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ABSTRACT

This monograph brings together, for the first time in the public
domain and in a comprehensive manner, the conceptual basis that
underpins Australia's defence Poliry and the development of force

structure priorities. In the absence of a threat, the Australian defence

community has developed a unique conc€Ptual basis for defence

planning and force stmcture development, which reflects:

(a) the abiding characteristics of Australia's geography
and the nature of the sea and air approaches to the
continent, and

b) realistic assessments of the nature of regional military
capabilities and potentialities.

Thc key concepts devcloped by Australian dcfence planners are:

. warning time and dcfcnce preparation time,

o the nature of credible contingencies, and

r the role of the expansion base.

These constructs are the basic determinants of Australia's
defence strategy, force structure priorities, operational concepts, and
the readiness levels of the Australian Defence Force. An
understanding of the conceptual basis of Australian defence planning
is, therefore, usolJial to anyone interested in defence policy in
Australia. The methodology that has been developed for structuring a
defence force without a threat could also have applications to other
medium-sized powers in the post{old War world.

This monograph traces the development of Australian defence

thinking, examines the argumenb that inform the key concepts of
warning time, credible contingencies, and the expansion base, and
suggests some future directions for the refinement of defence Potiry -
particularly in the area of force structure planning. It revisits the

authoy's well-known report to the Minister for Defence in 1984 the
Rwial of Australh's Defnce Capbilitia. It also includes extracts from
the key defence poliry and planning documents over the last two
decades. It will be a useful reference work for anyone interesd in the
evolution of Australia's self-reliant defence Policy.
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PREFACE

This monograph brings together, for the first time in the public
domain and in a comprehensive manner, the conceptual basis that
underpins Australia's defence policy and the development of force
structure priorities. There is nothing particularly novel in what is
argued here, but because the ideas that inform the defence of Australia
- and which have now found general acceptance in the official defence
community - still sc.em to have so little acceptance with the public, it
was considered that it might be useful to set them out in some detail in
the one place.

The concepts of warning time, credible contingencies, and the
expansion base have been developed as uniquely Australian defence
concepts, which reflect the abiding nature of our geographical
environment and realistic assessments of the nature of regional
military capabilities. These concepts are not based on the
identification of a likely threat. A fundamental change in attitudes
would be required before any threat to Australia were to emerge.

Force structure priorities instead are based on Australia's
geography and the general characteristics of the military capacities that
we might face. The methodology that has been developed in this
threat-free context could have applications to other medium-sized
countries. In the post{old War era, many countries now share
Australia's dilemma of not facing any identifiable major military threat
but wanting to structure their military acquisitions rationally on what
are more likely, lower level contingencies in the shorter tcrm but with
a suihble base for expansion should strategic circumstances
deteriorate in the longer run.

This monograph draws heavily on the author's experience
when he was in the Department of Defence as Deputy Secretary (1988-

91), Director of the |oint Intelligence Organisation (1985-88), and
Ministerial Consultant to the Minister for Defence (1985-86).

Departrnental writings on the concept of warning time that have their
origins in the early 1970s have bcren drawn on, including the Strategic
Basis of Australian Det'orce Pohcar documents over the last 20 years. The
Australian Defence Reuiew of 1972, the 1975 Defence White Paper,
Australian Defence, the 1987 Policy Information Paper, The Defence of
Australin, and the Force Structure Rasian of 1991 were also consulted.
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Chapter 5 of this papet 'Force Structure Priorities', reproduces
- with appropriate modifications - many of the arguments in the
autho/s report to the Minister for Dcfence in 1985, the Rnial of
Australia's Defence Capabilitire, which is now out of print. tt must be
stressed that that report was not an official report endorsed by
Government, although many of its arguments in a modified and
condensed form found their way into the 1987 White Paper, The
Defence of Australia. These arguments are repeated here because, in
terms of the dctcrminants for the self-reliant dcfence of Australia, they
remain current.

The writer has avoided the use of extensive footnoting other
than to refer to these official documents, reports and government
papers which form the basis of an understanding of official Australian
defcnce thinking. The annexes to this document uscfully bring
together extracts from policy and planning statements over the last
two decades, which have been selected to give the reader an insight
into the gradual development of the idea of a self-reliant defence
posture.

I thank the Department of Defence and the Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade for permission to reproduce the information
in the annexes.

Although this monograph draws heavily on my work in the
Departrnent of Defence over the last twenty years, the views expressed
here are my own. As Head of the Strategic and Defence Studies
Centre, and with the background of my involvement in developing the
conceptual basis of Aushalian defence planning, I considered it would
be useful to produce a paper which met a need for all those interested
in this key aspect of Australian defence policy. When leaving the
Departrnent of Defence, I was acutely aware of the lack of public
appreciation of the conceptual basis of Australia's defence planning
and force structure development.

Paul Dibb
March 1992



INTRODUCTION

Unlike most countries', Australia's defence planning does not
depend on the identification of a potential enemy or the likelihood of a
specific threat. Australian force structure planning is not developed
against a putative enemy's order-of-battle, nor are net assessments or
forceon-force comparisons used as a detailcd basis for contingenry
planning.

In the absence of a threat, the Australian defence community
has developed a unique conceptual basis for defence planning and
force structure development which reflects Australia's geography, the
nature of the sea and air approaches to the continent, and the
characteristics of regional military capabilities and potentialities. The
key concepts used by Australian defence planners are:

. warning time and defence preparation time,

o the nature of credible contingencies, and

o the role of the expansion base.

These constructs are the basic determinants of Australia's
dcfence strategy, force struchrre priorities, operational concepts and
the readiness levels of the Australian Defence Force (ADF). The idea
that Australian dcfence policy should focus on the more credible
contingency of lowlevel conflict - not on the remote prospect of a
mapr military attack - and that expansion base planning should give
priority to contingencies in the north of the continent also determines
the basic priorities for defence policy in such diverse areas as:

r defence requirements of Australian industry,

o defence science and technology,

o infrastructure and logistics,

o intclligence and surveillance, and

. stockpiling of ammunition and missiles.

Importantly, the conceptual basis of Australian defence policy
guides the operational characteristics of the ADF, including the role
envisaged for reserve forces, and the nature of military planning for
maritime, air and land warfare. Australia's defence forces are not
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structured for large-scale operations in distant theatres. The concept of
dcfence self-reliance means that the ADF is primarily designed for
operations in the defence of Australia. There are limits to Australia's
defence capacity and influence which place distinct limitations on the
size of forces that can be deployed overseas.

There are financial implications too. While defence spending
in Australia is not insubstantial in monetary terms, at about $9,500
million annually, it is not large as a proportion of total national wealth
- currently some 2.3 per cent of GDP. Clearly, were a different dcfence
philosophy to be adopted which, for example, based dcfence planning
on the likelihood in the shorter term of a substantial military threat
then Australia's defence expenditure might have to be two or three
times higher. And the structure of the ADF would be very different, in
terms both of its size and of its capabilities.

It can be appreciated, therefore, that an understanding of the
conceptual basis of Australian defence planning is asential to anyone
interested in defence policy in this country. The problem is that
although these concepts have been developed and refined in the
official defence community since the early 1970s - and endorsed by
successive governments since that time - they have not won easy
acceptance by the Australian public. The idca that there would be
prolonged warning of a mairr aftack remains a contentious issue.

This monograph traces the development of Australian defence
thinking, examines the arguments that inform the key concepts of
warning time, credible contingencies and the expansion base, and
suggests some future directions for policy - particularly in the area of
force structure planning. It is part of a larger work on the
development of official defence thinking in Australia since the Second
World War.



'... three factors should be considered -
(a) The great ocean distances whiih lie between Aushalia and the

territory of any possible enemies.
G) The armed strength and power of Fansportation over sea of

any conceivably hostile nation.
(c) The vast extent.., of the Ausffalian Continent.'

Field Marshal Viscount Kitdrener qf Khartourn
Metnoranilum on the Defence of Australia, L970.
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CHAPTER 1

WARNING TIME AND DEFENCE
PREPARATION

WarningTime

The Australian concept of warning time was developed in the
]oint Intelligence Organisation and in key policy areas of the
Department of Defence in the 7970s. It has become a key feature of the
intelligence advice containcd in the highest level official defence
planning documents, the scries of Defence Committee papers known
as the Strategic Basis of Australinn Defence Policy, which are submitted
to Cabinet every two to five years.

Warning time is based on a detailed understanding of the
geography of the archipelago and Australia's northcrn approaches and
an assessment of the time it would take any regional country to
acquire and operate the large quantity of military equipment that
would be necessary to mount a major military lodgement in Australia.
The fact that any potential enemy would have to prepare and assemble
forccs for a long and exposed military operation across the sea and air
approaches to Australia, and against our certain resistance, is
fundamental to the concept of warning time.

Australia shares no common land border with any other
country. At its nearest approaches, the northern archipelago - which
extends from Malaysia, Sumatra and java in the west to West Irian,
Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Vanuatu and New Caledonia in
the east - is 80 nautical miles from Australia in the Torres Strait and
about 250 nautical miles from the critical area for Australia's forward-
based military operations, centred around the Darwin area. These are
long distances over which to make an amphibious assault. A large
lodgement force (say, a division group of some 20,000 troops) would
have to undertake a long, exposed irurney by sea and it would be an
evident target.

Such military opcrations are amongst the most hazardous in
modern conventional warfare. Vcry fcw countries, other than the
Unitcd States, have either the capabilities for or experience in this
specialised area of combat. Providing the proterctive screen of fighter
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aircraft and naval warships for such a force would be a large'scale
undertaking, of which no regional country is capable. Against forces
that are currently or prospectively in Australia's order-of-battle,
including our advanced intelligence and surveillance capabilities, a
putative enemy would need to acquire large-rale defensive military
capabilities (including some 200 modern combat aircraft and about 50
to 60 surface warships with advanced ASW and air defence
capabilities) to protect the amphibious force. It would take at least
seven years for any regional country to acquire, learn to operate and
maintain such large forces. Moreover, acquisitions of this size could
not be concealed, nor could their deployment within a regional
country. And the concentration of a division group in the archipelago
for assault on Australia's northern coast would require a maior staging
base in the closest parts of the island chain. No such base efsts and,
again, the development of such a large facility could not be concealed.

These warning indicators have been progressively refined by
Australia's defence intelligence and policy planning staffs over the last
20 years. As Dupont has noted, there is no doubt that the official
threat assessments have been considerably more balanced, informed
and circumspect than the comparable political and public rhetoric of
the day.l The periods of warning usd in official advice have varied:
from eight to ten years, at least ten years, at least seven years, and so
on. But too much should not be read into variations in the time-scales
that have bcen derived by progressively more refined analysis and
calculations. The important issue for Australia's force structure
planning is that a prolonged perid of warning can be expected.

A short-warning major military attack is simply not credible in
Australia's unique geographical circumstances. As the 1975 Defence
White Paper, endorsed by the Fraser Government, said:

Major threats (requiring both military capability and
political rnotivation) are unlikely to dcvelop without
preceding and perceptible indicators. The final

Alan Drrpont, Australia's Threil Paczptinrs: A Seerd fm Semrity, Canberra Papers
on Strategy and Defcnce No.82 (Stratqlrc and Defence Studies Centre, Australian
National University, Canberra, l9l), p.93.
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emergenc€ of a mairx military threat to Australia
would bc a late stage in a series of developments.2

The 1987 White Paper echoed much the same thoughts when it stated:

Within our region no nation has the ships, aircraft and
transportable forces that would be necessary to launch
and sustain an effective assault upon Australia. These
are among the most expensive and sophisticated
forms of defence technology for any country to
acquire. Their acquisition and introduction into full
operational service could not be concealed and the
development of the operational expertise to use this
technology effectively in an assault on Australia
would take many years.3

None of Australia's neighbours in Southeast Asia or the South
Pacific have this sort of military capability, now or foreseeably. The
largest regional forces, those of Indonesia, Singapore and Thailand,
possess relatively few modern fighter aircraft or capable surface
warships, and only limited amphibious capabilities (see Table 1).

Further away in the Asia-Pacific region, large nations such as China,
India and |apan are developing larger military capabilities, but their
reach and sustainability is limited. They would need to acquire an
intermediate staging base in the archipelago in order to project
credible military power against Australia. Such an undertaking,
including both the access to military bases in the archipelago and the
acquisition of large'scale amphibious assault capabilities, would be
preceded by a mapr shift in international relations in the Asia-Pacific
region that would threaten the security of many nations other than
Australia. There is no evidence that any regional country is
developing its force structure in this way. Moreover, unless an
adversary gained control of our rnapr population and industrial
centres in the southeast of the continent, enemy forces lodged on the
mainland would face eventual defeat as we mobilised our national
effort, with allied assistance, to cut off their lines of communication
and support. The assets required to transport and resupply a

Austrdien Delmce (Artsbalian Crcvernmmt Publishing Service,
Novembet 7976),p.10.
Tlu Dcfaw ol Austrdia (Australian Government Publishing Service,
Mardr 1987), p.$.

Canberr4

C-anbera,

z
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lodgement force, and to protert it against our determined attack,
would be large. They would be at risk to pre-emptive strike as they
assembled in the archipelago prior to transit, and vulnerable during
transit and when coming ashore.

D efence Prep aration Time

These considcrations provide considerable reassurance against
the possibility of maior military attack on Australia. Nevertheless,
questions are often raised about the length of time it would take us to
prepare an expansion of the ADF. The Australian concept of warning
does not imply a defence force that remains static until a threat has

actually materialised. Rather, prudent defence planning is based on
the concepts that:

a. Policy will be responsive to any significant strategic
change with the potential to weaken Australia's
security. It is assumed - and experience supports this
assumption - that the governrnent and parliament of
the day would respond to changes that indicated a
serious deterioration in Australia's strategic
circumstances.

b. Defence poli"y depends heavily on the continuous
rcview of intclligence assessments to ensure prompt
detection of adverse change. Highly developed
intelligence collection capabilities are accepted as a
priority area of Australian defence planning and risk
management. Without the reassurance that such
expert intelligence organisations provide, government
policy could not rest so heavily on the concept of
warning.

c. As an essential element of providing insurance against
uncertainty, successive Australian govemments have
maintained a substantial force'in-being, which
maintains core skills that are relevant to more
substantial conflict and which are capable of timely
expansion. It is recognised that some of the responses
required for higher levels of conflict involve long lead
tirnes.
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6 The Conceptual Basb of Australia's Defotce Planning

d. Close watch must be maintained on whether lead
times for expansion are likely to exceed the warning
time that intelligence can provide.

With preparatory planning, a capable and versatile defence can
substantially reduce the time necessary to organise an effective
expansion. A detailed comparison of the expansion times for other
countries and Australia to become effcctive in the use of higher level
military capabilities (including the ability to operate and maintain
advanced equipment, combat training skills, the relative capacities of
the industrial, scientific and technical bases, the prospect of assured
external support, and so on) reveals Australia's clear margin of
advantage.

In the academic commehtary on defence preparation time,
there has been little understanding of how much better placed
Australia is to expand its force than are regional countries. We are not
talking here about the capability of regional countries to expand their
ground forces (which are sizeable in any case), but about their capacity
to expand thcir currently quite limited numbers of modern fighter
aircraft, surface warships with advanced AntiSubmarine Warfare
(ASm and Anti-Air Warfare (AAm capabilities, and amphibious
assault forces. Acquiring significant numbers of these sorts of combat
capabilities, learning how to operate and maintain them, and
absorbing them into a ioint operational doctrine takes time. Australia,
which is more advanced than any regional country in this regard, has
found, for example, that learning how to operate large numbers of
advanced weapons platforms - such as the 75 F / A-18 fighter aircraft -
was a demanding task, which has stretched the pilot training,
operational and maintenance capabilities of the Royal Australian Air
Force (RAAF). Similarly, for any regional country to acquire and
operate submarines, ASW skills, Iong-range strike aircraft, Electronic
Countermeasures (ECM) and Electronic Counter{ountermeasures
(ECCM), or advanced intelligence and surveillance capabilities, would
be a long-term endeavour. And it would certainly take a longer lead
time than Australia's capacity to expand from its existing skills in these
areas.

Modern weapons platforms and combat systems are also
highly demanding in terms of maintenance, the educational
requirements of operators, and the capacity of local industry to
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provide support and service. O.ly Singapore, in our region, has a
comparable capability to Australia in some of these areas. But
Australia has a much more highly developed defence science and
technology organisation than any regional country, which provides
indigenous support to combat system effectiveness in Australia's
unique geographic circumstances. Australia's advanced intelligence
collc'ction capabilities, as well as access to United States satellite-
derived intelligence information, has no parallel at all in our region.

AII these considerations are relevant to any comparison of
how long it would take a regional country to expand its military
capabilities for major operations against Australia, compared with our
own capabilities. But a constant and close watch must be maintained
on whether the long lead times that are necessary for expansion are
likely to exceed the warning that can prudently be provided. Foreign
military capabilities have to be constantly monitored to ensure that
Australia's margin of superiority in key areas is maintained and that
we can make the appropriate military preparations in good time.

The Wiiler Context of Defence Policy

Prudent defence planning, as the ultimate protector of the
nation's security, has to address these issues: 'thinking the
unthinkable', in terms of creilible military contingencies, is a necessary
part of the discipline of defence analysis. But it needs to be stressed
that Australia is one of the most secure countries in the world. A
fundamental and dramatic change in political intentions and attitudes
towards Australia would be required before any threat was
conceivable. A major aim of our defence policy is more effective
seorrity cooperation with our neighbours in Southeast Asia and the
South Pacific, which in itself improves the stability of our immediate
strategic environment. Our partnership with Southeast Asia will
become an increasingly important pait of our national security
planning in the 1990s.

We cannot assume that we will always enioy our current level
of sc'curity. Defence procurement has to deal with especially long
time-frames. Therefore the Australian government has a responsibility
to plan for the effective and efficient defence of the nation, and this in
itself is a tangible contribution to regional stability. Similarly, the
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economic growth and political stability of Indonesia, Malaysia and
Singapore over the last 25 years, and the development in those
countries of competent defence forces, has greatly benefited
Australia's security.

Australia's relationship with the United States is also an
important element in defence planning against future uncertainties.
United States use of military force in the Gulf War was a warning to
any rogue regimes that might emerge elsewhere, including in the Asia-
Pacific region, about the limits to acceptable intemational behaviour in
the 1990s. Moreover, Australia will continue to require access to
United States intelligence, advanced weaPons systems, and logistics
re-supply even in the event of lowlevel contingencies. For a country
of Australia's size, self-reliance cannot mean self-sufficiency.



CHAPTER 2

CREDIBLE CONTINGENCIES

Australian defence planning is based on the observation that,
unlike more substantial conflict, the capabilities to mount low-level
military operations against Australia already exist in a number of
countries in the Asia-Pacific region. Even for lowlevel contingencies,
however, there would have to be an abrupt change in our political
relations with a regional power. This would give us a period of
warning, probably of several months. An issue of significant dispute
would have to arise that would compel an adversary to contemplate
the use of military force against us. It is inaccurate to assert, as some
do, that low-level threats could arise with no warning.

Given such a detcrtable change in political intention, the
warning time available for lowlevel military operations would be
short and subicrt to a range of uncertainties. Detection of enemy
movements would be difficult. Intelligence indicators would be
ambiguous. Existing and proiected capabilities in regional military
forces suggests an enhanced capacity to mount low-level military
operations. Moreover, Australia's traditional margin of technological
advantage is bcing narrowcd in certain areas (such as surface-to-
surface missiles). Should relations deteriorate at some future time,
Australia could face significant numbers of less detectable, more
destructive conventional weapons, which are made by our friends and
allies in Western Europe and the United States. Devising methods of
defeating such weapons is not an easy task.

The dcfinition of lowlevel contingencies has undergone an
important change in recent years. Before the publication of the Raniant
of Australia's Defence WWtitis in 1986 and the White Paper, The
Defence of Australin, in 1987 the defence community could not agtee on
how to define lowlevel contingencies nor on the priority to be givbn to
them. The two extremes of the argurnent can be charactcrised as: the
civilian elements of the Department of Defence pressing for a
description of credible contingencies at the very low end of low-level;
and the ADF tcnding to focus on what they described as 'medium-
level conflicf and the planning requirements of expanding to meet
such contingencies. The Army in particular identified a requirement in
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1985 in The Army Dnelrytent Guide to expand to some 270,W
personnel in order to deal with an enemy lodgement force of a

divisional group (four brigades) or some 20,000 troops. A*y took the
view that the force structure and capabilities needed in the expansion
base for this size force, which in the first instance would comprise a

force-in-being of 94,000, would be suited also for countering shorter
term credible contingencies. A-y thus gave excessive weight to
higher level conflict in its considerations of force structure
development and even its treatment of conflict at lower levels
postulated force and equipment levels that were not credible.

Air Force and Navy were less preoccupied with expansionpa
se, but they both tended to be too concemed with higher levels of
conflict through the emphasis they gave to strike (the F-111s) and to
surface warfare for the fleet (particularly ASW). Both Air Force and
Navy, however, were actively proceeding with the deployment of
mairr units to the north (Tindal) and west (Stirling) of the continent.
Army at that time had no plans to move any further north than
Townsville.

The civilian side of the Department of Defence, on the other
hand, conceived credible lowlevel contingencies as little more than
harassment by one or two aircraft or warships or raiding parties of
platoon or section size. It still adhered to the tore forcd concePt as a

basis for expansion, which was in fact used by the Services to iustify
retaining capabilities such as tanks, F-111s and fixed-wing naval
aviation but which had left Australia without any mine warfare
capability. The civilian purists regarded the possibility of low-level
conflict against Australia as remote and considered that were it to
occur it would involve little more than surveillance and police-keeping
operations.

This ideological standoff was resolved in the Rniaa of
Australia's Defence Capabilitia by the introduction of the concept of
escalated low-level conflict, in which the limits of escalation would be
the military capabilities available to the regional aggtessor. This
concept recognises that low-level contingencies that are credible on the
basis of current regional military capacity cover a scale from low-level
harassment and raids through to more concentrated conflict, but well
below the level of an aftempt to lodge substantial forces in Australia
(see Table 2). The use of military force in these lower level situations
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would be in support of political objectives, not an attempt to seize and
hold territory or resources. The attacker would be using only limited
forces, and targets would be selcrted on the basis of opportunity and
political effect rather than military value. If maintained at low levels,
the conflict could be quite protracted.

Escalation would involve both the geographic extension of the
conflict and supplementation of unconventional tactics and forces by
military units prepared to confront our forces direct. The extent of
such escalation would be limitcd by the military capabilities of the
aggressor, the expectation that escalation would allow Australia
greatcr frc'edom of the use of its superior strike assets, and the
possibility of increased alliance assistance to Australia.

Conflict may not necessarily begin at a low level and then
escalate. Prudent defence planning must allow that a potential
adversary may escalate the conflict at any early stage for its
demonstration effect.

The 1987 Defence White Paper, The D$ence of Australia,
carefully noted that the limits of escalated lowlevel conflict would be
set at any one time by the military capabilities that could yacticallybe
brought to bear against Australia's interests:

In dctermining the forms of military activity that
could be credible, account needs to be taken not
simply of the existing and prospective capabilities of
other countries, but also the extent to which they
could realistically be applied. Without the
development of a significant operational support
capability, which would require the commitment of
resources over several years, an attacke/s ability to
conduct escalated operations over a wide area or for
an extended perid would be limited.l

The essential issue to grasp here is that a potential adversary
would not be able to apply the whole of its order-of-battle against
Australia, even in escalated low-lcvel conflict. At any one time - even
with preparation for combat - not all of a countr5/s weapons platforms
can be operated simultaneously. Some aircraft, ships and submarines

The Defence of AusValia, p.25.
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will be in for maior maintenance or refit, some will have operational
deficiencies on the day, and others will be held in reserve for later
operations. This certainly applies in Australia's case and applies with
equal, if not more, weight in the case of regional countries that do not
have the same industrial, tchnical and support base as Aushalia.
With submarines, for example, it is difficult to have more than one-
third ready for operational duty. Similar considerations apply to strike
aircraft and fighters: only about half of the numbers in any theoretical
order-of-battle are available for short-notice combat operations. These
ratios can be increased during defence preparation time and, no doubt,
during combat operations the stringency of maintenance standards can
be relaxed somewhat. Certainly, some regional countries apply less
strict safety standards than apply to the ADF. But it is a fallacy to
believe that just because country 'X' has 50 fighter aircraft in its order-
of-battle it could use thc'rn all in combat against Australia when
demonstrably the same considerations do not apply in Australia's own
case.

There is the further consideration that for any nation to projerct
force against Australia and calculate what likelihood of success it
would achieve in the face of our offensive and defensive capabilities, it
would need to calculate carefully likely attrition rates against its own
limited numbcrs. Australia has over 100 platforms capable of
delivering the Harpoon missile system and in a variety of ways - air-
to-surface, surface-to-surface, and subsurface-to-surface. No regional
country has that sort of capability, although some are beginning to
develop limited capabilities in the missile dclivery area. Certainly no
regional country has access to the kind of high-grade intclligence that
Australia has and which is necessary for target identification, the
passage of real-time intelligence and surveillance data, and the
assessment of damage after an attack.

Furthermore, the rationale that would underlie possible forms
of military action against Australia would include the adversaq/s
assessment of the potential to trigger the involvement of the United
States in the conflict. At the very least, any potential adversary should
calculate that the close alliance rclationship that Australia has with the
United States would mean that Australia will receive intelligence data,
logistics resupply (including spare parts and missile systems) and,
where applicable, replacement platforms on a preferred basis. And
whereas an adversary may well calculate that there would be little
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chance of direct United States military involvement if the conflict was

maintained at low levels, the same iudgement may not necessarily

apply if there was an escalation of conflict involving attacks against
Australia's northern population centres, resourc€ facilitics cmcial to
japan's economic well-being, and our military bases in the north of
Australia.

The possible time'scales attaching to the development of low-
level and escalated lowlevel conflicts dictate that the ADF should be

capable of countering them essentially from the force'in-being and not
rellng on significant expansion, except for the use of A*y reserves.
The question of the expansion base and its relevance to Australian
defence planning will be considered later. But the basic requirements
of credible contingencies, including the possibility of escalation,
determine the ADF's force structure in the following ways:

. Operations would usually be ioint, and their conduct
may require naval, air and land forces to deploy at
short notice for sustained operations at a considerable
distance from their main bases. ADF operations can
be expectcd to be conducted concurrently over widely
di spersed geographic areas.

. Range, endurance and mobility are important
characteristics for Australia's force structure, given
likely operational distances in the north of Australia
and in the sea-air gap and our northern approaches'
The development of our defence infrastructure and
presence in the north is a high priority.

. Within this planning framework, key capability areas

lt"tto**u fundamental importance of the sea-air
gap gives high priority to maritime (naval and
air) forces capable of preventing an adversary
from substantial operations in that area. Both
offensive strike capabilities, for operations
against an enemy's bases and infrastructure
that was being used to attack us, and
defensive measures in the sea-air gap and in
the approaches to Australia are required.
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These measures include mine
countermeasures, anti-submarine warfare and
air dcfence.
The primary function of our ground forces
would be to detect and defeat those enemy
forces that had been able to traverse the sea-
air gap and that had been able to land on
Australian tcrritory. Our ground forces
would be required to conduct offensive action
against the enemy's small-sized forces in
remote localities, and to protect the military
and civil infrastructure and population. A
high degree of mobility, familiarity with the
harsh northern environment, and intelligence,
communications and logistics capable of
operating over great distances and making
best use of our civil assets are required.



CHAPTER 3

THE EXPANSION BASE

Australia's defence capabilities thus need to give priority to
the defence of Australia in credible contingencies. If our strategic
circumstances deteriorate over the longer term, we should be able to
provide a suitable basis for timely expansion to meet higher levels of
threat. The expansion base elements need to retain and practice
certain core skills, but not at high levels of readiness. The features of
our northem environment would complicate large-scale conventional
military operations against us. Shallow waters and large tidal
variations make navigation difficult and generally hinder maritime
operations. Any land forces that were able to elude Australian
opposition and overcome the maritime obstacles would find
themselves in a harsh and inhospitable continent. The occupation and
use of Darwin would be a key to any large-scale enemy operations on
Australian soil, given the lack of substantial supporting infrastructure
elsewhere in the north. This has implications for our longer term
basing policy in the Darwin area, its dispersal and protection. It
suggests the need for a permanent Army presence of significant size
(at least a brigade group) and capable of being reinforced by reserves
who have had training and familiarisation in the Top End.

