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Foreword

The post-World War II collective security network provided a
foundation for Western allies and friends to deter aggression, contain
communism, and promote the global cause of freedom and democracy,
security, and peace. For more than 35 years, one successful part of the
network was the “showcase” ANZUS defense alliance, a special and
functional relationship between three close allies—Australia, New
Zealand, and the United States.

ANZUS worked well because it allowed each partner to have a major
say in matters that concerned all three and other players as well. It was
synonymous with fair burden-sharing, mutual confidence, broad
cooperation, and alliance unity. In military and intelligence matters,
Australia and New Zealand were both self-reliant and dependent upon
the United States.

In the mid-1980s, events caused the alliance to revise in such a way
that a return to its former state became doubtful. In addition, Australia
and New Zealand wanted their defense forces more self-reliant and
increasingly focused on their own region. As a result, no one knew what
arevised ANZUS and the shifting defense features of Australia and New
Zealand really meant for themselves, the region, America, and Western
security.

Lt Col Frank P. Donnini has helped increase our understanding by
producing a definitive volume on ANZUS in Revision: Changing
Defense Features of Australia and New Zealand in the Mid-1980s. It 1s
a seminal work of real value, because he discusses the many issues
involved with an open-minded, balanced approach that gives equal due
to each ANZUS nation.

Colonel Donnini brings a unique perspective to the topic. As an
intelligence officer in the early 1980s, he served on exchange with the
Royal Australian Air Force in Canberra, Australia. While “down
under,” he observed and worked with all elements of the Australian and
New Zealand military and intelligence organizations. As an Air Force

vit



research associate in the mid-1980s, he spent a year at the University of
Pittsburgh researching, documenting, and writing this study. Finally, as
a political-military affairs officer assigned to the Airpower Research
Institute serving as a military doctrine analyst in the late 1980s, he
produced the final refined product.

This excellent book will provide readers within each ANZUS country
a much better understanding of the recent revisions in the West’s
“showcase” alliance and what is likely to happen now, especially in the
Australian and New Zealand defense establishments. Accordingly,
people in government, defense, and academia, who are concermned with
such military and security matters, will want to read it.

.

DENNIS M. DREW, Colonel, USAF

Director, Airpower Research
Institute

Vi



About the Author

Lt Col Frank P. Donnini researched and wrote the bulk of this study
while assigned as the 1986-87 Air Force research associate in visiting
faculty status at the Graduate School of Public and International Affairs,
University of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania.

Colonel Donnini is a 1970 graduate of Union College, Schenectady,
New York, with a BA in history, a 1977 graduate of Golden Gate
University with a master’s degree in public administration, a 1988
graduate of Creighton University with a master’s degree in international
relations, and a candidate for a doctorate in public administration from
the University of Alabama. He received his commission through the Air
Force ROTC program. He has completed Squadron Officer School, Air
Command and Staff College, and Air War College.

A career intelligence officer, Colonel Donnini has served in a variety
of intelligence assignments in the continental United States and
overseas. He graduated from Target Intelligence and Photo/Radar
Interpretation Officer courses.

His interest in the Australia, New Zealand, United States (ANZUS)
defense alliance, the Australian and New Zealand defense forces, and
the Southwest Pacific region began with his 1981-83 tour as an
exchange officer with the Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) in
Canberra, Australian Capitol Territory, Australia. While there, he was
the commander of the RAAF Target Intelligence Centre.

From 1987 to 1990, Colonel Donnini was assigned to Air University
as a military doctrine analyst in the Airpower Research Institute of the
Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education (CADRE) at
Maxwell AFB, Alabama. He is currently serving as chief of the Targets
Division, Headquarters Tactical Air Command, Langley AFB, Virginia.






Acknowledgments

This study began while I was an Air Force research associate (RA)
at the Graduate School of Public and Intemational Affairs, University
of Pittsburgh. It was a most rewarding experience for me both
professionally and personally. During the 1986-87 academic year, I was
a visiting faculty member conducting scholarly research in a very open
and unstructured academic environment. I thank the US Air Force for
providing me the opportunity to produce an in-depth independent study
of security interest and to interact with the faculty, students, and staff
of an excellent graduate school in a great university.

Many individuals were very helpful and supportive of my research
efforts. I could never have accomplished this study without them.
Fortunately during the year I was able to meet and interview numerous
people in senior-level and staff-level diplomatic and defense positions
in Washington, D.C., and Honolulu, Hawaii. Since their comments and
opinions were not for attribution, I must thank them collectively for their
time and effort. Special appreciation goes to those foreign service and
military professionals at the Australian and New Zealand embassies in
Washington.

I am very grateful to several people then associated with Air Force
research and writing programs on the Air Staff at the Pentagon. These
include Col Timothy Kline, chief of the Doctrine and Concepts
Division, and Lt Col Don Drenth, head of the RA program and my
predecessor as a research associate at the University of Pittsburgh. I
must also give special thanks to Dr I. B. Holley, Jr., major general,
USAFR, Retired, of Duke University for his invaluable insight into the
right way to conduct solid research and for his advice during the RA
orientation and the midtour seminars. Whenever I began to get off track,
I referred to his notes on research and that always helped to straighten
me out. In the Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Research, and Education
at Air University, I am indebted to Col Dennis M. Drew; Dr David
Maclsaac, Lt Col, USAF, Retired; and Dr Lawrence E. Grinter—all of
the Airpower Research Institute—and Dr Richard Bailey of the Air

xt



University Press for their constructive advice, editorial comments, and
strong support.

On the academic side, many people deserve my sincere appreciation.
These include Dr Henry S. Albinski and Prof Robert A. Brand of the
Australian-New Zealand Studies Center, Pennsylvania State
University; Dr Dora Alves of the National Defense University in
Washington; and Dr Thomas-Durell Young, an independent scholar
also based in Washington. Dora and Tom were especially generous in
providing me advice, materials, and support throughout the whole
research year. At the Graduate School of Public and International
Affairs, Dean Lawrence J. Korb and Dr Donald M. Goldstein, Lt Col,
USAF, Retired, were always there for support and friendship. Thanks
also go to Joseph Cafaro for his great patience and skill in providing me
mitial word-processing support.

Last but by no means least, I want to extend real gratitude to my
family for their complete support and encouragement on what began as
a very interesting—and sometimes trying—year away from the Air
Force and then became several years of finishing up what I had started.
I'have not said this often enough, but to my wife Zell and sons Zachary
and Joshua, I thank you for everything now and in the future.

P. DONNINI Lt Col, USAF
Military Doctrine Analyst
Airpower Research Institute

xii



Introduction

Beginning in 1951 the defense features of Australia, New Zealand,
and the United States (ANZUS)—operating together and alone—
helped to produce a situation that brought security and stability to the
vast South and Southwest Pacific regions. This alliance provided the
foundation for Western security in the region. Many observers
considered the trilateral and asymmetrical defense alliance of close
allies a “showcase.” Its success was such that the entire area,
encompassing more than 10 percent of the earth’s surface, was often
called “Lake ANZUS.”

However, events and occurrences from the mid-1980s onward have
created significant adjustments and serious disturbances in the security
arrangement. For example, much-publicized antinuclear policies,
including New Zealand’s ban on nuclear-powered and nuclear-
weapons-carrying ships from port visits, and increases in external and
internal destabilizing factors are threatening stability in the once quiet
and exclusively Westem region. At the same time, Australia and New
Zealand are undergoing major changes in their conventional defense
features as they strive for greater defense self-reliance and increased
independence from the third partner in the alliance, the United States.
If done as intended, the changing Australian and New Zealand defense
features will enhance and improve the strong and capable deterrent force
structures of the allies and provide real contributions to regional security
and stability. Yet major problems are present that call into question not
only the basic existence of ANZUS itself but also the transitioning
defense capabilities and objectives of the countries concemed.

The cumulative impact of New Zealand posture and shifts, American
reaction and concern, Australian changes and involvement, and political
and economic nuances have resulted in unprecedented regional turmoil
among the three countries. To date there has been little spillover
elsewhere. Nevertheless, disturbances to established ways and means
caused considerable discussion and debate on what has taken place and
what its meaning is for future regional stability. This research study thus
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ANZUS IN REVISION

explores and answers a basic question: What effects do the recent shifts
in Australian and New Zealand defense features and security conditions
have on those countries, the United States, and the region in the revised
ANZUS era?

The nature of ANZUS is revising both as an alliance for defense and
a framework for security cooperation. For 35 years the successful
ANZUS partnership was a major reason for the region’s Western
orientation and stability. Now the alliance is suddenly quite different
from what it was just a few years ago, and its future is unknown. New
Zealand 1s no longer an active partner; Australia is forced to have an
expensive middleman role; and the United States is frustrated in seeing
a weakening of its global security network characterized by effective
deterrence and cooperative allies.

The defense forces of Australia and New Zealand are both
experiencing major shifts. Some of the changes are due to adjustments
in the revised ANZUS framework. In Australia and New Zealand, even
more changes result from major defense policy changes designed to
achieve two long-established but little-acted-upon goals: increased
defense self-reliance and more independence from a great power
protector, formerly Great Britain and since World War II, the United
States. Past dependence meant Australia and New Zealand often had to
adjust their own defense requirements to support those of larger allied
forces. The result sometimes was service overseas that was extensive
and costly—in both resources and, more importantly, lives. The most
recent example was involvement with the United States in the Vietnam
War as part of the commitment to “forward defense.”

The study mainly provides analysis and commentary of these recent
and planned shifts in Australian and New Zealand defense features. Two
settings are used for each country. The first setting, the older one, covers
the years before 1986 in Australia and before 1984 in New Zealand.
Within this setting are two subsections. One is a full-house ANZUS and
the commonly provided defense contributions from each country. The
other subsection is the individual Australian and New Zealand defense
contributions, ANZUS aside.

The second setting involves two time periods starting in the
mid-1980s. For Australia it begins in 1986, a year highlighted by the
Labor government-directed force structure study, Review of

Xiv



INTRODUCTION

Australia’ s Defence Capabilities, produced by Paul Dibb. This study
was followed in 1987 by the government white paper on defense
policy, The Defence of Australia 1987 . The transitional year for New
Zealand was 1984, when David Lange’s Labour government was first
elected to power. Subsequent to the election was an intense two-year
debate cycle finalized by the 1987 government publication of its white
paper ondefense policy, Defence of New Zealand — Review of Defence
Policy 1987 .

The second setting also has two subsections. The first covers a partial
or revised ANZUS and the commonly provided defense contributions,
in spite of the absence of New Zealand. The other subsection details the
individual Australian and New Zealand contributions to defense
features, ANZUS aside. The second setting in each chapter contains
more detail than the first, since it discusses present and future military
service capabilities, defense problems, and other aspects of the complex
defense relationships.

While recognizing the many security and related benefits derived
from the close relationship with the United States, a growing number
of concerned Australians and New Zealanders now want to reorient
defense policies more toward their areas of direct strategic importance
and interest—the South and Southwest Pacific regions. Thus, whatever
their outcomes, the ongoing and projected changes in Australian and
New Zealand conventional defense features become more significant in
regards to Western security. In the revised ANZUS era, American
mterests and objectives in the region also are affected by such changes.

Several means are available for the former close allies to reverse the
growing negative aspects of collective security in the region and to work
together again in an operative and positive defense arrangement.
Suggested changes in defense and policy options involve all three
ANZUS nations, with the United States having the primary role.
Evidence indicates that the United States must be more attentive and
supportive to the region, the American and Australian bilateral defense
relationship must become stronger, Australian defense features must
improve as the country attempts to assert its role as a regional middle
power, and New Zealand’s defense capabilities will decline further
unless improvements occur soon.
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To place changing Australian and New Zealand defense features in
proper context, a discussion of the ANZUS alliance itself is necessary.
A broad-based comment on its present status in an evolving region of
growing importance and problems is presented. Following thatis amore
substantive look at the alliance, tracing its development and wide-
ranging impact for the three allies and the Lake ANZUS region.



Chapter 1

ANZUS in Revision

Defense strategy for the East Asia-Pacific region is based on forward deployed
US forces, robust alliances, and self-sufficient friends.

—Caspar Weinberger, US Secretary of Defense, 1985

Few can deny that the Australia, New Zealand, and the United States
(ANZUS) trilateral alliance, if not in disarray, was at least quite different
in the mid-1980s from the “showcase” it once was. The formerly solid,
cost-effective, and asymmetrical Western defense alliance is now mn a
state of revision: two bilateral agreements have replaced the former
successful arrangement. One agreement has the United States and
Australia working closely together in a variety of security-related
matters under the cloak of a “revised ANZUS,” which constitutes
Australia’s single most important bilateral relationship. The other
agreement has brought about an increase in Australian and New Zealand
defense cooperation. Regardless of the outcome of the structure of the
once venerable alliance, a returmn to its former business-as-usual
approach and close cooperative relationship is doubtful. Too much has
occurred and has been said in the last few years to expect such a
turnaround. Perhaps these latest problems are only manifestations of
deep and continuing weaknesses within ANZUS that were finally
brought to a head. Some observers believe that the flexible and
nonbinding ANZUS Treaty reflects Western thinking of a generation
ago and has outlived or outgrown its original usefulness. By the late
1980s, the ANZUS defense alliance was clearly in trouble and at a
possible crossroads of its existence. The changing defense features and
security objectives for the region must be seen against this background.

American post-World War II policy toward the region has been
characterized as one of benign neglect. American policymakers never
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intended to slight their allies in the South and Southwest Pacific, since
maintaining the ANZUS partnership was a key US objective. US
Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger described the long-standing
partnership with Australia and New Zealand (the current difficulties
with New Zealand, notwithstanding) as one of the f1V€ pillars of
American defense policy in East Asia and the Pacific.? Despite this,
reality dictated that other events and relationships in the larger East
Asia-Pacific region (accompanying map) and extending into the Indian
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Ocean area were often more important and of greater concern for the
advancement of US objectives and interests.

Besides, ANZUS traditionally provided a stable environment for the
South and Southwest Pacific regions that allowed the United States to
concentrate on other areas in East Asia and the Pacific. In 1985 when
the alliance experienced a crisis and a number of security factors
emerged, the United States slowly began to realize that more attention
must be paid to the region and therefore renewed its emphasis there. To
help maintain its Western dominance, the United States insisted that
regional stability must consistently be a governing aspect of military,
political, and economic policies. Yet the United States, a nation
accustomed to strong and productive collective securitgr arrangements,
believed that it “cannot, and should not, go it alone.” ~ With its many
forms, the revised ANZUS structure has experienced powerful tremors
that could jeopardize security in a region long considered to be one with
few problems. The notion of the Southwest Pacific as an area of peace
and serenity is no longer the norm.*

Increasing Regional Problems

The region has changed to the extent it is no longer, in the words of
New Zealand Foreign Affairs Secretary Merwyn Norrish, simply a
“tranquil backwater, secure in its isolation from unsettling and
potentially hostile influences from abroad.” > The area is beginning to
have more instability. Although outright military invasion of Australia,
New Zealand, or any other island-states and territories is unrealistic,
other credible possibilities for problem creation exist.

