORI
KOGHM, X512, ZEMEHATH 28OS (S35, HEE D=
BLAE) SIZOWTHER L T D,

I1C2I (International Command and Control Institute : K [E[5%4 CCRP

(Command and Control Research Program) D#% &) i Th 5 7 /13—
Y LOFRIIE. NCW OEALCREKROR Y U — 7L ERL, £h &
FIHZRE LS B LOoOoH IR AT AL FEHEROMEICES LI
fE#EHl (Command and Control : C2) D&, 77 e —F KRN T ot 2%
IZOWTiwmlTWnad,

RFIHEE L CENTEOMEO—B & X, =0 Th D,

B, A au U A AR DR AR LIKEE, BRAE TEL TV
HAREMOMREFE~OBI, RKEW CICAKRD AR — L= D
a7 AEASOREORWVEHERLORMIZONT, 5lEhix ZHIoREsE
FEV L7200,

(i b A MRS AR R BIRMERa R W (WA i)
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R SRR E S
— fEMEFE 2 RYUY —

e =

XL OHIT

AFGO BHIIX, FIZ 1980 4FR 225 1990 FFRITHT TOIKEHL &
AL RFEPESKHERE (NATO) EEICB W CHRE LZEENEBEETH 5 TE
¥R (Operational Art, AL —3 g F /L« T—1h)] LEERZ MU

(military doctrine, LLT, K27 bV ) KROBEFRT & OBRE I
L, BEORE, BHESBROBEEALNIZTHIHLOTHD,

VEBRAR & 13, G- RIS D =2 D L~ 720 b THEIK L ~L (Strategic
Level of War) | & T#Efff L~/ (Tactical Level of War) ] %% < [1E#E L
/v (Operational Level of War) | (Zi#)G S5 BH/TE 2T & TH D

(RZM)., 1980 FALIEE, TR ) 135Kk 2 Pl & Lo S likic B
LEFNEFHO—BR L L TEAICRY , —ROMIEFICBIT AR LKA &
7o TN ABL,

TEERAITIE, KO ZZHFETHARIZBWTRMEN TE L2 1cEb
53, NEHREIE] 2717 L. RHREERREERL TN D
W BRI (BUT, ES)) ISk, Bhic) —F —FRokD
EEE L~V OHENELRD N D, WKL, FAak 30 5 D 65 HiiE

2 [{EEET) & TEERROT) OfIR L RBEHZOW TR, BERT Hepx Ro% =
oA — TEET] & MkFoERkoc]) MkmsE) 2 12 5. 201341 4,
79-100 HEZZ M, EEITORBICET LA E L Dizbo e LT, #lxiE
John Adreas Olson and Martin Van Creveld, eds., The Evolution of Operational
Art; From Napoleon to the Present, Oxford University Press, 2011, [F&E D&
3. BTERFE 1. The Evolution of Operational Art; From Napoleon to the
Present, THifii7if5t] 5 46 5. 20124 3 A, 124-132 HA b 5,
3 HAGECTHD LM E LTIk ES R, BAHh [ REAEEAM] R,
2016 . (TAEBMEE ORI E LT, 1EIlT & 208 R BlfigE Lo v, 618K
= TEFHBEOMNA /) _X—=Tar—F7 MY v RSO AIE ] ShEEE,
2020 4E, IFMMEICBIT B A/ _R—va rO—BE LTEHICKIT HIERIFE N7
MUY EIEEN B TWND, FERFET WS T A Y DigRBRIL, ke 7zo
TeDin— TEOBEM | O L F O E B EMth, 2020 4, TEF0 L~
NEEREE 27 ECREMEEEOR N FLABAELFEO K7 ) U OEREH - T
5o
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HAEFRE X VBIEREE OD Y 2T MHERIIT 2 A LT 54, 8 AR,
ERIIFREIEIEER & L CEEOEHICH 1=, BESEHRE LT, £
NECTEZEMERICE T 2HEC0 v N T o REEEE B O M= = A
L OMROGRREOHEM R ZE L, H@ELE L U TERIFO L2
IR LT- 2 EBESRICH -T2,

£ BKIBRSFOL L

BRIK D L~ L BED L)L BRE | Y

Blg  (Politics) War (Hg4t) BUE | BUM

¥ M ( Strategy ) £

Grand/Military/Theater e BEA

YE# (Operational) Campaign (¥f&) A | A ESE
Major Operations B % = 3
(=H%)
Operation ({E#)

§ i (Tactical) Battle (¥kf) X

#iFl « Hi4fF (Technical) | Combat/Engagement EDNN
/Action (ZZHE) A A

(HPT) SR TR,

RO BEMFEOITZAE L V) REFORWE S ET NATO 1L, K7 ~U v~
Z THEGZER O OICEFHEOTEH 28 JFHEFHITH Y . Hkic X -
TRAENDZ DD, BEMRICHT > UIEEEOHKZET 5D &
LCWa5, BEThiE, FZ7 MY U idMikeE LR THEMRO
W Ebnxb, £0RD, F7 M) ITMBERA L, B EHE
REBERET D, LEeRoT, BT e K27 MY iEmfiie bW 2ER
& FFEo,

A, EEIFICE S K7 U i, BABSMEEE 2 LG9 550k % F
D &35 NATO FEERC, A & R W CERE W BERICH 2 K%
BT AWy — L &l o T D, BRI, £ SICHEPEN B

¢ S T b B fRRE A O BE T N ERIR AT 7E] 25 8 &5 2 =,
16 H,
5 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, AJP-01(D): Allied Joint Doctrine, 2017,
p. 1-1.
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TEREEREZZHE LT (like'minded) Ex LT 2EOLESFETDH
Vo THBE T, EEITIE. HRES L~ CERIT L~V A R L
THIED, BidT 5 RV, EEESFICHIT DHEBKICH O IR
IEACTE D,

AfgiE, BHin, 2027 bR RZ FU W EROEMAS L OBIF
D BB 2 R 5 . A AP LB ST & R D Bk L
TWD, MGLRDEF - IO L1k, EL~L) Th D, ARl
WOX D IHEREIND, & 1H T, EARNRERES (T— b, 1=
A, B, 2y R MY Y) BT, EREIRHDHNESR
ELTT— b, PAZ U ZABBY, ZNOOEENRENHEGHTHY N7
MU THDLZEEWLNCT D, F 2Tk, EBROBLENL., MBI
LR MU EwMLUD, B 3HITIEH, BT E K7 NUCOREES, Th
LOBEMTHBLENLIW L D,

1 fEERIfFE K27 R U v BEHEAS

A4 > 7V v = (John English) 1% IS 2385 D17 (strategy is the

art of war) TH D72 HIX, BRIFITHELBA DT (tactics is the art of battle)
THY ., EEITITE%E O (operational art is the art of campaigning) |
LEESTWDE, TiX, /¥ 7 —F) ROTHA D e THEHMBGT DI
OITIE, THFICBIT 2MEE] ZTBED LTHLERDIME, Th8b5
M (7—hr)) & TR (Faxmr )y, T8 & TRZ MY, TR
gV b Tarer b EbliE TeYar) OBBRERALNCLA
X beWnWiE A 5, BIITRIT 2 REE &%, MEMRRO G ERmO
MEELA AL L, MAIE & LR 2R LoD THFOHT & B3 2R
LEBTHD, FrC. BEFEHEBORERE - 05 - ERICKRD LN D,

(D) (F—1bh) L% (AL R)
EVRAOMRIZENTYH, BFE [7—h) & Ao X)) OBER
MR ORESE 2@ 5 LI SN TVWSDT, BV R ARIEOWFEIL, EF

6 John English, “The Operational Art: Developments in the Theories of War,” -
B.J.C. McKercher and Michael A. Hennessy eds., The Operational Art-
Developments in the Theories of War, Praeger, 1996, pp. 7-27.
ThAE MHROx= Y — M TEEMR 22002 —REICBITS 17—
Fpo& A=z ] descrt, 2017 4, 212-213 H,
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RIS CTh 5, HEIEMAMRICIE, B N0l (Artof War) | & THG
DFF (Science of War) | & WO RENH D, EFL i) THDDH,

(B TH DO E WD HEimIEBEIC 19 A& O kETHATH -T2,

Bl 21X, #4448 (War Department) (23 Tk, &4id TR & THiT)
OWEMERH D L I TWe, 8Fx 7% L3258me LT, BE%r
T T HEAN, FRICLE R JRR A2 B AR U7z LT3 L2 T iude o/
WL EN T\, —H, BEE T LT58mIE. 2nbo
FFHNE EEEROFICHEA T2 Z LIk, it OB TH L2067 E T
728, 2D XD BREMENH > Ton b 2% 19 M 1T TG ot & B
BHENRT DL LT 1881 I KEEREHFEFHEM AT (U.S. Army
Command and General Staff College) . 1884 |2 kEWFERE KFR (U.S.
Naval War College) 23AIF% & AURZERE L~V DEE MR S iz,

B A BRT A Z Lk, MO THMNRIEETH D, WP L ITEMER S
BRTHY HIZMHBPHRIZT 2R TUCE TUIDD I EIEARTH D,
Zi b, BEWREBIFEARZZALL LT, & & 13EEMICHBIRRE 2 AR
DM ERAIE T, Bl e k28 0 T, P EE L, BT
LD TRZE (VA= 2)) bv) HEgmre ik & My (7 —h)J
LS WhIERAIZR TRES ] CAMREENSLE LN 22N TE LI,

(2) BfmL FZ7bU

BHFIZBWC, 77— (i) & =2 (B ) ik, Bem s AR
LAROEHRENGETH R R ik TRHODITF NS, KEOESE
FIRE DO L A4 F /)L K (Robert Leonhard) 1%, I'HEHICHB T 3BT kE
TRTHIEDICBELTATLE0), EERLTNDY, HinlxHEL A
Ty ML WRET YNy T AHALOLBHEMETE S, IHIZ, LA
FRIE, EFRICBTAHEMOEELREEL LT, [PHETLZZL] BIW
BRI SR FZORBICASL Z &), O ZEAE2ZF T TNWHI0, Hyp
MR FOBEBUCA D & T, B, WEFEOE LIV TkR
D HND LD AR EREMECEEBEE IR ST, MR RREERTH DI
VEMET R, &b, BFERmIT, FEEME, FFE, F/ M) &

8 John I. Alger, The Quest for Victory, Westport: Greenwood Press, 1982, p. 83.
9 Robert R. Leonhard, Fighting by Minutes, Time and the Art of War, Praeger,
1994, p. xix.

10 Thid., p. xxi.



IR A ZERS 10 555 2 75 (BEF 21 %) 2020 4F 12 A

L B2y | PO EFHOMBAICET 2 EEANTH Y EIC
TEER L~V ET L~V 28T 5 b D, E3ndl,

., RZ RV UFEIERTEDOESI D, K7 FU L, BEET
WA@Y TEEER O - DI EFHSEOTE A2 E  FREFRATH 0, M
Lo TRAEND LoD, EERICHZ > CIHEHEETOHK 2 ET+ 5
Lo LEa3NB2, £, K7 MU ATEYNREN., TNENORMEITIGT
THRWOFRHIZREL, ETofRete: LCTlEAT S X5 BE L T#%)
EEMTHIENTEDL, SIoIE, TR R UAIMEEZ D50 TlER
<L EIBZDHMDITOWVWT) THY, TR MY L, FEATHAINZ R
BUEEDDL ] LHERINLTVDEY, R MY %, B L > TH
F WA SN BERRELE XD, Fio, FRICEIFL~LrD K7 Y v
X, EHEFIEE U CHBRIBETE S ER A EE PMRICT 5 2 L THEIED
R & 7220 1@%@32 B SR D R TE DI,

FEMBIITERE F7 N OB GTBRETH H6, FieEick
it L YMJWD K7 hY B TFTEZTHITHEBNMLELRDLOTHD, &
TR OTHNIT, ZORWAMETHY  ZO—2R K7 N Th D,
MRS EAT D I20IE, R~ BEEZBET 5 2 EIINETH Y,
FDTDIZRZ MU ATEH ST 22 uE R AR WEMICH D, 2k,
WHEITRZ MY R EARNIC 3 FEREYTORBE L2 EBEMT TV 2517,
ZHICEY, K7 N URRT~{bT D 2 & &2 T 2 T
T2,

8 FZFrVyv, avkeSlb, EVay
[RZ RV TavEeS N BT id, EFICBITHHM
EEZREETDH LT, LTHEYWETHD, TNOLOBEBEEML TR

11 Jan Angstrom and J.J. Widen, Contemporary Military Theory, Routledge,
2015, pp. 4-11.
12 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, AJP-01(D), p. 1-1.
18 ORIEHEIE . TR - @) SRR Tk - SR T ERRIL] EREREH
fR. 2003 4=, 37 H,
14 Department of the Army (USA), FM 3-0, 2008, p. D-1.
15 Wayne P. Hughes jr., and Robert P. Girrier, Fleet Tactics and Naval
Operations’ Third Edition, Naval Institute Press, 2018, pp. 22-23.
16 Leonhard, Fighting by Minutes, Time and the Art of War, p. xxi.
17 The Development, Concepts and Doctrine Centre, Developing Joint Doctrine
Handbook, Ministry of Defence, 2013, pp. 2-20-2-21.
10
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Z b, EFMENEBENRHIEITS ETIEAAXRTHY . Bf - &
EREMRICB T HIERTE2MNERH S D,

KEZEEOHIEMME THDIN—T 4 A < VAL - £ Z— (Curtis E.
Lemay Center) 1%, RODOEEICEF L TWAIS, N7 FU ik, EHR72/E
HAREICERZH T, EFMABOBARNORBELHINT b0, 2
T MIL 5END 10 FORFMBER A CTHBEN, FEEREE, FRHRTH
0YVAT 47 A, MR EREX T VA EBET S LD, TLTE
Ya E 16 FERUBOHMBEEICEREH THH 0, KEEEIT, Th
LT =20&EEHWS Z & TRIBHENNEISHERICE 2 55
BEBRMCEDHETH, ZOHEMT, B P EANBFICE S 5 R/ & |
Bl MRER EE 2 MM A BET 5L 2L Th D,

HEEBED 7 2 ThDHEFE -2 8T NI P kA —

(Development, Concept and Doctrine Centre: DCDC) X, 4HEiD &8
D, arye7 e 7 MY OWERRE., BHIFESEREL Y 2170,
[EIBS s CBh i DI H T2 2 2 BMELTND, FEVZ—I,
WDEHIZEHLTWDHY, K7 MY ik, FFEHEICx LERZITICER
FORANTT I T 4 ALBAINHEASLS A RIA T DH, arv7 b
IE, 29 10 206 20 2, EERED L S ITMEERETT 207 TH D,
ZLTC, Va2 b0RN [Ta—Fx—] THYH, M D 20 4FED0
D 30FEDAN TEFMEMABZ I Ny FE TR LWL MHE
T5E, Aty —ITEEOAL LT, NATO K7 b ro—Hb Y4 L
TEY, AV=z—FTVED KRNI MY UBFEGAT I EEMEO RV & 72 5
TWo,

ErbEfRCcErZ8F, K7 MUY, a7 PEBE Y 3 Ui,
HEMIZR U TH D00, RN D M2 2 R TE S,

2 EEfTE K7 rY Y BRAE R

AHENEAEHAT & N7 b Y OB A B SRR A TRERL T D, MRERATIE
FSICHFRE FZ Y U OEENPOEE LIS TH D, S HIT, MRk

18 Curtis E. Lemay Center, “Doctrine, Operating Concepts, and Vision,” Volume
1 Basic Doctrine, February 2015, pp. 1-2,
www.doctrine.af.mil/Portals/61/documents/Volume_1/V1-D08-Doctrine-
Concepts-Vision.pdf.

19 The Development, Concepts and Doctrine Centre, The Development,
Concepts and Doctrine Centre, Ministry of Defence, 2016, pp. 3-11.
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T, EE REREZEST L2006, Il (T—F) ERE (Brzmrx) &
Sh 52,

(1) fFEffrDIBZ Y

TR DETRIT, i d D2, £ ORJRIT TR LA VRO 19 iz
%, a 2 = (Antonine Jomini) . 7 7 V¥ 7 1 v (Carl von Clausewitz) .
/)L~ (Helmuth von Moltke) ., U 7 /L ~— |k (Basil Liddell-Hart) &
W 7o, 19 AL O R BARSE BRI TRERAT (grand tactics) | <0
MMEME) (operative) ] & LT, HFE L~ 0 THE] & ERAERE OE
M9 % TR ORI 30 2 JRHE 72 SR DV T OREBREY 258 13 FF -
T2,

TEEIN BB L7eoid, Y e NEMPREY TH D L5 OMREHR T
»H5H, 1922 E WV EEEEEERABE DAY = —F o (Aleksandr A.
Svechin) 12X V., [{E#kIF (operativnoe iskusstvo) | OBEEEZEH LT
wto:@%%tbf WE R TRHRO 7 V) I TG BRRS. B
WHERRERIC W T, IR A ZTT D DICHNERFR RN b R0
ﬁﬂ@iﬁ%@&lﬁffﬁ?ﬂ Fﬂ%ﬁ)&)ot&ﬂ‘éﬂ( NS &> o 7222, ZHUZ &
1920 FAI2IE, BEIC IBWTiX, TEOHF (voennoe isksstvo, FE3ET
IZ military art) | @5’%)21575) HAILTWz, Z ORRERILE R R KRR
A ORI 1T D REBAEBGTENITIE S, Y EEOKE) ) 2 BHE
LUHGHERICE D THEE/EE: (Deep Operation) | DHE&ICE N 7=, & HIT
HHTAREE, BUANA T4 X — RN EOMRKCENTE CHHE L7
Mo, BURHICEERATRE R EFIMENH & ThoD, Ll fE
HEART & o FEENH UL Sh, B BRIIIR b2 & 5127225 DIzt 1980
ERUBE CHREZRTER S o T,

(2) TXREHPLLTHRFBEICBIT DERFOZE
ﬁiﬁ%q]fbkﬁ_é%%ﬂl%b‘f\ EEIN 2 5m C 5 EHTH D MEkL

UL EEEREVICE R . RSO & W OIXEBRBIRFE DN MY v

27 (Edward N. Luttwak) To 5, 1981 4, /L T v 7 X5

20 Milan Vego, Joint Operational Wartare: Theory and Practice, U.S. Naval War
College, 2007, p. I-3.

21 English, “The Operational Art: Developments in the Theories of War,” pp. 7-
10.

22 Jacob W. Kipp, “The Tsarist and Soviet Operational Art, 1853-1991,” The
Evolution of Operational Art, pp. 64-69.
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International Security \Z TG+ OER L ~L (The Operational Level of
War) | #%& L, KERESNBEMLOUGETEITOZ L x2MoT L T v 7
PDEVZRRSUIFRBEESER T2 & &R0, %ikT 2 1982 FEO B4
?ﬁ%lz [1E8 (FMI100-5: Operation) ]| \ZBEE 5 Z L1752,
DFwXH, VT 7iF TRFOEH L~ L) 37 ru sy oo
ﬁ%ﬁﬁ‘ TIHERMLUTWDHEETHY . EEOHMFORIICHEAS L Hk
E*E@Z\gfié”?ai L7224, v RNYU > 7 OB F0RITE k5O
B 2EFERERE B & BRI X 5 HER (attrition) &\ )
*@?ﬁ@ﬁ%fﬁﬁﬁ%@%«%%%ﬁ 5 Z Lk, RS KOV N ARG
BT OHEMRA~ON ALK LI KE T, BIECENBURIC R A HE
ThHDHEVIBEBDoTc, ZD72H, WEKICKIT HEINERIZB VT,
TV X UK RIS L TRE KT T 72 NATO E R O ke
ZRE T CRERIT D ITIXEDEE - HKER - By (BEA U Z L) ZERE L7 THEE)
i (maneuver warfare) | CRF|Z4 5 MEHERH D L9 H DO TH 7225,
TNE TOBIEIL, Bk LB ESEMAMEICSMT DS END B
Thotz, L, FEIFICE O BERIIH =258 L L THBRREM
e DNER] & GFTIZ B W TR EWN I BB 2 MR T2 7”_27’)0)73{13 Ligoiz,
Bri- 2o BEENRR I L B EUC k3 2 AL T OE, EIRR . RERIRY D22/
HI72 b DIZETRATE, VT v 7 BB 2T HERL~0 ) O&RIE, &
FOM S 2B A BMIEHER & LTES L TN,

(3) fEEfiTrDIEE
T L&D, HEEEIZE T DEEINITF AN LT T O TREL TS
:&K&éoﬁﬁ_kwfﬁﬁﬁcFﬁ%Vme@%zﬁ#&mént
DV, 1982 4R D 55 D B 443t [ FM100-5: Operation (1E§%) ] TH 5,
S BT, FZHEID 1986 FOYE TEHINA RV IAE Nz, Zhi2k v, K
E &0 &3 2GS E OB EARIT A ERITOSEELFHF O Lo T,

2 gL Ny b~ DA X Ea— (R, 2016 4E 10 A 30 H),
2¢ Edward N. Luttwak, “The Operational Level of War,” International Security,
Vol. 5, No. 3, Winter 1980-1981, pp. 61-79.
25 Tbid., pp. 77-79. Maneuver Warfare ® H AFERIZIL, #EIOFRF SR
BREWZT T, KA - DEMERZOET ORI E LT THEIKE, v
s (CEHTE - M E iR (7 A Y BilgBEo K7 Y o] EERERHR.
2009 4£, 176-205 H) b5,
26 U.S. Marine Corps, MCDP 1: Warfighting, 1997, p. 72.
2 ERT—R VR Ty [ZRU—K -V NY v 7 OMKEH] REER - B
WEtER. 3 A FTRAAL, 2014 45, 174-212 H,

13



IR A ZERS 10 555 2 75 (BEF 21 %) 2020 4F 12 A

THNEEHEERELTOITL—I AN —Tho7, BOEEEICIE. ¥
ATV RACETLEINTZT — bERAWMAMERRD LN Z Lo Tz,
ZZICHE R TR ONC K27 b D oafgE & EREREA TN Z &I
2528, ZOWEE LIRS0, 197349 7 A 1 BICARR SN - R
FY v a<r R(TRADOC) Th Y HIRFINET B 24 (William E. DePuy)
Thbd, TORAIRUE, i - RZ7 bV ra~vr Rid, K7 bY 2 #EE
1t - HIEEL L, EE IR Z S U CREREEICHET 27200/ L
THERE LT T 529,

PLEIT 2 . BRI O DBFRIZ BT, BEBOME R & 5 BsH
WCREE 2R E O G LT e 5720, 1980 405 1990 4E{%
@ NATO MR ET, fEINFAZ T AN OGN b fEROEBIEMEIC K,
THEBOERIITERRETELELIREE LWV I EZEZMRIEICH -T2,

L7230 T, BURRE CEEZAFOMEFICEE A S 221 uE 72 72 ik
272 HATE Tlo, BEICkE ERECHRIT S 2 ERNEE Shicln, fE
BRART 12 K 2 3@ BB O W BEME A Y L 7280, T H BEE L, 1989 F I E
K2 kU (British Military Doctrine) % #il/& L7225, Zui% 1980 4F
ROVEERATIIE & KA Y BERE I L 2 BBk O EBR R RIIE N e o
=31

0%, EEMIIRHBROEM, B & BT SRR, HEifoiESo
HEMICBEL, R7 b v EHBUEEORFIERA L o tz, ZOfkE
NhE RS ORI LT, BEROMEENEHFEG L 27T KN h
)V (Air Land Battle) | ®BRICER > TN Z LIZb, =7 T2 KN
MLV OBEERL, RIS 4 B35 DIE & HEEIC W TEMR L, #oe il
SELHLOTHD,

ZH LT 1982 FEiICHIESNIZZT 72 K« N MLORER L RET TR~
% TRADOC DOH#FFEBIFSIC & 2 BrEfiiid, & T 1991 FCTOH—RIL =
G (IO EANERL | (Operation Desert Storm) (ZHEET 5 2 L1272 532,
1980 FERDOBUAR, BUR., EFICRIT 2B EMIT. [WHEORIFEE) 2 Kk=H
b WEEREE D, bR L2k (campaign) & STV B2,
BT AT K E & A S A E OERIFIC RS HEENROBF Th -

28 Shimon Naveh, In Pursuit of Military Excellence: The Evolution of

Operational Theory, Frank Cass, 1997, pp. 11-12.

20 )l [EFEMMEOMAA /) N— 3 ] 148-157 H,

30 Angstrom and Widen, Contemporary Military Theory, p. 58.

3 p)ll TEFEMEMEOMB A ) N— 3 ] 167-177 H,

32 PAIRFN = THEM R BGe & S ] SEE R, 2009 £, 141-144 H,
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7o AU, B—RBEEFO—HREH ST KEMEEKS . F SITEEAR

D 1989 F 5 1990 FEI [FMFM1 : VA —7 7 AT 4 V7] SOHME R

7 MU v EHE LEBEEEEEZRAL T\, b oM ks Y v

DOF ., WRFEREE M LEEZRLERRER RO LN D XS I2&L

738, WHICIEL, KV REM D, BUEICB T 2 Elkif e K27 MY v ol
LT,

3 BB E K7 rY Y EDOEA

WIEEHE 2T, FRIFE K7 MY v oOM&EEZEI LEZ BT, BERKY
FHIRREL L T& 7z, &A1 3v 2 (Harold Hoiback) X, K7 hVU X
ZO0ER, TRLLIEEOELR, WHEOBEEKRTHEEDEL L LTER
FTHE LM, KEITHEH, A4y 7o DEE) XA L, BIFEICHEATE
LAEIEEE - ERRIEF, MEHE. EHERO=2>0EE & L TEEII &
K7 bV OBRRER L D,

(1) #EfEE - EREROY —v

VERRATIZ, BREE L ~UL LT L~ L ZRBIE L4 A8 CTh 0 . i #PH
BIEV, Lo T, ENaBBUET 2 K7 MY U B L~ THIRT 5
VEPNEC D, EEIFE K27 bY E, WHDIEROFETH DL Z L&, K
BTN ETHLNILTE L, BIROERZ2RET, —EDAHTH
EOREEHET D LITFERENTH D, 07, NATO % Tix, H
HiEMHYE (interoperability) ZEM L, FFIC K7 MY & FIREZ R L
TWnd,

TEREATIL, NATO OER T MBS OIEIRI B %2 . EFEMkIC X
DTFA Mk, AT =g KRS E ORI, BB, EE R,
HRRY 2@ U, HRES 0 R OERRP) BEE 2 k35 ) L 535, K7 MU UHE
R DEEN 3 A S E T BRI R OER L~V R Y a2 R Y v
a7 e X — i~ K7 R U 3% ED warfare centre
M 5 T 536 A TERR & OBARIEIC W TR EREE K H O-<X =2 (Milan

3 R [ ANST A U EERRIT, BRI & 2o 72 D7r] 240 H,

34 Harold Hoiback, Understanding Military Doctrine: A Multidisciplinary
Approach, Routledge, 2013, p. 4.

35 North Atlantic Treaty Organization, AJP-01(D), p. 4-5.

36 The Development, Concepts and Doctrine Centre, The Development,
Concepts and Doctrine Centre, p. 11.
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Vego) 1%, 1EMEAN T Tl (Military Art) 2545 EETH v | Hikic
B2 S U< iXEk Lo BEE (Strategic or Operational objectives)
& EET DD OE (campaigns) & EE/E# (major operations) % X
FEd 25, #fH, OB L EETH D) L5337, ERkiioB& %
ERH SE DT & Aro ok E R E L, fEHAT 2 [5Fm, MRk, HE.
B O S e Nk A, FEAFER A~ DR G-2m U, BIKEP (Strategic goal)
BERT HTODOEDMEHTH L, WA TERIN IR, BT, &
FEK OB H M EZBET S EERLTNDHB,

FEOREG N7 MY ATk D & TIRETIZ, BRI A plcSh & B 6 2 pl
(Strategic End-State) & D% %< H® (linkage) TH Y, 1EE L~
DFEFEI L BB LI BATIZ D> T B | & L, TIRER R B 2Rk
DBRN D, RIS AR 2 AT ENC AT 2 2 TORFIHFH O
(orchestration) Th v, FkZ ZITT 2O B, BT, KHZRE
THHLD] EERLTNDY, EOMAE b MR 2 ki B AR & INTTH)
ZEISHLOL LTHIRIZER L TWD,

722 L, BEOHRSCEFITEICE VT, I, ik, B, =ooL
SV ORNTEIZHBER KN H D201 T, LhL, Znbo L
OFEEIMRT 2 Z L1280 BT AEEE M IR IC/ES ORI %
BIREL S & BT D LV ORI 2 53287 L5 2 }:ﬁ)ﬂ;ﬁﬁﬁ
N TV D0, AT — B THRAET 2 b DT, Z07d, 1Fi
LAULIZRB W T 4 OBAATENC S & £ 0 2 52, ffl % ORATAIES ) &
BERIRE R E L CTHER ST D720 0EIEE 2500 % (campaign) | 4
BOKEEEIND, ZOMEIT Lo TE OB TENTE 22 LSCR
T, S HITHER DM L~ L~ LT 541,

UL, BTV Gkl &2 T 5 L b KBS OFIEZR LI
FRATL L7042, 8 L3, D E D L ZAMBROEARTH VD, Btk TE

37 Vego, Joint Operational Warfare: Theory and Practice, p. 1-4.

38 U.S. Army, FM100-5 Operations, June 1993, p. Glossary-6.

39 The Joint Doctrine and Concept Centre, JWP 5-00 Joint Operation Planning,
March 2004, p. 2-5.

40 The Joint Chiefs of Staff, JP3-0 Joint Operations, 2017, p. I-12.
“Pﬂﬁmﬁﬁﬁimiﬁjﬁaimm 2009 ££, 20-22 H, %, WL
Fe T ) DAV Roe 2 LR ARDEERLH LD LRI - KFH7
%ﬁl%”i’ﬂ%bﬂ" e TEE] TdoTh, ZTNOEMEMEE L —HED [Hk)
IR Z DRI e oz, ET LTS,

42 Rupert Smlth “Epilogue,” The Evolution of Operational Art; From Napoleon
to the Present, p. 236.
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BIOEEGERTH D, ZO XD ITHER L ~L & BRI L~ b & BT L~ L D
WCHELE L CHP A b3 2 2 &k, LV OFAERBMRAHMIZR D, E
FIEH B 2 WITEFEORRIREEBUOR 0 70 E F MR O % E| /3 IS
DEFEZLND, TNEHEIMBE LT, HESCA—RANTZ U T EET(E
Biia R7 M) voRERICESEHA X, FHEAEASE (PJHQ:
Permanent Joint Headquarters) 2317 HAL TN 543,
PLENSBRRIC 22 5 Oi%, 1B L~ L2385 [E 52k 0O SEBLITHE & 1R
DHBTULDEHLRZNENWI A THD, T72bb, H—FETIE, /FikL
UL OERRE A U CEFBIKEERICHE G TERW. LWVWH & ThHD,
S HIZE ZIE, NATO #EICB T HHMSEICIER T B R H H, R
RIFEER L LT, EEINICIES R MU AN, FIZ 1990 FR 1%
ICH R E AT E S DHBSCER KA OEIICTE L, o7 ek
IXBFEORAERIC, ZORBEE X TND,

(2) MEHEFEMLDY—L

HAIEN - EERERICLER AMBRICET D, MAEBABOBLSILLE S
7259, VEANITHERE B AR & BIFTEN 2 RS 72D OB TH D43, EBEIC
INEHB AN 2T OIE TR (T— 1) & TR% (A= R)
EOMGIZEEINDEESERIIFTENEREL BRI DLLENRH D4,
TEREAG DAL, Z OEBMBBOMAIERE, & Vb, ERIEHET ICLE
L INDHEERHRT, BB E LD Lz, fEL~ Lz U CERE
HHICF 5T D 1D ITE T IR E L 2 OFEICH LT, YT Y TICE
T ABBEORE EEZRITT ALAIL, BEOLR LT, TORHEE 2
DEIECBUR, T b HIEEF M (U2, B, BRiE, MBL fhss,
EHRE) IZoVWTHEEL, BEEOXNRLETIHZENRDOLND XL IHIC
7o 7245,

ik, EESIcBWT, ZOEOEFMBENY —F—T v T EH
BT 5 LT, BERGHEEEDbND, EREESETOY —F—vy TRELY

83 REO PJHQ & Ha ORRIL, MAMDME THEME~OREDOER— [Hk
A A BRSO RN D) THifFEaE] 25 63 5. 2020 F 9 1, 111-134 H
g 1icH

44 Robert R. Leonard, “From Operational Art to Grand Strategy,” Anthony D.
Mclvor ed., Rethinking the Principles of War, Naval Institute Press, 2005, pp.
213-214.