The paucity of population and of transport and other
infrastructure in northern Australia, and the nature of the terrain,
would tend to favour military operations of substance outside the
Darwin area in only a relativcly few areas; for example, airfields, off-
shore resource proicts, shipping in coastal waters, port facilities, and
communication and transport llnks. The taking of any of these

facilities by themselves would not endanger Australia's national
survival per se, nor would it prevent the build-up and expansion of our
forces from sc.cure bases in the south of the continent. But Australia
would be dependent on many of these facilities in the north for logistic
support of our own forces deployed in the theatre, and an attacker
would want to take them if it were to sustain a lodgement or make
military progress. If an enemy were, in a more substantial conflict, to
lodge a maior force in the Darwin area and at the same time to use
limited military forces to harass remote settlements and other targets
around northern Australia, our off-shore territories, or shipping in
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proximate areas, this would pose very significant military problems
for us. Our vast coastline, the rugged terrain, the distanccs between
population centres or settlements, the remoteness of our island
territories, the location of our northern resources zones, and the
requirement to protect focal areas and the approaches to our major
ports, could be exploited to our disadvantage.

The maintenance of a range of capabilities in the ADF
applicable to higher levels of conflict, sufficient to provide a basis for
timely expansion, has been endorsed by successive governments as an
appropriate measure of insurance against the uncertainties in our long-
term security prospects. Such considerations have led governments to
acquire and develop highly capable air and naval forces, including F-
111s, F/A-18s, submarines and surface ships with embarked
helicopters, as well as potent intelligcnce and surveillance capabilities.
During the period that an adversary would need to develop the
motivation, forces and skills needed for a major assault, Australia
would be ablc to develop its surveillance, naval and air forces still
further, and to expand its Army. In this, we would be assisted by the
relative advantage that is latent in our military and industrial base and
our alliance relationship with the United States.

As with lower levels of conflict, a priority concern in our
military planning for more substantial conflict would be to deny an
adversary effective use of the sea-air gap. There would be a greater
need for strike and other offensivc measures against the adversary's
military bases and infrastructure, and there would be increased need
for defensive measures, espcrially around the bases from which our
military operations were bcing conducted. The primary function of
our ground forces in more substantial levels of conflict would be to
defeat those enemy forces that had been able to land on Australian
territory, noting the constraints the sea-air gap imposes on the size and
type of ground forces that an opponent could land and sustain against
Australia.

This has important implications for the priority to be given in
our force development planning to preparing for large-scale
conventional ground force operations. Military planning should be
guided by the consideration that an enemy force lodgement, even in
more substantial conflict, would depend, at least in part, on the
opponent's assessment of Australian preparations, including the
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strength of the land forces we could bring to bear over several years of
warning time. It is appropriate in planning for such a remote
contingency to make gfeater use of the reserves, including the Ready
Reserves, in the expansion base.

The same ADF force characteristics that apply in lower levels
of conflict are applicable for more substantial conflict: good range,
endurance and mobility and training to operate in a harsh
environment. Logistics movements from the south of the continent to
the north would be particularly demanding and attention needs to be
paid to secure corridors of access in the eastern, central and westem
parts of the continent, based on Brisbane, Adelaide and Perth.

Australia's strategy of defence in depth, which provides for a
layered capability of intelligence and surveillance, strike and defensive
operations in the sea-air gap, and highly mobile ground forces capable
of operating in independent brigade groups would also apply to the
expansion conccpts needed for more substantial conflict. There is, in
addition, a requirement to comprehend what size forces might be
needed in air, naval and ground force capabilities and what the need
might be for concentration of forces and in what orders of magnitude.
These issues have not yet been analysed in sufficient detail in the ADF.

There is also a need to study expansion requirements for
credible contingencies. Air Force and Navy have traditionally taken
the view that they would fight a 'come as you are' war, with their
current assets being used more intensively. As the Wrigley Report
identified, considerably greater use could be made of the ADPs
existing air and naval assets by use of reserve crews. (In Wrigley's
alternative force model, combat aircrews would be doubled and the
sea-time of naval vessels would be increased by 50 per cent.l)
Essentially, he is correct in arguing that our current expensive combat
aircraft and naval vessels are under-utilised and could be employed
more intensively in credible contingencies than current manning
allows. It is also unlikely that with the short warning times attaching
to credible contingencies that either Air Force or Navy could acquire
and bring to operational standards new weapons platforms.

4.K Wriglen Tlu Wfencc Force anil tlu Conmunity (Australian Government
Publishing Service, Canberra, June 1990), pp.161 and 193.
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For Army, the approach has always had a different emphasis.
There has long been a recognition that Australia's relatively small
regular forces would depend on the reserves for timely expansion. But
Army's force structure largely depended on one skeleton reserve

division (the Third Division) in Victoria and one partly manncd
reserve division (the Second Dvision) in New South Wales for
expansion. The more ready, regular combat division (the First
Division) was seen as the centre-piece of 'the real Army' with its tanks,
armoured formations and medium artillery.

The Australian Army has now moved away from these

concepts of expansion and is giving priority to credible contingencies
and what they might imply for expansion. This has involved
dismantling thc Third Division and reorganising both the Second and
First Divisions. The Headquarters of the First Division should be

dramatically reduced (from over 700 to about 200), appropriate to its
new primary role as a deployable joint force headquarters. Army's
structure will now revolve around independent brigades. The
emphasis on armoured operations will be in the north.

It might be asked why, in Australia's unique circumstances
and given the nature of likely rnilitary operations, the divisional
structure exists at all. In the longer term, it might not. But in the
meantime the changes that are occurring to the Army's traditional
structure should not be undcrestimated. In the late 1990s, the
Australian Army will be much better placed - in terms of force
structure and forward location in the nofth, and because it will be
better equipped to be mobile - to handle credible contingencies. The
Ready Reserve will provide a new brigade for the A*y at much
higher levels of readiness than has been normal in the reserve forces.

However, the question of how to expand the Army for more
substantial conflict remains a vexed one. Wrigley is of the view that
the reserves (or what he terms the 'militia') can be expanded from
29,000 to about 52,000.2 Most informed observers believe that those
figures are simply not attainable given the prevailing attitudes in the
community to the defence force. Besides, on what basis is the figure of
52,000 deemed to be appropriate? Wrigley is correct when he says that
there needs to be some better definition of our defence priorities in

ibid., p.324.
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relation to tasks and warning time and consideration of issues such as
the balance between regular and rererve forcas. There needs to be
more comprehensive mobilisation planning designed to identify the
options for increasing readiness and expanding the Army (and other
elements of the ADF) when necessary.

The question of whether Army needs to develop the skills and
doctrine for conventional divisional operations, even for more
substantial conflict, needs to be tested. If the maximum enemy ground
force lodgement that our Army is likely to encounten in more
substantial conflict is a division group of some 20,000 troops, and if
that lodgement is vulnerable to being comprehensively cut off from its
sourc€s of resupply across the sea-air gap thcn we nc.ed to consider
whether expansion base planning needs to go very far beyond the
prcsent total force crcncept for Army of 50000 regulars and reservists.
The current combat size of the Army is limited to about 15,000 troops
and our expansion base planning needs to reflect this limitation. More
troops are cartainly needed in 'the sharp end'. But when we balance
short-term readiness against insurance in the face of future uncertainty
we need to be realistic about what is crcdible - even in the longer term.



CHAPTER 4

CONCEPTS OF OPERATIONS AND THE
FORCE STRUCTURE

The development of concepts of operations for the ADF's land,
air and maritime forces should be based primarily on the analysis of
credible contingencies in the north of Australia. Concepts of
operations to meet more substantial conflict are not a priority. In fact,

progress in this area has been slow. It is one thing to arriv-e at a
consensus on the prioritie for the defence of Australia and force

structure development. It is another matter to have agreement on
concepts of operations, which lie at the root of single'Service cultures.

The following basic requirements determine the ADF's force

structure and should inform concepts of operations:

o intelligence collection, assessment and regular review

PKrcesses to detect changes in strategic circumstances;

. surveillance and patrol operations in our maritime
resources zone and proximate ocean areas;

o maritime forces (including mine countermeasures
forces) able to protect shipping in coastal waters and
in our focal areas and ports;

o air defence within our maritime areas and northern
approaches;

o maritime and land interdiction and strike capabilities,
particularly the ability to undertake maritime strike
operations in the approaches to north and northwest
Australia;

. ground reconnaissance and surveillance forces;

o mobile ground forces able to defeat hostile incursions
at remote localities and protect military and
infrastructure assets that support the proiection of our
naval and air power;
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. a capability to sustain operations in areas of Australia
and its territories remote from our industrial and
logistic support centres; and

o command, control and communications svstems
commensurate with these tasks.

Some of the key areas wherc prqlress has bcen made since the
1987 White Paper include:

o the development of an effe$ive system for the
command and control of the ADF in joint operations,
including the increased authority of the Chief of the
Defence Force (CDD and the subordination of the
Land Force, Air and Maritime Commanders to
Headquarters ADF for operational purposes;

o the development of a more integrated intelligence
collection and assessment process, with the creation of
the Defence Intelligence Organisation and its closer
relationships with the single Services and the Land
Force, Air and Maritime Commanders, as well as
enhancements to the capabilities of the Defence
Signals Drcrctorate and its planned move to Canberra
in192-93;

o the accelerated development of a chain of forward
bases in the north and west of Australia (Tindal,
Derby, Stirling, and Weipa planned for the mid-1990s)
and the movement of Army to the Darwin area (2nd
Cavalry Regiment in 1993 and a brigade group in the
late 1990s);

o increased training and exercising in the north for both
regulars and reserves and in a range of seasonal
conditions (Exercise Kangaroo 89 and Exercise
Kalgaroo 92, which for the first time exercised troops
in the northern wet season);

o greater mobility and endurance through the
introduction into service of Black Hawk and Seahawk
helicopters, air-to-air refirelling for the F/A-19 aircraft,
a larger fleet refuelling capability with the purchase of
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HMAS Wctralia, and the introduction into service of a
new generation of A*y trucks and, by 1992, wheeled
armoured fighting vehicles;

. htter logistic support through the rationalisation for
the first time since the Second World War of maior
warehousing and logistic bases in the southeast of
Australia, the development of a centralised logistic
authority in Defence Central, the greater use of civilian
infrastructure, and the development of a logistics
strategic plan which identifies three key corridors for
logistic movement in the east, south and west of the
continent.

As a result of these developments the ADF is better matched
to Australia's strategic needs. And each of the single services has
moved away dramatically from operational concepts based on united
states and British doctrine, even though there is still a tendency to be
too involved with ABCA (America, -Britain, 

Canada and Auitralia)
concepts that traditionally have been concerned with large.scale
conventional war based on the European model.

Concepts of operations have to be assessed on the contribution
they can make to the unique problems in defending a large continent
with extensive maritime surrounds and flanked by the archipelagic
chain to the north. This broad area encompasses some areas 1f
particular strategic significance which require priority attention in our
planning: the sea-air gap; coastal shipping routes and maritime focal
points; key installations and population centres in the north of
Australia; our island territories; and Papua New Guinea. Credible
contingencies could call on the ADF to handle concurrent widely
spread situations 3,000 kilometres or more away from our main
military bases in the southeast of the continent and spread across a
theatre of operations extending from Christmas and cocos Islands in
the west to Cape York peninsula and Papua New Guinea in the east.

Concepts of operations have also to be related to levels of
conflict. The unconventional nature of lowlevel conflict would
require characteristics in our defence forces rather different from those
required for conflict at the higher end of the scale. At Iower levels of
conflict, international political considerations would be important.
There would be constraints on the use of some of our military options.
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It may be difficult to find and confront the opposing forces, and this
would place great demands on our intelligence, suweillance and

communications capacities. The use of military force to harass remote
seftlements and other targets in northern Australia, our off-shore
teritories and resource assets, and shipping in proximate areas could
be decided upon as an aftempt to demonstrate Australia's
vulnerability and thereby force political concessions over some

disputed issue.

In thcse circumstances, the attacker could hold the operational
initiative. Attacks could be widely dispersc'd and unpredictable.
Relatively modest military prcssure could oblige Australia to respond
with quite disproportionate effort. The adversary could, if it wished,
sustain low-level activity virtually indefinitely. For Australia, there
would be the cost of undertaking a wide variety of operations and of
maintaining forces at a high state of readiness. Our operations would
require forces with significant range, endurance and mobility.

Within the capacity of its forces, the adversary would seek to
hold the initiative in relation to escalation. Australia's need to counter
this and to provide against localised escalation would add significantly
to the scale of our military effort. In such circumstances, there would
be arguments for retaliation against the aftacker. A potential aggressor
would recognise this and may seek to constrain Australia's options
through carcful control of the scale and intensity of the military
harassnrent and possibly through the use of covert, and therefore
ostensibly disavowable, operations. Broader political considerations
might caution against a policy of retaliation and constrainb would
apply to strikes against land targets in the adversar5/s own territory.
Nevertheless, the prospective advantages of retaliation, both as a
means of deterring attack, or if that fails of deterring escalatiory

reinforce the need for capabilities providing the option for a retaliatory
resPonse.

Escalatc.rd low-level conflict would include escalation of the
kinds of conflict conducted at the lower level. Escalation would also
involve both the geographic extension of the conflict and
supplementation of unconventional tactics and forces by military units
pepared to confront ourr forces direct. This would allow us to use

conventional military doctrines more effectively and strike at enemy
force and bases. But political considerations might restrain offensive
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strike to maritime targets in the sea-air gap. The ability to conduct
strike operations, both against the adversary's territory and maritime
strike, would allow Australia an important option. Ground and other
forces (such as air defence) would be nceded to protect the bases from
which our forces were operating, to conduct offensive operations
against such enemy forces as had crossed the sea-air gap and to
protcct the military and civilian infrastructure and the population.

The possible time'rales attaching to the development of low-
level and escalated low-level conflicts dictate that the ADF should be
capable of countering them essentially from the force-in-being.
Preparing our forces and operational concepts primarily to meet these
contingencies at the lower levcls offers the advantage that it ensures
that more credible, shorter warning time conflicts are accorded the
right priority. Also, the nature of the potential threat can be more
easily defined, which makes it easier to develop military doctrine,
operational conc€pts and the appropriate force structure.

The difficulty lies in ensuring that such forces are capable of
expanding and adapting to meet rnore remote but potentially very
serious threats at morc substantial levels of conflict. Wrigley argues
that the focus of official thinking has now swung too far in favour of
low-level threats (which he clearly views as unlikely) at the expense of
expansion base planning. Stmcturing our forces to meet more
substantial conflict offers more insurance against the longer term
uncertainties. But it incrcases the difficulties of the force structuring
process and of deriving relevant operational concepts because of the
speculative elements inherent in any iudgements about the nature of
higher level threat. Such forces may also be deficient in their capacity
and operational training to handle lesser kinds of conflict which could
arise at short notice. This means that acquisition of important long'
lead-time equipments (such as submarines) can include a capability
margin for more subsAntial levels of conflict. But there should not be
the same priority for their acquisition as there is for those capabtlities
that would be required in low-level situations, and where we are
currently deficient (such as mine countermeasures).

A core of skills and equipment necessary for higher levels of
conflict should therefore be available, to be expanded within warning
time, but training and exercising should give priority to more credible
contingencies. A corporate knowledge of the skills required at higher
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levels of conflict would be essential for the effective development of
our forces in a period of expansion. This knowledge cannot be
acquired quickly. Forces structured only for low-level conflict might
require fundamental reorganisationbefore they could begin the task of
preparing for more substantial conflict. Now that there is agreement
on the priority to be given to credible contingencies, more attention
could be given to the skills and planning required for expansion. C-are

will be needed, however, to prevent any tendency to PrePare for
unrealistically high levels of threat. An invasion of Australia is not in
prospect.

Those planning the expansion processes needed for more
substantial conflict in the defence of Australia may discover that, in
fact, there are some similiarities with the preparations required to meet
lower level contingencies. As with lower levels of conflict, a priority
concern in more substantial conflict would be to deny the adversary
effective use of the sea-air gap. There would be a greater need for
strike and other offensive measures against the adversar5/s military
bases and infrastructure. There would also be an increased need for
such protective measures as air defence, anti-submarine warfare, and
mine counterrneasures, especially around the northern bases from
which our military operations werebeing conducted.

Specific implications for ground force development follow
from the constraints the sea-air gap imposes on the size and type of
ground forces that an opponent could land and sustain against
Australia, even in more substantial conflict. Multidivisional enemy
landings are not a credible prospect. This has implications for the
priority to be given in our force development planning to preparing
operational conc€pts for large-scale conventional ground force
operations. Any attempt by an enemy to assemble, transport, and
resupply the large ground forces needed for more substantial conflict
on Australian territory could not escape detcrtion, and the exercise of
our maritime forces would make its failure highly likely.
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FORCE STRUCTURE PRIORITIES

Australia's planning for air, naval and land warfare should not
only assess what potentially threatening situations are credible, but it
also needs to iudge what would constitute an appropriate Australian
response, and what could be achieved during any deteriorating
situation. Planning for combat in Australia's unique circumstances
should take into account:

. the enduring features of geography on the forces of
the attacker and on our own forces;

o the effects of economic, logistic and technological
factors on our expansion base and that of other
countries.

In analysing air, naval and land force planning, it is convenient
to group them under the gcneric headings of strike and interdiction,
maritime warfare, air defence, and ground warfare, similar to the
treatment in the Rmimt of Australia's Defence Capabilitia and The
Defence of Australia. Each category will be analysed under the headings
of lowlevel, escalated low-level, and more substantial conflict, as
elsewhere in this document. Force structure priorities will also be
considered, with a commentary on the ADF's force structure strengths
and deficicncies in planning for air, naval and land warfare in the
defence of Australia.

Strike and Interilicti on

Official strategic guidance acknowledges that Australia,s
geography and the nature of warfare, other than by nuclear means,
would cause any major aftacker to use the sea and air approaches from
the archipelago. Australia must have such forces to protect these
approaches as credible contingencies indicate to be necessary.
Australia's force structure should include, among other capabilities,
naval and air strike components capable of effective action against
maritime forces operating in the sea and air gap, and from nearby
operational bases. The possession by Australia of strike and
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interdiction capabilities able to operate within our area of dircrt
military interest from bases in Australia is one of the most evident
means of demonstrating sovereignty and maintaining an

advantageous miliary posi tion.

Since the mid-1970s, strategic guidance has favoured the
possession by the Defence Force of strike and interdiction capabilities.
But, given the long warning times for contingencies that would call for
the substantial use of strike capabilities, we need to exercise
discrimination in determining the types and numbers of these forces
because they are costly to acquire and to maintain.

Inw-larcl Contingencia: In credible low-level contingencies, targets
could be small, dispersed, illdefended and operating in or close to
Australia. Strike and intcrdiction needs in such situations would be of
low priority and predominantly maritime. The maritime interdiction
capabilities providcd by surface ships would be generally more
appropriate and subicct to fewer constraints than the more specialised
capabilities provided by air strike or submarine forces. Surface ships
can also exploit their ability to remain on station for extended periods.

Australia's response to a campaign of maritime harassment
and lower level acts would need to be highly selective and carefully
controlled. Our forces would primarily be concerned with
discouraging escalation to the limits of the opponent's capabilities. If
the opponent knew that strike forces wene on call, our specialised
strike capabilities could deter greater escalation of the conflict, or local
escalation in the form of attacks against our naval and commercial
vessels or offshore resource installations.

Strike assets could be employed, with other less capable assets,

in such operations as surveillance and patrol in our maritime
approaches, reconnaissance of coastal areas, protection of offshore
resources, fishing vessels and port facilities, identification and
interception of aircraft in Australian airspace, and in support of
ground operations. The demonstrable ability to operate strike assets in
Australia's northern, north-western, and north-eastern maritime
approaches could be o<pectcd to exercise substantial discouragement
of an opponent's initiatives. Effective intelligence, sunreillance and
patrol activities would be a prerequisite for this.
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Escalated Low-Ieuel Contingencia; The ADF's strike potential would
become more relevant if the intensity of conflict rose, within the
practical limits of an opponent's capabilities. Our strike operations in
escalated low-level contingencies would be concentrated on the
approaches to Australia in a campaign of forward interdiction. This
could require a substantial commitment of maritime strike and
interdiction capability across a large area of the northern approaches.

There would be fewer constraints on the Australian military
response as the enemy used more of its limitcd capabilities. This may
include the use of Australian submarine interdiction operations
against the opponent's naval ships. A manifest capacity to threaten the
military bases and supporting infrastructure from which an
adversarS/s air and naval forces could attack Australia direct would be
a disincentive to the use of those forces, and an inhibition on their
deployment. The threatened use of our strike forces could bring an
end to a potentially protractcd conflict.

Consideration of any retaliatory action against the opponent's
territory would still need to give weight, however, to the short-term
impact on relations with neighbouring countries not directly involved
in the dispute, and the long-term consequences for relations with the
opposing country. Priority targets would be in the sea-air gap, and
tactical reconnaissance of the northern approaches would be
important. Strategic strikes would be limited to carefully selected
military targets. Interdiction of the adversar5/s commercial shipping,
in circumstances where its association with military operations was
not clear, would bc improbable.

More Substantial Conflicf; The widespread and intensive use of
Australian strike and interdiction capabilities would be most relevant
to a threat of maior attack on Australia, a contingenry judged at
present as remote and improbable. An adversary capable of a mapr
assault on Australia would have military forces larger and more
capable than exist now, or could exist in the region in the foreseeable
future.

Higher level contingencies would be characterised by frequent
or sustained employment of substantial conventional military force
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against Australia, including large-scale air and naval attack. Our strike
and interdiction capabilities would be heavily commifted to operations
with the most direct impact on the adversar;/s military capability.
Our strategy would be likely to focus on interdiction of the enemy's
forces concentrated for attacks on the approaches to Australia, or
interdiction of supply lines to any forces that had successfully
deployed against us. Priority military targets would be likely to be
predominantly at distances out to about 10fi) nautical miles from
northern Australia.

Force Structure Implications.' Australian strategic strike and interdiction
forces are unlikely to play a large part in lowlevel contingencies,
except perhaps for display and patrol purposes to inhibit escalation.
The usefulness or value of strike capabilities is not such as to make
them important to the force structure for lowlevel contingencies. In a
less constrained military environment, involving the possibility of
escalation to the effertive limits of an opponent's capabilities (escalated
low-level contingencies), it would be important for Australia to have a
superior strike and interdiction capability, particularly for maritime
strike in the approaches to the continent. A maritime strike and
interdiction capability is favoured because it is likely to be subject to
fewer constraints than attacks on the enemy's territory. The existence
of such capabilities could make escalation by the adversary unlikely.

An Australian force structure that maintained demonstrably
capable weapons platforms equipped with modern sensors and stand-
off missile systems would provide an advantagmus military
capability. Taking account of training needs in both the land and
maritime modes, and the number of potential military targets that
might be engaged in credible contingencies, there is a need for up to
two squadrons of strike aircraft, oricnted towards maritime strike but
also capablc of strike against military targets on land.l

Australia's need for submarines is dictated primarily by
expansion base considerations of the need to develop submarine skills
in anti-shipping and anti-submarine operations appropriate to higher
level conflicts, and to train other units in ASW skills. Nevertheless,

Modernising the F-lll sbike aircraft so that they remain in 0re order-of-battle
until 2010 is a high priority.
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submarines can operate covertly at low risk in areas where an
opponent has sea and air control. They are versatile and can
contribute in a range of contingencies in such areas as intelligence
collertion, surveillance, mining and special operations. A modest force
of about six submarines, able to operate concurrently from both our
west and east coasts, would be a maior inhibition on an enemy's use of
surface assets against us at all levels of contingenry.2 Our maior
submarine base should be located in the west where it is closer to
likely operational areas.

Summary

Acquisition of air or submarine strike capabilities with ranges
greatly in excess of 1000 nautical miles from our northern coast could
not be justified. Air strike or naval interdiction capabilities that could
contribute to our allies in more distant areas should not be a force
determinant. There is no force structure requirement for Australian
submarines to be able to operate in distant waters, such as the western
Indian Ocean or the northern Pacific.

In the devclopment of our strike capabilities we need to
distinguish between requirements for strike against land targets and
against maritime targets. We should give the latter higher priority
because of the strategic importance of the sea and air gap. The
threshold for strikes against land targets in or close to civilian
populations is likely to be high. Land targets are likely to be military
even for higher levcl contingencies, and directly related to the capacity
of the opponent to sustain an attack against us.

If there were a serious prospect in the future of substantial
military confrontation with an adversary with a level of military
capability more comparable to Australii's than exists at presenf
strengthening of our strike and interdiction capabilities could be
expected to rcccive priority. The warning time for more substantial
conflict would be sufficient to allow considerable expansion of our

rines will have at lcast a 50 per cent greater
availability for operations than the curmt oberon dass, due tb more efficient
maintenance procedures.
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strike potential, provided a base of skills and equipments were
available within the force'in-being.

Mafititttc Defence

The maritime environment is peculiarly suited to the use of
military force.3 Military actions in a maritime context are less
confrontational and threatening than direct operations, however
limited, on an opponent's territory. A military challenge in the
maritime environment can be employed more flexibly, involving
shadowing, feinting, harassment, advance into a (contested) resource
zone and withdrawal, as well as the ultirnate use of force by naval or
air assets. Risks inherent in our maritime environment, where
Australia claims an extensive resource and fishing zone and has

important offshore installations and territories, could pose formidable
problems for the nation's defenct.

The focus on maritime contingencies is strengthened by the
realisation that, except where they are aimcd at some sort of clear
public impact, the scope for inserting raids on Australian territory will
be limited. The waters to be crossed are wide, the areas most
susceptible to landing are generally inhospitable, and the population
will be alien and hostile. These considerations reinforce the iudgement
favouring the maritime environment.

The waters to our north offer different kinds of potential for
harassment. Our vast coastline, the proximity to it of the island chain,
the location of our Fesource zones, the remoteness of our island
territories, the patterns of our coastal and international shipping, and
the distances to be covered in the defence of these intercsts, present
formidable surveillance and operational response problems. These

could be exploited by an adversary possessing only modest maritime
capabilities.

The concept of 'maritime' warfare as used in this paper indudes naval forces and
the application of air power over the sea.
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Lmels of MaritimeThrut: It is necessary therefore, to consider how our
securi$r, or that of our immediate environs, might be directly
threatened by maritime power.

Military attacks against Australia or our international shipping
by a major maritime power are assessed as improbable short of general
war. Even in that remote contingency, Australian priorities for
maritime operations would be defence of the nearer ocean surrounds
and focal areas. Given the demanding nature of that task, it is unlikely
that major Australian maritime asscts would be committed to more
distant theatres or for defence of sea lanes outside our area of direct
military interest. In the light of present naval and air capabilities in
our regiory the scope for escalation of maritime situations is limited
with regard both to intensity and sustainability. But it must be
recognised that even relatively modest military pressure in our
maritime environmcnt could oblige Australia to respond with quite
disproportionate effort.

The cost to Australia in terms of sustaining a posture of rapid
response in low-level contingencies would be great. The generation of
an atmosphere of risk and insecurity in the activities of Australian
nationals engaged in coastal haffic, fishing, offshore resource
exploitation, and haffic to and from our offshore territories could be
exploited. Military pressure or force could be widely dispersed and
random. Within the capacity of its available maritime forces, the
attacker may hold the initiative in relation to escalation, and
Australia's nced to detcr this and to provide against localised
escalation would add significantly to the scale of our defensive effort.

Escalation beyond low-level contingencies would, without
deliberate military preparations over a period, be likely to arise. from a
local error of judgement, particularly in naval or air operations where
higher capacity weapons are more often involved in isolated incidents.
If the adversary were prepared to risk its naval and air assets up to the
limit of its capability, it might be tempted to make some dramatic
challenge to gain a political advantage, which could conceivably be
held were there an early end to the hostilities.

Beyond this level of threat, there is limited scope for any large-
scale development of regional maritime capabilities and there would
be considerable warning that would provide the basis for expanding
our own capabilities. For the foresceable future, regional ASW,
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maritime air defence - particularly against standoff missiles - and
maritime surveillance and rcconnaissance capabilities will be limited.
Improvements to regional naval forces are occurring - particularly in
the area of surface-to-surface missiles such as Harpoon and Exocet -
but so far they are modest and incremental. Any substantial changes

to their orderof-battle will be detcttable.