Among external destabilizers to regional stability, the Soviet Union
has assumed a greater role. Having formally announced intentions to be
involved in the Pacific Basin affairs and in competition with the West,
the Soviet Union has demonstrated its plans by expanding the size and
power of its military forces in East Asia and the Pacific. A worrisome
example close at hand to the Southwest Pacific region can be found in
the increase of defensive and offensive assets the Soviets have placed
at the Cam Ranh Bay naval facility and Da Nang air base in the Socialist
Republic of Vietnam. When military options have not proved the best
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means to achieve objectives, the Soviets have tried economic and
political inroads to accomplish the same. Fishing rights negotiations
with economically vulnerable island-nations (first with Kiribati and
now with Vanuatu) and political support for nuclear free zone issues
have become useful starting points. Regardless of the future outcome
of its actions, the Soviet Union has welcomed the weakening of the
ANZUS alliance. Many believe the “Lake ANZUS” perception was a
primary reason that influence in such a large region was denied to the
Soviets for so 1ong.6

A wide range of opinions exist concerning Soviet intentions and
capabilities in the region. Extreme views have the Soviets able to strike
and cause all kinds of problems in the future. Former Australian Prime
Minister Malcolm Fraser said that Soviet presence would “first start as
a fish processing facility, then some refueling facilities; [next, they] will
require repair facilities [and], in turn, an airfield. Then it is a [Soviet
military] base.” TAUS Navy admiral, testifying in a US congressional
hearing on East Asia and the Pacific, felt strongly that Sovietlong-range
plans are to gain a military foothold in a strategically important region
and to improve surveillance of the US missile test range at Kwajalein,
in the adjacent Marshall Islands group.8 Although their opinions appear
farfetched—especially since the Soviets carry minimal weight in
Australia, New Zealand, and the rest of the region—Soviet presence
and efforts could possibly grow if the Soviets perceive a less influential
ANZUS alliance or some similar-type arrangement. As one former US
State Department official remarked, “Even if they are not in sight, bear
in mind what the Soviet Union is about.” *

Another destabilizing external factor mnvolves potential problems
with Indonesia, Australia’s heavily populated neighbor to the near
north. Because of its heritage of confrontation politics and present
policies of “national resilience,” Australia and New Zealand perceive
Indonesia as the most difficult member of the Association for Southeast
Asian Nations (ASEAN) with which to conduct relations. As a country
straddling both the South Pacific and the Indian Ocean-Southeast Asia
regions, Australia has special concerns. For some onlookers Indonesia
could conceivably be the source of re§ional instability or provide the
avenue through which it could come.’
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Internal problems are increasing. Widespread antinuclear protests
and a demand for a South Pacific nuclear free zone—also known as
SPNFZ—may continue and likely will grow stronger. Even though
much of the animosity and strong feelings are due to France and its
continuing nuclear weapons testing in French Polynesia (in the
Southeast Pacific), some strong feelings also are directed toward the
other nuclear powers, most especially the United States—with its
nuclear navy. Additionally, unsettling economic and migration
difficulties affect the fragile South Pacific island-states. Political
decolonization problems, such as those in New Caledonia, still beset
some of France’s last territorial holdings in the region. Even political
and military coups are no longer unheard of, as evidenced by the 1987
events (with their racial overtones) in the island-nation of Fiji, once the

model slt?te of regional stability. It was the first coup ever in the South
Pacific.

New-Look Defense Features of
Australia and New Zealand

Significant to the entire region are the changing conventional defense
features of Australia and New Zealand. For years both nations talked
about and tried to achieve national security objectives of greater
self-reliance and more independence. While being both contributing
and receiving members of ANZUS might have seemed contradictory,
governments representing all major political parties within Australia
and New Zealand felt such opposing concepts were worthwhile and
attempted to balance them. Until recently real self-reliance and
independence in defense matters were limited. As future guidelines for
national defense efforts and directions, the defense white papers were
significant documents. 12

As the middle-size partner in ANZUS, Australia is a main Western
security link overlapping the Southwest Pacific, Southeast Asia, and
Indian Ocean regions. It has increased its primary role in the planned
changes and future direction of regional security efforts. The
70,000-member Australian Defence Force (ADF) is a capable and
professional military force, which has earned a deserved reputation for
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dependability and effectiveness, especially in wartime. If ANZUS as a
genuine trilateral alliance ceases to exist, Australia plans to have a
stronger and more effective bilateral defense relationship with the
United States. The country also wants to be more self-reliant, despite
its acknowledged dependence on and linkage with the United
States—particularly in the important areas of capital systems
acquisitions, logistics support, and intelligence information.

Several major events in the mid-1980s shaped the changing defense
features of Australia. One of the most notable was the 1986 Review of
Australia’s Defence Capabilities: Report to the Minister for Defence,
written by Paul Dibb for the Labor government of Prime Minister Bob
Hawke and Defence Minister Kim Beazley. The review tumed out to
be adetailed, encompassing, and controversial examination of the future
ADF structure. Following this report in 1987 was the comprehensive
Labor government white paper, The Defence of Australia 1987, which
laid out long-range defense policy by incorporating key points of the
Dibb report and later American concems and desires for collective
security

The Australian people believe that their best warranty is an ability
for Australia to defend itself and have an area security which 1is
connected to world security. Thus Australia in its white paper realized
that self-reliance must achieve four fundamental objectives in defense
policy:

® maintain and develop a capacity for independent defense of
Australia and its interests,

® promote strategic stability and security in the region,
e strengthen the ability to meet the mutual obligations shared
with its chief allies: the United States and New Zealand, and

e enhance the ability, as a member of the Westemn association
of nations, to contribute to strategic stability at the global level.

As far as political and military leaders are concerned, the new overall
Australian effort has potential and appears to be moving generally In
the right direction. A number of key factors, acting alone or in
combination, could seriously affect Australia’s ability to provide for its
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considerable program of defense improvements and enhancements.
These factors include budget limitations, service capabilities, logistics
support, and retention of skilled personnel. The issue thus becomes
whether the new defense features—that Australia is trying to
achieve—are the best means to satisfy these important objectives.

New Zealand (by far the smallest partner in ANZUS and the main
Westemn security mfluence in the South Pacific region, its area of direct
strategic concern) is undergoing its own review of defense policies and
improvements. Under the dominant leadership of Prime Minister David
Lange, the New Zealand Labour government has changed significantly
the way that country approaches its security and defense needs. The
government’s expressed concentration is on self-reliance and a greater
South Pacific regional conventional focus.

The country’s past contributions to collective security and regional
stability inside and outside ANZUS were proportional and useful. While
the small country had minimal direct value in US strategic calculations,
it was a close ally and a contributing member of the showcase alliance.
However, recent postures and policies have challenged American
foreign policy in unprecedented ways. A changing political climate—
influenced by sustained antinuclear attitudes and initiatives in New
Zealand and the region—and economic constraints are responsible for
shifting the country’s defense assets away from the revising ANZUS
formal and informal arrangements.

A comprehensive debate cycle on national defense was finalized after
two years with the Labour government’s publication in 1987 of a white
paper on defense policy. Unlike its Australian counterpart, the New
Zealand white paper 1s very politicized in content and tone. The central
objective of the defense policy is to preserve New Zealand’s security
and interests. This approach is sensible and acceptable, but the policy
goes on to state:

For the first time, we have adopted in formal policy terms the concept that the
New Zealand armed forces will have a capability to operate independently,
although more probably in concert with Austra.liat5 to counter low level contin-
gencies in our region of direct strategic concern.’



ANZUS IN REVISION

Problems begin here. Despite the rhetoric and intentions, the
12,000-member New Zealand Defence Forces appear to be steadily
declining in capability and effectiveness. Consequences of the
continuing and abrupt defense changes will alter in unknown ways the
defense feature look of New Zealand for a long time to come.
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Chapter 2

ANZUS—In Good Times and in Bad Times

Heart of the matter [is that] alliances can only succeed when founded in common
interest. . . . Itis not in New Zealand’s interest to form part of a nuclear deterrent.

—David Lange, Labour Prime Minister of New Zealand

We [United States] might be pissed off with New Zealand, but Australia is a
real friend.

—Marian Chambers, a senior official attached to US House of Representatives
Foreign Affairs Committee

Until recently ANZUS (that special defense arrangement involving
Australia, New Zealand, and the United States) was considered a
showcase alliance. The characterization was especially valid when
ANZUS was compared with the most visible and most important
security alliance of the United States: the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). Although ANZUS did not have a formal staff
like that of NATO and was far short of meeting the original Australian
wish for a Pacific version of the North Atlantic alliance, it was still
perceived by many to have been effective and efficient. Like NATO,
ANZUS was a collective security pact in which the United States stated
“it would act to meet the common danger in accordance with its
constitutional processes.” :

“Showcase” Alliance in a “No-Problem” Region

The American security guarantee for Australia and New Zealand was
often a subject of debate “down under.” The lack of any conceivable
direct military threat to either of the two antipodean countries partly

11
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caused the discussion. Related also was the unknown US military force
response if such an adversarial threat were ever to develop.

Apart from the security guarantee, Australia and New Zealand
benefited from ANZUS in a number of ways:

e privileged access to American intelligence sources and
mformation;

® purchase of US military technology and equipment, some of
which was state of the art or close to it, on very favorable terms;

® opportunity to exercise and train on aregular basis with American
armed forces;

participation in a variety of conferences and forums;
cooperation on defense science matters;

sharing of operational doctrine and tactics; and
personnel exchanges.

The Australian and New Zealand recipients valued these benefits and
realized that many were irreplaceable. None of the benefits meant
significant costs to the United States, which in turm also benefited from
this special two-way and sometimes three-way flowing arrangement. Ir71
fact, for years ANZUS was cost-effective for all countries concerned.”

United States Alliance Perspectives

The United States saw ANZUS as a tribute to the collective strength
and vigor of the Western system of interlocking defense alliances.
Officials believed these alliances, when working together, were
mstrumental in deterring aggression and preventing the outbreak of
large-scale conflict. Many of them also felt that alliances created
mutually reinforcing links among national interests and security
features of these Western-oriented nations.” Thus, ANZUS provided the
United States not only a regional area in which its armed forces could
exercise and operate but also an opportunity to devote elsewhere, when
required, some of these same limited resources, since Australia and New



ANZUS—GOOD AND BAD TIMES

Zealand effectively stabilized the region with their own defense
resources.

US Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and the Pacific Paul D.
Wolfowitz said that successful ANZUS alliance management depended
on meeting five critical challenges. First, as an alliance of democracies,
ANZUS had a need for foreign policy coherence. Sustaining public
support for policies was essential. Second, an ongoing requirement
existed for alliance partners to have extensive contacts at all levels of
government and society. This requirement was most evident in senior
consultation at the foreign ministry levels and in close defense
cooperation on the military side. A key element of close defense
cooperation had military forces working together, especially the three
navies because of the maritime nature of the region. Third, long-term
consistency and continuity were necessary. Fourth, each alliance
member had to accept both the mutual burdens and benefits of ANZUS.
These included joint (US and Australian) defense facilities in Australia,
port and airfield access in Australia and New Zealand, standardization
and interoperability efforts, and exchanges and consultations. From the
US perspective, tangible evidence of treaty commitment was clear in
the maintenance of an American presence in the region and the
demonstration of an ability to operate effectively with treaty partners.
The final challenge was to recognize that ANZUS, important though it
was, was still only one part of a much larger and multifaceted
relationship among the three countries.’

Other American Military Interests

For Americans, the ANZUS cooperative defense alliance caused
other positive aspects that supported a wide range of military interests
and objectives not specifically covered by the ANZUS Treaty. A glance
at current arrangements involving each of the US military services
provides tangible evidence.

13
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Navy/Marines

Australia is frequently visited and generally well liked by US Navy
and Marine Corps personnel. In 1986, for example, 57 naval ships
visited the country, mostly in Westem Australia. The port visits to
Freemantle and Perth were so popular among the Americans—many of
whom had just spent several months at sea—that they were designated
the favorite rest and relaxation areas for US sailors and marines
overseas. The American objective each year is to achieve a consistent
four-to-five dozen US ship visits and a series of combined military
exercises and training. If this goal is achieved, the United States feels it

can continue playing a stabilizing role far beyond the immediate
. 5
region.

Air Force

The US Air Force has a variety of connections and interests in the
region. Although not as extensive as the Navy’s, they are still
significant. Air Force ties with Australia traditionally have been strong.
Senior leadership of both air forces have met on a regular basis
throughout the years. There was a 20-year period of annual discussions
between the US Air Force chief of staff and the chief of air staff of the
Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) called “airman-to-airman talks.”
These discussions ended in the early 1980s. Although varying levels of
bilateral meetings, visits, and discussions continue, there have been
some suggestions to renew the top-level formal arrangements.6

Air Force military transport aircraft have been regularly deployed to
Australia with the primary purpose of supplying and supporting the
US-Australian joint defense facilities. There is usually at least one
Military Airlift Command (MAC) aircraft in the country at any given
time.

Air-related exercises between the two air forces and other services
also helped US interests. The largest air exercise is the Pitch Black
series. Begun on a bilateral basis in 1984, these tactical air defense
exercises have grown in scope and detail. When possible, the RAAF
also sends its aircraft and personnel to US-sponsored Cope Thunder

14
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exercises i the Philippines and Red Flag exercises in the continental
United States. Most participants on both sides find these exercises
worthwhile and enhancing.

The USAF Strategic Air Command (SAC) not only participates in
such exercises as Pitch Black but also has its own special training
programs in Australia. The programs are called Busy Boomerang and
Glad Customer. Busy Boomerang, SAC’s first program, started around
1980. The idea is for SAC’s B-52 heavy bomber aircraft to fly low-level
routes over northern Queensland, Australia, but not to land on
Australian territory. Most of these aircraft fly from and return to
Andersen AFB, Guam. Busy Boomerang consists of several aerial
training routes and provides the only good places for Air Force aircrews
to practice terrain avoidance in the South Pacific region. Glad Customer,
the second SAC program, started in early 1981 in Darwin. The
Australian government gave permission for SAC to fly B-52H models
and supporting KC-135 aerial tankers from RAAF Base Darwin for
overwater navigation and maritime surveillance. These are primarily
US Pacific Command support missions into the Indian Ocean. Busy
Boomerang Delta, the third SAC program, has been in operation there
since 1982. A cell of B-52s flies from Andersen AFB or the US
mainland and lands at Darwin. Since November 1986 these aircraft have
been able to fly missions in which they depart, fly, and then return to
Darwin. The Australian government ostensibly approved this SAC
program because it was cost-effective for the United States. The US
(and SAC) position was to be appreciative of these special training
arrangements.

Another USAF area of interest concems the Australian Security
Assistance Program, which is provided on a cash basis through foreign
military sales (FMS). Among the many countries in the US Pacific
Command area, Australia ranked first in total FMS purchases from
fiscal years 1950 to 1986, with more than $US 6.2 billion spent. In 1986
alone Australia had 134 active Air Force-managed FMS cases, valued
at more than $700 million in US currency.

Present USAF/Royal New Zealand Air Force (RNZAF) relations are
about as good as they can be under the circumstances. Although USAF
aircraft and aircrews are no longer involved in training and exercising
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with the RNZAF, more than 160 Air Force aircraft transited through
New Zealand in 1986 (on their way to and from either Australia or
Antarctica). Some 16 to 20 RNZAF aircraft transited through Hickam
AFB, Hawaii, during the same time period. However, additional flying
and landing restrictions are now in place. Effective April 1987 RNZAF
aircraft were allowed access to US military airfields only under special
circumstances, usually involving safety or security matters.’

Army

The US Army has its own approach in meeting objectives in the
region. The land component wants and has involvement at various
levels with the Australian Regular Army (ARA). They exercise often
together. While the last military exercise the US Army had with the New
Zealand Army was Triad 85, relations between army members from all
three ANZUS countries continued at a reduced level.® The US Army’s
vehicle for achieving this continued contact is the Expanded Relations
Program (ERP), run by Headquarters US Army Western Command, the
US Army component of the US Pacific Command (USPACOM).

Established in 1978, the Expanded Relations Program was designed
to implement USPACOM’s peacetime strategy, complement its
multinational strategy, enhance understanding and interoperability of
the various military forces, improve selected nations’ self-defense
capabilities, and provide US Army Western Command forces with
specialized training. The program consists of reciprocal visits,
personnel exchanges, on-the-job training, combined command post and
field training exercises, and a series of conferences and seminars. In
recent years Headquarters Western Command has conducted, primarily
through the ERP, military-to-military activities with 33 countries in the
theater.

The centerpiece of the Expanded Relations Program was the Pacific
Armies Management Seminar (PAMS). Conducted on a nonpolitical
basis, the PAMS had a straightforward purpose—to “provide a forum
for the discussion of common military management problems in a
professional environment, to stimulate ideas, and to promote mutual
understanding.” ° The growth of PAMS was impressive. Represen-
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tatives from nine armies attended the first session in Honolulu in 1978.
The 1986 session in Thailand had 196 representatives from 22 nations.
Included in this gathering were senior officers from the New Zealand
Army. As representatives of a friendly but not allied country, they
actively interacted with members of the US Army. So PAMS, under the
auspices of the ERP, affords at least a chance for US and New Zealand
military professionals to keep in contact during the present period of
strained political relations. '’

The Asymmetry Factor

From the beginning of the formal alliance and its supporting
relationships in the early 1950s, the United States was a willing
participant in the asymmetrical relationship of seemingly unequal
partners. Critical for the United States was the other two countries’
acceptance of the role ANZUS had in preserving peace and freedom
according to approved Western standards. This role had not only a
regional context but also a critical linkage with the calculation of world
peace, which depended on a stable nuclear deterrent. Such peace and
freedom required national decisiveness and will to survive. From an
American viewpoint, these fundamentals were all necessary parts of a
modern Westem security alliance and all partners needed to understand,
accept, and adhere to them.''

