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Abstract

The thesis examines tbeigins and evolutionf the concept o$elf-reliance as a fundamental principle
of Australiandefencepolicy between 1959 and 198Since Federation, there has been an ongoing
debate as to whether Australidefencepolicy should be based on greatifenceself-reliancefor
contingenciesthanay ar i s e immediate redion arlintegradian with allied coaliticios
contingenciesn more distant theatre$he thesis draws on archival records and interviews with key
figures from the period to answer thalowing research questiorwha did selfreliance mean in
Australian defencepolicy between 1959 and 1989he thesis argues that se#fiance means that
Australia must be able toonduct independemntilitary operations in defence dfs core strategic
interestdn its immediate regivagainst credible threats amdthout recourse tothe combat forces of
allies. This broad definition of selfeliance has remained constant butamprised of four variables
which have inevitablyevolved over timeA u s t r a | stratefjisinteresisthe geographic scope of
Australian defence policyand perception®f traditional allies and credible threafBhe inherent
flexibility of self-reliance enabled successive governmengitpt tochanges itA u s t r strdteigia 6 s
environment. Thehesis concludes thas Australia appears to be going into an increasingly uncertain
strategic environment, lessons from the development ofal@hce in the past may be particularly

relevant for contemporary defence policymakers.
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In an interview with Prof. Neville Meaney in 1989, the former Secretary of the Degyarof
Defence, Sir Arthur Tange reflected tidghowledge of history is vital for developing ideas as to how
to best protect oneds interests in the rest of t
limited size, role in the world and influen&During his tenurdor much of the Cold WarAustralian
defence policy underwent considerable change as successive governments sought to adapt to increased
strategic uncertainty in the AsRacific through greateself-reliance in official policy in response to
changing dynamics in the balancegebpoliticalpower with respect to potential threats and traditional
al l i es. Au s,toncadgaimnilergoingegnsidenableistsategic chafdes thesis seek®
learnfrom comparable experiences in the pasput forward an intellectual framewot& assist in
conceptualising policy approachder what portends to ben increasingly complestrategic

environment

The process of researching this thesis tbesn a journey of intellectual discovery that has
brought new insights into a key period of Australian diplomatic and military history, and which
challengs traditional understandings dfow and why defence policy was made at the time
researching theedelopment of selfeliance within the ANZUS alliance, | began my research with
Defence White Paper 198Written under the stewardship of Defence Minister, Kim Beazley, and
principally authored bylinisterial Consultant, Paul Dibhs that document is witjerecognised as
having solidified selreliance as an intellectual cornerstone of Australian defence planrsogn
realised however that theconcepthad much older origins, which took me f@efence White Paper
1976 under Arthur Tange, and his restee Defence Ministers, Lance Barnaglll Morrisonand Jim
Killen. Researching the origins of that docum&uk mebackto the late 1960s under John Gorton,
with Britainodés wi thdGiamdectine.Ydt, rfusthar réSeaictatraced thedorigins
of modern selrelianceto the period betweeh958and 1963in which the concept was first considered,
and developed at an embryonic level, by the Menzies Governmepbgandialpolicy response to the
WestNew QuineaCrisis. It is known that seffeliance was first mentioned in tB¢rategic Basipaper
of 1959 but the broader context that drove those deliberations is not well unddvistoesearctshows
that self-reliance, within the ANZUS Alliancewas much fer and thoroughly developed than was
understood in the academic discourse;dbeceptdid not begin in thg@ostVietnam periodbut had
been in development for much earlier thaalisedand in response to an episode in diplomatic history

that had not ben thoroughly examined.

What this demonstrates is that the development ofrskldince was part of a broader strategy
in Australian defence policy to adapt to heightened uncertainty. There has always been an ongoing
debate about the conceptual basis oft#alian defence policy between those who have favoured
expeditionary operations in more distant theatres and those who have sought for Australia to step up in

its region. SeHreliance in a regional context is not, and has never been, a relativelyewviRather,

L Arthur Tange Interviewed by Neville Mean&9,July 1989, National Library of Australia, TREZ82.
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it has existed in some form for many decades, and has been adopted with varying degrees of intellectual
clarity and political enthusiasm depending on the circumstances of thdrimaking this clear, the

thesis puts the conceptual developtrarselfreliance into its broader context.

The other key theme that emerges as a resultyohistorical analysis is that the concept of
greater selfeliance during this period was driven much more significantly by geopolitical imperatives
and less by political factors than is often realised. It is generally thought thdg¢aweas promotedor
domestic political reasons or a sense of growing nationalism by successive governments. Yet, my
research indicates that from the late 1950s to thel®rd@s, the idea of greater se#fiance in strategic
policy was largely driven by growing perceptsoaf regional threat on the one hand, and increasing
expectations by our traditional alliesn the otherthat Australia would take greater responsibility for
its defence. These factors, in turn, shaped the core objectives and geographic scope ainAustrali
defence policy, and the investment decisions that gave greater substance to Stratiegyact of these
factors can be seen in the primary source materials included in the Alméhieghesiswhich include
selected Cabinet minutes, diplomatic eabhbriefing paperspersonal correspondence and records of
conversations on key issues that shaped the development of Australian defence policy during these
crucial years in the Cold War. Many of these have only recently been declassified and hava not bee
seen in decades, making a significant contribution to the academic diséuhileedomestic political
and economic considerations are invariably relevant, these did not become pronounced until the later

years examined in this study, particularly in gostVietnam era.

In the course of my researamany of the same names surfaoggeatedlyand | realised that
this thesis was, in effect, the story of a groupnéiliential public servants and military officers who
joined in the 1940s and 1950s, andowbse to leadership positions in the 1970s and 1988sy of
these officials grappled with the concept early in their careers but struggled to further develop it in the
face of institutionateluctance yetontributed significantly to its implementationce they had reached
the senior levels of the military and the bureaucrbcgddition to Tange, others included Bill Pritchett,
Robert FurlongerPeter Henderson, Keith Waller, Mick Shann, and Richard Woolcott, wére
employed bythe Department of Fergn Affairs, and some of whom later joined the Defence
establishment. On the military side, Anthony Synnott, Peter GraYiaripr Smith and Neville
McNamara were particularly influential he i ncreasingly prominent rol
Departments another key theme, with tleenergence of key bureaucrats, namely Allen Brown, John
Bunting, Peter Bailey, Lennox Hewitt and Geoffrey Yedkgstralian defence policy durirtisperiod
was invariably shaped by their priorities, and personalities, and this thesis is a historical reflection of

the work that they did, and the challenges that they faced.

Writing this thesis, too, has come with a range of challenges. | researchetbéathe thesis
while working with the Department of Defenc® contemporary policy issuethat draw on my
academic researcMidway throughmy research progranmy work was affected by the COVADO

pandemi¢cwhich significantly impacted on my ability &xcess archival records amavel toundertake
10



interviews with key figures from the periodeverthelesd,managed to balandkese disruptiongith
other commitmentt provide a unique and, until recently, unseen analysis of Australian defence policy
over the decades$ hopethe thesiswill provide new insights for, and inform, how we understand our

place in the region and odefencepolicy options at a time of increasing strategic uncertainty.
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In his most recent bookhe former Deputy Secretary for Strategic Policy and Intelligence in
the Department of Defence, Hugh White, agyihat Australianeed a more selreliantdefencepolicy
in response to increasing geopolitical uncertainty in the-Raigfic? White conclude that Australia
need to furtherinvest in its military capabilities in order to defend its core inteiagtse AsiaPacific
at a timewhenChinais in the ascendanayhile the United Stateis less influential in the region and is
primarily focused ondomestic political concerns. Hisook was one of an increasing number of
publicationsby prominent Australian strategists and former military officergcent years which have
called for greater selfeliance in Australian defence plannih@nce dormant, the concept of self
reliance hareturned to public debat&he academic discourdeowever, haseften discussed the merits
of seltreliance as a conceptual basis for Austratiafencepolicy, andas a response to increasing
geopolitical urcertaintyin the regionwithout critically analysingts history and definition.

From the first Defence White Paper in 1976 to the most re8eategic Update in 2020
Australiandefencepolicy has been set out in public documents premised on the fundamental principle
that Australia must be seiéliant in defence. The concept of sedfiancein defencepolicy haslargely
meant that Australia should be supportive of broader alliancesdbuie dependent upon them for
defence or sustained military commitments in its immediate rédRather, it should be prepared to
undertake independemtilitary operationsto protect its core strategic interesi® that end, these
documentdave outlined funding and capability acquisition plans in support ofal&hce that have
been implemented to varying degrees, depending on the provision of adequate funding, perceptions of
threat, domestic political considerations and governmentitggmrEach of these has received broad,
in principle, support from the parliamentary opposition of the ddthough central to Australian
defencepolicy, theconceptof selfreliance had become less prominent in recent years in favour of

greater integrabn for expeditionary operations

The thesis examines how and why gelfance was developed at the highest levels to discern
lessons for the development obntemporaryAustralian defencepolicy at a time of heightened
uncertainty in the Asi&acific. In examining thaissue the thesis will provide an analytical narrative
of the historical development and implementation of-sadiince at the political level. To that end, it
seeks to answer the following research questidrat did selreliance mearin Australiandefence
policy between 1959 and 198%?u st r al i ads strategic environment
period, and the thesis examines how perceptions of ththeats t r al i ads cortlee strat

geographicaboundarieof defence policyand changes to the regional balance of power in the Asia

2 Hugh White,How to Defend Australi@lack Inc, Melbourne: 2019).
SDavid Wroe, 6ln MaWhemsSpéec Chi hiamWdo | &n s EydneyQ®tornihgs f or D

Herald, 14 February 2018. See also: Jamie Wal ker The6US For
Australian 4 January 2018 and Peter JeMemedgsa BMWan ABTf ampDaf
Australian 21 July 2018. See al so: Paul Di bb, 6Planning to D

The Strategistl5 October 2019.
4Stephan Fruehling 6 Austral i an Def ence-RRdIliidnstraiahn)ournal bf tterGatiamal e pt o f
Affairs 68 (2014): 533. Seealsdugh Whi t e, O DWR | 2 @rhesSaadepist8 MareH 2016.
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Pacific, with respect to allies and potential adversaries, affebtedneaning okelf-relianceunder

successive governments

The thesis aims to draw together its empirical ifigd to examine the contemporary
implications of the development and implementation of-iince during this period. Successive
Australian governments turned towards selfance because of uncertainty as to threats in the Asia
Pacific and the extei which it could rely on traditional allies for defence, as well as domestic political
considerations and fluctuations in the domestic economy. As noted below, however, there are parallels
bet ween Australiabés current csemstammdas amgithe chalengesit o n me |
faced in the late 1970s and early 1980s. In this context, thayealso besignificant lessons to be

learnedrom the pasfor the development of contemporary Australiefencepolicy.

The thesis focuses on the periodvieen 1959 and 1989 because those dates were milestones
in the development of set&liance in Australiamlefencepolicy. In 1959, the Department of Defence
produceda document for consideration by the Menzies Cabinet titleStifa¢egic Basis of Australn
Defence Policythat stated for the first time that Austrafimight have to rely completely on her own
defensive and economic capacity for an indeterminate péridus observation was noted, with robust
debate and some dissent, and it arguably ndatke conceptual beginning of se#fliance as a
fundamental principle of Australiatefencepolicy. By 1989, the Hawke Government had started to
implement a Defence White Paper primarily authored by Paul Dibb that emphasisetis®at in the

clearesterms to daté and which forms the basis for contemporary Australian military planning.
Significance and Contribution

This thesisseeks to make significant contribution to scholarship in three ways. First, it
challenges traditional assumptions in the academic discourse and provides a new perspective on the
development of Australianlefencepolicy. Many academics public figuresand military offcers
including Dan FortunéRobert Hill® and Peter Laytod appear thave assumed thag¢lf-reliance has
had a fixed meaning as definedDefence White Paper 198Wloreover, heir work has argued that
selfreliance was an isolationist concept that unnecessarily distanced Australia from its allies, and
focused it on lower level contingencipamarily for economic reason#n challengingthis view, the
thesis aims toinravelthecomplexities of selfeliance angresent an alternative viewpoirgncerning

current debates on Australidefencepolicy. In doing so, it aims tenhance our understanding of the

5 Department of Defencdhe Strategic Basis dfustralian Defence Policy 195 anberra: Australian Government

Publishing Service, 1959) in Stephan FruehlidgHistory of Australian Strategic Policy Since 19@Sanberra:

Australian Government Publishing Service, 2009).