45 Milan Vego, Operational Warfare at Sea- Theory and practice, Routledge,
2009, p. 4.
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WD ENERICERDL L, a7V yvay (AHEES) LZEM
fHOEIZB W T, CTF (Commander Task Force) X° CTG (Commander
Task Group) Z 25 Z L ICKEEREN LOZTZHI - TWDH I D LT
o, WHS, BIFTITARV, 2015 FELURE, T - 77 U BITBWT, ff
MR UL % 21T 9 5 ZEEBE TH 55 151 METE K (CTF151)
FRETZGEE L HICHEFTETL, BRI LBV AERL T
Do

CORBER, BEECERICT, BEE - FEEFEMEOSELFEHAEE X
TEBORFTEZEBTIH7200T VA UMEREN. F7 R UHEERE
F1. BT, MEEEOEEO T T > = 7 HES) (campaign planning)
DROONDZ L bleoTe, MAT, 2D EHEKBICHIEST 5 HEHTF
Th 215 (Mission Command) BNERIND Z & &7eoT-, (L5
X, MTFITEIEEBZ0ABEE22FETHY [N oEE A
FHRL éhé EBEHEICIEL, OfRREY e BERE, @ LREFEEOR
K OEfE, @F DEMEZEIT 570 DWM T OELEOHML, @E LV
FATEL 72 O 22 GBI 2N & 546,

Zo XL, TEERANE, EEEKOMNEEOLELRERL LT, O%
BROKRE R & ERiT DAl & 72 2 HIEC. BUR O B AR &K OE T
BCOHEFNFERICST 2B, QFNHEZBRB LT A S8R,
@ K7 bV U, OFEE V&L 77 = 73 540, OFEFEES
ELTCOMEBEHRE VS 5 8%, EAICERLAE, #5350l Bk
IR 2 TEEIT) o=/, Fiz ko EANRD S5 MR %
LHAMICHELZOTH D, SIHITIE, MAEHBITHRAICET 2050 &
LTS, fIIEEEICEWCE, R )y -are 7 MR ¥ —
LR A TR KR UM E i, BFEE . HE R OVERA & AT
RENRIY A 2 VAT D KO ICER STV D, fFilflFL K7 MU o
A LI, RAEHEBEOMEL L EH T2 L2 RL TS, BHEED Z
NETEBYOHEDN, HEBEHERICEBNTY —F =Yy 72l b A&
FRODT=DIA53 72 b DR D7 ARG T LTV FE#kAiT & K27~ U DA
BABFRIC BT 2 EBRAMSE A IER L2 ETHEATH L Z ERMBERART
b5,

\

46 UK Ministry of Defence, Joint Doctrine Publication 0-01° UK Defence
Doctrine, 2014, p. 28; Mission Command {22\ Cix, HHERE KEX A%
gAY b= TRORZ VW] 2Bk < D-OODA &1 H AR
B 2016 F23 5000 T,
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(3) kR - BifEHhERKOY —N

TEEAT & K27 b U o OMHBIBIRIZ. ZEMARICK B S 5 0 3 it s ue
Thd, RETIE., BUEEITE D D ) 7 RFEF %50 U CTH7ZV, 5 2
HiCHOM L=, KEFEE 1976 iR FMI100-51%, HEINR P RS OS5 %
B E Z . BEECOESENIERIZRHIGT A EINES 2B L TELNTZ, 2
WA RYH =720 1970 4FD> 5 1980 4E{I%, KEREES THLHE A
RUNE E OB EAE DR & 72 5 7247, X b F ARG % O KIER A B
WOKELRNILD DD b, HIER & H O ER A KIEFHEE
TEaWEDTH D,

(27F 2 R Nb) F7 MY ACESEHERRIZ, it Tey
7« =4 ) (Big Eight) & &hiz, OWE~) a7 ¥ — QfE~Y =
T H—, @B EEER A, OWFHIE, ©F VX NVEE VAT A
@FrEEE, OFHixzE I YA v, @A RIS - HHRNES AT LT
b D8, TNHITFEMETEZRT, T8y 7 - 77147 (BigFive) &FEIEiL
%5, OM1 =4 7' LAAE, @QM2 LO'M3 7'F v KL —EEEER#E, @
A~V aFy— (T I R—THE~N) a S Z— TRy FRE~Y a7
A=) @ N Ay bEIV AL O%EERS v F 27 A (MLRS)
L7720 1980 FARUCEAFE, EEINDZ LI D,

IND OB O RIEICE T DT, 1991 EOF —RIB RS £ Tt
W49, T2 7 5 R e kb B7 R Y T & ARUERNC IR S Nz m il
EOHENR, ey 7« 7747 LT 2R E2RBE LD
L TCRFIIKRILTE R e, TE Y 7 - 7747 13, 8G CKRERED
WL LD T p—< v A%FR LT, WG TOFMIL. T bDAEEEZM
WG belo/t, ZLTCIEY T - 7747 %, JlfE K7 MY
Vo y RIZBT S EETZER B 30 ELL EARED 2010 ERO4S A
b, BHSNEH ENFT TV D, BARS MBI iR 2 2RI E
THEMICHY , AERINFE B2 P U CESL . BEMRERER, Fh
b BRI DO E IR EMIRROMENREEN D,

47 TRADOC, Prepare the Army for War: Historical Overview of the Army
Training and Doctrine Command 1973-1998, Military History Office TRADOC,
1998, p. 40

48 Tbid., pp. 40-41.

19 Robert M. Citino, Blitzkrieg to Desert Storm: The Evolution of Operational
Warfare, University Press of Kansas, 2004, p. 267.

50 Benjamin King, Victory Starts Here: A Short 40-Year History of the US Army
Training and Doctrine Command, Combat Studies Institute Press, 2013, p. 26.
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Bz

AT, F¥ITE K7 MU CoBRE, 7 — e 2 HER,
ary®7 b K7 M) EVa v EERHMENLEE L, 20 LT,
TEREIN & K27 b Y o ORI ARRE & SRR Z B 52N Ui, FEBRINIE,
E BRI R & R E2 TS 2 ZRREFIEO—D2TH D | ik & kil 2
BELT O8RS LTRCKRO R, EHEMIBAVNTHD, AARIZBN
TH, EFEZOEHMEDRHLLND LT >TWVD,

VEMEAT I BRI R B 19 A D F R L A o OB & REBRBEH D /7N
7ELTHRBLTEEN, ZNZHEGEICE L OO 1920 FR 0 Vi
HETholz, YHEIZBWTIE, EFICL 28EHHE S, S5O ERGE
2% 5 F THIE 2 O EAT E CORBILAIEM SN T\, Zhi, EF0
HIEHT, —OEREEDRBSETZON M AEER, 2L
L7 KETH - Tz,

1970 FR, REGAEIAEIT 2%, BEEZR- T KEOHRBIISE T
bole, 77 UEY 4 v YEOWMITMRE RO TKE L, KBURES E A
OBEEDO R R (27 F 0 K N b)) 2L LEZ, BEBRICE
W, ZDOHEGRIR— R o = OPMEEIN CTh o7, 1980 FRD K7 K
U AT EES AR, I & 25 0E O RF TR S8 13 MR A & A= A 1991
FOHE-RIEREF T EORRE LD Z LIk D, D%, 1Eikiiie K
7 b ATHBYEDRE L A2 . Ko MY oL ELTT T
HEZABR R T 7B MA@ U, 21 HOBTE L2k T
551,

R A BROBIR T, EIFE K7 MY UVIXEBRL TE 05, {E#k
ik, BRIECBOR O AL B A K OV R0 K X 72 Bk 2 S M3 2 Hisk c oo Ik
HEMESIC T 2L, TN O E2BE L ECEBOEFTHIZRYD
TWb, ZOEFITHEHELEATL200T VA UHBEES, K7 Y
VRESLRE S L BRSO T = TRE N R OVE e BB IS AT
FHEIR O 4 SRR FMRRIC LB R MNEEE L L TR SN Lo co Tz,
IO ESE X BB BN EICHE SN, £ SIC AR A,
FRRE S ARERITO —HEOY A 7L Th D,

51 {5l 21X, Aaron J. Kaufman, Learning From Our Military History: The
United States Army, Operational Iraqi Freedom, and the Potential for
Operational Art and Thinking, The Army University Press, 2013 % £ [,
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SOITIEHAT E K7 R Y ik, EFEMAO Y — & — 2y TR
G LBEBEICBEEL TS NATODHE K7 F Y v ETH D AJP-5M1E
B L~ LICB T 2B OO ORIBEKE K27 MY vy & LTERE LS,
FRCHEEEARE L, ERKIT COFENLRE E1T 0 N E O FHEE 5
DG E INTND2, DEDERITE K7 MY oid, BEREERICBWT
V== 755 LT, EHMAMKICE W MERAIRRFEE L RoTeD
Thb, EEIFIL. IRETAHEEOSH D, I THREEDOHT] L&
553, 7p W e bIX, MFIRIXEFHEBEO N7 N VHAEEOTOOZ U
ThO., HEMI, BEroDA Ty b7 40— KRy 7 %8B, K7
MY UEBAESERITAIMETE O TH S, EEiTE K7 Y id, &
BERAITH D,

M2 TR X, 4 F THIE L BERIFC LB DL C o o e AARD %
LR TERCA TS T D T Bk K O E R 22 22 2R BEAFSE O 3558
SEELTEHTE S, 21 HfLICA - Tikbind 7707 I H= AKX v
B b IORBU LS E VIS OEAD TEE ) ITREL, BUFE LT
D T ) IIARTETH 7o b S D%, 2o Xk 5 ICEBEBIR S B, ko
HTIHFERORFUISHT TE T, FERIFA SO HME AND Z L TER
REOEFDREMNIAII TE D, T, HITHEFL~v, iR~ L%
EBZ DT TE, BEPEROBIEERICED XS ICHET DO
LD, TALD D LR LIERATIL, 5 M TRKRZ IR X AL &I
bo, EENFAE, T L TCENEEH LABFREINEGT —~iE— ko
DRA, BEREEGDOHL AFEL TS, TSR] OAS D4
H£IX, ZOLETH D,

B, ERINE R MY v OBRFTERLROT-VOIE, 5% 0 A K
DY —=F—1-5Thb, EEHIT, 20204 7 HnbH 9 A2hiF < I 24
JE K ERIE A GERTIE) | I CIREFSBRIEH E 2550 7=, EH OBt &
O b & BINWEE L o8 Ao R OMEEBEROMEEZ X5 2 &% H
BICBIM L7, ZEBERIEEY 28y 7 2020, H KZiEtE I <
T4 w7 T H—=F 2020 ICBNT NA T RD U TILE A LD

52 NATO, AJP-5 Allied Joint Doctrine for Operational-level Planning, 2013, p.

ix.

58 i fied Ty B AR D HORH~ (BB 417) : Al D HiEfRE RO T
TMssc) % 36 %% 3 5. 201049 A, 43 H, &N ML, ARITATREMEDH &
L7z,

54 Hew Strachan, The Direction of War, Cambridge University Press, 2013, pp.

218-234.
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BpT - RETOR D B D REER, ik Bk, kF22ER A2 B e & R IS
TN, ZOHLZIZBNT, ffE L LT TAM, HFiE FBE, V27
WZHOWT, WA EIEZ, ATET LD L WVWSH, ZHETHIREKETN
Ze L CE BN S S IENSH WS NATOZE R 7 M U O TR - 72
MO EEERTIHA ThHoTz, TOFTHIGELIZZ &iX. ZEEXRKE &
HICHBERER 21TV — R T 4EE L HEOEMRIZOWT, A OHE
T —BEEE VSV EBRTILERNH D ZETHY . Zux T -
BS) TE{b~DiA | 248 21H OKEDOMETH D,

55 [N 2 4K EYPRE I GEFE) (oW T (Babt) ) #ELEBAAK, 2020
7 A, www.mod.go.jp/msdf/release/202007/20200714-2.pdf ; [4Fn 2 4 K EH
IRE IR GERE) O—MEATIZ->WT (Baibw) ) LMK, 20204 8
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Doctrine Note 1/12 Strategic Communication’ The Defence Contribution, p. 1-1.
46



IR A ZERS 10 555 2 75 (BEF 21 %) 2020 4F 12 A

U EoEmICL Y, EFICBITHERT A 0 OBEX L, EVRRAI
BILITHA L OMSEIFFE—HL TR, 4/ _X—va v EAERHT,
VAT LBBELT VA VEBEOHENS I, HAShTWH I L
DAL oTe, ThRbOERT VA V2GRN X, A/ X— 3
CEIEDRER IR D TH D,

BIRONFEHNEASCTEDANA TV v MDD, T ETHEHMEL 2o
TWAEBICB T, BEFEOEE &b BUROFTRRCHERRIZ 1
NR—= g bWNWIEBIHN, SHIDICEELR-TLAEAS, £lZA
MOEEBLR) E W o I BlLE B, Z BN, T2RbLEFN
BB\ R D LSRR O /3 B IT R, A LHRRIZE-> TR LD HAK
2HbDOEEHCTFHTED, NTHETIIRESHEEEEZ 2 5 b A
RT — b, THA UVEIBRDENN, EVRACBWTHERENLTWS Z
LEEBHEL, YERENEZSOICEALTUW»RIERLARY, BFLEYXR
ZOWHBFIZBNT, 4 /) _X— g v 2ELHT 7 — T A v OEE
PR BEICKT2HEOMLEETHLI I LIFAREB L THLONE 2o
Too BRDIEBFEHFHO T, BAEOES L EVRRDHBIZHE W TERKRI
A ) RX— 3 VIR DA R OB BEK S D X, LV HEH D03
AR ERR O I EGRN BAMB O LD & L TAIE TE BHITE VR,
REICB T LA 7 X—va UEIEOREEZOMELO A E— NITIZE % A
BL2HLONRH LN, FEFICH - TUIFEBIFOHE - ez U, B R
ZLMPWREE 2R LS, ZHIGBWE, ZLTEBWEIL T T
BRBRNWEAH, EREICBT2ZOLIRBHN, EVFAREZRVE
BRCHIEL, - ROSHRLIZNM,. 278 b —var, £ L CURKE
EEAMTOTH D,

BGICATIL, (BT A BT E VR ADA J _— g VEES
BXFIZOWTOBEHARNEZBRSRIZEDTH- T, A/ X— 3 UEER
EZ, FCA =V =DM OWTIEBEDOATHY . B A>T
W, A _X—Ta COITEENCH D LS, FOBENETEEOR
HTWEED (A=Y —-F V7)) JThdD, A=V —XEAANZT
TR, BEHRBEZ IO L LR VAT A, SHILZOHE VAT
LRI A S EHRE LTS ZOICIREMICETE 2 b O & &5 8L, ik
RIS 2 2= —T g v EBIITHEESEROMBIERS IR D
MIEDOIIRTIE, ZDA b—U —IZRDMEBMEALRDLTHAS S, kK
DOFEEE LT,

8BRS AR THEAR D o 5 iER] B BP . 2018 45, 291-292 H,
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S R R B S O T 1H BLi A AT
— KEO ¥4 78] MAOHELI»L  —

XL OHIT

EFEORAREEREIX, =~1 > (Robert Keohane) &7+ (Joseph
Nye) DR~ 7=EW) e E BARTERAMR & 728 BRI I% 2 ERBUR O T
BHSEZH L TWDL, FRICHEE v v 7 OREIL, #iic 2 KEMBEFOR
KxfEl S TWD, ZOHRTRENL, ROBWIZIRIET 2006 Lty
ERBERSTVD, REOZLMREEMFEIL, BEOW & 722 EMM
DRI -0 N EHT TR BRNCm 72 8c e R e LTlE
P17 8 (Mosaic Warfare) | & W IHOBERICHEHR LTW2, FBEE&IE, 2017
£ 8 AICEHB mEN TR ) (Defense Advanced Research Projects
Agency: DARPA) 3% # LK, 2019 4F 9 HIZ X v F = WML ZEFHIFZERT

(Mitchell Institute for Aerospace Studies). 2020 4E 2 J |2 Bklg &3
fliz > # — (Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments: CSBA)
NE 2 BET IHEELRKL TS, FTH CSBA REV A 7 8L,
xx v F 7 L— & ERE LB (Decision-Centric Warfare: DCW) |
PRHLTOS, LLIbORER. Sk CoOZBRERLS & /R
RO MMEHEZES L LTV 2O —H LEHBNRZ L VEMmBEEL W,

Z ZCAFEIE, BV A 7 8- DCW & 2 F ToREEREM OB [ A
LELZLT, SN BETLEIAEWLNCTHIZEZEN LT 5,

ARROWRIE, RO LB TH D, F 1HiIX, HFEOKEICETHEE
PREE OB B A 78IRS 3 DORKREMBT S, F 28X, 2o
FERTHNONTORBEOICRA BB EM S4BT 5, B3I, F 2
HiCHE LSO EHANOHE 1 HORKENELEEST L LiIcky, €
FA 7§k - DCW IR o B BB EREE & il 72 2 BAfRICH Y HAE 30T
EM 2L LT fERE oA Y = a v ERG D,

taN—heanfy, Yak7 - -F A [RXU—LHEKFE] mEHBERER, I3
N7 ERE 20144, 1. 31 H,
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1 KREORERE LOBEL L YA 7 BOBE
Aix, KEOREMRE EOBL & TV A 7 BICHR DR LB 2,

(1) REOZERE EOR.L

FP KEORERE EOBLTH DM, T O—hilE 2018 4 1 A 0 [H
F itk (NDS2018)J 7B filx %, NDS2018 1%, EHERFFOER % b
7o b T RR R R B IR EL O RN E 2R EERE 2 L B CARZE S
TREOEZRBLE T v TR ERMOBIEHBFIcy 7 hEEd L
BARTWD, £OMLT 2 FICENEND, #1113, BEERERTHD
PEE v T L DMEORFE., S22, BRRE~D BT Z Bl L
LRI CHIR R AREOBFHI TH 5, F 213, RMICERT S
ANTH6E (artificial intelligence: AI) <°H #:, fRlAIMET RV X — MR
HCER S D JeE R T o 5, NDS2018 1%, O RAIZ %32 Fife ) ¢ 1
WRTRE A2 B 23 22 1 Ui, RE OB M T2 T OER I W TRl
Kbiv, VY —« VAT AEHATEHREEHRICHED EBEL TN 5H2

EBICEARI BT, 2018 4F 11 A o> [H@BAf O 72 o4t - =
HIKEB S OFM & %S (Providing for the Common Defense: The
Assessment and Recommendations of the National Defense Strategy
Commission: PCD2018)] M b HiAf#T 5, PCD2018 I%, 2016 4F 12 A
® 12017 FEEE %R (National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2017) ) % MIZRHE S 2 [FR MG Z B2 25, NDS Ofife, L5,
JineEs . HEE, B, U X7 IR D v a—, FHM, BiE A Kk, EB
BH. TP EREFELZERICRET 272D 0L HETH 53, =7 /L~ (Eric
Edelman) &< 7-~v K (Gary Roughead) % L[FERE & T2 TIROE
Bk Z B 413, PCD2018 T 6 DDA HHEE /R L T D, THid, MR
FHRE L OKEMBEFOMFO I, HIROBBERPREE IZ L 2 =EF DL
KRG L ERMORMICH 5 7 L — — 2 TORMEE ORI, AR 2~ —
REEZIC L DBBOWMA, BAFEEIC X 2 KE OB MO & Bl /2
MasstE R, KkEBHOMBETH D THEORLEN L EHF~OFEERE

2 U.S. DoD, Summary of the 2018 National Defense Strategy of The United
States of America, January 19, 2018, pp. 1-3.

3 Committee on Armed Services United States Senate, John McCain National
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2017 (Public Law 114-528) , 114th
Congress, December 23, 2016, pp. 130 STAT. 2367-2368.
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Th b4, THEEEIT 2011 4 8 A O THE L (Budget Control Act) 12
X 2 BHMEI B E 2013 4FE O TR GE HHIK (sequestration) (2 X 2 JRF-HIE
DEENRE WS, PHEIZ, 2013 4, 2015 4, 2018 FITH 4 HEh /=@
WIRTHE (Bipartisan Budget Acts) &k » THi%HEZZ 72, Lk
HOW T, BIERSNERAERILa 2 MIER LT, 6 kittik
B ARV K HE S THIB S Nz, 2 O 72 DI KT O e (R 1T %4 72
fEi%izla > T 5, & PCD2018 1ZEH L TV 56,

PCD2018 %, 2N 6 OMEHFEHDKEORHFMEMMELZER L THRED
EHEMEEER S Z & IZRUEMIE BB/ EY , TOKRE L TAELLES
WRENTRER 2 AL 2R 5200 Lt el L Tnd7, 20 1T
PCD2018 /%, D 2 JIZTRWELERLTWA, & 11X, FEOBIM
1/ EIHES  (Anti-Access/Area-Denial: A2/AD) & a7 DO, T Y v
R (Hybrid Warfare) (2 & 54—l — i@ H OB SR BIRICT 5%
FHMETH D, ZOMBICK L CHEHEIEEES T, Akllo=T 7 v
K 8 hb (Air Land Battle) (Z{El72 #3872 VERARE & 2 BHAE T 5 LW B
LZOTEBRONERBLTND, 2%, EiEHRLNENITHDL, 2D
MEICxE U CEPIEEIEZ BT, BENECHEOBSEM BHERIER Y AT A

(Lethal Autonomous Weapon System: LAWS) . #2725, Al %
OFEEAIT KR LT, KREITEHIRICEET 220>, FERERICM 4 288
BT B0, BT EEH Z BT D0, FREOHN &2 HRICE IR
HMEBEENDHP TS, ) RXR—Y g« Fy v X2 5792 DARPA %
FEE L CHEMZRUHTESOEZILKRTHILERSH D LIRS LTV D8,

LLENS, KEOROME, BEMMRBABREEO T CRARSER 2 EE
RARE & LR ISR T84 / R_R—Y a X v TOURITHDH EERD,

4 Eric Edelman, Gary Roughead, Providing for the Common Defense: The

Assessment and Recommendations of the National Defense Strategy
Commission, United States Institute of Peace, 2018, pp. 7-10.

5 Budget Control Act of 2011, Pub. L. 112-25, 125 Stat. 240, 2011; Grant

Driessen, “The Budget Control Act: Frequently Asked Questions (R44874),”
Congressional Research Service, October 1, 2019, pp. 1-2; EfEHIT [KiEEL
JRA RAAL v« F V= — MR B H7 IR & BRI E DR R —
MBI ZE] Fepls. 2020 424 A, 60 H,

6 Edelman, Roughead, Providing for the Common Defense, p. 11.

7 Ibid., pp. 13-17.

8 Tbid., pp. 26-31.

50



IR A ZERS 10 555 2 75 (BEF 21 %) 2020 4F 12 A

(2) 1 2EDEYA 7 EIZHKRDFEEK : DARPA

Wiz, A VOB L MBS D, FERITHRLIERIL, ERORY
IO SHEBEIZLD2LOBRRENTHL UT . FOARZIRICEHET S,

1> HILX., DARPA DI}ETH 5, 1958 Tk S Te TEHENF L]
J& (Advanced Research Projects Agency) | % Hi& & 32 DARPA X, #J
60T HELZRRBIELIBMERIOT L —7 AV—%AINT2EE
EHoOTE T, 20 1M CTh 5 HIEH T = (Strategic Technology Office:
STO) i%. 2017 4= 8 AIZEF A V7 kDOBE&ZAFK L7z (LT, [STO ).
ZOAFE, ERa X bovr¥— w/F AL CBRE T O 8
(Command and Control: C2), HA « AT AT A2 HEIHEED 2
LSHRER Ay PU—7 2 L THUCHMS 2 5 25 edn L 25 2 & TF%
SREE OISR Z B LT DTH D9,

&% STO =E (4FF) ©/3—2 X (Tom Burns) 5%, —#k722fd%s
DIZANWNZASLTTEYA I BEROIREIED A A=V LB RT NS,
BAED VAT DL [H AN TERLS, RESTLIGOHITY TITED
AND [B—=RA] Thd, ZTOE—R T, " T2 RThDHID, k%
WCEoTRITDERBENRRE, ZOE—RIRAT, Ka A TR Z
LEFIR S LIRS A IRRICEbE TRIKICED BN D, BRENZREA
VAT AEAANZ=y REHRSEL S E LTS, STO OET A 7 8
X, 2o BN THRMN TERMEOEWEWE T AT A CTHUIHEMES
ELOD, BEORNEZMB I LTS TH D10,

STO D FATIZ, NLFTE., ATV AR, WEILES, KE BB
FAEIT Tz o THERF U T & o BN AL PE A AT K-> TH9E 0 . B
WEHUIME 2 2Rk 2 IC T 22h 2 L WO BHMRH DN, Fiz, STO RITKE
BDERHATD [V AT L AT « A7 5K (System of Systems: SoS) | &

9 “Strategic Technology Office Outlines Vision for “Mosaic Warfare”,” DARPA,
August 4, 2017, www.darpa.mil/news-events/2017-08-04.