Protection of Shtpping: Interference with or interdiction of Australia's
coastal and overseas shipping might be seen as a practical option for
an adversary, potentially less demanding in resources than would be
substantial assault of the mainland. Our first concern would be to
secure shipping carrying vital cargo, particularly in those areas where
geography would make it most vulnerable to an adversary.

Most coastal shipping is Australian owned. An adversary
could feel less constraint in attacking Australian-owned ships than in
aftacking international shipping. Operations against coastal shipping
in northern waters would place fewer demands on an aggressor's
maritime capabilities, although the presence of international shipping
would increase an adversary's target-identification problem,
particularly in focal areas. Aircraft, surface vessels and submarines
could be employed to threaten shipping there, although submarine
operations would be constraincd by the shallow waters.

If the threat warranted, convoying might be used for critical
civil or military cargoes. But Australian defence shategy should not
rely on coastal shipping to support military operations in the north.
Alternative means of transport less susceptible to interdiction,
including road and rail transport, should be usc'd to minimise the
Australian Defence Force being drawn into convoy and other defence-
of-shipping operations at disproportionate cost, and to the detriment
of other strategic options.

Any enemy attacks in waters other than in the north would
probably be by submarine. Southern waters carry coastal traffic highly
important to the national economy and our defence effort. Unless
capable dcfcnsive systems were provided, shipping losses from any
activity undertaken by modern, quiet diesel-electric submarines could
be considerable. There would therefore be a requirement to protect
focal areas in southcrn watels, such as the approaches to Sydney,
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Newcastle and Wollongong, Bass Strait, and near Cape Leeuwin,
where the traffic is most important to our national capacities and
where submarines would be effertive.

To protect shipping in focal areas, the preferred ASW systems
would be acoustic arrays for surveillance, with long-range maritime
patrol aircraft and tactical towed arrays to localise and prosecute
detections. Outside focal areas and if the level of threat warranted it,
ASW protection of important cargoes would be provided by Long-
Range Maritime Patrol (LRMP) aircraft and land-based or embarked
ASW helicopters - which could also contribute importantly in focal
areas. Acoustic arrays could be useful in both the barrier (wide area)
and tactical roles; they could be placed on the sea-bed or be towed.

In view of the limited potential submarine threat, focal area

anti-submarine defence, together with evasive routing of coastal ships,
would allow coastal traffic to continue, especially on southern routes
and particularly in lower level contingencies when the adversary
would be less likely to hazard his high-value assets. There would be

considerable restraints on offensive action against international
shipping. These constraints would lessen progressively in higher
levels of conflict, but would not cease to exist except at the highest
levels, which are not now considered credible.

If the adversary were prepared to subiect foreign shipping to
military pressure, attacks would be most likely in focal areas.

Assurances of protection by Australia may not persuade the owner-
countries to persist in the face of significant, but uncertain, risk. Re-

routing, which would involve some economic cost, would be the more
likely reaction. A threat to Australia's trade routes would antagonise
the international mercantile community, including the United States
and japan, and could lead to international measures against the
aggressor.

A mid-ocean threat against our trade by a regional power is

assessed as unlikely. Only a limited submarine threat could be posd
away from coastal and focal areas unless surveillance and intelligence
information from a superpower was provided. In the more likely
situation, when superpower support was not provided, any mid-ocean
submarine threat could be diminished still further by evasive routing
of shipping across the breadth of the maior Indian Ocean and Pacific
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Ocean approaches to Australia. Thus, the necd for mid-ocean escort of
shipping should not be given priority in Australia's force structure.

Mining and Countermining: In both lower and higher level
contingencies, mining, or the threat of mining, could be employed
against us. Many of our northern ports and approaches are susceptible
to mining, and their closure would have substantial political and
economic effcrct. Ports such as Dampier, Port Hedland, Darwin, Gove
and Weipa could be seen as particularly aftractive for mining
operations.

Sea-bed conditions vary around the country, leading to
diffcring priorities for minehunting and minesweeping. There are
complex skills involved in minehunting and minesweeping. Were we
not to have them now in some basic form, we might not be able to
acquire such skills in time to match the emergence of a threat in a
perid of deteriorating security. Australia n€€ds, as a rnatter of
priority, a capability to clear mines. The level of training in this area
should reflect the very short warning time within which an adversary
could mount a mining threat.

The maior ports of the south, essential for national survival,
demand a priority for mine clearance. While these ports would be
susceptible to minelaying bcfore or at the outbreak of hostilities, their
remoteness would probably make re.seeding of a minefield once
cleared a difficult problem. Submarines could lay initial minefields in
our southern ports or their approaches, but, without the use of
sophisticated mobile mines, would be unlikcly to venture back to re-
seed the fields because of the risk of destruction by an unswept mine
from the initial field. The important commodity ports of the north,
and Darwiry would be more susceptible to both initial mining and re-
seeding, because aircraft could be used for minelaflng.

These considerations suggest that the minimum capability we
should seek is to be able to clear mines in three dispersed areas
simultanmusly, with the ability to rnove Mine Countermeasure
(MCM) vessels to different ports within each area, and between the
different aneas. A case could be made for more than three areas,
depending on the extent to which we sought to avoid delays to
important national shipping. The Force Structure Roian,1991 stated
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that it was a matter for concern that so liftle substantive progress had

been made in developing a capable mine countermeasures force.4 [t
identified a requirement for the acquisition as a matter of priority of
four coastal minehunter+ with an option for a further two vessels. A
complementary minesweeping capability, based on the sweePs
developed by the Defence Science and Technology Organisation, is

needed.5

Maritime Air Defence anil Protectbn from Surfuce Attack In credible
contingencies Australian defensive and offensive maritime activity
would be predominantly in our area of direct military interest. This

iudgement has significant force structure implications. It confirms the

view that Australia's force development should proceed on the basis of
there being no aircraft carrier, and that land-based aircraft would be
expected to provide maritime air defence where necessary.

In low-level contingencies we are likely to want to operate

maritime surface forces dispersed over broad areas of the northern and
north-western approaches. Their most valuable characteristics would
be endurance and good surveillance and communications capacities,
rather than advanced or complex weaPons systems. Intensified
surveillance and patrol oPerations in any disputed areas, and around
key offshore and coastal installations, would be generally within range

of land-based fighter aircraft operating from Australia.

In escalated contingencies the air threat against our surface
vessels would be more serious than in lowlevel contingencies. In
northern waters our land-based aircraft and submarines would be
preferred as the counter to threat from air and surface craft. Our
maritime strategy should not depend on placing naval surface vessels

at risk to attack by capable aircraft without access to defending land-
based fighters. This is an important consideration, because the
provision of an area air defence capability is a powerful cost driver for
mapr surface combatants. There is a strong case for our more capable
surface combatants (such as the Guided-missile Destroyers (DDGs)

The Austmlbn Dcfarc, stated that The objective is to
ing craft mtering service during the first haU ofhave new operational

the 198G', p.21.
Forcc Stntiture Reai:z (Australian Crcvernmmt Publishing Senrice, Canberra,
191),pp.2G21.
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and Guided-missile Frigates (FFGs)) to have a capable area air defence
system, but it is sufficient for Tier 2 warships to have a point air
defence capability for local air defence and sclf-protection, as with the
newronstruction ANZAC frigates.

Air defence that extends in depth would be important in
assisting a maritime denial strategy during higher level contingencies.
Air defence requirements to protect any ASW forces that might be
required would be limited, especially as the more likely need for ASW
operations would be in southern waters.

Force Structure lmplications: In a range of low-level contingencies,
surface vessels can provide a visible and continuous presence for the
protection and enforcement of sovereign$r, including interception and
arrest, which neither aircraft nor submarines can match. The surface
naval combat vessel, through its ability to sustain presence and to
provide comprehensive sensor and communication facilities, is
relevant to peacetime sovereignty missions. It can also contribute
directly to low-level contingencies when the threat from capable
aircraft and naval platforms equipped with anti-ship missiles is not
high.

In such contingencies, a significant presence of surface patrol
assets might be required at the following five offshore focal areas:
Dampier, Timor Sea, Arafura Sea and Torres Strait, Christmas Island,
and the Indian Ocean approaches. A surface presence could be
sustained with two or three vessels in each area. These vessels could
deter or counter harassment of fisheries activity, offshore installations
or coastal shipping. They could also shadow and mark intruders, and
provide targeting information for other surveillance or intercept assets.
Taking account of the need for periodic maintenance, transit time from
northern ports and some reserve capacity, a need is seen for between
15 and 24 vessels.

Additional ships could be needed in higher level
contingencies, for example in support of ASW operations in the south
of the continent. Thcne would, however, be options for operating ASW
helicopters from comrnercial ships or from a helicopter support vessel.
We would also be likely to minimise the number of surface units
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operating in the sea areas to our north in escalated contingencies,
because of their vulnerability.

Other than for interception, surface naval strike is not given
strong weight because of the rapid and flexible response available with
aircraft and the quality of substantial immunity from detection of
submarines. Modern surface vessels are eipensive and their
vulnerability to aircraft and submarines markcdly limits their utility as
an offensive force. with developments in modtrn anti-ship misjiles
and bombs using terminal guidance, a successful saturatiron attack
could become possible from a handful of aircraft. The long-range
guided toryedo is also a potent threat to the surface ship. Furthir,
Iarger ships are bcroming increasingly expensive in rerition to the
merchant ships and cargoes they may be defcnding.

ASW is an activity very demanding of defence resources. We
can have complementary force elements - land-based ASW aircraft,
acoustic arrays, dcstroyers and helicopters. Each offers unique
characteristics, but also has individual limitations. A capability to
detect, localise and destroy submarines in our focar areas and principal
port approaches, and along our coastal shipping routes, is an
lmportant need of our maritime defence. But th-e caplbilities of land-
based ASW aircraft, and indigenous developments in acoustic arrays
a-nd sonobuoys,- suggest that the acquisition of high<apability
destroyers for ASW purposes has a low priority in present s-trategil
circumstances.

Our surface ship requirements can thus be narrowed down to
a mix- of general-purpose naval capabilitier, including higher
capability warships and lesser capability ships. Of the up to 24
platforms prglo"rll suggested, up to 16 might be higher capability
warships (DDGs, FFGs and ANZAC frigates) and eight to twelve
might be lesser capability patrol boats (but more capable than the
current Fremantle class). Tlte Force structure Reuian,199l plans for a
surface combatant force early next century of 16 destroyers/frigates
and 12-offshore patrol vessels. Planning to replace ttre or€Jwiil
proceed on thetasis of an ANZAC derivative (with the first delivery
belng about 2006). This would leave a five-year gap between paying
off the last DDG and entry into service of thc firsialz,q,c derivative-.
The Fremantle-class patrol boats will be given a high-priority life-of-
type extension and sensor upgrade and plans to bring a replacement
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offshore patrol vessel into service will not now be fulfilled until the

first delivery in about 2Cf/..6

The higher capability ships would provide a skill base for
further development for more substantial conflict, should this be

required, in the areas of ASW, air defence, and the associated

command and control. In lowlevel conflict, they would provide
insurance against local escalation in the offshore focal areas listerJ

earlier. The lesser capability ships should include pahol boats capable

of operating in close-in relatively protected and shallow waters. Their
principal characteristics would be speed and good communications,
rather than a complex weapons fit.

Our strategic circumstances do not require all larger surface

vessels to have high levels of air defence, surface strike and ASW

capabilities. These capabilities are significant cost elements in surface

wirships: in the ANZAC ships, air defence, surface strike and ASW

capabilities amount to some $70 million out of a sailaway cost of
around $250 million.

In the Australian maritirne environment, air defence will need

to be provided primarily by demonstrably superior land-based

fighters. These can be complemented by shipborne radar,-weapons,
and electronic-warfare systems. Maritime air defence is a role relating
essentially to our northern approaches, because tactical aircraft are

likely to be encountered only there. The consideration of our air
supdriority over these waters is imperative. If an enemy gained

decisive superiority here, the risk to our surface ships would be great.

It is only in these circumstances that significant ground force

lodgement on our territory could be a ProsPect.

The characteristic most important to us in air defence is that
our fighter force and its supporting airspace control s)tstem should be

able to deploy and operate readily across the northern maritime
approaches and hinterland from bases able to cover effectively our
aieas of vulnerability. To meet the needs of maritime air defence, two
squadrons of air defence fighters would be a minimum requirement
for the force'in-being and as an exPansion base, noting that Australia
faces limited offensive air power in the region.

ibid., pp.ltr7.
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Summary

We could not expect to establish, in all conceivable
circumstances, an impenetrable barrier to sea and air intrusions. The
breadth of the approaches to Australia, over a distance of more than
2000 nautical miles, would give an enemy opportunities for selective
and diffuse operations at low levels of threit. An adversary would
have much room to threaten and feint, to initiate combat or to avoid it,
to inflict limited damage and to withdraw.

In credible maritime contingencies, Australian forces could be
employed in operations involving maritime surveillance and patrol,
reconnaissance of coastal areas, maritime interdiction in the
contiguous and resource zones, identification and interception of
aircraft in Australian airspace, and protection of offshore resources,
fishing vessels and port facilities in the north, incruding from the threat
of covert mining- These circumstances would be demanding of our
maritime forces for surveillance, patrol and display, interception, and
protTjion against mining. In such low-level situations, surface patrol
capabilities have particular value. Their endurance, manifest military
presence, and ability to intercept and arrest are attributes not availabl-e
from air asscts.

Effective surveillance of our major northern sea and air
approaches, couplcd with demonstrable capability for maritime strike
and interdiction, could be expected to exercise a significant limitation
on an enemy's initiatives to escalate to higher level operations. It is
important in peacetime to carry out surveillance and patrolling in
Australia's maritime approaches and northern coastal regions atrd to
demonstrate our potential to mcct escalated levels of threat, if the need
should arise.

For more substantial contingencies, Australia,s aim must be to
possess the manifest ability to deny substantial exploitation of the sea
and air gap between Australia and the archipelago to the north by
military.activity against us. Any serious attaik on Austraria wouli
require sizeable sea and air forces able to gain control over the
intervening water for transport and resupply purposes. such forces
would be vulnerable to interdictiory as they crosied the sea and air
gap, from potent strike forces based in Australia.
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In summary, land-based aircraft and submarines are the

preferred force elements for strike and interdiction in Australia's area

or dire.t military interest, and land-based aircraft for maritime air

defence. This is Lccause of the aircraft's qualities of rapid and flexible

response over great distances, and the submarine's attribute of
substantial immunity against detection. surface ships equipPed with
missiles glve a useiul supplement to maritime interdiction and air
defence ipabilities, but we should avoid policies that require naval

surface veisels to be placed at risk to air attack without acc€ss to our

own defending land-based aircraft.

Air Defence

Low-Leoel conftict: In low-level contingencies an enemy's obic.ctives

would be aimed at securing political concessions rather than military
advantage. Activities, including those that could lead to an Australian
need foi air defence, would be more limited in scope than in more

substantial military operations.

But an opponent could use air assets to infringe Australian

airspace, and might seek to discover and exploit weaknesses in our

surveillance systems and our ability to respond in a timely way. such

infringementi could be coupled with acts of harassment - for example,

low-aititude high-speed flight over seftlements by combat aircraft.

The delivery of ordnance (bombs, rockets or gunfire) by enemy aircraft

would be a significant act of escalation.

The degree of risk to an enemy conducting such acts would
decrease as the distance from our nrain deployment bases increased -

that is, from Darwin/Tindal but possibly also Learmonth and Derby.

The more remote settlements would thus be at Sreater risk to such

harassment, but the adversarly's activities would still be confined

primarily to the north.

Transport aircraft could be used to insert and extract small
ground force elements. Their purpose could include terrorism,

iabotage, and attacks against a variety of civil and military targets over

a broad arca in the north. The longer range of fixed-wing transport

aircraft would mean that the geographic area susceptible to this kind
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of operation would be generally greater than for harassment by fighter
aircraft.

We in turn would seek to demonstrate our ability to respond
to these challenges and activities. We would show that we could
intercept the intruding aircraft, and that we had the capacity to destroy
them at low risk to ourselves.

We would be particularly concerned at any aftempts to insert
ground forces by aircraft, because of the more serious consequences
for us were the enemy's operations to be successful. In addition to
interception, we would also seek to be able to force aircraft to land, or
otherwise control their movements, in accordance with possibly quite
demanding rules of engagement.

Judgements on the level of response that would be required
need to take several factors into account. An air defence system that
would allow a uniformly high probability of intercept over the vast
expanse of our north is potentially very costly. Some areas of our
north would be less important to us and to the enemy than others,
especially the vast uninhabited or sparsely inhabited tracts. Some of
the enemy's actions would be designcd to cause irritation rather than
serious adverse military conscquences to us.

The enemy would also have other options for the insertion or
extraction of ground forces, so that our ability to intercept its aircraft
would need to be comparable to our ability to intercept its ships (and
perhaps submarines). Even a relatively low loss-rate of its limited
aircraft assets might persuade the enemy to dcsist. The conclusion is
that there would not be a high probability that we would necessarily
close with all intruders into all of our airspace. The focus of our
concern would be to know where the intruders were, and to have the
capability to intercept them if we chose to, having regard for the
protcrction of key areas.

The capabilities thus indicated as having priority for lowlevel
contingencies comprise intelligence and surveillance, potcntially over
wide geographic areas in the north, fighter aircraft, and the ability to
effc'ct intercepts, but on a selective basis. Adcquate command, control
and communications systems would be needed. Requirements for
surface-to-air missilcs would be limited, reflcrcting the level of threat
and the priority use of fighter aircraft for air defence. Nevertheless,
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while likely rules of engagement and the restricted coverage of such
systems would limit their effectiveness in terms of shooting enemy
aircraft down, even limited ADF holdings of surface'to-air missiles
would encourage an enemy to be more circumspect in its operations.
Some classes of surface combatants could also contribute to continental
air defence. Their integrated air defence systems muld provide
surveillance, fighter control, surfaceto-air missiles and command,
control and communications facilities. If appropriately stationed, they
could provide depth to our defence. But they do not have a primary
responsibility towards this capability.

Given geographic and other factors, our air dcfence system
needs aircraft capable of operations and intercepts over large areas.
long range, durability, the possession of a highly capable radar, and
good communications are the main characteristics sought. There are
very few such aircraft available, and suiable aircraft tend to
incorporate very advanced technologies and to have some capabilities
beyond our current and foreseeable nceds. We thus need to consider
carefully the extent to which systems or weapons available for the
aircraft are necessary for our current strategic circumstances.

Airspace suneillance should generally be satisfied by over-
the-horizon radar (OTHR), complemented by ground-based radarc,
and airborne early-warning and control (AEW&C) systems. The
acquisition of a comprehensive OTHR network is a high priority.
AEWEC aircraft are potentially expensive and Australia's unique
requirements need careful consideration with regard to numberc and
capability.

It remains to consider the number of fighter aircraft
appropriate for air defence in low-level contingencies. Taking account
of regional potential, and the fact that we would be selective in our
response, the dernands on fighter numbers would not be high.
Aircraft could be operatcd from a central location such as Tindal, or
detachments could operate from other bases, such as Derby. It would
be important that our airfields and the assets deployed to them be
secure from ground attack, and perhaps from air attack in the event of
escalation. Of the order of a squadron of 15 fighter aircraft deployed
in the north would seem adequate.
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Escalation of l-ow-Leoel Conflict: We need to consider two forms of
enemy escalation possible within low-level contingencies. The first is
local or accidental escalation, in which confrontation between
opposing forces or units could get out of hand, leading to the exchange
of fire. This should be satisfied by the margin of superiority of high-
technology fighters in our inventory, and because of the intrinsic
advantages of endurance that base location gives a defender over an
intruder.

The serond is deliberate escalatiory in which the enemy higher
command could give explicit orders for actions of greater consequence,
espccially bombing. The losses to us from such actions may not be
great, because of limited regional aircraft numbers. Nevertheless, such
acts of deliberate escalation would have serious political implications,
both domestically and internationally, and we would wish to counter
them.

We would therefore seek to provide a greater measure of air
defence to the more important and vulnerable targets, including fuel
and weapon storage areas, and command facilities. Our response
would differ from the more expected form of reaction in lesser
contingencies primarily in that we would seek a greater confidence of
interception where high-value targets were at risk. This could be
achieved by a higher probability of detection and might require the
employment of higher capability fighterdirection systems. We might
also require more fighters, and the prospcct of combat would be
greater. We would need to dcfend military asscts, particularly aircraft,
through dispersion, revetments and covered shelters, and there would
be a greater need for the contribution of surface-to-air missile systems
to air defence.

The main force structure implication is that more fighter
aircraft would be needed in inventory. While numbers could be
refined through detailed calculations, a total of at least two fighter
squadrons would be required for all aspects of continental air defence
in lesser contingencies. This would allow, for example, four
simultaneous deployments of six on-line aircraft each to forward
locations.

The other force structure implication follows from the need for
greater assurance of interception, and for the control of interceptor
aircraft in a more complex environment. This suggests a need to
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complement the coverage of OTHR and conventional ground-based
radars in high-value areas such as Darwin/Tindal, especially at the
low altitudes at which hostile aircraft could be expected to approach.
A modest number of AEW&C aircraft should be acquired.

More Substantial Conflicf; Were Australia to be faced, in the remote
future, with a substantial threat more demanding of our air defence, it
would most likely take the form of the more intensive use of
conventional high-capability aircraft. For such situations, the air
defence capabilities and skills developed for lesser contingencies
would be a suitable basis from which to expand. Additional numbers
of aircraft, similar to fighters in our current inventory could be
acquired within the warning time.

There would be a more compelling case for additional
AEW&C systems, and this would need careful review as the enemy's
capabilities increased and strategic circumstances deteriorated. There

would also be a greater need for surface-to-air missile systems.
Limited holdings, suitable for lesser contingencies and for the
development of coordinated command and control procedures, would
be a suitable expansion base.

Force Structure Inrylications: A minimum of two operational fighter
squadrons would be sufficient for continental air defence in low-level
contingencies, for escalated low-level contingencies, and as a basis for
expansion to meet deteriorating strategic circumstances. The
introduction of air-to-air rcfuelling, using converted Air Force 8-707
aircraft, will extend the radius of operations of our fighter aircraft
significantlyand is thus an important force multiplier.

In the development of the complementary need for early
waming and control, priority should be given to OTHR. OTHR will be
of fundamental importance in all levels of contingency. Its operational
development is now being accorded a high priority, with an
investment of up to $1,m0 million in the 190s. There is a requirement
for two or more operational OTHR sites,located in the east and west of
Australia, to give adequate coverage of our northern approaches.
OTHR will provide the means for dctecting and tracking potentially
hostile aircraft across the sea and air gap to Australian teritory.
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OTHR should be integratcd with other sensors, such as conventional
ground-based radars, and a small number of AEW&C aircraft to
operate in conjunction with OTHR for the enhanced defence of high-
value areas, such as Darwin/Tindal.

Acquisition of a small number of AEW&C aircraft would
facilitate latcr expansion - and have bencfits for operations in
contingencies more credible in the shorter term - but the aircraft are
very expensive to acquire, operate and maintain. Without the
substantial early warning provided by OTHR, the demands on
numbers of AEW&C aircraft would be severe. The broad-area
capability of an OTHR network is essential for an effective surveillance
system to pcrmit concentration of scarce resources in identified key
areas. The introduction of AEW&C aircraft would improve air defence
effcctiveness and provision should be made for the acquisition of
AEW&C aircraft later in the decade.

Priority for surface-to-air missile systems, in limited quantities,
rests primarily on the need to develop coordinated command and
control procedures and their prospective use in contingencies of
greater substance. But they could also contribute usefully in more
credible contingencies.

Development of our northern airfields should continue to
receive priority. A bare base airfield is required in the Weipa area of
Cape York to complete the chain of airfields capable of supporting
operations across the breadth of northern Australia and forward in the
sea and air approaches.

Ground Defence

The characteristics that our ground forces should possess, and
their relative priority in expansion, are a more complex matter for
iudgement than the organisational needs of our air and naval forces.
In the past the capability planning of our ground forces, and its
consistenry with the nation's strategic priorities, was given less
attention than maior air and naval capabilities. Moreover, until
recently, there has bcen little systematic military contingency planning
to help define the characteristics of ground forces most efficient in
dealing with lower level contingencies.
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Key issues in considering our needs for ground forces are the
nature of their likely involvement in various levels of contingency and
the appropriate structure of the A*y. While Army's mapr
equipment proposals have as a matter of course bcen subiected to the
central committee process, only in recent years has there been any
significant consideration of proposals relating to structure and
capability. The Force Shucture Revial in 1991 moved A*y away from
its traditional divisional structure to a focus on independent brigade
operations with a high level of integral mobility in each brigade. There
are, however, some issues relating to ground force structure which still
require resolution.

Low-Ianl Conflict: Strategic guidance has recognised for many years
that the most likely form of enemy ground force action in lowlevel
contingencies would be small-scale raids, possibly aimed at a wide
variety of targets (both civil and military) over a broad geographic
area. The objectives would be largely political, designed to apply
pressure on the Australian government to concede in some issue,
possibly not otherwise directly relatcd to the target of the raid. The
capturing and holding of mainland tcrritory is not a credible low-level
contingency.

A campaign of raids would be within the existing capacity of
some regional nations. The campaign could be prolonged and varied
in intensity. It might be difficult for us to counter, because of the
potential necd to spread limitcd resources over vast areas against an
elusive and unpredictable threat. The activities could include
terrorism and sabotage. Although conventional military engagements
would be avoided, military assets, especially any of high value and
inadequately protected, would be targets.

Several raids could be conducted simultaneously, in widely
separated areas. Raiding parties would be relatively small in size, and
could be insertcd by a variety of means - parachute, air landings,
submarine, fishing and patrol boats. They would be lightly armed and
have limited mobility. In this context, the size of raids is generally
taken to be betr,r'een a section (say 10 troops) and a company group
(say 120). These values are consistent with the likely obiectives, the
constraints on transportation that follow from the priority need to
achieve surprise and success by avoiding detection while in transit,
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and military experience elsewhere with regard to raids and special
operations. Were an operation to be prolonged, the enemy force
would require a level of support unlikely to be available at below
company level; however, actual tasks would probably be undertaken
in smaller groups.

Escalation of Int-Lnel Conflict: As an enerny escalated the campaign
overall, it could scrk to intensify its raiding. Escalation could take
several forms. The number of raids could be increased over a wider
geographic area with the aim of stretching our limited manpower, or
the intensity of raids might be increased within an area of strategic
significance such as Darwin/Tindal. The raiding parties could be
equipped with heavier fire-power (that is, man-portable missiles and
mortars) and providcd with greater mobility in the form of trail bikes
and perhaps light four-whc.eldrive vehicles. Overt hit-and-run raids
could prove to be very damaging.

Beyond this, escalation of lowlevel raids and harassment to
more conventional military operations would be very improbable.
Any sizeable military force, with the necessary supporting air and sea
transport capabilities, moving through the archipelago towards
northern Australia would be vulnerable to a counter-attack from the
air and sea, and could not count on secure logistic support. An
enterprise of this sort is not a realistic prospect against which to plan
our defence development and activity now.

Several factors support the continuing relevance of this
iudgement. Regional countricrs are not significantly developing the
capabilities that would be relevant to conventional military operations
against Australia. Our own policies are likcly to sustain Australia's
priorities for maritime surveillance and strike, and the'enduring
characteristics of the sea and air gap continue to pose formidable
difficulties to any attacker.

There is also the key judgement that a continuing campaign of
raids would cause us significantly more difficulties than would an
attempted lodgement with inadequate forces. The assembled forces
for a lodgement would present a vulnerable target, and it would be
easier for an enemy, with the same quantity of asscts, to mount
concurrent raids with less risk of dcrisive defeat or substantial loss.
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The Counter to Raids: The derivation of the force structure needed to
countrer raids is possibly less amenable to the abstract application of
doctrine than is, for example, that needed for more conventional
ground warfare. On the other hand, there are some obvious
advantages in relating the analysis to specific activities and locations.
Strategic guidance makes it clear that our priority is to defend
Australia. Key locations and areas, particularly in the north of the
continent, can therefore be idcntified readily.