5Gr aeme Chees e madbDefencé 6 BelRalianée Changes and Continuities in Australian Defence Policy

19659 0 Australian Journal of Political Scien@s6 (1991): 429.

"Dan For t-Reliaace: AbQuedatdddiun af f or dab | e C oAustraliprnt Defencer Fortdtumal ADF . 0

193 (2014).

SRobert Ayson, O6Australiatdos Def ence P #drearclpurnal bfdeféncem Power
Analysis(2010): 183196.

Peter Layton, O6Australi aPel iQunue:t i Ti Mwm SttsegistMeule2@Brf 2 ce S
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policymaking process between the Department of Defence, the Australimmc®eforce and

Australiads political |l eader s.

Second, the thesis provides importpotntersfor consideration byontemporary strategists
and defence policymakers on how to adapt to adve
interest. Itllustratedor policymakerdiow Australishasadapedto major shifts in the regional balance
of power While initially featured in 1959, edf-reliance was substantively developed in response to
adverse changes i n Aust r aHel%@s.sTraditioraleallies gad edueed v i r o 1
their presence in the AsRacific due to domestic econonpeessuresand political difficulties, with
Br i t withdraval fromd&ast of the Su€runder Harold Wilsonn 1968 and Richard N i
enunciation of th&uam Doctrinén 1969 American alliesn theregionwere thus expected to assume
greater responsibility for their defence while Britain maintained only a token presence under the Five
Power Defence ArrangemerdadA me r i ¢ atérma strhtegic ipterests in Southeast Asia after the
Vietnam War were not cleaMeanwhile, the Soviet Union became more assertive, invading
Afghanistan and militarily supporting allied states in the Third World, particularly during the
CanbodianVietnamese War. It also developad expeditionarnaval capability that deployed into
Southeast Asia from Cam Rahn Bay in Vietnam, the largest Soviet maritime facility outside the USSR.

As a result, Australia entered into a period of strategiedainty. It thus sought to maximise
its securityby emphasising theoncept of selfeliance This approach involved supportibgditional
allianceswith a view to keeping allied powers engagethm AsiaPacificwhile maximising access to
cutting edg US capabilities and intelligenc®leverthelessiustralia sought to develop its capacity to
defend itself and operate independently in its region in the event of contingencies that required a
substantial and sustained military respoirsavhich its allies might not be able to provide direct
assistanceAustralia formally codified this interpretation of seffiance inDefence White Paper 1976
after years of conceptual development by successive governments but struggladneent it.

Au st r alegi@aemsdronmdntrisa dnce again, faced with similar uncertainty, as noted by
scholarsand commentatorsuch as Greg Raymor#John Blaxland! Michael Wesley?2 Brendan
Nicholson®® Hugh White!* Paul Dibb'® Graeme Dobel® Richard BrabirSmith!’ Alan Dupont and

®Greg Raymond, Hi t oshi Nasu, See Seng TRBasednd@l Rbdl MArLd
The Centre of Gravity Serie3une 2017 (Canberra: Strategic and Defence Studies Centre).

1John Bl axland, n@GStAcdt e pfiuctBallamds Approach to Managing
Pr i o rJeduiityeChallenges3 (2017): 22.

2Mi chael Wesley, OReimagining AThsAustralbnl@FRelsrualp?0d8c e i n a Ne\
BBrendan Nichol son, 6Ti nmkeAustralisheZMay 20dle War ni ng Signs. 0
YHugh White, O6Without AmerQuartarly EsbayNoi6B8,2017.a i n t he New Asi
B“paul Dibb, o6l mplications for Ausrtaml|GChai md Theltentdafs ssii a6 ,i r
Gravity SeriesJune 2017 (Canberra: Strategic and Defence Studies Centre).

Graeme Dobell, O6ASPI 6s Decades: TheStatedst31 Mag20Tli mes and Ch:
17 Paul Dibb and Richard Brab® mi tAhu,st & al i ads Management of Strategic R
Australian Strategic Policy Institute, 15 November 2058e alsoPaul Dibb and Richard Brabiamith, Deterrence

Through Denial: A Strategy for an Era of Reduced Warning T@mberraAustralian Strategic Policy Institute, 22

May 2021, Richard BrabirSmith,éThe Return oSovereigntt o0 Austr al i a 6GEadDAsiaEarugnel St r at e
August 2021
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James Curratf These academics note that the regional balance of power is shifting to an extent not

seen in decadegllan Gyngell argues thathe order we have known for the past seventy years is

overg'® and Ditb has statedth@ mer i cad6s bel i ef in the system and
effective network of alliances are now in dod3tn the aftermath of the War in Afghanistan, Curran
argues that there 06i s rdianceelean fwe mMmave Kounseswmabebt
similarly notes Opaying our alliance dues with f
security guarantee, we ?Graovei ngo unacye rat ahiingthye ri np rAet
environmentand theconsequent need for greater geliancehas been recognised at the highest levels

of the Australian Government, including by thenMinister for Defence, Linda Reynold$the Chief

of the Defence Force, General Angus CampBalhd the Vice Chief of the Defence Fordéce

Admiral David Johnstori? There is little disagreement that the powers that have traditionally fulfilled

t he rol e of hadwsedtha atterdich 0 dankedtid, ratiser than global, concerns.

In this context, the Australian Government has signalled an intention to further develop its
military capabilities within the framework of the ANZUS allianBefenceStrategic Update 202@&nd
the peceding White Papegffectively placed a greater emphasis on-sdlance intheir planned
acquisition ofstrike anddefensive maritime capabilities and a larger defence industry, underpinned by
domestic technological innovation, while supporting traditional allies through enhanced
interoperability?® This can be seen in the addition of thiegrated Investment Pland Industry Policy
Statemento give further substance to industrial selliance in policy. Given the changes that have
occurred in Austr alinirecdnsyeassthereia d neayl fogreatemelf-rieliarcainme n t

Australian military plannig.

The challenges that faced Australian policymakers in the 1970s, and which fostered greater
selfreliance indefencepolicy, have largely faded from the public consciousness. However, there are
potentiallessons to be learned on adaptingtoadvdrsea ges t o Australiabds str a
its domestic economic circumstances. Indeed, prominent strategists, incliadingr Deputy
Secretaries for Strategic Policy and Intelligence, Paul Bibhd Hugh Whit&! Peter Jenning®,and

former Chiefof the Defence Force, Admiral Chris Barrie, have called on Australian planners to bolster

Bpaul Kel |l vy, 60 Game Ch an g &he Adstoatian 21 AegustA20dSee alsa:mlanrADuponta nc e . 0
6Brace f or Wahe Austnalia@uDecebiemn2@21.6

Al l an Gyngell, 6Gallipolidi Me mAu $ Bt alLiesed@mChdagrg Bmwbalr of A
Ordersodo, 29 June 2018.

P®paul Dibb, 6New Security ReaThe $trategB23rday?0l8. New Australi ar

2paul Kelly, o6Game Ch an ghkeAustralian2t August20@ler i can Al |l i ance. 0

2Linda Reynolds, O6Austr al i aTheStragistiAgne20dd. St r ategi c Comp e
ZAngus Campbell, Speech at Australian Strategic Policy I
24 David Johnston, Speech at the Australian StratediciPey | nstitute Conference 6War in

2 Department of DefenceDefence Strategic Update 20ZCanberra: Australian Government Publishing Service,

2020).

%®paul Dibb, 6l mplications for Austr@hiinna oadnd hRusCyiias.its e
Dibb 6A Strong Defence Force MakThesAuSraliant &ebrBayP@le. i n Now U]l
’ZHugh White, O6FPeliinacn qpd eMmrfe Slethpgor t an tThe\Sydmey Mbrging Hérgld Has Ev
24 November 2015.

®peter Jennings, ODefence Spending and ThAdSwatRistiZ Mayness Ne ¢
2021.
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defencepreparedness through increased-salince and mobilisation plannidOthers, such as Mark

Thomson Peter Deard? Michael Shoebridgé! and Kim Beazley? have emphasised the need to
strengthen the ADFO&6s ability to undertake and s
conflict2® Paul Keatinghas arguethatéself-reliance and seffielp should be the keynote of our foreign

policydso as to limit Chinese hegemony and keep the United Staiested in the Asi®acificwhile

others such as Hugh Whit¢ Peter Leahy?® and Anthony Milner’® have argued for a closer
relationship with Indonesjand a lesser emphasis on operations in the Middle*East

Moreover, strategistsuch as Peter Jennings and Jim Moldoo previouslyquestioned self
reliance3® now argue that Australia should investa more seffeliant defencepolicy in light of
Australiaodos det er i o raaduricertgintyasbbut the religbilitg of aelliedl Thiso n me n t
thesis aims to contribute to the academic discourse by illustrating, on a conceptual level, hove Austral
grappled with similar challenges in the past to develop a robust and affaddédteepolicy grounded
in selfreliance, but supportive of traditional allies, that transitiobetencefrom the Cold War to the
Twenty First Century.

Furthermore, the thesis aims to fill a gap in the literature by providing an analytical narrative
of the historical development of Australidafencepolicy from the early 1960s to the late 1980s at the
Cabinet level. There is a significant body of pulilmas on Australian strategic policy in tféorward
Defencéer a from 1950 to 1972, by Robert O6 Nei | | an
body of literature on postold War operations from 1989 to the presdagely overseen by David
Horna. Yet, there are relatively few texts on historical developments in the interim. This thesis aims to

fill this gap and contribute to the SDSCO0s reses
SelfReliancein Theoretical Context

In order to mderstand what settliance means in Australiatefencepolicy, it is helpful to
examine how that concept has been understood in other countrieseli@alfe is not a uniquely

Australian idea, and has been applied differebylyother statef light of their distinctive political,

®Jamie Walker, O6Australia is Sl eeplteaAusirdlian®d2 May20l®ar , Admi r ¢
®peter Dean, OA New Strategic Song? ANZUS, tRed i2anx0 .MAus
War on the Rock42 August 2020.

3Mi chael Shoebridge, 6From Vaccines to MeStmtegistts: The | mj
20 December 2021.

2Brendan Nichol , O War ni n ghe Strategst24 BecelRhem2021.nSge al@imt : Beaz |
Beazl ey, O6Refl e 0 n s The Strateghste2 Jlye?01&. nce of Australia. o
¥Mark Thomson, O0The Cost of -Detgac¢CanbBeir Budfgest Baliied
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strategic and economic circumstances. This section briefly examines hoewelisgife has been
articulated in the strategic paks of two countries in the Five EygSommunity New Zealand and
Canada, as well as France andhds These countries have been chosen because they are broadly
comparableon severallevels includingeconomic and demographic size to Augréut tend to be

driven bydifferentstrategic priorities.