10 “DARPA Tiles Together a Vision of Mosaic Warfare: Banking on cost-effective
complexity to overwhelm adversaries,” DARPA, March 5, 2019,
www.darpa.mil/work-with-us/darpa-tiles-together-a-vision-of-mosiac-warfare;
EERE [CSBA 7 “Mosaic warfare (£ A 7)) O L KR — hERE-AL L H
AT LOBEFAERG—) VLA RRSRHEE Py 7 X 078, 2020 F 4 1
21 H., www.mod.go.jp/msdf/navcol/index.html?c=topics&id=078,

11 Brad Williams, “DARPA’s ‘mosaic warfare’ concept turns complexity into
asymmetric advantage,” Fifth Domain, August 14, 2017,
www.fifthdomain.com/dod/2017/08/14/darpas-mosaic-warfare-concept-turns-
complexity-into-asymmetric-advantage/; “Strategic Technology Office Outlines
Vision for “Mosaic Warfare”.”
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W BERDOIES E I LGS RRZ RO TV 5D, SoS &1k, A—
7 = A (William Owens) 4B L7-, 8GO EMEZEET L AT A
EWETLH LT WGOE] 2025 &3 2HINNRAATH D12,

ZOBE L DEIEEIL. HORFEDOKEFIMICHE LY 7 b,
RONR—=Y R BT TREEZRIEL D L VAT A LTRAE LT
W Z e T—#HAEM (monolithic) | 72 &GN TS, DB
HUZ AT DO — Y EOEEIL, BT 58 e KIET 0
N, THEE~ U RU—Z00T THRICHRGET 2 LR H 513, £72, HED
B2 BT 2V AT LOEFIL, Bl OIFEE(LSL B 2 F WV TP
MHHEMEEHRT 2T NP NEL D, 205 %, KHLa X NED
HENOZMERERS INDIEAEDRH DL, TOEBEN G SoS B o B
FIIEWE L, AN OEL L T 5 LB 20 | FERRHITIIRRE
ML 7R DBIND B D15, il 7T STO fiUIT, > AT A ZKRERNIZ /3 fE L CTI5%8
ReRR ) B E <32 L TREMISRSE RIS A FREE LR YA 2
VOREREOIREEIF DO Y R 7R LEE A EERKAS D & LTI,

E£70 STO Jid, I L7eHRELRy FU—7 THETHI LITL-T
Kk 2 7208 O G IBIT A i b LTI 5. EMENL [V =
TR (Web effect) | #4£AHZ 5 L LTWBHLT, 20 BRAZRENTIZ TK
HEAAE D THRIZE 7 = 7 (next-generation composable effects webs) |
EREENTEY . e RPN ERZEZAET 2001 LG bILD 1S,

ZOEFA 7 EAEEOEMIZ T T DARPA I, B & 72 BB % BH
FHTHDH, HIZIERD SOODEZWT%E’%%%*T“&)éo 1 oHIE, R
W FEAT DT O = AR5 (Air Space Total Awareness for Rapid
Tactical Execution: ASTARTE) | TH 5, FFREDOZIIHA A, A
ROFHEILIR R E N MDD R LTHRLIRET D, TDOH, BTz

27 R a— - JLERY 4 v F N — Ty [HEOSH-—T N
Va—-~v—yy L& KEOREFER] L)1, Bk BP ., 2016 4. 382
H,

13 Williams, “DARPA’s ‘mosaic warfare’ concept turns complexity.”

4 “Strategic Technology Office Outlines Vision for “Mosaic Warfare.”

15 Thid.

16 Williams, “DARPA’s ‘mosaic warfare’ concept turns complexity.”

17 Ibid. V=7 &I MkOE )] 2E%T 5 IT HiETh Y., BMIC SRR L5MAE
Ko EEZELTWD, Web) IT fH#EREHL e-Words, e-words.jp/w/Web.html,
18 Lisa Daigle, “DARPA office unveils “mosaic warfare” approach to future
conflicts,” Military Embedded Systems, August 7, 2017,
militaryembedded.com/radar-ew/sensors/darpa-office-unveils-mosaic-warfare-
approach-to-future-conflicts.

-
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WRIREL S /3, Mo TEN IR IC i  Effi s w2 & 72 5, ASTARTE
X, AR OBRM IR EGER S ERREEZ FTRE S L, B A 7 B
BEEETHI-DICLEREMN 2D, TOEMT, BRLEMCHEEL 2
L A2/AD F TIHEIT A BeE D FZeic 31T 2R IERER BT IC 5 519,

2 O HI%. 12283/ (Air Combat Evolution: ACE)] T&» %, ACE i%
N B A L CZE8 21T 9 2 2 oPkik s L, BAAEICITEA
2= hOHEBENREBEMCE L CAROBBENLOEHEEEL Z L
ZHIE LTWS,ACE b EV A VA EBH T L7200 775012
THY, B2 165130400 AIBEEZED TS, Zhickv Ik
WY CEEREN 2T RE L T2V AT LD HEMLIAR D MGEZ DTV D,
1% 1 B ze D B2 1%, [ 7L 7 7 22838 (AlphaDogfight Trial) |
LIRIEI 520, Bz KAV FERERIT. 20194F 9 A2 8 oD Al BHRF—
LB AN LTRSS L7-21, DARPA |2 XiuiE, 1 HH ORI 2019 4 11
A, 2 [EEORBRIT 2020 44 1 Al T, &L 202048 A 18 H
MNH 20 HIZEI N2, ey F—R - w—TF 4 U f2ED Mo Al B
HEF—LE T Lie~B Ly VAT LAXHD AL LBEADZER Ny IR A1y
R 23T D F-16 MR DA T 5 OB 1T - iR AR
ATIZ—E b BRI T FRM L7228,

3 > HIL, SoS sfb/Mil= =~ k (System of Systems-Enhanced Small
Units: SESU) | Th 25, SESU L, EHF A 7V ABREN b O~LHED D
DO TH 5, D BINX, 300 NRE O/NBBED#O A2/AD TIiok
WTHE HEEDO LT RAAL ANEE WEE L T 5720 IZH A2/AD B2/ D
W 21T 5 SoS HE &t 5 Z LicH B, SESU I1E., kD 2 >DOHEAiF
WICERZETTCWD, B 1, @t h—%%28H LK== A FCH
BRRIEANOMZE - LT T v b7 — L EBEAT D 0B OEE L%t

19 “Real-time Airspace Awareness and De-confliction for Future Battles,”
DARPA, April 7, 2020, www.darpa.mil/news-events/2020-04-07.

20 “Training Al to Win a Dogfight,” DARPA, May 8, 2019, www.darpa.mil/news-
events/2019-05-08.

21 Theresa Hichens, “Al Slays Top F-16 Pilot In DARPA Dogfight Simulation,”
Breaking Defense, August 20, 2020, breakingdefense.com/2020/08/ai-slays-top-
f-16-pilot-in-darpa-dogfight-simulation/.

22 “AlphaDogfight Trials Go Virtual for Final Event,” DARPA, August 7, 2020,
www.darpa.mil/news-events/2020-08-07.

23 Hichens, “Al Slays Top F-16 Pilot In DARPA Dogfight Simulation.”
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A2/AD D% % FHEE T2 C2 TH D, H 21, MO A2/AD (kT 27k
H.OREL, B, BIEE FREICT D EHN R o —E ORI Th 524,
I 51 DARPA OB TH 223, EHEHE K E bR T 722 B 555
HCTh D I 2EEH AN (Joint All Domain Command and Control:
JADC2) | 217> T %, JADC2 &, RHMEDO LY —%2H—x >y hU—
JIZHERE L LD LTS TH B2, BRMICIE, 2HDE L —TIEL
o7 — %% Al CHLBE L CTIEM A 858 L. i 72 )51 (kinetic) - 3E /15
# (non-kinetic) W BHAFLIEHETICIRE T S22 L TEY BLWEERE
B XET 52, FIUTKENIED D [2EEH S (Joint All Domain
Operation) | BE&ICO2N 527, ZD=HIZEHBEA X JADC2 IR LA
KT HEF — & (Joint Cross-Functional Team) # FiE L T, MABHEA
. Z2EE, RRE. WE - EKIT. BaAREFTEELED OOH H,
Z DX HIZ DARPA IZ STO IZ L BV A 7 ¥ I F LISk, [FHEHH K E
EmiLoo, MEFELEDHOSOH D, WIVICE 2 I1E STO fix. —#H&
A7 SoS AUBE R ) O — I A BRIk L, g AT BREho A
TN AT MIEZT, HODLHEBTEREZITI DOy hU—7
WEHBEEL Ty =7k L, BUCHMEIS A 525 L & biT, VAT LARBOE
HEBAEMOMELEE X0 b R ETTLEMARRALTLELEFZ D,

(3) 2 0B DEYA JHITHRDIER : I v F = VEFHIER

2 0B, Iy F o VEFHFRFTORE TH D, 2019449 A, [T
D7 7 F 27 (David Deptula) iB#&EZEHE 51X, DARPA OE W 1 7 i
Y a VBT DD OMIRENIE T S DRE O EHRF ) DlE
8 . YA 7# (Restoring America’s Military Competitiveness: Mosaic
Warfare) | #%E L7z (LLT, IRy F=/Vh)), I v F = /URIE, T

24 “System-of-Systems Enhanced Small Unit (SESU),” DARPA,
https://www.darpa.mil/program/system-of-systems-enhanced-small-unit;
Williams, “DARPA’s ‘mosaic warfare’ concept turns complexity.”

25 “Report to Congress on Pentagon’s Joint All Domain Command and Control
Plan,” USNI News, August 26, 2020, news.usni.org/2020/08/26/report-to-
congress-on-pentagons-joint-all-domain-command-and-control-
plan?utm_source=USNI+News&utm_campaign=c833dacb79-
USNI_NEWS_WEEKLY &utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_0dd4a1450b-
¢833dacb79-234002909&mc_cid=c833dacb79&mc_eid=27ec96ed46.

26 John Hoehn, “Joint All Domain Command and Control (JADC2),”
Congressional Research Service, [F11493, August 25, 2020,
crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11493/3.

27 Tbid.

28 Tbid.
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PCD2018 (Zfifit, RAERRIAL 2T 500 b LIv VRO TS24 R
+ D4 (peer-on-peer contests) | (2 5% Y TE IREF ORI N ME
ThLIBREWMBLTND2, 2N, HOWIRUCK T 5 FEHOEE L H
HWHLEFARY FT AT DEWEIG N2 FFOZ &2 RREL T D87
BEROEB S 2R L35, ZODIZI v F o VRIT, KBING
WEHR ) — RER/MEL T, B LWBEERE T TH 2R R BEICHERF ©
EH LML [F1r v (Kill Web) ] Z2% LTV 530,

2 v F = URIE. STO b L TW5b, Bl xiE STO L€ 1 7
WOMMERLY (XA V] EHRTH0ICx LT, v F =T TLEGO®
Tay 7] EHRLTWD, Iy F o VRORHEIL. R/ME Lo BEEE R A
K (John Boyd) JtZE®ERENBRE LK 1 Ok TEIZE— i —ik
>—17H) (Observe—Orient—Decide—Act: OODA) | D £%EH L EOMT T 7=
LEGO®7 1 v 7 & LTHW, FALFz—r RS ED I &Iilh D,

o Iy F AR BBEET 201, KE OGN T D55 A
ThHIEMERLESPEO U ZT L8, (system warfare) & TH 2,
VAT AEIZOWNWT I v F oML, 7 U7 (Roger Cliff) & Oimst% 5l
MALT, kKED C2 v AT L0/ — RITx+ 51570, HEFNRE I
Lo THEROWNEZIBET 22 & TREOEERELZREIELI &T5
BXFLEEFTHIALTND3R, 2 v F = VT, TEEFER B (The
Academy of Military Sciences of the People's Liberation Army of China)
2% 2013 123847 L7 T8I (The Science of Military Strategy) ] &
T BRIV AT LOEEMEEEZREBO LS ITET & THREMIKT
RERFER] THEBRTNDHRICHOVTHIER LTV 53,

29 David Deptula, Lawrence Stutzriem, Mark Gunzinger, “Restoring America’s
Military Competitiveness: Mosaic Warfare,” The Mitchell Institute for
Aerospace Studies, September 2019, p. 3.

30 Tbid., p. 1.

81 Tbid., p. 4. FNATF = — IOV TEBEIE THEERICHIT OIHBICEL —ED
Tuk R MR BRI R, GBBF. WEOREREOMENLKD LA DT
BET ) LB TND, =g [CSBA 73“Mosaic warfare (£ 7 i) "o L
R—RMERE] BH,

32 Roger Cliff, Mark Buries, Michael Chase, Derek Eaton, Kevin Pollpeter,
Entering the dragon's lair: Chinese anciaccess strategies and their implications
for the United States, RAND, 2007, pp. 51-54; Deptula, Stutzriem, Gunzinger,
“Restoring America’s Military Competitiveness,” p. 3.

33 The Science of Military Strategy (2013), trans. Luis Ayala, Military Strategic
Research Department Academy of Military Science, 4th Watch Publishing Co.,
2020, pp. 93, 95.
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K1 ARA KO OODAN—TDRYF v F

Observe Orient Decide Act
iz HrEf Rl T8

B DR EEHE ERRR O L

I
(R
BifL0
HEAER
4—Fivus
ZA—Fivu%

(AT A FOER &I, EEERS,

5T, Iy F o URMUTEERBICB T 22 EDOL LA RIBEE L T\ 5,
HARBGIZIZ, 1991 0 TRME O &) (FECARE, 55 5 HEAREREIRE. C2. F°
T FEAE D REE ML/ & & B R G BT D BR%E & ft (T 7212 H B0 537, 2001
HELUBE D %t 7 v BRR0 5k SEL#E 0 THAT S — X OER ) EREF S S LT
FORREETEIANA = FEBIRE T CTHLAEFTE D F-22 0ffELE
T2k BmN EERZ, LrbBRBIIHEREZ T T vZ 1 A TH
A TE LM TR TITEICE REEDB AT L O DY & 7o T
VAT AERICKT A KR BEOMRBENE R T D, BICKETFRO KEM
FITHUT D AREMEDR BV | T TITKE M MR A B L7 < T
ROBVWRERBHEESH DL, &I v F = VRITIRR TV 535,

BEIICE 21X S v F = UiRIE. OODA V— 7 D4 %FED LEGO®RT 1 v
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3 DHIZ., CSBADR¥ETH S, 20204 2 . DARPA DX E 4 %) 7=
CSBA @2 7 —7 (Bryan Clark) . /¥ k (Daniel Patt) , > = 7 A (Harrison
Schramm) 1%, #i3 £V A 78 ATHEL ARV AT LAE2EALER

34 John Boyd, “The Essence of Winning and Losing,” ed. Chet Richards, Chuck
Spinney, Defense and the National Interest, Project on Government Oversight,
August 2010,
pogoarchives.org/m/dni/john_boyd_compendium/essence_of_winning_losing.pdf.
35 Deptula, Stutzriem, Gunzinger, “Military Competitiveness,” pp. 11-12.
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36 Bryan Clark, Daniel Patt, Harrison Schramm, “Mosaic Warfare: Exploiting
Artificial Intelligence and Autonomous Systems to Implement Decision-Centric
Operations,” Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments (CSBA),
February 2020, pp. i-ii
37 Tbid., p. ii.
38 Ibid., p. iii. NCW {2 >WCTl3%ik 35,
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39 Tbid., p. 22.
40 Tbid., p. v.
1 Tbid.
2 JpJIEE =1E, KEOEBEEEZ Tk L~V O EE N> AR EEIC
& BRI O ER EATEBO ABROREEY) FEFLTCWS, BIEE= TE
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LA ERREFATERY, TORDIZarT 7 A ML C3 ITHLE
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43 Clark, Patt, Schramm, “Mosaic Warfare,” p. v.
44 Tbid., pp. vi-vii.
45 Tbid., pp. vii-x.
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46 Tbid., p. 36.
47 Tbid., pp. 24-25; Megan Eckstein, “Interview: Rear Adm. Mike Manazir on
Weaving the Navy’s New Kill Webs,” USNI News, October 3, 2016,
news.usni.org/2016/10/03/interview-with-rear-adm-mike-manazir-weaving-the-
navys-kill-web.
48 Clark, Patt, Schramm, “Mosaic Warfare,” p. 35.
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49 Tbid., pp. 40-55.
50 Tbid., p. 24.
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i b B - RIFBEOEIKIC E 2 EE R BEBREME L LTS,

(2) 2 5HDIERMBBREBS : NCW
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DB LIS TH D, /— FEOEET —Fmik % alhe & 7 5 1 ®E
W7 hLoobbEVRARICEY b &2/ v D A% —1T, 1998 4
1 ARy MU —7 Fbik—Z OfEJH & KK (Network-Centric Warfare:
Its Origin and Future) | ERET 2 a5 E Lz, £ OEAIL, KE &2
MIZRET 2 2T OZEROMIKE 2R BAE . 5 OB EECH AAEHICET 5
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52 Deptula, Stutzriem, Gunzinger, “Military Competitiveness,” p. 27.
53 Ibid., p. 28.
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56 Ibid.

7 Ibid., pp. 32-33.

8 Ibid., p. 35.
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D C2 L RNEBFTHEHE ST, BRIHMLOBIMED bRV 2G5 2 LT
& %, Ibid., pp. 32-34.
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FEAFH B OIS BAEOBVEVWE RS- EEHR LI Lim L TV 55,

A AR HE OISR E I — E O FECHELICE S W) I i, 251
FELZERMDEL L. B i A R ORI 36 S v e o e
LEnss, KFERFERO Y =2 (Milan Vego) 1%, BADORN@EE) /e [E
¥&4f7 (Operational Art) | 23, I v RU = —#IZEWTHD ETHFIT
HoTe ARDIBALZ DR o T2 & LTV 57, fEIkiTIL, ERIFEEICE
WT 1980 ERICEFE SO TS Th D, ZoMERIT. EFBAEEK
E L, THUZESWTHERIR IR T B ETIR T O ARSI IC 31T 2 B AR 2 Tk
fbL, MPFREETHFA 52 & T2 OBZ LY B oRITo B
WREO D, PIRMICEFFEZ2ERT 200 TH 5, BARBEEEDHFE
EBZ DWW T, BT OBLE D L0 STV D b DI, B & X8
LT BBHENHEDIIGE 2 & B2 572008, Ko T IS & FRiT o#lN
DOOHT L, HEABHAZEH UERT L LI3BO TEROHHIEHET
»5,

ARIE B AROE &« OB Z 032 2 LTI < B RO W F
VR 2 (EEAIF O BLE D O 3T, PS5 2 & T, BRI ZER & B 5 A
WZTHZEREMET D,

ARROWBIILL T O LB TH D, H 1 HiTlk, 1EBRIN OB % iR,
B, BT, F—ARFT 0 & LTHF T FIVE L iR S O
WIZET B KA E B B MR & TRl O TS O BIEE 2 T E U, (RN
OBATHN, BT S, ZLTE SEITBWT, EEFOBEA» L DL
WMOERIZ DN TN 5,

T BnEs TS EER ORI TEFEEF] 5 5285 4 5. 20174 3
HA. 5474 H,
5 REM [ AFEICB T g EO M EFE) FEHFLZ] 58 9%K%E 275,
19734F 9 A, 51 H,
6 Rl [RARDAE ] 283-287 H,
7 Milan Vego, “On Operational Art,” Strategos, Vol. 1, No. 2, 2017, pp. 30-31,
https://hrcak.srce.hr/190354.
8 BRIBIHE DKMk gr 3 2 /5 Rk O VERRIN A REAN ) [Heikdfoe] SEak 26
E8 AR, 2014429 A, 1-22 H,
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(1) fEITOER

AR FABFIT BN T, KREITEITE 2 BRI 2T T e ol b b
59, EKARBRNCHE OO 5 Z N TE R oTn, ZIVEE & Ok
ITENCBOHRR A L, @R ORI ICE WKk - TS BEAR 2 ERT5 2 &
MTERPTZZ EN—HTH D9, Hx OEEATH 74T 803 i #1072 Bk g B
2272085 6O TRIFIUE, 54720 IS A REET 5 7210 TG
BFIT 2 Z LIETERY, BAUTRADR A E 20 | B EKRZT T
XIS BAE A R T 5 2 LR TE T, AR L2 OERNA L2 5
B DOBRIBM IR > TE b ThD, TORDEFEMHRIIRS 2%
T2 LT, 29 LEEF (I LEROEHERL L (HIF) ORI
oKXy vy VMO HRRNER-TERLELH10, avT
(Vi) DAY = —F > (Alexander Svechin) %, % DI D= D
sarp TEF) &, BBk E2 g% +T5~27 ol THIE) Z2ESHEO
PSS LTIZL DT MEERMT) W HLWEHEMAELZIMEY HL, 5
BRI 2 BRI L7211, FEEEEIC B W TiE LV b U v 7 (Edward Luttwak)
2 TRbh ok & U CHIK & BT oIz, 7EERIT & v 9 &2 R
LTSI &L, EREOBSFORIICHES Lz 8o LBt s
PR L7712, 20X 5 IR0 I B Tk, BRI & BT O 2h 5L 72 2
BAhER LTIRAICHBATE Z L3 Ly, (ElRioER L3, 8IE
LT DORRITHE & 7e o TRERFIFE 4 2V RAICTf S, Mg BE DRI
HETHZETHDHEEZD,

(2) BEFDOWT & ERT FA

TEEATIT BRI AT 2 ICh - . P L2 LN ENERTICEREIL L
THRHNTHAZ L2 —MR{ELTWD, EEKREG FZ MY U CEICB W T,
A 1IRT &9 I, PR NIRRT ROCICBRUR LA L TV 5 18,

o JbIR = TR fRBEMFTE & LC oo THEER ) — 2 0E % L MBS TEERZ 25k
Ml % 44 5% 4 5. 20174 3 A, 100 H,

0 [6 k. 102 H,

A [ REAR S AP ] RS, 2016 45, 300 H,

12 Edward N. Luttwak,“The Operational Level of War,” International Security,
Vol. 5, No. 3, Winter 1980-1981, pp. 61-62.

13 Ministry of Defence, JDP 0-01 5th edition, Ministry of Defence, 2014, p. 19.
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K1 ERFORITEZOEK

Direction

Strategic Operational

Outcomes i

(A1) Ministry of Defence, JDP 0-01 5th edition, 2014, p. 19.

E RIS B IZ DWW THE LT Dk THIS ot (Strategic Level) |
ThHY, BIFCHRAER MBI NEFET D, e ORECEBIIZ oW
THEET HWITIT MR (Tactical Level) ] TH V. BREIHER. #BE%
LN INEFET S, OB OT & EIFR TR EICALE L, m#E & D
RIFDWITH TEEERIE (Operational Level) | Th 0. K= L
DTS 25, BFOFKRITIZOWVWTIE, BEEETH 203 REYID X
R ERD B o THEBERBBEMIE L TWD, 20X 512 MEKRK T
EWV ) FROBEEE ML T S 2 L T, BRI &R & BE L 2R B a2
LT HELLEHIZ, WEETEKRLORE TH o EFI/TEIC, BIKAM
DFEROTZDO—E LIZBEEM T E2ITH)> ZENTEDEVZ D,

¥R A2 L, EMT 5 L THEBRO LSRG LRI 2 & 2 FRTF A v &
S, TOBBETIERINORMER VLA L 70D, EERT A v L, FikER
BEAEH L CHET L HIERTH Y, BT 1 o OMRER I ES SR
BEOBME, BISHIT A & o AOBfE, EEOT 7 —F K OE ORIk
Mg H_RENEVWIMEOERLH DL, ZNDHIIMHAEIERALTEY., &
U & VEEEAITIC 0 ke AL i A S Ol LT 14, B2 IV THEER T
YA U &2BEZTOLSERPRENIZ, ROLEBY THY, ZHTHED
EDOEIICEMEZER LT NEWVWI @R TH D15,

14 Joint Chiefs of Staff, JP5-0 Joint Planning, June 2017, pp. IV-6 to IV-7.

15 Department of the Navy (USA), NWP5-01 Navy Planning, Headquarters
Department of the Navy, 2013, pp. I-2-1-3; Patrick C. Sweeney, “Operational Art
Primer,” The United States Naval War College Joint Military Operations
Department, July 16, 2010, pp. 2-7.
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O EELVVOFLEFER (Desired End State : DES) Z B 52229 %, DES

Wi, Bk, S22, HE, R, s, Bl REXOHAICEET 52

DT X TEMET 5,

DES # i $ 2 C, MIKRAMNERET D,

WA Wor (TEHk, BirE) (2B 2 BRERET D,

HWRITIZBW T, {Eik3E#E (Operational Factors) (FEf, 22/, f&77)

ZREd %,

® FEEkDELDL COG (Center Of Gravity) ZZH 50T 5 £ ZTiE
CC (Critical Capability : E{ERI728277) . CR (Critical Requirement :
FEIEHINZ M FE e b @) | CV (Critical Vulnerability : JEJERI7ZR85 ) %
B onicT 2,

® 1EETYIA & LTEROSR G 21 S, FHmzEeEd 5,

® 0 O

ZoHrh, OO EMNERET HIEE, @OOGILHE E@Lﬁid)f:&)@?r

EREOBBE NS ZENTED, ZOXHIC, FHEIEEZRETDHIC
TeoTlE, STEMEZHHILTI2LERH D,

g E O B GHE B TIEE T & % Navy Warfare Publication (NWP)
5-01 Tl FEEESCHEIL. FRIFOB X H 2R+ 2 2 & BB E
WRICBWTHEARRRTHSD E LTSI,

TR IR E S R AT 2 05 A LR R OV S & SR E T B R
EOXIREFHICOWTEBRETLHILERDLDLDIEA DD, KiKAGRKZ RV
TRV TIIAERRAT & BTV A OBBRIEZ RO L HITER L TVBHLT,

FEHEE S, JPP (Z£#7% : Joint Operation Planning Process M) &
VERRART « VEMRT A » 2 FRERERE S & CRIm R OB 2 RET 2, 72
FHEIERIC Y 72 > CTiX, Ends (BEH)) 2 ZRT 572010, BHFOT — b & W
A T AEFML T, LA AHE/ Risk (fER) & W IR L>>, Ways (U7
#). Means (FB) ZmEIZHAT D,

EHEETENEFTEELRTIEZRS V0N Ends Th 5, BHIEDIRAE
NH DES ~E 2 A 721 T T O EFITE &2 I B Ao @k~ L\ i e
FiuiEre B7evy, DES 13, BUSHREE DR L2 &0 5 JEM IR IECR)

16 NWP5-01, pp. 1-2-1-3.
17 Office of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, DOD Dictionary of
Military and Associated Terms, November 25, 2019, p. 164.
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RTHY ., Buh, AL, BE, RE, e, B BESKA AT E S
ATWNBIS, X o CTEFMBITHICEFNBHOALZBET O TIERL,
FRME AR ERICE S5 9 < Ends 2R ET DI ENRNMNETH D,

FMAE K7 MU TR, BEESERE LET HABEOLEARFEHD 15
2, 4 >OBRICEZ D Z EHRDTUNDHIY,

@ Ends HMEBEEZERT A0 ED L ) RBHELENER S LT
e oo, FRERTIEOICED L D REHENLELRO D,

©® Means ZNOHO—HOITEIZER T HDICEDL I RY V—ANNE
2, FED LD RO U Y — AR FI TR DD,

@ Ways ZhHO—HOITEZERTH72DICEDLI RT I —F 0
B, FRED LD RERBLIED,

@ Risk ZhbHO—HOITBZFETTH I L TRAETDAREENSHD Y 27
AT, FE 7 ARE & D,

4 OOERNTOWT S5 E (TEE A g B ICHF G L T2 2 L.
TEHOFEZRBIRLERR Y ZRET 2L L bIC, VA7 2EMT K%
HLDHZL LMD, FEBEAMEEEN I A~y F LIESLAICIE, Ends
ZEE, ZRT LI ENEFINTND,

(3) fEEEMfTE ¥ hY v

AR R R v THEZZBINICLRT 5o F i
ik, MR TR &k ~Tun 520, EERAZ STRZT DS, ERTOFFIEN
EERIZEmMT 2P MLT LLAEET D EIERL2, 207D FE LA
WISAIZIEH e FiEE R E g nid e b0, T K7 MY A3 %35 2
L TERL, EH2BX L] THY, TRZ MU U, FEATHRAIN
BEEEEDD | EHERINTND2, LIRS TRI MY v & Tk O
FHFEHZRTHOTIERLS . REOTEFHEZES OO FIERTH D
tnwzxb,

