Subject: 2022-05-27 Friday boats

Obviously didn't live there long enough to get into this, just for interest:
https://artilleryhistory.org/moments_in_history/ww2/fortification_of_jervis_bay/fortification_of_jervis_bay.html

Just because fixed wind birdies have the badge with the most pulling power - the latest from the French inc a
few cross decks 4.3 minutes of birdie wonder!
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2Oo6NjHTegQ

Kavachi rattles its cage again - earlier this week

I remember Linday Hall of Kiwi DSE postulating 'Is there a volcano in the Tasman Sea' about 50 years ago anyway they were mucking around on TUI with their Towed Array and Kavachi went off. TUI was doing east
west transects and the eruption faded out heading west, they turned to the east and it faded back in - - Lord
Howe island was blocking the noise - and suddenly he knew the volcano wasn't in the Tasman it was was well
north in the Solomon Sea -didn't take long to pinpoint it to the Kavachi site 2800 km north of TUI. Mother
earth freqs - they go a looooooooooooong way, just like chemically initiated impulses (EEDCL reigns!)

The Navy Must Learn to Hide from Algorithms
By Lieutenant Andrew Pfau, U.S. Navy
May 2022
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One of the reasons I alway believed that understanding the beasts of the deep was very important because
their behaviour was integral to finding, deceiving and hiding. My advice to 'shoot the dolphins' may sound a
bit rough ; but those dolphins whistling wheeeee as they zing about on a bow pressure wave provided me with
a detection of the hitherto unheard pressure wae producer and the dolphins doing their figure 8s soon coalesced
into a coarse and speed of the pressure wave provider. Something I learnt very early, say 88, with knowledge

based expert systems and neural nets of the day - you have to teach it to be insensitive as possible to deception
tricks that will wobble its learning - a good way was to use things they couldn't use to deceive - and learn how
to use them early - nothing like seeing a superpod of dolphins alter course and start to hare - you just know
there is something interesting, a pressure wave maybe, somewhere down their course bearing -somewhere
being, in my experience out to 10,000 yards. The biggest I've seen is hundreds in the far northern WAXA,
heard them and saw them coming on the radar! Here is a megapod https://youtu.be/Gl2823KAcyk.  
Also tres importante to play the man/culture rather than the boat - Nothing was more fun than to watch a
Russian trained Indian drive his Foxtrot 3 - always reminded me of a new driver I had first seen the year before
when he was ONSLOW - Kim Pitt. So study KP; have a reasonable handle on the Indians! Same with engineer
trained COs, they behave different to Mullets. So you can make your AI look for the Deltas - tells you what
you are up against and helps you decide how you will go about ASWing it in the form of denying it its aim or
oncing it off. Sam Huf's people did some fantastic work on this when I was around - of course their CWA had
a different aim, but for me it was like a roadmap to the killing fields
During World War I, German submarines menaced Allied shipping. Without radar or sonar, the Allies
struggled to locate and attack the submarines in the stormy and foggy North Atlantic. To confuse and deceive
the enemy, the Allies painted their ships to camouflage them on the ocean. These paint schemes, often called
dazzle camouflage, were designed not only to conceal a ship’s presence, but also to complicate the submarine’s
fire-control solution by making it more difficult to determine the aspect of the ship. Paint schemes remained in
use through World War II and still find occasional use today. In renewed great power competition, the paint
scheme deception tactic should not be retired but, instead, scaled for the 21st century.
Instead of relying solely on human detection, as German submarine captains did, modern military systems
increasingly rely on artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning (ML) systems to detect and classify
objects in images and video feeds. Algorithms monitor satellite and drone feeds and alert a human if an object
of interest is detected. The volume of data generated by these sensor platforms means that human intelligence
analysts cannot effectively search for targets without AI/ML algorithms. The Department of Defense (DoD)
has developed algorithms to perform this task through Project Maven, an effort to apply computer vision
algorithms to drone feeds to identify objects.
According to the Department of the Navy’s Unmanned Campaign Framework, unmanned systems will
regularly fly above and sail on and under the ocean, monitoring their surroundings with AI/ML-enabled
systems. Unmanned systems will alert human operators only when they find a target they have been trained to
find. The large volume of data flowing through these systems and sensors will force humans to spend more
time supervising and checking machine produced outputs than examining inputs themselves. Like other
evolutions in military technology, this will trigger a series of detection and counterdetection innovations. To
find a way to avoid detection, naval assets can look to the past.
Adversary Systems
China is pouring money into AI research. A report by the Center for Security and Emerging Technology at
Georgetown University identified that the People's Liberation Army (PLA) spends approximately $1.6 billion
each year on AI technology and systems, with automated target recognition being a key area of interest.
Another analysis by Stanford University found that Chinese AI researchers have overtaken U.S. researchers in
the number of scientific research papers published and citations. This level of investment, coupled with close
ties between the PLA, academic researchers, and private companies (China’s version of military-civil fusion),
stands in contrast to that of the United States. DoD is well aware of this, stating in a 2020 report on Chinese
military power that “the PRC is pursuing a whole-of-society effort to become a global leader in AI, which
includes designating select private AI companies in China as ‘AI champions’ to emphasize R&D in specific
dual-use technologies.” Major U.S. tech companies have been hesitant to work closely with the DoD on
advanced AI systems, fearing their technology will be misused.
The advanced AI algorithms under development will be married with an ever-increasing set of sensors
monitoring the ocean. In addition to sensors on military ships, aircraft, and satellites, China can use an
expanding fleet of civilian vessels and is building a network of floating observation platforms to continuously
surveil the ocean. The Navy recognizes that its ships and aircraft will have to operate in spaces these sensors
closely observe.
The PLA seeks to use these technologies to create “intelligentized warfare,” the incorporation of AI/ML
technology into weapon systems. Target detection and classification algorithms can be an integral part of the
kill chain, with input from satellites, drones, or cameras on the weapons themselves. Satellite images have
recently shown target mockups in the shape of U.S. aircraft carriers, destroyers, and amphibious ships in
missile ranges in western China. One possible explanation for the effort to create realistic targets is to test
target detection and classification algorithms in the kill chain. Some even speculate about the possibility that
PLA ballistic missiles may use visual algorithms in their terminal phase. The PLA hopes to use these and other