Some would caution against such an approach as being too
'scenario oriented', considering that scenarios provide a means of
testing force structure rather than a basis for structuring it. But
northern Australia's geography, and patterns of population, economic
activity and infrastructure are not so fast-changing as to invalidate
general conclusions from specific settings. Study of a range of credible
situations can allow pattcrns of nccds to be built up with some
confidence. There is, further, the extensive history and experience of
'special operations' that can be drawn on for examples of the kind of
enemy activity that might be expected in raids. In this way doctrine
can be developed. The adequacy or otherwise of the force structure for
such contingencies can then be tested, and the doctrine refined
through exercise experience. This has occurred in Exercise Kangaroo
89, which was the first major joint force ADF exercise in the north of
Australia, and was tested further in Exercise Kangaroo 92, which
included army operations in the wet season in the Wyndham-
Kununurra area and in defence of the Tindal airfield.

Protection of Military Assets: There would be a clear priority to protect
important military assets, both those based or located in the north, and
those deployed there. This need is widely recognised. There would
also be a need to heighten security at bases and installations in the
south.

Thus protection of the Darwin/Tindal corridor would be of
high priority. There are many important military assets and elements
of the civilian infrastructure in this region. They include Darwin air
base; Tindal air base; the Darwin Scctor Air Defence System (including
radarc and command and control facilities); important
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communications, and fuel and weapons storage, facilities; Darwin
Patrol Boat Base (and naval facility generally); and, from 7999, z
Cavalry Regiment, which will be located in Palmerston.

Other military assets in the general northern area include
OTHR near Alice Springs (transmifter and receiver at separate sites);
North West Cape Naval Communications Station; Learmonth air base;
Derby air base; C:irns Patrol Boat Base; and such other facilities that
might be used for military purposes (for example, port Hedland,
existing civilian airfields), or which might be developed (for example,
a new air base on Cape York peninsula).

The forces required for these protection tasks would be
extensive. Defence analysis indicates that to defend a maior isolated
airfield (such as Tindal) against raiding parties would require at least a
baftalion group in the outer perimeter, as well as airfield defence
troops to protect the base itself. The battalion group would need to
patrol the approaches out to some 20 kilometres, by day and night. To
give a measure of protection to the Darwin area and its approaches
(excluding Tindal airfield) would probably require at least a brigade
grouP.

Illustrating the magnitude of the problem, the figures sketched
above show that to protect the Darwin/Tindal area, and bases at
Learmonth, Derby and Weipa, would alone require forces in excess of
six battalions. The use of electronic surveillance devices (including
night-vision devices and remote sensors) could significantly reduce the
numbers of troops needed for such static protection tasks and their
trial and acquisition must be a high priority.

Protection of Civilian Aras: The government would wish to extend
protection to the civilian areas away from the immediate environs of
the maior military locations. These areas are many and extensive: the
Northwest Shelf gas rigs and facilities at Karratha; the pilbara
(including Dampier and Port Hedland); the Kimberleys (including
Broome Wyndham, Kununurra) Arnhem Land (Nhulunbuy, Groote
Eylandt); and Cape York peninsula (away from Weipa itself). This
would place even further demands on our ground forces.
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Ruction Forca: The political need to react quickly to incidents
suggests that in addition to providing some security to key
installations and the civil population, we would seek to confront
raiding forces at their landing site or before they could achieve their
objertive. This is not to argue that every incident need bc forccd to a
rapid military conclusion. In some cases, it may be appropriate to
exploit the generally harsh and hostile nature of the northern
environment to neutralise an enemy's forces over a period.

We would deploy highly mobile forces to selected locations
which would then senre as forward bases to patrol and react as

required at short notice in response to intelligence or surveillance
information. Such forcres would be additional to those committed to
security tasks and it could be expectcd that their assigned areas of
operations would be quite large. We would be unlikely to have

sufficient resources to maintain forces in every location that might be

subiect to raids, but some level of resPons€, weighted towards the

more important areas, could still be provided.

Thus, for example, it might be appropriate to deploy a

battalion group to the Wyndham/Kununurra area, with
responsibilities to patrol and react to incidents within a nominal range

of, say, 200 km. A similar or smaller force might be deployed to
Nhulunbuy. In some cases, there would be an interaction with the
forces proterting mapr bases; for example, Broome and Derby
townships and the Defty air base, and in the Darwin/Tindal area.

A baftalion $oup is nominated in this context because of its
organisational capacity. It would have subunits of sufficient strength
to respond to smaller raids (of up to platoon size) which muld be

deployed away from the main battalion area. It could detach elements
for surveillance and patrol. It would be able to respond to the larger
size of raid (of up to company strength) that is envisaged as possible in
low-level contingencies. Depending on the location and expected or
actual level of enemy activity, so the shength of the battalion group in
any particular area could be increased or decreased.

Capability Pnontia,: It is sometirnes suggested that low-level
contingencies would involve only terrorist-type activities, rather than
organised military operations W formed units. The primary
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responsibility of our ground forces is to prepare to counter the
potential threats posed by organised military forces. Deployed forces
could assist in protective measures against concurrent terrorist-type
incidents, but responsibility for their handling should rest primarily
with civil police and security authorities. Underlying this view is the
iudgement that a sustained and dispersed campaign of raids could
pose a formidable military problem. Containment would be a difficult
and challenging task which could easily soak up our limited resources.

The priority capabilities needed by our land forces would
include good communications (especially for the passage of
surveillance and intelligence information and command support
systems), high mobility within an er<tended area of operations
(suggesting the need for hclicopters, light surface vehicles, and water
transport in some instances), surveillance and reconnaissance
(including night-vision devices and remote sensors), and light but
adequate fire-power (such as that of capable small arms and mortars).
It could be appropriate to insert forces by parachute because of the
quick response time required. Equipment selcrtion would have to
rcrognise the special difficulties posd by the climate (especially the
'\det') and the tenain in the area of operations. There would also be a
nccd for some light armouned protection and heavier fire'power to be
available; the lafter could include the deployment of some tanks to the
north - but not in large numbers.

There would be a priority for surveillance and reconnaissance
elements, separate from and additional to those reconnaissance
elements organic to any battalions that had been deployed forward.
These would be particularly important for the timely identification of
enemy activity during a period of heightened tension or in the early
stages of hostilities.

There would also be an important need for logistic capabilities
for the initial deployment and later support of deployed forces. The
extent to which we needed the ability for rapid deployment into the
area of operations, or redeployment between widely separated regions
of the area of operations, would depend on the extent to which we had
not anticipatred a raid in a particular area. There would nevertheless
be heavy demands on air support, and all modes of transport would
need to draw on both militarv and civilian assets.
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More Substantial Conflicf; In the more substantial conflicts that are

possible in the longei term, an enemy could aftempt various levels of
lodgement in Australia, beyond the raids discussed earlier.

Countries in our region could, over several years, acquire the
strength to mount operations of a more conventional military character
against facilities and centres of population in the northern hinterland.
These attacks could inflict serious damage and even deny the
Australian government control over territory or population centres for
a time. We would need to strengthen appropriate elements of our
forces.

Strategic guidance assesses that even after a decision to enlist
massive external support, at lcast seven years would be needed for any
regional country to achieve a capability to sustain intensive joint
operations against us. This would involve expansion to modern
conventional defence forces, including acquisition of large quantities
of high-technology weapons systems and the capacity to operate and
support them effectively over the sea and air gap. It would also
involve a dramatic change in political intentions towards Australia.

The arguments against the likely success of such conventional
lodgements are substantial. The skills required for a maior opposed
amphibious landing are complex and difficult, and the equipment
specialised and costly. Very few nations have this capability and there
is no evidence that regional countries are developing or intend to
develop their force structures in this way. The assets requircd to
transport and resupply such a lodgement force would be large.T They
would be at risk to pre-emptive attack as they assembled prior to

transit, and vulnerable during transit and when coming ashore.

There would be other difficulties arising from the nature of the
northern Australian coastline - high tidal variation and strong tidal
currents, extensive shallow water, mud flats and mangrove swamPs -
and the limited number of ports and other infrastructure. Problems

During the Second World War, 200 ships (eadr of lO(X)0 tons) were needed simply
to ptr[ Australia's 7th Dvision ashore in Borneo' For resupply- 

-a__modern
Australian infantry division in a defmsive situation requires some 11,(I)0 t'onnes

every four weeks.
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would be poscd by the climate and the need for a reliable supply of
drinking watcr.8

Even if sufficient forces survived the transit and were not met
by Australian ground forces, they would face eventual and
comprehensive destruction as we cut off lines of communication and
mobilised for their defeat our considerable national assets in the
largely invulnerable industrial heartland of the south and south-east.
Without air superiority, they would be particularly vulnerable to
Australian air strike.

Recognising the importance of maritime capabilities to our
defence, we would have pursued policies that ensured that we would
have sufficient maritime forces to make the failure of an attempted
lodgement a very high probability. Only if our maritime forces had
been neutralised would forces intent on lodgement be able to transit
and land as a cohesive unit, and be able to sustain effective operations.
Thus there is general agretment that a priority task for our ground
forces would be to contribute to the protection of those asscts, such as

air bases, port facilities and communications installations, vital for the
defcnce of the sea-air gap. An enemy capable of neutralising
competently protected maritime forces would also be capable of
inflicting severe damage on ground force elements, including
transport and logistic assets, held ready to contest the attempted
lodgement.

And yet, doubts remain, fuelled by concern at the serious
consequences were an enemy's lodgement to be successful. There
could, some say, be a failure of our intelligence, and of our maritime
surveillance and strike; or the government of the day, through
uncertainty or fearing adverse international political consequences,
might not sanction pre-emptive or offensive action.

Others argue that, because escalation to confront Australia on
its own territory in conventional military terms is to be excluded, we
should maintain only minimal ground forces biased toward lowlevel
contingencies. Such an argument would involve the iudgement that
we could expect to develop our land forces if we saw evidence of a

In Exercise Kangaroo 92 hoops deployed in the field in the wet season were
drinking 8 to l0 lihes of wat€r a day. Dehy&ation acrounted for by far the major
proportion of hospitalised casualties.
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relevant military strength growing in our region. To give great weight
to this argument requires a high degree of confidence that our air and
naval capabilities - as they might be developed in response to the
enemy's build-up - would prevail in any mairr attack. Government
would also nced to be convinced that the risk involved in eliminating
Australia's expansion base capabilities for higher intensity land
warfare was acceptable. Despite the improbabilities, we need to make
sonre prtecautions against more substantial conflict. This means in
particular a need at some level for ground force capabilities for more
conventional land battles. The difficult question is at what level these
capabilities should be represented in the expansion base, especially
given the rernoteness in time and probability of circumstances in
which the higher levels of capability would be needed, but recognising
also that some of the relevant skills might have long lead-times.

In conclusion, it is considered that low-level conflict could be a
formidable problem for our ground forces and should have priority
attention in Army's force structure development. The ncred to move
quickly and effcrctively against raiding groups intent on surprise, rapid
action and the minimum holding of ground, suggests that our forces
would nced a special combination of the classic force attributes of
communications, mobility, fire-power and protection. Our emphasis
would be on light but adequately armed forces, highly rnobile, able to
operate over vast distances, and needing the minimum of logistic
support, with concentrated protective forces in key areas.

Capabilities relevant to insurance against more conventional
warfare can be included in limited quantities within the structure of
this basic force, having due regard to lead times for capability
development and expansion, for both ourselves and other countries in
the region. It would be prudent to retain within the force'in-being the
potential to provide the key elements and skills necessary to conduct
more conventional warfare. But emphasis on manning, equipping and
training of the force must recngnise the more likely demands of low-
level conflict.

Force Shucture Implications: These cnnsiderations dictate the size,
composition and equipment priorities for the force-in-bein& so that it
has the capacity to respond to credible contingencies and provide an
adequate basis for expansion. Critical to this assessment is an
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appreciation of the likely roles of reserve forces, given the modest size
of the Regular A*y in peacetime, recognising also that as a rule
reserves will take longer to become operationally ready but also noting
that the Ready Reserve should be able to contribute ground forces at
much shorter readiness than conventional reserves.

The nccd for military action in lowlevel contingencies would
not become suddenly apparent but would develop over time, in
response to such indicators as international tension over an issue, and
intclligence as to intent and military activity. We would initially
intensify surveillance of our maritime approaches. Ground force
surveillance of coastal regions by special and regional forces would
increase from normal peacetime training and familiarisation levels.
There would be an attendant need to protect the bases from which
military operations were being conducted, and there might also be
limitcd prctautionary deployments to offshore installations and
territories.

It is only reasonable to expect that the majority of the initial
forces deployed should be regular rather than reserve. But in the
particular case of regional surveillance forces, the reserve element,
because of its spccialist local knowledge, could be expected to play an
early part. These regional survcillance forces, such as the North-West
Mobile Force (NORFORCE), are reserve units: that is, they consist of a
cadre of regulars, and a maiority of reserves.

As the contingency developed and intensified, so ground force
deployments in the north would increase, giving enhanced protection
to vital military and infrastructure assets and the surrounding areas
and to the more significant civilian settlements away from these areas.
The Ready Reserve would play an active role in the defence of these
areas. Forces would also be needed to take more direct action against
the enemy's incursions. There would be intense public and political
prcssures to provide a visibly adequate defence of the north. Our
activities would nced increasingly to call on the reserves, while
ensuring also an adequate training base.

The protection of key installations and population centres
would thus initially be a priority task for regular battalions and Ready
Reserves. Protcrtion of the vital Darwin/Tindal area would require at
least a three'battalion brigade group, while Learmonth, Derby and
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Cape York airfields would each require a battalion group. Thus there
is a priority nced for some six battalions.

A lesser number of batAlions could be faced with an
impossible operational task, given the distances involved in defending
key northern areas and the potential for dispersed offensive
operations. Set-picre confrontations are unlikely and our forces must
be prepared for intermittent operations over vast distances and with a
low prospect of concentration of enemy forces.

The reserves will have a critical role in the early assumption of
the protcrtion of key areas, releasing regular and Ready Reserve units
to conduct more offensive operations against the enemy. Thus there is
a priority necd also for a minimum core of six baftalions in the
reserves.

Other key centres in the north, such as the Pilbara, Broome,
Wyndham/Kununurra and Arnhem Land, could also call for forces of
about battalion-group size. There is a need then for at least a further
four reserve battalions for security tasks alone. It may not be possible
to protect every installation or population centre in the north, but it
would be important to attempt to provide at least a measure of
defence.

A particular consequenc\e of the use of the reserves to provide
area security to key assets as outlined above, in coniunction with
regular units, is that specific regional wartirne tasks should be
identified and allocated to particular Ready Reserve and reserve units
for their peacetime training. This would greatly facilitate their
effc'ctive use in time of war, and, as an important bonus, the ensuing
sense of purpose would do much for the fostering of morale. Some of
their training should be conductcrd on location in the north. Although
security of key assets would be the main role of the reserves, once
having secured their area they would be free to pursue the enemy
actively within their area of operations.

After they had been relieved of protection tasks by the
reserves, the Regular A-y and the Ready Resenres would have prime
responsibility for providing the offensive nesponse to territorial
incunsions. Acting on intelligence and surveillance information, they
would confront enemy forces at or near to their landing areas - either
to defeat them or to compel them to withdraw.
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In the early stages of a conflict, this could involve battalion-
level deployments to two or more widely dispersed areas. As the
conflict intensified, the possible number of separate areas to be
covered would increase. There would additionally be a necd for
operational reserves, and perhaps forces to assist in any expansion
process. Thus the six regular and Ready Reserve battalions that could
be needed for the initial security of vital military installations and
assets prior to deployment of reserve units can be justified also against
the needs of these more offensive operations. The overall requirement
for ground forces identified in this analysis is at least 15 battalions (six
regular and Ready Reserve, ten reserve battalions). 'Ilte Force
Structure Ranian, 1991 identificd the need for a restructured Army
containing a combat force based on 10 brigadcs (or some 20 battalions).
Two regular brigades will be based in northern Australia (Darwin and
Townsville). The Brisbane-based 6 Brigade will be converted
progressively from an integrated to a new Ready Reserve brigade. The
seven reserve brigadcs bascd throughout Australia will be maintained.
The regular Division headquarters based in Brisbane will be reduced
in size and be available for the deployable pint force headquarters
role. The A*y Reserve division headquarters in Sydney will develop
the skills and doctrine for conventional division operations.

Equipnent Prioritis: The foregoing analysis suggests capability and
equipment priorities for an infantry battalion deployed to anticipate,
or react to, credible contingencies. For tactical mobility, there would
be a need for utility helicopters, basic ground vehicles (such as trucks),
light armoured personnel carriers (APC), and specialised mobility
equipment such as versatile amphibious vehicles. Beyond the use of
small arms, heavier fire-power could be provided by fire-support
vehicles, man-portable precision direct-fire weapons, artillery mortars,
and helicopter gunships. Aircraft would contribute to surveillance
and reconnaissance.

Mobility needs to be improved, both by reorganisation - so
that brigades and battalions have integral mobility - and by re-
equipping in such areas as wheeled armoured vehicles, a new
surveillance helicopter and more Black Hawk helicopters to provide
greater troop lift.
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The nature of the threat, the need for mobility, and the
difficulties of logistic support indicate little priority for the heavier
equipments or heavier fire-power more readily associated with the
conventional battlefield, such as tanks, specialist anti-armour
helicopters, and heavier artillery. Low-level contingencies would not
of themselves iustify the tank, and the primary functions of tanks and
surface-to+urface artillery and other indirctt-fire weaPons will be
limited in such conflicts. Nevertheless, where equipment with heavier
fire-power and protection can bc iustified for the expansion base, there
is a need to examine its potential contribution to situations where the
defence would be more concentrated, and where logistic suPPort
would be easier - in particular the key Darwin/Tindal region. Some

tanks and heavier artillery should be deployed to the north for this

PurPose.

There is room for development and experimentation, with
both the equipment and manpower (for example, the size of a battalion
or company), through a program of contingency studies and exercises
specifically devoted to the problem of countering credible threats in
our northern areas. Exercising in the north is widely recognised as

valuable. As Army has said, the environment itself is neutral and
those forces which are best traincd and equipped to operate and be
supported in it will have the greatest chance of success. To facilitate
exercising in the north, to gain greatcr familiarity with the area, and in
general recognition of its priority in credible contingencies, the basing
there of elements of the Regular Army is a high priority. Current
policy envisages that more rcgular units will bc based in the north. In
addition to 2 Cavalry Regiment (to bc deployed in 1993), an armoured
regiment with one regular tank squadron, logistic support elements,
and an aviation squadron will be moved to Darwin in 1995, to be
followed by an infantrybattalion in 1998.e

As insurance against more substantial conventional warfare,
the associated capabilities should be developed within a force manned
and equipped primarily against the needs of credible contingencies. It
is not possible to draw detailed conclusions on the levels of
organisation that would be adequate to retain the appropriate skills
against the somewhat remote possibility of thcir use as an expansion

Force Stntcture Raziszr (Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra,
197),pp.23-24.
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base, but the overriding principle should be that the allocation of
resources remain constrained. Strategic considerations do not support
more than a limited allocation of defence resources to the development
of ground force skills related principally to more substantial land
conflict in the defence of Australia.

This implies integration of regular and reserve elements; a
small number of regular personnel would be used as the principal
training element, and the reserves used as a significant - but not sole -
repository of some skills. In some cases the skill base within the
Regular Army need only be small. Integration of Ready Reserve and
regular units would, however, assist in maintaining viable skills at
reduced levels of regular manpower and operating costs.

Specific capabilities in the expansion base will need to be
considered case by case. In general, however, there is a need for a
critical examination of the core skill needs for heavy armoured and
mechanised formations. There is no requirement for tanks in the
Australian environment, other than as pirt of the expansion base.
Armour will be used only in a supporting role. Standard infantry
operations should have a direct-fire capability, such as is provided by
light anti-arrnour weapons, for use primarily against soft-skinned
vehicles and rudimentary fortifications and where there is a need to
avoid collatcral damage. Field artillery (105 mm) should be available
in limited numbers to provide fire support to ground forces, but
opportunities for the traditional use of artillery against concentrated
targets win be infrequent. Mcdium artillery (155 mm) is an asset more
appropriate to the expansion base.

There is little priority now for extensive skills in fixed-wing
close air support, beyond the level needed for basic abilities in, and
understanding of, operations (including air-ground coordination) and
technical support. In present circumstances, there is no need for
specialised ground-attack aircraft. But aircraft capable of undertaking
ground attack, and skills in their use, are desirable as an expansion
base element. There could be circumstances in lowlevel contingencies
in which the fastest or most convenient way in which to bring heavier
fire-power to bear would be to call on fighter aircraft to deliver, for
example, lascr-guided bombs at altitudes outside the range of man-
portable air defence missiles, and thus be at little risk.
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Summary

The move by Army in 1991 to a force structure based on
independent brigade operations is a decision which reflects a

recognition of the unique environment for ground force operations in
the north. By the year 2000,60 per cent of Army's combat forces will
be located north of the Tropic of Capricorn. Army's doctrine and
concepts of operations have undergone radical change in the last five
years or so.

In the next decade, an expensive re-equipment program will
be needed for Army. A new wheeled arrnoured fighting vehicle will
be introduced in 1992 and, in the longer term, a new tactical troop
carricr should be sought. A new helicopter with endurance and
surveillance characteristics suited to northern operations will also be
required in the 190s. Both helicopters (Black Hawk and Chinook) and
aircraft (C-I30s and C-aribou) will be needed to meet the demand for
high tactical mobility. later in the decade, more C-I30s and Black
Hawks will be needcd for Army to provide adequate levels of troop
lift in the northcrn environment.

Clearly, we must retain a minimal expansion base in a range of
skills against the uncertainties of the future, but the focus of our
ground force preparations should favour more credible contingencies.
This suggests that our ground forces will be predominantly infantry,
lightly armod and air-mobile. The Regular A*y should continue to
plan on being small and highly trained. Army's first avenue of
expansion in crediblc contingencies is the reserves, including the new
form of more completely trained and equipped Ready Reserves. They
will be available for operations at a degree of notice approaching half
that of conventional reserves.lo

The possibility of fighting a conventional land battle in
Australia is not so entirely improbable that we should not make some
limited precautions against such an event. A sensible planning
consideration would be to retain sufficient flexibility and skills to
facilitate timely expansion of our ground forces to meet a more
substantial conventional lodgement. Any such lodgement could be
accompanied by a campaign of raids designed to divert and stretch

ru ibid., p.24.
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our military forces. The appropriate forces should be developed
within the framework of a force giving priority of manning and
equipment to the needs of credible contingencies. Training for more
substantial conventional warfare must be restrained. There should not
be more than a very limited allocation of defence resources to the
development of ground skills related principally to the remote
prospect of large-scalc land conflict in the defence of Australia.



CHAPTER 6

coNcrusroNs
This monograph has examined the conceptual basis of

Australia's defence planning and force structurc development, based
on the following key official documents: The Defarce of Australia
('1.987), andThe Force StructureRniea) (7997), as well as the report to the
Minister for Defence, Raniant of Australia's Det'ence Capabilitia (1986)

and the Ministerial Statement by the Minister for Foreign Affairs and
Tradg Aushalia's Regional Security (1989). Despite the body of doctrine
clearly espoused in these documents (all of which are unclassified),
and the fact that the main issues contained in them (but not necessarily
all the details) have been agreed by the Chiefs of Staff, there is little
community understanding or indeed acceptance of their cenhal tenets.
And yet this body of dochine, which is based on a structured and
rational approach to Australia's strategic priorities, has been
developed for over fifteen years in the official defence community and
has been the agreed basis for the ADF's force structure development
since 1985.

The questioning of warning time and the nature of credible
contingencies in the media, the Parliament and academic debate in this
country reflects an inadequate understanding of Australia's unique
strategic circumstances. No commentator has proposed a different
analytic basis and force structure priorities for consideration. Rather
than realistic policy arguments, much of the alternative dcbate on this
issue is conducted in strategically flawed terms. Some defence
commentators argue that - based on their knowledge of history -
Australia will be invaded. Of course, the history of Australia teaches
us no such thing. We now know that on the one occasion when
Australians fclt that they were threatened, in \942, the japanese War
Cabinet decided against the proposition of invasion because it would
have taken, according to fapanese military estimates, 12 divisions and
the entire lift capabilities of the Imperial Fleet.l Academic arguments
are even more tendcntious when it is claimed that:

and Defencg Thruts to Austrdia's Secarity:
Thcir Neture and Probebility (Australian Governmmt Publishing Service, Canberra,
1981), p.62.



Conclusions 65

When two opponents are separated by sea rather than
a common land border, the sea provides a spcrial
opportunity for a surprise attack.2

It is doubtful whcther the leaders of France, Belgium, Holland, Russia,
Israel, Kuwait, South Korea, or any number of other countries, would
agrcc with a statement so ill-founded either in historical experience or
geographical fact.

Kim Bcazley has argued that we are heirs to a generation of
military thinking that had its origins with Chamberlain's Munich cry
of 'peace in our time', and in the devastating surprise attack on Pearl
Harbor and the subsequent fall of Singaprore.3 To challenge the deeply
hcld belief that a major military threat can arise with little warning is
to challenge almost the whole of our educational experience. But it is
simply not prudcnt (or affordable) for defence planning to be based on
worst-case scenarios, and on incredible threats. As Senator Ray, the
Minister for Dcfcnce, noted when he released the Force Structure
Rniew in May 191:

These decisions shape the Defence Force to maximise
its capacities to draw on national resources as a whole
to meet credible military threats [emphasis added].4

The community understanding of the key concept of warning
time and credible contingencies has simply not made the same
progress as in the official defence community. For example, a survey
of 1200 people conducted by Newspoll found that two.thirds of
respondents thotrght that Australia did not have adequate defence
forces to dcfend its national interests and almost two-fifths considered
that Australia will face a military threat over the next ten years from
Indonesia, fapan or some other Asian countryr.S This is of concern
because the concepts set out in this paper have been the basis of
Australia's defence policy for the last five years and they will guide the

r in the Air' in Alan Stephens (d.), Smaller But
Lug*: Conoentional Air Powr inta the 27st Ctntury, Proceedings of a Conference
held by the Royal Australian Air Fore in Canberra, 25-27 March 1991 (RAAF Air
Power Shrdics C-enhe, Canberra, 191), p.169.

3 Thinking Dcfence: Key Concepts in Australian Defence Planning', Roy Milne
Menrorial Lecture, 6 November 1987.

4 D"ftno Updatc, Number 2, Defence Public Relations, May 191., The Australian, 22 May 1992, p.2. Almost half the respondents considered that
Australia will not face a military threat over the next tm vears.
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ADPs force structure for the next dcrcade. They are the officially
agreed and acccpted framework for Australia's defence spending,
including o<penditure of $25 billion over the next decade on new
equipment.

Why have large parts of the Australian community, many
politicians, some military professionals (often after they have retired),
and some academics not accepted these key concepts? Is it a "lack of
understanding? Have the defence proponents failed in thcir case? Or
is there something in the Australian psyche which tends to the
reiection of these defence concepts and which broods about the
insecurity of a small population occuplng an entire continent?

Given that the intellectual basis is sound, there might be other
ways to pres€nt Australia's key defence planning concepts so that they
are better understood and accepted.

A common misunderstanding is that the Australian concept of
warning time has bcen an attempt to predict the future. In fact, as the
warning time concept evolved into an analytically more rigorous
approach over the last two decades it never once predicted that there
would be ho threat for ten years', as is commonly alleged. Rather, the
concept simply reflects the facts that geography and the available
levels of military capability in the region set limits to the levels and
types of military force that can be applied against us in the short term
and that it would take time to accumulate the necessary quantity of
military force that would be needed to apply a mafx threat against us.

As the demanding requirements of lowlevel conflict in our
remote northern areas became better undcrstood there was less

complacenry in official circles about the capacity of a talanced' force
structure of the NATO variety to do the pb, and a gradual shift in the
force structure emphasis away from an expansion base towards
credible contingencies in the north. This shift in thinking was linked to
changes in the external environment (the Guam doctrine) and
Australia's own sense of its national responsibilities.

It has not been easy to get the balance right, and resource
limitations mean that choices and compromises are necessary. Some
would argue that there has been too much preoccupation in recent
years with the dcfence of Australia. There is some truth in this but it is
largely understandable, given the dramatic changes that have been
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brought about in Australian defence policy. Policy more recently has

started to focus on Australia's expanding regional security interests,

especially in Southeast Asia. Some would also argue thlt t!9 focus has

bctn too much on credible contingencies in the north. Moving the
ADF's centre of gravity to the vulnerable north (and west) of the

continent has been no easy (or inexpensive) task. Expansion base

planning, as this paPer has argued, does require more aftention. But it
is a notoriously difficult area of study. Some serious work is now in
hand (and indc'ed is reflected in the Wrigley Report).