The asymmetry factor was in reality a major part of the ANZUS
relationship. Australia, with an urbanized population of 16.4 million,
was a middle power in the world, comparable in many ways to Canada.
New Zealand, with only 3.3 million citizens, was a small Western
country with many of the characteristics of Denmark. These two
neighbors were responsible for stability in their region of concem.
(Appendix A lists the size and strength of their forces.) US policy was
to share with Australia and New Zealand certain powers and privileges
that were in excess of what those nations’ smaller size and influence
warranted. Both countries in turn were able to have considerable
influence in dealing with the United States on a variety of security issues
and other concerns. Active membership in ANZUS was a major reason

17
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for this favorable state of foreign affairs between the friendly Southwest
Pacific nations and their North American ally. 12

Australian Involvement

For Australia asymmetry in the former relationship did create some
problems of perceived imbalance and irregularity of national intent and
will. Australian officialdom occasionally had a tendency to assume that
the special relationship between Australia and the United States was
even greater than it really was. ANZUS helped perpetuate that thinking.
To be sure, the United States needed Australia to host the joint facilities
and provide port access to visiting US ships and their full complements
of sailors and marines.

However, as Australia has gradually sought greater self-reliance and
has become more concerned with its own defense needs, the strategic
value of Australia to the United States has varied. In recent years
political, economic, and societal factors caused these shifts as much as
or more than military ones." In the early 1970s strained relationships
reflected frustration and dissatisfaction over involvement with the
United States in the protracted Vietnam War. In the mid-1970s, at the
start of the Liberal government of Prime Minister Malcolm Fraser,
relations were generally good. In the late 1970s the relationship went
slightly downward again, causing one of America’s foremost experts
on the region to comment on how the “ANZUS inheritance begins with
a fairly obvious yet significant negative: the relative inconspicuousness
of ANZUS for the United States.” *

The truth was that Americans generally lacked knowledge and
understanding of Australia’s history, makeup, goals, and objectives. In
recent years, however, an unofficial “special relationship and affinity”
for the land and the people “down under,” which many Americans have
had for a long time, helped to strengthen Australian-American
relationships.15

From a definite low point in the early 1970s, the United States for the
most part has made official efforts to improve its relationship with
Australia. For example, as the former US ambassador and the most
senior career diplomat ever appointed to Australia, Marshall Green gave
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ahighly publicized speech on Australian-American relations to the Asia
Society of New York in 1975. In the speech he attempted to counter
some of the ill feelings that had existed between Australian Labor Prime
Minister Gough Whitlam and US President Richard Nixon.

Perhaps the most important factor in our new relationship is Australia’s insis-

tence on doing its “own thing” in world affairs and our full acceptance of that
fact.

Over the past two years (1973-75), we have made it clear again and again that
we do not look for a lock-step relationship. Such a rigid relationship could only
snap in the winds of controversy. Today our relationship is flexible, based on
mutuality and true equality. 16

Much of Green'’s thinking appeared to be present again in the policies
and practices of the Reagan administration concerning Australia and
security in the region.

Admitting that ANZUS did provide definite security advantages for
Australia and New Zealand, some Australian scholars still placed
important negative qualifications on the relationship. First, the alliance
seriously distorted Australian defense planning. Many deficiencies in
recent defense posture and force structure stemmed directly from past
requirements of ANZUS collective security. Questions rose about the
defense forces’ need for expensive high-technology weapons that
required interoperability with US forces and systems. Whether access
to highly sophisticated sources that provide raw and finished
intelligence was really important to the defense of Australia was another
area of discussion.'” The Australian government attempted to address
these and other points during a period of extensive review and debate
in the 1980s.

When viewed as a showcase alliance in a no-problem region (despite
negative and qualifying comments like those above), ANZUS was still
useful to the involved countries. From an Australian perspective,
ANZUS was an alliance between a medium power and a superpower
which blended Australian politics and security into an effective
arrangement with those of the United States. From an unofficial New
Zealand perspective, compared to all realistic alternatives, ANZUS
brought the most security for the country at the least cost.'®
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For more than 30 years, important senior-level officials used the
annual ANZUS Council meetings as executive consultative forums. In
settings that rotated among the three national capitals, the meetings
covered a wide range of defense and foreign policy issues. The council
meeting usually constituted the most important fixed item on the annual
diplomatic calendar for both the Australian and New Zealand foreign
ministers.” The three governments, acting through their foreign
ministers and m turn their defense ministers, wanted to keep the
Southwest Pacific region “Lake ANZUS.” By pursuing this policy the
ANZUS partners felt they were playing integral and legitimate roles in
the global Western security network. Respective government-appointed
representatives at the annual high-level meetings continually stressed
the notion of deterrence in the alliance. The capabilities of the United
States for nuclear deterrence and the relative capabilities of the United
States, Australia, and New Zealand for collective conventional
deterrence adequately provided the military components of the
successful and seemingly durable ANZUS alliance.

Problems with New Zealand

Owing to the alliance’s importance to regional and global security,
the United States took a long time to negotiate with New Zealand the
recent antinuclear issues that threatened the alliance. Through
Wolfowitz, during the public and behind-the-scenes negotiations that
started in 1984, the United States made a number of points very clear.

e The United States was proalliance and not pronuclear.

e The US government was fully aware of the long-standing
nonnuclear policy of the New Zealand Labour Party, both in and out
of government.

® The United States knew that there was little nuclear threat in
the South Pacific region. Washington believed that all three ANZUS
countries had a common interest in keeping strong and effective

Westemn defense capabilities, primarily naval, in the region.
® The United States had only one navy, and it was nuclear.
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® The United States followed a policy of neither confirm nor
deny concemning questions of nuclear weapons on its ships and
aircraft.

® New Zealand’s “example” did not lead to mutual arms control
but the opposite. By its actions New Zealand was curtailing its
operational role—in effect, its cooperation and burden sharing—in
the alliance.

The American reaction to New Zealand’s antinuclear position and
naval ship-banning policy was swift and decisive. As long as the
reaction and ship ban policy continued, ANZUS was declared
Inoperative as a tripartite alliance. To demonstrate this to New Zealand
and the rest of the watching Western world, the United States in 1985
and 1986 introduced several serious “punitive” measures. The
superpower cut off New Zealand’s access to high-grade intelligence,
canceled all military exercises involving joint participation of American
and New Zealand forces (highly valued by the small but professional
New Zealand military), postponed indefinitely the annual ANZUS
Council meeting, and finally, “closed” the long-standing and valuable
“open door” policy between officials at various levels of the two
governments. Within a short span of a few months in the mid-1980s,
the ANZUS alliance had reached a crossroads of its usefulness and
existence.” Although not canceling ANZUS per se, the US moves
created a stronger bilateral security relationship with Australia and
ended its security relationship with New Zealand. The United States no
longer considered New Zealand to be the close ally it once was but just
a friend.

Alliance Background
(1951-83: The First Three Decades)

To understand properly the present problems in ANZUS, one must
also know about the beginnings and evolution of the alliance. What
began as a simple collective security arrangement grew into a complex
and wide-ranging one.
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Until World War II, Australia and New Zealand (ANZ) were not in
close alignment with the United States; instead they were fully
integrated parts of the British imperial system. The 1941-43 Japanese
advances suddenly revealed to Allied leaders the vital strategic
importance of Australia and New Zealand to Pacific security. The
circumstances of US entry into the war initially focused the attention of
many Americans on Australian-New Zealand, and especially
Australian, security. In 1942 Australia was the only base from which
an effective Allied Pacific counteroffensive could be mounted against
Japan. The British were no longer the major influence, the Americans
were on the scene, and Australia and New Zealand were making their
own important military contributions to the war effort. By 1944 the clear
focus of an ANZ secure base faded, and US attention shifted northward
to the clearing of the Central Pacific strategic sea lines of
communication. Still, the total war experience changed forever the
prewar stereotypes Australia and New Zealand had of the United States.
Before, the United States was distant, somewhat unfamiliar, and of
secondary importance. Great Britain was king. However, by the
mid-to-late 1940s, like it or not, the United States was clearly the
powerful bulwark upon which future ANZ security depended.21

The Australian basis of foreign policy was thus arguably “loyalty to
a protector,” at least until recent times. William F. Mandle, one writer
of the period, suggests that Australian history “is not simply that of
depending on a great and powerful friend, first Britain and then
America, but of almost excruciating loyalty to its policies.” 2 Sir Percy
Spender, the conservative Australian minister for external affairs from
1949 to 1951 (and ambassador to the United States from 1951 to 1958)
raised in the late 1940s the question of a viable Pacific defense pact.
Fear of the United States setting up a “beneficent” peace with a possibly
rearmed Japan caused Sir Percy to pursue with the Americans an
assertive negotiating process on Pacific security. The US government
principals involved were Secretaries of State Dean Acheson and John
Foster Dulles of the Truman and Eisenhower administrations,
respectively, and Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia Dean Rusk,
who later was secretary of state in the Kennedy and Johnson
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administrations. None were overly enthusiastic in forming a Pacific
security alliance.”

New Zealand’s foreign policy in the postwar years was different from
Australia’s. More closely aligned with Great Britain, New Zealand was
at a loss to fill the void left by the mother country’s “security”
withdrawal from the Pacific. Realities during and after the war brought
a growing realization that Britain could no longer protect New Zealand
security interests. This awareness led New Zealand for the first time in
its history to seek a closer relationship with the United States. The “only
one option apparently open” was taken with uneasiness.”* Conse-
quently, the beginning of the ANZUS alliance had an unusual trio of
players. The new partners consisted of an unenthusiastic and
begrudging superpower, the United States; an overanxious and
accommodating middle power, Australia; and an uneasy and reluctant
small power, New Zealand.

Formation Stage (1951-52)

ANZUS became an official treaty in the early 1950s. (See appendix
B, The ANZUS Treaty.) Its formation stage covered the period from
1951 to 1952. The alliance took effect when signed into existence on 1
September 1951 in San Francisco by Sir Percy C. Spender for Australia,
C. A. Berendsen for New Zealand, and Dean Acheson and John Foster
Dulles for the United States. Sir Percy finally got his wish. A foundation
now existed for a Western defensive pact in his region of strategic
interest.”

By the time of its signing, the United States did in fact favor such a
security agreement with former allies more than it had during the initial
negotiations. One compelling reason for this change of official attitude
was the growing American commitment to the idea that aggressive
communism should be contained and resisted. The outbreak of the
Korean War in June 1950 confirmed in the minds of many that offensive
Communist expansion was again on the move. By chance several
Australian air and naval units were in the North Pacific area at the time
South Korea was invaded. The United States, first in the field as a United
Nations agent in resisting these hostile advances, requested and obtained
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Australian military support. Australia’s readiness to assist the United
States helped smooth the way to the ANZUS Treaty signing. The whole
episode of ANZUS formation, Communist containment, the Japanese
peace treaty, and the Korean War onset considerably readjusted the
nature of the Australian-Americanrelationship at the time. New Zealand
more or less found itself supporting the two larger allies.”®

Another agreement formed then by the ANZUS partners was the
Radford-Collins agreement (named for Adm Arthur Radford, then
commander in chief, Pacific Command, and VAdm Sir John Collins,
the Australian chief of naval staff). It provided for the American,
Australian, and New Zealand naval forces to share responsibility for
protecting shipping and sea lines of communication in the strategically
important South Pacific/Eastern Indian Ocean areas. Since its inception,
the agreement has allowed the holding of joint operational exercises to
mmprove their maritime protection, sea control, and antisubmarine
warfare (ASW) capabilities. Since any future conflict of size and
duration involving the ANZUS countries would include threats to
shipping, Radford-Collins has continued to have relevance for merchant
shipping protection in the region. Valid concems include: merchant ship
vulnerabilities, US Navy finite resources, vast maritime expanses, ANZ
economies’ dependence on intermational seaborne trade, and historical
precedents of antishipping operations in the region during both world
wars. When combined, the concerns assume greater significance and
strengthen the need for Radford-Collins 2

Interim Stage (1953-75)

The interim stage, lasting more than 20 years from 1953 to 1975, saw
the alliance grow into a solid and reasonably successful arrangement.
By the end of the interim stage, however, major shifts of attitude and
approach were present.

At first increasing interdependence and reliance upon the United
States became important factors in Australian and New Zealand defense
policies. The global collective security practices of the United States
demanded an objective of “forward defense” when possible. To achieve
this end for itself and its allies, the United States expected Australia and
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New Zealand to contribute their fair share of support.28 That meant
continuing their program of providing forces for overseas deployment
with a great ally. Since Australia and New Zealand no longer received
any protection from Britain, they had to rely upon assistance from the
United States. Although the scale of their overseas military
contributions remained small, the political value that Australia and New
Zealand gave to America was considerably greater. This support was
most evident during their involvement in the Vietnam War of the 1960s
and the early 1970s.

The establishment of joint US-Australian defense facilities on ANZ
territory symbolized to many what ANZUS really was all about. The
United States believed its two ANZUS partners had ideal locations for
selected overseas defense establishments. Australia was especially
appealing because of its strategic geographiclocation, remote areas, and
stable political climate. By 1955 government officials signed an agree-
ment for the first permanent joint installation in Australia. It was a
seismic station whose purpose included gathering information on
explosions, locating earthquakes, and undertaking research on earth
physics.

This early arrangement led to a series of discussions and negotiations
resulting in the establishment of many joint US-Australian defense
facilities. The three largest and most important were Pine Gap,
Nurrungar, and North West Cape. To varying degrees the bases became
important aspects of American security and international military
operations. The best-known facility was the Joint Defense Space
Research Facility at Pine Gap, about 10 miles outside of Alice Springs
in the center of Australia. Pine Gap had two functions, communication
with satellites and development of strategic space technology. The
facility staff numbered about 450, evenly divided between Americans
and Australians.”

The Australian Labor government approved in 1988 another 10-year
agreement for operation. Prime Minister Bob Hawke, representing the
right wing of the Australian Labor Party (ALP), told officials in
Washington that he accepted the risks of facilities like Pine Gap in view
of “global strategic considerations.” ** Even former Prime Minister
Gough Whitlam, aligned with the moderate wing of the ALP and at odds
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with official US policies, had cooperated. Though announcing in 1972
that he would make known to the public the functions of Pine Gap, he
said after visits and briefings that Pine Gap was too vital and significant
to reveal all of its operations. The Australian people were generally not
upset then or later with these positions. A 1981 poll on the presence of
the joint facilities showed 60 percent supported and only 22 percent
opposed their presence.

The second important US-Australian facility was the Joint Defense
Space Communications Station located at Nurrungar near Woomera in
South Australia. Nurrungar was a principal fixed ground station for
American military satellite communication in the Southern
Hemisphere. Recently questions have arisen on whether fully
operational satellite relay systems and mobile ground terminals would
lessen the “strategic necessity” argument for Nurrungar. The consensus
had the United States wishing to keep the facility to maintain
redundancy.

The third important facility was the Harold E. Holt Naval
Communications Station located at North West Cape, Western
Australia. It provided secure communications for ships at sea.

Facilities like Pine Gap and Nurrungar, for reasons of geographic
location, could only be placed in Australia. (See accompanying map.)
North West Cape, however, could have its mission performed
elsewhere.”' These facilities have fluctuated in value and criticality over
the years. The point to remember is that America believed that the joint
facilities remained important and Australia felt that hosting them was a
significant part of its contribution to ANZUS and to the deterrence of
nuclear war.?

No joint US-New Zealand defense facilities existed on the latter’s
territory. Two American installations were in place. The first was the
US Navy base near Christchurch at Harewood, South Island. For years
the facility provided primary allied support for Operation Deep Freeze
to Antarctica. The second installation was an American astronomical
observatory in the Black Birch range, also on the South Island. Although
these facilities were not so critical as the joint facilities in Australia, the
United States still valued them. It was thus a matter of concern when,
for political reasons, Secretary of the US Navy John Lehman talked
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unofficially about moving his service’s fairly extensive facility from
Christchurch to Hobart, Tasmania, situated off the southeastern coast
of mainland Australia.