New Zealand provides an important case study becausedefeipties with Australia, as well
as its geographical proximitjts most recenDefence White Papgpublished in 2016states thatthe
New Zealand Defence Forémust be sufficiently selfeliant so that it can conduct operations in and
around New Zealand, its maritime zone and the South Pé&€iftcenvisage that theNZDF will take
a leading rolén operationgn its region buwill alsoremain interoperable with alkéwell beyond its
territorial watersd! New Zealandvas suspendefdom the ANZUS Treaty in the 198@sie to disputes
about its obligations with the United Statewl has since sought to maintain a regional fo¢as this
has not prevented them frooontribuing to missios abroadvith the United Nationsin its defence
policy, selfreliancehas meant focusing primarily on leadirggional assistance missions in the South
Pacific and maritime operations in the Southern Ocdarthe absence of serious threats in its
immedate regionNew Zealandhas not needed to invest substantially in its disectdefence nor has
it needed to relyreavilyon more powerfulllies.Canada offers a point of similarities and contrast.

Canada also has langstandingrelationship with Australia but has taken a significantly
different approach to seitliance.Unlike New Zealandself-reliance is not explicitharticulatedn its
declareddefencepolicy. However, its Defence White Pageiblished in 2017mplies thatCanadawill
take a leadingand mostly independemgle in the Arctic, and in this respect would be selfant in a
particular area of expertisad in a region of vital strategic inter&%kt aims to contribute to its alliance
commitments to both NAD and theJnited States, particularly through tNerth American Aerospace
CommandCanaddas an implied policy of setkliance centred upon the Arctic which aims to preserve
its strategic interests by preventipgtential adversarigsom establishing a presena@ndin doing so

contributes tats alliance obligationg=rance offers a worthwhile point of comparison.

French military strategy articulates seléliance in terms ofsovereignty andstrategic
independence.dtDefence Whé Paperpublished in 201%&ees France as a major power with a leading
role in an increasingly uncertain world. In that context, it emphasises an independent nuclear deterrent
as the ultimate guarantor of French sovereigmtgl argueshat Francemust hae the capability to
respond to contingenciedfecting itsinterestsn the Middle EastAfrica and the AsidPacific.*® It also
favours cooperation within theuEbpeariJnion as a meangf fosteringEuropean cohesion at a time of

uncertaintyin the aftermath oBrexit,and Russi 6 s i ncreasingly hosAsial e att

40 Ministry of DefenceDefence White Paper 201@Ministry of Defence: Wellington, 2016), Paragraph 5.44.

41 Ministry of DefenceDefence White Paper 201@Ministry of Defence: Wellington, 2016), Paragraph 5.45.

42 Department of National Defenc&t r on g, Secur e, En g a g e (Departthanh &f dlaidnal Def e n c
Defence, Ottawa: 2017), 79.

43 Ministry of the Armed ForcedDefence and National Security Strategic Reyi@Ministry of Armed Forces, Paris:

2017), 6.
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major power and regional leader, France holds that it must mairitaisetineof strategic capabilities

to protect its seereignty and its interests beyond its shores in a more assertive way than other states.

By contrast, | s -rebaeck 8 Beavaysimaped laydtshperteptions ef thfeat in
the Middle East. Iteilitary doctrine published in 2015mplies hat the Israeli Defence Focmust
be selfreliant because it is faced with existential threatscamaot rely on other powers for assistance
in times of crisis.** Indeed, Israeli doctrineexplicitly identifies Iran as @a existential threat, and
Palestinian and ébanese groups agategicisks. It further notes that it cannot rely on other states for
its defence®™ Israel has implementethis view of seltreliance through a policy ofiniversal
conscription,a large standing military, invesent in anadvanced defence industry and a policy of
nuclear ambiguity Self-reliance inthe Israeli contextmeans deterringignificant regional threats

through the development of a large military capable of defeating hostile powers on the battlefield.

These case studies show that-seliancehas beeimplementedy other countries in different
ways that reflectitar strategicand economicircumstancedn a broad sensself-relianceis taken to
mean that sstateshould not be dependent ather powersto guard core strategicinterests.lIts
implemenation, however, depends o iis key ineresgsand thesresbuncése r pr et
available tdmplementa policy ofself-reliance Smaller powers such as WN&ealand and Canada feav
taken seHreliance to meaassuming leading rolén their immediat@egions, and over specific issues,
notably inthe South Pacific and the Arcticespectively Others such as Frangdnaveviewedit as
assertingadegree of strategic independence and leadership commensurate withdheimicsizeand
diplomatic footprint States such as Israel hawederstoodelf-reliance as the need to develop a strong
deterrent against existential threatghout dependence oothes. In short, selreliance meanghe
ability to undertake independent operationdafence of key strategic interests but is always shaped by
perceptions of threatelations withallies, and economic factork order to situate Australian self

reliance in a global context, it is necessary to examine the academic literature.
Literature Review

There are few publications that comprehensively analyse how the Fraser and Hawke
Governments attempted to implement selfance after it became official poji in 1976. Graeme
Cheeseman has written the most detailed work ofrel@hce during the 1970s and 1980s. His seminal
book,The Search for SeReliance: Australian Defence Since Vietn&wwever, was published in 1992
and largely relied on publicly aWable documents including government reports, speeches, newspaper
articles, opinion pieces and transcripts of parliamentary detfdtesands out from other sources in its

examination of the economic drivers of sadfiance and provides usefulchrorology of developments

4 Ministry of DefenceDeterring Terror: How Israel Confronts the Next Generation of Thréitmistry of Defence,

Jerusalem: 2015), translated by the Harvard Kennedy School Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, 7.

45 |bid.

46 Graeme Cheesemaithe Search forSeltReliance: Australian Defence Since Vietndktelbourne: Longman

Cheshire, 1992). Cheeseman has authored other texts that have touched upon the developmesitaotsdiom

other perspectives. Seeal€r aeme Cheeseman, 0 CtleRefogmimAgstralih ©79G@befense: Def en.
Analysis10 (1994).
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in the public domain from 1970 to 1991. However, it does not detaided@ncepolicy was formed or

implemented by successive governments at the highest levels.

Hi story as Policy: Frami ng t hecebdityaditeel byon t he

Ron Huisken and Meredith Thatcher, provides a retrospective analysisidisgl€e as a fundamental

pillar of Australiandefencepolicy.*” This book was authored by a series of contributors who were
influential in the development of sa#tliance in the 1970s and 1980s, including Paul Dibb, Robert
Ob6 Nei I | and Hugh Wh-reliaece wak deveped ania coaceptual lkeyel hamek | f
Australiandefencepolicy later began to diverge from that idea from 2001 with Australian involvement

in conflicts in Afghanistan and Irag. The book provides a useful and authoritative retrospective account
of selfreliance and clarifies common misceptions about the policy, including the argument that it
was isolationist. It is largely theoretical in focus and is short on historical Hataiémains useful in

deconstructing what the term means, and how its usage has evolved over time.

The DefencefdAustralia: Fundamental New Aspects e di t ed by Robert O6 Nei

into the rationale for greater se#liance in Australianlefencepolicy in the mid1970s? Published at
the same time as the first Defence White Paper, this monograghillast e s how Austr al
environment changed as Australia reduced its military commitments in Southeast Asia. It also examines

trends in defence economics and capability development among Australian allies and potential

adversaries in the Cold Waand how the concept of selffel i ance sought t o maxi

strategic advantages at minimal cost duringignificant recession. It thus provides a valuable

foundation for discussions of sekliance in the context @efence White Paper 1976

More recentlyGeography, Power, Strategy and Defence Pokgjted by Desmond Ball and

Sheryn Lee, examines the developmentofisedf|l i ance in the 1980s in the

in shaping Australiardefencepolicy.*® The book illustrates the difficulties that Defence faced in
implementingself-reliance in the late 1970s, and the reforms to policy and force structure that addressed
these issues after 1983. It explains the importance of geography and the ANZUS tllmncedi b b 6 s
approach to selfeliance during that period in more detail than most other texts. The book also provides
an account of how subsequent Deputy Secretmietrategic Policy and Intelligenciecluding Allan

Hawke and Peter Jennings viewed threferms and built upon them in subsequent years

Other texts examine the conceptual basis ofrediince and the broad context in which it was
devel oped. RdCoast Tad bnlgvas gvettérsfrom the perspective of a recently retired

senior deface official and articulates why, in a broad sense, Australigiencepolicy shifted

4 Ron Huisken and Meredith Thatchétj st ory as Pol i cy: Framing the Debate
Policy (Canberra: Australian National University Press, 2007).

“®Robert TbhdDRfencel of Australia: Fundamental New AspécBroceedings of a Conference Organised by

the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, the Australian National Uni(@aitperra: Australian National University

Press, 1976).

4 Desmond Ball and Sheryn Le8gography, Power, Strategy and Defence Policy: Essays in Honour of Paul Dibb
(Canberra: Australian National University Press, 2016).
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significantly towards selfeliance in the 1970%.It builds upon his earlier booRethinking Australian

Defence published in 1980, which examined hawustralia could adapt to a changing strategic
environment?! Defend the Norttby Des Ball, J.O Langtry and J.D Stevenson also examines the
implications self-reliance for geography and infrastructurim Northern Australia® Similarly,

Australian Defence Rizy for the 19808°by Robert OO Nei | | and David Hor
the Fraser Governmentés term in office and inclu
and Opposition Defence Spokesman, Gordon Scholesse are contemporanequsblications, not

works of history and all anesstrained byalack of access to archival sources at the time.

Similarly, Australia and the World: Prologue and Prospeetdited by Desmond Ball, analyses
the challenges thddefencefaced at the end of ¢hCold War’* The book examines saiéliance and
the ANZUS alliance from both Australian and American perspectives, focusing on developments in the
1980s, with contributions from both American Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security
Affairs Richard Amitage, and Australian Defence Minister, Kim Beazley. Unlike other texts, it also
analyses in detail, from a conceptual standpoint
approachtoself el i ance and ANZUS. As kytptonidesa@mgedidsight and H
into the perspectives of senior policymakers on the development of Austtefencepolicy.

Other senior defence officials have also recently published texts outlining the conceptual
development of selfeliance. The primg author ofDefence White Paper 198Paul Dibb, gives a
brief insight into why Australia needed to become morersdilint during the late 1970s Essays on
Australian Defencé Similarly, Richard BrabirSmith illustrates how selfeliance was substtively
implemented by the Hawke Government in its alignmerdeféncepolicy with force structure and
funding from his perspective as head of the Dep:
iNAustraliads Def enc®Thesd mwoekane thegaluable il thay they pravide a
detailed firsthand account of higlevel policy development at the time.

Many of these policymakers have recently written about the need for greateslisealfe in
Australian defencepolicy in responsdo an incrasingly complex security outlook. lAust r al i ads
Management of Strategic Risk in the New,ErRaul Dibb and Richard Brab®mith argue that

Australia must reorientate itlefencepolicy towards its immediate region and invest more heavily in

50 Ross Babbaged Coast Too LongSydney: Allen & Unwin, 1990).

51 Ross Babbagérethinking Australian Defend&t Lucia: Unversity of Queensland Press, 1980).

52 Desmond Ball, J.0 Langtry, and J.D Stevengdefend the NortliSydney: Allen & Unwin, 1985).

Robert OO0Nei |l | Auatralchn D2fence RblicyHar thex188®t Lucia: University of Queensland Press,

1982)

54 Desmond BallAustralia and the World: Prologue and Prospe@anberra: Australian National University Press,

1990).

%5 paul Dibb Essays on Australian Defen€ganberra Papers on Strategy and Defence No. 161 (Canberra: Strategic and
Defence Studies Céar, 2005).

56 peter Dean, Stephan Fruehling and Brendan Ta§lars t r al i a6s Def e n c(@arltonTMelbaumel s A Ne \
University Press, 2014). See also: Richard Br&bmi t h 6The Heartland of Australia
Paper No. 396ANU Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Canberra: 2005).