It is cmcial to have a strong conceptual base that endures over

the long time-scales inherent in defence decision-making. The key

Australian concepts of our unique geography, the limits to regional

military potentiaiities, credible contingencies, and warning time and
the defence preparations needed for a maior assault against us,

continue to provide an intellectually rigorous basis for Australian
defence planning.

Two issues require particular emphasis:

a. It is recognised that the curent limits which apply to
the levels of regional military capability can change
over time. But the change will generally be slow. No
regional country is acquiring large amounts of modern
military equipment. Indeed, in real terms the defence

expenditure of most regional countries is dcclining. A
mipr assault across the sea/air gap to our north
requires large quantities of sophisticated long-range
aircraft and a highly capable surface fleet. Regional
countries do not have such capabilities. Even were
they to acquire the necessary hardware (which they
could not hide from detection), it would take years to
train and integrate these units, and to provide logistic
suPPort and forward operating bases. Such

developments would be patently obvious to us, and
we would have the time to adiust our own force

structure and level of preparedness, and Australia
would expand its forces accordingly.

b. We have always recognised, however, that a range of
other military possibilities could arise with relatively
little warning. These range from involvement in
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conflicts such as the Gulf War, through to situations in
the South Pacific requiring our defence involvement,
our contributions to United Nations peacekeeping
operations (where the emphasis should be on our
region of primary strategic interest and not on distant
areas such as Africa or yugoslavia), and some
possibilities for direct military conflict against
Australia. The latter are not seen as likely; political
circumstances would have to change and an issue of
contention would have to arise. But any nation needs,
as a minimum, to be able to defend its territorial
sovereignty. Even in the absence of a clear and
imminent threat it is not acceptable to be seen to be
defenceless.

The central theme of Australian defence thinking over the past
decade has bcen to balance the shorter term demands oicredible low-
level contingencies - and our geography means that they would be
quite disproportionately demanding - with the requirement to
maintain higher level skills and potent elements oi strike and
deterence in our force structure as a basis for expansion against the
possibilities of the future.

Recently, there has bcen a great deal of debate about whether
the 1987 Defence white Paper, and the force structure priorities it set
out for the defence of Australia, are outofdate in view of events in the
former ussR and the Gulf. And yet, as the former chief of the Naval
Staff, Admiral M.W. Hudson, has pointed out:

... what has not changed is Ausbalia,s fundamental
geographic environment upon which our defence
policies post-1987 have been based... The nature of
our continental terrain and the sea around us, which
collcrtively rcmain as our first priority for defence, are
unchanged.5

It can fairly be said that the idea of defence self-reliance was
tentatively put forward for the first time in public in the 1972
Australian Defence R@ieu. self-reliance was then identified as ralng
'claim to being a central feature in the future development of

Australie's Dcfarcc h Rmiao (Pacific Security R€earch lnstitute, Sydnen lg1), p.g.
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Australia's defence Wliqy'.7 But it had to await the gradual.evolution

of analytical concepts that were rigorously embedded in Australia's

o*tr stt"tegic circumstancps and concepts of operations that reflected

the need t6 give priority to credible contingencies, rather than to the

expansion bise oi the core force concept. It has taken us almost 20

years to arrive at homegrown conc€Pts which reflc.ct Australia's

hefence requirements, not those of other nations. Finally, we have

ridden ouriclves of what might be termed Australia's 'strategic

cringe'.

The attainment of an acceptable level of self-reliance for

Australian defence policy is based on the conceptual propositions set

out in this paper. its central iudgements require bipartisan lrclitical
support in itri 1990s. This is noi to argue that there should not be

some adiustment to both doctrine and force structure acquisitions in

the lighi of changing strategic circumstances and their political

interpietation. We should resist the temptation, however, to move

u*uy frott the tight intellectual reasoning that reflects Australia's
unique strategic ciriumstances and the gmgraphy of the continent and

its sea and air approaches.

a1 GoveqqrgJrt ?ublishing Servige., Canberra'

fr{"r.fr ffZl, p.11. TheMinister forDefence, Malcolm Fraser, argued.in 1970 that

'We aim to aihieve forces organised equipped and trained for the direct defence

of Australia, and for effectivi employm-mi in the region of whidr Australia is a
part' (Address to the Gty of Sydnly Spedal Brandr of the Liberd Party, 10

SeptemUer teZ0.
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CHAPTER II: AUSTRALIA'S DEFENCE INTERESTS

7. Australia's tedtory anil interests

1. In both defence fnlicy and defcnce planning we are obliged to
respond to political events and attitudes in the world as a whole. But
the situation in the south East Asian-south west pacific geographical
region of which Australia is a physical part is a mairr delerminint of
the security of our territory and interests. our interests are directly

:..ryd if our neighbours are free of interference from outside, if they
find solutions to their various social and economic problems, and if
they harbour no expansionist objcctives.

2: leoqraphy has a compelling influence on Australian security.
Geographical remoteness from the scene of land wars, and oceanic
insulation from attack by land, have historically bcen thought to be a
sourcE of Australia's securiqr. This has been so, in part, because
dominant sea and air power was possessed by friendly powers. In the
present and future dcradcrs this assumption will require constant re
examination. Military power - including maritime - is now more
widcly shared, and the technology of long range missiles and
undetected movement by sea has developed. Australia's dcpendence
on the security of the global maritime environment has rneanwhile
increased. Its large trade, n'hich is part of its economic strength in
peacetime, involves long lines of communication with major triding
partners through the archipelagoes to the North, East and west across
the Pacific and Indian oceans. Its utilisation of coastal waters and
offshore resources in growing. Geography can still contribute very
greatly indccd to Australia's securiqr - the size and nature of the
continent and its ocean surrounds would alone create major difficulties
foran enemy attempting to occupy any part of the couniry. It will do
so,]rowever, only if our defence and other policies take advantage of it
and if safety is not seen to be simply in remoteness.

ian Ddence Reoiazr (Australian C,overnmmt
Publishing Service, Canbena, 1972).
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2. conhol of Australian teritory, te*itoiar seas and air space

3. within Australia's own territorial limits the task of protection
and surveillance is complicated by distance and uneven distribution of
population. The surrounding seas create a nccd for surveillance andprotection' with a 12,fi)0 mile coastline, Australia has a
correspondingly large area of territoriar sea. Beyond this lie the great
expanses of the continental shclf and fishing areas of value to us. In
much of the area of the Arafura sca and rories strait, Australia shares
a common continental shelf with Indonesia and papua New Guinea.
The international sea-bed boundaries are a mattei for negotiation.
Agreement has already been reached with Indonesia in delinelting the
sea;br{ boundary of a substantiar part of the Arafura sea. Modern
technology has made accessibre io Australia varuabre resources,
including submarine oil resources, on the continental shelf. Foreignfi:ling competition in waters adjacent to Australia has created
difficulties, particularly in the Gulf of Carpentaria, the coastal watersof Queensland and Papua New Guinei. prevention of marine
pollution may require action by coastal nations beyond the territoriar
sea. Australian responsibilities will enlarge if, as seems possible,
international agreement modifies the extent ol the high seas. 

I

4. These considerations, and the continued growth of popuration
and economic activity in more remote areas of"Australia, uif".t th"
tasks that our forces must undertake and the distribution of Australian
defence bases and facilities around the continent, largely irrespective
of whether peacetime or wartime rores for our forces uie Jnuisaj"a.

l; . .O:.*lutt:.t"quires to have the military means to offset physical
threats to.its territory and to its maritime andother rights and interests
in peacetime, and should there ever be an actual aftack, to respond
suitably and effectively, preferably in association with oihers, but, if
need be; alone.
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6. Australia has identical obligations to Protect Papua New

Guinea,s interests prior to independence, and to safeguard its other

smaller territories. Papua New Guinea, with a Present population

anproximately one fifth of that of Australia itsclf, extends through_ 16

#t"; isUndi to a land frontier with Indonesia. Australia's other

territories are widely dispersed in all the oceans surrounding the

continent.

7. Assuming Papua New Guinea chooses independence' the

extent of any Aristratian obligation and accompaY$ lgttts in the

defence of that country will depend on the wishes of the Government

of the new nation and the terms of a negotiation with Australia. This

is for the future. It may meanwhile be issumed that, for historical as

well as strategic ,uuroro, Australia will always -t" do.dy concetned

that its near ieighbour in the North East be independent-and secure

and free from external threats. It is to be hoped that it will share the

interest of Australia and its other neighbours in co-operating to

safeguard mutual interests.

8.
depth.

It is the obpct of this Paper to discuss these rnattrers in greater

CHAPTER VII: OBJECTIVES Ar{D RESOI'JRCES

l.TheobiectiveofanyAustralianDefencePolicyis.thebest
defence of Aus'tralian intencss. This embraces more than defence of

Australian territory alone or that of its present dependencies. .Some 
of

these defence interests, e.g. an acceptable equilibrium arnong !h9 
mapr

powers in the North West Pacific, cannot be guaranteed fY our

l.,itit"ry or any other efforts. But they lvilt be the befter secured if our

military strengttr is, as indeed it is pledged 
-to -be, 

such as P qv-e

significant snplntt to the United States in Particular' Nlelarily thls

irfiplies " ."'t'"Uifity to proiect our strength beyond Australia's

continental boundaries.

2. other Australian interesb lie closer to home and are more

subiect to our own influence. These include:
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the security of our neighbours in South East Asia and
the South West Pacific;

the security of our peacetime and wartime lines of
communication through these areas;

the security of our offshore resources;

the scrurity of the ocean areas generally from which
dircrt threats to the security ol Austrilia could be
brought to bear in the longer term.

3. In these arels,- and_especially in the ocean and archipelago
environment identified in this paper, there is a security role 

-whiih
Australia is well.ph.$ to accept. It is not a role whic-h necessarily
implies combat involvement or necessarily implies the protractcd
overseas deployment of combat forces. It ii not a role *hi"h ne.eds
tTpty. a narrowly self-intcrested or a diplomatically insensitive
obicrtive.

4. what can be achieved by Austraria in Asia or ersewhere by
military contributions must be judged realistically. As indicated
elsewhere there are limits to what can be achieved in many situations
by the application of military power. There is, h6wever, an
opportunity for Australia to co-operate in a defence context with its
neighbours and its allies in the region to help strengthen their defence
capabilities and their sense of security. Such activit! would contribute
positively to the security of Australia's strategii environs with a
selectivity realistically related to our resources. auitty to do this andto undertake ourselves the continuing protection of Australia,s
expanding interests presupposes the eiistence of Australian forces
organised, trained and equipped to be able to mc€t conditions in that
external environment.

5. A discussion of circumstances in which the combat
involvement of Australian forces wourd be appropriate would raise
questions outside the scope of this paper. It is, however, selfevident
that the practical option to accept combat involvement in defence of
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Australian interests - independent or shared - will not be open to

future Australian Governments if an adequate minimum of

capabilities is not in existence in our forces. It is suggested in this

P"p"t that that option ought to be sustained.

6. contingencies under which a maior combat burden would

occur seem at present to be remote, and the full capabilities that would

be required fbr this extreme contingency are not t"q"il"d to be in
existence today. Given the maintenance of Australian defence

capabilities at ievels which are credible in our external environment,

an'd assuming the co-operative policies suggested above, that situation
is unlikely t6 change.- It would follow that no maior change in the

defence burden appears to be implied in our acceptance-of the need for
increasing self reliance in Aus[rafia's defence capabilities or if we

shape oni fotcet to meet the requirements suggested in paragraph 1

above.

7. There is equally no reason to accept that the burden of finding

resources for defence 
-will 

be eased. The enlargement of our self

reliance may be spaced over a protracted Perid but costs of modern

weapons systems are high, and the costs of manPower toteep them

serviceable and to employ them are more significant today than before.

These crcnsiderations iustify vigorous and planned investigation of the

effectiveness of activities within the Services and Defence Group of
Departrnents. Nevertheless there are inescapable cost commitments of
a significant size in the pursuit of the broad obiectives that have, in this
p"F , been put forward as bcst serving Australia's defence interests in

the 1970s and 1980s.
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CHAPTER 3: AUSTRALIA,S DEFENCE REQUTREMENTS

1. The summary statement in the preceding Chapter indicated
the main factors and trends that affect Australia's securitv.

2. Where there is political instability, tension or military
confrontation, a detailed course of events can be difficult to predict
with reasonable confidence beyond a few years, or even less. Few of
the findings dcscribed in this Paper would have indefinite validity and
for some the range of vision is shor$ but there is much continuity in
the determinants of Australia's strategic circumstances. Mapr threats
(requiring both military capability and political motivation) are
unlikely to develop without preceding and perceptible indicators. The
final emergence of a major military threat to Australia would be a late
stage in a series of developments.

3. Strategic pressure or direct military threat against Australia, its
territories, maritime resources zone, or lines of communication are at
present not estimated as probable. But important changes have been
noted that give rise to significant uncertainties in some respects.

4. Along with the essentially external factors that have been
indicated, certain features of Australia's geographic situation also
support our security.

5. Closely and expertly though we may assess developments,
prudent defence policy must insure against uncertainties and the risk
that they might resolve unfavourably to our interests. How we go
about this is described later in this Chapter.

Australian Defence, Presented to Parliament by the Minister for Defence, the Hon.
DJ. Killen, November 1975 (Aushalian Government Publishing Service, Canberra,
1976t.
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Self Reliance

6. A primary requirement emerging from our findings is for
increased self reliance. In our contemporary circumstances we no
longer base our policy on the expectation that Australia's Navy or
Army or Air Force will be sent abroad to fight as part of some other
nation's force, supported by it. We do not rule out an Australian
contribution to operations elsewhere if the requirement arose and we
felt that our presence would be effectivg and if our forces could be

spared from their national tasks. But we believe that any operations
are much more likely to be in our own neighbourhood than in some
distant or forward theatre, and that our Armed Services would be
conducting ioint operations togethcr as the Australian Defence Force.

7. Our alliance with the US gives substantial grounds for
confidence that in the event of a fundamental threat to Australia's
security, US military support would be forthcoming. However, even
though our security may be ultimately dependent upon US support,
we owe it to ourselves to be able to mount a national defence effort
that would maximise the risks and costs of any aggression.

8. Short of this mapr, and improbable, situation, we could face a
range of other situations that we should expect to handle more
independently. It is not our policy, nor would it be prudent, to rely
upon US combat hclp in all circumstances. Indeed it is possible to
envisage a rarige of situations in which the threshold of dircct US
combat involvement could be quite high. This is as it should be. An
alliance does not free a nation from the responsibility to make
adequate provision for its own security, or to help support stability
and security in its own neighbourhood, should this requirement arise.

9. This self-reliant posture derives essentially from our own
national interests and responsibilities. It also accords with our status
as an ally of the US, for by accepting our local responsibilities we can
contribute to the alliance relationship and to the US global effort.
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10. Furthermore, Australian self-reliance would enable us to
contribute effcrtively to any future combined operations with the US,
for it would significantly reduce our demands upon US operational
and logistic support.

11. Our stance also takes into account our co-operation with our
regional friends and we are mindful of our natural associations with
the western strategic community, and of our obligations in these
respects.

Relations utith the US

12. Many important practical advantages flow to Australia from
its defence relations with the United States. These include assistance
to Australia - unique in comprehensiveness and quality - in
intelligence, defence scicnce and technology, military staff contacts
regarding tactical doctrine and operational procedures, and military
exercising with forces using high technology which is not otherwise
available. All this involves the sharing of military information of very
high value to Australia.

13. These arrangements greatly assist Australia's defence
capability. Moreover, they display to the world Australia's close
defence association with the US. Australia's defence activities can, and
do, support the US directly and indirectly in a number of areas. Our
co-operation, which includes the ioint maintenance of defence-related
facilities on Australian soil, is also derpite the disparate strength and
resources of the two countries, of value to the US.

1,4. The large US transfer to Australia of weapons tcrhnology,
research information, tactical doctrine and intclligence could not be
expccted by a country that failcd itsclf to maintain high standards in
the professional employment of forces using modern terchnology, ot
that failed to evidence determination to contribute in a meaningful
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way to the development of dcfcnce tcchnology, research and
intelligence.

Relations utith Europe

15. Although our West European associates, including Britain, are
not in a position to provide significant combat support to us in any
defence emergency, they - and particularly Britain - still offer
important defence connertions.

16. Britain is an important source of intclligence and assessment,
of military doctrine, defence science and tcrhnology, and advanced
weaponry and equipment. European suPPort in fields other than
military could be valuable in a defence emergency. They are sources

of dcfence supply, thus enabling us to spread our supply risks. Such
considerations support our deliberatc policy to maintain and cultivate
defence relations with the NATO powers.

Au str ali a' s M il i t ary St atu s

17. Insofar as we can dirc.ctly influence developments shaping our
strategic prospects, this will often be by the political rather than the
military arm of p"li.y. Our military capability is, however, directly
relevant in some circumstances, and it can in others provide important
support for political policy.

18. For this reason, and because of our obligations to others, and
against the possibility that we rnay have to rely upon military force to
deter a threat to our interc,sts, it is important that we be seen as a
nation that takes defence matters seriously and that our military
capabilities and competence should command respect.

19. As indicated earlier, our forces and associated capabilities
should be able to operate with substantial independence in our own
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environment. we should avoid development of defence capabilities
that are not relevant to our own requirements.

Insu r ance Ag a i ns t Uncert ai nt y

2:0-, Insurance against uncertainty was mentioned early in this
Chapter as a basic principle of our defence planning. This has a
number of elements.

21- The first is the maintenance of a substantial force-in-being,
which is also capable of timely expansion to deal with a"y
unfavourable d cvelopments.

22. Secondly, there must be continuous review of assessments by
an ex-pert intelligence organisation to ensure prompt detection of any
significant change in the developing strategic situation.

23. This rclates, thirdly, to the requirement for maximum warning
time or any requirement for expansion of the Dcfence Force. constant
and close watch must be maintained on whether this warning time is
likely to fall short of the lead times - sometimes many years - nec"rrory
for expansion, including development and training of the force,
organisation of the defence infrastructure, acquisition of equipments,
se'curing supply lines and other external support. Requiiements in
these respects will, of course, differ according to the nature of the
possible threat that is perceived.

2!.- Fourthly, defence preparations could not be delayed until a
definite threat finally emerged. Particularry in the caje of more
substantial situations, we should need to aci well in advance. our
planning_ and preparations must be responsive to any change
perceived as traving potential for harming our interests. pieparatory
planning and practical measures taken in advance and based- upon a
capable and versatile force-in-being would substantially reduie the
time necessary to organise an effective defence response.
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25. Such measures assume that the Government and Parliament of
the day would tre willing to respond to changes from time to time in
the indicators for defence development.

26. The fifth elcment in insurance against uncertainty is the

examination of contingencies - that is situations that, while possible,

are not considererl likely to occur but that appear typical of the sort of
situation that could arise or are important enough to warrant Poliry
attention. As in other cpuntries, our defence planners use contingency

studies as a means of systematically exploring future uncertainties and

of developing iudgments on possible requirements for defence

preparedness, in such matters as the force structure, military concePts

and command arrangements.

Cunent Requironents fot Defence Capability

27. The guidance derived from our present assessments and from
our considerltion of the likely requirement and scope for practical
military measures may be summarised as follows:

o the force'in-being should be capable of performing
orrrent and foreseeable tasks and dealing with
selc.cted short-term contingencies - for example,
maintenance and expansion of the training base; sea

control in areas of Australia's maritime iurisdiction;
quick detection of and response to any maritime or
coastal harassment; aid to the civil Power in counter-
terrorist operations, as requestd and appropriately
authorised; exercising with allies and regional defence
associates; maritime surveillance and display in areas

of Australian interest; suPPort for dcfence co-

operation Programs; and contributing to UN peace-

keePing;

o the force should be of a size and versatility and

Possess or have undcr development or acquisition the
structure, equipments and professional skills adequate
for timely expansion against a range of contingencies
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of various types and timings, as indicated by the
shategic guidance from time to time and having
regard to the long lead times of certain equipments
and skills;

r the force-in-being and planned should have a
substantial capability for independent operations;

o the force should at all times demonstrate Aushalia,s
serious attitude to defence matters, military
competence and capacity to absorb and operate high-
technology equipments;

o the capacity to operate effectivcly with the US should
be maintained to the extent relevant to likely
commitments.

28. Our assessments of the international situation have not
revealed any present likelihood of our being called upon to provide
any direct military assistance to our allies or other defence associates.
were this sort of situation to arise in future, in certain circumstances
we would be able usefully to support local forces by making available
equipments or skills in which they were deficient. subiect to our own
national priorities we should expect that such contributions could be
provided from our force-in-being at the time.

29. In addition to our strategic prospects, Australia,s physical
environment provides further important guidance regarding the
specific characteristics that we need in the Defence Force.

Enaironmental Factors

30. Factors such as geography, population size and distribution,
infrastructure, industrial capacity and resources distribution combine
to create enduring features in our physical environment.

31. our country is an island continent, with an extensive maritime
resource area. we have no land frontiers. Except in the Torres Strait
area, any approach to our continent would involve a transit of the
open ocean, by sea or air. Any confrontation or conflict would be,
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initially at least, maritime in character. The population is relatively
small and is largely urban, coastal and. concentrated in the south-east.
Dcfence infrastmcture or relevant civilian infrastructure are still
limited in the north and west.

32. The physical environment of Aushalia suggests that the

characteristics of our force structure should include:

. a good capability for external intelligence;

. capacity for the regular surveillance and patrol of our
ocean approaches and maritime resources zone;

. naval and air strike components to deter potential
adversaries;

. readily transportable and mobile land forces, with
adequate capability for reconnaissance, to meet hostile
incursions at rcmote localities;

. mobile air defence elements;

o elements for the protection of shipping from attack or
other interference in Australia's focal areas and port
approaches;

. a capability for sustained oPerations at long ranges

from bases and in areas remote from sources of
logistic support.

Th e T echnol o gic aI Lev el

33. Australia's forces should use suitably high technology in
Australia's weapons systems, equipment, training and support.
Because Australia has close affiliations with the United States and
Western Europe, and sufficiently developed technology to make use of
those links, a wide choice is available. Our military technology should
be compatible with, but not necessarily equal in tc<hnical
advancement with, relevant weapons systems of larger allies. To

acquire high-level tc.chnology in weapons and equipment now
throughout our forces may give us advantages in effectiveness, but it
would be very expensive. Advanced tcchnology should be favoured
where it offers compensating advantages, for example, in simplicity of
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operation and support, or avoidance of early obsolescence, or
sufficient savings in additional equipment, manpower and life<ycle
costings or is otherwise particularly suited to Australia's assessed
strategic situation. Australia should aim to maintain its present
relatively favourable position, and be prepared to increase selectively
the tcrhnological level of its forces if this should be called for.



ANNEX C: EXTRACTS FROM REwEw OF
A USTRA LIA' S DEFEN CE CAP ABILITIES,

MARCH 1986'

PART I: DEFENCE PHNNING AND STRATEGIC GUIDANCE

This Part of the Review addresses the content, priorities and rationale
of cunent defence planning. Mapr issues are identified for resolution,
and advice is offered about ways in which strategic guidance can be
made more explicit.

THE BASIS OF FORWARD PLANMNG

The last 15 years have seen a fundamental change in
Australian strategic perspectives. Until the late 1960s, Australian
defence planning and policy assumed that our forces would normally
operate in coniunction with allies, and well forward of the continent.
We saw our scrurity as inextricably linked with the security of others.

Whcn Australia itsclf was threatened during the Second World
War we turned to the United States. We promised our military
resources to General Macarthur who conductcd Australia's defence as
an extension of the United Statres war effort largcly free from political
dire<tion by the Australian Government.

After the war we remained dceply suspicious of fapan and
exacted the ANZUS Treaty as the price for peace with that country.
We also co-operated with Britain in the testing of nuclear weapons and
missiles. Australia sent military forces to Malaya, Borneo, Korea and
Vietnam. We acquired a new threat in Communist China, combining
old racial fears with new ideological concerns.

Yet fundamental changes were abroad in both intemational
and domestic perspectives. The British withdrew from 'East of Suez',
and with the strain of meeting its Vietnam commitment came a United
States recognition of the limits of its military power and a caution
about further foreign military involvements. The 1959 Guam

lirls, Report to the Minister for Defmce by Mr
Paul Dbb, March 1986 (Australian Government Publishing Service, Canbetra,
1986).
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Doctrine', espoused by President Nixon, called on allies to make
greater contributions towards their own security, and to assume the
prirnary responsibility of providing for their own defence.l

Within Australia, there was a new sense of nationalism and a
recognition that our future security was bound up with the newly
independent states of South East Asia. New defence concepts, based
on the notion of defending Australia itself, were publicly expressed in
the'1976 Defence While Papa. The White Paper emphasised Australia's
independent regional defence interests and the requirement for
increased self-reliance, depending on US military support only in the

event of an overwhelming threat to our security.

Despite the realignment of our priorities to greater defence
independence, tensions continued between traditional alliance and
global considerations on the one hand and the new national and
regional emphasis on the other. The task of developing a force

structure to reflect our new strategic priorities was not made easier by
the fact that much of our equipment, and some of our doctrine,
continued to be obtained from traditional associates. It is only in
recent years that the primacy of defence-of-Australia tasks has

achieved general acceptance within the Defence community.

Strategic guiilance

The key planning document that guides Australian defence
policy is the Strategic Basis paper, produced every three to five years.

It draws upon intelligence assessments contained in Austtalia's Security

Outlook produced by the Office of National Assessments and endorsed
by the National Assessments Board. The current Strategic Basis was
prepared by the Defence Committee and accepted by the Government

This requiremmt has been reiterated by successive United States Administrations.
In a miirr policy statement in Noverrber 19E4, Secretary of Defmse C""Put
W€inb€rier said ,lAre have learned that there are limits to how mudr of our spiritWeinbergsr said ,lAre have learned that there are limits to how mudr of orrr=spirit
and blod and treastrre we can afford to forfeit in meeting our responsibility to
keep peace and freedom. So while we may and shotrld offer substantial amounts
of 6c6nomic and military assistanc€ to our allies in their time of need, and help
theur maintain forcrg to deter attacks against therr we cannot substihrte our trooPs
or our will for theirs'.
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in 1983. References in this Review to current strategic guidance are
references to concepts developed in this document.

The 1983 Strategic Basis paper is the latest in a series of
documents which have developed a philosophy of defence sclf-
reliance for Australia. This thinking had its beginnings as early as the
7968 Strategic Basis, which articulated the necd for forces 'prepared to
deal with sporadic attacks and raids on the mainland, which could be
more readily attempted and could take the form of small scale air and
submarine attacks and commando raids'. Nevertheless, the practical
implications of this were not well developed bcrcause of the continuing
preoccupation with possible overseas commitments at a time when
Vietnam was a mairr focus of concern.2

The 1971 Sbategic Basis paper, for the first time, canvassed the
prospect of varying levels of threat developing over increasing time-
scales. The newly-introduced Five Year Defence Program (FYDP) was
seen as a means by which acquisitions, force levels and activities could
be ordered to suit the needs of sclf-reliant national defence. The more
clearly perceived nceds could be satisficd first, and the more remote
and illdefined ones handled by assessments of how and when threats
of varying magnitude might develop. An ambitious range of studies
was envisaged to try to develop these propositions, but a general force
structure conclusion was enunciated in the following terms, which
have changed little over the last 15 years:

The increased emphasis on the defence of Australia
itself in the long term will almost certainly call for a
blend of offensive and defensive naval and air forces
supported by and supporting highly mobile and hard
hitting army forces; in most instances we see our
forces operating as a irint force complementary to
each other. Static defenc€ of numerous fixed positions
will play only a limited part in the relevant conc€pt
and the mobility of all the forces concerned will be a
key factor in its development. The provision of

In a perceptive ommmt on that onflicl the 1968 paper observed The Vietnarr
War has amply demonstrated the fundamental faci that where governnrents are
politically weak, administratively inompetent and unable to athact loyalties by
drawing the population into effective prograrnmes for economic reforrr and
glowth, thm the rnilitary force face an almost impcsible task in countering
insurgmg/.
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improved mobility for all Services, not only beyond
but also within Aushalia, co-ordinated where
practicable with civil resources and including
infrastructure, should therefore undoubtedlv assume i
high priority in our planning.