ANZUS development encompassed a great deal more than just
security matters. It covered a wide range of programs, including
intelligence-maritime surveillance support, logistics and supply
support, trilateral conferences, consultations, defense cooperation, and
more. Although these programs were often erroneously referred to as
part of ANZUS, they officially were not because other directives and
agreements governed them. However, the ANZUS Treaty provided a
suitable facilitating mechanism to make the varied processes function
smoothly and efficiently.33

While the interim years saw the establishment of many ANZUS
features, they also marked the beginnings of opposition to the alliance
in Australia and New Zealand. The Vietnam War caused 1nitial
discontent and protests. Almost three years before ANZ combat troops
were committed to Vietnam in 1965, supposedly at the request of the
United States, there was a small Australian military presence there
comprised of volunteer regular ground forces but no draftees. In 1964
the Australian govemment reintroduced conscription by using a lottery
system that made nonvolunteers eligible to serve overseas. Once
conscripts started to go to Vietnam in 1966, the issues of the “lottery of
death” came to overshadow almost all other factors in the public debate
on Australia’s role and involvement in Vietnam.>*

Synonymous with this was the brief “lock-step” relationship which
then Prime Minister Harold E. Holt exercised with President Lyndon
B. Johnson. Holt was the man who proclaimed that Australia was “all
the way with LBJ” concerning Vietnam. It was a rare instance in which
Australia mounted a peacetime military effort commensurate with its
population and economic resources. The attitude was short-lived and
reached a turning point with Johnson’s dramatic 1968 policy reversal
in Vietnam and withdrawal from the presidential elections. That
moment marked a real crisis not just in, but of, the Australian-American
alliance.”

Antinuclear attitudes were also beginning to surface during this time.
In conjunction with growing opposition in the late 1960s to ANZ
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involvement with the United States in Vietnam, questions began to rise
as to the value of the alliance and the complicated issue of nuclear
weapons. In the early 1970s the New Zealand Labour Party (NZLP),
especially under the leadership of Norman Kirk and Sir Wallace
Rowling (later New Zealand’s ambassador to the United States),
advocated a nuclear free zone in the South Pacific. During the same
period, the Australian Labor Party, led by Gough Whitlam, also had
significant views that clashed with Washington’s perceptions of
strategic interests. Organized protests became more common in the
years surrounding the pullout of ANZ military forces from Vietnam in
1972 and during the concurrent terms of the two labor governments.
While still supportive of ANZUS, the public was upset with the general
direction of events. These antinuclear attitudes were temporarily
shelved by the mid-1970s elections of conservative governments
pledged to defense support and close alliance ties with the United States.
Yet many negative sentiments did not disappear but only remained in
the background.36

Two more shocks disrupted the ANZ perception of American security
and alliance support. First was President Nixon’s 1969 announcement
in Guam stressing that from then on the United States could not be
expected to come to everyone’s defense and that basically each country
needed to defend itself. From an Australian point of view, this meant
that “forward defense” was no longer viable and that its foreign policy
of securing the region by means of great power commitments was over.
If the United States, like Great Britain before, was leaving the region,
Australia had to develop a greater degree of self-reliance in defense
policy. To counter these concermns American officials stressed that the
Nixon Doctrine was grossly distorted when applied thus to ANZUS and
NATO. It applied primarily to friends and allies in Asia and provided a
way for American extrication from Vietnam. While Australia and New
Zealand were listening to this argument, the second shock came. This
was the fall of Saigon in 1975 and the subsequent end of US combat
presence in Southeast Asia.”’
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Later Stage (1976-83)

The later alliance stage covered 1976 to 1983. Conservative
governments came into power in the mid-1970s: Malcolm Fraser’s
Liberal Party in Australia and Robert Muldoon’s National Party in New
Zealand. In white papers on defense (Australia in 1976 and New
Zealand in 1978 and 1983), both governments pushed for greater efforts
for self-reliant defense forces. Yet, in Australia especially, their
attempts to devise new, credible, and self-reliant policies led in many
respects back to the need for continued close military, technical, and
intelligence ties with the United States.

Increasing inflationary and other economic problems began to
impose restrictions upon the relatively modest defense spending of both
Australia and New Zealand. Although initially enthusiastic about
substantial increases for defense, the Fraser government had trouble
devoting more than 2.5 percent of the gross domestic product
(GDP—the national income) to it. New Zealand’s very modest defense
establishment used only about 1.8 percent of its GDP for defense. When
adjusted to the country’s population and resources, this was one of the
world’s lowest figures.

By the mid-1980s two opposing viewpoints concermning ANZUS
alliance management began to emerge. The American position was
fairly consistent and advocated no drastically new approaches to
collective security. It stressed burden-sharing responsibilities within a
successful defense alliance. Each active partner needed to make
expected and reasonable contributions. For the alliance to be effective
and worthwhile, a spirit of cooperation that involved military, political,
and economic aspects had to prevail.38

Antipodean positions differed from American ones at times. Active
support or defense by the United States was no longer a guarantee. To
some, provisions in the ANZUS Treaty were not binding. The region,
especially in the South Pacific, was a no-threat environment. The
ANZUS nuclear umbrella reportedly caused some installations in
Australia and New Zealand—particularly the joint defense facilities in
Australia—to become targets on a Soviet nuclear hit list. Public officials
emphasized that nuclear arms control commitments had priority over
alliance commitments. As a result both Australia and New Zealand
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recognized an increasing need for more self-reliance in defense and
. . ] . . 3
greater regional considerations for security stability. ?

Current Conditions (1984 to Present)

The ANZUS alliance reached a point of disarray in the mid-1980s.
While such alow point was never the expressed goal of national leaders
on any side, some observers have called for changes in policy and
emphasis. Since much of the disagreement now centered on
fundamental issues, the current crisis could not be viewed as light or
temporary.

Australian Support

Significant political changes came with the election of Labor Party
governments in Australia in 1983 and in New Zealand in 1984. Many
believed that the Australian Labor Party, headed by the charismatic Bob
Hawke, would take the lead in changing Australian relations with the
United States conceming ANZUS and many other bilateral agreements.
Yet Hawke and his government surprised most observers by attempting
to improve upon the already strong ties with the United States. The most
obvious example of this approach was the comprehensive review of the
entire ANZUS arrangement the ALP conducted immediately after
entering office. The new government concluded that the treaty
supported Australian security in current and prospective strategic
circumstances. Hawke clearly stated that, “we will maintain Australia’s
commitment to the ANZUS Treaty. . . . The ANZUS alliance will not
only be adhered to by my Govemment, but it will be strengthened in
the sense of frank discussions with the US about whether in any way it
may be improved.” 0

New Zealand Turning Point

If the ALP’s position on ANZUS gave the United States a slight
degree of comfort, the New Zealand Labour Party’s stance the following
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year certainly did not. The 1984 election of 43-year-old David Lange
as New Zealand’s youngest prime minister represented a turning point,
although not a new one, in New Zealand’s approach to foreign and
defense policies. Lange inherited a well-supported NZLP government
policy that contained two essential elements. The first, seemingly
contradictory, denied entry to New Zealand ports of foreign warships
(primarily American, but also others, including the British) that were
nuclear powered, nuclear armed, or, in light of the official US
neither-confirm-nor-deny stance, nuclear capable. Yet, at the same time,
the policy wanted New Zealand to remain an active member of ANZUS
and continue to participate in joint military exercises with the other two
member countries. The second element called for a nuclear weapons
free environment established throughout the South Pacific maritime
region—the South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone, or SPNFZ. As far as New
Zealand officials were concerned, ANZUS was a conventional
defensive alliance. Ambassador Rowling, the former NZLP leader who
initially helped propose these positions, wrote, “New Zealand has never
formed part of a nuclear strategy. We have not asked nor do we expect
to be defended by nuclear weapons. From our perspective, ANZUS has
always been a conventional defence relationship.” 4l

Port access quickly became a nonnegotiable issue for both sides and
culminated in the banning of the USS Buchanan in February 1985. To
state their government’s position, American officials, along with those
from Australia and the outgoing New Zealand conservative
government, released a communiqué shortly after Lange’s election
saying it was essential that allied warships continue to have access to
New Zealand facilities just as they had in the past. During the five-year
period from 1980 to 1984, almost 40 US naval vessels, at least six of
which were nuclear powered, had called on New Zealand ports.

New Zealand’s leaders countered by stating they resented the
implication that their only contribution to ANZUS was provision of port
facilities for US Navy ships. Supporting their point was the fact that
only four American ships visited in 1981 and two in 1982, during a time
the United States said such port visits were vital. From the New Zealand
perspective, that was a “pretty thin relationship.” * The impasse on the
port access began to dominate and cloud all other discussions.
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Two points stood out regarding the dispute. First, the ANZUS
difficulties underscored the need for greater American alertness to
allies’ domestic political trends before an impasse point was reached.
Second, the United States (and other Western nations) overlooked the
fact that New Zealand had been making important contributions to
South Pacific stability and development for decades and that its
closeness to Polynesia was unmatched.*?

If Prime Minister Lange did not totally believe in the NZLP position
before his election, he quickly became a convert and strong advocate of
his small country’s determined stance to speak out on nuclear weapons
and the escalating arms race between the superpowers. For months after
the election, the international news media and the public paid an
inordinate amount of attention to the young leader and his quest for
nuclear weapons “sanity.” He was even nominated for the Nobel Peace
Prize. Although he did not win the peace prize, Lange was still able to
present his case to the world.

Regardless of future New Zealand security policies, Lange spoke of
the following imperatives he planned to push for. He wanted:

® to provide for the conventional defense of New Zealand (most
important obligation);

® to contribute toward South Pacific security in all its aspects;

® to promote economic interests of New Zealand;

® to pay regard to defense arrangements of its closest and most
important partner, Australia; and

® totake into account the attitude of the United States toward New
Zealand when thinking about the security relationship.

The New Zealand prime minister highlighted several other
fundamental points in the dispute. In their rejection of the ship visits,
New Zealanders were not anti-American, only antinuclear. They were
offended by comments that they were not pulling their weight in the
alliance. As far as New Zealand was concemned, they knew much about
proper burden sharing. New Zealand did not offer itself as an example
for others to follow. Its strategic circumstances were unique. The
government excluded nuclear weapons and power because having them
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there was not in the country’s interests. While the United States saw
ANZUS in the context of its global East-West strategy of nuclear
deterrence, New Zealand viewed its own role and common interest to
be that of a regional conventional deterrent promoting international
security. If the United States continued to insist upon having nuclear
weapons in the region, then maybe that was too high a price for New
Zealand to pay. The final main point Lange and others wanted to make
with the United States was that by punishing and disengaging itself from
New Zealand on defense issues, the superpower was going to lose a
loyal ally and a true friend.*

United States Response

The US response was predictably one of measured frustration. New
Zealand’s actions were a “matter of grave concem, which goes to the
core of our mutual obligation of allies.”* The United States worried
that neutralist or isolationist thinking was beginning to enter several
realms of allied foreign policy. Evidence that this was happening was
the Lange government’s nonnegotiable no-nuclear-weapons policy
asserted in “tones of moral righteousness.” % Paul Wolfowitz perhaps
best explained the Department of State’s position and subsequent
actions at a 1985 symposium on Pacific security.

For an ally to insist on that kind of disclosure [NCND] as a condition for port
access is just not responsible. . . .

With words, New Zealand assures us it remains committed to ANZUS. But by
its deeds, New Zealand has effectively curtailed its operational role in the
alliance. . . . A military alliance has little meaning without military cooperation.
... New Zealand can’t have it both ways.47

Regardless of the number of vessels that actually visited, the ship ban,
according to American officials, put the US Navy at a considerable
disadvantage and weakened its ability to help the ANZUS partners. The
Navy saw negative effects spreading throughout the various Pacific
maritime areas. Adm Ronald Hays, commander in chief of the US
Pacific Command, spoke of “the US having lost New Zealand when it
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formally passed [antinuclear ship ban] legislation.” The United States
was being forced to take “appropriate measures” to show that such
action was not acceptable conduct by an ally. To indicate the seriousness
of the banning issue, the United States ended in 1986 a two-year period
of negotiations and considerable effort with New Zealand by “parting
company . . . as friends.” 4

Several side effects resulted from the ANZUS controversy. One was
the perception that the United States was being an inflexible superpower
trying to impose its will on the smaller members of a Western security
arrangement. Another was the volatile 1ssue of economic trade
restrictions. This was most readily apparent when raised as a major
agenda item at the bilateral American-Australian security meeting held
in San Francisco in August 1986. The cause for concem was the
unexpected severity of the Australian backlash agaimnst the American
government due to its offer to subsidize export wheat sales from the
United States to the Soviet Union. Although the Australian government
resisted pressures to link “unfair” US trade practices and joint defense
facilities, the Australian public did not. For the first time, many
Australian citizens interlocked the separate issues and questioned the
value of the American-Australian defense alliance relationship.
Australians found it ironic that while loyalty to the United States in the
ANZUS antinuclear dispute was reportedly causing their country to lose
a potential $A 700-900 million in export earnings, American-New
Zealand trade increased marginally during the same period. The most
unusual Australian political combination of the traditionally
conservative rural farmers and the radical leftist urban and trade union
groups was very critical of American trade policies for a while. Even
though the furor over trade issues and alliance linkage subsided, it was
indicative of still unresolved problems, which might have explained
Prime Minister Hawke’s comment that in many respects ANZUS had
become by the mid-1980s a “treaty in name only.” *

Future Status

The future of ANZUS as a trilateral defense alliance is unknown.
Fundamental questions that still require answers are many. How can the
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situation be salvaged and the damage limited? Where does New Zealand
go from here? How strong will the bilateral defense relationships be that
exist between Australia and the United States and between Australia
and New Zealand? Can and should Australia assume a middle-partner
bridging role? Will ANZUS ever return to the way it was? Was the
Western security arrangement for the region impaired by all these
disturbances? Few easy answers exist for these and other questions. If
satisfactory answers had been available, negotiations would have been
successful and grievances on all sides would have been redressed, and
discussion of the 35-year-old showcase alliance being in crisis and at a
‘major crossroads of its existence would not be ongoing. The best way
to think about the ANZUS alliance status in the years ahead 1s to discuss
some of the major factors that will influence events and policies.

United States Position

The official US position on alliance goals and responsibilities is clear
and uncompromising. Secretary of State George P. Shultz expressly
stated that the purpose of defense alliances will continue to be to deter
aggression and preserve peace by making it clear that allied nations will
unite to oppose aggressors. The real deterrent will continue to be allies
working together to ensure that capabilities exist to fight and win
conflicts. The supporting part of the deterrent will be that any potential
aggressor will know it. According to Shultz, ANZUS as an alliance is
not finished. It remains fully operational between the United States and
Australia today. With some adjustments by New Zealand, the United
States will welcome the former partner’s full participation in the treaty
again. While it does not expect New Zealand to endorse a strategic
nuclear policy, the United States expects New Zealand to do its fair
share in maintaining stability and deterrence in the region. For the
Americans this includes unqualified access of their ships to New
Zealand ports. The issue is not one of numbers or type. The
demonstrative effect of New Zealand acceptance and participation is
important for a fully functioning ANZUS. When New Zealand policies
and actions change accordingly, the United States will restore its
security arrangements with New Zealand to include joint exercises,
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intelligence information sharing, logistics supply, and support. Each of

the algies, America included, will then need greater regional security
0

roles.

New Zealand Posture

New Zealand, at least as long as the Lange Labour government was
in control, remained unwilling to negotiate its position on nuclear
weapons. It did not accept the American view of what New Zealand
obligations should be under ANZUS. Its policies were for New Zealand
only, and the country’s stance was antinuclear and not anti-American.
The small country did not think that its policies justified the actions the
United States was taking against it. According to Bryce Harland, the
former New Zealand permanent representative to the United Nations
and then high commissioner in London, there were several key points
to remember about his country’s policies. New Zealand, isolated and
remote, did not set its policy as an example to any other country. In fact,
no other member of the Western alliance was following New Zealand’s
actions. Its case was unique and not relevant to others. American
reactions worried other small countries and had possibly more negative
effects on the alliance than New Zealand’s own actions. New Zealand
was taking steps to compensate for the US suspension of military
cooperation. What remained unknown was the long-term ability of New
Zealand’s own small armed forces to contribute to the security of the
region outside of an ANZUS structure.”!