18 FEERER THAROHE LM — BRI O B3R & F8] pliscs, 2018 4E, 9 H,
19 Joint Chiefs of Staff,JP3-0 Joint Operations, January 17, 2017, P. 11-4.
20 i fici sl TSRS ) — X KPR AO—IHRER Y ey » Jifl=a2—F
=7 DX FH ATV v T 2010 4, 23 H,
21 Department of the Army, FM3-0 Operations, 2008, p. D-1.
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TIERZ FU R BFMARIRD ND DD, Z UG D KB
Ly HEHBROTEHICE L CEAOKGILER D LEERE MDD
Thod, DEV, FZ MV EWIEPIMHADREERNRBEZ T %2 dH
LAUDIBRLTHE T & T, REHLEICHE 2HIRICB W TEH Y7V
RAENFITENDLDZHSENTES, ZOXITRZ P %, &
FHfRcEoY S, KBEOSEE, LEOEM, BhoEdhEbizo L,
HWHFEHTLILOTHEEVZ D, Lo LEROSEL, (ElEREREOLE
b, BEHEFOERSZHEZ, F7 M) I3 TRE LRI 2352
EARROBILD, EHRBERPEDE O RO THEFIT 272012,
HRIG & BT OB RS AR DERME L e o TN D, VERRIT TG & B
Wia o CRMABBEICHEZEL FIERTHY . 20D FEHEERIIE
Hifid K7 M) v OR#EEEZR2TLOL LTHMAETIZ LM TEETH
B Lk T 22,

AE TR S, P DB R TICEBIT 2 BRI 2 2RISR L.,
B B AR OIS ST 27200 FikiwmThy . FL K7 MYV E Xk
T HREBI D= DBBETH D Z EDNMER TE T, REITE, KR
g DFER & LTH XNV E RSO ONWT I —ARX T ¢
EATOVERRAT O T - B L T <,

2 EEIFORKD b R EEEGRIER OO

AENZBNT, TXADF A EFRESOKNZH L LT, BPFORITIC
SR L. VRN OB S ERIE KT - MERRIR TS /0 Tl - LT 5,

(1) REHEESITRITS TBEOKRT]

N =i, I T AR SR A O IEDO — Do L LT, BORD L
DFEL LTHE - SFEIELZ, BIFOLE THRELTIMETH D Lk
/\“6230

EAMRRRE A E & D Od, WERERER O ST & SR T mfiE PR, i i
R EIFE & Z BRI (fF ey, #lzedn))) &S L El S

2 T TRAROW LH#S] 8 |,

23 b4k = TR I T 2 B O F ik Ic BT 2 E—aS#%E. K2 b
U AR BISRBRERFBEBOR « AT ¢ THFERHE LR 2017 B (F
iR 29 FEHE) . 2017 4F, 24-25 H.
http://koara.lib.keio.ac.jp/xoonips/download.php?koara id=K090001001-
20174851-0003,
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Thd,2F VEAMERKRIL, B AREEOEEIROTERICSIOHMETH 0 |
FITERR T A H > T2 L2 524,

BN DO RIT, BRI LD L~ L &5 LTV B TERERE W,
727 L RO BRI, ERELBUAN LM L, MFEONIGIZH -T2 9,
Bl S HRRE O Xy R EET I 2 2 & AR O TR TR & IR - Bl g
KT oMBEMHIZZ LW ENnD, B 1 IZRLEZEERFZ B i,
HEMG . VEER, BRI 3 DOWITICK G LTHT 5 (R 1),

#£1 BEORTRVEK -BEFDOL L
BREOL~L | BREoL~L | B I % [ m@sEEY
¥ | Ersfi (Politics) BA BEE BREY
ﬁ G B4 (War) Bt [ o
= Grrategy) FAEETE A DELE
. i 1% (Campaign)

R . =8 (Major 3 oy A B S A e
i | frEg Soarations Uip] e (] @&
R | (Operation) 1;% (=] E17F [px] hEEER
7t (Operation)

U] s ek
(BB, | [5)
e s BAMR. ESMER | 53 MERK
| Factical BRI (Battle) | AR | Z) 18]
b (k2] —A=pe. )il | BAE2REAZS
i D%k, # 2%
= O] BLMZR | (4
4 - BT | #889(Combat/ e B R | mormans
(Technical) | Engagement) i [B]
[B£] AERE I BB REE
Ok, 2 26E% |~ i

(HAT) AB)I TEHEFEMR I T D R O 7B SB35 BF9E
25 b LT, EEERK,

(2) EREEWRITIZRIT D040
T NI TV

U E, B BRI 2 AT D BT, FoFmEIC I EE
SREDPARPAMETH Y | [EWE CEASNBN -2 Z L &2 RiHT 525, &

24 PEERFNIE [3E & BRI RPPEs S O BB OWFsE] b AL, 1988 4=, 154

H, HAMEKFSEHICOWTIE, $ERRORBNNRVIRY THAMERK ] & R

2o

25 Milan Vego, “The Port Moresby-Solomons Operation and the Allied Reaction,

27 April-11 May 1942,” Naval War College Review, Vol. 65, No. 1, 2012, p. 139.

ek, T EBEET, ERICITEES CBEESTH O FEEITH Y S /R
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LT, AR EEGTIICZ KRB E 52 TWeZ L2 MER L Tn
%26,

1942 4 3 H | KAENICR W TH BRI BT 2 R SF S BE S h
7o WEEIITHLE SFENCSLT- D720, M OLREE BiE+ X% =
BT L0kt L, BEEEIIKESHOEREZ ERL, BEoMNbRYT 5
Tl bleodn, BEEHILEMNBIED OO E ENTIRIHTE 220 e
KxtEnfzZ b, BEBI7T PV —, $ET, =2a—H L F=T 2K
B L. KRZEOEEHE L BN T 25 & VD RBEL T2, ZNTHREB, ZIND
—ERE R A G TP R R O AT b D %, BRIRKOT A S
RKAREHETNTHOEROR—ER Do L2528,

O LTRAFEITMEEL EEOM T, FilEHO KN EB TEhWVE
FEBEEAAEI NS Z L Lol

T, EAERICBWTERBSHE TH - IR ZRIT, BENIZBWT
HEAERR O R & KRR BOSHEOREN TE TWRno 7z Lk~
TV 529, EERIE RS 5 b 35 B AFBRIC DUV TRRA L T el A iRk T
MIE SR & KA EIICH D7D D 1942 4F 3 AICkE®ER L
\Z 2N T RE e K 22 RE OB IR ERR A FHE L 7230, ZoF L, FFAR— MEL
AE—IME, WNTy R oA ZMEEH L, KBICH 7K ZE /2 B
T 5, RIZT 4 ¥— - FET (FS) FERIC KV KRZHEBEZRK D | ~"TA K
W% e L CRYGERICRDIAD D EBFEZEVHT EVWI EDOTH o7,
—F, RAREWEESIL, TEERICL > THGEOK KA TH 552 %
KED DT 5720, FSEEOFEMZ ER Lz, 2D X I ICKAREE
RO FS FERIC X 2 k2l 2 | BA MR IT FS FER Ol k221
OB EFEL ., (EHRICEZHE S AR & O TH BRANERIT oM
bbbl oTs

29 LTRAREMER & BHE MR CIEREE O — N EBRTERVWEE,
19424 4 A 16 H., I v U = A{ElZRS L, BRI B T8

AL TR ST, AR IS BB - A E#SR% O B ARREEEOERE
BB R EFERR TS,
26 Thid.
27 FHRIEM [HAMEKRGARL] MR E, 1980 4. 154 H,
B8 KSR [FEEWEE RREOBR MWIEE FJ k&84, 2010 45, 155,
345 H ; Bif /TP E ik i = Mk #E KA ER - B EK (20 -8
fi+LaRNA Fcl MEFMMA, 19754, 315 H,
2 FLfnh [YEsE BEEoXF] ARk, 19724, 201 H,
30 [ |, 203-219 H,
31 [F k. 221 H,
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Br Bk OBy & 2 IR L7232, 2 v N U o o KGRI . KA EE
FEIE FS AFR O IEARET 5 b, HAEMERRIC 0 U CREE MR o i 2
&3 D HMT, WX NA T NVEBICTRATS OB & fam L7, [RENIT L
IMERMBIRhoTlc b Whbivd ZOFRITHORE N, HOT XN F VD
TCED &7 oTasd

RK2DLEY HXNVAF VT ZBRAEOFHEEBME) H ER H -
Too EFITIHCI T DMEE LEOFEMEL —H L Thiholt i)
ZEThHDHB, ZOXSBEmOP, XN F AL, MRITESFEOR
KR, FERIF R TcH D LV IRBHE LB E STV S72DOTH
%36,

£ 2 F—BRIEREZOEBEMR

TERRARAR
RiEHmEg, IKNSFRICL R
I RBURE B D ffe N7
T4P—, PET, =a—HL K=
T WG ERR T & D 2K B2 R oD 7
Iy U = A WEEIERRIC X 0 ki)
B IR O
(HPT) BEPm [T~ DR A A4 BIEOMPIEE ] 27-31
H % BEIZEHERK,

RAE b R BN S

DR BRI
JUENEY 73

A BRE O

I, s OB 1 2B R e OB Z 3 5, 1944 4 8 A
HARZ~U 7R E KM L, BIENRRARES 259 5 & Lokt E S
BB A T B2 & ElroTe, RAEITISHERD & VR & O
S IRE G OB 2B L, K OBHESCHETIC W T, e %

32 TH MEAEG RG] 1656 5 ; FIL [WE #EDEY] 208-219 H,
33 BEfIT RS ATk L = Mk ¥ mat b mEEESR (1)) SIZL,
1976 -, 375 H,
3 REREPUES [ (IR E4ES #E) KRERELS ] FERE, 1965 4, 327 H,
35 P [THER A~ | 2 A& A4 BIEOBSPIRE | et thfm [ SRt
By —X KVPESED T BIER) —EABKROMEREEEY ] 7Y ¥
7, 200949 A, 30-31 H,
36 [T MAHMERTER S E Mk b @ RAEWER - AR (3) —MEf+ N\
T ET) PIES L, 1974 ££, 235-236 H,
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ETNERAEICETRILL, FOBA L, MlE#EE. B KOWE
WD E K IEE A KIL T HAEN K E R - 7237, WEHE T~ V) 7T
ZERIRR BN R B OSSR R 22 35 % & K& K THFET D7 &, R Z2MEIT 5 2
EITEE LWVRBLC D o 7o ki 2 & B X TREB OB & EA T 5 72012,
EREBHRL. Z LW 2R b IROCERT2LEREL8, 22T
RAE M ETIL, EORIIERGE & b\ ) Z LA TE ZERIEER
MERELLS EOBZIMBE, KE~BE~m 4 5~ b B O Tk
R 5 (MR HE%  FREERM BSREShT,

1944 4F 8 A (B K VKA E X KR BB O RS RAEEm 2 B L.
WD R BOEE SR U CREgE R O =2 BB L, KRBT 2RIk %
RE L, BBOEHREX D ZENRESNTZ, —F., kFELHARLE~D
TE IR ORI AR B S Jiii D B CERE/RNLEIT & o T2 A 55 55 O HRBE AT B L v
HL. 1944 4F 9 BIZHME LA 5 2 & 2 PE L Tuese,

TR EORBEEDOHHE T OWTERT S, KA IIMEE%
G/ NERGHEZAEHREO B E L TELENICZORIEEZRY . KED
KIA BAUIE, FEHATZZEE OB BN TEEE, B L CTEHOREEREXS Z
L AR L7240, BEESIIY I GRS O 5 & &b, o
EEERHITHEEN B E AT S L LT\, —HRAREEELIL,
BREO K B OBUR Tl BN SR IS A AT E 20BNk
fIRHO ., £z, FFEICHDZREMBPELBEEZRRL D 200G HM
MRHDEOGmEH L TWDY, 25 LRI B KARE 1 E AR
THCZE L7 B FE S R IC B T NSRRI K 0 IRk %2179 &
W) BHWEWRERGE L L, ZD7, WEE OISV CHMER
HEAR ENRWE FIERAHER L b0 LEZ NS, i, KAEIZ
/NG TR G B W % Bt 1 T O PR BELR I BT~ D B Erh i ) & FE
L. BWIEEE Th D EREE PR GRS R — T 2L &
L7=bDD, MzefEkizbr< & v, (EMRER IXFRE & E CThlx 1I21Th
hoztiioil,

37 BEfIT RS Tk s = Miksh#E RAREEEY (9 MW +E—AF
TJ WIEG A, 1975 45, 45 H,
38 @ -, 44 H,
39 [l s e xm [hisE & fEk] [R5 E. 1970 45, 97 H,
10 5T RAHMERTE S E kbR RAEWER - EAER (1) — SRk
W) slEErRaAL, 1976 4F, 214 H,
1 BhAFER LS Mk dE RAREREER (9] 52 H,
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30-33 H& b & ITHEHERK,
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HatED D & eIk, MEELZ S0/ NERTHEIZB W TRIIC X
DR A RS T2 L OFEEFE Lol TO%, WEFEOE—F
TR DRI & 52T, 1945 4 1 FISH72ICRE S [ E ke R AFR S
W] TiX, AEHICB T A0, REBICBOWTEICTEES
FR Y HEPT U IV REZ X B 8t~ & A8k LTz 42,

BESER T, PR O OFSEA L L T2, NP REAERTH
543, FDI, Bl B INEER T B EEES R BN A IEE L,
—HDOIEBEHET A ENMEE D, L ULERIEKRICZ#H 9 KAREIC
BT HHESOHICE L CHEREMNZRTIENTE RIS,
EDT=D, EEEESKIIEIEDERD b ENENO RSO TRk %
HHTITS Z & &7 niz,

(3) EBRKRITICEIT B 04T
7 E T F IV

TEMRR TTIC BT BT D=0, HZ A FABROREEIC I T, BRI K
TR T 2 KAESRE Lk Erh i, (Fik - BINROTic R 7 5 ke
W EEBHE T & AR O EER A 4 > OB R (Ends, Ways, Means, Risk)
THNT %,

WAEIZ BRI, B 1KRY 2 liko%, FHXnoPRpE (1942
£ -8 H 12 H) TiX, YuE U i#BOEMEERTL I LE e Lz,

2 Btk E TRh#dE KAREWEED - HAER (D) 214 H,
B RN TS ERO S 2 RMEORBEEIC SN T [EHFLRE]
H30KE 15, 199446 A, 32 H,
o Bk E TRL#E KAREWEET - HAEK (3] 151 8,
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1 | Absolute control Complete freedom to operate
(command of the sea) without interruption. Enemy
cannot operate at all.
2 | Working control General ability to operate with

high degree of freedom. Enemy can
only operate with high risk.

3 | Control in dispute Each side operates with
considerable risk. This involves the
need to establish working control
for limited portions for limited

times to conduct specific

operations.
4 | Enemy working control Position 2 reversed.
5 | Enemy absolute control Position 1 reversed.
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Japan and the Four Multilateral Maritime Conferences
— 1930 to 1982 —

James Kraska

This article focuses on the role of Japan in the Codification
Conference on the Law of the Sea in the 1930 Hague Conference, and
the three United Nations conferences on law of the sea (LOS) in 1958,
1960 and 1973-1982. In each of these four multilateral meetings, Japan
joined with other maritime powers to preserve freedom of the seas, and
it advocated a strong practical and philosophical defense of the right of
all nations to use the global commons. Japan was one of the five major
maritime powers, together with the United States, United Kingdom,
France and the USSR that advanced the principle of free seas during
the negotiations for UNCLOS.

Japan’s booming postwar economy, reliance on fishing, and military
security under American extended deterrence shaped its maritime
diplomacy beginning in the 1960s. The country’s heavy reliance on
pelagic fisheries and drive for food security influenced the country’s
position during the Third UN Conference on the Law of the Sea from
1973-1982. Japan was the last state to accept the establishment of the
EEZ because Japanese fishing vessels routinely fished within 200 nm of
coastlines worldwide. Fisheries politics were a major problem between
the United States and Japan prior to World War II, and in Japan’s post-
war relationships with South Korea, China and the USSR. While the
earlier disputes with the United States concerned salmon fisheries in
the Bay of Biscay, Alaska, the disputes after the war were more vexing
because they were mixed with disagreements over maritime boundary
delimitation. ! For China and the USSR the disagreements also
contained security dimension within the context of the Cold War,

making them especially difficult to resolve.

1 Shigeru Oda, International Control of Sea Resources (2d ed, 1989); Tsuneo
Akaha, Japan in Global Ocean Politics (1985), and Nobukatsu Kanehara and
Yutaka Arima, Japan’s New Agreement on Fisheries with the Republic of Korea
and with the People's Republic of China, 42 Japanese Annual of International
Law 8 fn. 21 (1999).
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The four treaties adopted in 1958 and the comprehensive UN
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) adopted in 1982 reflect a
peacetime legal architecture that does not explicitly affect national
security. The negotiations were only obliquely related to security issues
in terms of rules for shipping, fisheries and offshore development. Japan
and the United States favored avoidance of national security issues in
the negotiations for the oceans treaties in order to bypass the pitfalls of
political-military interests and facilitate an agreement. Most developed
States, as well as the Soviet bloc states, suggested that security issues
were best addressed by the UN Security Council and disarmament
conferences, so the three law of the sea conferences avoided explicit
references to security issues. Yet security issues do arise in the
peacetime international law of the sea, which sets forth navigational
rights and freedoms, a permissive regime for military activities in the
Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) and on the continental shelf, and

exclusive flag state jurisdiction over vessels.

I. Multilateral Conferences on the Law of the Sea

Japan was a key player in the four major codification efforts to
develop a comprehensive and universal law of the sea. The following
sections recount the role and policy of Japan in the League of Nations
Codification Conference on the Law of the Sea in 1930, and the three
United Nations conferences on law of the sea in 1958, 1960 and 1973-
1982. The 1930 Codification Conference was the first major attempt by
the international community to restate the international law of the sea.

The travaux préparatoires of the four major multilateral
conferences trace the path of Japan’s approach to the law of the sea.
Japan was an especially influential participant in the first (1958) and
second (1960) Geneva conferences on the law of the sea. Throughout this
period, Japanese views toward the law of the sea matured with
acceptance of the EEZ.
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II. Hague Codification Conference 1930

The 1930 Codification Conference was the first major attempt by
the international community to restate or codify the rules for the
international law of the sea. After World War I, the League of Nations
turned toward the task of codification of international legal issues that
were viewed as less contentious, and therefore more amenable to
widespread agreement. Terms of reference for a Codification Conference
were adopted on September 27, 1927, and the following day a
Preparatory Committee was appointed to draw up bases of discussion
for the conference.2 A Preparatory Committee for official codification of
international law was preferred over the American suggestion to
develop a “restatement” of law by a group of experts, with the latter
concept satisfied with simply restating existing law, while the former
was more ambitious and focused on not just restating existing law, but
establishment of new rules as well.

The Preparatory Committee solicited replies from governments on
three sets of questions, namely: the law of nationality, legal aspects of
territorial waters, and the responsibility of states for damage caused on
their territory to the person or property of foreigner nationals.? After
receipt of replies from thirty states, the committee drafted a statement
of the law for each area that had either nominal agreement, or a
divergence of views that were not so “serious as to make it impossible to
anticipate that an agreement may be reached after consideration....”*

At the 1930 Hague Conference, Japan proposed text to strengthen
the test of internal waters from mere coastal state “usage” to “long

established and universally recognized usage.”?® In doing so, Tokyo

2 League of Nations Doc. C. 73 M. 38 1929 V, reprinted in American Journal of
International Law Supplement Vol. 22 (1929): 231-232.

3 First Report Submitted to the Council by the Preparatory Committee for the
Codification Conference, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan., 1930), pp. 1-3.

4 First Report Submitted to the Council by the Preparatory Committee for the
Codification Conference, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan., 1930), pp. 1-3.

5 Series League of Nations Pub. 1929 V. 2, p. 168.

6 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/1, Historic Bays: Memorandum by the Secretariat of the
United Nations, Sept. 30, 1957, p. 29, para. 145.
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hoped to establish greater fidelity for the lingering concept of coastal
state sovereignty over historic waters.? In 1894, the Paris-based
Institute of International Law recognized the theory of historic bays as
areas of continuous and longstanding usage of the coastal state.$
Similarly, in 1925 the American Law Institute recognized areas of
“continued and well-established usage” as historic waters. ® The
following year the Japanese International Law Society used the
expression “immemorial usage” to describe historic bays.10 In 1929,
Japan stated that a bay or gulf could be historic internal waters only if
it was regarded so by “time-honored and generally accepted usage.”!!

The Preparatory Committee for the 1930 conference addressed a
series of questions to participant States to obtain their views ahead of
the negotiations. The first basis of discussion concerned the existence of
a zone of coastal state sovereignty over a belt of sea around coasts, called
“territorial waters.” 2 Point I of the information addressed to
governments by the concerned the nature and content of the rights
possessed by a State over its territorial waters. The Committee
suggested in Point I that States agree with the proposition, as an initial
position for beginning negotiations, that coastal States possess a belt of
sea around their coasts. Within the belt, the coastal State enjoys the
“totality of those rights which constitute sovereignty.”!3

Because of the sovereign nature of the territorial sea, the
Preparatory Committee deemed it not essential to enumerate the
precise sovereign rights enjoyed by the coastal state within it, and

instead found it necessary only to indicate that such sovereignty and

7 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/1, Historic Bays: Memorandum by the Secretariat of the
United Nations, Sept. 30, 1957, p. 29, para. 145.

8 1d., p. 14, para. 74, citing 13 Annuaire de I'Institut de Droit International 329
(1894-95).

9 1d., p. 14, para. 80, citing 20 American Journal of International Law, Special
Supplement 318 (1926).

10 Id., p. 15, para. 82, citing J. Mochot, Regime des baies et des golfes en droit
International, Paris 144 (1938) and Id., p. 28, para. 141.

11 Series League of Nations Pub. 1929 V. 2, p. 168.

12 Territorial Waters, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan., 1930), pp. 25-46, at 26.

13 Territorial Waters, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan., 1930), pp. 25-46, at 25.
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jurisdiction included prescriptive or legislative authority as well as the
power to grant concessions.!* In short, the coastal State was seen to
have plenary authority over the territorial sea, except for those areas
limited by international law. The Preparatory Committee also inquired
of governments whether special rights that inure to another state may
restrict or exclude the rights of the coastal state in its own territorial
waters. Furthermore, States were requested to reply whether any such
special rights concerning the territorial sea were claimed by them, and
if so, the extent and legal grounds of the claim, and whether the claim
was accepted by the international community.15

In their replies, States generally accepted the proposition that
coastal States enjoy a belt of sovereign area along the coastline.
Governments indicated that there might be some disagreement over the
theoretical basis for recognition of territorial waters, as well as some
anxiety over whether coastal States would respect limitations on its
power in the area since states jealously guard their sovereignty. Japan
replied that it hoped responses from governments on the issue of the
territorial sea (and maritime piracy) “might provide a satisfactory basis
for discussion,” even though it expressed disagreement with some of the
reports submitted by other states.16

Point IT of the Committee focused on the rights of the coastal State
to the airspace above the territorial sea, and the seabed and subsoil
below it. More than 20 states replied to this query, and they were
unanimous that coastal State sovereignty included the airspace and the
seabed of territorial waters. 17 Thus, States were in widespread

agreement that coastal States were entitled to sovereignty over the

14 Territorial Waters, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan., 1930), pp. 25-46, at 25.

15 Territorial Waters, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan., 1930), pp. 25-46, at 25-26.

16 Questionnaire No. 2 — Territorial Waters, Analysis of Replies Submitted by M.
Schiicking, Report to the Council of the League of Nations on the Questions
Which Appear Ripe for International Regulation, 22 American dJournal of
International Law, Supplement: Codification of International Law 4, 10, 25, 29
(Jan. 1928).

17 Territorial Waters, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan., 1930), pp. 25-46, at 26-27.
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territorial sea, and that such sovereignty extended vertically from the
airspace through the water column and into the seabed and subsoil.

Point IIT proved the most contentious issue; it addressed not the
existence of the territorial sea, but its breadth. Historically, most states
accepted that the breadth of the territorial sea extended three-sixtieths
of a degree of latitude — three nautical miles (nm).!8 Not all States
agreed, however, on a three-nm territorial sea. Governments were asked
their view on the breadth of the zone, such as three, four, six, or 12 miles,
as well as associated questions concerning special circumstances that
might suggest an even broader breadth or the exercise of coastal State
jurisdiction beyond the territorial sea.

Tokyo responded to the Preparatory Committee that “generally
accepted international law” recognized territorial waters to an outer
limit of three nautical miles (nm) from the coast.!® Japan forwarded
evidence of its State practice on this issue, which was reflected in two
Sasebo prize court cases from the Russo-Japanese War. During that
conflict, Japanese naval forces captured 7The Rossia, a Russian warship
just six nm from the coast of Kushingham, Korea. The Sasebo Prize
Court ruled the seizure was lawful since it occurred in international
waters.20 The Sasebo Prize Court also awarded prize for the capture of
the fishing vessel The Michael, which was taken at sea five and one-half
nm from Korea, and therefore lawful since it was beyond three nm.2!

This position reflected the view of the majority of states, and the
Preparatory Committee proposed a three nm breadth as the third basis
of discussion for the Codification Conference. Several states

contemplated breadth greater than three nm, particularly in areas

18 Territorial Waters, The American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan., 1930), pp. 25-46, at 28-29 and Richard W.
Hale, Territorial Waters as a Test of Codification, The American Journal of
International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1 (Jan., 1930), pp. 65-68.

19 The Law of Territorial Waters, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 23,
No. 2, Supplement: Codification of International Law (Apr., 1929), pp. 241-380,
at 260.

20 The Rossia, Sasebo Prize Court, May 26, 1904; Cecil James Barrington Hurst
and Francis Edmond Bray, 2 Russian and Japanese Prize Cases (1913), pp. 39-
45.

21 The Michael, Sasebo Prize Court, May 26, 1904; Hurst and Bray, 2 Russian
and Japanese Prize Cases, pp. 80-85.
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subject to historic rights, or because of geographic or economic necessity.
The States disagreed on whether a breadth in excess of three nm was
consistent with international law. The United States and the United
Kingdom 22 joined Japan and a majority of states in the view that
territorial waters have a three nm breadth.23 It is no surprise that the
three greatest maritime powers of the era steadfastly supported the
three nm standard for territorial waters to ensure the maximum ocean
space for naval mobility and maneuverability.

Governments also disagreed on whether a coastal State may
exercise certain rights beyond the territorial sea — on the high seas — for
customs, “sanitary police measures,” and reasons of national security. 24
The United States and Japan opposed this first glimpse at creation of a
contiguous zone and claims to a security interest beyond the territorial
sea.2’ There also was insufficient support for an extension of coastal
State control over fisheries beyond territorial waters, a position that
would be transformed by establishment of the EEZ some forty years
later.26 In any event, no State replied that the farthest lawful extent of
coastal State authority or jurisdiction should extend be beyond 12 nm,
which was the limit claimed by the Soviet Union.27

The Hague Codification conference did not result in adoption of a
treaty, and the politics of the Interwar years intervened to displace law
of the sea in diplomatic consciousness. During the 1930s and 1940s,
most States held fast to the three nm territorial sea. Yet, the United
States in the 1930s began to pressure Japan to limit salmon fishing in

the Bay of Bristol, Alaska. This purported extension of jurisdiction

22 General Iron Screw Collier Co. v. Schurmanns (1860) 1 Johnson & Hemming
Ch. 180, 193 (common law of nations recognizes coastal state jurisdiction within
three miles from its shores).

23 The Ann (1812), 1 Federal Cases, p. 926 (coastal states have exclusive
jurisdiction to the distance of a cannon shot — or a marine league) and
Manchester v. Massachusetts, 139 US 240, 258 (1891) (minimum extent of
coastal state jurisdiction is a marine league — or three nautical miles).

24 Territorial Waters, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan. 1930), pp. 25-46, at 28-29.

25 League of Nations, C. 74, M. 39, 1929. V.

26 Territorial Waters, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan. 1930), pp. 25-46, at 29.

27 Territorial Waters, American Journal of International Law, Vol. 24, No. 1,
Supplement: Official Documents (Jan. 1930), pp. 25-46, at 29.
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beyond the territorial sea rankled Japan. The American fishing industry
lobbied for protection against Japanese fishers. The United States
proposed an agreement with Japan and the Soviet Union, but Japan
demurred, and the salmon dispute became one more irritant in bilateral
relations leading up to World War II. Japan was unwilling to permit US
inspectors on their ships fishing in the Bay of Bristol, although in 1938
it agreed to suspend licenses under its three-year fishing survey. This
temporary respite, however, was not permanent and was overtaken by
the conflict.