The 1973 Strategic Bnsls paper contrastcd the regional tensions
and conflicts of the 1960s with a perception of the fuhrre -
subsequently provcd generally accurate - that South East Asian
nations would be preoccupied with their own national affairs and local
disputes. It includcd a summary of Australia's security situation that
is still rclevant 13 years later:

Australia is remote from the principal centres of
strategic interest of the maior Powers, namely Western
Europe and East Asia, and even those of secondary
interest, the Mediterranean, the Middle East and the
North West Pacific. Having ratified the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty we are not a factor in the powers,
nuclear calculations and dealings. We are not a
principal party in the shaping of any regional affairs
relevant to their interests, nor are we under present
threat from our immediate ncighbours. Because of its
location and size Australia is a difficult country to
invade, conquer and occupy. Moreover, we are a
Power of sufficient substance to discourage any
thought that we may be sureptible to lowlevel
pressure ... it can be said that Australia is at present
one of the more secure countries in the world.

Thinking on lead times was developed and the notion of an expansion
base was also introduced in the 1973 paper.

,ny 1975 this thinking had crystalised in the concept of a tore
force', able to undertake peacetime tasks and to deal wittr,a range of
lowJevel contingencies which have sufficient credibility,, and ,rvith
relevant skills and equipment capable of timely expansion to deter or
mee! a developing situation'. Substantial global and regional
involvement of Australian military forces was firmly reiected. In an
embryonic attempt to sketch a long-term strategic conc€pt, the 1925
paper observed that tonventional forces can only attack Australia by
using sea and air approaches, and Australian strategy should look to
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having adequate naval and air power for interdiction, including
forwaid opeiations, while at the same time having in being- those

ground and other forces capable of dealing quickly with any

iodgements which might nevertheless be made'.

T}e 7976 Aushalian Strategic Analysis anil Defnce Policy

objecttua (AsADro) paper refined the concepts of the-1975 paper. It
observed that a warning time which began when specific threats were
perceived was too narrowly based, and that defunce planning and
preparations could be expected to be responsive to adverse strategic

ihanges in advance of a perceived threat. This theme was

subsequentlytaken upin the 1976DefncewhitePrper, which said that

Australia,s defence interest was not confined to the Presence or
absence of threat but was concerned with a broader range of
developments, including those that introduccd uncertainties into our
strategic prospects.

Drawing on some longoverdue and innovative work, known

as the Defence of Australia' sludies, ASADPO 75 provided examples

of credible low-level contingencies to be considered in shaping the
force structure during the then-current FYDP.3 [t concluded that major

assault against Australia was the least conceivable contingency, and

that capability relatcd to it should command a low priority in the force

structure (subpt to the requirements of the expansion base).

The 1979 ASADPO document built selectively on the
foundation of the documents of 1975 and 7976. The focus on maritime
contingencies was further sharpened to grve priority to capabilities for

the deience of 'any military convoys, our coastal shipping, focal areas

proximate to Australia and our off-shorc resources'. There were some

iautionary words about the distorting effcrt on force structure
priorities and planning should the Government want to teep open'
lhe poliry option of a military response to any substantial contingency
external 

-to 
the continent, given the prospect that there could be a

coincident threat to Australia.

poetulated two levels of onflict - a lowlevel
conflict involving harassmmt and raids, and an escalated conflict involving a

ground fore lod-gement on Awkalian territory. Sonre aspects- oJ Sq" shrdies

ivere tested tn m-ilitary exercises, particularly the Kangaroo &l Exercise in the

north of Western Aushalia.
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T\e 7979 paper attempted to gve more focus to defence
planning through an examination of credible contingencies, drawing
on the Dcfence of Australia studies which were then close to
finalisation. It also attemptcd to sct out - for the first time - a summary
of defence policy objc'ctives and capability requirements. ASAD?O 79
reaffirmed the assessment, going back as far as 7971, that even with the
support of a major power, it would take at least 8 to 10 years for the
development of a regional capacity to mount a major military attack
against us.

In the "1983 Strategic Basis paper this important judgement is
repeated and earlier deliberations on the defence of Australia are
consolidated and augmented. Forms of military pressure that are
credible in the shorter term are illushated by reference to relatively
small-scale harassment and raids on remote settlements, coastal
shipping, and other targets around Australia's north.

The 1983 paper favours a more extensive articulation of the
core-force philosophy in place of the listing of obiectives and capability
requirements at the end of z{S.ADPO 79. As with all strategic guidance
since 1971, it recommends the use of contingency studies to assist in
the refinement of capability requirements. It also recommends, for the
first time, the development of military strategy and operational
concepts for the defence of Australia.

The strategic guidance developed by the Defence Committee
over the last dccade or more may thus be regarded as a continuum.
Although certain thoughts and strategic concepts have been developed
in more detail, there is substantial continuity of thinking. Successive
Defence Commiftees (and some 20 different Service Chiefs and
secretaries of Departments) have endorsed the strategic Basrs series of
documents which have, in turn, been agreed to by governments of
various political persuasions.

The current Strategic Basis paper is the latest in a series of
documents which have articulated a philosophy of defence self-
reliance in a regional context. Its regional concepts are generally well
developed and intellectually rigorous. The same cannot be said about
its analysis of the global situation, which tends to exaggerate the risks
of superpower confrontation and the Soviet Union's military
superiority.
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The limitations of strategic guidance arise not so much from
any failings in the arguments in the document, but from the limitations
inherent in an approach restricted to the development of broad

strategic concepts. While strategic guidance has developed some

important principles for force development, these have not Proven
eaJy to apply. This is primarily bc''cause there has been a lack of
agreemeni lbout the appropriate level of conflict against which the
Defence Force should be structured.

Curent proceilutes for force shttchre planning

Current planning is based on the core"'force concept.4 But the
lack of simple plocedural clarity and precision in the guidance for
determining the priority of core capabilities has tendcd to frustrate
force structure planning.

In practice, the force development processes of the senior
Dcfence crommittees (the Defcnce Committee, the Defence Force
Development Commiftee, and the Force Structure Committee) take
account of strategic guidance, credible contingencies and warning-
time/lead-time considerations on an essentially ad hoc basis, usually in
the context of maior equipment proposals. No comprehensive review
of defence capabilities has been mnducted since the 1981 Defarce Force

Capabilitia paper, which was endorsed by the Defence Force
Development Committee @FDC) only 'as a background document for
planning staff'. The 1981 PaPer was not considered by the

Government. Its concluding iudgements are highly qualified and

provide only limited guidance on the preferred priorities for particular
capabilitim.

The absence of agrecd conc€Pts and guidance in the force

planning area leads to difficulties in government consideration of
defence issues. Ministers are first asked to endorse the broad
principles contained in strategic guidance. They are subsequently
asked to approve spercific equipment proposals without the
opportunity to consider how these proposals relate to an overall
defence concept and plan for the development of our force structure.

fThe coreforce concept is discussed in more detail latet in this Part of the Review.



AnnexC 9\

This is an unsatisfactory state of affairs. This Review considers
it is not sufficient for the Defence Committee to prepare strategic
guidance for consideration by Ministers that limits itsclf to general
observations and conclusions. Ministers should be informed at the
same time of the strategy proposed for our defence effort, and the
main force structure and resource implications. The policy
implications of this recommendation are addressed in more detail later
in this Part of the Rcview.

Military planning

Force structure planning deficiencies have been compounded
by the lack of a comprehensive military strategy and operational
concepts for the defence of Australia. In the absence of more definite
guidance, each Service has devclopcd its own planning. Navy's Plan
Green and Plan Blue aim to identify those factors that provide guidance
for medium-term and long-run naval force development. The Army
Danelopment Guide was written to provide Army staff with an
indication of the direction of expansion so that the elements of the
expansion base could be identified. Air Force's RAAF Dmelopment
Goals sets out the long-term development goals of Air Force to provide
guidance for planning staffs. These documents are not co-ordinated
with one another, nor do they necessarily follow closely current
strategic guidance. Some of their force structure obi'ctives are
unrealistic.

In recognition of this dcficiency, a series of documents have
been prepared in Headquarters Australian Dcfence Force (ADF) and
considered by the Chiefs of Staff Committee (COSC) over the last year
or so. The first, entitled Military Shategy 85, attempts to extend
stratcgic guidance by the dcvelopment of principles for the defence of
Australia. The sccond, the ADF Concept for Opnations, aims to
establish a common basis from which ioint-force and single-Service
planning can be dcveloped. A third document, entitlcd The Military
Basis for Force Dauelopmant, and yet to be endorsed by the COSC, is
intended to establish an agreed list of broad military priorities for
capability development.

Military Strategy 85 is a useful first attempt to apply a number
of important military principles to the problems of Australian defence,
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but it suffers from some deficicncies. The first problem is procedural.
Militmy Strategy 85 was produced by Headquarters ADF staff and
endorsed by the COSC with only limited consultation with civilian
policy and planning staffs. Rather than being iust a military strategy
paper, it is in effert more ambitious and attempts to develop a national
defence strategy for Australia. Any such paper will be of little
practical value for defence planning unless it is accepted by the
Defence community as a whole, not only the Chiefs of Staff.

Another deficiency is that rather too much of the document
amounts to a rewriting of Government-endorsed strategic guidance.
Development of military planning might more properly have been
expected to build on that guidance, and Headquarters ADF now
recognises this dcficiency.

Two concepts contributing to a proposed strategy of defence
in depth for Australia are developed within Military Strategy 85 - those
of influence' and 'control' as applied to our regional defence
environment. Influence rrray be a useful foreign policy or broad
national security concept, but its utility as a military concept is limited
by the fact that many situations arebeyond effertive military influence.
This is not to deny the Defence contribution to broader foreign policy
objcrtives in our region, but simply to point out that the concept of
influence makcs little practical contribution to the development of a
more precise defence planning framework. The concept does not
assist in setting force structure or operational priorities, and is a most
uncertain basis for decision-making about capability needs.

The ADF Concqt for Opratians paper is a more useful military
planning document. It contains a good exposition of important factors
in low-level contingencies, particularly gmgraphic features, the use of
forward bases and logistic problcms. The treatment of higher-level
contingencies is more uneven in quality, perhaps reflecting the
speculative assumptions that must undelpin any planning in this area.
Indend, it might bc concludcd that future work in the provision of a
conceptual framework for contingency planning should more
profi tably concentrate on credibl e lowlevel contingencies.

The draft Military Basis fw Force Dnelopnai pary has been
developed during the course of this Review. Its value lies in its
comprehensive treatment of capability requirements, in which single-
Service perceptions and priorities have been largely subsumed in a
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broader ADF perspcrtive. While there are some differences of
approach and iudgement on particular elements, its general thrust and
conclusions are consistent with the priorities established in this
Review. Unlike the Review, however, the paper does not attempt to
develop strategic and force structure principles into iudgements on
numbers and types of equipment and personnel within capability
elements.

These three papers represent an important step forward in the
development of military planning for the defence of Australia and the
ADF ought to give priority to the further development of this work.
Two points are important. The first is that the concepts developed
must continue to emphasise the development of ADF requirements
and not be distortcd by single-Service perceptions of need. The second
is that the devclopment of ADF thinking in these areas is not an end in
itself. Military planning and other defence planning needs to be
integrated at all levels so that government can be provided with
comprehensive advice and policy options.

Institutional batiers

It is not within my Terms of Reference to examine the
organisational or institutional problems of the Defence community.
However, I am dirertcd to advise, where appropriate, on 'any other
matters which have an important bearing on the desirable future
direction of Australia's defence capabilities'. In this context, it has to
be said that there are problem areas that hinder the provision of timely
and agreed defence advice to Government. Indeed, it was the inability
of the ADF and the Department to agrce even on basic force structure
concepts that brought about this Review in the first place.

There are a number of issues that require attention. Some of
these were identified by the Defence Review Committee into the
Higher Defence Organisation in 1982 (the Utz Committee). That
Committee's report corrcrtly statcd that the scope for 'improving
working habits and relationships' was considerablg but it did not
address the institutional flaws which arguably aggravate those
relationships.
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This Review considers that relationships betwcen senior
military and civilian staffs have improved since the time of the Utz
Committee. The tensions of earlier years were perhaps a consequence
of the changes in our strategic thinking that began 15 years ago and are
continuing today. During this period there have bcen many instances
where established and traditional attitudes and iudgements have becn
challenged and replaced. But there is still a lack of agrccment on our
defence concepts and priorities. This arises from different civilian and
military views on how to interpret our strategic circumstances for the
purposes of force development. The Review has attempted to
overcome some of these differences. It looks forward to the time when
the adversarial situation between military and civilian staffs is
reduced. This latter remark is made having in mind that
disagreements inevitably arise in large organisations such as Defence
and, to some extent, may even be healthy.

There are also some important organisational matters that
require attention because they will affect any implementation by
goverrunent of the rcrommendations in this Review. The first of these
is that there is still a tendency, contrary to the philosophy of the Tange
Reorganisation in 7973 and thc Utz Committee, for military and
civilian advice to be dcveloped separatcly. It was, I believe,
fundamental to Tange's Dcfcnce Reorganisation Report that advice to
Government should not fall into military and non-military
compartments. The Utz Committcre correctly stated that the only
feasible approach to defence administration at the highcr levels is a
concerted approach which manies the contributions of the two
component parts, the Department and the Defence Force, in a
collaborative rclationship which recognises more positively the vital
role which each plays.

The tcndency towards less iolnf planning has bcen exacerbated
by the creation of separate policy and planning staffs in the
Department, the single Services, and the ADF Headquarters. The
proliferation of these staffs encourages vested interests and
institutional rigidity. Part of the problem is that Parliament requires
more detailed accountability and governments need advice on ever
more complex issues. But there can be little doubt that the creation -
for whatever reason - of more policy staffs and more competing
centres of authority results in slower advice, and fosters adveisarial
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attitudes. The necd for these staffs and how they are used requires
critical reappraisal.

Some military organisational problems need to be resolved. A
small Headquarters ADF staff was established some 18 months ago to
support the Chief of the Defcnce Force (CDF) in his command
function, to centralise military planning, and to provide a ioint-Service
input to the policy-formulation process. It is perhaps too early to
expect that this transfer of responsibilities from the Scrvice Offices
would have bc'en completed. But ADF input to this Review clearly
reflects the weight of separate Service views rather than the integrated
view of the COSC.

The Review believes that the centralisation of military
planning for force structure matters under the CDF is the only way in
which an integrated ADF policy can be effedively developed. It is
recommended that consideration be given to increasing the size of the
Headquarters ADF policy staff and abolishing the relevant single-
Service operational requirements and force structure policy staffs.
Headquarters ADF has already initiatcrl consolidation of operational
intelligence and is now examining the important area of logistics. The
next step should be the centralisation of military operational
requirements staffs within Headquarters ADF. These staffs would still
be responsive to the Chiefs, but would be required to develop an ADF
approach to force structure proposals. The Service Chiefs of Staff
would continue to provide professional advice to the CDF and be
responsible for single-Service doctrine, training and management of
personnel, and the acquisition and maintenance of equipment and
stores.

Neeil for joint planning

There would seem to be scope to develop a more streamlined
and co-operative approach to defence planning. At present, too much
energy is directed towards iurisdictional battles involving civilian and
military central staffs and single-Scrvice staffs. These conflicts are
neither creative nor productive. Key planning documents take
excessive time to produce, and some important studies are simply
abandoned in the face of institutional intransigence. Too many
planning documents represent the lowest common denominator and
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contain ambiguities and inconsistcncies to accommodate entrenched
institutional interests. Added to this is an obsession with the meaning
of particular words and concepts, which in themselves become a major
impediment to agreed Defence views.

Under the present system, single-Scrvice 'requirements' tend
to bccome fixed early in the process and there is considerable
resistance to consideration of alternative means of achieving capability
obiectives. This problem would be alleviatcd if, as mentioned above,
the single-Scrvice operational requirement staffs were transferred to
Headquarters ADF. Moreover the higher committee system seems to
be preoccupied with equipment matters. Other important areas of
policy, such as manpower and supply, do not get sufficient attention.S

Some point to the committce system within Defence5 and
observe that this provides fcrtile ground for adversarial attitudes. But
simplistic solutions, such as doing away with the committee system,
would not be appropriate. The Utz Committce concluded that the
committee system is essential to the ioint process of consultation.
More importantly, there is a nc'ed for more interaction and a

strengthening of the joint approach to force structure planning on a
day-to-daybasis betwcen the Department and the ADF.

A further review of the Defence organisation is not required,
as the basic organisational structure seems reasonably sound. The
central issue is more one of getting people with the right attitudes and
motivation to perform well within it.

Re commmil ati ons f or fuhtre pl anning pro ce ilure s

The process whereby the maior defcnce planning documents
are produced also requires attention. At present about every three
years the Defence Committcr produces the Strategic Basis document,
which examines Australia's strategic circumstances and their broad
implications for defence planning. As mentioned earlier, only on one

cwiew has identified, and which is discussed
further in Part 4 is that the mechanisms which monitor progress in Army force
development for its overall consistency with strategic guidance are not as regular

- or thorough as they are for Navy and Air Force capabilities.
6 There are 15 highJevel policy committees within Defence.



AnnexC 97

occasion has a companion document been produccd which outlined
the defence capabilities required in some sort of general priority order
(Defence Force Capabilitia, produced by the DFDC in 1981).7 For the
rest of the time, the committee system tends to use the Strategic Basis
document as broad guidance, but relies more on interpretation of
doctrine based on such concepts as the 'core force', 'the expansion
base', 'warning time', 'deterrence', and 'credible contingencies'.

A maior problem here is that the Strategic Basls document does
not develop arguments for capabilities priorities. There is no joint
machinery which regularly reviews the strategic context, capabilities
requirements, and force structure priorities in the one document, or
even in closely associated documents. It is recommended that a
process might be considered whereby every three years or so a similar
approach to that undertaken by this Review might be undertaken.
Such an approach would place rather more emphasis on the kinds of
long-term force structure concerns defined in this Review and
somewhat less on assessing detailed variations in our strategic
environment, unless the latter were seen to be deteriorating seriously.

The practical consequence of this recommendation may be the
establishment of new arrangements in which strategic and force
planning concepts are integrated in a single long-term defence
planning document, as this Review has attempted to do.8 As much as
possible of the document should be made available publicty as a
contribution to a better-informed defence debate within this country.

I see no compelling need for such periodic reviews to be
undertaken by advisers from outside Defence. While an outside
perspective can be useful, the necessary knowledge and intellectual
skills exist within the Defence community. It would be appropriate for
the preparation of this document to be the ioint responsibility of the
Secretary and the CDI for submission to the Minister for Defence.

Earlier papers, such as that produced n 1976, tended to describe the capabilities
available in our defene forces, rather than prescribe fufure force ifuchue
priorities.
A requirement will continue to exist for a separate intelligence ass€ssment
undertaken by ONA from time to time both to inform defence policy judgements
and to meet other governmmt requirerrents.
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KEY CONCEPTS FOR AUSTRALIAN DEFENCE PLANNING

W arning time anil assessing the threat

The concept of waming time has been a central element in
Australian defence planning since the early 1970s, when our strategic
thinking began to emphasise Australia's independent defence needs.

The development of the concept of warning time has been part of the
process by which Australia has distinguished its unique strategic
circumstances from those of traditional associates. Our allies face a

direct and identifiable threat to which they might have to respond in
time.scales measured in days and weeks. Australia faces no presently-
identifiable major military threat, and all conceivable threats would be
preceded by a build-up of forces and a deterioration in relationships.

These iudgements have been refined in successive reviews of
Australia's strategic prospects and defence planning requirements, as

mentioned earlier. The conclusion that Australia faces no specific
military threat, and that substantial threat would take rnany years to
emerge, continues to be valid.

Our strategic position underpins this iudgement. We have no
land borders with any other state, and nowhere do our military forces
face the forces of another power. We are distant from areas of great-
power rivalry, and there are no mapr issues of territorial sovereignty
which could involve us in large.scale conflict. There are sometimes
strains in our relations with neighbours, but these occasional tensions
have not escalated to military conflict.

It is acknowledged that the political intent of governments can
change relatively rapidly. Even so, there is a large gap between
political hostility and its banslation into military intent, capabilities or
conflict. Changes of governrnent in our regiory whether left wing or
right wing, do not necessarily imply deterioration in our strategic
circumstances. Governments of quite different political persuasions
have a capacity for acceptance of shared strategic interests. They do
not lightly contemplate the use of military force. While political
attitudes may change, it takes time for disputes of substance to arise,
for the conclusion to be reached that the objertive could not be
obtained through negotiation, and for a dcrision to be made to use

force - even at a limircd level.
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Above all else, our gcrographic position provides assurance
that we would have considcrable intelligence warning of the
possibility of substantial threat, simply bcrause the ships, aiicraft and
transportable forces necessary to threaten Australia are not operated
by any country in our region. A number of states possess land forces
and local air and maritime forces that are relevant to their sclfdefence
and preservation of internal sc'curity. while these could conceivabry

S used against us in some local dispute, no regional state possesses
the large quantities of advanccd long-range aircraft and ships, and
transportable mobile land forces and thcir associated equipment, that
would be required for an effcrtive assault upon Aushalia. These are
the most expensive and sophisticated forms of defence technology for
any country to acquire.

Our most important neighbour, Indonesia, has neither the
motive nor the capability to threatcn Australia with substantial
military assault. Its principal sccurity conc€rns are internal stability
and potential threats from its north. were these attitudes to change it
would take time for any disputes to develop into major miliiary
confrontation. Leaving aside the question of motivation, Indonesia
simply does not have the military capabilities that would allow it to
consider a sustained level of intcnsive ioint operations against
Australia. These capabilities could not be acquired quickly, even with
outside assistance.

Iooking well beyond Indonesia there are a number of states
that have considerable military capacity or potential. China, Indi4
Vietnam and fapan fall into this category. All are preoccupied with
strategic problcms in thcir own regions that determine their defence
planning priorities. They are 2000 nautical miles to more than 3000
nautical miles away from Australia. Their long-range force-projection
capabilities are limitcd and will remain so.

Eyen if they had access to bases in the archipclago, there
would still be the formidable problem of attacking Australia aiross the
sea and air gap. such a threat would require fundamental change in
the strategic orientation and military capability of these states, wtrictr
would challenge the security interests of countries other than
Australia. Further, it is difficult to imagine that Indonesia would other
than resist to the utmost any attempt at hm<olonialism, by such
states.
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Were a potentially hostile Power to gain actess to military
basen in the South Pacific, partiorlarly Papua New Guinea, this would
have direct and important implications for our security interests. It
would open up a wider range of possible threats involving east{oast
centres and maritime interests which we share with New Zealand.
Such a development could not occur quickly. It is a long way from
fisheries access to the development of a mairr base capable of
supporting mititary forces that could threaten Australia. Even then,

the sea and air gap to our east would be a formidable problem, and
any enemy would necd to protect long and vulnerable lines of
communication through the central and northern Pacifig where
Unid States air and naval forces predominate.

The two Superpowers alone Possess the military capabilities
that could threaten Australia with large-scale invasion. Even then, the
Soviet Union has only limited distant amphibious-assault capabilities
and experience. It is difficult to see what PurPose would be served by
such Soviet adventurism. Such threat could not go unchallenged by
the United States, whose powerful maritime forces alone would deter
the Soviets from such a hazardous adventure.

Australia thus faces no identifiable dircct military threat and
there is every prospect that our favourable serurity circumstances will
continue. There is no conceivable prospect of any Power
contemplating invasion of our continent and subiugation of our
population. It would take at least 10 years and massive external
support for the development of a regional capacity to threaten us with
substantial assault. But there are possibilities for lower levels of
conflict - some of which could be very demanding - arising within
shorter warning times.

D ef ence yep ar ati on time

These judgements about warning time are not universally
acceptd within the Australian Defence community, although they
have been endorsed by successive governments. The Services have
some difficulty with using the conc€pt as a planning base, and they
question whether sufficient defence preparation time would be

available to acquire long-lead time equipment.
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Very few countries in the world face Australia,s favourable
strategic circumstances frce from direct military threat. The
proposition is acceptcd in this Review that even if political intcnt can
change relatively quickly, considerable time is required for the
devclopment of a maior dispute and the necessary military capabilities
for substantial assault on Australia.

Military preparations for serious assault on Australia would
be evident long beforehand, bccause of our access to the most
advanced intelligence collection systems in the world and our ability
to detect clearly apparent adverse trends years beforchand. This
essential transparency of our strategic environment is one of our most
important national assets. It gives confidence in warning time for
substantial attack against Australia. But because the necessary
capabilities already exist in the region, warning time for lowerlcvel
contingencies could be much shorter and this should be recognised in
our force structure planning.

There may be some grounds for caution about the nature of
Government response to the possibility of threat and the implications
f_or defence preparation time. While it is sensible tb expect
Government to be responsive to any developments with the potential
for seriously weakening Australia's security, it will be a matter of
judgement when in fact we have entered warning time. There may be
a temptation for a government to delay action until the situation is
clarified. Dclay may also be proposed to avoid actions that would be
scrn 

-as provocative. Some time may elapse before warnings of
possible threat are accepted, and government decides to respond with
military preparation.

These uncertainties alone require a considerable defence effort
simply to maintain the basic elements of defcnce capability, even if
long periods for expansion could be guarantced in all circumstances.
Some military capacities - both equipment and manpower - take time
to acquire and absorb, although in time of emergency this period can
be compressed. Morcover, the defence effort that we undertake is an
important factor in the threat equation. The existence of our dcfence
forces, and in some circumstances a demonstrable willingness to use
them, may help prevent the emergence of threat.
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The corc-force concept

The 'cor€ force' is central to current defence planning, and it
builds on the concept of warning time iust discussed. Although it has

been in use for some 10 years now, the core'force conc€Pt does not
seem to be well understood or accepted, either within the Defence

community or outside.

The core-force philosophy is based on the proposition that the
ADF must be capable of dealing effectively with the kinds of defence
contingencies that are credible in shorter term, while providing a basis

for timely expansion to counter deteriorating strategic circumstances
should these arise. The core force is not a static concept. Rather it is a
planning model for the allocation of priorities in the light of cunent
requirements, and the need to be responsive to changes in our strategic
prospects.

The core-force concept provides a useful set of principles on
which to assess priorities for capabilities proposed for retention by or
addition to the ADF. But it is highly sensitive to iudgements about
changes in our strategic situation and the application of the concept of
warning time. These are contentious issues within the Defcnce
communi$r. By definition, the core-force concept cannot predict how
Australia's future 'terminal force' will be structured because that will
depend upon strategic circumstances at the time. It does, however,
avoid the trap of concentrating the force structure on preparing to
meet what could bc the wrong threat at the wrong time.

While the 'corc-force' notion purports to establish a

disciplined framework for force development, it has not proved
sufficient as a practical planning tool. The Department of Dcfence
acknowledges that the processes involved in judgements of what is
most fundamental in the core force do not lend themselves to useful
generalisation about priorities. Nor has the Defence community be'en

able to refine the wide range of more substantial longer-term
contingencies in ways that would assist the planning Proc€ss, or even
to agree on the relative priority to be accorded to longer-term
possibilities as against the requirements of more credible lesser

situations.
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ln consequence the core force has become something of a
rationale for a force structurc based on equipment decisions made in
the 1960s in quite different stratqgic circumstances, and the automatic
'follow-on'replacement of this equipment. There is a tendency for the
Services to emphasise a requirement for the full range of capabilities to
be retained in the core force against the possibility they might be
required as part of the expansion base.

These considcnations lead this Review to conclude that the
concept of a core force does not provide an entirely adequate basis for
force structure decision-making. A more focused approach derived
from a defence strategy to deal primarily with credible levels of
conflict within defined geographic boundaries is proposed in Part 2 of
this Review.

The concept of detetrence

More recently, the concept of deterrence has been advanced as
a defence planning methodology because, it is claimed, it would
enable Australia to control its threat environment. In the absence of
perceived threats, it is suggested that Australia's defence planning
should be oriented towards deterring aggression against us. This
approach considers that an effective strategy can be based on an
opponent's fear of our capacity to counter his attack and to respond
with unacceptable force. To use the official ADF definition:

Deterrence is a state of mind brought about by the
existence of a credible threat of unacceptable counter
action.

The problem with deterrence as a force'planning concept is
that there are historical examples where apparently inferior forces
have attacked - that is, were undeterred - and have won. Deterrence
relies eSsentially on influencing the enemy's ryrcqtions, and this must
be an uncertain basis for a conventional defence strategy. The military
balance between two opposing sides, even if correctly assessed, is only
one of several considerations - including domestic political imperatives
- taken into account by policy-makers contemplating war.