advanced AI technologies to overwhelm U.S. and allied capabilities in the western Pacific.
How to Deceive Algorithms
Any system that includes computer algorithms to detect and classify objects without human intervention can be
classified as an AI-enabled system. Machine learning, a subset of the AI field, includes many of the algorithms
and techniques used to sort through the massive volumes of data collected every day. One ML algorithm in
particular, “deep learning,” is responsible for most of the explosive growth in the field of ML the last several
years and is the predominant method used in computer vision today.
Machine learning algorithms, like humans, are not perfect, and given the right inputs can be fooled by what
they see. Attempts to deceive AI/ML-enabled systems are known as adversarial attacks, and when they are
present in the physical world, they become physical adversarial attacks. These attacks attempt to trick AI/MLenabled systems not by changing digital data on a computer, but by making physical changes to the real world.
For example, researchers have successfully modified stop signs to appear as speed-limit signs to Tesla cars.
Glasses and shirts have been created to fool facial recognition algorithms that may be running on public
surveillance cameras. Some attacks simply seek to ensure the system does not predict the correct object type.
An attacker may want to protect his or her privacy by obscuring the face to defeat facial recognition algorithms.
Other times, an attacker may want the algorithm to predict that the attacker is a particular person, not just
anyone. In one study, researchers at Carnegie Mellon University created special glasses frames designed to
trick a facial recognition algorithm into thinking the wearer was Brad Pitt.
One challenge of developing ML systems is understanding what the model is learning to associate with a
particular object it seeks to classify. This weakness provides an opening for attackers to exploit. For ships, a
model could learn that all destroyers and aircraft carriers have gray hulls, while container ships are black, blue,
or green. By simply changing the color of a destroyer, a navy could fool this system into classifying it as a
container ship.
Deception for the 21st Century
The adversary is already training ship- and aircraft-recognition systems today on images and videos of U.S.
ships and aircraft at sea and in port. Deception is an ongoing contest that occurs in peace and war, the United
States should act now to deceive and hide from adversary ML systems.
The first deception method to employ would be paint or other markings on ships and aircraft. When researchers
tricked a Tesla autopilot into thinking a stop sign was a speed-limit sign, they did so with a few pieces of
carefully placed black tape, not by repainting the entire sign. A few well-placed sections of paint could be all it
takes to defeat a classification algorithm. However, unlike their 20th-century predecessors, methods to deceive
ML systems will have to appear on the entire ship, not just the sides of the hull, to prevent detection by
overhead imaging.
Physical adversarial attacks should not be limited to paint modifications. As with the glasses frames used to
trick facial-recognition algorithms, the Navy may need to augment ships with physical structures. This could
include modifications to the superstructures so their outlines, viewed from the ocean or above, are not distinct.
Just as General Dwight D. Eisenhower deployed an army of inflatable tanks and trucks to deceive German
intelligence before the June 1944 D-Day invasion of France, ships could have removable devices to modify
their shape to confuse adversary algorithms. These decoys would be especially important when sailing into
foreign ports or operating in the vicinity of adversary intelligence ships.
But how will attackers know which types of deception will be successful in hiding warships in plain sight?
Attackers can start in the digital realm, modifying images of ships and planes to test out what might work. ML
models can be trained to produce modified images that evade classifier models. These models will produce
methods to disguise ships or aircraft within given limits.
These attacks are further complicated if the attacker can only see the predictions of the system and not the inner
workings, a so-called “black-box” attack. While attackers can make educated guesses of how an adversary’s
model may work, they will not have access to the model or its predictions. Instead, deceivers will have to use
best-guess models they will attempt to trick with modifications to objects of interest. This effort will take the
time and talents of the Navy’s civilian engineers, researchers, and academics.
Beyond Visual
Visual detection and classification are not the only means to locate ships or aircraft. Increasingly, radar, sonar,
and electromagnetic spectrum emissions locate ships at sea long before they enter visual range. Therefore,
deceiving these sensors will be just as important.