In 1945, President Harry S. Truman issued Presidential
Proclamation 2668, which claimed jurisdiction to establish beyond the

” o«

territorial sea “conservation zones” “wherein fishing activities have
been or in the future may be developed.” The United States understood
at the time that this action set a precedent for coastal States to extend
fisheries jurisdiction beyond the territorial sea, even though
Proclamation 2668 retained other high seas freedoms in the zone.
International North Pacific Fisheries Convention—one of the most
important fishery treaties in modern history—entered into force. In
November and December 1951, Japan, Canada, and the United States
negotiated an agreement in Tokyo to establish a tripartite North Pacific
Fisheries Commission. The Commission oversaw and evaluated
scientific research on the condition of salmon, halibut, and other
designated fish stocks in the eastern North Pacific Ocean area. In
addition, the Commission was empowered to establish actual allocation
levels for the catch in high seas waters. This landmark agreement was
the first international engagement undertaken by the Government of
Japan beyond the Peace Treaty and defense pact that ended the postwar
Occupation (1945-52), restoring Japan to full sovereign status in the

global community of nations.

III. First UN Conference on the Law of the Sea 1958

In the post-war era, three global conferences on the law of the sea
were held in 1958, 1960, and from 1973-1982. These efforts began with
the International Law Commission (ILC), which was established in 1947
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to undertake the mandate of the Charter of the United Nations to study
and make recommendations for the progressive development of
international law.28 At its third session in 1951, the ILC appointed J. P.
A. Francois as special rapporteur for work on the regime of territorial
waters.

In 1954, UN General Assembly (UNGA) Resolution 899 recognized
that the “problems” relating to the territorial seas, contiguous zone,
continental shelf, and high seas and “superjacent waters” were
inseparable, closely linked “juridically as well as physically,” and
therefore could not be addressed individually.2® The General Assembly
requested the ILC to study the issues and submit a report to the 11th
session of the General Assembly in 1956.3° Concurrently, the UNGA
convened an international Technical Conference on the Conservation of
the Living Resources of the Sea to address “conservation, protection and
regulation” of fisheries, which were related to the broader issues of
maritime zones and navigational regimes. 31 In preparation for
conference negotiations on the breadth of the territorial sea, the
Secretariat of the United Nations produced a memorandum on State
practice and law concerning historic bays.32

The ILC held its eighth session from 23 April — 4 July 1956, at
which it considered how to construct the territorial sea within a general
framework treaty on law of the sea. Japan joined the United Nations on
December 18, 1956, and therefore did not participate in the ILC sessions
concerning the regime of the high seas or the territorial sea. The eighth
session considered a report by J. P. A. Francois, as well as replies and

comments from governments and intergovernmental organizations. 33

28 Article 13 (1) (a), Charter of the United Nations.

29 UNGA Res. 899 (IX), Draft Articles on the Continental Shelf, 14 December
1956 (GAOR 9t Sess. Supp. 21, 50).

30 UNGA Res. 899 (IX), Draft Articles on the Continental Shelf, 14 December
1956 (GAOR 9t Sess. Supp. 21, 50).

31 UNGA Res. 900 (IX), International Technical Conference on the Conservation
of the Living Resources of the Sea, 14 December 1954 (GAOR 9t Sess. Supp. 21,
51).

32 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/1, Historic Bays: Memorandum by the Secretariat of the
United Nations, Sept. 30, 1957, p. 16, paras. 90-91.

33 UN Doc., A/CN.4/97, 27 January 1956, UN Doc. A/CN.4/97/Add.1 to 3, 1 May
1956 (Summary of replies from Governments and conclusions of the Special
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Members adopted 73 draft articles concerning the law of the sea with
commentaries, which included two parts — a proposed legal Part I, the
regime for the territorial sea®* and Part II, the regime of the high seas.35
Part II covered the general issues of navigation, fishing, the contiguous
zone, and the continental shelf. The ILC reported the draft articles to
the General Assembly. On the recommendation of the ILC and the
strength of the draft articles, the UN General Assembly called on
member states to convene a conference “to examine the law of the sea,
taking account not only of the legal, but also of the technical, biological,
economic and political aspects” of oceans governance, and further, to
“embody the results of the work in one or more international
conventions....”36

The Commission also recognized, however, that there was not
uniform practice among States concerning the delimitation of the
territorial sea. In any case, the Commission suggested that any
territorial sea beyond 12 nm was not in accordance with international
law.37 Extension of the territorial sea beyond 12 nm was regarded as an
infringement on the principle of the freedom of the seas. The draft
articles incorporated the decisions of the International Court of Justice
concerning straight baselines in the Fisheries Case between the United
Kingdom and Norway,3® as well as freedom of navigation through
straits in the Corfu Channel Case. 3 States nearly unanimously
confirmed that the rights of the coastal state in its territorial waters do
not differ in nature from the rights of sovereignty that it exercises over

its land territory.4% For the first time, the term “territorial sea” was

Rapporteur), UN Doc. A/C N A/99 and Add. 1 to 9, (Comment s by Governments),
UN Doc. A/CN.4/100 (Comments by inter-governmental organizations), and UN
Doc. A/CN.4/103 (Supplementary report by J. P. A. Francois, Special Rapporteur).
These documents reprinted in UN Doc. A/CN.4/SER.A/1956/Add.1, November
1956, UN Sales No. 1956. V. 3.

34 UN Doc. A/3159 (1956), pp. 265-277.

35 UN Doc. A/3159, articles 26-73, pp. 277-302.

36 UNGA Res. (XI) February 21, 1957.

37 UN Doc. A/3159, art. 1, Commentary, art. 3(2)-(3), Commentary, pp. 265-266.

38 UN Doc. A/3159, art. 5, Commentary, para. (1), p. 267.

39 UN Doc. A/3159, art. 16, Commentary, para (1) and (2), p. 273.

40 UN Doc. A/3159, art. 1, Commentary, p. 265.
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preferred over “territorial waters.” 41 Coastal State sovereignty
extended to the airspace, seabed and subsoil of the territorial sea.4? The
ILC agreed that coastal State sovereignty in the territorial sea “cannot
be exercised otherwise than in conformity with the provisions of
international law.”43 Consequently, rules derived from “other rules of
international law” imposed limitations on the exercise of coastal state
sovereignty in the territorial sea.4*

The First United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea
(UNCLOS 1) met at the European Office of the United Nations in
Geneva from 24 February — 27 April 1958. Japan had just joined the
United Nations and was among the 86 States that participated in the
conference. Because it was not a UN member during the period that the
provisional ILC drafts were developed and circulated before the
conference, it did not comment on them. Tokyo, however, was aligned
with the U.S. approach on the issues.*®

Japan’s main interests were fishing and maritime transportation,
and the paramount issue was the breadth of the territorial sea. The
country had adhered to a three nm territorial sea since it opened to the
world in the mid-nineteenth century.46 Japan sought to preserve the
three nm territorial sea, which it regarded as having been a feature of
customary international law.47 Japan feared that unrestrained coastal
State claims over territorial seas of varying breadths was a recipe for
anarchy.#® During the conference, Tokyo maintained that coastal states
could not unilaterally expand their sovereignty into the high seas
because the rules on claiming a territorial sea derived from
international law.4? The United States also regarded any territorial sea

claim beyond three nm as “not justified under international law.”50

41 UN Doc. A/3159, art. 1, Commentary, p. 265.

42 UN Doc. A/3159, art. 2, p. 265.

43 UN Doc. A/3159, art. 1, Commentary, para. (3), p. 265.

44 UN Doc. A/3159, art. 1, Commentary, para. (4), pp. 265-266.
45 Japan joined the United Nations on December 18, 1956. See http://www.un.org
/en/member-states/.

46 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 149, para. 3.

47 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 24,

48 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 24, para. 50.

49 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 24.

50 UN Doc. A/C N A/99 and Add. L, para. 27, p. 24.
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Ninety percent of Japan’s animal protein came from the sea, and
the Japanese catch of 5 million tons per year was 20 percent of the world
total.?! If coastal states encroached on the high seas through expansion
of the territorial sea, Japanese fishing fleets would have reduced
operating areas. Japan held that the three-mile limit was sanctioned in
practice by a majority of states and embodied in treaties, and therefore
was an accepted rule of international law.52 The Japanese delegate to
the conference stated, “...extension of the width of the territorial sea
would result in an encroachment upon the area of the high seas open to
all nations. 3 The vast majority of smaller states and newly
independent nations, however, believed that a 12 nm territorial sea was
essential for their security.54

Japan joined the United States, Great Britain and states of
Western Europe to preserve the three-mile territorial sea and to
maximize the area of the high seas. The United States was concerned
that expansion of the territorial sea would reduce the operating areas,
and thus the “efficiency” of its naval and air power.55> The Soviet bloc,
joined by India and the non-aligned states, opposed this position. It was
clear from the outset of the conference that the three-mile limit would
not obtain the support of the majority.?¢ India and Mexico proposed a
12-mile territorial sea, which gave newer independent states greater
control offshore, but the maritime powers were against it.

The United States was stunned that many of the developing States
joined the bloc for a 12 nm territorial sea, despite friendly relations with

the United States or receipt of ample American aid.?” The conference

51 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 24, para. 50.

52 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 25, para. 53. See also UN Doc. A/CONF.13
/C.1/L.II/Rev.1.

53 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 24.

54 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 118, para. 4.

5 Arthur H. Dean, The Geneva Conference on the Law of the Sea: What Was
Accomplished?, 52 American Journal of International Law 607, 608 (October
1958).

5 Shigeru Oda, Japan and the United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea,
2 Japanese Annual of International Law, 65, 68 (1959).

57 Text of a telegram from Arthur Dean regarding an international conference
concerning maritime law issues, including territorial sea regulations. Memo.
White House. Confidential, reproduced in Declassified Documents Reference
System, Farmington Hills, Michigan: Gale, 2016. The aggressive tactics of the
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devolved into disciplined bloc voting, with NATO and the United States
opposed by developing states strongly pressured by the Soviet Union
and India to stay in line. The leader of the U.S. delegation, Arthur Dean,
reported in a confidential memorandum that “T'ime and again the three-
mile breadth was attached and ridiculed not because it was inherently
wrong but because the other particular state was not in existence when
it was adopted and they must have change labeled as progress.”?® Dean
described the events at the conference as a “social revolution” in which
“constructive, imaginative proposals, supposedly persuasive speeches
and ideas and the sacrifice of [vital] positions” were rejected, and even
“ridiculed and lampooned.”5?

Japan rejected the idea that the three-mile territorial sea was
merely an expression of self-interest by and for the benefit of the major
maritime powers. Mr. Ohye of Japan stated that in the nineteenth
century at the time Japan renounced its policy of isolation, it had not
owned a single large, ocean-going vessel, but still supported the three-
mile rule and recognized the importance of freedom of the high seas.60
Japan also supported the Greek proposal, 6! but believed that the
compromise British proposal of a six-mile territorial sea%? could bring
the conference to a successful conclusion. Tokyo regarded agreement to
a six-mile limit as a great sacrifice, and a special burden on Japanese
fisheries.®3 Still, the alternative was anarchy in the oceans.® Japan
was unwilling to accept any coastal state jurisdiction over fisheries
beyond the territorial sea.®® If the six-mile compromise formula was not

accepted, Japan would continue to observe the three-mile limit.56

U.S.S.R. were also evident at the United Nations. See Bloc Voting at the UN and
its Meaning for Future U.S. Policies Discussed, U.S. Dep’t of State Confidential
Cable, April 23, 1958, Declassified: March 10, 1986.

58 Text of Telegram from Arthur Dean.

59 Text of Telegram from Arthur Dean.

60 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 149, para. 3.

61 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/C.1/1..136.

62 UN Doc. A/CONF.13.C.1/1..134.

63 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39 (1958), 149.

64 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39 (1958), 149.

65 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39 (1958), p. 149.

66 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 149, para. 4. Japan appeared willing to make
an exception of the Scandinavian four-mile territorial sea, however.
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Although the key question of the breadth of the territorial sea was
unresolved at UNCLOS I, there was headway on some key issues. By
this time the concept of a contiguous zone had been widely accepted in
international law.67 The ILC draft provided that a contiguous zone may
extend 12-miles from the coast for the purposes of preventing
infringement of its “customs, fiscal or sanitary regulations within its
territory or in the territorial sea.®® By a vote of 60 to 0 (with 13
abstentions), the draft text was amended to include the word
“Immigration.”® Japan supported the proposal.

The territorial sea normally is measured from the low-water mark
running along the coast. The 1951 Anglo-Fisheries Case, however,
validated the idea that straight baselines could be drawn in certain
circumstances.’ The ILC draft incorporated straight baselines into its
text, stating that such baselines could not “depart from the general
direction of the coast,” and the associated sea areas inside the baseline
“must be sufficiently closely linked to the land domain to be subject to
the regime of internal waters.”’* At the Conference, Japan sought to
bring some objective rigor to the application of straight baselines. Mr.
Ohye of Japan expressed concern that states were establishing straight
baselines that had no basis in international law. He referenced the
Anglo-Norwegian Fisheries Case determination that: “...delimitation of
sea areas has always an international aspect; it cannot be dependent
upon the will of the coastal State as expressed in its municipal law.” 72
Japan proposed a maximum of ten miles for straight baselines, but it
was withdrawn.”® Japan joined an amended proposal by Germany and

Greece that contemplated a 15-mile limit on straight baselines, but it

67 Shigeru Oda, Japan and the United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea,
2 Japanese Annual of International Law, 65, 70 (1959).

68 UN Doc. A/3159, p. 39.

69 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/38, p. 40.

0 Fisheries (United Kingdom v. Norway), 1951 1.C.J.116, 143 (Dec. 18).

71 UN Doc. A/3159, p. 13.

72 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 24, para. 50.

73 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, p. 238 and UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, p. 241.
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was rejected by a vote of 30 to 13, with 12 abstentions.”™ Text very close
to the original ILC draft eventually was adopted by the conference.?®

Similarly, Japan sought to limit the claims of historic bays. Soviet
Russia, for example, had issued a proclamation that placed Peter the
Great Bay within its internal waters as an “historic bay.” Japan rejected
the notion of an historic bay in the absence of specific criteria and
evidence to support it. The Japanese delegate stated that there were “a
number of cases where a state has claimed vast sea areas as territorial,
on the pretext of historic bays, without the slightest historic elements
whatsoever.” 76 In order to resist this trend, Japan sought a more
concrete definition of historic bays.

Japan had offered a proposal that all disputes concerning straight
baselines and bays should be subject to compulsory dispute resolution.
The proposal granted jurisdiction to the International Court of Justice
for such disputes, upon request of any of the parties.”” Japan withdrew
its proposal, however, after several states submitted additional
proposals. The Plenary Meeting adopted a proposal put forward by
Switzerland. 7 The Swiss text also contained compulsory dispute
procedures under the International Court of Justice for all disputes,
except those regarding settlement by the special commission referred to
the Convention on Fishing and Conservation of the Living Resources of
the High Seas.

Japan declared that freedom of the high seas was the “cardinal
principle” of the international law of the sea.”™ Tokyo also believed,
however, that freedom of the seas did not permit states to use the oceans
exclusively to the detriment of other users. Nuclear tests for example,
should not be permitted in the seas so far as they obstructed the freedom
of the high seas for other users.®? Japanese fishermen had been injured

or killed by radiation from nuclear tests, and fish stocks had been

74 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, p. 156, 160.

75 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/38, p. 68.

76 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, p. 145.

77 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, p. 246.

78 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/38, p. 55.

79 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/40, p. 11.

80 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 11, para. 1.
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destroyed. 81 Even nuclear tests by the Soviet Union that were
conducted on land adversely affected Japan’s use of the high seas.82
Japan abstained from a Soviet bloc four-power proposal that would
prohibit nuclear tests at sea, while permitting air- and land-based
tests.82 The United States argued that the issue of nuclear tests at sea,
however, was part of the broader debate over nuclear disarmament
generally and best left to separate negotiations.84

In the end, the Conference produced four treaties and an Optional
Protocol on dispute resolution. The issues concerning baselines, the
territorial sea, and the contiguous zone are contained in the 1958
Convention on the Territorial Sea and Contiguous Zone. The treaty was
some advancement in the state of the law, bur it failed in the crucial
issue of determining the appropriate breadth of the territorial sea. Still,
Japan voted with 60 other states (and two abstentions) in favor of the
Convention. 85 Like the United States, Japan also supported the
Optional Protocol of Signature Concerning the Compulsory Settlement
of Disputes, which was adopted by the conference by a vote of 52 to 0,

with 13 abstentions.86

IV. Second UN Conference on the Law of the Sea 1960

Japan is a country governed by the rule of law. The rule of law at
sea means that the unilateral exercise of national power is restrained
by neutral, internationally accepted and universally applied rules. Like
the United States, Japan is concerned more with the actual
implementation of international law, rather than production of

instruments. At the outset of the Second UN Conference on the Law of

81 McDougal and Shlei, The Hydrogen Bomb Tests in Perspective: Lawful
Measures for Security, 64 Yale L. J. 648 (1955)

82 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 44, para. 12.

83 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 44, para. 13-14 and UN Doc. /CONF.13
/C.2.L.30, 21 March 1958 (Czechoslovakia, Poland, U.S.S.R. and Yugoslavia).

84 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 15, para. 13.

85 Convention on the Territorial Sea and Contiguous Zone, 516 U.N.T.S. 205
(1958).

86 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/38, p. 55. See Optional Protocol of Signature Concerning
the Compulsory Settlement of Disputes, 450 U.N.T.S. 169 (1958).
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the Sea, the United States joined Japan as a strong proponent of the
three-mile territorial sea, as it sought to ensure freedom of navigation
through international straits. The Japanese delegation emphasized that
a law of the sea must not merely be a “paper agreement,” but rather a
regime that is faithfully observed in toto.87

The Conference mostly debated various schemes for breadth of the
territorial sea and fishing zones. Four major proposals gained traction,
but in the end, none were adopted. Each of the proposals pushed coastal
state sovereignty or jurisdiction farther into the high seas, restricting
freedom of the seas, and in particular, freedom to fish on the high seas.
These formulations recognized a 12-mile fishing zone or territorial sea,
or in the case of the U.S.-Canada “6+6” model, a combination of
territorial sea and adjacent fishing zone.8® As the leading fishing nation
in the world at that time, Japan felt particularly vulnerable to the
enclosure movement, since 70 percent of their animal protein diet was
derived from fish, and most of it from distant waters. 8

As in UNCLOS I, Japan believed that the breadth of the territorial
sea was the “cardinal issue” of the entire body of the law of the sea.? At
the time Japan held to the three-mile limit as the prevailing standard,
but it was also willing to compromise and accept the U.K. proposal for a
six-mile territorial sea.9 As the U.K. proposal was not accepted,
however, at the close of UNCLOS I Japan emphasized that the three-
mile rule was the recognized rule of law.?2 Some States that disagreed
with the three-mile rule thought that once Japan and other states
expressed a willingness to compromise on a wider breadth, the old rule
had ceased be good law. During UNCLOS II, Japan reminded the

87 U.N. Doc. A/CONF.19/C.1/SR.9 p. 73, para. 13.

88 UN Doc. A/CONF.19/C.1/SR.27, UN Doc. A/CONF.19/C.1/1..2/Rev.1/, UN Doc.
A/CONF.19/L.9, UN Doc. A/CONF.19/C.1/SR.138, pp. 10-11, and UN Doc. A
/CONF.19/C.1/SR.38.

89 U.N. Doc. A/CONF.19/C.1/SR.9 p. 73, para. 12.

90 I Official Records of the Second United Nations Conference on the Law of the
Sea, Geneva, 17 March-26 April 1960, UN Doc. A/CONF.19/9 (1962), p. 167.

91 United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, III Official Records, UN
Doc. AJCONF.13/C.L.134, para. 4-5.

92 Mr. Okumura, Second United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea,
Geneva, Switzerland, 17 March — 26 April 1960, U.N. Doc. A/CONF.19/C.1/SR.9
p. 72, para. 10.

174



WP RS ZEEE 10 855 2 5 (@& 21%5) 2020412 A

conference that it continued to recognize a three-mile limit pending no
further agreement on the issue.9 As it had during UNCLOS I, Japan
insisted that a rule of international law could be changed “only by means
of an international agreement based on consensus of opinion among
nations.”®* A broader territorial sea or creation of a fisheries zone was
viewed as an “encroachment on the freedom of the seas,” which was in
the interest of all mankind. 9 Upholding the three-mile limit was
tantamount to safeguarding freedom of navigation, the “previous
common asset of all mankind.”?¢

Japan believed that coastal state fishery conservation could be
achieved not through an exclusive fishing zone, but by the Convention
on Fishing and Conservation of the Living Resources adopted in 1958.97
Joined by Sweden and other countries, Japan suggested that the
implementation and enforcement of the Convention on Fishing and
Conservation of Living Resources would protect against abuses and
safeguard the interests of coastal states. 9 Japan was focused on
bridging differences concerning the territorial sea and fishing rights
based on “justice and equity,” and it regarded attempts to enclose
international waters beyond the three-mile limit as incompatible with
the principles if they excluded states that historically fished in those
areas.%

Japan also believed that if the straight baseline method were
accepted for measuring the maritime zones, it had to be subject to
reasonable limits.1%0 The Japanese proposal offered that as a general

rule, ten miles should be the maximum permissible length for a straight

93 I Official Records of the Second United Nations Conference on the Law of the
Sea, Geneva, 17 March-26 April 1960, UN Doc. A/CONF.19/9 (1962), p. 168.

94 U.N. Doc. A/CONF.19/C.1/SR.9 p. 72, para. 10 and A/CONF.13/C.1.134, para.
5.

95 U.N. Doc. A/CONF.19/C.1/SR.9 p. 72, para. 10.

96 I Official Records of the Second United Nations Conference on the Law of the
Sea, Geneva, 17 March-26 April 1960, UN Doc. A/CONF.19/9 (1962), p. 168.

97 Convention on Fishing and Conservation of the Living Resources, done at
Geneva 29 April 1958, entered into force on 20 March 1966, 558 U.N.T. S. 285.
98 II Official Records of the Second United Nations Conference on the Law of the
Sea, Geneva, 17 March-26 April 1960, UN Doc. A/CONF.19/9 (1962), p. 169.

99 U.N. Doc. A/CONF.19/C.1/SR.9 p. 73, para. 12.

100 United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, III Official Records, UN
Doc. AJCONF.13/39, 1958, p. 156, para. 9.
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baseline.191 Any territorial sea of 12-miles or larger “would not be
consistent with the principle of justice and equity,” as it excluded
nations that had long fished in those parts of the high seas. 102
Emphasizing that the Japanese people obtain more than 70 of their
animal protein from fish, and that the nation of Japan has a large
population with scant resources, the extension of the territorial waters
“will immediately and seriously hit the Japanese economy and its
people’s living”103 Furthermore, straight baselines should be drawn
only between headlands of the coastline or between the coastline or
between the headland and an island less than five miles from the coast,
or between such islands.1* No point of such a straight baseline could
be farther than five miles from the coast. Only long-standing straight
baselines with explicit regional recognition in state practice would be

exempt from the Japanese proposal.105

V. Third UN Conference on the Law of the Sea: 1973-1982

During the negotiations for UNCLOS, Japan continued to seek a
reasonable balance of interests between coastal states and maritime
states, and to push for a prohibition of reservations to the treaty in order
to maintain a coherent maritime regime. Japan was a member of the
major maritime powers, which included the United States, the United
Kingdom, and the Soviet Union. This group of five maritime states
shared a common interest in freedom of navigation worldwide, ensuring
that the Convention recognized innocent passage through the territorial
sea, transit passage through straits used for international navigation,
and high seas freedoms in the exclusive economic zone (EEZ). Japan

played an active role in the discussions. During negotiation of revision

101 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/C.1/L..95, 1 April 1958 and A/CONF.13/C.1/L.157 15
April 1958.

102 Official Records of the Second United Nations Conference on the Law of the
Sea, Geneva, 17 March-26 April 1960, UN Doc. A/CONF.19/9 (1962), p. 169.

103 TT Official Records of the Second United Nations Conference on the Law of
the Sea, Geneva, 17 March-26 April 1960, UN Doc. A/CONF.19/9 (1962), pp. 169-
170.

104 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/C.1/L.95, 1 April 1958.

105 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/C.1/L.95, 1 April 1958.

176



WP RS ZEEE 10 855 2 5 (@& 21%5) 2020412 A

of the Informal Composite Negotiating Text, for example, Japan
participated in development of article 40 concerning prohibition of
marine scientific research activities during transit passage.l0¢ Japan
also helped modify article 234 to recognize limits on coastal state power
of enforcement when ships infringed its provisions concerning security
of navigation or the prevention of pollution. Japan signed UNCLOS in
February 1983 and Part XI in July 1994. The Convention and the Part
XI implementing agreement were ratified in June 1996.

Like the United States, Japan acquiesced in an expansion of the
territorial sea. Japan was prepared to support the 12-mile limit for the
breadth of the territorial sea if the Conference could generally agree
upon a comprehensive arrangement on a regime of the sea that it
considered “fair and reasonable” to all States.07 Adoption of a 12-nm
territorial sea represented a departure from the goals and interests of
the maritime powers. By early-1970, the United States had accepted the
concept of an expanded territorial sea contingent upon the right of
transit passage through straits used for international navigation. On
February 18, 1970, President Richard Nixon presented to Congress a
report on U.S. Foreign Policy based upon three pillars: strength,
partnerships, and a willingness to negotiate. 19 In the interest of
developing a stable regime for the oceans and averting conflict at sea,
the United States relented on the 12-nm territorial sea on condition that
freedom of transit through straits was also protected.!® The explicit
bargain accepted the 12-nm territorial sea, but only if the law of the sea

was widely accepted and also provided for freedom navigation through

106 See, Doc. A/ICONF.62/WP.10/Add.1, 1977. See also, Ana G. Lépez, International
Straits: Concept, Classification, and Rules of Passage 36 (2010).

107 Stmt of Mr. Osigo (Japan), UN Doc. A/CONF.62/ SR.41, Summary Records of
Plenary Meetings 41st plenary meeting, Official Records of the Third United
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, Volume I (2009) (First and Second
Sessions, and of Meetings of the General Committee, Second Session), 15 July
1974, para. 45, p. 181.

108 Richard Nixon, U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970s: A New Strategy for Peace;
A Report to Congress, February 18, 1970, Department of State Bulletin vol. 62
(January 5, 1970), pp. 273-275.

109 John R. Stevenson, International Law and the Oceans, February 18, 1970,
Department of State Bulletin vol. 62 (January 5, 1970), pp. 339, 341.
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and over international straits.11© Later that spring, President Nixon
endorsed the terms of a new law of the sea treaty that provided for a 12-
nm territorial sea in exchange for freedom of navigation and overflight
of straits.111

The issue of free transit through straits was the core American
interest, and it was so important to the United States and some other
maritime powers that they would not accept a regime that failed to
include it. 2 The United States was willing to concede a 12-nm
territorial sea, although developing countries already viewed it as
customary international law and not part of the overall bargain. For
developing nations, the inducement for agreeing to freedom of
navigation through straits required additional compensation — creation
of a zone of exclusive fishing rights (EEZ) beyond the territorial sea.l!3
The U.S. sacrificed its interest in access to fisheries beyond 12-nm from
coastal states in exchange for safeguarding its most essential security
interest — passage of warships and military aircraft through strategic
straits.!14 In the United States, straits were first and fisheries second;
Japan took the opposite approach.

Like the United States, Japan also pushed for acceptance of free
transit through straits as an important maritime interest, but it
prioritized the issue of access to fishing areas beyond the territorial sea.
Securing the freedom of navigation for the purpose of military operation
was also vital to Japan’s national interest. First, it was because Japan’s
ally, the United States, actively promoted the freedom of navigation and
Japan shared the adherence to its policy.115 Japan regarded the freedom

of the high seas as the “cardinal principle of the international law of the

110 United States Outlines Position on Limit of Territorial Sea, February 25,
1970, Department of State Bulletin vol. 62 (January 5, 1970), p. 343.

111 Statement by President Nixon, United States Policy for the Seabed,
Department of State Bulletin 62 (1970), pp. 737, 738.

112 Shigeru Oda, Proposals Regarding a 12-Mile Limit for the Territorial Sea by
the United States in 1970 and Japan in 1971: Implications and Consequences,
Ocean Development and International Law vol. 22 (1991), pp. 189, 191.