Australian Perspective

Australia’s perspective was more positive. It felt its bilateral relations
with the United States had increased and thus had improved its position
and status not only with America but also with the other countries in the
region. The Australian public, despite some trade issue dissatisfaction,
still overwhelmingly supported ANZUS. In 1985, 73 percent agreed
that Australia needed a defense alliance with the United States. If New
Zealand were no longer in ANZUS, an even greater total of 75 percent
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favored a separate mutual defense alliance with the United States.
Security cooperation remained close, and it was difficult to see this
situation changing significantly in the near future. When all factors were
considered, Australia would attempt to fulfill its regional security
obligations under ANZUS. An unknown factor was a growing and
potent antinuclear element in its own country. As yet that faction did
not appear to be as strong as similar ones in New Zealand and elsewhere
in the areas covered by the proposed South Pacific Nuclear Free Zone.

Summary

The basic ANZUS alliance and the many security and defense
arrangements that resulted from it directly or indirectly have undergone
many shifts during the treaty’s existence. Although ANZUS was
thought to be a showcase alliance in a low-threat part of the world, recent
events have shown it to be in trouble. Part of the problem may be the
imbalance caused by the special asymmetrical relationship between
three similar but different partners. Perhaps the national security
objectives and political aspirations of each were in fact far enough apart
to mean ANZUS could no longer continue as it had in the past. The split
between the United States and New Zealand over the nuclear ship ban
issue reflected some long-standing beliefs that reached a crisis point in
the mid-1980s. Australia, which stood to benefit in some ways from the
dispute, also found itself caught in the middle and was disturbed by
overall developments.

To be effective any defense alliance must be at least a two-way street.
If a member does not pull a fair load, then that member may be more
hindrance than help. In this case, new arrangements are at least
conceivable, if not essential. The viability, indeed the survivability, of
ANZUS as an alliance is not inevitable. National self-interest alone can
never replace common interest and a spirit of cooperation as
fundamental components of an alliance like ANZUS 2

Along with the former solid alliance being at a crossroads of at least
its usefulness, if not its existence, other recent and projected changes
under way in the Southwest Pacific promise to reshape the way Western
collective security is provided to the vast region. Both Australia and
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New Zealand are rethinking the roles, missions, and structures of their
conventional defense forces. One result has been a marked variation in
the way these forces relate to their long-time partner, the United States,
to include the military, government, and industrial sectors. Each of the
smaller countries has a stated goal to be more independent, self-reliant,
and realistic with its defense features, whether within or without a
revised ANZUS framework. The altering defense features of Australia
and New Zealand require detailed examination to determine their
origins, directions headed, and means planned to see them through. The
first ANZUS partner to be reviewed is Australia—a key Western
security link to the South Pacific, Southeast Asia, and the Indian Ocean.
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Chapter 3

Australian Defense Features

Australia regards its relationship with the United States as of fundamental
importance. . . . We will be together forever.

—Bob Hawke, Prime Minister of Australia

We [plan to] shape [limited defence capabilities] primarily to defend Australia
and Australian interests in very large areas which are our immediate defence
environment.

—F. Rawdon Dalrymple, Australian Ambassador to the United States

The images of the Australian fighting man at war have often been
those of rugged individualism, fierce courage, unswerving loyalty to his
“mates,” and staunch self-reliance. These representations have formed
a large part of the myth and the national self-image that Australians and
others, including Americans, have when thinking about the defense
forces of the land “down under.” The truth is that Australians at war
generally have proved themselves well. Fighting under the British and
then with the United States, they have shown through deeds their
worthiness as valued comrades in arms.

In peacetime the Australian military forces have not always earned
as many accolades from foreigners or even from their own countrymen.
In the mid-1980s Minister of Defence Kim Beazley described the
Australian Defence Force (ADF) as “capable, well-trained, well-
equipped, and well-led.”’ At the same time defense critics considered
the ADF to have “little bits of lots” of capabilities.” To help address this
1ssue, Beazley commissioned a one-year in-depth study of the situation

by Paul Dibb, a recognized authority on Australian policy and defense
matters.
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The resulting report, Review of Australia’s Defence Capabilities:
Report to the Minister for Defence (the Dibb report), published in 1986,
was hailed as the most significant review of Australian defense
capabilities, force structure, and related aspects since the Second World
War. This report formed the basis for the 1987 govermnment white paper
ondefense policy, considered by many to be alandmark document. Both
the Dibb report and the white paper were important parts of the story of
a country on the brink of a major restructuring of defense policy and
military force structure. Australia was trying to address its shortcomings
while remaining committed to policies and practices supporting allied
interests and self-reliance.” Were these diverse objectives achievable?
This chapter examines the multitude of issues involved with the
changing Australian defense features. It considers Australia’s current
defense posture, then examines how it came about. For a chronological
framework, it looks at two general settings: before and after 1986, the
year of the Dibb report. Other areas are then discussed prior to a final

section on the growing bilateral Australian and American defense
relationship.

The Role of the Australian Defence Force

Australia, a Western country with fairly diverse economic and
political structures, considers itself as a regional middle power within
the Western global alliance system. With amostly Caucasian population
of 16.4 million, more than 70,500 people serve on active duty as
volunteer members of the ADF. The reserve military 1s more than
26,000, mostly in the army, and the civilian force working full time in
the Department of Defence exceeds 40,000.* Consequently, there are
almost 137,000 (less than 1 percent of the population) Australians
directly associated with some aspect of the peacetime defense force. The
ADF strives to support a pro-Western and pro-ANZUS governmental
policy that revolves around a high-technology, conventional military
force. Although the Australian public until recently has not been
particularly involved in public debate on defense issues, it has been
supportive of both an effective and a capable ADF and the ANZUS
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arrangement. In 1984 The Bulletin magazine’s special survey of
Australians disclosed that:

® 74 percent favored increased defense spending;

® 62 percent favored compulsory military training for all
young men

® (39 percent for young women);

® 57 percent believed some countries threatened Australia’s
security; and

® 08 percent believed its defense treaties with its close ally, the
United States, were of great value to Australia’

Yet manpower figures and public samplings did not answer all the
questions needed for debate on the ADF and defense policy. A concerted
effort for informed debate was required to determine whether Australia
had the appropriate mix of a reasonably self-reliant defense capability
and a certain degree of dependence on overseas support (primarily the
United States) to meet its defense objectives. The Dibb report and the
follow-on government white paper, The Defence of Australia 1987,
were steps in the right direction for addressing the changing Australian
defense features. Comments on earlier features of the ADF are

necessary to put a discussion of an ANZUS chronology into proper
context.

US-Australian Historical Defense Ties

In the past the United States has been a factor in Australian defense
thinking as a means to help protect the country and its interests.
According to some observers, the idea began in the late nineteenth
century, and it was expressed in the White Australia policy that was a
function of the newly federated country’s fear of an industrious and
formidable Japan. For this reason, Australia’s Prime Minister Alfred
Deakin in 1908 engineered a visit to Australia by US President
Theodore Roosevelt’s Great White Fleet. Deakin also tried but failed to
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see enunciated an American (and British) “Monroe Doctrine of the
Pacific.”

The Australian fear of the original Japanese threat dominated their
political thinking for almost 40 years. The widespread belief that
America saved Australia from the Japanese (and the Germans in the
South Pacific) during the darkest days of World War II remained an
important source for much of the lasting pro-US sentiment and
high-level popular support for ANZUS. The idea of a special Monroe
Doctrine has not gone away. Current Minister of Defence Beazley has
spoken of an assertion of Australian regional leadership, with American
backing, reflected in a modermn Monroe Doctrine in the South Pacific.
Beazley’s comments were indicative of the general attitude about the
necessary and continuing strong defense ties with America.’

Wartime Performance of Australian Forces

Despite close association with the American military during wartime,
the ADF (and incidentally the New Zealand Defence Forces)
accomplished and contributed enough to stand out on their own. The
combined exploits of Australia and New Zealand (ANZ) in both world
wars were well known. The military had a proven reputation and high
standard of performance in battle. Their tradition based itself on
maintaining top-quality volunteer forces capable of rapid movement in
regional contingencies and on serving as the professional cadre of much
larger defense forces in times of wider need.’

Considering its population base and other requirements, the efforts
of the ADF inboth global wars were significant. In the First World War,
Australia was not threatened by any adversary. Nevertheless, the
country of then only five million citizens rose to the occasion and sent
approximately 330,000 volunteers overseas, primarily to be subordinate
to and fight for British military leaders under the auspices of a British
Empire effort. An incredible total of 60,000 servicemen, almost one out
of every five, died during the war. Australia, in its “coming of age,” had
more men killed in combat in that conflict than did the much larger
United States.
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World War II witnessed an equally impressive effort, initially
associated with the British in North Africa and then later with the
Americans in the Pacific. At the start of the war in September 1939,
Australia had in all three services about 10,000 regulars and 90,000
reservists. By the end of 1941 the total was 230,000. Royal Australian
Air Force (RAAF) strength alone reached 160,000 personnel and 6,000
aircraft, and the RAAF became temporarily the world’s fourth largest
air force. The ADF peaked at almost two-thirds of a million in uniform
by mid-1943 and fell off to 575,000 by war’s end in September 1945.
(Australia sent 550,000 overseas and lost more than 34,000, including
8,000 in Japanese POW camps.)8 This total six-year experience affected
almost everyone in a nation of about seven million people.

Australian Defense before the Dibb Report

From World War II up to the mid-1970s, Australian defense policy
features were generally quite dependent on the United States. Not until
the latter time period did any form of defense self-reliance begin to
emerge and incorporate itself into a special arrangement of mutual
dependency with the United States. In addition, until the middle of the
1970s, no Australian government had made defense the subject of
“substantial intellectual amalysis.”9 A discussion now follows of the
Australian defense features associated first within the ANZUS alliance
and then with the alliance aside.

Full-House ANZUS

The term most identified with Australian defense strategy within a
full-house ANZUS was that of forward defense. The concept for the
ADF was not a new one but was applicable prior to heavy commitment
to the United States before and after the ANZUS alliance began
functioning in the early 1950s. Support for forward defense initially
went to the British and gradually shifted over to the Americans. Forward
defense began with the dispatch of the Australian Regular Army’s 8th
Division to Malaysia in mid-1941 and did not end until the final
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Australian combat forces withdrew from Vietnam in early 1972. Some
argued that aresidual forward defense presence (i.e., use of Butterworth
Air Base in Malaysia and similar small-scale arrangements) and forms
of obligation (i.e., Five Power Defence Arrangement or FPDA)
remained in the area. However, most agreed that forward defense in the
old sense was unworkable after the last British and US military units
withdrew from mainland Southeast Asia in 1975. Apart from World
War II there was some discussion that Australian contributions to
forward defense and reactions to crises threatening its security interests
were not appropriate. A few commentators likened them to “tokenism”
and “defense on cheap.” 10

If the above critical or demeaning comments were debatable,
indisputable was the traditional Australian insistence about the need to
ally with great and powerful friends. Australian ideas about security
needs and requirements were slow to change. Factors of geographic
location, history, politics, allegiances, and perceived threats all
combined to make Australia, at least until recently, willing to accept the
role of a junior partner. Although Australians, according to a recent
ambassador to the United States, “are not . . . and never will be prepared
to adopt a supine and uncritical posture towards their major ally,” 1 they
have been known to bend and oblige. Australia realized that it had
complex and difficult problems in adequately defending its own
continent and interests, which covered an area equivalent to the
continental United States but with less than 7 percent of the latter’s
human resources and 4 percent of its wealth.

Despite the difficulties inherent in defending such a vast area, the
ADF organization in the past gave low priority to home defense. During
the years before 1986, the primary objective was organization for
overseas deployment as part of an integrated allied force. The ADF only
recently began slowly adjusting to the policy of first preparing to defend
the Australian mainland (three million square miles) and the
surrounding maritime environment (another three million square miles).
At the same time, the ADF wanted to be capable of contributing to
ANZUS and its share of the Western security network.'?

The first instance of ADF units performing forward defense roles
under ANZUS was in the Korean War. Although United Nations
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collective security actions were used to solicit allied military
cooperation against the aggressors, the sending of reliable allied
Australian forces to fight alongside American ones was an important
factor in the United States agreeing to create ANZUS. Australia’s
immediate readiness to assist the American forces in Korea and the fact
that they were the first actually to get into combat made deep
impressions.13

Australia also participated in forward defense in the Vietnam War.
As Australian Ambassador to the United States F. Rawdon Dalrymple
pointed out to an American audience in Washington, D.C., “Australia
‘and New Zealand were the only Western allies of the US to join you in
the Viemam campaign.” " At its height of commitment, the Australian
military presence in Southeast Asia reached 8,000, which was a
considerable number of servicemen at that time. The costs in casualties
and financial expenditure were high. But an even greater cost was the
deep division the Vietnam War involvement brought to Australian
society. Similar in many ways to dissent and protest against the war in
the United States and elsewhere, the Australian connection had another
element. For many Australians “the Vietnam debacle effectively killed
forward defense.” °

Australians had not really questioned Sir Robert Menzies’
announcement in 1965 of an ADF commitment to the allied cause in
Vietnam. Nor had they disputed Prime Minister Harold Holt’s famous
promise in 1966 to President Lyndon B. Johnson that “you have an
admiring friend, a staunch friend, that will be all the way with LBJ.” '°
However, after Holt’s drowning in late 1967, that particular intuitive
understanding between the two governments ended.

By 1968 the questions began with a basic one as of yet never
satisfactorily answered: Did the Australian government send troops to
Vietnam because of a request from Saigon or because of American
pressure to be a reliable ally and support forward defense and ANZUS
Treaty obligations?” Some Australian observers were critical of this
role and considered it one more example of their experiences with the
United States in the war with Japan and in the conflicts in Korea and
Vietnam. For support, they pointed to several problems in the American
record on consultation and cooperation with respective Australian
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governments. While US officials might have responded differently to
the above comments, the views were indicative of past imbalances and
disturbances in the bilateral relationship.'®

Major dependence on US government and private American defense
industries for support and equipment has been and will continue to be
a basic tenet of Australian defense features. Although proponents of
Australian defense self-reliance admitted this was not synonymous with
Australian self-sufficiency, there was no contradiction seen in this
policy. The ANZUS alliance and its related arrangements were regarded
as substantially improving Australia’s technical capacities and
equipment acquisition processes. The mechanism to provide unin-
terrupted supply and other logistics support for the substantial range of
weapon systems, high-technology equipment, and other defense
material of US origin was a memorandum of understanding (MOU)
between the United States and Australia. The latest MOU with a series
of appendages on logistics support was dated April 1985. Reviewed
each year and preceded by a similar MOU in 1982 and a logistics
arrangement in 1965, the MOU set out effective policies and guidelines
for logistics support arrangements in peacetime and during periods of
emergency. The MOU was the workable comerstone of equipment
support between the two countries. It helped ensure Australia’s status
as a first-class ally, at least as far as logistics and procurement were
concerned. "

Table 1 lists ADF aircraft purchased from the United States and
illustrates the dominance of American-sourced defense equipment and
material in ADF overseas defense expenditure. Primary purchasers of
capital equipment have been air, then naval, and lastly ground services
of the ADF. The starting point was 1951, when Australia placed with
the United States its first large defense order in the post-World War I
era. That time also marked both the beginning of the decline in defense
equipment acquisition from Great Britain, Australia’s traditional
supplier, and the formation of the ANZUS defense alliance.
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113

12

36

30

20

31

200 +

28

75

US Producer

North
American

Lockheed

Lockheed

Lockheed

McDonnell-

Douglas

Grumman

Bell, Boeing,

Sikorsky,
Vertal

General
Dynamics

McDonnell-

Douglas
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Table 1
Aircraft Purchases (1951 to Present)

Name

Sabre

P2V-5
Neptune

C-130
Hercules

P-3 Orion

A-4G
Skyhawk

S-2E
Tracker

F-111C

F/A-18
Hormet

Type

fighter

maritime
surveillance

transport

maritime

surveillance

fighters

coastal
surveillance

helicopters

strike aircraft

fighter/
air defense

Remarks

redesign
(construction under
license)

still in service

still 1in service

Royal Australian
Navy sold
remaining 10 to
New Zealand

still in service

many still in service

still in
service/various
configurations

most to be
assembled in
Australia

Sources: Tom Muir, “The US-ANZUS Partner and Major Defence Supplier,” Pacific Defence
Reporter 12, no. 10 (April 1986): 12; Headquarters US Pacific Air Force, Plans, and
Policies Directorate, “Australian Security Assistance Program,” (U), 26 February

1987, 1. (Secret) Information extracted is unclassified.
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Most analysts agreed that the 1963 decision to purchase the F-111C
strike aircraft at the design stage signaled a significant change in
Australian policy and a commitment to bring the ADF into much closer
association with the United States. The “Americanization” of the RAAF
has become all but complete.zo The bulk of the major equipment
purchases falls within the government-to-government foreign military
sales (FMS) program. For Australian purposes especially, this
arrangement 1s extensive and important.21

Naval equipment purchases, while not as standardized with US
systems as the aircraft, are still significant in quality and quantity. The
Royal Australian Navy (RAN) formerly used the HMAS Melbourne,
World War II British /llustrious-class aircraft carrier, as its flagship.
However, the carrier capability along with its American-sourced,
fixed-wing elements of the Fleet Air Arm ended with the Melbourne’s
“retirement” in 1983.% The current process started in the early 1960s,
when the RAN purchased three US-built Adams-class guided missile
destroyers. In the 1970s Australia decided to buy four Perry-class
guided missiles frigates from the United States and then placed orders
for two more such ships, now designated Adelaide-class, to be built in
Australia. When we combine the number of ships purchased, they make
up more than one-half of the RAN’s present surface combatant force.
The RAAF depends more on US support than the RAN, even though
the latter still counts on the United States for quality and quantity.