5" Paul Dibb and Richard Brab® mi t h . 6Australiads Management of Strat e
Australian Strategic Policy Institute, 15 November 2017).
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its military capabilities to undertaoperations on a more seHliant basis. Similarly, ilow to Defend
Australia®® Hugh White adds to these arguments by putting forward the basis for a new force structure
and funding proposals for the sedfliant defence of Australia. These texts provide an assessment of the
contemporary relevance of sedfliance within ANZUS. Bothiefer to past developmentsut theyare

relatively brief in their historical analysis of Australidaefencepolicy.

Bob B rSeuggliry $or SelRelianceexamines how the concept of power projection was
central to Australian interpretations of sedfiance in the late 1980s and early 199®B.r e en6s wor k
contributes to the academic discourse by showing how the ADF remained able to operate in Southeast
Asia after the publication of the Dibb Review abgfence White Paper 198#ith reference to
Australian contingency planning in Fiji in 1987 and Papua New Guinea in both 1994 andt1997.
provides crucial insigstintohowselfr el i ance i mpacted upon Australi af
deploy abroad. The book also shows the extent to which themefof that period prepard&kfence

for emerging regional challenges in the lead up to the intervention in East Timor in 1999.

Official histories of theForward Defenog&era provide an insight into how early governments
in the postwar period developkAustraliandefencepolicy. Australia in the Korean Warl9501953
by Robert OO6Neil]l il lustrates how and why Austr
coalitions in distant theatres in the initial stages of the Cold Y&y contrast, Crises and
Commitment$! and A Nation at Warby Peter Edward®’ To Long Tanby lan McNeill,®® and
Emergency and Confrontatidiy Peter Dennis and Jeffrey Gigyshow how later governments sought
to implementdefencepolicy between 1964 and 1975 at a time when Australia was preoccupied with
conflicts in Southeast Asidhese publications rely extensively on primary source materials and provide

importantand authoritative context for discussions of-seliance.

A growing body of Il iteratur e ewithBiitaineaad Aust r :
America during e interwar and postar periods.JA Lyons: Appeasement and Rearmament in
Australia 193239by David Bird *° andStanley Melbourne Bruce: Australian InternationaligtDavid

Lee®® provide a valuable overview dfie two decades preceditite Second World WasSimilarly,

%8 Hugh White,How to Defend Astralia( Bl ack I nc, Mel bourne: 2019). See al so:
Def ence | (The&trategisl8 Jamuary 2020.

59 Bob Breen,Struggling for SetReliance: Four Case Studies of Australian Regional Force Projection in the Late

1980s and 1990&anberra: Australian National University Press, 2008).

®Robert Abngirhlia inlthe Korean War: 1950953 (Canberra: Australian Government Publishing Service,

1981).

61 peter Edward<;rises and Commitments: The Politics and Diplomya o f Australiaés I nvol veme
Conflicts 19481965(Sydney: Allen & Unwin, 1992).

52 peter EdwardsA Nation at War: Australian Politics, Society and Diplomacy during the Vietham War 1965

(Sydney: Allen & Unwin, 1997).

53 1an McNeill, To Long Tan: The Australian Army and the Vietham War, 11885(Sydney: Allen & Unwin, 1993).

64 peter Dennis and Jeffrey Grémergency and Confrontation: Australian Military Operations in Malaya and Borneo
19501966(Sydney: Allen & Unwin, 1996).

85 David Bird, JA Lyons: The Tame Tasmaniappeasement and Rearmament in Australia, 1382

(Melbourne: Australian Scholarly Publishing, 2008).

6 David Lee,Stanley Melbourne Bruce: Australian Internationalisbndon: Continuum, 2010).
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Australia Looks to Americky James Priot! and Search for SecurityThe Political Economy of
Australiads Postwar Foy Dawid lgee@ examinéh cddsiderable detail theo | | c y
efforts of R.G Casey to shape Antan strategic thinking in 19401 , and Chifl eyds
realignment with Britairf® Similarly, Col d Wa'r and Decolonisation: Au
Britainds End of DbyndreadBenvenut’ Sndlosing the BlanketAistralia

and the End o foyDavid GoldswartbysonsiBemgevelomnents in the late 1950s and

1960s’° These texts provide insightful analysis of the period 18366 buthave a greater focus on

economic rather than strategssues ando notanalysée n det ai |l the broader i mp
withdrawal onsubsequentustralian defence policy.

More recent texts have started to analyse the development of Austtafiamcepolicy in
retrospect with reference todecldssie d ar chi val r ecor ds .edit&teg,phan Fr |
History of Strategic Policy Since 194%and associated journal articles on selfance’? provide a
comprehensive account of Australidafencepolicy from the Second World War toehmid1970s
through an examination of strategic guidance. His analysis of developments from 1976 to 1987,
however, is signif i cantndegenderd Allg. Austealia@mian Agelof PoBdn a n n o n
Transition”® partially fills this gap with analysis of recently declassified archival records, but is
principally a text in international relations. It focuses largely on Australian foreign policy engagement
in the AsiaPacific, particularly SindAustralian relations;ather than policy in a defence context.

In recent years, Kim Beazley has published articles that illusfrata his experiencehow
selfreliance was implemented in the 1980s, and why such a policy is relevant to contemporary strategic
planning. In anarticle published in 2009, he elaboihten similarities and differences between
Australiads st r dahedomdstic podtinalsituatomattbertitne ofpuldication #mel
situation in1987/% Furthermore, he notein arotherarticle that he emphasis on defence industry in
Defence White Paper 2016sembles the Dibb Paper and marks a departure from foreign capability
acquisition that had dominated strategic thinking since the 199@sre recery, Beazley explained

67JamesPrioAustralia Looks to Ameri ca: Ri chari®42Caseybs Car
(Melbourne: Australian Scholarly Publishing, 2017).

%8DavidLeeSearch for Security: The Political Economy of A
(Sydney: Allen & Unwin, 1995).

8 AndreaBenvenutiCol d War and Decolonisation: Australian Poli

Southeast AsiéSingapore: NUS Press, 2017).

®David GoldsworthyL o si ng t he Bl anket: Aus tpiredCailtan: Melbodrnet he End o

University Press, 2002).

"t Stephan Fruehlingy History of Australian Strategic Policy Since 19€anberra: Australian Government Publishing

Service, 2009).

2Stephan Fruehling 6 Australian Def ence-RRO I isdmsratiahgalirnal ¢f leter@tonat e pt o f

Affairs 68(5) (2014): 5356 4 7 . See al so: St ephan Fr uRelahce:U§ ExteadEche Fuzz

Deterrence and Au sAustaidniJeaumal & Interaatioaal Affair§ /1) (R013): 1834,

7 Shannon Tow|ndependent Ally: Australia in an Age of Power Transit{@arlton: Melbourne University Press,

2017).

“Kim Beazley, OWhite Paper -Rdianeeras almdLeitow :iSéddréytChallengesr g t o S

5(2009).

“Kim Beazley, 6Defence White PapfkesStakgséarch®01dhr owback t o
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how selfreliance andlliance commitments were not mutually exclusiB.e az| ey 6s publ i ca
thus important in drawing out the contemporary implications of the development -oélegite in

Australiandefencepolicy.

There is a growing body of literature on developtaémthe Australian military during the late
1970s and ear |y IrBe8a0ssgalian Aroy FromBMhiiar ltosHoveli@bsd David
C o n n eTheyBattles Before: Case Studies of Australian Army Leadership After the Vietnath War
analyse how the Army adapted to a significantly different strategic environment in the aftermath of the
Vietnam War. These publications, however, mostly focus on a single service perspective to the
exclusion of other branches of the defence organisé&tibna v i d  HMakimgehe dgstralian
Defence Forc&® andThe Department of Defenbyg Eric Andrews! provide an overview of tiservice

and civilian issues but are brief in their analysis given the broad scope of their work.

The publications of Jeffre@grey and Peter Edwards provide additional historical background
for an analysis of selfeliance. A Military History of Australiaprovides a concise overview of
Australian military operations and strategy from 1788Qa68, and gives a good summary ofrtis in
personnel figures and expenditure over ti#és analysis of historical developments in the 1970s and
1980s is, however, comparatively limitedn issueaddressed by Joan Beauméhtand Derek
Woolner® By contrastPrime Ministers andDiplomatsshows how Australian parliamentarians shaped
foreign and defence policy in consultation with the civil service and military leaders between 1901 and
19498 and A.T Ross provides an overview of industrial developm&nthiese books provide
authaitative accourt of developments prior to the Cold War and the erd-ofward Defenagand

thus complement more recent analyses.

Other texts touch on issues of sedfiance in the broader context of ANZUSependent Ally
by Coral Bell is the most promént text on the strategic relationship between the Australia and the
United States®’ It argues that Australia has been a smaller partner reliant on major powers throughout

its history, as evidenced in participation within coalitions in distant confBeB.further argues that

“Kim Beazl ey,iDePpleea dilnlciea 1Ga @ ws A sTheSirategi€tpMay 2008s Narr ow. 0
7 John Baxland,The Australian Army From Whitlam to Howailort Melbourne: Cambridge University Press, 2014).

"8 David Connery,The Battles Before: Case Studies of Australian Army Leadership After the VietnagNagort:

Big Sky Publishing, 2016).

" The officid service histories provide a useful overview of developments prior to 1976. See also: David Stewens,

Royal Australian NavyOxford University Press: Melbourne, 2001), Jeffery Grélge Australian ArmyOxford

University Press: Melbourne, 2001), ancaAlStephensThe Royal Australian Air ForcéOxford University Press:
Melbourne, 2001).

8 David HornerMaking the Australian Defence For@eelbourne: Oxford University Press, 2001).

81 Eric Andrews,The Department of Defen¢®lelbourne: Oxford UniversitPress, 2001).

82 Jeffrey Grey A Military History of Australia(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988).

83 Joan Beaumonfustralian Defence: Sources and Statis{igelbourne: Oxford University Press, 2001).

8 Derek Woolner 6 Funding Australiab6s Defence.6 Working Paper
Studies Centre, 1983). See also: Derek Woolner, OPressur
Parliamentary Library, 2000).

8 peter EdwardsPrime Ministers and Diplomats: The Making of Australian Foreign Policy 18849 (Melbourne:

Oxford University Press, 1983).

8 AT Ross,Armed and Ready: The Industrial Development of the Defence of Australial288(Sydney: Turton

and Armstrong, 1994).

87 Coral Bell,Dependent Ally: A Study in Australian Foreign Pol{8ydney: Allen & Unwin, 1993).
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Australiabés role in the alliance has d&adopnded o
interestd In articulating that argument, her work implies that Australia was not asetialfit as

commonly assumed during the7ll and 1980s. The book is also dated, having been published in 1993,

and is theoretical in content, relying upon public statements, including speeches and parliamentary

reports, rather than archival sources.

More recently, Allan Gyngell has writtenon#&ud r al i adés strategic relati
In his book,Fear of AbandonmefifGy ngel | argues that Australiabs
has been motivated by a fear of being abandoned as a largely European outpost inRheifisidde
further notes that there are two traditions in Australian foreign policy: the progressive tradition that
emphasises collective security and international institutions, and the conservative tradition that has
relied upon power and bilateral military alliancésh i | e Gyngel |l 6s book makes a
academic discourse, for the most piaidpes not examine how policy was made at higher levels beyond

what is already knowfrom secondary sources.

Australi ads AmAfteriAneican Aimdg bashaditesl by Peter Dean, Stephan
Fruehling and Brendan Taylor, touch on gelfance intheir overview of ANZUS®® Thesebooks
illustrate the role of ANZUS in Australiadefencepolicy, andits relationship to selfeliance.Both
examine the all i amludngow ip changed inaesdonse developenants ,in
Australiabds strategic envir on nleyarebread i scopp and go v er
largely thematic, rwer than chronological, in structur€hey, therefore, do not provide a detailed,
historical account of how the ANZUS alliance, or seliance, were developed from the late 1950s to
the 1980s.