113 Qda, at 191.

114 Qda, at 191.

115 Kasuomi Ouichi, A Perspective on Japan’s Struggle for Its Territorial Rights
on the Oceans, Ocean Development and International Law 5 (1978): 111, 114.
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sea.” 116 While some Japanese scholars suggested that a regime to
protect freedom of passage of warships, submarines, and military
aircraft was not absolutely necessary for Japan, the strategic reality
meant that U.S. and Japanese security interests were aligned. 117
Japanese security was guaranteed by the U.S. nuclear umbrella, and
free transit of U.S. ballistic missile submarines through international
straits was essential to the survivability of extended deterrence.
Furthermore, while the U.S. motivation was strategic in a military
sense, Japan’s was strategic in an economic sense. Japan sought to
ensure continued access to offshore areas by limiting coastal state
jurisdiction to merely a preference over distant water states, rather
than exclusive access by the coastal state.!!® Thus, Japan opposed
creation of the EEZ in the waters beyond the territorial sea, but was
willing to afford coastal state preferential fishing rights in that area.
The Japanese delegation participated in talks at the January 1971
meeting of the Asian-African Legal Consultative Committee (AALCC)
in Colombo, Sri Lanka). For the first time, Japan announced that it
could accept a 12-mile territorial sea.!!® Acceptance of a 12-mile
territorial sea, however, was conditioned upon freedom of navigation
through international straits and the award of preferential rights to
coastal states for fisheries beyond the territorial sea in lieu of creation
of a new fisheries zone. This position was similar to the U.S. approach,
except that while freedom of navigation through straits was the
principal U.S. interest, Japan was more concerned about restriction of
coastal state fishery jurisdiction to 12 nm in return for preferences for
developing states.120 Developing states, however, rejected the proposal
for preferential fishing rights beyond 12 nm and instead favored a plain

200-nm coastal state fisheries jurisdiction. The AALC meeting in

116 UN Doc. A/CONF.13/39, 1958, p. 21, para. 1.

117 Kasuomi Ouichi, A Perspective on Japan’s Struggle for Its Territorial Rights
on the Oceans, Ocean Development and International Law 5 (1978): 111, 114.

118 Oda, at 192.

119 Asian-African Legal Consultative Committee, Report of the 12th Session
(1971), 283; Japanese Annual of International Law, no. 23 (1979): 93.

120 Shigeru Oda, Proposals Regarding a 12-Mile Limit for the Territorial Sea by
the United States in 1970 and Japan in 1971: Implications and Consequences,
Ocean Development and International Law Vol. 22 (1991): 189, 192.
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Colombo established a six-member Working Group on Law of the Sea,
which met in June 1971 in New Delhi. Shigeru Oda took the floor in
New Delhi for a total of five hours to sell the Japanese plan, but he was
unsuccessful.121 The states from Asia and Africa were attracted to a
simple 200-mile fisheries zone, as advocated by Frank Njenga of Kenya.

Japan and the Soviet Union possessed the largest distant sea
fishing fleets and sought to preserve the status quo, advancing proposals
that would have provided only for “preferential rights” for coastal States,
while protecting the position of traditional fishing States. As

summarized by Japan:

While according a preferential right of catch to developing coastal
States corresponding to their harvesting capacities and a differentiated
preferential right to developed coastal States, the proposals also take
into consideration the legitimate interests of other States. Thus, they
seek to ensure that a gradual accommodation of interests can be
brought about in the expanding exploitation and use of fishery
resources of the high seas, without causing any abrupt change in the
present order in fishing, which might result in disturbing the economic

and social structures of States.122

During the summer of 1971, the Japanese proposal failed to attract
support at the AALC Working Group in Geneva and the UN Seabed
Committee. 123 Japan repackaged its proposal and submitted it for
consideration at the AALC meeting in January 1972. The working paper,
“Proposed Regime concerning Fisheries on the High Seas,”!24 competed

with a contending paper submitted by Kenya’s Njenga titled “The

121 Shigeru Oda, Proposals Regarding a 12-Mile Limit for the Territorial Sea by
the United States in 1970 and Japan in 1971: Implications and Consequences,
Ocean Development and International Law Vol. 22 (1991): 189, 193.

122 Japan, “Proposals for a Régime of Fisheries on the High Seas,” UN Doc.
A/AC.138/SC.II/L.12 (1972).

123 Shigeru Oda, Proposals Regarding a 12-Mile Limit for the Territorial Sea by
the United States in 1970 and Japan in 1971: Implications and Consequences,
Ocean Development and International Law Vol. 22 (1991): 189, 193.

124 Asian-African Legal Consultative Committee, Report of the 13th Session
(1972), 131; Japanese Annual of International Law, no. 24 (1980): 52.
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Exclusive Zone Concept.”125 The summer session of the 1972 UN Seabed
Committee considered revised drafts of the two proposals. Japan’s
“Proposals for a Regime of Fisheries on the High Seas” did not receive
much support, while Kenya’s “Draft Articles on Exclusive Economic
Zone Concept” attracted greater attention.!26 As the Kenyan proposal
gained traction, the concept for granting coastal states preferential
fishing rights beyond the 12-nm territorial sea, which was promoted by
Japan with the support of the United States, was overtaken. Japan
favored a zone of the high seas in which the coastal state had
preferential rights, but the area basically would retain the character of
high seas.127

Fishing was an issue of food security for the Japanese people
because the islands of Japan lack ample agricultural land and the
geography limits potential for raising livestock. 1286 With limited
potential for raising livestock, Japan depended on fish and fish products
for about half of the total animal protein in its diet. About 45 per cent of
its total catch of fish came from seas which would fall within the
proposed 200-mile economic zone, while 90 percent of the catch taken
within the 200-mile zone came from the waters of the North Pacific off
the coast of developed countries. It was with reason therefore that Japan
was greatly concerned to obtain the food it required.'2°The defeat of the
Japanese proposal had an enormous impact on Japan’s strategic

position and search for food security.

125 Asian-African Legal Consultative Committee, Report of the 13th Session
(1972): 155.

126 See, U.N. Doc. A/AC. 138/SC.I/L.12 (1972) and U.N. Doc. A/AC.138/SC.II/L.10
(1972).

127 Stmt. of Mr. Osigo, UN Doc. A/CONF.62/C.2/SR.28, Summary records of
meetings of the Second Committee 28th meeting, Official Records of the Third
United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, Volume II (2009) 6 August
1974, para. 1, p. 217.

128 Stmt. of Mr. Osigo, UN Doc. A/CONF.62/C.2/SR.28, Summary records of
meetings of the Second Committee 28th meeting, Official Records of the Third
United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, Volume II (2009) 6 August
1974, para. 10, p. 217.

129 Stmt of Mr. Osigo (Japan), UN Doc. A/CONF.62/ SR.41, Summary Records of
Plenary Meetings 41st plenary meeting, Official Records of the Third United
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, Volume I (2009) (First and Second
Sessions, and of Meetings of the General Committee, Second Session), 15 July
1974, para. 42, p. 181.
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The United States was disappointed that it would lose fishing
access in distant waters, such as off the coast of South America in the
Eastern Pacific Ocean, but the principal U.S. interest in straits was
preserved and the United States also acquired the world’s largest EEZ.
For Japan, the loss on the issue of the EEZ was more consequential. At
the time, Japan was the most dependent of any nation on fishing.

Kenya and other Africa states revised their 1972 proposal to
include considerations for landlocked and geographically disadvantaged
states.130 These considerations survived the process and made their
way into the final treaty.!3! Japan had hoped that the EEZ would
provide the coastal State with preferential treatment rather than
exclusive jurisdiction to fishing resources. Just a glimmer of the
Japanese concept of preferential treatment lived on in a handful of
proposals from the Soviet bloc, the European Community and the
United States through the idea of “optimum utilization.”132 Optimum
utilization of living resources, which entered into the final text, was
intended to ensure that coastal states did not monopolize their 200-nm
zone.!33 Coastal states that do not have the capacity to harvest the
entire allowable catch in their EEZ shall give other states, and
especially developing states, access to the resource.3* Furthermore,
coastal states shall take into account the need to “minimize economic
dislocation” among foreign-flagged fishermen who have “habitually
fished in the zone” and who have made “substantial efforts” in the past
to manage the stocks.135

Japan’s disappointment over the 200-nm EEZ was both palpable
and prescient. Japan had accepted an expansion of the territorial sea,
as well as lost access to the richest fishing grounds in the world — that

38 percent of the oceans that comprised the territorial sea and EEZ. The

130 U.N. Doc. A/CONF.62/C.2/L.82 (1974).

131 Article 69 and 70, UNCLOS.

132 Draft Articles on the Economic Zone, U.N. Doc. A/CONF.62/C.2/1.38 (1974),
Draft Articles on Fisheries, U.N. Doc. A/CONF.62/C.2/L.40 (1974), and Draft
Articles for a Chapter on the Economic Zone and Continental Shelf, U.N. Doc.
A/CONF.62/C.2/L.47 (1974).

133 Article 62, UNCLOS.

134 Article 62(2), UNCLOS.

135 Article 62(3), UNCLOS.
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fear that the EEZ would slowly evolve into a zone of national jurisdiction
that would be devoid of any consideration, as required in UNCLOS, for
conservation or optimum utilization in the common interest, was borne
out.’36 As the Third UN Conference drew to a close, Chile, Ecuador,
Peru,137 and Colombia!3®8 made statements claiming broad sovereignty
rights in the EEZ. In a letter to the President of the Conference, Japan
protested these claims as inconsistent with UNCLOS and an
infringement of high seas freedoms that apply in the zone.13° By 1977,
Japan had accepted the inevitability of a 12-nm territorial sea and a
200-nm EEZ, and it enacted national legislation for both claims.149 The
United States, which also made a total reversal in policy, declared a 12-
nm territorial sea in 1988.141

Japan was one of the five major maritime powers, together with the
United States, United Kingdom, France and the USSR, which advanced
the principle of free seas during the negotiations for UNCLOS. On the
other hand, the country’s heavy reliance on pelagic fisheries and the
drive for food security shaped Japan’s position during the Third UN
Conference on the Law of the Sea from 1973-1982. Japan was the last
state to accept establishment of the EEZ. Fishery politics were a major
problem in post-war relationships between Japan and South Korea,
China and the U.S.S.R.,, and the disputes were mixed with
disagreements over maritime boundary delimitation.142

Japan said that the survival of an insular country like it was

inextricably linked with the seas. Because of its geographical position,

136 Oda, at 196.
137 UN Doc. A/CONF.62/1.143.

138 UN Doc. A/CONF.62/WS/32.

139 UN Doc. A/CONF.62/1..157, Letter dated 24 September 1982 from the
representative of Japan to the President of the Conference, Official Records of
the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, Volume XVII (2009),
p. 224.

140 Japanese Annual of International Law, no. 21 (1977): 92, 100.

141 International Legal Materials 28 (1989): 284.

142 Shigeru Oda, International Control of Sea Resources (2d ed., 1989); Tsuneo
Akaha, Japan in Global Ocean Politics (1985), and Nobukatsu Kanehara and
Yutaka Arima, Japan’s New Agreement on Fisheries with the Republic of Korea
and with the People’s Republic of China, 42 Japanese Annual of International
Law 8 fn. 21 (1999).
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many of Japan’s national activities were sea-oriented. Not only was his
country heavily dependent on shipping and commerce for the supply of
basic materials for its national economy!4? It was with reason therefore
that Japan was greatly concerned with the question of the 200-mile
economic zone. Japan’s primary interests with regard to the seas were
to ensure a normal and efficient flow of goods across the oceans.*4Japan
was able to shape the EEZ slightly to the advantage of distant water
fishing nations, however. After the words “release shall be made in
article 227(1),” Japan proposed adding the adverb, “promptly” to release
of fishing vessels!*® Japan also sought to avoid underutilization of fish
stocks in EEZs and protect access for distant water fishing nations, such
as Japan!46

Thus, Japan reluctantly accepted the balance the new rights of the
coastal State with accompanying obligations to open access to nationals
of other states to fish not utilized by the coastal State. The Japanese
delegation “carefully listened” to the debate, and “considered it of
utmost importance” that the interests of traditional fishing countries

like Japan were respected.!*” Like the United States, Japan attached

143 Stmt of Mr. Osigo, UN Doc. A/CONF.62/ SR.41, Summary Records of Plenary
Meetings 41st plenary meeting, Official Records of the Third United Nations
Conference on the Law of the Sea, Volume I (2009) (First and Second Sessions,
and of Meetings of the General Committee, Second Session), 15 July 1974, para.
42, p. 181.

144 Stmt of Mr. Osigo, UN Doc. A/CONF.62/ SR.41, Summary Records of Plenary
Meetings 41st plenary meeting, Official Records of the Third United Nations
Conference on the Law of the Sea, Volume I (2009) (First and Second Sessions,
and of Meetings of the General Committee, Second Session), 15 July 1974, para.
42, p. 181.

145 UN Doc. A/CONF.62/RCNG/1, Reports of the Committees and Negotiating
Groups on negotiations at the seventh session contained in a single document
both for the purposes of record and for the convenience of delegations, 19 May
1978, Official Records of the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the
Sea, Volume X, (2009) p. 110.

146 Stmt of Mr. Osigo (Japan), UN Doc. A/CONF.62/ SR.41, Summary Records of
Plenary Meetings 41st plenary meeting, Official Records of the Third United
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, Volume I (First and Second Sessions,
and of Meetings of the General Committee, Second Session), 15 July 1974, para.
50, p. 182.

147 Stmt of Mr. Osigo (Japan), UN Doc. A/CONF.62/ SR.41, Summary Records of
Plenary Meetings 41st plenary meeting, Official Records of the Third United
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, Volume I (First and Second Sessions,
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great importance to the establishment of a satisfactory procedure for
compulsory settlement of any disputes.!48

At the conclusion of the Conference, Japan proclaimed that the
adoption of UNCLOS had “established a new international legal order
for the use of the world's oceans.”'*® While Tokyo was disappointed in
some of the provisions of the Convention, it affirmed that it was, “as a
whole ... the best possible compromise the Conference could have
achieved.”150 Consequently, Japan voted in favor of adoption of the
Convention during the Final Session. 151 Because the government
recently had ben formed, however, Japan did not sign the treaty since
there was not enough time to have it reviewed by the incoming
government.'52 Japan signed the Convention in February 1983 and the
Part XI Implementing Agreement in July 1994.153 Tokyo ratified the

instruments in June 1996.

and of Meetings of the General Committee, Second Session), 15 July 1974, para.
50, p. 182.

148 Stmt of Mr. Osigo (Japan), UN Doc. A/CONF.62/ SR.41, Summary Records of
Plenary Meetings 41st plenary meeting, Official Records of the Third United
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, Volume I First and Second Sessions,
and of Meetings of the General Committee, Second Session), 15 July 1974, para.
54, p. 182.

149 Stmt. of Mr. Nakagawa, UN Doc. A/CONF.62/SR.187, 187th Plenary meeting,
Official Records of the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea,
Volume XVII (Resumed Eleventh Session and Final Part Eleventh Session and
Conclusion), 7 December 1982, para. 120, p. 46.

150 Stmt. of Mr. Nakagawa, UN Doc. A/CONF.62/SR.187, 187th Plenary meeting,
Official Records of the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea,
Volume XVII (Resumed Eleventh Session and Final Part Eleventh Session and
Conclusion), 7 December 1982, para. 120, p. 46.

151 Stmt. of Mr. Nakagawa, UN Doc. A/CONF.62/SR.187, 187th Plenary meeting,
Official Records of the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea,
Volume XVII (Resumed Eleventh Session and Final Part Eleventh Session and
Conclusion), 7 December 1982, para. 123, p. 47.

152 Stmt. of Mr. Nakagawa, UN Doc. A/CONF.62/SR.187, 187th Plenary meeting,
Official Records of the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea,
Volume XVII (Resumed Eleventh Session and Final Part Eleventh Session and
Conclusion), 7 December 1982, para. 124, p. 47.

153 UN Doc. A/CONF.62/WS/38 (1983).
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VI. Conclusion

Japan was an influential voice in the four multilateral conferences
to develop the contemporary international law of the sea. The country’s
principle goals revolved around food security and the recognition of high
seas freedoms, including freedom of fishing and freedom of navigation.
Like the United States, Japan recognized that freedom of navigation
through straits used for international navigation was an essential
requirement in the law of the sea to ensure global mobility and
maneuverability of commercial and military vessels. While Japan had
opposed creation of the EEZ and the expansion of coastal State
jurisdiction over waters adjacent to the territorial sea, it ultimately
accepted the majority of States at the Third UN Conference. Japan
shaped the EEZ by inserting the “prompt release” provision to protect
fishers from arbitrary detention.

The strategic implications of UNCLOS surpass the critical
economic interests of Japan and preserved freedom of navigation
through straits and archipelagic states. The Japan Maritime Self
Defense Force and Japan Air Self Defense Force rely on freedom of
navigation and overflight in the oceans. The U.S. Alliance is effected
through these close maritime connections, and underwritten by
American nuclear deterrence and ballistic missile submarines.
Consequently, Japan’s century old history of diplomacy largely achieved
its objectives to preserve a liberal order of the oceans, which supports

its strategic economic and military interests.
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NATO Doctrine Article Reviewed

F.H.M.J. Gubbels

INTRODUCTION:

Linking to another military organisation, even within a country, is
hard. It is not only about technology, but also about terms, procedures
and habits. And how do we view upon each other and how does that
influence our way of working together? The cultural aspect? What about
trust, a main enabler of military formations’ success? As that is the case
in your region, this even more applies to the European-Atlantic alliance.
NATO has been existing for more than seventy years now. It has
meanwhile grown to a political-military organisation with thirty
member states and many partners all around the globe. These member
nations support their international permanent defence oriented
organisation, NATO, with offices, HQs, people and equipment. These
are brought together for a common goal: to ensure security and
prosperity for their populations. Thirty plus nations with their own
policies, doctrines and procedures reflecting their cultures. How to work,
train, exercise together in peace and if necessary fight in crisis and
wartime? A common doctrine is one of the cornerstones to achieve that.

This article aims to provide an overview of the NATO
understanding of the term doctrine and discusses the way NATO
develops doctrine. I will start with some more philosophical thoughts on
doctrine and then give a deeper insight in the formal arrangements
within NATO. As a warning: in my sketch of organisations involved in
doctrine you will be confronted with a lot of abbreviations. After
describing their responsibilities and the ‘architecture’ I will focus on the
doctrine development process itself. Throughout this article you have to
keep in mind that NATO is founded upon consensus.

As stated earlier I will provide an outsider’s view because of our
independent COE position. Also you have to know that our NATO
C2COE is not a custodian (owner)of, but a contributor to doctrine. Our
topic Command and Control on the operational level is not covered in an
own publication but captured in chapters in main NATO doctrine.
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Doctrine within the NATO Structure

In NATO Doctrine defined as: “fundamental principles by which
military forces guide their actions in support of objectives. It is
authoritative but requires judgment in application”. It is this definition
which is unchanged since 1973. Having such a definition in NATO
means that all members have agreed upon it. The principal purpose of
doctrine is to provide the Alliance forces conducting operations with a
shared framework of guidance to achieve a common objective. One has
to be aware that the main portion of NATO forces are, sometimes per
mission, made available to NATO by the nations. Interoperability
between these individual contributions is key. Over 70 years now NATO
is working, day in, day out, to achieve and maintain this ability to act
together coherently, effectively and efficiently to achieve Allied
objectives. This ability is a coherent and interwoven package of people,
processes and technology. These are laid down in standardization
agreements (STANAGS). All doctrine publications therefore are also
agreed upon standards, though nations can and sometimes, make
reservations for certain (small) parts; despite their involvement in their
development. It will be clear that such objecting in a final stage is not
always well received but is sometimes deemed necessary not to delay
use.

The Committee for Standardization (CS) is the senior policy
committee responsible to the North Atlantic Council (NAC) for NATO
standardization  policy and management, and  promoting
standardization in the Alliance. Operational standardization
encompasses all activities that affect interoperability across operating
forces to include conceptual, organizational or methodological
requirements with its main effort being doctrine development. The
Military Committee (MC) is the tasking authority (TA) for operational
standardization.

Standardization shall provide solutions to interoperability
requirements. These requirements emanate either from the NATO
Defence Planning Process (NDPP), agreed Alliance initiatives and
NATO's operations planning (top-down), or from lessons learned,
exercise and evaluations processes (bottom-up).
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In principle NATO policy, developed at the International Military
Staff (IMS) at the NATO HQ in Brussels, drives concepts and doctrine
creation. Due to limited manpower in the doctrinal field the MC and
subordinated boards should be careful with tasking development of
new doctrines. There needs to be a doctrinal gap which calls for doctrine
development or review. On the other hand the fluidity of policies in an
alliance, continuous exchange of views, should not cause delays in
doctrine the warrior requires today. Policy and doctrine on topics can
develop separately as long as in the end they do not contradict.
Coherence between policy and doctrine is assured by IMS
representation in doctrinal meetings, harmonization activities and
regular direction and guidance. Caution is required to prevent that just
nice but unproven ideas spark doctrine. In conclusion: custodians should
not get hysterical about the political topic of today, overreach and try to
hastily insert it into doctrine.

Doctrine sprouts from experience not from theory and as stated by
the Joint Warfare Centre (JWC) in 2018 “codifies what is known”. Since
a few year under impetus of an Allied Command Transformation (ACT)
Brigadier General, this JWC started, supported by the respective
custodian, observing the use of existing doctrine in major operational
level exercises. The aim is to identify the need for changes in practice.
Also the doctrine definition warns that the application of this knowledge
and experience needs, case by case, thorough consideration by the actors
of the circumstances. Fighting the last war or using the right tools in
the wrong environment, needs to be prevented. Higher level doctrine
outlines not what but rather how to think. From a philosophical point of
view this implies a thinking and not drilled “just following orders”
military who is able and willing to adapt. There is also a flipside to it.
As doctrine is what (most) people believe in and these documents are
often considered authoritative, they can also be an engine for change

and a way to retain organizational knowledge.
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Figure 1 Warning to deliberately use doctrine by Von Clausewitz

Doctrine is a guide to anyone who wants
to learn about war from books: it will
light their way, ease their progress,
train their judgement and help them to
avoid pitfalls. Doctrine is meant to educate
the minds of future commanders....not to
accompany them to the battlefields.

C Von Clausewitz
On War
(Source) UK MOD, Joint Doctrine Publication 0-01, UK Defence
Doctrine (5t Edition), 2014, p. iv.

The Development of NATO Doctrine

As stated earlier the NATO C2COE focusses on the operational
level of warfare and it’s overlap with the military-strategic level (in
NATO represented by the Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers
Europe) and the higher tactical level. Therefore the main interest is in
the Allied Joint Publications (AJPs) which form the highest level of
doctrine in NATO. They deal with aspects especially relevant for the
operational level commander and his staff in the Joint Task Force
Headquarters. Allied Joint Publications relate to the joint operational
level but through underlying tactical doctrines and equipment
standards drill down to services, functional groupings and finally to

vehicle markings, data-labelling etcetera.
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Figure 2 The levels of Warfare within NATO
Strategic Level:
national or multinational security objectives determined
by a nation or group of nations, and national resources
(including military) deployed to achieve them.

Operational Level:
campaigns and major operations planned,
conducted and sustained to accomplish strategic
objectives within theatres or areas of operations.

Tactical Level:
activities, battles and engagements planned
and executed to accomplish military objectives
assigned to tactical formations and units.

(Source) Own figure based on AJP-1(E) Joint Doctrine, 2017.

The allied joint doctrine development process including actors and
responsibilities is described in Allied Administrative Publication (AAP)-
47(C) which is coherent with the AAP-03(K). This latter overarching
directive covers the production, maintenance and management of NATO
standardization documents. The AAP-47 was last updated in February
2019 to reflect the latest insights and practices.

Many actors are involved in realizing this doctrine development
process: the Military Committee (MC), Allied Command Transformation,
the Military Committee Joint Standardization Board (MCJSB) and
other MC Boards, the NATO Standardization Office (NSO), the
International Military Staff, NATO nations, Allied Command
Operations as the main user of AJPs (“customer”) and custodians. Their
roles will be briefly mentioned.

The Military Committee is the tasking authority for operational
standardization and requires that its subordinate bodies develop NATO
operational standards for doctrine and any related functions. The MC
delegated tasking authority for all allied joint publications to the
Military Committee Joint Standardization Board (MC JSB). It has to
safeguard the joint aspects; also in publications of other Delegated
Tasking Authorities (DTA). A Delegated Tasking Authority (Board) will
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task, approve and provide guidance for the development/revision of
standards in their fields I witnessed that in practice this mandated
interference is not always well received and surely not understood.

In the International Military Staff designated staff officers
(“sponsors”) link policy to doctrine development. Therefore they should
keep close contact with custodians to inform them about policy changes.
This link needs permanent attention. The Allied Command
Transformation (ACT), located in Norfolk, USA, identifies and
prioritizes interoperability goals. The Supreme Allied Commander
Europe (SACEUR) feeds and supports this effort. A dedicated ACT
section administrates the status of doctrine, facilitates its development
and leads the bi-annual doctrine meeting on the operational level, the
Allied Joint Operations Doctrine Working Group. It will be clear that
they often have to cross the Atlantic. They are supported by officials
from the NATO Standardization Office (NSO) at the NATO HQ which
initiates, supports and administers (all) standardization efforts. Finally
ACT, nations and some COEs have assigned “custodians” which develop
and update specific doctrines. In nations these are often officers working
within their national doctrine departments.

One can conclude that NATO has no own doctrine development
centre; no own doctrine department but depends on the efforts of the
member states and COEs. Finally the NATO nations have to contribute
to doctrine development by commenting on existing publications,
supporting data fusion events in which all comments are analysed,
participation in writing teams and commenting on draft versions of new,
revised or rewritten doctrines. As a final stage they have to formally
state they agree on formal versions. Depending on the level of the
publication, this promulgation requires the consent of a predefined

number of nations.

The Allied Joint Doctrine Architecture
NATO doctrinal publications often have functional relationships
and are grouped in an architecture called the Allied Joint Doctrine
Architecture (AJDA). NATO differentiates between level-1, -2 and -3
publications. Only level-1 and -2 publications are part of the AJDA and
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focus on ‘how to think’. Level-3 publications contain tactics, techniques

and procedural-level doctrine that support and enhance AJPs.

Figure 3 The current Allied Joint Doctrine Architecture (ADJA)
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(Source) NATO NSO protected webportal; accessed 2019.

Figure 4 Overview of doctrine custodians (ACT, nations, COEs)
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(Source) Powerpoint by ACT presented at the 40t AJOD, October 2019.
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The so called Capstone document is the AJP-01 “Joint Doctrine”. It
provides commanders and their staff with a common framework for
understanding the approach to the employment of the military
instrument of power. It describes the strategic context and provides
guidance on how Alliance forces and its partners operate. It also
provides a reference for NATO civilian and non-NATO civilians
operating with the Alliance. As such it is the basis from which all
subordinate NATO doctrine is derived. AJP-01 is complemented by the
other overarching level-1 so called keystone publications: AJP-2
Intelligence, Counter-Intelligence and Security, AJP-3 Conduct of
Operations, AJP-4 Logistics, AJP-5 Planning of Operations, AJP-6
Communication and Information Systems and AJP-10 Strategic
Communications. Keystone publications establish the doctrinal

foundation for a series of joint publications found in the AJDA.

Figure 5 Explanation of the terms Key- and Capstone-publications

(Source) Picture found at internet; no original source mentioned.

Beneath these keystone publications are the level-2 publications
which constitute the supporting joint doctrine for specific functional
areas and themes at the operational level. These publications also
carry an AJP designation in their titles. For example, the level-1
doctrine AJP-3 Conduct of Operations is followed by several domain or
functional level-2 publications. They address specific Operational Level
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concepts (how, not what, to think) relevant to the joint commander.
Therefore the Allied Joint Doctrine for Land Operations is numbered
AJP-3.2.

The detailed procedures are in level-3 publications. These contain
tactics, techniques and procedural-level joint/single service doctrine
that support and enhance the AJPs. These publications are Allied
Publications (APs) but do not appear on the AJDA.

One has to be aware that NATO doctrine feeds national doctrine
publications. Some nations partially copied the NATO doctrine

structure.

Keeping doctrine up-to-date and fit for use

NATO’s intent is to review each doctrine every four to five years so
the operators will have an up to date, fit for use doctrine. At the
operational level there are currently fifty one doctrine publications.

Recent years, nations in the Allied Joint Operations Doctrine
Working Group have given much attention to harmonizing the content
of AJPs and delete duplications. This especially applied to AJP-01 “ the
sledge dog which leads the pack” and other Level-1 publications. There
was quite some discussion to transfer content from Level-1 and Level-2
publications. Somehow nations and functional groups consider this
rational approach as a degrading “their” publication. This opinion
ignores the functional approach which the levels reflect. Publications
are not more or less important but have a different function in achieving
interoperability between the forces. This is not always well understood.