The main difficulty with the concept of deterrence for defence
planning is with its interpretation in terms of deciding what
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equipment to buy, at what degrees of technology and at what levcls of
readiness. Ultimately, all peacetime defence spending is deterrent in
nature, in so far as we would not be doing it if we did not believe it
would make a hostile act less likely.

One line of deterrence thinking is to emphasise the value of
pre-emptive or retaliatory strike forces. Long-range strike assets,
which would destroy the enemy's bases, internal lines of
communication and infrastructure, ane the kinds of military capability
given a high priority in this approach. The problem here is that there
can be a difference betwe.en the military capabilities that are relevant
to an offensive deterrent posture of this type, and the defensive
capabilities that would actually bc required to counter an enemy threat
should deterrence fail.

For any Australian Government there would probably be
political factors restraining the use of strike forces against the enemy's
homeland, particularly in circumstances short of maior conflict. The
consequenc€ could be that large resources are devoted to forces that
are capable of punishing the enemy but which could not be effectively
utilised. Mor@ver, if carricd too far, a force heavily biased towards
detenent strike forces might make an adversary feel so threatened that
he would have to build up his own retaliatory strike forces. This is not
to deny the value of sbike capabilities, but simply to point out their
limitation as a basis for a defence strategy.

Within the context of deterence, it is sometimes suggested
that we should incorporate into the ADF specific capabilities that will
cause a potential aggressor to respond disproportionately. This
concept draws on an opponenfs perception of the costs and risks of
attacking us, and emphasises those military capabilities that would
require a massive effort and lead time for a potential opponent to
overcome. This is a useful concept, but it could also lead to distorting
our force structure in particular directions. In a campaign having
limited political objcrtives, the adversary may choose to tailor his
aftack below the threshold of commitsnent of our strike and
interdiction forces, for example, or commit small-scale forces in a
dispersed way to require a disproportionate effort on our patt.

More fundamentally, a concept of deterence based on
disproportionate response,like a concept based on rctaliation, depends
upon a notional opponenfs perceptions of relative military strengths
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and acceptable costs and risks. The deterrent power of a particular
capability is not a constant appllng in all contingencies.

For these reasons detenence is not a basis for detailed force
structure decisions, although it can be a useful element of our genoal
defence strategy. Detening aggression against us should be the
outcome of our detailed defence planning and preparations, not the
starting point.

CAN STRATEGIC GUTDANCE BE MADE MORE EXPLICIT?

The Terms of Reference for this Review require me to advise
on whether official strategic guidance can be made more explicit for
the purposes of future defence forward planning. The following are
my recommendations.

Lnels of threat anil force sttuchtre planning

It is important that our defence capability planning should be
better aligned to the priority emphasis of straiegic guidance. The
Government has approved guidance which requires that the force-in-
being be capable of dealing effectively with cunent and foreseeable
tasks and the kinds of military contingencies that are credible in the
shorter term, including deterrence of such escalation as an enemy may
be capable of. Almost by definition, credible contingencies must be of
kinds able to be mound by forces which are in existence or which
could be introduced and made operational quickly without a major
redirection of the adversary's national priorities.

The constraints of regional military and economic capabilities
and the effects of geography limit at this time what is practicable. The
periodic testing of these limits, through the study of contingencies
accepted as credible, is a ne<essary discipline of force development.
These studies are sensitive bc.,cause they involve assigning a hostile
intent to regional countries which at present are friendly. The
Review's conclusions on credible levels of conflict are set out in Part 2.
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Effects of geography onforce ilnelopnent

There is a requirement to study more seriously the effect of
geography on force dwelopment. Bccause of its proximity, the
archipelago to our north is the area from or through which a
conventional military threat to the security of Australian territory
could most easilybe posd. A thorough understanding of the sea and
air gap to our north, and of Australia's northern hinterland, will enable
us to take account of the limitations and risks that gmgraphy places on
any attacking force.

The sea gap to our north and to our east is a formidable barrier
to any enemy, and the problcms of crossing it need to be assessed

thoroughly. Any serious military operations against Australia would
require air and naval assets capable of protcrting forces that would
have to cross hundreds of miles of water. Except for Torres Strait, the
nearest foreign territory varies from 250 nautical miles in the Timor
and Arafura Seas, to 900 nautical miles from our north-west coastline,
and out to 1000 nautical miles to the island chain (the Solomons,
Vanuatu and New C-aledonia) that screens our eastern approaches.
Even the narrow Tones Strait is a hazardous stretch of water for an
invader to cross.lo

There are few nations that could undcrtake such hazardous
and exposed operations. Experience in propcting and sustaining
large-scale power in opposed conditions across large expanses of
ocean is confined to Western nations. The ports and airfields closest to
Australia are not well suitcd for supporting maior operations against
us. Improvements needed to make them suitable would be part of the
warning we seek.

Shategic guidance acknowledges that the paucity of
population and of transport and other infrastructure in northern
Australia, and the nature of the land, will tend to focus military
operations of substance against Australia on the few areas where there
are targets of value, for example airfields, port facilities and transport
links. It would be inappropriate to consider the north of Australia as

er, the presence of extmsive unchartered reefs,
the abeence of navigadonal aids, strong tidal streams, prevailing wlnds and the
distance of at least EO nautical miles combine to make Torres Strait a significant
barrier to seaborne <resing from north to south.
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one unbroken and tempting target for an attacker. It is more likely to
be perceived as a long and physically hazardous coastline, wi[h a
forbidding hinterland that has very few assets capabre of supporting
military operations.

The few tempting targets, such as Darwin, Derby or Broome,
are like islands dottcd in an otherwise harsh and largely empty terrain
of mountains, semidesert and mangrove swamp. probiems of
military operations in this area need to be better understood, both in
terms of their implications for Australian forces and as a guide to what
sort of forces an attacker would be able to use.

Sea lines of communication and economic aulnerability

Current strategic guidance addresses the question of
Australia's dependence on sea lines of communication for iis economic
viability, but not in sufficient detail. There is a tendency elsewhere to
believe that the Australian economy is particularly vulnerable to an
interdiction of our overseas trade, and that therefore we need a
capacity to protect sea lanes out to a considerable distance from the
Australian mainland. Such iudgements seem to be based on an
inadequate understanding of the underlfng strengths of the
Australian economy and on the likelihood of our trade being singled
out for attack. They are also based on a tendency to overestimatJthe
importance of trade to our national economy.ll

Australia is one of the few countries in the world to be so
fortunate as to have an exportable surplus of energy, minerals and
foodstuffs. In the event of widespread interdiction of our overseas
trade,which is likely to occur only in global war, Australia could plan
on being practically self-sufficient in most food, raw-material, and
energy resources. Most of the essential needs of the civil community
could be met without external supply if appropriate measures of
conservation and rationing were introduced. Those essential goods

P fell from 20 percent in 1953 to 13 percent in
1983. In 1953 Australia was-the eighth largest exSrter in the world, but'by 19&l it
had fallen to 23rd. accordis t9 a united states National Defense university
shrdt ev€n in the event of i 7!per cent interdiction of Australia's trade iir
primary commoditi-es with Jlpan the economic impact over the first year would be
only a 3-percent reduction of our GDP.
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that are plesently imported (such as industrial machinery lransport
equipmeni, spate pa"ts for the Defence Force,lubricants and rubber)

couti Ue stocipileil or alternative sources ananged - ev€n if at higher
cost - if there ii any significant change in our current iudgement about

the unlikelihood of global conflict.

It is difficult to conceive of lesser military activities involving
the selective disruption of Australian trade which could not be

handled by diverting Australian shipping away from focal points. No
country his ever btocloded a continent surrounded bI tgut such as

Australia. Important Australian trade passes through choke points in
the archipelago to our north, but there are options for re'routing

maritime traffic including south of the continent. Enemy operations
against our trade in open ocean areas are assessed as unlikely because

of timited regional capabilities and our option of evasive routing.

Strategic guidance correctly focuses on rnore credible

situations, involving threats to Aushalia's coastal shipping, focal

points around AuJtralian ports, and hade passing through the

neighbourhood. There is a ne,,ed to study these matters in rnore detail
and to identify which routes and cargoes are most important and what
alte'rnatives are available to us. As a first steP, the role of coastal

shipping in contingencies in the north of Australia should be clarificd.



ANNEXD: EXTRACTS FROM T'HE DEFENCE
OF AUSTRALIA, MARCH 1987-

CHAPTER THREE: PRIORITIES FOR FORCE DEVELOPMENT

3.1 The defcnce interests outlined in the preceding chapters of this
Policy Information Paper place considerable demands on Australia's
resources. To use those rcsources most effectively, priorities for force
development have to be determined and applied rigorously.

3.2 While it is not possible to predict the future, it is possible to
indicate the principal contingencies that must shape Australia,s
defence planning. This Government believes that Australia must be
ab!e= t9 provide its own defence in circumstances, presently quite
unlikely but still credible as a future possibility, of a threat posed to
Australia by a nation operating within our own region. Such
developments would place great demands on our defence capacity.
Our force structure planning will ensure that we have, and can be seen
to have, the capacity to respond effectively to them.

Possible forms of military pressure against Aushalia

3.3 While a principal obiective of our defence policy is to reinforce
the positive aspects of our strategic setting, prudent defence policy
must also insure against the uncertainties we have noted in our
strategic circumstances and the risk that they could result in direct
military pressure or attack on Australia. In considering possible forms
of military pressure against Australia, account has to be taken of the
enduring features of our national strategic setting described in chapter
2 and the consequent military capabilities an opponent would require
to mount and sustain hostilities. We must also compare the military
capability required for this task with the existing and projected
military capabilities of regional countries. And we have to-consider
the political and military rationale attaching to different forms of
military pressure against Australia.

W Wyof Austrelia (Australian Government Publishing Service, C-anberra,
Mardr 198D.



170 The Concqtual Basis of Australia's Defarce Planning

3.4 Chapter 2 describcd how basic facts of our geographic
locatiory thqlack of any shared land borders, and the difficulties of our
northern environment, combine to provide Australia with substantial
natural defences against rnaior, conventional military attack. Equally,
it noted that *.y of the same factors introduce potential
vulnerabilities for Australia which could be exploited by an adversary
using alternative, and less costly military options. Even the use of
limited military force against Australia would pose significant
problems for us and would have the potential - Fven thevast exPanse

bf our tenitory and maritime approaches - to require a dcfence effort
heavily committing our defence resources.

Low lmel conflict

3.5 Successive reviews of the strategic basis of Australian defence
policy have noted the advantages an oPPonent might see in a

iampaign of sustained low level military Priessure against Australia'
The use of military force to harass remote settlements and other targets

in northern Australia, our off-shore territories and resource assets, and

shipping in proximate areasl could be decided uPon as an attemPt to

aembnstrate Australia's vulnerability and thereby force political
concessions over some disputed issue. In these circumstances, the
aftacker could hold the operational initiative. Attacks could be widely
dispersed and unprerlictable. Relatively modest military Pressure
could oblige Australia to respond with quite disproportionate effort.

3.6 The adversary could, if he wished, sustain low level activity
virtually indefinitely. For Australia, there would be the cost of
undertaking a wide variety of operations and of maintaining forces at

a high state of readiness. Our operations would require highly
effective intelligence and surveillance capabilities and forces with
significant range, endurance and mobility.

The issue of threat to Australian trade is dtscrrssed in more detail in a seParate

section later in this dtapter.
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3.7 Within the capacity of its forces, the adversary would seek to
hold the initiative in relation to escalation. Australia's need to counter
this and to provide against localised escalation would add significantly
to the scale of our military effort. In such circumstances there would
be arguments for retaliation against the aftacker. A potential aggressor
would recognise this and may seek to constrain Australia's options
through careful control of the scale and intensity of the military
harassment and possibly through the use of covert, and therefore
ostensibly disavowable, operations. While broader political
considerations might caution against a policy of retaliation, its
prospective advantages, both as a means of deterring attack, or if that
fails deterring escalation, reinforce the need for capabilities providing
the option for a retaliatory response.

3.8 The capability required to mount and sustain low level
military pressure against our nation already exists in the region of
primary strategic interest to Australia. This is not to identify any
country as a potential threat. It is merely to address the factors which
shape assessments of the possible time-scale over which threats could
emerge. The existence of capability necessarily implies that threats
could emerge over a shorter time-scale.

Escalated lout leuel conflict

3.9 Within Australia's region of primary strategic interest the
capability also exists to mount more conventional but still limited
military operations against Australia. These could take the form of
increased levels of air and sea harassment, extending to air attacks on
northern settlements and off-shore installations and territories, attacks
on shipping in proximate areas, mining of northern ports, and more
frequent and more intensive raids by land forces.

3.10 Essentially this level of conflict would be characterised by the
attacker supplementing or substituting unconventional tactics and
forces with military units prepared to confront our forces direct. This
would carry risks for the attacker. His calculations would need to take
account of our force stmcture and the probability of his forces
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suffering heavy attrition through clashes with the ADF and the

expectation that escalation would allow Australia greater freedom in
the use of its strike assets. He would also nc.ed to assess the risks of
international repercussions and, most significantly, the reaction of
Australia's ANZUS allies.

3.11 The limits of escalatod low level conflict would be set at any
one time by the military capabilities that could practically be brought
to bear against Australia's interests. In determining the forms of
military activity that could be credible, account needs to be taken not
simply of the existing and prospective capabilities of other countries,
but also the extent to which they could realistically be applied.
Without the development of a significant operational suPPort
capability, which would require the commitment of resources over
several years, an attacker's ability to conduct escalated operations over
a wide area or for an extended period would be limited.

3.12 To have significance for our planning, potentially opposing
capabilities must be assessed in terms of their ability to proiect military
force against Australia in the face of our offensive and defensive
capabilities, and in terms of the rationale that would underlie possible
forms of military action, including their potential to trigger the direct
involvement of our ANZUS allies in the conflict.

Summary judgements

3.13 The possible time-scale aftaching to the development of low
level and escalated low level conflicts dictate that the ADF should be
capable of countering them essentially from the force-in-being. The
ADF should therefore be able to conduct such operations as maritime
surveillance, interdiction and protcrction tasks, including mine
countermeasures. There may be a need for offensive strike, especially
against maritime targets. As noted previously, although constraints
would apply to strike against land targets in the adversar5/s own
teritory, the ability to conduct such operations would allow an
important option.
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3.14 Ground and other forces (such as air defence) would be
needcd to protcrt the bases from which our forces were operating, to
conduct offensive action against such enemy forces that had crossed
the sea and air gap and to protert the military and civilian
infrastructure and the population. Operations would usually be joint,
and their conduct may require naval, air and land forces to deploy at
short notice for sustaincd operations at a considerable distance from
their main bases. ADF operations can be expected to be conducted
concurrently over widely dispersed geographic areas.

M or e sub st anti al c onflict

3.15 No regional country now has the capability - nor the
motivation - to sustain high level intensive military operations against
Australia. Military attempts to take conhol of the maritime
approaches to Australia and secure lines of approach for maior ground
forces would require substantial military expansion with external
support or assistance. Such an expansion would involve long lead
times and be clearly evidcnt to us. Mcanwhile, the adversary would
have to assume that Australia would expand its military capability to
maintain a relative advantage.

3.76 The invasion and subiugation of Australia would involve
exceptional difficulties. Huge distances, determined military
opposition, and a harsh environment would have to be overcome in
successfully transporting and protecting an invasion force. And unless
an adversary gained control of our maior population and industrial
centres in the south-east, enemy forces lodged on the mainland would
face eventual defeat as we mobilised our national effort, with allied
support, to cut off their lines of communication and support.

3.17 Short of invasion
adversary would ncred to
Australia would also be
required for an opposod

of the continent, the forces that any
attempt and sustain a major assault on
substantial. The skills and equipment
amphibious landing are specialised and
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extensive. Very few nations have this capability and there is no
evidence that regional countries are developing or intend to develop
their force struchrre in this way. The assets required to transport and
resupply a lodgement force, and to protect it against our determined
attack, would be large. They would be at risk to pre-emptive attack as

they assembled prior to transit, and vulnerable during transit and
when coming ashore.

3.18 The development of military capabilities to the stage where
such operations could be seriously contemplated would imply
dramatic change, not now in prospect, to a belligerent and provocative
extemal policy on the part of a neighbouring country. Alternatively it
would require major strategic lodgement in the northern archipelago
by an external power, also now a remote prospect given the increased
strategic resilience of our ASEAN neighbours. The interests of nations
other than Australia would be threatened by the arrival in the region
of such a power.

3.19 The maintenance of the vitality of our alliance relationship
with the United States is obviously important as an insurance against
higher levels of conflict. It provides us with confidence that assistance
would be forthcoming in the event of substantial military attack on
Australia or its direct interests. Moreover, United States action would
be most unlikely to await the emergence of a maior threat. The
dramatic strategic changes that would precede such a threat would
inevitably impinge on important interests the United States has in the
region. Mapr strategic lodgement in the archipelago by an extemal
power would affect such interests and would provide strong impetus
for the United States to institute countermeasures.

3.20 These considerations provide considerable reassuranc€ against
the possibility of mapr attack. Nevertheless because of the severe
consequenc€s if such threats emerged over a longer time'scale,
Australian defence policy and force structure planning cannot ignore
them.
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3.27 The maintenanc€ of a range of capabilities in the ADF
applicable to higher levels of conflict, sufficient to provide a basis for
timely expansion, has been endorced by successive Governments as an
appropriate measure of insurance against the uncertainties in our long
term security prospects. Such considerations have led Governments to
acquire and develop highly capable maritime and other forces.

3.22 With our present force structure and its development already
approved by this C'overnment, we have considerable military
capabilities by regional standards. During the period that an
adversary would ne"ed to develop the motivatiory forces and skills
nc.eded for a major assault, we would be able to develop our
surveillance, maritime and other forcer still further. In this, we would
be assisted by the relative advantage that is latent in our military and
industrial base and our alliance relationship with the United States.

Summary juilgements

3.23 In summary, the need to recognise that at some time in the
future there could be a serious deterioration in our strategic
circumstances means the ADF should contain a level of skills from
which expansion to meet the developing threat could occur. As with
lower levels of conflict, a priority concern would be to deny the
adversary effective use of the sea and air gap. There would be a great
need for strike and other offensive measures against the adversary,s
military bases and infrastructure, and there would be an increased
need for such protective capabilities as mine countermeasures, anti-
submarine warfar',e, and air defence, especially around the bases from
which our maritime operations were being conducted.

3.24 Specific implications for ground force development follow
from the constraints the sea and air gap imposes on the range and type
of grognd forces that an opponent crculd land and sustain against
Australia. This has implications for the priority to be given in our
force development planning to preparing for large scale conventional
ground force operations. The prirnary function of our ground forces in
more substantial levels of conflict would be to defeat those enemy
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forces that had been able to land on Australian territory. our ground

forces would be required to conduct offensive action against the

enemy's forces, to contribute to the defence of maritime and other

military bases, and to protect the civil population and infrastructure.

3.25 Against the prospcct that the adversary had bctn able-to land

and sustain more substantial forces, we need expansion base elements

for conventional ground force conflict, but not at a high level of
preparedness. The Government considers it is appropriate to make

gf"it"r use of the Resemes in the expansion base for these tasks, in

issociation as ncressary with Regular personncl.

Threats to Australian haile

3.26 Ranging across the levels of conflict addressed in Australian
defence plannlng is the issue of threat to Australian trade by attempted

interdiction of shipping on our trade routes and in proximate ocean

areas.

3.27 Australia's over€eas trade routes are diverse and their

comprehensive interdiction would be credible only jn the unlikely
circumstances of protracted global conflict. Under those conditions

threats to international shipping would affect many countries.

Countries which have importint interests in the free flow of trade

would seek to protcrt international shipping. Australia would then

contribute to wider efforts to Protctt international trade, oPerating in
our own area in actordance with the procedures of the Radford-

Collins Agreement.

g.28 Australia enpys a high dqtnee of economic self-sufficiency.
We are a net expoiter of energy and self-sufficient in food. The

economy has basii features which have enabled previous short-term or

sporadii intemrptions to trade - through industrial action - to be

arrommodated, ihough with inconvenience and economic cost. While
our long term prosperity certainly requires a healthy level of
commod'ity erporis (eiports now actount for some 12 per cent of GDP
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- down from 20 per cent of GDP in the early 1950s). Australia could
survive significant disruption of overseas trade in the event of global
war, though at a cost to our standard of living. Most of the essential
needs of the civil community could be met without external supply if
appropriate measures of conservation and rationing were introduced.
Those essential items that are imported (including defence equipment
and spare parts, industrial machinery, transport equipment, lubricants
and rubber) could be stockpilcd or altemative sources arranged - even
if at higher cost - if there is any change in our current iudgement about
the remote prospect of global conflict.

3.29 Disruption to Australia's trade could occur in a range of other
circumstances, and in particular in those contingencies assessed as
credible in the shorter term. Important Australian trade passes
through choke points in the archipelago to our north and these
passages could be dcnied to us even during lower levels of conflict. In
those circumstances, there would be options for re-routing shipping
clear of the archipelago. Economic costs would be involved which,
without Governmcnt subsidy, could adversely affect the
competitiveness of our exports that normally pass through the
archipelago. Again, the cost to Australia would reflect itself in
reduced living standards and eronomic impact on some regions of the
country, rather than a threat to national survival.

3.30 Effertive interdiction of our trade in open ocean areas would
require wide area surveillance capabilities such as satellites or over-
the-horizon radar with real-time communications links to attacking
forces. No regional country now has such capabilities anf, their
development is not in prospect. Surveillance and intelligence
information of this kind is unlikely to be made available to a regional
adversary.

3.31 Interfcrence with or intcrdiction of shipping in coastal waters
and in our focal areas and ports might be seen as a more practical
option for an adversary. The movement of cargo by coastal shipping
contributes substantially to the national economy. Its disruption
would have a serious effect on such industries as oil and petroleum,
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mineral ores, fertilizer and chemicals, coal, and iron and stcel. Some

parts of Aushalia and some of our remote northern settlements are

heavily dependc'nt on supply by coastal shipping. Protcrcting shipping
in our-coastal waters is an important priority for our maritime forces.

3.32 Our force structure prioritics are guided by these more
credible situations requiring the protection of shipping in coastal

waters and in our focal areas and ports. We require significant forces

to defend against this contingency, which would be very demanding
for our maritime forces bccause of the distances involved and the

dispersion of our focal areas. Such forces could contribute to

protecting shipping in the unlikely event of global conflict.

Warning anil ilefance preparation

3.33 Our force development planning reflects an acceptance that
higher levels of threat could emerge only after a longer pcriod of time.
Our force capability priorities are stmcturd to take account of existing
and projected capabilities in regional forces and the possibility that
low levels of military threat could emerge over shorter timescales.

3.34 An important obiective of defence planning is to provide
maximum time for defence preparations. As some of the resPonses

that could be required involve long lead times, the Government
requires a constant monitoring of international circumstances, and
paiticularly of foreign military capabilities, to ensure that Australia
makes the appropriate military preparations in good time.

3.35 Defence policy depends heavily on a high level of performance
of intelligence monitoring and assessrnent of international events to
detc.ct changes in adequate time. Our intelligence organisations have
the responsibility for monitoring developrnents which could produce
pressures or threats against Australia's interests and to which a

defence response may be needed. Competent intelligence capabilities
arie an accepted and retognised component of the structure of modern
government.
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3.36 The concept of warning, and its application to Australian
defence planning, has been given careful attention by successive
Governments. The concept had its origins in the Strategic Basis
documents of the early \970s, which noted that it would take many
years for any regional country to develop the substantial military
capabilities required to sustain mapr operations against Australia. In
7976, the Defcnce Committce, in its document Ausfralia's Strategic
Analysis and Defarce Policy Objecffaes, expanded on this point, noting
that:

the emergence of a threat would be a late stage in a

series of developments and Governments would need
to act well in advance of it. Defence planning and
preparations over the preceding years should
thercfore be responsive to any strategic change
perceived as having potential for harming Australia's
interests.

3.37 This definition was reflected in the 1975 White Paper, which
observed that defence preparations could not be delayed until a

definite threat finally emerged. Preparatory planning and practical
measures taken in advance and based on a capable and versatile
defence force would substantially rcduce the time necessry to
organise an effective defence response. The concept of warning does
not imply a defence force which is static until a threat has materialised,
but one responsive to any significant strategic change with the
potential to weaken Australia's security.

3.38 The development of the concept of warning has been part of
the process by which Australia has distinguished its unique strategic
circumstances from those of its traditional friends and allies in the
northern hemisphere. Our allies face direct and identifiable military
threats from nearby forces to which they may have to respond in
timescales measured in days and weeks. Australia faces no presently
idcntifiable maior military threat, except for the remote possibility of
global war. All conceivable such threats from a regional Power would
be preceded by a build-up of forces. The two superpowers alone
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possess the military capabilities that could threaten Australia with
invasion. The United States is a close ally of Australia and it is
impossible to see, in that context, what purpose would be served by a
mairr military threat to Australia from the Soviet Union short of global
war.

3.39 Any decision to embark upon hostilities as a delibcrate act of
state policy is a major one for any government to make. There would
need to be some matter of sufficient weight in dispute. Tensions
would need to devclop to the point where one side dctides to use
force. Australia does not have that kind of dispute with any nation.
Much would ncrcd to change, therefore, in our international position
for the possibility of such conflict to arise. These changes would be
evident to us and to our friends.

3.40 There would also be indicators of maior physical preparation.
Within our region no nation has the ships, aircraft and transportable
forces that would be necessary to launch and sustain an effective
assault upon Australia. There are among the most expensive and
sophisticatcd forms of defence technology for any country to acquire.
Their acquisition and introduction into full operational service could
not be concealcd and the development of the operational expertise to
use this technology effectively in an assault on Australia would take
many years.

3.47 Our considerations are also influenced by the preparation
necessary for military expansion. Comparison of the expansion times
for other countries and Australia to berome effective in the use of
important military capabilities includes a careful weighing of combat
training skills, the ability to operate and maintain advanced
equipment, the size and scope of the economic, industrial, and
scientific and tcrhnical base, and the prospects for assured external
support.

3.42 Different considerations apply when low level threats are
contemplated. As already pointcd out these threats could range from
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harassment of our maritime zone and offshore rigs or mining of ports
at the lower level, through to substantial raids of short term duration
on important northem targets or our offshore islands. For such
activity, which could heavily consume Australian defence resources,
the range of indications is much smaller. The capabilities required are
much less and alreadv exist in a number of countries.

3.43 The political problems which might lead to low level threats
are more diverse in nature than those which might invite more
substantial aftack. Less time would be needed for an adversary to
prepare and Australia would also have less time to mount a military
response. Thus the Government has directed that priority be given in
defence planning to ensuring adequate and appropriate capabilities
exist within the Defence Force to deal with such pressures.

Au s tr ali a' s ilef ence s h at egy

3.44 Australia's defence strategy is based on the concept of defence
in depth. This strategy and our force structure planning give priority
to meeting credible levels of threat in Australia's area of dire<t military
interest. An adversary would be faced with a comprehensive array of
military capabilities, having both defensive and offensive components.
Australia is not an aggressive or expansionist nation, but an adversary
must be left in no doubt about our ability to counter the escalation of
his military operations against us, including by use of our strike and
interdiction capabilities.

3.45 Defence in depth gives priority to the ability of the ADF to
mount operations capable of defeating enemy forces in our area of
direct military interest. This means that we must have forces capable
of tracking and targeting the adversary, mounting maritime and air
operations in the sea and air gap to our north, capable of offensive
strike and interdiction missions, having a comprehensive range of
defensive capabilities - including air defence, mine counterrneasures,
and protection of coastal trade - and embodn.g mobile land forces
able to defeat hostile incursions at rernote locations.
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3.46 The fundamental importance of the sea and air gap to our
security gives high priority to maritime (naval and air) forces capable
of prwenting an adversary from substantial operations in that area.
There could be a need to be able to conduct operations against the
bases that an adversary was using for his aftacks on us, and against his
infrastructure. As our maritime forces would not be able to prevent
an adversary from at least limited use of the sea and air gap, a primary
task for us would be the protection of the bases from which our
maritime forces operated. Ground forces would also be needed to take
offensive action against the forces the adversary had landed, and, with
other force elements, to protert other areas of the military and civil
infrastructure and popula tion.