The works of T.B Millar provide a good overview of the d&dgolitical and strategic context
in which Australiandefencepolicy developedAu st r al i a 6 s ilkswates hogy domestcl i ¢ y
i ssues, including demography, c u | foraignenigagemart ue s a
until the late 1960% He expanddonthese themeis Australia in Peace and Wawhich contrasts the
approaches taken by progressive and conservative governments until the early 1990s, with a particular
focus on the Menzies and Whitlam Governments. This work examines theodighbetween the
conservative and liberal approaches to foreign affaisdefence gai nst t he backdrop
transition from cultural homogeneity to multicultural diversityhile these texts made a significant

contribution to our understanding of the intersection between politics and defence policy, both are dated.

A number of other texts give an insight irttee factors that drove the development of self

reliance in Austrahn defencepolicy during the 1970s andthe 1988su st r al i a6s Ext er nal

8 Allan Gyngell, Fear of Abandonment: Australia in the World Since 1942 Trobe University Press: Melbourne,

2017).

8 peter Dean, Stephamuehling and Brendan TayloAu st r al i a6s American A(Cdrliomnce: To
Melbourne University Publishing, 2016). Peter Dean, Stephan Fruehling and BrendanAfggtokmerican Primacy

(Carlton: Melbourne University Publishing, 2019).

% Thomas Bruce MillarAu st r al i a 0 s (Sfdoay:dalstend PRess| 1968)y

%1 Thomas Bruce MillarAustralia in Peace and W4Canberra: Australian National University Press, 1991).
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the 1980s edited by Paul Dibb, examidénow economic factors, including inflation and chiaigg

budgetary priorities, shaped Australian defence pdtdiis book is paitularly useful as it provides

insighs into the considerations that influenced the Dibb Report and subsequent WhiteARapratia

ina ChangingWorlby Fedor Mediansky compl ements Dibbés \
and organisational contextimh i ch Austr ali ads foreign ®atstahdsdef enc
out in its analysis of emerging issues, such as
substantively covered in earlier publicatiolsi b b 6 s mo r eatiane exanme thepnedd lfor

greater selfeliance in Australialefencepolicy ** and options for its possible implementation.

The works of Gareth Evans, Allan Gyngell and Michael Wesley illustrate how political and
bureaucratic factors influencedthedev o p ment of Austral i ad®au sftaradii @rd se
Foreign Relationshows how Australia began to move from reliance on major powers to a more active
and independent posture in the ABiacific by the late 19808 By contrastMaking Austrdian Foreign
Policy shows how public servants and parliamentarians worked to shape government policy in the
1990s% These books are useful in that they illustrate how the implementation of a more autonomous
defence policy allowed Australia to engage with region in a different way to the past and so adapt
to the emerging challenges of the pGsid War era.

Autobiographies and memoirs from senior ministers and policymakeasisngaluable source
for determining how successive governments developed Austddfencep ol i c vy . Robert M ¢
Afternoon Lighf” and The Measure of the Yeatsand biographies by senior public servants and
cabinetministers, such as John Buntiffggive an insight into policymaking in the early stages of the
Cold WarrMenzi es® corresponde A°tard thelmograpleyabyA\Ve Martime nder s
provide useful insights into his personal vieWsSimilarly, the autobiographies of Garfield Barwi¢k,
and Paul Hasluck? Alan Watt!** and Howard Bealé®®d et ai | Australiab6s posi

2pPaulDibbAustraliads External R e | neof Ecamomsc, Politicaltard StratedicG-8ctors T h e |
(Sydney: Southwood Press, 1983)e e al so: Paul Di bb, 0ANhdaShategist31AWust Def endi
2021.

% Fedor MedianskyAustralia in a Changing World: New Foreign PoliBjrections (Sydney: Maxwell Macmillian

Publishing, 1992).

“pPaul Di bb, 6Pl anning to Defend Aust rThd Strategistis Octaber Er a o f
2019. See al so: Paul Di bb, Re v i Shet¥ategpt 27 Juree 2009, PauliDibh, n  t h e
6Shoul d Australia Dev e ITheStrategisgt Ofoker200Bu c | ear deterrent ?
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regional issues and ANZUS during the 1960san Hancocko6és biography of \
through access to his personal papers, how Gorton attempted to develop a more rdgousaty

defence policy. By contrast, the autobiographies of Malcolm Fraser and James Killen illustrate how
times had changed by the late 19¥0%azarus Rising®®byJ ohn Howar d, al so provi
view of the economic challenges that affected defence planning during the Fraser Government from his

perspective as the then Treasurer.

On the other side of the political spectrum, flisind accounts show the ewtibn of defence
policy in the ALP. Gough Whitlamés account of h
independent foreign policy path it pursdét By contr ast , Bi |l Haydenbés au
grappled with a move toward the centres@mificantpolicy issues as part of a major shiftin its platform
during the late 19704° Beazley''! by Peter FitzSimons, illustrates with reference to interviews how
the ALPsoughtto develop a solid record on defence policy under Kim Beazley. Gareth Evans gives a
similarly detailed analysis of developments in foreign and defence policy during the 18&fderthe
HawkeKeating Government: A Cabinet Dighf while John Button ilistrates its economic context in
his autobiography as Minister for Industry and Comméfte.

Recent books on senior public servants from the era provide a useful insight intevieigh
policy development at the tim&he Seven Dwarfs and the Age of the téaims by Samuel Furphy
illustrates how departmental heads shaped government policy from the 1940s to thié*T35feéace
Supremo: Sir Frederick Shedden and the Making of Australian Defence BgliDavid Horner,
provides a more detailed assessment ef ihreaucracy during the 1940s and 19%0and Peter
E d w a Arther dange: Last of the MandaringndMalcolm Fraser and Australian Foreign Poliby
Alan Renouft'® show howdefencepolicy developed under successive governments during the 1970s
and 1980s!’ These are supplemented by the memans biographiesf senior ADF figures, such as
former Chief of the Defence Force Staff, Air Chief Marshal Neville McNami&r@eneral John
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Wilton,'1® Admiral Victor Smith!?%, and General Phillip Bennéf whose work gives an insight into

policy development from a military perspective.

The memoirs oSir Arthur Tange provide a particularly crucial insight into the development of
selfreliance in the 1970s from his perspective as a former Secretary of cBefenDefence
Policymaking: A Close Up Vie®9501980'?2 Tange outlines how setkliance came into the forefront
of official policy in Defence Review 197and further elaborates on its later development after the first
Defence White Paper in 1976. Hiscaunt is invaluable in its description of how public servants,
military personnel and parliamentar i afikethosé ewed t
of Peter Hendersott2also highlight the difficulties faced by the Fraser Government iteim@nting

selfreliance and provides useful context iffiormation unearthed in tharchival records.

The autobiography of formeEZhief of the Air Staff David Evans, is an invaluable fidsand
account of defence policymaking at the time from a militéeypoint. InDown to Earth Evans details
the perceived impact of the Tange reforms on the balance of power in Defence between civilians and
their uniformed counterpart€? In addition, Evans also outlines the different interpretations of
Au st r a tegicgpiositiesheld by each of the three services in the\tiestam era, with the Army
emphasising expeditionary operations and the Nav
geographical position as abiogkaphy pravities imsightgoithekeg d v ant a
debates of the early 1980s that provided the impetus for later refboraaderstand what the literature

tells us about seffeliance, it is necessary to consider the idea within a broad conceptual framework.
Methodologyand Conceptual Framework

The thesis is grounded in the historical method andstakgialitative and deductive approach
in analysing what selfeliance meant in Australiadefencepolicy. It traces the evolution of seff
reliance in Australialefencepolicy, principallythrough primary source documentatifnom 1959 to
1989. In doing g, it identifiesthe causative drivers of seifliance, and the barriers faced by Australian
governments with reference to textual sources. It corsparmary sources from eacsuccessive
government during this period to determineatviselfreliance meanandthe extent to which its
definitionchangeaver time Secondary sources, particularly official historagg,alsaised to establish

a contextual framework and fill gaps in the historical narrative.

The thesis establishes a conceptual framework plagx what selreliance meanunder
successive governments.définesself-relianceintermsofbur var i abl es: Australd.

intereststhe geographical scope of Australian defence pgdioyg perceptions of theliability of allies
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and credible threatéso0r t he purposes of this study, Austr a
economic considerationsuch aghe level of defence expenditure and the political platform of the
government. There are othecfars such as industrial and logistical considerations, but these are outside

the scope of the thesis given its focus on geopolitical is€ygsational concepts are another factor
considered for inclusion as a variable because of their role in turniagldar policy objectives into

practical outcomes. However, this was discounted because there were few, if any, fuleaning
operational conceptdesignedto implement selfeliance until the late 19703he diagram below

indicates how these variables linkyather to give meaning to se#liance in Australiadefencepolicy.

Figure 1: Factors Affecting the Meaning of SelfReliance in Australian DefencePolicy

Strategic
Interests

Perceptions Se If' Perceptions

of Allies Re“ance of Threat

Geographic
Scope

The thesis chartshe development ofhese variables throughout subsequent chapters to
highlight what seHreliance meant at different times under successive governmidrigsframework
identifies the factors that drove the development ofrediince. In doing so, it highlights issues that
were common across successive governments, aseé thbich were particularly influential in the
development and implementation of sedfiance. An identification of key themes across successive
governments will assist in the development of a broad definition of the concept. Whikdigelfe was
shapeby these variables, its exact definition chan
circumstances. This conceptual framework shows thatelehce was a much more complex idea than

is often understood in the academic discourse and brpabtéc debate.

Importantly, this framework highligigthe role of the bureaucracy and military establishment
in shaping the meaning of se#liance.Defence and External Affaireften gave advice on their
understanding of AtgHticarjuntturea At dimegk, ¢his wds incomporadesl int®
Cabinet decisions, but was occasionally rejected in deliberations on strategic guidance and the

deployment of Australian forceabroad The thesis will examine how such advishapedthe
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development b self-reliance from the 1950s to the 1980snd thus provide insights into the
policymaking process between th@vernment, bureaucracy and military establishmienig expected
that this conceptual framework will provide a deapaterstandingf what selfreliance meant, and its

contemporary relevance, than is currently available in the academic discourse.
Chapter Structure

The thesis is structured into eigtttronological chapters of approximately 9,000 words. The
first chapter provides a historical overvieithe debatbetweerdependence on alliemdgreater self
reliance as the cornerstone oRAustralian defence policyln doing so, it establishesontextal
background for a deeper analysis of gelfance in subsequent chapters. Chapters Twhight
examine how successive governments sought, struggled and eventually succeeded in implementing
greaterself-reliance witlin ANZUS. The conclusio analyses trs® experiences to draw crucial lessons
for contemporarylefencepolicymaking.To elaborate, the chaptdtsw in succession as follows.

Chapter One examingbe historical development of the conceptual dichotomy betwreen
notion ofself-reliance and dependence on alfiesn 1901 to 19%. This chapter outlines broad terms
why successive governments alternated between these strategic philosophies.nkskamvi these
governments laid the foundations for sedfiance in thalevelopmenof sovereign militarcapabilities
andalocal defence industry and a mametive posture on the diplomatic stage. Moreover, it detdils
successive governments fostesedf-reliance withinthe context ofts alliance commitments, and how
it was shaped by gl obal strategic deployments

commitments in the early stages of the Cold War, namelgperations itKorea and Malaya.

The Second Chapter analyses the conceptual beginnings -oflEgite under the Menzies
Holt Government between 1B8and 1967. It examines how the Menzies Government grappled with the
possibilityof gr eat er aut onomy i n Aust rstaofficialydproposedniore d i at e
Cabinet consideration in tHaétrategic Basigpaper 0f1959. This chapter assesses the impact of the
communist insurgency in Malaya, rising tensions with Indon@aéa Dutch New Guineaincertainty
about the applicability of th&NZUS Treaty American ambivalenceegardingits obligations to
Australia during the Malaysidndonesia confrontatiora n d concerns about Brit
engagement in Southeast As#s case studies for the development ofrsdiince. It then notes that
the Menzies Government laid the foundations for-sdince in its force structure decisions, but
ultimately moved towards firmly supporting traditional alliance structures iolédWar context in its

deployment of Australian forces to Vietnam.