In discussing the role of nations in doctrine development I already
mentioned the steps which are extensively described in AAP-47. The
main tool to manage doctrine development is the Allied Joint Doctrine
Campaign Plan (AJDCP). This document reflects all scheduled events
related to each Joint operational level doctrine and therefore shows its
lifecycle. It provides a basic indication of future workload. One official
within the ACT Joint Doctrine Coherence Section keeps it updated. NSO
takes care of publishing the “frozen”, consolidated, version of the AJDCP

on their web-based portal.
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Figure 6 A page of the Allied Joint Doctrine Campaign Plan (AJDCP);

the main tool to manage NATO doctrine
Allied Joint Doctrine Campaign Plan

2020
Table A.3 - Doctrine Tasks to begin in 2020

Allied Joint Publication Current | Custodian | IMS RFF Data OF Doctrine Doctrine Target Date Priority
Edition sponsor | Release | Fusion | Summary | Task Development for Assigned by
Promulgated Report Issued Status Promulgation | AJOD WG

AJP-01 AIP-01(E) GER (P&C) | 201904 | (202001 [ (2020Q2) | (2019Q2) 2022 (None)
Allied Joint Doctrine 2017
AIP-6 AJP-6(A) USA (NHQ | 201904 | (202001 | (202002) | (2019Q2) 2022 (None)
Communication & 2017 c3)
Information Systems
AJP-3,18 AIP-3.15(8) DEU (08P) | 202001 | (202002) | (201903) | (201503) 2021/22 (None)
Explosive Ordnance 2017
Disposal
AP-4.7 AIP-4.7(A) ACT (t&R) | 202002 | (2020Q3) | (201904) [ (2019Q4) 2021/22 (None)
Petroleum (2017)

(Source) NATO NSO protected webportal; accessed 2019.

The start event of doctrine review is the “Request for Feedback”.
The custodian collects all comments, from nations, NATO HQs (ACO)
and organisations such as JWC and COEs, based on the use of the
publication in practice and during exercises. One has to be aware that
during the complete development process all suggestions for content or
structure changes but also the subsequent decisions and the reasoning
behind them, are recorded. If a doctrine is intentionally not reviewed,
this doesn’t mean the requirement for having one on the topic available
doesn’t exist or could not become relevant later. Dormant is not forever.

The next step is the Data Fusion event led by ACT and facilitated
by in most cases a national doctrine centre and their analysts. This
thorough analysis of comments and additional information, leads to an
data fusion report and a recommendation, a draft “doctrine task”. This
is either to slightly revise, rewrite and restructure or to delete a doctrine.
The MCJSB formally reviews this doctrine task. If it is approved, the
custodian is then tasked to fulfil the doctrine task. This completes the
review phase and the custodian-led development phase of the doctrine
development cycle begins

A writing team will produce in several defined and time-
constrained iterations their versions. First within the writing team a
working draft will be developed. After internal fine-tuning, as a next
step, but within 180 days of issuing the doctrine task, the doctrinal
community must have the opportunity to comment on a study draft.
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Depending on the topic there might be a second study draft. The next
version which incorporates the relevant comments, is called the
harmonization draft. The aim of this step is to prevent contradiction,
undue repetition or voids. The final draft is the ratification draft which
after MCJSB approval is send out to the nations for ratification. A
publication is ratified when the required number of NATO member
states, as set by criteria, have provided their national ratification
responses. Despite electronic tooling, the processing through national
bureaucracies is ponderous which in practice leads to delays. These
hurdles within the nations themselves, disrespect best efforts by the
writing team but even more important endanger the use of the latest
doctrinal insights by NATO formations.

For doctrine which has to be developed “from scratch” AAP-47
mentions separate arrangements and timelines. In recent years this was

the case for Cyberspace Operations and Strategic Communications.

Is it working?

Until now I described a well thought of, NATO doctrine
development process but does it work? I observed that the active part of
NATO’s operational level doctrinal community, as with other
communities in NATO, is limited in number. The bi-annual Allied Joint
Operation Doctrine Working Group meetings could do with some more
dynamics and the number (and sharpness) of recommendations to the
overarching MCJSB are limited. Especially taking the responsibility for
all joint level doctrine needs according to me more attention. The
AJOD and in the escalation mode MCJSB should force other MC
Working Groups to cancel, degrade, timely update or thin out their joint
publications. It doesn’t help that the linkage between national
representatives in those different doctrine working groups is weak or
not existent. Single nations therefore speak with different voices.

This required impetus of the meeting is also weakened by the fact
that not all nations show up. Especially the recent absence of the USA
who contributed with constructive ideas and deep reflections on doctrine
is felt. And despite presence, not all national representatives raise their
voices in public. They are sometimes hindered by the fact that the
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official NATO languages, English or French, is not the mother’s tongue.
Is it true as some of my former colleagues said that people working in
doctrine are hiding behind desks in far away offices? I don’t think they
deserve this qualification. Many people I met are very committed. But
as in many NATO fora, people come and go; often every three years. Not
all therefore seem fully aware of content and process from the start. The
conscience and long term memory is with NATO civilians and some
longtime national representatives. The presence of a well documented
process, AAP-47 and the ADJA and Allied Joint Doctrine Campaign
Plan is very supportive. This situational awareness that these meetings
and updates provide, is slightly blurred by the fact that not all
custodians send in their bi-annual liaison reports on their assessment
of their publications in time. Some of these are just “copy and paste”.
As an outsider who has been witnessing doctrine development for
more than six years now, there is good news though. I must admit that
the average ‘age’ of the doctrines has decreased though there still some
remarkable exceptions which negatively impact “the score”. But the real
success is that the content and readability of doctrine has improved,
that duplications are eliminated, that publications were merged, that
doctrines are harmonized and that the positioning of documents on the
right level despite opposition gets attention. As mentioned the collective
assessment of the Joint Warfare Centre and the custodians of the use of
their doctrine in major exercises is a real improvement as it links to the
practical usability. Most publications have been through two “new style”
revision cycles and the limited feedback during the review process
proves the increased quality of Allied Joint Publications. This progress
does reflect thorough awareness of the importance of doctrine. But the
burden for doctrine development is carried by few nations and
organisations. The “usual suspects’, well known within the community,
volunteer and contribute in all phases with people and content. But
there is also reluctance by other nations. The Allied Joint Operation
Doctrine Working Group therefore has to be disciplined and only accept
proposals or even taskers for new doctrine if the current and future

burden (writing team, review, custodianship) is well understood and
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acceptable. This despite organizational pressure to reflect recent policy

in doctrine.

Conclusion:

NATO has a well-established doctrine development process which
is fed and driven by the nations itself. In this long article I described the
philosophy, the actors and their responsibilities and the process. I
mentioned quite some issues which characterize every huge
multinational organisation, owned by many. But in the end it is about
promoting interoperability; providing the warfighter usable and
relevant documents which guide him in his difficult endeavor. I believe
NATO, its member nations and affiliated organisations work hard on

this customers’ satisfaction

About NATO C2COE:

COEs are knowledge centres which are outside the formal NATO
structure. They form International Organisations (IO) on their own and
are funded and governed by the participating nations. They are
established to provide their own independent views and ideas in order
to reinforce NATQ’s development within their specific area. In the
NATO C2COE case six nations invest in knowledge gathering,
generation and dissemination on C2. The focus is on the operational
level of warfare (oint). In NATO, we are talking doctrine and
definitions already, this is the level on which campaigns and major
operations are planned, conducted and sustained to accomplish strategic
objectives within theatres or areas of operations. Our scope includes the
interfacing of the operational level with the military-strategic and the
higher tactical level as this is often a reason for concern. Being aware
that the topic C2 can be very broad and that its manning is modest, the
NATO C2COE limits itself to three areas: human factors including
leadership, information management and staff structures and processes.
it might not always reflect the official NATO or members’ view. NATO-
politeness and following NATO rules and procedures do not always solve

issues; COEs can address that.
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Agile Multi-Domain Command and Control
— Key to Managing Cyber Risk to Mission —
Dr. David S. Alberts
Introduction

Network Centric Warfare and the subsequent development of a
‘robustly networked force’! signaled the beginning of an era of
increasing dependence on information-related technologies, referred to
today as ‘Cyber.” Cyber capabilities now extend far beyond networking
to cyber-enabled capabilities that include both intelligent software and
autonomous capabilities built into platforms and weapons systems. It is
now hard to imagine any military operation that will not depend upon
cyber or cyber-enabled capabilities.

Concurrent with these technology-related developments has been
the growing appreciation of the importance of assembling heterogenous
collections of military and civilian entities and the need to find ways to
effectively command and control, govern and/or manage these
collectives to achieve shared objectives. These operations in multiple
domains are quite different from earlier, all military instantiations2,
placing new demands on C2.

This century has also seen the transformation of Cyber from just
an enabler of warfighting to an operational domain of its own alongside
of the traditional physical domains of Land, Maritime, Air, and Space.
This has stimulated efforts to explore the appropriateness of different
approaches to C2 for Cyberspace Operations and how different
Cyberspace Operations? can be effectively integrated with each other as
well as kinetic operations.

These major developments are having a profound effect upon our
ability to effectively command and control military organizations,

particularly when they participate in Complex Endeavors*. As a result,

1 DoD Report to the Congress on Network Centric Warfare, 2001

2 Alberts, David S., Multi-Doman Operations: What’s New, What’s Not?, 23rd
ICCRTS, 2018.

3 Cyberspace Operations include Defense, Offensive, and Support to other
missions

4 Alberts, David S. and Richard E. Hayes, Planning Complex Endeavors, CCRP
Publication Series, Washington DC, 2007
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traditional approaches to command and control may not be up to the
task. This paper looks at how we have reached this point and provides
a way ahead in the form of a conceptual model of command and control
that is more appropriate for today’s missions. This model is referred to

an Agile Multi-Domain Command and Control.

A Historical Perspective

The development and adoption of new warfighting technology
follows a predictable pattern from initial skepticism that slows its
introduction, through a period of co-evolution where strategy, tactics,
doctrine and organization are adapted to take advantage of the new
technology and, in parallel, the development of a cycle of counter and
counter-counter measures that seek to exploit and remedy
vulnerabilities.

In the mid-1990s, the Center for Advanced Concepts and
Technology at the National Defense University published “Defensive
Information Warfare ” > which warned that “There is a growing
consensus that national prosperity, if not survival, depends upon our
ability to effectively leverage information technology. Without being
able to defend vital information, information processes, and information
systems, such a strategy is doomed to failure.” This is a recognition that
Cyber is following the age-old pattern of measure, counter-measure, and
counter-counter-measure in the form of a networked-enabled force,
attacks on the cyber capabilities of the force, and defensive cyberspace
operations.

The 2018 DoD Cyber Strategy® echoes the warning contained in the
1996 National Defense University’s publication of “Defensive
Information Warfare.” The strategy observed that our adversaries “have
expanded strategic competition to include persistent campaigns in and
through cyberspace and that poses long-term strategic risk to the Nation

as well as our allies and partners.” Among the strategy’s objectives are

5 Alberts, David S., Defense Information Warfare, CCRP Publication Series,
Washington DC, 1996

6 https://media.defense.gov/2018/Sep/18/2002041658/-1/1/1/CYBER_STRATEGY
_SUMMARY_FINAL.PDF.
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“Ensuring the Joint force can achieve its missions in a contested
cyberspace environment.”

The following air-air combat example illustrates both the
warfighting advantage that has been realized as well as the mission risk
if this cyber-enabled advantage is successfully countered by an
adversary. A study funded by the DoD Office of Force Transformation?’
found that we were able to increase kill ratios 2 % fold, from 3.10 to 8.11
for daytime engagements and from 3.66 to 9.40 for night engagements
by taking advantage of the increased shared awareness of the
battlespace that could be achieved with Link 16. This increased shared
awareness enabled tactics that were not possible using voice

communications.

Figure 1 Tactics Enabled by the Increased Shared Awareness
provided by LINK 16

1. Increased numbers of engagements 2. Employment of the wingman as
in the same time period (from combatant rather than defensive
previous slide) patroller
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of maximum advantage destroy Red aircraft
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(Source) Network-Centric Operations Case Study -Air-to-Air Combat

with and without Link-16 Example: Mission: Air to Air Combat,
Gonzales, D. et. Al, RAND National Defense Research Institute, 2005.

7 Network-Centric Operations Case Study — Air-to-Air Combat with and without
Link-16 Example: Mission: Air to Air Combat, Gonzales, D. et. Al, RAND National
Defense Research Institute, 2005.
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Figure 2 depicts the increase in combat power or competitive
advantage as a function of both increased capabilities and co-evolved
doctrine, organization, DOTMLPS.

Figure 2 Combat Power = Increased Capability + Co-evolution

Co-evolution of DOTMLP

Combat Power

and
Competitive Increased
Advantage Power

Increased
Capabilities

(source) Authors own.

Cyber Risk to Mission

Cyber Risk to Mission is present whenever the cyber or cyber-
enabled capabilities upon which a commander depends fail to match
operational expectations. Having all of the capabilities desired to plan
and execute a mission is not the norm. Successful commanders
understand that there will be times when their personnel, materiel, and
systems will not be available or will not function as expected when they
are most needed. Therefore, they regularly assess the readiness of their
Forces, and anticipate, prepare, and plan for situations when their
capabilities might be limited. We are just beginning to appreciate and
incorporate the threats to cyber capability into our overall risk
calculations and operational planning.

A Threat is anything that can cause damage to a capability.

Damage includes anything that prevents us from effectively and

8 DOTMLPF is an acronym used by the United States Department of Defense.
As defined in The Joint Capabilities Integration Development System DOTMLP
= doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership and education, personnel.
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efficiently employing the capability in question. Thus, threats to cyber
and cyber-enabled capabilities include events that can destroy, degrade,
disrupt, compromise, and thus, deny us the use of our full complement
of cyber and cyber-enabled capabilities.

Threats to the availability, functionality, performance, assurance,
security of, and/or our confidence in, our cyber capabilities come from

many sources, including the following:

e  Adversary actions

. Collateral damage from defending against real or imagined adversary
actions

. Characteristics / Complexities of Cyber Capabilities

e  Unanticipated behavior of ‘intelligent’ software / decision aids

e  Volatility of the Cyber Environment

e  Collateral damage from cyberattacks on others

e  Mistakes, Accidents, Poor Cyber Hygiene

. Critical infrastructure Damage, Degradation, Disruption, Denial,

Destruction

Thus, the sources of cyber risk are varied. Identifying these sources
are important as it helps to find ways to avoid or reduce the probability
of their occurrence and hence, the probability of damage. Preventing
events that would otherwise cause damage and/or reducing the
probability of their occurrences is the first line of a layered defense.
Good cyber-hygiene, that is, engaging in best cyber security practices, is
an example of a preventive measure.

CRM is not about the potential damage to cyber and cyber-enabled
capabilities per se; rather, it is about the resulting risk to mission.
Cyber Risk to Mission is a function of both the likelihood of damage to
cyber and cyber-enabled capabilities and the adverse mission
consequences that ultimately can result from the extent and duration of

the damage.
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As Figure 3 graphically demonstrates, a failure to understand and
manage Cyber Risk to Mission will result in our losing the warfighting

advantages of a cyber-enabled Force.

Figure 3 Impact of Lost cyber Capabilities
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(source) Authors own.

The remainder of this paper is devoted to explaining a new
conceptual model featuring the Multi-Domain Command and Control-
Harmonization (MDC2-H) Arrangements Space and the role of agile
MDC2-H in managing CRM. It begins with an explanation of what a
multi-domain approach to command and control is and how various
MDC2-H arrangements differ from one another. The paper goes on to
explain C2 Agility Theory and why Agile MDC2-H is needed to manage

CRM for today’s more challenging missions.

Multi-Domain Command and Control - Harmonization (MDC2-H) ¢
Not all operations that involve more than one domain require an

agile, multi-domain approach to command control. Multi-Domain C2 as

this term is used in this paper, is necessary and appropriate for those

operations that involve: 1) one or more entities operating in and/or

9 This discussion is based upon work in progress by NATO Research Group
SAS-143. Their final report is due mid 2022.
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creating effects in more than one domain; and 2) the domain operations
themselves and/or the effects created by these operations are not totally

independent of one another?9.

This lack of operational independence requires that the set of domain
operations that comprise the MDO needs to be considered holistically

rather than individually as entities have done previously.

As a result, entities participating in an MDO with these
characteristics need to establish appropriate working relationships
between and among other entities in order to individually and
collectively manage these dependencies. Ignoring these dependencies
can prevent synergies and create impediments to achieving desired

outcomes.

The need for appropriate working relationships between and among
entities may require adaptations to the C2 approach that individually

entities traditional adopt.

Mastering the art of MDC2-H will be more important for operations

that have or more of the following attributes:

1) a heterogeneous set of JIMP actors (Joint, Interagency,
Multinational, Public), at least some of whom are independent of
each other actors operating in at least two of the three domain
categories!!

2) physical, virtual, and social effects being created in two or more of

the domain categories

10 If no significant dependencies exist between entities operating in the same
or different domains, these are, in effect, separate operations and hence do
require working relationships between and among the entities and do not
require a MDC2-H Arrangement.

11 For the purposes of this paper, three categories of domains are considered:
the physical, virtual and social domain. Land, maritime, air and space
operations take place in the physical domain. Cyberspace operations take place
in the virtual domain. Diplomacy and psychological operations take place in the
social domain.
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3) dependencies between operations and/or activities, whether in the
same or different domains, that could interfere with or constrain
one another and result in adverse mission impacts

4) opportunities for synergies between operations and/or activities
provided they are appropriately synchronized!2

5) dependencies between and among effects created by different

actors or the same actor in different domains

The interdependencies between and among entities engaged in an
MDO make it necessary for these entities to find ways to avoid
operational conflicts and/or generate synergies in other to achieve their
objectives. To accomplish this, the set of MDO entities need to, in order
to be as effective and efficient as they can be, coalesce into and operate
as if they were an Enterprise!? that shares an overall objective in an
ecosystem. Given the increasing dependence that entities have on
technology in general and cyber-enabled capabilities in particular, this
enterprise is, in fact, a Socio-Technical Enterprise!4.

The task of transforming a set of independent actors!® into an
effective enterprise requires some form of collective self-organization
and governance that complements the ways that participating entities
organize and manage themselves. Since, 215t Century MDO require

more than military organizations alone to accomplish their objectives,

12 Activities are appropriately synchronized when mission constraints are
satisfied (e.g. operation A cannot begin before Operation B has concluded) and
the measures of mission effectiveness and efficiency are sufficient to deem the
MDO a success.

13 The term Enterprise is interpreted in some communities as having both
some permanence and a formal structure that contributes to the ability of its
constitute parts to work together. The MDO Enterprise considered here is
simply a collection of entities that choose to work together in some fashion, for
some period of time. Some of these entities may, in fact, be part of a larger
formal organization or institution while others may belong to another larger
organization or be completely independent. The point being is that success will
depend upon their working together as if they were an Enterprise.

14 Socio-technical enterprises are those that delegate significant autonomy and
decision rights to non-human intelligent collaborators.

15 Not all of the actors are necessarily independent thus, there is no single
chain of command.
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the approach that traditional military organizations and coalitions of
military organizations have long employed, namely, Command and
Control doctrine, organization, and processes are not necessarily

appropriate for the following three reasons:

. C2 is understood to mean that someone must be in charge, and for the
MDO Enterprise as a whole this will not be the case

. C2 is not universally seen as the functional equivalent of governance
or management arrangements

e (2 is not applicable to some of the possible arrangements between and

among all of the participating entities.

Therefore, the term Multi-Domain C2/Harmonization (MDC2-H) to
refer to the heterogeneous set of C2-Governance-Management
arrangements that shape the behavior of the entities individually, in
subsets, and collectively would be more appropriate. Thus, the task of
transforming the set of entities into an effective enterprise falls to all
the participating entities and the mechanism they employ to achieve
this is the MDC2-H Arrangement that is negotiated or emerges from the
set of decisions taken by the individual entities. In the case where
parents organizations exist, they may dictate, limit (set conditions and
establish constraints), and/or support the nature these arrangements.
The objective of the adopted MDC2-H Arrangement is to avoid conflicts
and enable synergies within, between, and among actors operating in
multiple domains, and the effects that these operations or activities

create.

Multi-Domain C2-Harmonization Arrangement Space

To systematically explore the appropriateness of different MDC2-H
Arrangements, a C2 Approach Space specifically designed for MDO is
needed. To accomplish this, we need to take a closer look at not only
how different entities manage their own activities when they participate
in MDO, but also how they influence and collaborate with each other.

This will help us to understand how the working arrangements within
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their organizations and the arrangements made other with entities need
to be adapted to different Multi Domain Operation challenges and
circumstances.

Existing C2 Theory'® provides a set of C2 approaches to consider
as well as a methodology for determining the appropriateness of each of
these C2 approaches given the mission and circumstances. The tenets of
C2 Agility Theory and much of the empirical C2 research conducted over
the past several decades are applicable to some non-military
organizations as well; particularly to those that have a hierarchical
structure. But these tenets need to be re-examined for these complex
MDO.

Applying C2 theory to a single entity engaged in a single domain of
operations can be relatively straightforward. However, when multiple
entities are involved in a single domain or when multiple domains are

involved the theory is still applicable but needs to be extended to include

the harmonization arrangements between and among independent

actors operating in the same or different domains. Thus, the MDC2-H

conceptual framework presented here is based upon an extension and
application of the C2 Approach Space.

While initially the C2 Approach Space was developed for a single
military organization with a unified chain of command, NATO SAS-
06517 recognized the need to re-conceptualize the C2 Approach Space
for the kind of heterogeneous collections of entities that are typical in
the MDO considered here.

To call attention to this need, SAS-065 created a “Collective C2
Approach Space” by re-labeling the dimensions of the entity C2
Approach ¥, The “allocation of decision rights” was relabeled as
“allocation of decision rights between and among the entities”. This was

an attempt to look at the collection of entities holistically. In doing so,

16 NATO Research Group Final Reports of SAS-065, SAS-085

17 NATO Research Group SAS-065, NATO NEC C2 Maturity Model.
18Entities are composed of individual members who have assigned roles and
responsibilities. Individuals may be humans or ‘non-human intelligent
collaborators (NIC) as discussed in Chapter 6. The term ‘between entities’
refers to an interaction between 1) a member of one team and a member or
another team, 2) a member of one team and a website belonging to another
team, and 3) interactions between websites belonging to different teams.
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they assumed that a collective could be adequately be described in much
the same way as an entity, that is, by associating the collective with a
single C2 Approach. Given that many entities are very large and that
individual ‘divisions’ or sub-organizations do, in fact, approach C2
differently, this made a lot of sense. While the space they developed and

applied provides valuable insights, it does not explicitly focus on:

1) the need to distinguish between within Entity C2 and the
harmonization arrangements between and among entities as these
are not necessarily “C2”.

2) differences between entities (military, civilian) and how that
impacts their C2, management, or governance options

3) differences between domains and the nature of the operations
within these domains and how that impact their C2 options

4) differences  between  within-domain and  cross-domain

harmonization arrangements

Therefore, the MDC2-H Arrangements Space focuses on both
within entities approaches and between entity arrangements. The
decision to call this the MDC2-H Arrangements Space. (rather than
Approach Space) however, places an emphasis on the arrangements
between and among entities. This is apt because an MDO can only
succeed if proper attention is placed upon these between entity
arrangements. Furthermore, this emphasis is needed to encourage
entities that have a tendency to focus, first and foremost, only on their
own C2 approaches and fail to recognize and consider the need to adapt
their preferred approaches for the MDO.

The MDC2-H Arrangements Space, will enable entities to:

e understand the full range of MDC2-H options available to them when
they participate in an MDO
. assess the appropriateness of specific options they wish to consider for

these operations
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. design and conduct experiments and analyses of MDC2-H
Arrangements

e identify the characteristics of an observed MDC2-H Arrangement for a
case study

e specify an MDC2-H Arrangement for a given MDO (that includes their

own ‘C2’ Approach)

Figure 4 depicts the MDC2-H Arrangement Space for an MDO with
four participating entities operating in three domain categories
(physical, virtual, social). Each cell of the Arrangement Space can take
on one of a set of options. When a particular approach or arrangement
is selected for each of the cells of this matrix, a particular MDC2-H

Arrangement is specified.

Figure 4 MDC2-H Arrangements Space with

ReciprocalHarmonization Arrangements

Entity 1 Entity 2 Entity 3 Entity 4
Entity 1 Physical Domain
Entity 1 Cc2
Approach
Entity 2 Entity 2 Virtual Domain
Entity 2 Harmonization c2
Arrangements AeEeRER
with Entity 1 PP
Entity 3 Entity 3 . .
. Harmonization | Harmonization Social Domain
En“ty 3 Arrangements | Arrangements
with Entity 1 with Entity 2
Entity 4 Entity 4 sidbindng Entity 4 Between Entities
5 Har izati Har izati Hari )
Entity 4 Ar Ar Ar
withEntity1 | with Entity 2 with Entity 3 Approach

(source) NATO SAS-143 unpublished
A MDC2-H Arrangement is constructed with two basic types of
building blocks. One type of building block, depicted in Figure 5, is used

to represent the approach each entity adopts to manage its domain
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operations, referred to as ‘Entity C2’1°. These blocks comprise the

diagonal of the MDC2-H Arrangements Space (matrix).

Figure 5 Diagonal of the MDC2-H Arrangements Space

Entity 1 Entity ‘C2’ Approach Options Physical Domain
€2 [~ Defined by SAS-065/085
Approach - Conflicted
- Deconflicted
. - Coordinated - .
Entity 2 - Collaborative Virtual Domain
Approach

Social Domain

Entity 4 Cross Domain
Cc2
Approach

(source) NATO SAS-143 unpublished

The other type of building block, depicted in Figure 6, is used to
specify harmonization arrangements between every pair of entities.
These types of building blocks populate the remainder of the cells (off
diagonal) in the MDC2 Arrangements Space matrix. These may be
either with domain or cross-domain. It is important to recognize that an
absence of a working relationship between a given pair of entities is a
choice. Thus, the between entity arrangement options available (off-
diagonal cells) to entities range from ‘none’ to ‘integration’, where two
entities choose to operate as one. For MDO operations with n
participating entities, the MDC2-H Arrangements Space (assuming
harmonization arrangements are reciprocal) there are n blocks on the
diagonal and there are (n2-n)/2 off-diagonal blocks. Thus, for MDO that
involve many participating entities, the number of possible
arrangements grows quite large. Therefore, we will need to look at
ways to reduce the choices so that finding an appropriate approach Gf

not the best approach) is manageable.

19 ‘C2’ here is a shorthand to include command and control, governance, and
management approaches employed by an entity.
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Figure 6 Off-Diagonal Options of the MDC2-H Arrangements Space

Entity 1 Entity 2 Entity 3 Entity 4
Physical Domain
Entity 1 Between Entity Harmonization Options
Entity 2 Virtual Domain
. Harmonization
Entlty 2 Arrangements
with Entity 1
hmE"mYB. nmEnmﬁ' Social Domain
Entity 3 Ar Ar
with Entity 1 with Entity 2
Entity 4 Entity 4 Entity 4 Cross Domain
. Har izati Hari ization Har izati
Entity 4 Ar Ar Ar
with Entity 1 with Entity 2 with Entity 3

(source) NATO SAS-143 unpublished

The depiction of the MDC2-H Arrangements Space in Figure 6
assumes that harmonization arrangements are reciprocal. When this is
not the case, the MDC2-H Arrangements Space will contain two
harmonization arrangements for each pair of entities, the first Entity A
-> Entity B, the second, Entity A <- Entity B. Each cell in the MDC2-H
Arrangements Space represents a set of options.

For the diagonal cells, the possible set of approach options can be
found in the C2 Approach Space that has been described and analyzed
by a number of NATO research groups. The C2 Approach Space is the
subject of the next section. For the off-diagonal cells, the possible set of
harmonization arrangement options ranging from ‘none’ to ‘integrated’

will be discussed in the section entitled Harmonization Arrangements.

Entity C2 Approach Space?20

The concept of the C2 Approach Space, depicted in Figure 7, is
based upon considering three aspects of how entities manage
themselves. These aspects form the following dimensions: 1) the

allocation of decision rights, that is, who in the organization gets to

20 NATO Research Group SAS-050, Exploring New Command and Control
Concepts and Capabilities, Final Report, 2006.
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make which decisions; 2) the pattern of internal interactions (who
interacts with whom both informally and as specified by organizational

processes; and, 3) how information is disseminated within the entity.

Figure 7 C2 Approach Space
Braad
distribution 4
of information

y
unconsrained —*

patterns
of
___________ _ an approach
interaction [ to €2

tiphtly constrainad —
A

N

allocation of
decision rights

o
braad

(source) NATO Research Group SAS-050, Exploring New Command
and Control Concepts and Capabilities, Final Report, 2006

The concept of the C2 Approach Space can be applied to teams, and
organizations that consist of humans as well as non-human entities such
as non-human intelligent collaborators (NIC) that take the form of
software agents and systems. A particular C2 Approach represents a
point or region within the C2 Approach Space.

