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Thank you very much. It’s good to see some familiar faces in the audience. Thanks Bob [Dr. Robert Pape, Director Chicago project on Security and Terrorism] for that introduction. I appreciate it and also for pulling together the discussions and panels that you have to investigate what I consider to be a topic of significant interest to those of us in uniform and to those of us interested in national security.  
I look forward to the opportunity to share my experiences and my outlook on where the Navy can contribute going forward, even if the topic at hand does not immediately summon up images of Navy ships and Navy airplanes and Navy submarines. As I will address – and one of the reasons I believe this conference is so important – is that the phenomenon of global terrorism has had such an immense impact on our national security planning and the international environment in which we operate, that it has really shifted the discussion, indeed shifted the ‘terms and conditions’ of global security.  

Long after the ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have subsided, the nation’s experience with this phenomenon – and quite critically, those of our international partners – will continue to weigh heavily.

Let me be clear from the outset of my remarks, since I am going to discuss what the Navy has been doing outside our current conflicts, and what the Navy will do after these conflicts are over – that I want to be very clear, that we in the United States Navy, every Sailor, is fully committed to the operations and the fights that are being undertaken in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
It may come as a surprise to many that the United States Navy has 15,000 Sailors on the ground in Iraq and Afghanistan and in the Horn of Africa. That is 3,000 more Sailors that are serving that are on our ships in the Middle East. In fact, when you combined the 15,000 ashore and the roughly 12 or so thousand at sea, our presence in the Middle East is about the same as the United States Marine Corps. It has been that way for some time and it will continue along those lines. And even though the forces at sea may not be view as contributing toward the operations there and 30 percent of the fixed-wing aircraft that fly over our troops in Afghanistan are flying from the decks of the United States Navy aircraft carriers to support the ongoing operations there. 
But we also believe that the nation’s interests extend far beyond Iraq and Afghanistan, and so does our Navy. When it comes time for the other services to re-deploy or return to major bases in the United States, the Navy will continue its “reset in stride” as we have for centuries and we will continue carrying on as before.

Today, 46,000 sailors and about 40 percent of our ships and submarines are on deployment, delivering maritime security across the globe and providing the President the offshore options. We continue to prove ourselves to be formidable, flexible and fast to respond, and are seeing more demand for naval forces than ever before.

If we didn’t maintain our global interests – if we were only present and engaged in those places where we have significant ground force commitments – some nations would aim to impose through intimidation their excessive claims on natural resources in commons areas, drug traffickers would face no obstacles in perfecting their “just-in-time” delivery system for illicit products, pirates would exercise free-reign in key shipping lanes, and the nation’s prospects for a viable ballistic missile defense capability in the Western Pacific, Middle East, and Europe would not be at hand.

Further, the positive steps Gulf Cooperation Council countries have taken to recognize the importance of maritime security in their own region would likely lose traction if the U.S. Navy was not present.

This would be a development we can ill afford when the operating environment in the Arabian Gulf is increasingly influenced by a more active and unpredictable Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps Navy.

Perhaps of greatest strategic importance over time, American military power without a global navy presence would see the United States forfeit the opportunity to shape a favorable security environment in the Western Pacific and Indian Ocean. That is the ‘landscape’ upon which we will act for the foreseeable future – the reality of our surroundings which may not be evident to many Americans given the immediacy of our ground campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the specter of international terrorism.  

But the issues should not be alien to us, just as Americas’ requirement for her naval forces to contribute across the range of potential threats is not alien to those of us in the United States Navy.  

In Bob’s book, “Cutting the Fuse,” there’s a compelling case for what has come to be known as ‘offshore balancing.”  Military capabilities delivered from over the horizon by arguing that sustained foreign military occupations are the predominant cause of suicide terrorism. I think this is fertile ground for discussion though because the political impact of terrorism on the current security environment will color our access in a range of options well into the future. 
We look back on the cold war era, and certainly the post-cold war era, with a sense that there was relative peace.  There were several conflicts over that span of time – some major and protracted – but they were exceptions to the ‘normal operating state’ and have already been eclipsed in length by the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

In fact, Secretary (Robert) Gates reminded an audience of college students just the other week that we are now engaged in “the longest sustained combat in American history.”

Order in those eras was not maintained by large numbers of troops on the ground, but instead by a credible military presence offshore – deliverable from the sea or from the skies. So it was that in these old orders peace predominated over the course of five decades, due in no small part to a constantly deployed navy… a Navy whose contributions Samuel Huntington (a University of Chicago-trained man) would characterize in 1954 as Americas’ new “base-less” ability to project power inland with carrier-based aircraft, amphibious lift, and naval artillery.

Today, in many ways, the United States faces a new global order – one that has been shaped by the events of September 11th and its aftermath, and one whose international political aspects will only become clear in the post-drawdown in the Middle East.