Chapter Three discusses the first substantive move to implememelggite during the
GortonMcMahon government from 1967 to 1972. The chapter examines how mounting losses in
Vietnamatfter the TetOffensive and a reducti on i n alPadfieadfditedst r at e
Australian conceptions of seléliance It arguesthaBr i t ai n 6 s wdiEashod Suagvaadl from

Ni x odaudrs Doctrinéwere fundamental drivers of aiiltowards greater seleliance.The Gorton
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Government responded to these shocks Witther engagement with regional partners a more
independent basithrough the Five Power Defence Arrangements light of these changes in
Austral i aods, theNcMahenGeveramemt ok the first stepartitulaing self-reliancein

the public discoursim the1972 Defence Review.

The Fourth Chapter analyses the development ofalidice as an unambiguous, and publicly
declared principle by the Whitla@overnment between 193&d 19751t examines how the concept
of seltreliance was intertwined with a broader reshaping of Australian foreign policy, with a significant
move away from traditional allies and towards unprecedented engagement with the Communist Bloc,
as well as the profesmalisation of the military, and broader structural reforms to Defence as embodied
in the 1973 Tange Report. The chapter notes that the Whitlam Government began to cadiigrsed
in a Defence White Paper that was published in 1976, but that itsmeeédso substantially increased
the cost of defence, thus laying the foundations of budgetary difficulties for subsequent governments.

Chapter Five examines how the Fraser Government grappled wittelgaticebetween 1975
and 1980as envisaged iDefene White Paper 1976The chapter notes that the Fraser Government
struggled to implement the White Paper as funding promised was returned to consolidated revenue or
reallocated to meet the increasing cost of healtharadtesocial securitgr to antiinflationary programs
designed to mitigate mounting economic difficulties during increasingly severe recessions. While the
defence budget was cut, the cost of maintaining an expeditionary force posture nevertheless grew
considerably. As a result, force structdezisions agreed by the Fraser Cabinet during the development
of the White Paper needed to align the military with a policy ofrediince were not made, and inter

service rivalries began to emerge as the three services began to argue over whatlitierémained.

The Sixth Chapter then discusses the descent of Australian strategic policy into crisis during
the later years of the Fraser Government between 1980 and 1983. This chapter analyses how attempts
to implement selfeliance ground to a haltud to an inability to align force structure with strategic
policy, as demonstrated in deliberatiomstbe future of HMASMelbournelt not es t hat Aus
strategic environment changed considerably, with the end of détente following the Soviet infasion
AfghanistanSovietsupport for allies in Cambodia and Vietnam, and the establishment of a blue water
Soviethavy that became incrregoai Mgl y heaec tsiame itn mleuy s tAr
became more assertive in responding to theRJ&&ler the Thatcher and Regan Administrations. As
a result, Australian strategic policy, once again, moved away from a focus-ogliseifeconcerning

its immediate region ttailored, niche contributions falistant theatres in support of larger allies

Chapter Seven analyses how the Hawke Government began to theskvessued he chapter
examines how the ALP sought to reorientate its policy platform towards the political centre, particularly
in regard to economics and national secuotgistane itself from the approach taken durirxy the
Whitlam GovernmentIn that context, iaffirmed the ANZUS Treaty, and sought closer ties with the
United States after New Zealandds suspension fr

stabilised the efence budget by instituting economic reforms that brought inflation under control. It
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further reorganised Australiadéds military | eader s
under Gordon Scholes, necessitating a Cabinet reshuffle rimaght Kim Beazley to the Defence

portfolio, and with him a raft of new reforms.

Chapter Ei ght examines t he Hawkeliancé betweann me nt 6
1985 and 1987. The chapter analyses how Beazley built upon the organisational anicaeboons
of the Governmentds first yeatltexantines howeRad Dildbs op t h
work helped taealignforce structure o0 maxi mi se Australiads geograph
the importance of the Aifea Gap and thus @orsed the acquisition of new capabilities including the
Collins Class submarine and the Jindalee @weiHorizon Radar NetworkThese capabilities were
designed to enablBefenceto operatein a selfreliant mannein its region while remaining highly
interoperable with allied forces. The Hawke Government cemented this interpretationrefisetie
in Defence White Paper 198¥his white papeput forward a conceptual path to greater-seliance
i n Aust r adnihaséGiace foregdithe basis for Australian military planning.

Conclusion

The thesis concludes theglf-reliancewas a malleable concept whaseaning changed over
time. Selfreliance was developed in response to strategic uncertainty in thd&dfec, with the
emergence of other major powers wiien s t r tiaditional @lbes were legefluential. Although the
precisemeaning of seffeliance changed, there was a degree of commonradityss successive
governmentdrom which a broad conceptual defioh can be establishe@n a broad levelself
reliance meanthat Australia must have the ability to undertake indepenaditary operations in
defence of itxore strategic interests in its own regamainst credible threawgithout recourse tthe

combat forces ofraditional allies.

While selfreliance had a broad definitioits exactmeaningchanged in response to the
geopolitical circumstances faced by each successive goverridmetgr the Menzies Government, it
meant developing a force structure that wandbleAustraliato defend Papua New Guinea dight
a limited war against Indonesia Malaysia In the early 1970s, sef€liance under the Gorton
Government meant tlaefenceof the Australian mainland through a continental defence stréagbeg
exclusion of traditional alliedJnder the McMahon Government, it was a means by whikbdp the
United States invested in Southeast Asia, and under the Whitlam Governmentpugeass foster
closer ties wit hwhAulset rdaol w nagorsa dnieni gg hfbuosutrrdaukinga 6 s r e |
the Fraser Government, seffliance was way ofadapting tahe American withdrawal from Southeast
Asia. By the 1980s, Australiatefencepolicy was in disarray, and the Hawke Government defined self
reliancein terms ofthe defence of Australit establish a credible defence policy after th8adikies

of the Whitlam Government.

Selfreliance had broad meaninut its precise definitioohanged with perceptions of threat
and the reliability of traditional allieshe geographical scope of Australidafencepolicy and the

identification of core strategic interestdustralian governments have moved towards greater
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integration with traditional é€s when faced with major strateglreatsor economic pressures. By

contrast, theyhave sought greater se#liance when ambivalent about the reliability tedditional

alliance commitmentsr during times of higher defence expenditude. a superficial level, there was

an identifiable partisan divide, with ceMidt governments favouring a more internationdlseign

policy and centrgight governments preferring greater integration with traditional allies. Yet, the thesis
demonstrates that the reality was much more complextertidhe development of sealliance was

driven by economic and stratedactors Thedevelopmenbf selfreliance cannot be explained solely

with reference to partisan politicebnsiderationsalthoughthese were, at times, importafather it
isexplainecasa r esponse to significant .changes to Austr

Australiads strategic envir onme fadiance ssowc hange
more important now than it has ever beéme period of American hegemony thascharacterised the
Asia-Pacific since the end of the Cold Wagspears to beow coming to an end. Traditional allies are
now in relative decline while other major powers are now increasingly assertive in ways that are not in
Austral i ads .dnthisaconeext,iAastraligimduld woekstdwards beingnore selfreliant
within alliance frameworksto protect its core interests in an increasinglycertain security
environmentRecent developments highlight thatistralia has much to gain from engagemeith

allies but cannot solely depend upon them to prdaestrategic interests in a rapidly changing region.
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Chapter One:

The Origins of Self-Reliance in
Australian DefencePolicy

(1901-1957)
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Introduction

Since Federationhere have been two competing views on tbhaceptuabasis of Australian
defencepolicy: that Australia should look to its own defence and berei#fnt, and that it should seek
security through greater engagement with larger allied powers. This dichoasnoftén been viewed
through a partisan lens, with Labor Governments seen as favouringlegiteand the Defence of
Australig and those from the Liberalational Coalition and their predecessomsjpporting greater
dependencen allies. This chaptesets theheoretical frameworkor the thesis bylemonstratinghat
thehistoricalfoundations ofelf-reliance inAustraliandefencepolicy aremore complexhan suggested
by this paradigmlt showsthat, fromFederation to the early years of the Cdldr, gpvernments on
both sides of the political divide supporteithersef-reliance orreliance on alliesand sometimes both
concurrentlydepending on the economic and strategic circumstances of th& lieneonceptual basis
of Australiandefencepolicy was shaped bihe core strategic interests of the government, geographical
scope, and perceptions of allies and credible threats. These four variables would form the basis of self
reliance in Australialefencepolicy in subsequent decades.

It is widdy accepted in the academic discouthat different political parties have taken
contrasting positions on the basis of Austratiafencepolicy. Most studies of how individual political
parties have shaped Australian foreign and defence policy haveefbousthe period between the
Second World War and the end of the Cold War. In his landmark studys t r al i ads, Forei g
T.B Millar acknowledgedhat Australiardefencepolicy is invariably affected bgher political system,
its stability, thepersonalities and policies and likely tenure of the party in péWéillar, however,
was reluctant to align either party with a particular viewpoint, presumably because both were
undergoing significant change at the time of its publication in 1BB&former Secretary of Foreign
Affairs, Alan Renoufwasmore blunt inhis analysis of Australian foreign and defence polidye
Frightened Country Renouf argued thaoalition governmentsought security througteliance on
allies while Labor governmengsnphasisga moreactiveandindependentole on the diplomatic stage

through engagement witkgional partners armdultilateral institutions.

This conceptual dichotonwas not a recemtevelopmenbut had been dheheart of Australian
defencepolicy sinceat least the late ninetearcentury.Political historian John La Nauze notéaiat
the need for a better coordinated defence organisation was a key driver of fedenafi889,the
Premier of New South Wale§jr Henry Parkesc al | ed for the federt@ati on o
better defend themselvagainsipotential threatsThe British Government had sent Maj@eneral J.B
Edwards to advise the colonies on their defence organisation, and gave credencekoePs 6 vi ews
recommendinghe unification of colonial defence forcér the subsequent convention debates, there

was di scussi on ab o u-fedematioe militaeyrwould ba&ependedbn Brifaig orp o s t

IMillar, Australiaod6s,2koreign Policy
2 Renouf,The Frightened Countn2-3.