The Australian Regular Army (ARA), by its nature, does not have
big weapons platforms like its sister services. Even so, some of its major
equipment, such as armored personnel carriers and two types of
howitzer artillery, are of American origin.23 (See appendix C for
equipment details on ADF service branches.)

From the above discussion it is clear that the close relationship with
the United States and dependence upon this country for much of its
equipment and logistics support make it hard for Australia to be truly
self-reliant in defense matters. Unless carefully controlled, the
US-sourced equipment, although good for standardization and inter-
operability, could channelize defense capabilities. It also could limit
Australian defense industry involvement and production capacity.
These are the reasons Australian leaders in recent times have
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emphasized an Australian ability to modify and adapt much of this
equipment to meet their own security requirements. For a country like
Australia this would still never mean complete self-sufficiency in
defense effort. But it could mean, over time, a lessening of dependence
on foreign sources—such as the United States—for weapons, supplies,
spare parts, ammunition, and so on.**

Within a full-house ANZUS, Australia and the ADF continue to play
important roles in several other areas. The fact that Australia hosted
three joint defense facilities (because of its strategic location as a
continent) was probably a noneconomic factor of overwhelming
importance to the United States. Although some argued that this
arrangement was outside ANZUS, Americans in position of authority
generally considered it “within the spirit” of Article II of the ANZUS
Treaty (appendix B). The facility hosting and some of the other sensitive
military, technical, and scientific agreements between the two countries
remained important indicators of close defense cooperation.”

More narrowly, Australian security posture necessitates close links
with the US intelligence community and access to its relevant raw and
finished intelligence and surveillance information. The information
flow is a two-way street in which the United States also benefits from
Australian-sourced intelligence materials. The Dibb report
unequivocally stated that the contribution being made by Australia and
the United States to each other’s core interests (as in critical intelligence)
was a “vital element of symmetry in the security relationship.” 2

There were two other examples during this period of maintaining a
commitment to the American alliance through ANZUS. First was the
consistent provision of port and air facilities, which supported transiting
US nuclear and conventional military forces. The Australian
government still has a clear policy to welcome such visits because of
alliance responsibility and substantial benefits for its own security.
Second was the Radford-Collins agreement of 1951, which also gave
justification for combined naval operations.27

A final worthwhile element for the ADF in an operative ANZUS was
the particular value associated with regular bilateral, trilateral, and
participative combined military exercises conducted with full US
participation. (For example, appendix D lists the variety of regional
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exercises ANZUS members had from mid-1982 to mid-1983.) Such
extensive and comprehensive exercises as the biennial Kangaroo series
in Australia and the Rimpac series off Hawaii have helped to maintain
operational skills, evaluate techniques, improve competence, and
compare performances. According to Kim Beazley combined exercises
with the United States also have familiarized American forces with ADF
muilitary capabilities and the operational environment of the region. For
instance, each year up to 60,000 US sailors and marines (usually in
conjunction with port visits) actively participate with their ANZUS
colleagues in exercise operations on and off the Western Australia coast.
Improved effectiveness of all forces resulted. Australian officials also
know that if the United States does not play in such combined exercises,
the opportunity does not readily exist for the ADF, especially the RAAF
and RAN, to find suitable replacements for such capable forces.”®

ANZUS Aside

The focus on Australian defense features is more ambiguous and
limited in a setting with ANZUS aside. For years these features have
reflected a strategic objective policy that was itself unclear, but was
developed in the ANZUS Treaty to provide a type of security insurance
guarantee. Yet a major point for many to ponder was the fact that the
ANZUS Treaty has never come close to being “tested.” »

To adjust the reliance and uncertainty, the Australian government’s
white paper on defense policy in 1976—the year after Saigon
fell—created the impression that Australia was trying to be more
self-reliant and capable of independent operations. Yet the revised
policies did not provide the necessary detailed direction nor ensure the
required financial resource allocation to make this policy initiative a
reality. Two divergent goals characterized Australian national security
objectives at that time. First, the prime intention of the ADF was to
support and assist the United States’ strategic deterrent and its defense
umbrella. Second, ADF needed to have the capabilities to (1) assist in
ensuring stability, independence, and strength of its regional neighbors;
(2) assist and help protect newly independent South Pacific nations; and
(3) continue to play appropriate roles in collective security under
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ANZUS, the FPDA (Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand, Malaysia,
and Singapore), and other agreements.

Although these were not new concepts, the question remained: Were
they achievable? Critics of these defense policies felt then that basic
strategic considerations were not the determining factors. What became
decisive, however, was the political and bureaucratic contest for scarce
funds. A prime example to prove this was the “fortress Australia”
mentality shown by the Australian Labor Party (ALP) opposition during
the early 1980s debate on funding an aircraft carrier replacement for the
HMAS Melbourne. Proponents for anew carrier viewed this as alogical
and relevant concept of RAN assets to protect vital sea trade routes and
promote regional cooperation. The opponents prevailed, and the ADF
saw a lessening of its already limited force projection capability.30

The ADF had its own military assistance program. The portion
dealing with regional cooperation was called the Defence Cooperation
Programme (DCP). Inrecent years, it accounted for about $A 45 million
per year, or less than 1 percent of Australia’s total defense budget. Of
that amount more than 40 percent went to providing nearby Papua New
Guinea with military assistance. Whether the DCP was adequate or not
depended more on the type of aid than the amount.

Generally, Australian aid in the absence of any single driving purpose
(e.g., assistance to Papua New Guinea) was directed at two areas. First,
it provided training facilities in Australia for regional members to
attend. For example, in 1984 more than 1,000 military personnel from
regional countries attended such training courses. Involved within this
area were numerous combined exercises and exchanges. Second, the
Defence Cooperation Programme allowed ADF serving members to
conduct such civil aid missions as mapping, medical assistance, and
disaster relief. The bulk of DCP efforts directed toward the South Pacific
consisted of such civil aid support.31

An extension of Australian military contribution in support of British
forces, under the Anglo-Malaysian Defence Agreement of 1957,
resulted in the still-in-effect Five Power Defence Arrangement. One
aspect of FPDA that stood out was the RAAF’s continued use of
Butterworth Air Base in Malaysia. It was the largest military estab-
lishment used by the RAAF outside Australia. The Integrated Air
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Defence System (IADS) was another aspect of the FPDA affecting the
two regional members—Malaysia and Singapore. IADS was
Australia’s contribution of a relatively sophisticated air defense radar
network capable of aircraft detection as far out as the airspaces of
Thailand and Indonesia. Although complaints recently have surfaced in
Australia that the FPDA has not been effective and the costs to Australia
are increasing, the arrangement still gives the ADF an opportunity to
deploy and exercise outside the immediate area of Australia. It also
provides—practically, politically, and symbolically—the remaining
permanent Western military “forward base” presence on the Southeast
Asian mainland.”

The ADF has been involved in other overseas operations. Most
prominent were two long-term operations in Southeast Asia: the
Malaysian insurgency from the late 1940s to 1960 and the Indonesian
“confrontation” period from 1963 to 1965. Both campaigns supported
British efforts and occurred prior to ADF participation with American
forces in the Vietnam conflict. A more peaceful ADF function
performed overseas was the recently ended operation in the Sinai
Peninsula as members for almost four years in the Multinational Force
of Observers (MFO). This particular arrangement had a helicopter unit
composed of RAAF and Royal New Zealand Air Force (RNZAF)
personnel and helicopters (110/8 and 35/3, respectively). It was a con-
tinuing example of equipment intero}perability, common operational
doctrine, and quasi-alliance benefits.

The comerstone of Australian-New Zealand defense cooperation and
relations was considered by many to be the ANZAC pact (in recognition
of the Australian and New Zealand Army Corps, the combined corps
that served with distinction in World War I), the first formal treaty
agreement entered into between the two Commonwealth countries.
Negotiated during World War II and in effect since 1944, the pact’s
purpose was twofold: to maintain and strengthen relations between the
two countries and to provide a means to exchange views and
information on matters of common concern, especially as they pertained
to the Southwest and South Pacific areas. From a strictly defense point
of view, paragraph 35 of the treaty provided for defense cooperation by
means of consultation, common doctrine, equipment and training, staff
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interchanges, and logistics support coordination. Over the years closer
defense and logistics cooperation developed to a point which took into
account that, although their defense needs were not quite the same, they
were sufficiently parallel to permit a high degree of mutuality.
Accordingly, in the spirit of strengthening both countries’ military
capabilities, a memorandum of understanding was signed in 1983 to
develop a common industrial support base.”*

When all these various factors came into play within and outside
ANZUS, it was evident that the proper development of the ADF and a
national defense infrastructure for operational deployment in defense
of Australia and its several interests was not an easy matter. Australia
also had a classic view that saw itself as always assisting larger powers
to achieve their goals, being a middle power facilitator, and providing
leadership to smaller countries that did not trust larger powers.35
Whether such a view of Australia’s role in international and regional
relations was accurate or not, it carried over into discussion on defense
policy, alliance relationships, and proper use and structure of the ADF
in peacetime and during war. This discussion first started surfacing in
the late 1960s to mid-1970s and was associated with several of the main
turning points which affected ADF defense emphasis.

Changes in Defense Emphasis

Having considered an active defense alliance with the United States
and participation in America’s wars to be the fundamental basis for
Australian military planning, the Australian government was shocked
by several significant events starting in the late 1960s. First was the
1969 Nixon Doctrine. Australian attitudes on security dependence were
already changing by 1968 primarily due to disillusionment with the war
in Southeast Asia. Enunciation of the Nixon Doctrine and its
embellishment by subsequent American administrations, whether
appropriately understood or not, sent tremors through the Australian
political and military ranks. While not giving Australian defense
planners clear-cut alternatives, the doctrine at least added impetus to
reorienting defense strategy toward one of increased self-reliance but
with continued support for American deterrence and ANZUS.*®
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The Australian Labor Party government of Prime Minister Gough
Whitlam in the early 1970s caused Washington to become more aware
of Australia as a middle power of growing influence in the region.
Whitlam had problems in dealing with the Nixon administration, even
though he realized that his country’s relations with the United States
were all-important. The Whitlam government’s cancellation of orders
for several major defense capital equipment items, such as destroyers
for the RAN, which were to have formed the nucleus of three
independent naval task forces, eventually restricted ADF areas of
operation.37 Attitudes and perceptions of powerful leftist groups within
the Labor party were also forming, and they brought about, if not a
distancing from, at least a readjustment of the close defense reliance on
the United States. From roughly this time on, serious attempts to adopt
a more self-reliant defense posture began to be made in Australia.
Central to this posture was the belief that such future security
requirements as low-level military contingencies were in fact national
responsibilities and must have main priority in Australian defense
policy and planning.

The next shocks came to Australia (and others) with the fall of Saigon,
South Vietnam, to Communist forces in 1975 and the concurrent vast
reduction of American combat and support forces stationed in Southeast
Asia. For Australia, which for years had organized its ADF integration
with a larger allied force, the confusion was great. These events
combined helped force Australians to contemplate changing the ADF,
albeit slowly and hesitantly, through a major restructure.”®

In a partial reflection of this changed defense orientation, the ADF
has taken measures especially in recent times to reduce gradually its
already limited involvement overseas. The MFO operation in the Sinai
has ended. There have been slow reductions of forces from the
permanent assignments at Butterworth Air Base and temporary duty
attachments in Singapore. The Dibb report stated that the Five Power
Defence Arrangement, including Australian presence at Butterworth,
represented the concerns of a previous era. While still useful as a basis
for practical cooperation, these overseas arrangements were based on
political as well as military considerations.” Despite Dibb’s opinions,
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Australia planned to continue deployments (but at reduced levels) to
Butterworth and to military exercises with friends and allies in the area.
Another turning point on defense emphasis started with the election
of the Labor government to federal office in 1983. This government,
aware of a growing level of public comment on issues of defense and
security and armed with thoughts of creating sound and effective
defense policy and forces, undertook several important steps. Accepting
the fact that alinkage existed between support for an active alliance with
the United States and a positive policy on arms control, the ALP new
government’s initial step was to review ANZUS completely. Second,
and almost in parallel, it stepped up diplomatic efforts on arms control
issues. Third, Labor party leaders decided to review the ADF with the
objective of improving the military’s capacity for self-reliance with
concentration on the region of direct security concern to Australia™®

This latter step was not easily accomplished and, in fact, is still under
way. Yet it was a step in the right direction. Momentum for conducting
such a thorough review had been building to a decision point in the early
1980s. The trend in defense thinking slowly shifted to the idea that
procuring ADF weapon systems and fixing priorities for new
equipments, many of which were to have multipurpose roles, needed to
focus more appropriately on Australia’s own defense needs. Previous
determining circumstances for much of Australian weapon system
acquisition, use, and planning were governed by the ability to fight wars
in distant theaters. That was no longer going to be the deciding factor.
What was gradually emerging from the civilian branch of the Defence
Department as a guiding theme for ADF emphasis was the balanced
requirement for versatility, mobility, and endurance in defense of
Australia and its several primary interests.

The means to achieve these objectives found partial attainment in the
approach of Paul Dibb’s report on defense capabilities done under
Defence Minister Kim Beazley’s guidance, direction, and authority.
Beazley and Prime Minister Bob Hawke (both of whom were Rhodes
scholars in their postgraduate days) occupied powerful positions in the
right division of the Australian Labor Party and reflected the traditional
rightist view of ANZUS and defense: pro-American, fairly conser-
vative, and pragmatic. A native of Western Australia, Beazley was a
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relatively young (less than 40 years old) and ambitious member of
Parliament; some political observers thought he would eventually rise
to the top of his country’s political structure. He has gained recent
prominence by using his academic training in international relations and
defense policy to make the minister of defence portfolio appointment
highly visible and important in the Labor government. In 1985 Beazley
asked Dibb to “examine the content, priorities, and rationale of defence
forward planning and to advise which capabilities are appropriate for
Australia’s present and future defence require:ments.”41 The result was
the 1986 Review of Australia’s Defence Capabilities, which the
government incidentally stressed was not a statement of official policy
but an independent analysis of defense policy issues.* Regardless, it
marked the final turning point in defense emphasis prior to publication
of the 1987 white paper on defense policy.

The Defense Setting after 1986

The Australian defense features associated with ANZUS in a
post-1986 setting—after the Dibb report was published—are not much
different from those present in the years just prior to the Dibb report.

The larger change is in the approach to defense beyond the purview of
the ANZUS Treaty.

Revised ANZUS

ANZUS, or more appropriately the revised ANZUS bilateral defense
relationship between Australia and the United States, continues to affect
most segments of ADF either directly or indirectly. Although Australia
has changed significantly the nature of its strategic perspectives and
defense priorities, ANZUS remains important to Australia for its role
in the global Western alliance network and, perhaps more critically, for
its practical benefits for Australian independent defense.”’