To deceive sonar sensors, submarines and unmanned undersea vehicles (UUVs) will have to change their
acoustic signatures by changing the sound frequencies they emit. Submarines or UUVs would emit deception
sounds to mask their acoustic signature and confuse any system attempting to detect them. These sound
emissions would not be used all the time, but rather only when necessary, such as when operating near
adversary ships or fixed sensors. Researchers have already been successful in fooling voice- and audiorecognition algorithms. By adding small sound perturbations to songs, they were able to trick the algorithm into
detecting the phrase “open the door.”
Acoustic deception techniques would be especially useful for UUVs operating near adversary sonar sensors,
areas deemed too dangerous for manned submarines. A manned submarine may deploy a UUV to act as a
decoy when conducting approach and attack against adversary ships. Relying solely on a UUV or submarine’s
quieting ability may not be feasible in a future conflict with a peer adversary. Instead, tricking adversary
systems into not recognizing enemy assets, and thus not alerting human operators, could provide the needed
stealth.
Electromagnetic spectrum and radar deception pose significant challenges. While a body of publicly available
research exists on attacking visual and acoustic models, no similar research exists in these domains. Because of
their specific military applications, defense research will have to spearhead developing methods to evade radar
and electromagnetic classifiers.
The New Dazzle Camouflage?
ML systems are more brittle than many people think. Small changes to an image or sound can trick a model
into providing the incorrect classification, even while a human can still determine the correct class of object
without picking up on small changes. Defeating these models can start now, by making simple changes to paint
schemes or ship superstructures. The objective of these disguises will be to trick adversary systems into not
recognizing ships, planes, or submarines as U.S. Navy.
Adversaries are not waiting until conflict to train and deploy ML models for detection and classification. Navy
planners must think about how the adversary will employ AI/ML systems and begin to develop defensive
measures against them. Adversaries already envision future conflict as “algorithmic warfare.” The side that can
predict actions and update models with new information faster wins.
In the film adaptation of Patrick O’Brien’s novel Master and Commander, Captain Jack Aubrey disguises
HMS Surprise as a British whaler to lure in the French frigate Acheron. The feint is revealed at the last
moment, allowing Aubrey and his crew to defeat the more powerful and faster Acheron. Deceiving ML models
will be more difficult than deceiving a 19th-century ship captain peering through a dim telescope. As the
sensors of war and the methods used to interpret the data from those sensors evolve, so, too, must deception
techniques.
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Photos show China has fielded another semisubmersible transport ship
By Mike Yeo
May 25, 05:29 AM
Not sure why this is news; given that we went one step further: ordering 9 rapidly immersible ones.
The official China Military Online website showed the semi-submersible heavy ship Yinmahu transporting a
Type 958 air-cushioned landing craft. (China's Defense Ministry)