% La Nauze,The Making of the Australian Constitutiof

4 1bid, 9.
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seek to be more saléliant and focused docal defenceOn 11 March 1898Sir Joseph Carruthers, a
New South Wales delegate of the Liberal Reform Party, and Sir Isaac, Baéctorian delegate from
the Protectionist Partglebated the nature of fueudefence policyCarrutheremplasised dependence
on Britain, statinghatéwe all wish to be selfeliant but are not and we have to rely for protection on
the defence forces of the empitén response, Isaacs favoured a greater degree of indeperidence
arguingthat Australia strengthen its forces todpespared to defend not only ourselves but to assist in
maintaining the integrity of thempire® At the time of Federation, there wascanceptual divide
between imperialists, including Carruthersonbelieved irdependencen theempire, and Australian
nationalists such as Isaaes)o sought a more seléliantposturewithin the bounds of imperial policy

PostFederation (1901-14)

In 1901, theCommonwealthGovernment under Edmund Bartortpok commandof the
colonial defence forces. These forces were small and were designed for local defence not overseas
deployment, although sucteployments did occur in Sud&outh Africa and China&side from afew
minor vessels, naval defence was pded by a Royal Navgquadronlt was in this context thahe
Minister for DefencesenatorJohn Forrestasked the Federal Military Committee to diafjislation
to provide a framewor k f or AflrketConanitteeprépesednttats c e nt
Australia maintain arsall professionalorcesupported by a militia, that compulsory service be allowed
for local defencéut not overseas deployment and t hat Australiads militar
officers® The permanat force would be limited in siz&0 as tde sufficient to maintain equipment and
training but not large enough to be a standimgy ® The Barton Government agre@ith most of these
recommendationdut disagreed that be commanded by British officet$ These propsals were

approved by Parliament and enshrined inDkénce Act 1903

The Barton Governmemtisob e gan t o consi der WhietheDefencead6s na
Bill was being considereorrestsought the views of Rear Admiral LevBgaumontthe Commander
of the Australian Naval Statioh Beaumontdvisedhat Australia should be defended by eight cruisers
from the Royal Navy funded by the Australian Governni&At.the same time, the Naval Commandant

in Queensland, Captain W.R Greell strongly argued for an Australian Navy. Heposedthat

5 Convention Debates, 11 March 1898.

8 Ibid.

" Letteri John Forrest to Major &eral RA French, 1 March 1902. NAA: A5954, 1198/2. See also: Frederick Shedden,

A Study in British Commonwealth Cooperation: Australian Defence Polit938 NAA: A5954, 784/2

8¢ Mi nutes and Summary Proceedings of the Federal Mi | it e
SheddenA Study in British Commonwealth CooperatibiAA: A5954, 784/2 See also: Neville Meaneyhe Search

for Security in the Pacific, 1961914 (Sydney: Sydney University Press, 2009), 58.
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The Australian Army10.
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The Australian Army10.

11| etter John Forrest to Edmund Barton, 31 May 1901. NAA: A8, 1901/89/2. See also: M@dmeearch for
Security in the Pacific, 19014, 80.
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Australiaorder four cruisers between 1903 and 1808.March 1902, Forrest advised Barton that the
federalgovernmentwas obligedo contribute to thelefence of Australia and maritime trattéorrest
argued that Australia could rely on the Royal Navy as advocat&bdymontn the short term, but

would need a more permanent naval capabBility, as

The defence relationship between Britain and dwminions was discussed at the Imperial
Conference in 190Z'he Colonial SecretaryJoseph Chamberlain expressed concern that Britain bore
a disproportionate financial burden forperial defencé® Barton considered how Australia could better
provide for its defencede decided not to establish avy on the basis that Australia would have
difficulty in financing the acquisition ofiewer ships!’ Instead, he proposed thtite Australian
Governmenincrease its financial contribution to the Admiratiynd signed a naval agreement to that
effectin 19028 Barton was motivated by the belief that Australia could best protect its interests through
greater integration with th&mpire.!® This is evident in his statement thdhe combination and
concentration of the fleets efnpire under unity of controlisou b est | i n & detathingl e f e nc e
ourselves from thempire, in the end we weaken the home of our child®fihe Barton Government
had a different approach to land and maritime defence: it establishamdmgnunder Australian
commandor local defencgbut outsourceds maritime defence to the Royal Nagtgspite support for
asovereigmavy fromsectionsof Aust al i a6s mi |l it ary amtlde alpsenteiotai c a | e
directthreat, and with a favourable view of Britain, Barton reradifependent on the United Kingdom
f or Aust r aMoieavér,ghe deeidioa to subsidise a British naval presenceeem by Barton

asacosef fective means of maintaining a close relat

This would change with the ascension of a new government under Alfred Deakin. In June 1905,
Deakin made a statement on defence where he lauded the establishmeatnof bat argued that
Australia was weak on maritime deferté@his followedJ a p a n atsof Ruissi athe Battle of
Tsushima? Neville Meaneyargues that Deakiffocused on Japan not because of racial difference or
i mmi gration problems, but because of that countr

ambition& Consequetty, in August 1905, he asked the British Government to reconsider the 1902
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i mmeasurably more for the safety of the Empire and the
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Agreement with a view to investing further in naval communicationghieutequestvas denied? The
Committee for Imperial Defenagriticisedproposals foan Australian Navy, argng that it could not

make an effective contribution proportionate to its anticipated?eéstommittee of naval officers
chaired by Creswell wrote tthe Minister for Defence, Senator Georgearce with a dissenting
report?® In September 1905, Deakin announced the establishment of an Australian Navy, with the
commissioning of 12 ships over three yeaiBeakin defied the wishes of the British Government to

invest in a sovereign nayv alrestsimgnachafdreatergeiiance. pur s ui

The Deakin Government took a proactive role in setting out its defence policy in subsequent
years. In December 1907, he madeagliamentary statementn Austr al i adés strateg
noted that major powensere rearmingat a fast pacé® In response, hetatedthat Australia would
consider further naval capabilities, including submarffieguld institute universal training in the
militia;*° and would establish a munitions industtyThe subsequent Fish&overnment built on
Deakindés naval plan by pledgi ng ¥Byptheemdgfuhefirg t hr e e
decade aftefederation, successive governments had built the foundations ofaliseit military force
that would defend Austlia within the geopolitical bounds of the Empifehe shift towards greater
selfreliance in the maritime sphere under Deakin, was shaped by perceptions of credible theeat in

regon and an implicit sense odefuenrckerAuwstnrtayl iasd g oi

The push for arustralian Navy was driven primarily by an emerging arms race among major
powers in Europe. In March 1909, the British Foreign Secretary, Sir Edward Grey expressed concern
that Germany hadommenced navalshipbuilding program that would increasefiiset to such a size
that it wouldsoon match the Royal Na¥yConsequently, he announced that Britain eedd build a
dew and more powerful fleét! It was in this context thahe Fisher Government progaon 10 April
1909 that Australia establish a naval force under Australian command for use primarily in its territorial
waters® Fisher proposed that the Navy fall under Admiralty control in wartime but that the Australian

Government would need to approve any deployment alSfddune move towardsreAustralian Navy

24 Letteri Deakin to British Government, 28 fust 1905. NAA: A6661, 1330. See also: SheddeBtudy in British
Commonwealth CooperatipNAA: A5954, 784/2

25 David StephensThe Royal Australian Nayi5.

26 |bid, 15.

27 bid, 16

28 Commonwealth Parliamentary DebatBgfence Policy13 December 190{lfred Deakin). See also: SheddeX,
Study in British Commonwealth CooperatidtAA: A5954, 784/3

2 |bid. See also: Stepheri&e Royal Australian Nayy7.

%01bid. See also: Greyl,he Australian Army25.

31 bid. See also: Sheddeh,Study in British Commonwealth CooperatibidA: A5954, 784/3 See also: MeaneYhe
Search for Security in the Pacifit85.

%2 SheddenA Study in British Commonwealth CooperafibihA: A5954, 784/3

%3 Ronald Norris,The Emergent Commonwealth: Australian Federation, Expectations and Fulfilment19889
(Carlton: Melbourne University Press, 1975), 146.

34 1bid, 147.

35 | etteri Attlee Hunt to the Official Secretary to the gover@eneral, 10 April 190NAA: A6661, 1325. See also:
SheddenA Study in British Commonwealth CooperafibiAA: A5954, 784/3.

3¢ |bid. See also: Sheddeh,Study in British Commonwealth CooperatibiAA: A5954, 784/3 See also: Meaneyhe
Search for Security in the Pacifit92.
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wasfurthermotivated bythe German naval presence in the ABiacfic, with its East Asia Squadron
based in Tsingtao and wir elpeoposal vgas a watewsimed in the Ne w
development of selfeliance as itmpliedthatthed e f ence of Aust r awduidbeGhe r egi o

determining factor fothe establishment of a naval force.

The British Government convened an Imperial Conference in 1909 to examine how individual
dominions could contribute to imperial naval defence. The Admiralty argued that dominions form fleet
units capable of local defea but also of contributing to the protection of trade roagggnstsmall
hostilesquadrong’ Fleet units could combine with those from other dominions to form a larger naval
force against potential threats in the ABiacific3® The Australian represtative, Justin Foxton agreed
that the Admiralty proposal aligned with Austr a
imperial defence as it recognised Admiralty control in wartime subject to approval by the Australian
Government® On 24 November 1909, the Australian Parliament accepted the prbgasatargin of
39-9,°and passed tH¢aval Defence Adh 1910.Australia would, henceforth, havenavytha would
defendagainstthreatsin its immediate regionvhile alsocontributingto imperial defenceAlthough
motivated by the perceived German threat, the fact that Australian forces were to remain under
Australian control suggests ththe Deakin Government did rtotist Britaintoavay s act i n Aust

strategic interests in the region.

TheDeakin Government turned its attention to its land forces and invited Field Marshal Herbert
Kitchener to advisen Australian military forcesn December 190XKitchener noted that the size and
organi sation of Australiads | anthedtrengttaEanengroyu | d b e
force, its small population and underdeveloped communications infrastrtidle@ecommended that
the citizen force betrengthenethroughextendedraining periods, as well as the registration of youths
for mandatory training? Kitchener sought to overcome geographical and logistical boundaries by
assigning units to particular regiotidmportantly, he recommended that a staff corps be established to
provide effective leadership and that a military college be establishedinooffigers to a high
standard? Deakin enactethese reforms in amendments to Befence Actith effect from January

1911and, in doing so, reinforced the local, rather than expeditionary, focus of the land forces

The Royal Australian Nav§RAN) was sibstantially established in the follawg two years. As

agreed at the previousiperial Conference, the Admiralty began to transfer its assets and personnel in

%6 Conference with t he-G&iempng Banniors art thewNavsl aral Militanh DeferBeedf the
Empire, 1909. 6 NAA: A5954 Aus9Bal lads SBeSeadiss éran®Bluimpg t on
Pleasure Cruisg91.

%8 |bid. See als: Meaney;The Search for Security in the Pacifl®9. See also: Cumpstoh,u st r al i a6s, Def ence
259.

% bid. See also: Sheddef,Study in British Commonwealth CooperatibiAA: A5954, 784/3.

40 |pid, 272.

“Defence of Australia: Memorandum of Field Marshal Vi s«

1957/1059. See also: SheddArStudy in British Commonwealth CooperatibihA: A5954, 784/3
42 bid. See also: Greyhe Australian Army29.
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Australia to the Commonwealth Governmentl July 1913HenceforththeRAN had 3,400 personnel

and was comprised of one battle cruisvAS Australia four cruisers, three destroyers, two gunboats,

two torpedo boats and two submarines, one cruiser and three destroyers in congbrddteon.

Australian Fleet Unit ceremonially entered Sydney Harbour on 4 October 1913, a milestone that marked

the commissioning of ra Australiannaval force.On the eve of the First World War, successive

governments had built military force that vasself-reliant and focused on thdefence of Australia,
with some capacityin its naval but not land forces, assisthe British Empireduring wartime subject
to government approvaln the decade after Federation, successive govershaahithefoundations

for aland and navébrce that would defend the Australian continemd surrounding islands. This was

driven by the need to deténe perceived German threanduncertainty as to whethé8r i t ai nd s

priorities would align with those of Australia the evenbf conflict. The development of Australian

defencepolicy during this periods summarised in Table 1

Table 1: Australian Defence Policyin the Decadeafter Federation

(Protectionist)

defence

Britain

Government Core Strategic Interest Primary Perception of Allies | Perception of

(Party) Geographic Threat
Scope

Barton Contributing to imperial British Empire | Close alignment with| Negligible

DeakinFisher
(Liberal/Labor)

Protection of Australia
through greater autonomy

Australia and
approaches

Uncertain about
alignment of interests

Japanese and Germg

naval strength

Austral.i

aobds

strategic

en

Vi

ronment

began to d

and Germany throughout 1914. The First Lord of the Admirgitpston Churchillexpressed concern

about German naval capabilitiem 16 March 1914and statedthat Britain would station eight

dreadnoughts in the Mediterranean to protectétgional interest® Churchillfurther observed that the

Anglo-Japanese Treaty of 1902 provideassurance against possible Japanese attack but noted that if

British naval power were shattered, its dominions would need to seek Americartipndfethis

announcemerdppearedo vindic at e

Deaki

noés

concerns

about

overr e

greater selfelianceas the conceptual basis for Australkitiencepolicy. Meaney articulates the impact

of Chur

Chur chi |l | 6 stousdedoece fatwaranda-half-hour exposition of British naval
problems and policie® i t
security as well as a unilateral effort to overthrow the 1909 agreenubitt@ovoked a most

¢ h asffollodvss

speech

was

seen

as a

chall

enge

é critical reaction. The crisis over Pacific naval defence entered a newstage.