These benefits cover a wide range of important subjects. For
Australia, an ANZUS framework means that it keeps intact a firm
relationship with a strong and close ally and will work toward fulfilling
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basic obligations within that relationship. The joint defense facilities are
to remain fully functioning, and Australia feels the facilities contribute
to the avoidance of global conflict. More germane to ADF are the
following issues:

* combined exercises and training;

* high-technology transfer;

* force interoperability;

* material acquisition and support;

* equipment and weapon systems standardization;
* common operational doctrine;

* logistics support arrangements; and

*» intelligence and surveillance resources.

Australia also will continue to purchase substantial defense arms and
supplies from the United States. Over the next decade, it plans to spend
$A 15-20 billion in America. The extensive bilateral agreements and
arrangements, coupled with an ongoing series of useful and productive
meetings and sessions at several levels, aided much in the effective
interaction and improved defense relations. These are all positive
aspects of a healthy bilateral relationship.

The United States is willing to continue these cooperative defense
endeavors, because it realizes that a capable conventional ADF
contributes not only to regional security but also to US security interests
and global deterrence. In retum, the costs for Australia (excluding the
financial aspects) are not high. In light of the problems with New
Zealand, this relationship is expected to grow even stronger and more
significant in the Pacific region.

ANZUS Aside

ANZUS aside, the ADF is trying to use the strategic lessons taught
by the Pacific War portion of World War II and other events to shape
its self-reliant capabilities to suit the Australian strategic environment.
It expects to go well beyond specific area defense and be involved with
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aid, cooperation, training, and ahost of other defense-related issues. The
current defense policy, according to Beazley, is to pursue “a disciplined
relationship between strategy and force structure within the constraints
of limited financial means. Australia’s first priority must be defense
self-reliance.”*

One area of intended expansion is in military assistance programs.
These programs reflect a governmental objective to increase activity
substantially in the South Pacific region. The government wants to
improve its long-standing defense cooperation with Papua New Guinea.
The RAAF is increasing the number of long-range maritime patrol
(LRMP) aircraft deployments to the South Pacific from five to 10 each
year. When planning the RAN fleet program, the navy was endeavoring
to have its ships make regular visits to independent ccuntries in the
region. Perhaps the most opportunistic area for defense cooperation is
upgrading the small island countries’ abilities to manage and protect
their important exclusive economic zones (EEZ) and land areas, as
shown on the accompanying map. Australia has offered to assist several
countries in developing the Pacific patrol boat, specifically designed to
meet their 200 nautical mile EEZ surveillance needs. A total of 12 boats
at an estimated cost of $A 61.7 million are on order. This entire project
is far larger than any previous Australian defense cooperation project
in the South Pacific region or in Southeast Asia*

Internally Australia plans to adjust to a shift of defense resources from
the traditional populated regions of its south and east to the sparsely
inhabited north and northwest areas of the continent. It has become clear
that the ADF needs to defend many vulnerable installations and
resources in these latter more remote areas. Yet the defense (and civil)
infrastructure is minimal.*’

Australia is also trying to improve its defense and logistics support
structure. Minister Beazley has made limited headway in setting out
some new ground rules for the defense industry. First among the
changes is that defense spending, either at home or overseas, must have
relevance to the nation’s strategic priorities. Second is that defense
industry should become commercial in its approach and compete for
various projects. Although Beazley’s efforts are not revolutionary, they
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signaled the likelihood, for the first time in a generation, of a balanced
and consistent government policy for the defense industry.48

To alesser degree than before, the ADF will continue to support and
to participate in the Five Power Defence Arrangement and the Integrated
Air Defence System on the Malay Peninsula. It will increase slightly a
defense effort in the Southeast Asia region that focuses on the
development of associations and military relationships based on shared
concems. The ADF military assistance program, by means of exercises

and training, appears to be more promising than strict adherence to the
dated and more formal FPDA %

Finally, ANZUS aside, the Australian-New Zealand bilateral defense
relationship will keep on being one of “substance,” according to
Beazley. Substantive issues include:

* an extensive program of combined exercises;

* high-level consultations;

* cooperative defense procurement;

* logistics and supply cooperation;

 staff and training exchanges; and

» defense science and communications cooperation.

Even though the Australian Labor government recognizes its defense
relationship with New Zealand is strong and important, Canberra
appears to regard the alliance relationship with the United States as
being even more important for security purposes. In a forceful
December 1986 speech given in New Zealand, Australian Foreign
Minister Bill Hayden said that Australia disagrees completely with New
Zealand’s nuclear ship ban policy, and he flatly rejected the prospect of
being the replacement for the former US role in a defense understanding
with New Zealand. Australia is incurring additional and unacceptable
expense due to the need to duplicate military exercises and other
arrangements with its ally across the Tasman Sea. In this arrangement
it remains to be seen over the long term how much the ADF can
contribute to and work with the New Zealand Defence Forces.™
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Review of Australia’s Defence Capabilities (1986)

Paul Dibb’s independent Review of Australia’s Defence Capabilities:
Report to the Minister for Defence focused on the capability and force
structure requirements of the ADF. Dibb admitted that his report
contained little new in the way of redirection themes. Instead, for the
first time, it brought together the major themes in Australian defense
policy that had been under way for the past decade and a half, ever since
“forward defense” ended and calls for “defense self-reliance” began.
The report created an interesting and informed public debate on defense
issues that was both refreshing and necessary for a democracy like
Australia’' In short, Dibb’s study brought about a major shift in
Australia’s approach to defense.

The basic thrust of the report was to move Australian defense policy
in the direction of a more self-reliant posture. Dibb’s approach to narrow
down the area of judgment relied on two principles. The first one
required an understanding of Australia’s unique geographical
circumstances since the ADF needed to plan on defending the country
and national interests on its own. The second principle called for more
preciseness in defining the threats Australia faced, with intelligence and
warning time figured in. The defense strategy that was needed for these
tasks was one of “denial,” which in turn would become associated with
“layered defence.” According to Dibb, this would ensure that an enemy
would have substantial difficulty in crossing the sea and air gaps around
Australia. The doctrine of “layered defence” and the extended warning
time (up to 10 years) for development of a regional assault threat of
substance became two of the main sources of contention and
misinterpretation about the report.

Another significant aspect concerned definition of the main areas of
operation for the ADF. An important and recurring theme was the need
to concentrate force-structure priorities in the area of direct military
interest to Australia. This was where Australia should seek to exert
independent military power. The area represented about 10 percent ot
the earth’s surface. It stretched more than 4,000 nautical miles east to
west from New Zealand and the Southwest Pacific islands to Australia’s
CocosIslands in the Indian Ocean. It was more than 3,000 nautical miles
north to south from the archipelagoes of Indonesia and New Guinea to
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the Southern Ocean bordering Antarctica. The report also recognized a
sphere of primary strategic interest generally encompassing Southeast
Asia and the South Pacific. Dibb felt that this area could affect
Australian national security but did not pose any direct military threat.
Therefore, ADF structure and priorities should not be oriented toward
this greater area. Likewise, being part of ANZUS was important but not
a requirement for allied Australia to become involved in US
contingency planning for global war.

While there was considerable emphasis on defense strategy and
policy, the Dibb report was first and foremost a force-structure
document. Minister Beazley directed Dibb to determine what the ADF
and its support structure needed for capabilities and requirements as
Australia planned for entry into the next century. Dibb held that his
report as presented provided a central theme of Australia’s being a
defensible continent. With some adjusting of ADF structure and
priorities, the military would be able to carry out well this national task
in the 1990s and beyond. Beazley, as expected, was very supportive of
the report since it closely mirrored his thoughts and ambitions. One of
the defense minister’s major objectives was to convince Australians that
they could defend themselves and establish the necessary force structure
and organization to make self-reliance a reality. Dibb had assumed a 3
percent annual real growth in defense spending. In that regard his report
was of little help to Beazley, who now had the more difficult task of
starting the slow but consistent long-term process of logical force
development within the strained financial resources of Australia. The
Review was an important step in laying the groundwork for other
developments, such as the white paper on defense policy, to follow.

Dibb brought out several interesting aspects of Australian defense
features that were critical if Australia wanted to have some type of
effective self-reliance and best use of limited resources. The first dealt
with the recently altered ADF senior command structure. With that
change much more central power and authority were given to the Chief
of the Defence Force (CDF) and the Headquarters Australian Defence
Force, similar to the US chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
organization. The functional command structure was showing improve-
ment. The individual service chiefs were shifting from former roles of
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being sole commanders of their components to being more a part of the
three operational commands centered on the Headquarters Australian
Defence Force. The CDF was using direct responsibility to delegate
aspects to those functional commanders handling maritime defense, air
defense, and land defense. The RAN, RAAF, and ARA remained as
separate services, but they ideally were working more closely together
than in the recent past. Although individual services were unwilling to
lose their separate planning functions, each service realized that most
functions would eventually rest with a central and pivotal coordinating
body. Joint planning and operations were expected to show
improvement over the current arrangements. 2

Other parts of the Dibb report dealt with the very important and
often-neglected areas of defense industry and logistics support—the
“tail of the dragon.” Concerning defense industry, Dibb criticized the
relative inefficiency of most government defense factories and
encouraged future defense industry growth in the private sector. He
established three capability guidelines for the Australian defense
industry. They included the need to:

® repair, maintain, and modify most defense force equipments,
especially those associated with low-level contingencies (e.g., the type
Australia would face);

® produce high-usage spare and ammunition items, if not excessive
in cost; and
® design and produce in those areas of unique national requirements

or where domestic capacities were clearly competitive on an
. . .53
international basis.

Even though government policy, the requirement for an improved
defense industry policy as spelled out in Dibb’s comments needed to
receive increased attention. This seemed especially worthwhile because
current ADF defense expenditure within Australian industry
represented only one-half of 1 percent of the gross national product
(GNP). Most knowledgeable commentators agreed that Australian
defense requirements would still need considerable support and supply
from overseas, mainly from the United States. Absolute self-sufficiency
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was neither realistic, justified, nor sought under present and future
circumstances.

Dibb’s coverage of logistics support requirements was good.
Excluding manpower costs, logistics support activities in Australia
accounted for more than one-quarter of defense outlays each year. The
extensive inventory totaled more than 1.6 million line items, was worth
several billion Australian dollars, and was managed by more than
30,000 military and civilian personnel. Additionally, ADF logistics
support involved more than 15 million transactions annually, which was
an important part of defense requirements that had to be flexible,
sustainable, and economical. One of Dibb’s recommendations was to
shift more defense resources to the northern and northwestem portions
of Australia. But implementing that recommendation would exacerbate
the logistics problem since the infrastructure in that part of the continent
was poor and the majoritjy of support and supply bases were located
thousands of miles away. ‘

Many prominent and influential Australians praised the Dibb report
because it provided for the first time a positive and identifiable task for
the ADF. One of its more enthusiastic supporters was Air Chief Marshal
Sir Neville McNamara, who had recently retired as CDF. To Sir Neville,
the report was a “serious and well-reasoned attempt to bring together
all major considerations relating to development of a self-sufficient

ADF although there is nothing glaringly new in the report.” He went on
to say,

Drawing together of Australia’s interests, strategic circumstances and defence
priorities should greatly assist in promoting greater understanding of need for
appropriate measure of defence capability. Definition of area of direct military
interest and sphere of primary strategic interest, together with proposals for
meaningful strategy, layered defence concept and recommendations for relevant
capabilities should provide a most useful working basis for development of the

Government White Paper and more positive guidelines for benefit of defence
planners.55

Although the air chief marshal was generous in praising the report,
his predecessor as CDF, Adm Sir Anthony Synnot, was not. Admitting
the report was well researched and credible, Sir Anthony found fault
with the strategy of denial. He saw it as being too defensive and reacting
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only to what an enemy might do first. His alternative was a strategy of
deterrence, which rested on the existence of a believable threat of
unacceptable counteraction. It implied offensive capabilities that had to.
be seen at all times to be able to hit a potential enemy where it was going
to hurt most severely. Sir Anthony still found truth in the adage,
“Offence is the best form of defence.”*® Air Vice Marshal Tony Mason,
a Royal Air Force representative to a mid-1986 Australian conference
on air power, said the same in a slightly different way.

It is a truism of war that a good defence can avert defeat, but seldom if ever
impose a political solution upon an enemy or, more simply, secure a victory.57

Others were even more critical of the report. Peter Henderson, the
immediate past permanent head of the Australian Department of
Foreign Affairs, perceived isolationist trends. He feared that in trying
to attain the overdue and totally commendable degree of independence
and self-reliance in defense, Australia might find itself disengaged from
the close and necessary ties now enjoyed with the Westem alliance in
general and the United States in particular. Henderson wanted more
attention paid to military power projection capability into the sphere of
prime strategic interest and more effective “integration with allied (that
1s US) forces.” 58

Another critic was Michael O’Connor, executive director of the
Australia Defence Association, who found Dibb guilty of “situating the
appreciation,” and making “facts” fit a set of preconceptions. Feeling
that there was a complete rejection of the idea that Australia should
make contributions to the defense of allies and friends, O’Connor
thought strongly that Dibb proposed a classical fortress strategy.
Despite Kim Beazley’s protests to the contrary, in O’Connor’s mind
this approach was wrong since “no such fortress has ever yet survived
a siege.” .

A criticism of strategic naval aspects came from A. W. Grazebrook,
an Australian who has written often on naval matters affecting his
country. It was clear to Grazebrook that the Dibb report, perhaps using
the Strategic Basis as guidance, substantially underestimated the
importance of overseas trade to Australia’s economy and thus the need
for a capable navy to defend that trade. Since Australia directly traded
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some 30 percent of its gross domestic product (GDP) with other nations,
disruption of maritime trade would become significant in the long
term.*”

As a final example of Australians being upset with the Dibb report,
Peter Samuel, a Washington-based journalist, provided some
pessimistic comments. Writing in Strategic Review, he envisioned
Australia’s meaningful and active participation in Western defense
planning and operations ending if recommendations in the report were
taken. Consequently, there would be a drastic redefinition downward
of Australia’s defense alliance obligations. To counter this, Samuel
urged the United States to “reject Dibb [before] it becomes part of
Australia’s conventional wisdom about defense.” '

What were the official and unofficial American reactions to the Dibb
report? Perhaps the most concern about the report’s implications came
from the US Navy. It appeared to be no accident that Adm James Lyons,
then commander of the large US Pacific Fleet, was the first American
official to criticize the report public:ly.62

Former government officials were also willing to speak out. Former
US Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and Pacific Affairs and
later US ambassador to Indonesia John Holdridge said that it was a
mistaken strategy for the Australians to zero in on defending northern
Australia from low-level to midlevel forays by northern neighbors.
“Who is going to attack from island-nations in the north?” Holdridge
also worried about increasing Soviet pressures and threats to Western
influence generally in the Pacific. He questioned Australia’s intentions
to contribute to an “all for one, one for all” concept of Western
sec:urity.63

Richard Armitage, US assistant secretary of defense for international
security affairs, issued a more moderate official public reaction. In a
statement prepared for broadcast to Australia, he said the Dibb report
“appears to be a serious attempt ‘to fit’ defense policy, forces, and
strategy into a ‘rational mix.”” As he diplomatically put it, the report
was an attempt to harmonize the very difficult problems of working out
defense policy, force strategy, and the final objectives.64

The most significant American response was seen at the extra session
between Defence Minister Beazley and US Secretary of Defense Caspar
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Weinberger during the August 1986 bilateral American-Australian
meeting in San Francisco. Subsequent to the meeting, Beazley and other
Australian officials stressed that the Dibb report essentially was only a
force-structure document and not official Australian policy. It would be
an important influence, but not the only influence, on the upcoming
government white paper on defense policy. Australia would take into
consideration a number of factors, to include Dibb’s recommendations
and U§Sconcems as the government formulated its positions in the white
paper.