3.47 For sucressful operations in all levels of conflict our forces
need to have effective capabilities with good range, endurance and
mobility and be trained to operate in a harsh environment. The
communications needed for command and control, and the logistics
organisation needed for resupply, have to be designed to operate
effectively over great distances. In the event of crcnflict, logistics
would be particularly demanding and there would be a need to make
best use of our civil assets.

3.48 In developing forces with the required characteristics, the
prudent application of advanced technology plays an important role.
In many cases the ability to apply advanced technology effectively
provides the only real solution to many aspects of defending our vast
continent and our interests in surrounding maritime areas. This
reinforces the need for continuing national and defence expertise in
selected areas of science and technology (see Chapter 5). Nevertheless,
high technology equipment is very costly. Assessments of the value of
constructing weapon platforms in Australia must involve a careful
evaluation of the strategic requirernent for maintaining or developing
local capabilities. The important requirements are to be capable of
sustaining and supporting operations in our area of direct military
interest, to develop those capabilities that can be efficiently produced
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from our own resources, and to adapt and maintain equipment in the
Australian operational environment.

3.49 In relation to the question of operational readiness, the forces
we would require to deal effectively with the types of military threats
that could arise in the shorter term need to be maintained at a high
state of readiness. This does not mean that all such units should be at
uniformly high readiness but we need to be confident that they could
become effective, dcploy, and sustain operations in an appropriate
timescale.

3.50 Readiness will be enhanced by increased training and basing
in those areas of the continent most likely to be involved in credible
situations. Training in northern areas fosters familiarity with likely
areas of operation and thus allows an immediate advantage over an
adversary. It allows us to determine more accurately the substantial
demands on dcfence and other infrastructure of this harsh operating
environment - for example, the requirements for surveillance,
command, control and communications, mobile strike forces and the
necessary logistic capacity in remote areas.

Requirements for force developmort

3.51 The broad requirements which result from the application of
the priorities discussed in this chapter can be summarised as:

o intelligence collcrtion, assessment and regular review
processes to detect changes in strategic circurpstances;

o planning processes which regularly test the
consequences for our force structure of the types of
military pressure that could arise over shorter time-
scales; and

. a defence force able to:

- undertake current and foreseeable peacetime
operational tasks;
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deal effuctively with the kinds of military
pr€ssur€ that could arise oveir shorter time
scales; and

provide a suitable basis for timely expansion
to m€\et higher levels of threat if our strategic
circumstances deteriorate over the longer
term.

3.52 Within
include:

a

this planning framework, priority capability areas

surveillance and patrol operations in our maritime
resources zone and proximate ocean areas;

maritime forces (including mine countermeasure
forces) able to protect shipping in coastal waters and
in our focal areas and ports;

ground reconnaissance and surveillance forces;

mobile ground forces able to defeat hostile incursions
at remote localities and protect military and
infrastructur€ assets that support the proiection of our
maritime power;

air defence within our maritime ar'€as and northern
approaches;

maritime and land interdiction and strike capabilities,
particularly the ability to undertake maritime strike
operations in the approaches to north and north-west
Australia;

a capability to sustain operations in areas of Australia
and its territories remote from our industrial and
logistic support centres; and

command, control and communications systems
commensurate with these tasks.
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3.53 These basic requirements determine our force struchrre. The
characteristics of range, endurance and mobility that we plan for the
ADF provide the Government with practical options for sustaining our
defence activities further aficld should the need arise.



ANNEX E: EXTRACTS FROM AUSTRALIA'S
REGIONAL SECURTTY, DECEMBER 1989'

TI THE GLOBAL AND REGIONAL CONTEXT

CONSTANTS IN AUSTRALIA'S SECI.JRITY ET{VIRONMENT

M. To this ;nint, this statement has focused on change in the
international and regional security environment. There are, however,
two constants in that environment which must underlie our policies
over the next ten years: the realities of geography and military power.

45. Geographical fmperatives. Australia's security interests are
affected by many factors outside South East Asia and the South Pacific.
These include the avoidance of nuclear war, the security of the Persian
Gulf, the conventional balance in Europe and the military balance in
North Asia. Although some of these wider security interests are very
important to us, our security concerns in practice nevertheless focus on
our region. This reflects the essential importance of relating our
commitments and priorities to our capabilities. In other words, we
define our security interests in practice not only in terms of their
intrinsic importance to us (e.g. the avoidance of nuclear war), but also
by a judgement about to what degree we can do something about
them.

46. Although Australia can undoubtedly make a significant
contribution to global security in various ways (e.9. through our
hosting of the Australia-United States foint Facilities, with their early
waming and verification capabilities, and through our active
involvement in multilateral disarmament issues, such as chemical
weapons prohibition), the reality is that - as we weigh our interests
against our capabilities - it is appropriate that we particularly focus
our security concerns and priorities on South East Asia and the South
West Pacific.

terial Statement by Senator the Hon. Gareth
Evans QC, Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade, Dcrember 1989 (Department of
Foreign Affairs and Trade Canbera, 1989).
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47. It is equally important, however, to continue this process of
weighing commitment and capability within the wider South East
Asian and South Pacific region and to decide within that wider region
what are our priorities. In doing so, geographical imperatives come
into play. As is pointed out in the Dbb Report, and the 1987 Defence
White Paper, the basic facts of our geographic situation indicate that
military attack against Australia would most likely be directed against
the northern part of the mainland, its maritime approaches or offshore
territories. While the Indonesian archipelago and Papua New Guinea
form a protective barrier, it is from or through this area that a military
threat would almost certainlybe posd.

48. It was on the basis of this geographical imperative, and setting
aside any iudgements about the current political intent or economic,
cultural and social characteristics of lndonesia and PNG, that
Australian defence strategy was devised. This geographical
imperative, however, has compelling relevance not only for defence
policy but for broader security policy. In making iudgements about
where to deploy non-military policy instruments in support of our
security concems, geography dictates that Indonesia and PNG must be
our first focus: the evolution of the political scene, economy and
society of each of PNG and Indonesia needs to be understood and, to
the extent we can properly do so, influenced, more than is the case for
any other country.

49. Military Power. The possession of military power will always
remain of major importance in international affairs. There is, as

outlined earlier, a generally more positive international environment,
and in that environment economic considerations are gtowing more
influential. But there is no reason to assume that the habits of millenia
will disappear in our lifetime, or that there will be any forswearing by
states of the use of military power and influence in pursuit of their
objcrtives. The importance of this for Ausbalia is that we cannot
assume that, in the future, states either in the region or outside it will
not use military capability to seek to achieve goals contrary to our
security intercsts. We must develop our policy responses accordingly.
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50. All that said, it is important to have a realistic understanding
of the present military power of the countries present in the region or
capable of plalng a significant role in it. While circumstances can
change relatively rapidly, even given the long lead-times normally
involved in modern military procurcment, no country (the United
States and possibly USSR apart) has, or will have in the foreseeable
future, the range of naval, air and logistic capabilities that would be
needed to both proicrt and sustain substantial conventional forces for
mapr military action against Australia.

51. In the case of the USSR, the Soviet Navy's strategic role
traditionally has bcen to operate as an extension of land-based
defences and to support ground force operations. Most Soviet Pacific
Fleet operations continue to focus on the North-West Pacific, and
rcmain mmmitted almost exclusively to a posture based on the
requirement to fight in sea areas adjacent to the USSR. However, in
providing mairr surface combatants, attack submarines, escorts and
aircraft for close'in operations, the USSR has been able to acquire some
capabilitim relevant to power proirtion, and would certainly have
strong logistic support capability were it to mobilise its merchant flcrct.
The Soviet Pacific Fleet has nevertheless been unable to match United
States deployments in frequency or numbers, and its capacities for
power proiection in Australia's region will remain limited compared
with those of the United States Pacific Flcet.

52. In the case of lapan, its strategic horizons are fixed in North
Asia and on the Soviet Union as its mairr strategic threat. The
fapanese defence budget has expanded rapidly in recent years and at
approximately $US24.32 billion in 1987 is the third largest in the world,
but much of the increase can be attributed to the increased value of the
Yen against the dollar. The Maritime Self Defence Force is the fifth
largest navy in the world and its role has been expanded to q)ver sea
lines of communication out to a distance of 1000 nautical miles.
However, the Japanese Defence Force's power proi:ction capabilities
are small and it is geared to operate in tandem with Unitred States
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forces. The United States/lapan Security Treaty crcntinues to underpin
North Asian regional security.

53. In the case of China, its ability to proiect Power into Australia's
immediate region remains limited. China crontinues to view the Soviet
Union as its most immediate shategic threat. Consequently the
People's Liberation Atmy has attracted, and will continue to attract,
most of China's defence budget. China's military lacks an aircraft
carrier and naval combatants bigger than destroyers. The Chinese
Navy is not a true tlue water' force and although the navy has 2000

vessels, very few are suited to more than coastal operations. China
also has no capacity to deploy an amphibious force further afield than
the South China Sea. Its air force is primarily a defensive force. Even
if there was a mapr shift in Chinese strategic doctrine it would be at
least 15 years before funding translated into new military skills and
capabilities. Continuing conc€rns about the Soviet Union make it
unlikely that there will be maior shifts in military doctrine.

54. In the case of India, its power proiection capabilities are
growing. The Indian army is the world's third larges$ its airforce by
far the largest in the Indian Ocean region; and its navy seems set to
become the fifth largest in the world. India's mapr strategic
preoccupations are Pakistan, its other South Asian neighbours and
China. By the early 1990s the Indian Navy will be capable of
protecting India's sea lines of communication and will become
increasingly capable of proierting power as far south as Southern
Africa and Western Australia, but the Nav/s restricted fleet support
capability would limit its capacity to sustain an operation in the
Southern Indian Ocean. The increases in India's military capabilities
appear to be motivated by preocrupations in its immediate region and
considerations of prestige, rather than by a desire to intervene out-of-
area.

55. In the case of the ASEAN countries, most have acquired
sophisticated military capabilities, and bilateral military cooperation
and irint exercises between the ASEAITI armed forces have been
gradually but steadily, if quietly, increasing. An examination of recent
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defence equipment purchases suggests that ASEAN countries are
giving greater emphasis to improving external defence capabilities.
Thailand, Singapore and Indonesia are purchasing F-15 aircraft.
Malaysia has purchased eight British Tornado fighter-bombers.
Singapore possesses four E-2C advanced early-warning aircraft. In the
maritime area, Indonesia has taken delivery of four Harpoon equipped
frigates. The Malaysian navy has purchased six Wasp anti-submarine
helicopters. Thailand has rcreived two U.S.-built Harpoon equipped
frigates and is also giving emphasis to ASW capabilities. None of this
represents, however, a situation in which any ASEAN country has the
capability,let alone the intention, to proiect and sustain major military
action against Australia.

55. The general scrurity outlook for Australia is such, then, that if
it were to be as favourable at the end of the ten year period under
review as it is now, we should be well pleased. This Sc'ction has,
however, outlined a rnairr process of change in the international and
regional security outlook, and there are many elements to that process
which mean it will not necessarily be peaceful change. It is timely,
therefore, to look again at our broad security policies in South East
Asia and the South Pacific to see whether they remain effective, and
how they may be further developed.

III MAINTENANCE OF A POSTTIVE SECI,'RITY ET{VIRONMENT
IN OI,JR REGIOM

AUSTRALIA'S POLICY RESPONSE

57. The protcrtion of Australia's security, as it was defined at the
outset of this Statement, has rnore than one dimension. In specifically
military terms, it involves the capability to deter, and if necessary
defeat, aftacks against us; in broader external policy terms, it involves
acting, through many different policy instrurnents, to maintain a
positive security and strategic environment in our own region.

58. The instruments of poliry required to prote$ our security
interests go well beyond those administererl by the Minister for
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Defence, or for that matter the Minister for Foreign Affairs and rrade.
As discussed in detail in this scrtion, they may be identified as follows:

1. MilitaryCapabitity;

2. Politico-MilitaryCapability;

3. Dplomacy;

4. Economic Links;

5. Development Assistance;

6. \lon-Military Threat, Assistance; and

7. Exchangesofpeopleandldeas.

7. Military Capability

59. Australia's national defence policy is genuinely defensive: we
harbour no aggressive intentions towaids any othei nation. our
military capability, while substantial in regional terms, is not based on
the. need for comprehensive power proiection within our region, but
rather on what-is required to defeat aggression against our tefotory or
maritime jurisdiction.

60. The foundation of Australia's defence planning is self reliance
- the ability to defend ourselves from within our owniesources. This
qrolity was clearly established in the 1982 white paper, The Defnce of
Australh, and represents a fundamental change from earlier strategies
based on 'forward defence' which lcd us to ioin with great ind
powerful friends in fighting wals as far afield as Korea and Vietnam -
not to mention, in earlier times, Europe and the Middle East.

67. That sclf reliance is pursued within the framework of alliances,
the.most important of which is ANZUS. The prospect of united states
assistance to Australia in conflict remains an important consideration
for any potential adversary. And in a regionai security context the
practical benefits to Australia of our rclationship with the unitcd
states include intelligencg access to advanced military systems,
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preferred custonrer treatment in defence purchasing, irint training and

ixercises,-supply and support arrangements, and industrial and

scientifi c cooperation.

62. Defending Australia Against Aftack. In Australia's presently

favourable shategic circumstances defence planning and capability
development is not related to any specific threat or scenario. Instead,

it is based on the enduring features of our strategic environment and
the broad range of capabilities that could realistically be proiected
against Australia. Any form of significant military attack would
develop from or through the archipelago to Australia's north. These

factors establish four key elements in our defence planning:

o Early Warning: intelligence collection and evaluation
to monitor regional developments, provide warning of
possible threats, and to support ADF operations
through tactical intelligence on military activities in
the more proximate parts of the region;

o Sunreillance over s€a and air aPProaches to locate

and identify hostile activities, particularly in maior
maritime focal areas;

o Interdiction: maritime patrol and response forces

essential to intercepting hostile forces forward of
Australia, to protcrt offshore territorien and interests,

and to allow Australia to influence the type,level and
location of hostilities; and

o Ground Mobility: flexible, rapid reaction land forces
to protect key civil and rnilitary infrastructure in the
north and respond to inorrsions onto Australian
tenitrory.

53. In the absence of an identifiable threat, defence planning is

based on the concept of three levels of conflict:

o Low level conflict where an adversary seeks to aPPly

political Pressurc through the use of force while
seeking to avoid engagtng our Defence Force;
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o Escalated low level conflict where the adversary
would be prepared to engage our Defence Force
directly up to the limit of regional capabilities; and

o More substantial conflict where an adversary might
aftempt maior hostilities against Australia. This is
presently well beyond the capability of any regional
country. It would require both a serious cause for
dispute and maior force development over a
significant number of years.

Defence policy requires our Defence Force to be able to handle those
lower levels of conflict assessed as credible in the shorter term. It must
also have planning procedures to allow it to expand to meet higher
levels of conflict should this become necessarv in the future.

&. Australia's extensive northern coastline, significant maritime
interests and relatively small manpower force, require a strategy of
defence in depth. To make the defence of the mainland manageable,
the Defence Force must have the capability to meet the adversar/s
force in the sea and air approaches as well as operate over a wide
geographic area. This requires a mix of offensive and defensive
capabilities. A high priority is placed on irint force operations,
mobility and flexibility in force structurcs and operational concepts,
and the ability to sustain forces at distance from mapr infrastructure
and logistic support.

65. While there will be significant constraints on the use of
strategic strike capabilities in lower levels of conflict, their possession
is a mapr factor in Australia's ability to control the rate and level of
escalation of hostilities: our shatql'y remains in the broader sense
defensive, but that does not preclude the use, as appropriate, of
offensive tactics to achieve defensive goals. Australia does have long-
range strike capabilities in its F-11ls and submarines, but our offensive
capacity'should not be exaggerated: we have no aircraft cariers and
only limited amphibious trooplift capacity.
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6. The selcctive use of advanced tcrhnologies and the ability to
maintain a margin of technological superiority in key areas are

important. Certainly the introduction of various 'exotic' weaPons

capabilities such as chemical weaPons or nuclear weaPons,

particularly if accompanied by the acquisition of ballistic missiles,
would have a dramatic effert on our security environment. Neither is
impossible. The drawnout nature of the proceedings towards a

Chemical Weapons Convention is resulting in the further proliferation
of these weapons. And the nuclear non-proliferation regime, which
has been well-supported in the regiory is coming under real pressure.

67. Keeping these new categories of weapons out of the region
will have to be a high priority, requiring political and diplomatic
intervention at appropriate times. It will also need to be a continuing
focus of our arrns control efforts. Our commitment to the prevention

of the proliferation of nuclear and chemical weapons reflects not only a

conc€rn about developments around the globe, but more particularly
an awareness of our regional security needs.

58. Deterrence. While our defence Policy is, as described above,

genuinely defensive in character and while the concept of dcterrence is

not the rationale for the force structure and equipment of the Defence
Force, the combination of capabilities developed to catry out this
defensive strategy is of such size, and with sufficient capacity for
offensive tactics in its pursuit, as to constitute a strong message of
deterrence against any attack on Australian territory. Australia's
military capabilities are, and are perceived to be, formidable in
regional terms. As has already been stated, there is no short-term
prospect of any regional country or external Power - the United States

or, possibly, the USSR aPart - gaining the capability (not to mention
the regional presence or motivation) to defeat Australia on its own
territory: certainly none of China, India or |apan Possesses the range of
naval, air and logistic capabilities that would be needed to both proict
and sustain the forces neoessary for mairr military action against
Australia.
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69. The capability of Australia's armed forces should be seren as
having relevance not only for the defence of Australia, but for the
region as a whole. Australia's possession of significant military power
conhibutes to the strategic stability of our neighbouring regions,
providing a 'secure south' for South East Asian countries, and a
'secure west' for South Pacific Nations.



ANNEX F: EXTRACTS FROM MINISTERIAL
STATEMENT ON THE REORGANISATION OF

DEFENCE INTELLIGENCE, MARCH 1989'

REORGANISATION OF DEFENCE INTELLIGENCE

Ministerial Statement

Mr Beazley (Swan - Minister for Defence) - by leave - I wish to
announce today some changes to our defence intelligence
arrangements. At present we have the foint Intclligence Organisation

0IO) which combines military expertise from the three Scrvices and
civilian analysts in an organisation that provides both current military
intelligence and longer term strategic assessments, and we also have a
small intelligenc€ group established in the Australian Dcfence Force

headquarters to provide direct operational suPPort to the ADF. From
27 March these functions will be mmbined in IIO. later in the year -
when the n€tessary legal changes are made - |IO will become the
Defence Intelligence Organisation, or DIO. The new name will better
reflcrct its central role in the preparation of intelligence assessments for
defence and the provision of operational intelligence for the ADF.

These changes are part of the proaess of developing our self-
reliant defence effort, which has been the central theme of this
Governmenfs defence policy. For Australia, high quality intelligence
assessment of our security environment and assessing the possibilities
for military threat is a front line defence capability. It is at the core of
our defence planning and guides the dcrisions we make about our
force structure, the location of our fotces, and their levels of readiness.

Good intelligence is also critical to our military effcrtiveness in
the event of conflict. Australia is investing heavily in modern high
technology intelligence collection and surveillance systems. We are
also developing the communications and data systems necessary to
use intclligence effectively and to provide timely suPPort to
operational commands. We have introduced new comrnnd and
control arrangements under the Chief of the Defence Force (CDF) for
the conduct of independent operations for the defence of Australia. By
combining our national defence intelligence assessment effort in the

In Hensard (House of Representatives), I March 79E9,pp.218-22.
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one organisation we will strengthen [Os central role in monitoring
Australia's regional environment and preparing defence assessments.
At the same time we will ensure that the Australian Defence Force
headquarters and the functional commanders are provided with an
integrated and up to date operational intelligence service. In periods
of tension or hostilities the demands for intelligence to support the
planning and conduct of operations and to protect againif enemy
action will grow dramatically and the system for providing that
intelligence and informing appropriate countermeasures has to be able
to expand accordingly without the need for disruptive reorganisation
or demarcation disputes over responsibilities and allocation of
resources.

Additionally, the system that mcrets the needs of the CDF and
other senior defence policy makers has to also provide the senior
commanders of the ADF at the operational level with the intelligence
they need but cannot provide by emplolng their own resources.
Existing arrangements for intelligence support to the ADF have
evolved over the last 20 years. They therefore do not necessarily
match contemporary military shategy and defence self-reliance nor
meet fully the ADF's requirements. For these reasons we will gain
considerably from integrating the ADF headquarters intelligence staff
into [O. It means that, instead of a small group in the headquarters
being responsible for operational intelligence, the military planners in
the headquarters will now be able to draw directly on the full
resources of fIO - without the need to go through coordinating
channels. The interaction can occur at a number of levels which
greatly helps operational efficiency in a crisis situation.

In announcing thcse changes I want to pay tribute to the
excellent work done by the |oint Intclligence organisation since its
formation in early 1970. JIO has a welldeserved reputation for
carefully considered and authoritative iudgments of military and
security situations, and this is particularly so in its work in the area of
warning time, which continues to be a poorly understood concept in
Australian defence thinking. I think it is poorly understood in part
because people think about warning time as an exercise in prophecy.
They resile from any notion that we can predict the future and they
draw on a whole wealth of historical experience to demonstrate that
surprise is at least as corrunon in human history as accurate prediction.
But that is not what warning time is about. Rather, the Australian
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conc€pt of warning time is about calculating the possibilities for a

mapr attack on us by placing limits on what is physically possible in
terms of the forces and equipment available to a putative enemy, and
the time that would be required to improve them.

This leads to a central point in our defence planning. There
have been, and still are, possibilities for lower levels of conflict in our
region which could arise with very little warning and which could be

very demanding of our defence effort. I make no predictions about
these, nor do I assess any of the possibilities as being particularly
likely; but simple prudence demands that we have the military
capacity to deal with them. This Government's defence policy has

paid critical attention to these contingencies, whilst still maintaining
the skills and equipment necessary for expansion to meet higher levels
of threat.

It is important in considering such possibilities to determine
the limits to the military capacity that might be employed against us.

This is not an exercise in prediction. Rather, it is a matter of counting
and measuring regional military forces and assessing how they might
be most effectively employed against us should Presently favourable
political intentions towards us change. In this effort we have the
advantage of access to modcrn intelligence systems and tcchniques
that allow us very great confidcnce in our assessments. These systems
and techniques are at the very heart of JIO's capabilities.

Intent to use forca is, of course, rather more difficult to
measure. We have examples in recent history where governments
have seen military preparations but misjudged the intentions of their
adversary. There are less wcll-known examples of the converse -
where both capabilities and intent have been properly iudged and
deterred. But again, simple prudence requires that we acknowledge
the possibility of misiudgment of intent and that we are prepared to
deal with the consequences of miscalculation. This reinforces the need
to have the military capacity to deal with situations which could arise
in fairly short time scales - which, as I have stressed, has been a
consistent theme of this Governmenfs defence policy.

I want to say something here about the claim that the Fiii coup
represented some kind of intelligence failure. Of crourse, we did not
know that there was going to be a coup, and very few others did
either. Indeed, according to General Rabuka's account, he did not
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finally make up his mind until iust beforehand. Thus, the prercise
prediction of such a dcrision is not likely to be possible and we cannot
expect intelligence to do so. What good intelligence assessment does is
to help to understand the circumstances that give rise to such events
and to guide our policy nesponses. I make the further point that, while

9*pty tragic, what happened in Fiii did not represent any
fundamental undermining of our national security. There was no
consequent military threat to Australia, or any risk of threat. The only
defence response required was to position our forces so that they could
assist in the evacuati,on of our citiiens should this be t ecessary. t 

"ddthal contrary to some reports, the ADF carricd out this task efficiently
and with great professionalism.

In considering possibilities for scrious assault on Australia, we
necessarily enter the world of speculation and assumption. This is
sometimes a recipe for all kinds of loose, if imaginative, thinking about
how Australia might be attacked with massive military force at some
future time. But what we nced are carcful assessments of what would
be necessary for sustained assault against Australia. We need to
compare that to what is availablc in the region now and we need to
judge how long it might take for any country to acquire the capabilities
that would be necessary. Over 15 ycars ago such a judgment was
commissioned by a previous Labor government - and it was parodied
as 'the no threat for 15 years'assessment. But, in fact, the careful work
of the then IIO which was endorsed by the Defence Committee in the
Strategic Basis of Australia's Defence Poliry document of 1923, has been
borne out by subsequent events.

It is not sensible for a Defence Minister to speculate about
friendly countries attacking us at some future time, but I think it is
important in the interests of an informcd public debate that I set down
in_general terms the broad conclusions of some of the work done by
|Io intelligence staffs and defence strategic planning staffs as it has
been conducted over many years. A central conclusion is that a very
considerable military force would be required to launch and sustain
any kind of major assault against Australia. If, for a moment, we put
aside motive and contemplate the kind of force that would be
necessary to mount a sizeable assault against Australian territory, we
are talking about a minimum of a divisional group - that is, an
organised and balanced force of some 15,0(X) to 2O000 men.
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Some might argue that such forces are already in ocistence in
the region. Even if we accePt this, those forces have little relevance

unlessthey are deployable acToss the formidable realities of the sea-air
gap to our north. The distances involved are many times greatcr than
the English Channel, which has been so effective in detering invasion
of Britain for the last 900 yeani. An adversary seeking to invade
Australia would first have to dominate the sea and air approaches to
our continent and sustain that control for the Period of conflict. This
would be a most difficult task requiring massive amounts of
specialised and long range air Power and naval forces and forward
togistic bases close to Australia capable of supporting such forces.

These things are not available now to any regional power. They could
not be acquired quickly or easily and they certainly could not be

acquired without our knowing about them.

To take this point a little further, we might consider the kind of
air power that would be ncressary to control the sea-air gap. We are
not talking here about short range fighters or ground attack aircraft
that are in plentiful supply in many parts of the world. We are talking
about advanced long range surueillance and strike aircraft equipped
with the most modern weaPons and avionic systems. Australia is one

of the few countries to have these in significant numbers. It takes time
to acquire such aircraft and even longer to know how to use and
support them. As the Australian Minister for Defence, I know only too
well how difficult and time consuming it is to develop the highly
skillcd rnnpower neaessary to operate and support such aircraft, and
yet I consider myself very fortunate in that Australia can draw on a
population that is well educated and technically competent, and
certainly so on any regional standards.

There are many assumptions in this kind of analysis and I
have given but two examples of the kind of problems any country
would face in contemplating a mapr assault on Australia. It will be

properly pointed out that an adversary may well sc',e maritime
harassment or interdiction as a rrrore profitable means of putting
military pressure on Australia. Indeed, this consideration is reflected
in the emphasis that Australia placed on dcveloping its maritime
capabilities. There is nothing in the region that matches our maritime
combination of P3 aircraft, submarines, surface combatants and long
range strike aircraft, and this Government is pufting in place a force
structure for the 1990s and beyond that will improve impressively our
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maritime forces with the new constnrction submarines and the Anzac
frigates.

It might also be propcrly pointcd out that it is difficult to
conceive of a motive for any kind of rnajor assault on Australian
territory. Again this is acknowlcrlgcrl by the Government. But we
cannot assume that any and all possible advercaries would reach the
same conclusion in all future circumstances. This is why we need a
dedicated organisation in the fIO which devotes its considerable
talents to constantly monitoring Australia's strategic circumstances.

This leads to what, I think, is a central conclusion that should
be drawn from the work on the idea of warning time, and has been
done for some time now in IIO. It is not sensible to think of warning
time as a finite period in which we will not be faced with military
threat of any kind. Rather, the concept provides a basis on which we
can assess our own priorities for defence preparation and the time
scales for our own dcfence effort. Should there be a trend in regional
defence preparation towards the development of substantial power
projection capabilities, we would have to consider what we would
need to do to maintain the relativity of military strength we now enioy.
Monitoring these trends and assessing our own requirements are thus
central to our dcfence planning effort.

Under the new arrangements for dcfence intelligence these
responsibilities for longer term assessment will continue to be at the
core of the work of fIO, and later DIO. What we are doing is to add to
those core responsibilities the vital task of ensuring that the ADF is
provided with comprehensive and timely intelligence in support of
operations. This will include not only supplying more timely current
intclligence to the maritime, land and air commands, but also
developing a more integratcd approach to foreign inteliigence
collcrtion with information on the north of Australia and Australia's
territories. By combining the mairr responsibility of these intelligence
functions in the one organisation we are ensuring that the totality of
our defence intelligence necds is properly met.
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