A considerable amount of research and analysis has involved a set
of C2 Approaches that represent approaches that various organizations
have employed in a variety of operations and that conceptually fall along
the diagonal of the C2 Approach Space, as depicted in Figure 7. As the
location of the C2 Approach moves away from the lower left-hand corner
of the C2 Approach Space the approaches become more network-enabled,
that is, there is increased delegation of decision rights accompanied by
less restricted patterns of interactions and wider dissemination of

information. Five specific C2 Approaches are depicted in Figure 8. The
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NATO NEC C2 Maturity Model?! associates increased maturity with an
entity’s ability to adopt more network-enabled approaches, from a De-
conflicted C2 Approach typical of that of a traditional military hierarchy
to an Edge C2 Approach that features emergent behaviors and self-

synchronization within an entity.

Figure 8 NATO NEC C2 Maturity Model Approaches

jon Broad
Ariputi® \
‘Z\“\nto'“‘a‘w“ b

None

- [Edgec2 [l

Collaborative C2 [Jj

Coordinated C2 il
De-Conflicted C2

3road”

(source) NATO Research Group SAS-065, NATO NEC C2

MaturityModel, CCRP Publications, Washington, DC, 2010

To complete the specification of a MDC2-H Arrangement, each
entity will need to select a Harmonization to employ for each of the
relationships it has with other entities. The Harmonization options
NATO SAS-143 specified are discussed in the next section.

Harmonization Arrangements?22
The section introduces 23 the Harmonization arrangements
developed by NATO SAS-143. These provide a ‘scale’ or continuum of

21 NATO Research Group SAS-065, NATO NEC C2 Maturity Model, CCRP
Publications, Washington, DC, 2010.

22 Aletta Eikelboom was instrumental in this effort.

23 This discussion simply serves to introduce these options. A more detailed
discussion and the results of related experiments will appear in the final report
of this group scheduled for mid-2022.
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ways in which a given pair of entities could work together (or not). Given
that MDO will likely involve some participants who have not previously
established a way of working together (an arrangement) it should be
expected that their relationship will evolve overtime. This does not
mean that they will progress to developing very close relationships,
rather that they will improve their ability to work together. heir
collaboration will be subject to the limitations that one, both, or
technological capabilities place on the relationship?4.

In the discussion of the different harmonization arrangements
below, it is important to note that the entities considered are operating
or deployed forces, that is, they are entities that have chosen to
participate in the MDO or, have been directed to participate by their
parent organization. Entities with ‘parents’ need to be ‘empowered’ to
enter into Harmonization Arrangements. The degree to which entities
with parents are empowered corresponds to the decision rights that
parents delegate to their deployed forces, the information accesses they
have, and in selected cases, other forms of support.

The NetForce program in the Netherlands2> has made important
contributions to understanding the richness and dynamics of these
arrangements. Three major ideas drawn from NetForce were added to
the descriptions of the Harmonization Options. The first is the
persistence of the arrangement (temporary v. enduring) considered in
NetForce. The second is the extent of “orchestration” that a “parent”
organization engages in. While this aspect of harmonization is
implicitly captured by the delegation of decision rights to individuals
that are member of Task Groups, the NetForce orchestration concept
considers this explicitly having identified eight more or less distinct
manifestations of orchestration (forms of collective governance). The
third involved the dynamics of harmonization that is discussed later in

this report.

24 Constraints as to the way one entity can work with another may be
determined by an Entity’s ‘parent’ organization or by the leadership of the
Entity (or a combination of both).

25 NetForce Command: An Alternative for Command and Control in a
Changing World, TNO, 2019.
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Entities can work together with or without forming a Task Group.
When Task Groups are formed, they have a C2 Approach of their own.
This approach can differ from the C2 approach adopted by the entities
who are contributing members and the harmonization arrangements

between the two entities.

Figure 9 Harmonization Scale

Option 0 Option 0,5 Option 1 ption 2 Option 3 Option 4
{Unawareness) {Awareness) (Deconfliction) (Guordlnatlon] [Ccllabnralmn] [Integ{atlon}

® 0000 ® @

(source) NATO SAS-143 unpublished

The Harmonization Arrangements Scale depicted in Figure 9
represents the ‘closeness’ of the working relationship between any pair
of Entities, or when applicable, between an Entity and a Task Group or
between two Task Groups. The Harmonization Arrangements Scale
has six options, from Option 0 to Option 4. Option O covers the situation
in which there is no working relationship (in fact, in Option O the
entities are not even aware of each other) while option 4 represents the
integration of two entities, the closest kind of working relationship.
There will be, of course, variation within each of these options in reality.
Note that each entity that is participating in a collective (MDO) is
expected to have its own (internal) approach to command and control

(management or governance), one that may or may not be compatible

with the approach adopted (or defaulted into) by the coalition or

collective.

Harmonization Arrangement Option 0: Unawareness

The entities have no awareness of each other. There is no
recognition of a shared collective objective. The only C2 that exists is
that which is exercised by the individual contributors over their own

forces or organization. There is no distribution of information between
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or among the entities; all of the decision rights remain within each of
the entities, and there are no interactions between or among the entities.
In the case of pre-harmonization state, all interactions that occur
between and among individuals are within their respective entities.

There are no cross-entity interaction.

Harmonization Arrangement Option 0.5: Awareness

Option 0.5 can be seen as a prerequisite for harmonization. To
varying degrees the following set of conditions need to be in place in
order for two entities to achieve some degree of harmonization. First,
there needs to be some knowledge of each other. Second, there needs to
be a mutual recognition of and some understanding of their dependency.
Third, there needs to be a willingness to modify behavior including a
willingness to adopt necessary technology. A modification of behavior
does not need to involve any direct interaction with the other entity; it
could be simply an adjustment to behavior as a result of awareness. An
appropriate analogy could be individuals walking through a crowd.
While not actively engaging in coordination, people still mostly avoid
bumping into each other as a result of awareness and assumptions about

others’ intentions.

Harmonization Arrangement Option 1: Deconfliction

The objective of entities that adopt an Option 1 Harmonization
Arrangement is the avoidance of adverse cross-impacts between and
among the participants by partitioning the problem space. In order for
entities to de-conflict their intents, plans, or actions, they need to be
able to recognize potential conflicts and attempt to resolve them by
partitioning across geography, function, echelon, and/or time. This
involves limited information sharing and limited interactions.

Opting for an Option 1 Harmonization arrangement requires that
entities give up total freedom to operate. Participating entities agree not
to act in a manner that violates any agreed upon constraint made for
the benefit of the entities individually and collectively. This is the most
limited form of ‘collective decision rights’ in the set of Harmonization
Arrangement options considered here and involves minimal, episodic
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interactions; just those interactions necessary to understand potential
conflicts and agree to some constraints on their behavior. In this case,
the interaction shown involves each entity’s designated decision maker.
No other interactions between entities are involved.

An Option 1 Harmonization Arrangement could be adopted each
with entities adopting the same or different approaches to command and
control, management or governance. If we consider Hierarchy,
Coordinated, Collaborative and Edge as the set of possible entity C2
approaches, this amounts to 16 possible configurations for any two

entities working together at a given Harmonization Option26,

Harmonization Arrangement Option 2: Coordination

The objective of entities that adopt an Option 2 Harmonization
Arrangement is to develop, for some aspect of their respective operations,
a degree of mutual intent and an agreement to shape or adjust their
respective plans and operations in order to enhance their capabilities
and the effects they are able to create. To achieve this level of integration,
each entity requires timely awareness of the other’s relevant plans and
actions, an understanding of how these plans and actions can impact
each other, and frequent enough interactions to ensure that things are
still on track. It also involves the willingness to make appropriate
modifications in their plans and processes.

The acceptance of these constraints and/or modifications to their
operations amount to delegating decision rights to the collective. In an
Option 2 Harmonization Arrangement, entities each still have their own
plan. However, they are willing and able to continue to adjust their
plans as necessary to avoid conflicts and generate synergies as the
situation evolves. The ‘closeness’ with which the individuals who are
responsible for keeping an aspect of a plan aligned can vary. In an
Option 2 Harmonization Arrangement, they remain more involved with
their respective entity and their cross-entity interactions do not
dominate their activities. An Option 2 Harmonization Arrangement

may involve material support to each other. To achieve this level of

26 The number 16 Is based upon there being 4 C2 Approach Options available
to each of the two Entities.
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integration requires an acceptance of some mutual dependencies (risk)
and a measure of trust.

Opting for this level of integration requires a significant amount of
information sharing (broader dissemination) and a richer set of
interactions, both formal and informal (relative to those required for
Option 1), among those in the various elements that are involved in
aligning intents, adjusting/aligning plans, and those implementing the
plans. While the interactions required may be quite frequent, they do

not approach continuous interaction.

Harmonization Arrangement Option 3: Collaboration

The objective of entities that adopt an Option 3 Harmonization is
to develop significant synergies by (1) negotiating and establishing
collective intent and a shared plan, (2) establishing or reconfiguring
roles, (3) coupling actions, (4) rich sharing of non-organic resources2’,
(5) some pooling of organic resources, that is those owned by a
participant. They may include vehicles, weapons, and local supplies),
and (6) increasing interactions to increase shared awareness.

Option 3 involves developing synergies and close relationships
between the entities, more than common intent as with an Option 2.
This closer relationship is often characterized by the establishment of a
Task Group, a temporary composition of members of both entities who
will collaboratively develop a shared plan to address a specific operation
or ‘problem’ in the endeavor space. Once an integrated plan has been
developed, the entities retain the rights to develop supporting plans and
to dynamically adjust these plans collaboratively as long as they are
supportive of the integrated plan. Entities may also develop ‘individual’
plans for their own operations, as long as they do not interfere with the
mutual plan. Entities may have other intents as long as they do not

conflict with, or detract from, common intent.

27 QOrganic resources are those that belong to the entity employing them while
non-organic resources are those that are not owned by the entity employing
them. As an example, Entity 1 provides track data or satcom bandwidth with
Entity 2. For Entity 1 these are organic resources while for Entity 2 these are
non-organic resources.
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Entities employing an Option 3 Harmonization Arrangement
accept mutual interdependence and a symbiotic relationship. The
development of an Option 3 Harmonization Arrangement is facilitated
by mutual appreciation of each other’s culture, organization, processes,
and respective limitations. An effective Option 3 Harmonization
arrangement is presumed to require that each entity adopt at least a
Collaborative C2 Approach.

A Task Group, comparable to subnetworks in NetForce 28 that
persist for the duration of the operation, differs from the existence of
cross-entity interactions between and among a set of individuals in
three important ways. First, the interactions between and among
members of a Task Group are persistent. Second, the individuals in a
Task Group work more closely with one another than they do with
members of their entity (while the task group is in existence). And most
importantly, task-related decision rights are delegated from the entities
that participate in the Task Group to the Task Group. Overall the
balance of interactions within and between entities become more equal
as the number and size of Task Group(s) grow.

Membership in a Task Group can come with different rules of
engagement. These rules are established by the participating entities
and define the decision rights (some of which may be conditional), set
constraints on information sharing and for working with members of the
Task Group from other entities, and establish reporting requirements
for members back to their originating entities. It should be noted that
simply delegating a decision right does not ensure that this right will be
exercised. A host of factors will determine how comfortable a Task Group
member will be in exercising delegated rights and working with
members from other entities. These include home organization culture,
‘hardness’2? of the Task Group, training, and the specifics of the

situation.

28 Tbid NetForce

29 The term hardness, when used in the context of a team, refers to the degree
to which they have developed cohesion and learned to function effectively and
efficiently.
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A Task Group can develop its ‘own’ C2 approach. This may vary
from Hierarchy to Edge. However, one can assume that the C2 Approach
adopted by the Task Group will not be less ‘networked’ than the C2
Approach of the entities from which they come. Thus, if the entities that
have formed the Task Group have adopted a Collaborative C2 Approach,
it can be assumed the Task Group will adopt at least a Collaborative C2
Approach.

Harmonization Arrangement Option 4: Integration

The objective of entities that adopt an Option 4 Harmonization
Arrangement is to enable the entities to operate as an integrated and
agile entity3°. Meaning the entities themselves no longer exist from an
organizational perspective. The integration can be seen as an ‘new’
(temporary) organization comparable to a large Task Group. The
integrated organization will develop their intent, plans etc. as if it is
‘one’. Sufficient decision rights must be delegated by entities to the
Collective to enable agile behaviors in accordance with the demands of
the mission and circumstances.

An Option 4 Harmonization Arrangement differs from other
Harmonization options in the variety and fluidity of its approach to C2.
Sets of entities that have adopted an Option 4 Arrangement can either
explicitly position themselves anywhere in the C2 Approach Space
including “at the Edge” where they are able to self-synchronize. Thus,
an observer of an Option 4 Harmonization Arrangement could see the
entities take on a number of different organizational forms and
dynamically adjust their working relationships as required by the
dynamics of the operation.

Thus, while the entities operating at Option 4 could simply agree
(for a limit time and purpose) to form a single chain of command and
operate as a traditional hierarchy, or for that matter any other C2

approach, the most interesting and perhaps the most practical approach

for an Option 4 Harmonization Arrangement is create the conditions

30 An agile entity is one that is able to change C2 Approaches appropriately as
the mission and circumstances change. This is discussed in detail in The Agility
Advantage and in the SAS-085 Final Report.
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necessary for self-synchronization. The ability of two entities to self-

synchronize will be a function of the nature of the MDO and the degree
that entities have established common intent and achieved a rich,
shared understanding.

This does not imply that self-synchronization cannot occur in other
Harmonization Options. However, in these other options, this self-
synchronization is limited to entities and Task Groups that have
adopted an Edge C2 Approach. Previous NATO Research Groups and a
considerable body of C2 Literature addresses the C2 of ‘integrated’
enterprises (e.g. NATO). However, these tend not be inclusive enough
for the kinds of MDO this paper addresses which will arrangements that
feature self-organization and self-synchronization enabling by the
ability to develop appropriate levels of shared understanding and the
delegation of decision rights to enable act to be taken when appropriate.
Thus, an Option 4 Arrangement distinguishes itself from the other
Harmonization Arrangements by its ability to replace deliberate and
formal coordination-collaboration mechanisms with the dynamics of
emergence and self-synchronization. Although, for the ‘original’ entities
all C2 Approaches are possible an effective Option 4 Harmonization
Arrangement requires each deployed entity to have adopted an Edge C2
Approach for the duration of the arrangement. Achieving this level of
harmonization requires entities to put the Endeavor first and be willing
to give up their “freedoms” in favor of the collective. Parenting
organizations must acknowledge the fact that they are handing over
control of one or more of their resources with only limited say in how

they may be employed.

Agile Command and Control3!

Now that the ‘command and control’ options available to entities
participating in an MDO have been identified, it remains to introduce
agility into the discussion. The need for agile C2 (agile MDC2-H in the
case of these MDO) has been well articulated. A growing body of

evidence supports the importance of enhancing the agility of

31 For a comprehensive treatment of agility and C2 agility see: Alberts, David
S., The Agility Advantage, CCRP Publication Series, Washington, DC 2011.
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organizations faced with dynamic situations characterized by
complexity and uncertainty. The increasing likelihood that military
organizations will be operating in highly contested cyber environments
only increases the importance of C2 Agility.

Agility is the capability that enables entities to succeed and remain
successful despite unanticipated events and rapid changes in
circumstances that would otherwise threaten success. C2 Agility
involves understanding the appropriateness of the C2 approach options
it has available and 1) selecting the most appropriate approach for the
mission and circumstances, 2) recognizing when the mission or
circumstances have changed (e.g. a loss of cyber capability), 3) assessing
whether the current C2 approach remains the best fit for the
circumstances, and 4) if necessary transition to a more appropriate
option.

The agility of an individual entity, a MDC2-H Arrangement, a
process, a system, or an individual can be measured by looking at the
situations where they can function successfully and compare these to
the set of situations of interest. The larger this set of situations where
they are successful, the more agility the entity possesses. Each MD C2-
H Arrangement is capable of functioning effectively for a particular set
of missions and circumstances. When entities have the ability to
‘maneuver’ in the MDC2-H Arrangements space (e.g. change their own
C2 Approach and/or adopt a different harmonization option) they can
increase the set of missions and circumstances in which they will be

successful.

Agile MDC2-H and CRM

Arguably CRM will be significant in almost every MDO militaries
will participate in the future. In fact, a loss of cyber and cyber-enabled
capabilities can be reasonably expected to occur. The question is
whether or not the entities, individually and collectively, will be able to
effectively manage this risk.

C2 depends heavily upon cyber capabilities to facilitate the access
to information and interactions within and across entities and thus, can
be expected to be adversely impacted. It is possible, even probable, that
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their ability to employ the MDC2-H Arrangement they have adopted
may no longer be adequately supported by cyber. Different approaches
to MDC2-H require different levels of connectivity and performance.
The more C2 Agility the individual entities possess, the greater their
ability to have high quality cyber awareness, and develop shared cyber
awareness, the more Agile will their MDC2-H be. More Agile MDC2-H
will translate into being able to find a way to remain successful despite
a loss of cyber and cyber-enabled capability — in other words, the better
able they will be in managing CRM.

This discussion would not be complete without mention of three
important trends, namely increasing utilization of automation,
intelligent software and autonomy. The automation of a variety of C2-
related tasks also has been prevalent for some time. Yet, there has not
been a clear recognition of what this increased automation means in
terms of the constraints it places on commanders and C2 systems. These
constraints may be, under certain circumstances, impediments to agility
and therefore to mission accomplishment. In order words, the very cyber
capabilities that are under attack may limit the responses we need to
take to manage CRM. The emergence of autonomous systems is a more
recent development. From a C2 perspective, as is the case with
automation, the design and operation of ‘autonomous’ systems involve
delegations of decision rights; however, the impacts and consequences
of these delegations are currently not well understood. Automation, the
employment of intelligent software and autonomy all need to be far

better understood.
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Abstract

Essentials of Military Organizations
: Operational Art and Doctrine

KITAGAWA Keizo

This paper aims to analyze the historical background of the
evolution of Operational Art and Military Doctrine, focus from 1980s to
present, in order to clarify the related concepts, application and the
future.

This paper focused on art and science, theory and doctrine, concept
and vision. Based on these understanding, the paper examines the
history of operational art and doctrine. Operational art became the
language in the Soviet Union in 1920s, and for the English-speaking
world, need to wait until 1980s, and the era to restore U.S. armed forces
after the fatigue of the Vietnam War

The characteristics of operational art shall be the movement from
attrition warfare to the maneuver warfare. The maneuver is not mere
the physical location, but include mental, technical, time and space. So,
the concept like Center of Gravity and campaign become the points of
focus.

In the application and future of operational art and doctrine, the
paper examined three aspects. First, as the tool of dJoint and
International Operation. Second, as the tool to foster the Joint education.
Third, the tool to equipment development and procurement. Since the
operational art links strategic level and tactical level, there is no sense
that the single service or one country achieve their strategic goal.
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The Innovative Methods in Operational Art
: Comparison of “Design Methods between Military and
Business

MEGATA Mizuhiko

This paper attempts to explain how the innovative methods are
applied in “Operational Design” of Operational Art, comparing with
design methods of business.

The author's viewpoint is as follows. In business, art and design
methods are in the spotlight, because the limitations on conventional
methods have been indicated by many business companies; the vital
factor, “Differentiation” is lost by deriving the same answers with other
competitors from complicated business issues, as a result of focusing on
logical and rational capabilities. This situation is similar to military
operations and tasks under complicated security circumstances.

The research question of this paper is as follows. How are the
innovative methods applied in “Operational Design” of Operational Art
as well as business in terms of art and design methods?

In this paper, the author is comparing and considering the following
elements.

a)  The concept of “Design” using military and business.

b) The methods of analysis on each circumstance.

¢) The methods of planning for each operation.

As the result of this research, it is revealed that the concept of
“Operational Design” is almost similar to it of the business methods: the
system thinking and Design thinking, and also they are applied
considerably in military doctrines. In a ward, Operational Art including
“Operational Design” is synthesis of innovative methods.
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A comparative analysis of old and new concepts of
military decision-making
: From the perspective of the U.S. “Mosaic Warfare” concept

TAKAHASHI Hideyuki

The security environment in recent years has become increasingly
complex between interdependence and the international politics of
diverse threats. The rise of China and Russia has made us fear the
arrival of a new great power competition. U.S. is losing confidence that
it may lose its next war. In that context, U.S. security experts are
looking at the concept of “mosaic warfare.” This paper examines the
concept of mosaic warfare and its central idea, decision-centric warfare

(DCW) , from the perspectives of OODA-loop, NCW, Operational art,
which have been adopted by the U.S. military, in order to deepen the
understanding of the goals of this concept.

From the perspective of the OODA loop, it was found that the OODA
loop has an important of mosaic warfare, while technological elements
such as Al have legal and policy constraints.

From the NCW’s perspective, it was found that DCW is predicated
on the development of technology beyond NCW and that the provision
reassurance to allies and the deterrent effect on competitors may be key
issues in future defense policy.

From the Operational art’s perspective, the human capacity to make
strategic perspective was found to be an important issue.

The issues to solve for Naval Strategy of continental
nations amid transitional period for expanding
Battle-Domains

: Lesson learns from German Naval Strategy at First World
War

HOMMYO Ryuji
Nowadays, Chinese Naval developing is so rapid that it become the

adverse for many countries. China is generally regarded continental
nations. Therefore, it seems to have some issues to solve for naval
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strategy. Furthermore, the battle-domains are also expansding such as
cyber and space. This trend seems to make the issues more critical.
What are the issues to solve for Naval Strategy of continental
nations amid transitional period for expansioning the battle-domains?
It is informative to analyze these issues by lesson learns from naval
warfare history.
This thesis answers this question, focusing on German Naval Strategy
and Doctrine during First World War.

Analysis of war history by Operational Art
: A Case Study of Japanese Army and Navy Joint Operations

ONO Sayuri
MURATA Atsumi

The Japanese Army and Navy has been unable to work closely
together in the island war, and has repeatedly failed in its operations.

This paper clarifies the cause of failure of the cooperative operation,
and to achieve it, we analyze it from the viewpoint if strategy.

In the first section, the history of the concept of strategy is
developed and the significance of strategy is organized.

In the second section, the battle of Guadalcanal and the battle of
Iwo jima is taken as an example, and the cooperation of the Army and
navy is analyzed at the strategy level and the operational level and the
operation level from the viewpoint of Operational Art.

In the third section, the reasons for the operational failure are the
differences in the objectives between the Army and Navy in the strategic
level, the lack of recognition of “Ends, Ways, Means” in the operational
dimension, and the rigid Japanese operation philosophy.

It is meaningful to use the operational art as guide to researching war
history. The results also have many implications for modern Joint

operations.
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Revaluation of Convention on Cluster Munitions
: birth of an effect that “legal but illegitimate”

HIRAOKA Kouichirou

This paper is aimed to verify that “humanitarianism” grows up to be
huge power in recent world and to emphasize the efficiency and risk of
utilizing it. To verify it, I observed the case of Convention on Cluster
Munitions (CCM) .

In recent world, some humanitarian intervention is evaluated as
“Illegal but Legitimate”- typical case is Kosovo in 1999. It means the
new age has come when more emphasis is put on humanitarian
legitimacy than legality. I insist the case of CCM is the other side of this
coin. That is, conclusion of CCM is published an effect which should be
called “Legal but Illegitimate”. After the conclusion of CCM, even non-
signatories and financial actors could not avoid the STIGMA that
Cluster Munitions is “Inhumanitarian weapons”. As a result, every
country including non-signatory cannot use this weapon easily.

Leaders of CCM are conscious about making this NEW effect. So, it
must be said that CCM is the keystone in the history of treaty on
disarmament. It would expand the aim and the range of treaty with
making use of humanity. Simply it is good, however humanity has some
arbitrary. So, this change should not always be applauded. Especially in
national security, being blind with this arbitrary, it would be great risk.
It is major implication of this paper.

The Significance of Sea Control and the Importance
of Patrol Aircraft in Modern Times

: Focusing on the Role Analysis of Patrol Aircraft in the Cuban
Missile Crisis

HAMANO Hiromi

This paper attempts to clarify that the activities of aircraft with
wide-area offshore patrol ability play an important role in the dispute
over the sea control in modern maritime operations by comparing the

theory of sea control and the case study of the Cuban missile crisis.
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The focus of the author is to study the case of the Cuban missile
crisis, which is the beginning of modern cross-domain operations, from
the viewpoint of the necessity and effectiveness of information gathering
and surveillance assets as the main force for establishing and
maintaining the working sea control. And the comparative examination
is conducted in the following order.

a) Confirmation of the theory of sea control.

b)Role played by patrol aircraft in the Cuban missile crisis.

¢) Relationship between sea control and patrol aircraft.

As the result of this research, the U.S. Navy acquired and maintained
the working sea control during the Quarantine operations carried out
by the U.S. in the Atlantic Ocean and the Caribbean Sea in the face of
the Cuban missile crisis. It was confirmed that the patrol aircraft played
a major role. And an aircraft with wide-area offshore patrol ability does
not control the dispute over the sea control by itself. It can be said that
it plays an important role in ground and maritime operations over sea
control as part of a system in which various forces and each domain are
networked and integrated.

Japan and the four Multilateral Maritime
Conferences:1930 t01982

James Kraska

This article focuses on the role of Japan in the four major multilateral
efforts to codify the international law of the sea. Japan was an
influential presence in the Codification Conference on the Law of the
Sea in 1930, and the three United Nations conferences on law of the sea
(LOS) in 1958, 1960 and 1973-1982. In each of these four multilateral
meetings, Japan joined with other maritime powers to preserve freedom
of the seas, and it advocated a strong practical and philosophical defense
of the right of all nations to use the global commons. Japan was one of
the five major maritime powers, together with the United States, United
Kingdom, France and the USSR that advanced the principle of free seas
during the negotiations for UNCLOS. Indeed, Japan’s booming postwar
economy, reliance on fishing, and military security under American
extended deterrence shaped its maritime diplomacy beginning in the
1960s. The country’s heavy reliance on pelagic fisheries and drive for
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food security profoundly shaped Japan’s position during the Third UN
Conference on the Law of the Sea from 1973-1982. Japan was the last
state to accept establishment of the EEZ because Japanese fishing
vessels routinely fished within 200 nm of coastlines worldwide.
Fisheries politics were a major problem in post-war relationships
between Japan and South Korea, China and the USSR, and the disputes
were mixed with disagreements over maritime boundary delimitation.
For China and the USSR, the disagreements also mixed with greater
geo-political differences, making them especially difficult to resolve. Yet
Japan also acquired a sizable EEZ.

While the LOS conferences had major security implications, the
agreements reflect a peacetime architecture and do not explicitly affect
national security. The negotiations were only obliquely related to
security issues in terms of rules for shipping, fisheries and offshore
development. Japan and the United States favored avoidance of
national security issues in the oceans treaties in order to avoid the
pitfalls of political-military issues and facilitate an agreement. Most
developed States, as well as the Soviet bloc states, suggested that
security issues were best addressed by the UN Security Council and
disarmament conferences, so the three law of the sea conferences
avoided explicit references to security issues.

NATO Doctrine Article Reviewed
F.H.M.J. Gubbels

Linking to another military organisation, even within a country, is
hard. It is not only about technology, but also about terms, procedures
and habits. And how do we view upon each other and how does that
influence our way of working together? The cultural aspect? What about
trust, a main enabler of military formations’ success? As that is the case
in your region, this even more applies to the European-Atlantic alliance.
NATO has been existing for more than seventy years now. It has
meanwhile grown to a political-military organisation with thirty
member states and many partners all around the globe. These member
nations support their international permanent defence oriented
organisation, NATO, with offices, HQs, people and equipment. These are
brought together for a common goal: to ensure security and prosperity
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for their populations. Thirty plus nations with their own policies,
doctrines and procedures reflecting their cultures. How to work, train,
exercise together in peace and if necessary fight in crisis and wartime?
A common doctrine is one of the cornerstones to achieve that.

Agile Multi-Domain Command and Control
! Key to Managing Cyber Risk to Mission

Dr. David S. Alberts

Successful militaries have adapted their operational concepts and
doctrine to respond to evolving mission challenges and to take
advantage of the opportunities afforded by advances in technology.
Since the introduction of Network Centric Warfarel, militaries have
made considerable progress in turning this revolutionary concept into a
reality. In addition toinvesting large sums to network their forces they
have been working to adapt their command and control concepts,
approaches and processes. During this period, both the nature of
military operations and technology have continued to evolve. This paper
examines the mission and C2 challenges of today and suggests that to
meet these challenges militaries need to think about C2 differently.

1 Alberts, David S., John J. Garstka, and Frederick P. Stein, Network Centric
Warfare, CCRP Publications Series, Washington, DC 1999.
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