MELBOURNE, Australia — It appears China has put at least one other semi-submersible transport ship into
service with the People’s Liberation Army Navy, according to photos published by state media showing the
ship transporting an amphibious hovercraft.
The official China Military Online website showed the semi-submersible heavy ship Yinmahu transporting a
Type 958 air-cushioned landing craft.
The Yinmahu is similar in layout to the semi-submersible expeditionary transfer dock of the U.S. Navy’s
Military Sealift Command. It is also externally similar to the Donghaidao, the first-of-class ship commissioned
into China’s PLAN in July 2015.
According to China Military Online, the Yinmahu transported the Type 958 while the former was “attached to
a landing ship group with the navy under the PLA Southern Theater Command.” This suggests the Yinmahu
was assigned to that command like most of the PLAN’s modern amphibious fleet units.
The PLAN’s designation of the ship type is unknown, but the U.S. Navy’s Office of Naval Intelligence calls it
the “Modified Hansa Sonderberg class” because its design originates from the civilian ship class of a similar
name. The intel office’s most recent public report on China’s maritime forces did not mention a second ship in
the class.
According to figures published at the commissioning of the Donghaidao, that ship measures 175.5 meters
(575.8 feet) long with a beam of 32.4 meters and has a displacement of roughly 20,000 tons.
This is substantially smaller than its counterpart in the U.S. Navy — the Montford Point-class expeditionary
transfer dock, which is 785 feet long with a beam of 164 feet and a displacement of 78,000 tons.
Both designs are meant for air-cushioned landing craft or possibly other amphibious vehicles to launch or dock
off its sides in order to conduct amphibious and landing operations when port facilities are unavailable.
The Type 958 is the Ukrainian designation of the Russian Zubr class, otherwise known as Project 1232.2.
China had bought two such vessels from Ukraine with plans to build more locally, only to switch the contract
to Russia in 2014 when Moscow annexed Crimea, where they were undergoing construction.
China subsequently built at least four more of the landing craft, which measure 57 meters in length with a beam
of 25.6 meters and a displacement of 555 tons when full loaded to its capacity of three main battle tanks or 500
troops.
In addition, China has a similar civilian-owned, semi-submersible heavy transport ship with a 50,000-ton
displacement. It’s likely that ship would come under the PLAN’s command during a contingency.

The impact of a maritime perspective on land wars.