Government White Paper

Australia’s long-awaited defense white paper, The Defence of
Australia 1987, was released in March. As expected, it picked up the
main thrust of the 1986 Dibb report, yet still satisfied the Americans,
conservative commentators, and the Australian military, who had found
objectionable certain aspects of the Dibb report. Despite little emphasis
on protecting sea lines of communication, the policy paper did tone
down suggestions arising from Dibb that a “fortress Australia” was
opting out of regional responsibilities and out of the Western strategic
community. To show that some of the earlier American concerns were
now at rest, Adm Ronald J. Hays, United States commander in chief,
Pacific Command, wrote in an advance release that

Australia is developing a comprehensive strategy for structuring, equipping, and

training its defense forces. Australian strategic studies, force modemization, and

reorganization stressing joint operations will iméarove Australia’s military
.qe . cqs 6

capability and therefore promote regional stability.

What was in the white paper to make Admiral Hays think this way?
The tone of it was set early in the preface. Defence Minister Beazley
started out strongly by stating that the Australian people expected
Australia to provide for its own security. Defense self-reliance in depth
still had to be achieved within a framework of alliances and regional
associations. It was a multiple-way arrangement in which the support
of alliance and associations made such self-reliance attainable. In tumn,
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a self-reliant Australia gave them support since it would be able to better
meet Australian responsibilities within its own strategic region.

According to Beazley, the concept of self-reliance being used to set
the course for a decade of development achieved the four basic
objectives of Australia’s national and international defense policy. The
objectives were to (1) develop and maintain a capacity for independent
defense; (2) promote regional strategic security and stability; (3)
strengthen the ability to meet mutual obligations shared with 1ts primary
allies, the United States and New Zealand; and (4) improve Australia’s
ability as an active member of the West to contribute to strategic stability
at the global level. These were not new fundamental objectives. The
1976 defense white paper identified self-reliance and its objectives as a
primary requirement. Yet that white paper failed to give appropriate
substantive direction to the concept. Beazley’s Defence of Australia
1987 intended to correct those deficiencies by setting clear goals and
by providing the comprehensive overall approach to Australian security
that would result in responsible defense planning.

The white paper then defined Australia’s present and future defense
interests as follows:

® defense of Australian territory and people from military attack
threat;

® protection of Australian interests in surrounding maritime areas,
offshore islands, and close-by ocean areas and vital choke points;
® avoidance of global war;

® maintenance of a strong defense relationship with the United
States;

e furtherance of a favorable strategic situation in Southeast Asia
and Southwest Pacific;

e promotion of a sense of strategic community between Australia
and other countries in areas of direct military interests; and

o maintenance of Antarctic Treaty provisions.

These interests fell naturally in line with the basic defense policy
objectives.
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As outlined in the white paper, the primary tasks of the ADF were to
carry out the first two interests above: defense of Australia and
protection of its interests in the area of direct military concern to the
nation. Accordingly, Australia planned to make a number of changes.
Chief among them were proposed efforts to strengthen northern
defenses, create atwo-oceannavy, get a credible mine countermeasures
capability, and develop an integrated air defense capability. In addition,
Australia wanted to continue to cooperate closely with allies. The
new-look ADF would have improvements in range, endurance,
mobility, and independent logistics support.

To budget for all these requirements, Australia was going to devote
more than 33 percent of the defense budget over the long term to the
largest capital investment in the country’s peacetime history. This
intended allocation amounted to more than $A 25 billion
(approximately $US 17 billion at 1986 exchange rates) spread over 15
years. What remained uncertain was how Australia could accomplish
all these objectives within a budget allocation of 2.6 to 3 percent of
GDP, which corresponded to slightly less than 10 percent of
governmental outlays.67 As Karl Jackson, the US deputy assistant
secretary of defense for East Asia and Pacific Affairs, pointed out in a
congressional hearing, the present government of Australia was indeed
showing a strong commitment to defense and alliance with the United
States. Since one of its keystones of security was a strong economy,
Australia’s future defense posture would require steady and consistent
budget allocations, based on a strong economic structure, to be effective.
Although his program is ongoing, only time will tell if Beazley’s
ambitious ADF improvement and develoggment program will stay on
schedule and within resource constraints.

The overall thrusts of the white paper were to meet the governmental
requirements for basic competence and preparation in matters of
national defense and to provide for Australia’s own security and for its
defense activities and influence. The country’s policymakers believed
that the planned development of the ADF, as discussed in the 1987 white
paper, was in step with Australia’s security needs. Planned ADF
development, if properly carried out (e.g., funded), would accomplish
first and foremost the priority task of defending the nation. The
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important secondary tasks of ensuring that an enemy would find it
difficult to use force against Australia and allowing for Australia to
make realistic contributions to regional security and alliance activities
also would be achieved.” As Thomas-Durell Young, an astute
American observer of ANZ defense matters, pointed out, “Overall, the
1987 Australian defense review must be assessed favorably from the
viewpoint of Western interests. . . . in positive terms.” 70

Present and Future Service Capabilities

For discussing the present and future ADF service capabilities, a
logical starting point is the new concept of a central command and
control organization embodied in the Chief of the Defence Force, the
Vice Chief of the Defence Force (VCDF), and Headquarters Australian
Defence Force. More authority and control formerly resided in the
individual air force, navy, and army services. Since its 1984
redesignation, the top military officer no longer is Chief of the Defence
Force Staff (CDFS) but heads a newly created Headquarters Australian
Defence Force. The CDF now commands the ADF, with direct staff
support being provided by Headquarters ADF, which in turn and, in
conjunction with the service offices, undertakes operational military
planning for the CDF. Under these arrangements single service chiefs
of staff retain their command responsibilities and also provide
combat-ready force elements to joint force commanders.

The ADF now emphasizes the areas of joint operations and planning.
In 1986 the government created the appointive office of VCDF. That
same year the ADF appointed air, maritime, and land force commanders
and started to develop supporting operational headquarters and doctrine.
The joint force commanders report directly to the CDF and have
responsibility for the conduct of designated joint ADF exercises and
operations. As an example of the new arrangements, the ADF is
beginning to set up a separate joint-force command, headquartered in
Darwin, Northern Territory, to support increased ADF activity and
basing in remote northern and northwestern Australia.”

Institutions already in place and others in various stages of
development have facilitated increased ADF joint planning, operations,
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support, instruction, and training. To improve in the joint arena, the
ADF has for instance the joint theater command structure (of which
Darwin is a proposed test bed), the Joint Intelligence Organization, and
the Joint Warfare Establishment.’” In the instruction and training areas,
the ADF maintains the Joint Services Staff College for senior-level
officers (of which there is usually an American field grade officer on
each six-month course), and the recently opened Australian Defence
Force Academy. The ADF Academy, on the grounds of the Royal
Military College Duntroon in Canberra, trains officer candidates for
each of the military services.

Air Force

The easiest way to look at the service components is to start with the
air force, because it is the military branch most satisfied with the current
and planned ADF development. With 22,800 airmen on active duty, the
RAAF is capable, improving, and arguably the most effective air force
in the region. Under the white paper statement of policy, the RAAF
would mainly be concermned with activities involving air and maritime
warfare.

By far the most significant recent event affecting the RAAF was the
introduction of the F/A-18 Hornet multirole tactical fighter aircraft into
the inventory. Labeled by Gordon Scholes, Beazley’s predecessor as
defence minister, as the “largest single defence project ever managed
in Australia,” the F/A-18 program has dominated ADF’s equipment
planning for several yea.rs.73 The reason is that Australia assembled
in-country, at a rate of 18 aircraft per year, a total of 73 of the 75
advanced high-technology fighters, designed and produced by the US-
based McDonnell-Douglas Corporation. The arrangement called for
Australia, under its Australian industry participation (AIP) program, to
form an integral part of the Hornet aircraft modification and assembly.
The program has gone well. The state-of-the-art, high-technology
Hornets replaced the French-designed and Australian-built Mirage III-0
all-weather interceptors, first introduced into the RAAF more than 20
years ago. The Homets are now operational, with three squadrons (two
at RAAF Base Williamstown in New South Wales with several aircraft,
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aircrews, and support on temporary duty at Butterworth Air Base in
Malaysia, and one at the new RAAF Base Tindal in the Northern
Territory).

Two other RAAF aircraft programs are also important. F-111 aircraft
are the only legitimate long-range aircraft the RAAF has for strike and
interdiction, since the F/A-18 is used primarily for air defense.
Australia’s 23 F-111s are being refurbished, at minimum cost, to reduce
operating costs and maintain the aircraft in service. The government
feels that more F/A-18s, configured as dual seaters for attack, can be
purchased later to replace F-111s lost through attrition. Critics argue
that F-111s, and not F/A-18s, need to undergo expensive upgrading
because they, along with the RAN’s submarine force, are the only real
ADF elements with primary strike and interdiction missions and
capabilities. A second major aircraft program is the continued
capabilities improvement, by acquiring modem electronic support
measures, of the 20 US-produced P-3C Orion long-range maritime
patrol aircraft.

Despite the healthy picture of capital equipment gains, RAAF leaders
still feel they have some real shortcomings affecting the air power
portion of the ADF. To perform its role as a first-line defense, the RAAF
requires several additional enhancements. According to retired Chief of
Air Staff David Evans, the most serious problems are the lack of “force
multipliers” like inflight aerial refueling and airbome early warning and
control aircraft, inadequate contingency stocks of munitions, and the
continuing severe shortage of trained pilots and aircrews. To this list is
added the need for new tactical airfields in the north. To correct some
of the problems, the Australian government plans to modify its four
Boeing 707 aircraft for inflight refueling and is building a chain of
northern air bases, as highlighted by the new RAAF Tindal Air
Base—the designated home for one of the new F/A-18 squadrons. Yet
progress is slow and expensive. One of the most serious issues as yet
uncorrected 1s the permanent departure of skilled manpower resources
from the RAAF.”
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Navy

The Royal Australian Navy is also undergoing changes. Partly due
to the 1983 decommissioning of Australia’s only aircraft carrier, HMAS
Melbourne, and the demise of the fixed-wing element of fleet air arm,
the RAN was down to an active strength of 15,700 personnel. In terms
of maritime security the white paper proposed several RAN upgrades.
It would divide the navy into two fleets, one deployed in the Pacific and
the other in the Indian Ocean. To support the eastern-based fleet, the
RAN possibly planned to relocate certain fleet facilities from Sydney
to Jervis Bay, farther south on the coast. For the Indian Ocean-focused
forces homeported in the west, the RAN would expand its naval base
at Stirling, south of Perth, Westemn Australia.

The RAN intends to improve its limited mine countermeasure
(MCM) force, as long neglected in Australia as in Westemn navies
elsewhere. In Australia’s case, it has the option to procure the new
Australian-designed Bay-class catamaran inshore minehunter,
assuming that its first of class trials proves operationally successful. The
expressed need for more MCM capabilities is a step in the right
direction.

In the area of surface combatants, the present government wants to
expand the existing major surface combatant force of 12
destroyers—three guided missile destroyers (DDG), four guided missile
frigates (FFG), and five destroyer escorts (DE)—to an operational force
of 16 to 17 major surface combatants. Planning calls for a naval force
able to respond to three broad levels of capability. The DDG and FFG
high-capability surface combatants comprise the top level. A new class
of vessel, the light patrol frigate (also known as the new surface
combatant), would provide the second level of capability. That new
class of eight frigates would represent the largest peacetime
ship-building program ever in Australia and would replace the DE class
currently in RAN. Patrol boats suitable for coastal operations would
maintain the third level. Assuming that all the planned developments
for the surface combatants occur, the allied fears sparked by the Dibb
report of lack of commitment for ADF maritime elements should be
eased.
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To be ameaningful and effective deterrent, a fully implemented mari-
time strategy for Australia needs mobility and afloat support; versatility;
interoperability with other ADF components, allies, and regional
friends; and offensive and defensive capabilities. An expanded RAN
surface force able to deploy on a regular and consistent basis to the outer
maritime areas is essential for this strategy.

The RAN also plans to replace its submarine force of six
Oberon-class, diesel-powered submarines with a newer class of diesel
submarines in the 1990s. The submarines were selected to have
Swedish-designed Kochums A Type 471 external hulls and would be
built and fitted out in Australia. They would homeport on both coasts.
The new submarine construction project will be costly (more than $A
3.3 billion) and complicated. Yet there are many Australians who see
the submarine project as a logical extension of an Australian capability
to master increasingly complex programs and as the type of project to
be encouraged in Australian industry. In addition, it would help ensure
greater ADF independence and self-reliance.” As the RAN project
director, RAdm Oscar Hughes, analyzed it, the submarine program is
taking Australian industry “three or four rungs up the ladder.” 7 Hughes
said that

Australia has never before attempted a project of this magnitude and scope. To
make it all work, we are looking for four to five fold increase in the numbers of
companies achieving acceptable levels of quality assurance and the Navy has

already e%lbarked upon a national quality control familiarization program for
industry.

Unlike the F/A-18 program, which consisted of modifications and
assembly of already designed parts, the submarine program requires that
60 to 70 percent of the content, including the design work, be carried
out in Australia.

The RAN is not without problems. One of these concerns diminished
antisubmarine warfare (ASW) capabilities. With the retirement of the
RAN’s sole aircraft carrier, the navy lost the ability to send to sea its
Sea King helicopters, which supplied medium-range ASW capabilities.
The RAAF now has the responsibility to provide fixed-wing air support
to the fleet at sea. Included within this arrangement is the need for the
RAAF P-3C Orions to conduct ASW operations. Yet the P-3C aircrew
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force 1s grossly undermanned. The RAAF’s 20 Orions are expected not
only to support the fleet but to fly maritime surveillance along
Australia’s 11,000 nautical mile coastline and out into its maritime areas
of strategic interest. The ASW problem needs attention and correction
soon.

While there remains a blue ocean capability for fleet operations
despite the Melbourne’s departure, it is different from what 1t used to
be. The Australian government appears to be indicating a partial shift
of strategic interests from Southeast Asia to the South Pacific. Evidence
is seen in the RAN port visits in 1987 in which 27 port calls were planned
for the general South and Southwest Pacific region and only five to
specific Southeast Asian ports. Concurrently there was an almost
complete pullback of RAN ships providing support to US Navy task
forces in the northwest Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf areas. The RAN
said such deployments were using 11 percent of its annual fuel
commitment. Those deployments to the far Indian Ocean are now over.
The policy instead is to show a greater presence in the near eastern
Indian Ocean. When the US Navy is in that area, the RAN will try to
conduct combined exercises with it at sea. Yet even this reduced-
presence plan is doubtful. For example, the RAN announced a plan to
send a six-ship task force to the South China Sea in 1986, first for an
FPDA exercise and then to a follow-on exercise with the US Navy. One
month later, the Australians canceled all plans due to lack of funds.
Some observers saw this as a sign of things to come.

Finally, like the RAAF, the RAN has a continuing problem of
retaining skilled personnel after training. There is already a chronic
shortage of personnel to effectively man the Oberon-class submarine
squadron with its six boats. Combined with the overall RAN cutback in
authorized personnel, the sea-going service has a serious manning
problem. One wonders, given the present circumstances, how the RAN
expects to man a fleet that will expand significantly in the 1990s.”®

Army

According to the white paper, the Australian Regular Army will put
more emphasis on highly mobile forces capable of rapid deployment.
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This shift appears to bode well for soldiers serving in the infantry or
helicopter support and somewhat less so for those in armor or artillery.
Despite a reduction of almost 700 men, the army has the largest
manpower component, with an active force of more than 32,000 and a
reserve complement of around 25,000 of various levels of skill and
proficiency. The white paper contained several changes of emphasis for
the ground force. The government’s policy is that, in response to the
wide range of credible contingencies, the army structure must have
highly mobile forces capable of rapid deployment anywhere within
Australia and its territories. This force structure requires no major
organizational changes from the current army one based on the 1st
Division (mostly regular), two reserve divisions (2d and 3d), and
Training and Logistics Commands.

The mainstay for army rapid deployment in low-intensity operations
will continue to be the 3,000-man-strong Operational Deployment
Force (ODF), based in Townsville, northemn Queensland. The ODF
formed itself from the army’s 3d Brigade, 1st (Infantry) Division. This
unit is really the only organization in the land force ready to go into real
combat with just a few weeks’ warmning. Organized with a rough 5:4
ratio of combat soldiers to support (including light artillery,
communications, and so on), the ODF receives priority In army
allocations.

An area that is getting increased attention is the important one of
support. The consolidation of all ADF helicopters into the army partially
addressed the issue of direct combat support. This consolidation
included both battlefield and utility helicopters, some of which over
time were to be transferred with personnel from the RAAF. To increase
lift capability, the army intends to acquire atlea