However, it is quite likely to be an era where we can expect two broad developmental trends to take place. That sovereignty concerns, either where we are operating or where we are operating from, will limit or outright preclude the involvement of extensive land-based forces in the future,  making offshore options for deterrence at sea and power projection from the sea all the more essential. And that this will be accompanied by a corresponding reawakening to the naval dimension of American power and influence, capable of assuring the mechanisms of global prosperity in peace and countering anti-access or area denial in times of conflict.

An important part of the President’s national security strategy is to promote a “just and sustainable international order” as the indispensable factor in greater peace and prosperity. I feel strongly – for reasons of global economics, demographics, resource constraints and climate change – that the emerging global order will in large part be influenced by a strong American Navy working closely with maritime partners.

The productive economic force of globalization depends on the uninhibited international exchange of resources, goods, and ideas – activities that happen predominantly at sea. Commercial ships carry about 90 percent of all goods and resources that move on the planet. $40 billion dollars worth of oil passes through the world’s geographic “chokepoints” on a daily basis. Ideas cross the globe in seconds, not to mention $3.2 trillion dollars annually in commerce that moves underwater on transoceanic cables. 
That activity that fuels the global economy, regardless of disorder ashore, will continue and so the stability and the predictability of the maritime domain must be assured. Naval power will play a large role in influencing international players in this emerging global order with its capacity for targeted, rapid response to developments in a maritime domain which spans from the deep oceans to key areas ashore that can be influenced from the sea.

Most of the world’s 26 megacities are in this littoral zone. Urban populations in 2050 will be the same size as the global population in 2004.   Resources will only become more dear and those resources will increasingly be found in the littorals as we have witnessed in our own waters at greater depths. In fact, 65 percent of the world’s oil and 35 percent of gas reserves are in this littoral band around the continents.
The order and stability of the maritime commons can be disrupted by man, surely, but also by climate change or natural disasters. The long-term trends in climate change are becoming more apparent and some nations are planning accordingly.  

The impact of climate change on the migration of fishing stocks will likely send commercial fishing towards the poles and towards deeper water, raising the costs of a dietary staple for many of the world’s societies.  And the opening of the ‘fifth ocean,’ the Arctic, for longer periods of time will provide new access to resources, migration of fishing stocks and eventually new trade routes, that can’t be overstated. It represents the first change of that magnitude since the end of the ice age.  

I don’t find it coincidental that China, a nation which previously had no claim in the Arctic region, has called for universal access rights to increasingly navigable Arctic waters.

Add to this the ongoing effort to expand the Panama Canal, and it becomes clear that trade routes in our own hemisphere will change, with an inevitable impact on the total volume of activity in and around Americas’ western approaches and the Gulf of Mexico.

The expanded locks will double the canal’s capacity, and support passage for 90 percent of the world’s commercial vessels – including 86 percent of all liquefied natural gas (or ‘LNG’) ships, for instance, where the current canal supports only six percent.

In this emerging security environment as before, credible sea power can persist offshore within operational reach and form the foundation upon which other forms of national power can converge towards a common goal.

Some observers credit the international political acceptability of naval forces to the idea that naval powers typically demonstrate neither an interest in, nor a capability for, affecting outcomes ashore. Others go further to suggest that offshore balancing as a naval activity is inherently anti-engagement, even isolationist. 

But beyond misunderstanding the close linkages we in the Navy see between developments at sea and events ashore, such arguments miss out on the work we are doing right now to provide resources for a range of options from the sea, while empowering local authorities in areas of instability who strive for their own governance – the kind of measures Bob calls for in the book.

The multi-mission and irregular warfare capabilities we deliver in support of joint task forces in the Philippines and the horn of Africa, for example, directly support anti-terrorism efforts. Our counter-piracy operations in the Gulf of Aden have engendered unprecedented international cooperation at sea. 

Our demonstrated ability to partner with other agencies in the U.S. government, as well as public and private international organizations, have proven crucial in most effectively building partner capacity in Africa, South America, and the Pacific Rim.

It is worth noting that the most recent Africa Partnership Station, an activity that is based on one of our amphibious ships in the most recent planning conference that was held in Naples, Italy, 25 nations came together to participate in that endeavor in preventative security and the rule of law. And since 2005, from our ships alone, we have treated over a half a million patients in Africa, Asia, Central and South America. 
Across such day-to-day engagement efforts to counter irregular challenges, naval forces preserve both the option and the capability to deliver decisive force in the event instability becomes disorder, but with the cumulative weight of established local relationships and political legitimacy in our favor.

By doing so, an offshore balancing approach can afford our forces “protection,” in the fullest sense of the term, as they execute the engagement and security assistance missions our nation asks of them.

Regardless, the characteristics of “dispersion, flexibility, and mobility” which Huntington observed in U.S. naval forces 56 years ago remain today, and will prove critical in assuring the access we have come to expect in the pursuit of our national interest.

Thank you and I look forward to your questions