One Ocean, One War
By Norman Friedman | May 23, 2022

Friedman is always good for a read - plus I still owe him for holding his 'submarines! I know all about
submarines' course in the Grosvenor Hotel in Adelaide right near the bar! That was only 25 or so years ago!
A few readers here attended same (I am still trying to work out what that bloody great thump from your cabin
in the middle of the night was Irish Mac). And of course including the late Robbie Robinson, who was as
equally bamboozled by it as me.
Dr. Friedman, one of America’s most prominent naval analysts, is the author of more than 30 books,
including The Fifty-Year War: Conflict and Strategy in the Cold War (Naval Institute Press, 2nd ed., 2007).
The ocean is the greatest of all highways. It is much easier to move a ton of goods from Shanghai to Los
Angeles than from Chicago to Los Angeles, in terms of energy expended (if not in terms of time spent). This
reality is even more pronounced for massive items like air bases and missile fields. Yet, navies routinely move
air bases in the form of carriers, and missile fields in the form of strategic submarines. This fact is the basis of a
seapower outlook, yet it is often forgotten. Perhaps most importantly, there is a single world ocean. There are
no natural boundaries between areas of the world ocean, although we generally speak of one sea or another
A Maritime Point of View
From a maritime point of view, the United States enjoys an enormous advantage in that its land borders are
relatively secure. That is not the case for China, which has a long land border with a historically (though not
currently) hostile Russia, and a disputed border with India. Relative security on land allows the United States to
choose when and how to intervene abroad. Although foreign wars have seemed costly to the United States, they
have not been nearly as devastating as land wars fought across land borders. A maritime point of view
emphasizes the vulnerability of land enemies with potential risks on their land borders.
Global Sea Power
The Europeans were the first to appreciate what sea power could mean on a global scale. They realized that the
ocean highway connected them to the riches of the world. Once they seized control of those overseas riches,
their wars inevitably became global. A fight against the Spanish in Europe could be won by attacking the
source of Spanish power, the gold and silver the Spanish mined in the New World. For example, Sir Francis
Drake won a great victory against Spain when he led a force which sacked Panama, where the gold and silver
were concentrated for shipment to Spain.
Global mobility means that a maritime or naval approach to war may be very different from one oriented
towards a particular territory ashore. The first question ashore is how to protect a particular place. Navies mean
flexibility. They make it possible to ask what the objective really is. Is it to preserve control over some place, or
is it to put the enemy out of action?
World War I
At the outset, British and Allied control of the world ocean offered them access to world resources. For
example, the British were able to bring many Empire troops—such as Australians, Canadians, Indians, and
New Zealanders—to fight in Europe. Many of their weapons and munitions came across the sea from the
United States and even Japan. Allied control of the Atlantic made it possible to bring a powerful American
army to France, which may have tipped the balance in 1918.
What is missing from this story is how a more maritime approach might have affected the outcome. It seems
arguable that the problem was that no one in Britain, either before the war or during it, asked the question: what
is the object of the war? For the French, it was obviously to preserve France. The British had the luxury of not
bordering the attacker. They could ask whether the Germans could be defeated by some other sort of attack
made possible by British sea power.
There were some proposals, but they were never made articulately enough. No one asked whether the object of
the war should be preservation of France or the defeat of Germany, or even whether the two were mutually
exclusive. Admiral Sir John Fisher of the British Royal Navy pointed out that the Germans would feel
compelled to defend their provinces bordering on the Baltic, but he never managed to convince anyone. An
attack on the Turkish Straits (Gallipoli) was mounted, but without enough support to make it successful. A
century later, it is typically dismissed as a foolish waste of resources.
As for France, whose defense the British accepted as the object of the war, in 1914 the British commander
there, Lord French, told the British Cabinet that nothing which could be done in France could possibly cause
the Germans to give up. No one seems to have asked the obvious question: if nothing which could be done in
France really mattered, what would work? The failure to neither ask nor answer this question was costly.
The Cold War

The U.S. Navy’s Cold War maritime strategy is a good example of what a seapower approach would mean in
what might otherwise be seen as a land war. The obvious military issue was whether the Soviets could extend
their sway over Central Europe, particularly by conquering West Germany. If war broke out, was the objective
to keep a Soviet army out of West Germany? Was it to damage the Soviets so badly that they would break? The
second emerged as the U.S. Navy’s maritime strategy.
In the mid-1970s, a U.S. analysis concluded that at best, NATO could limit the Soviets to conquering about a
third of West Germany. The U.S. official view was that it might be possible to deter the Soviets by threatening
to make the cost of such a victory very high, but the Soviets were unlikely to risk a war in Europe unless they
had a compelling reason to attack in the first place. It was assumed that for the Soviets, victory would mean
reaching the Channel.
The Navy asked what would happen then. Was there a way in which the Soviets could not end a European war
even if they overran all of Western Europe? True, the Soviet onslaught would have flanks on the seas around
Europe and—in a larger sense—Eurasia. There, the Navy could threaten the Soviets. Since the attacking naval
force enjoyed great flexibility, the Soviets would have to defend many places, spreading out their force and
reducing whatever they could throw at NATO defenders in Central Europe. If the risks on the flanks were great
enough, the Soviets might have so much on their hands that—even in a terrible crisis—they might not find an
attack in Central Europe a good idea.
In the Far East, the Soviets faced a hostile China, with which they fought a battle in 1969. Although the
Chinese had limited technology and fairly primitive forces, the Soviets felt compelled to assign a quarter of
their army to deal with them. They also had a large air force in the region, and substantial naval forces. The
more the Soviets were compelled to keep in the Far East, the less they would have to throw at NATO in
Europe. Conversely, anything the Soviets could move from the Far East increased the weight of a potential
Soviet offensive in Europe.
The Soviets could not easily write off their own flanks in Europe. They might extend into the Baltic, even to
Leningrad (St. Petersburg). Working backwards, U.S. naval strategists became interested in gaining freedom of
action by destroying the Soviet fleet centered on the Kola Peninsula. That in turn made the Norwegian Sea a
vital battle area.
Even better, it turned out that the Soviets offered a vital target on their flank. By the 1970s, the Soviets had
moved much of their nuclear deterrent to sea. The Soviets assumed that Westerners would take much the same
view. Discovering that U.S. and British submariners could trail (and hence, in wartime, sink) their strategic
submarines, the Soviets decided to protect them in ‘bastions,’ in the Barents Sea in the West and in the Sea of
Okhotsk in the East.
During the 1980s, the U.S. Navy demonstrated in exercises that it could destroy the Soviet naval forces
covering the bastions. The Soviets took the demonstrations seriously, and the Soviet navy was compelled to say
that it needed far more resources to keep the bastions alive. After the Cold War, the former Soviet leadership
said that this was a major factor convincing it to abandon any hope of winning a war. That was a maritime
approach. Those who developed it asked from the outset what the object of the strategy should be, and whether
the approach should be direct (reinforcing the army in Europe) or instead should rely on the mobility of the
navy, which could range around the entire land mass of the enemy.
More broadly, the navy argued that it was impossible to limit a war to Europe. The United States and the West
relied on resources from around the world and the Soviets would feel compelled to cut off that access. The
NATO strategy was intended to prolong any war in Germany, and the longer the war, the more important
NATO access to the world, not just to the supply route across the Atlantic.
Modern Sea Strategy
Now that the United States faces China, there is a choice between effective national strategy as exercised
during the latter part of the Cold War, and the direct but horrific choices made during World War I. The
question is really whether the United States understands what a flanking maritime strategy can mean. That
includes understanding our own potential maritime vulnerabilities. The United States lead a commonwealth
tied together by the sea, as we have since World War II. Recent Chinese acquisition of base rights, and
attempts to gain bases, suggest that the Chinese understand this, and plan to threaten U.S. access to world
resources.
As in the Cold War, the United States and the Chinese are both nuclear powers. Neither is likely to undertake a
direct attack on the other (though cyber-attacks may be a different proposition). During the Cold War, tensions
shifted to the periphery, where attacks were relatively safe. The new Cold War equivalent might be a series of
coups to shut the United States out of important places.
Then there is the Chinese threat to seize Taiwan, and thus to demonstrate to everyone in the Far East that the

United States is impotent. It should matter that whatever the United States threatens is something the Chinese
take seriously, just as the Soviets were compelled to view the threat to the bastions. For example, in making the
case for a larger navy, Chinese naval advocates have repeatedly argued that China depends heavily on seaborne
trade. This is not just a matter of protecting its export trade; China lacks some key natural resources. Surely, the
United States should be pointing to that vulnerability. At the very least, pressure on Chinese seaborne trade
routes will compel the Chinese to divert vital naval assets, such as destroyers and frigates, to protect that trade.
The Chinese currently apply considerable pressure to countries around the South China Sea, as they demand
control of the islets there. The area is an important fishery, which provides much of the protein those living
around it eat. It may also be a massive oil field, as yet suspected but undeveloped. U.S. maritime pressure in
favor of the countries China is bullying may affect the Chinese leadership. It may find concentration on Taiwan
more difficult.
Ultimately, the deterring question for China, as for the Soviet Union, is whether the central government can
compel obedience by its population. Although obedience is generally compelled by the police, ultimately the
prestige of the military seems to decide whether people obey. That is why the failed war in Afghanistan—a war
on the periphery—so badly damaged the Soviet state. Presumably military failure would also weaken the
Chinese state, particularly since it would entail the deaths of many sons, whose deaths would impact their
families more thanks to the one-child policy of the past. A lot depends on whether the Chinese leadership
appreciates this vulnerability. Past leaders were unwilling to seize Taiwan after the Chinese military told them
that it would cost ‘only’ 20,000 Chinese troops. It is not clear whether President Xi Jinping feels similarly, but
Americans seem to underestimate the possibility of this kind of deterrence.
The United States can also take advantage of what seems to be a limited understanding of sea power in Beijing.
The Chinese write of successive chains of islands as though they are bulwarks against the penetration of U.S.
seapower. They certainly look that way on a map, but in reality, the sea is vast and trackless, and chains of
islands leave a lot of ocean between them.
The current situation is not that of 1914 or 1944 or 1984. It is now far easier to find ships at sea, and long-range
missiles make it easier to attack them. However, sea-based mobility is still the central fact of maritime warfare,
and it still makes sense to force a land power to disperse its strength. To use this leverage, the United States
must understand that there is only one ocean, over which ships and other maritime assets can maneuver more or
less freely.