The Minister for DefenceSenator Edward Millertabled a memorandum in Parliament 16
April 1914, whicharguedt h a t

Churchi |l

0s

speech

ent ai

to Au

ed ¢t he

Conference agreement, and the replacement of a coordinated imperial naval defence policy with isolated
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units?® He further expressed his dismay in a letter to the Govéseoeral, Lordenman, arging that
Qustralians will not consent to being taxed for the purpose of building docks and other shore
establishments for vessels employed on the other side of the ddid.the eve of the First World

War, Australia had invested land am maritimeselfreliancebecause it feared the German presence

i n Southeast Asi a, and was uncertain as to wheth
First World War (191418)

The FisheiGovernment grapptewith theseissuesat the outset of the First World W#n 4
August 1914, Britain declared war on Germany in response to its invasBeigiim andsoughtthe
assistance of its dominions in its war effort. The Fisher GovernmendpleE&AN under Admiralty
control as dicussed at the 1909 Imperial Conference andeauféieforce of 20,000 troops, the cost of
which wasborne by the Australian GovernméhiThe British Army Councitequested thahustralia
provide two infantry brigades, one light horse brigadeadield artillery brigade>? As theDefence Act
1903 prohibited theoverseasdeployment of existing forces, the Fisher Government daike
Australian Imperial Force, aswmlunteerformation for deployment abroad. Fishesesponse to the
declaration of war was taid Britain in a display of loyalty and reliance on another powganey
argueghat this was driven by an independent strategic imperdtives view, the Fiser Government
wasunnerved by the emergence ofimeml powersinthe AsiRa c i f i ¢, raoniahtatBrframt ai nd s
the region to the German threat in Européie Fisher Governmettiusassisted Britain in Europsn

thatit would be able to focus on the AdPacific anddefend Australia in future condli in the regior?®

Perhaps unsurprisinglyhe Fisher Government took an interest in the strategic potential of
German colonies inthe Pacifict r esented Britainbés opposition to
New Guinea in 1883, which allowed Geany to gain a regional foothold, and was concerned by
Japanos r e g onoeitat eneretbtietvdt®mes Fi sher Governmentos f
to deploy the Australian Naval and Military Expedition Force to attaekwireless station at Rabaul
and seize the remainder of German New Guinea. This was a milestone in Audefdiacepolicy as
it marked the first time that Australindertook independentilitary operations in pursuit of its own
strategic interestsiamely to nullify the German presenaejts region, against a credible threat and
without recourse tgupport fromtraditional alliesAu st r al i adés deplagyabgnt at R
act of operationalself-reliancerather thandependencen a larger &. Meaneydescribesci s her & s

approachn terms ofself-relianceas follows

“®6Naval Defence: Memor andum by the Minister for Defenc:
Admiralty as Reported in Australia. 6 3Sh8ddesfpStudyinBLtBH 4. NAA:
Commonwealth CooperatipNAA: A5954, 785/1.

50 Meaney,The Search for Security in the Pacjfi®01-14, 259.

86 Copy of Cable to the Secretary of State for the Col on
Bean,The Story of ANZAR8. See also Neville Meanefystralia,and the World Crisis, 19123 (Sydney: University

of Sydney Press, 2009), 30.

52 SheddenA Study in British Commonwealth CooperatitihA: A5954, 785/2.

53 Meaney Australia and the World Crisi§01.

54 1bid, 62.
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As war approached, Fisher had given voice to the sentimental catchcry of aiding@rithé

last man and last shillidgbut after war was declared he had reaffirmed what had become
Austr aldwardodtsnepaenel v t o provide f i résThusfome Austr
el ected as Prime Minister he aimed to ensur ¢
abandonednd that Australia was not left vulnerable to Japan.

It was for this reason that Fisher urged the British Government to convene a conference in 1915
aimed at coordinating imperial policy in the Aftacific Meaney notes thatisherdntended that
Australia should have an effective say in the new Pacific map and the new Pacific relations that would
come out of the wa#® Britain, however, opposetthis proposakndW.M Hughes replaced Fisher as
Prime Minister Hughes, took a very different approach to Fisher, believing that a British victory in
Europe would enable it to bettemotectits dominions in the Asi®acific. It followed that bgupporting
Britain against Germany, Australia could guard against Jape ifuture>’ This marked a shift away

from selfreliance towards greater integration with allies as the basis for Austialiencepolicy.

By this stagethe AIF had deployed to Gallipoli amebuld see action othe Western Frontn
November Hughes announcetie despatctof another50,000 troopsand due to falling enlistment
numberssought to implement conscription for overseas serice.st r al i ad6s | rchsh com
formed the AL Real by Aochbssiop Raniel Mamraixs oppaseonscription partly on
sectariangrounds a position hardened by news of .@&ritainbt
28 October 1916, Hughes pilite issue to a referendum, which it narrowly |&The referendum,
however, split the ALP, with tee ministers resigning immediately before the vote, with a further two
leavingafterwards. Facing expulsiadughes and his supportéest to form the Nationalist Party which
then governed with support from the Liber&lslughes held a second refedum on conscription on
7 November 1917, whiche again los£® The conscripton debate highlighted partisalifferences on
Australiads str at e gileft emphasisimg indrronersdefinitien afAbstraliame ¢ e n't

interests and the centrigtht seeking security in imperial defence.

A peace conference was convened at Versailles in 1919, which Hughes attended as the
Australian representative. The American Government, under President Woodrow Wilson, envisaged
that negotiationswvould bebased ora fourteenpoint proposalof internationalistprinciples Hughes
however,soudht t o maxi mi s e a@ainsticredible itheedess theiconterencand, ins
doingsoc |l ashed with Wi lson on t he SWisonargeed thadlewGe r ma n y

Guineacould begoverneds a League of Nations mandate while Hudteddthat Australia had a right

%5 1bid, 502.

%6 |bid, 79.

57 Ibid, 116.

58 Ernest ScottAustralia During the Wa(Sydney: Angus and Robertson, 1935?2.
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80 Scott,Australia During the War427.
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to the territory for reasons of security, and because of its contribution to the waf’effortoted by
Meaney Hughes push forawereignty over New Guinea warivenpartly by a desire to keep Japan out
of the South Pacifié2 Hughesrelied on Britain for security during the First World Whut asserted
Australiabds interests i mgreatetsefreliamemefatdiga poicy Thsgi on i
actionin1919was n keeping with the strategic purpose of
warMeaney articulates Hughes6é6 approach in the fol
Hugheshad from the beginning seen the war above allglslzal struggle of the British race
for survival and, as a result, he was adamant that this required a total commitment to the
Empireés cause. While fearful of Japan, he w
keep the White Australia flag flyin§ was t o def eat Ger many as qu
restore British global supremacy. From its own resources, Australia could never hope to keep

the Japanese at bay. The only effective barrier to Japanese land hunger and racial hostility was
the BritishNavy and its ability to deploy in the Pacific Océ4n.

Clearly, therewere significant differences between Fisher and Hughesthair view of
Austr al i anthe FistrWorddWiart aincetteeir differencais the conceptual basis Afistralian
defencepolicy are summarised ifiable 2

Table 2: Australian DefencePolicy During the First World War

Government | Core Strategic Interests Primary Perception of Perception of
(Party) Geographic Scope | Allies Threat

Fisher Defeating German forces tg Pacific Territories | Greater German naval
(Labor) Australiads autonomy presence
Hughes Supporting Britaimmbroadto | Empire Close alignment| Emerging
(Nationalist) | keep itin Asia with Britain Japanese threat

Both Fisher and Hughes pursued policiesshatu ght t o pr ot ect Australi
ways. Fishettook actions that were sealliantin an operational senséle authorisedndependent
operations in Australiads r e ecoorseotraddgicnal alleshd a cr ec
did so within & alliance context This, however, washortlived as Hughes reorientated Australia
towards Britain with a view to relying on it against a much larger threat in the long term. Haighes
tooka more assertive approach to foreign palicgecueAu st r al i ads core interest

not selfreliant in any strategic senselsscontinued to depend on Britain in the subsequent decade.
Interregnum (1919-39)

In the aftermath of the First World War, the Hughes Governroemmenced review of
A u s t rdefenicepriorgies. In 1919, it asked the Admiral of the Fleet, Lord Jellitmadvise on the
strategiooutlook for the regionthe structure of the RAN, and the naval base and supply requirements
in the Pacific and Eastdian Oceanslellicoeidentified Japan as a country that had the capability and
motive to threaten thEmpire because it resented the way in which German colonies were allocated at

Versailles?® He alsonoted that maritime supremacy had played a keyindlee First World Warand

26Secretaryds Notes of a Conversation Hel dayjJanual.27, Pi r chor
1919 at 15 hours. o6 NAA: A9 81, ASWARN British Gommohwedlth Caopedfioe al s o :
NAA: A5954, 785/2.

53 Meaney Australia and the World Crisis, 19123, 62.
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that naval forces would be a significant deterrent agaimsivasion of its dominions as they could not
field large armies due to their small populatiéhdellicoethusrecommended the establishment of a
Far Eastern Fleetrawn from the Royal Navy, the RAN and the Royal New Zealand Navy, with costs
apportioned at 75 percent, 20 percent, and five percent, respeétiVhly.Fleet would be basedl
Singapore butequiral significant investment to accommodate modern capitgsséind improve its

defences?® Jellicoe clearly envisageanhperial defencea s t he b as ipsstwarfstratégyst r al i ac

In 1920, the Minister for Defenc8enator Pearcmstructed a panel of senior officerséwiew
the Australianarmy. Their terms of reference included @ostwar reduction in expenditure and
Australiaodos newfound $Ererpportrcencidedhat Australia shoutd ndt he P a
rely on the League of Nations, and that it could not withstand an attack by gomag@r° It conceded
t hat Australiaodos <Emmra’tTihtey rdeeppoerntd eadr goune dt hteh at t h
military was to withstand an invasion until the arrival of British reinforceméniEhese findings
reinforced thdocusof the permanenforceon local defenceand highlighted the need flamited self

relianceduetoAu st r al i aés geogr apandwere supportedibly Cabiiét f r om Br i t

These proposals were considered bydbeferencef senior officerdn February 1923* The
conferencenoted that the overriding concern of the Hughes Government was to provide reasonable
security at miniral cost. It concluded thatvith her current limitations Australia could not, of her own
resources, maintain a sucdessdefencé and that&uccessful defence was therefore an imperial
problemd®it noted that o6so far as the Navy is concer
as part of the Empirebés Navy, not aussta’dkhé rag l6e u
Councilthusconcludedhat &he first requirement of Australian defence was a full contribution to the
provision of the necessary nav @llitcdaededthakeyemic per ]
naval requirements were metfinl, the Commonwealth might be liable to attack [and] a land force

was, therefore, also a neceséityThe postwar strategyof the Hughes Governmemimphasied

6 SheddenA Study in British Commonwealth CooperafibtihA: A5954, 785/4

Lord Jellicoe. 6Jellicoe Repo NtPleasurd@risd8% 954, 1080/ 1. ¢
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imperial defencasit was premised on British naval power at Singapore, with a smajito deter an

attack against Australia until the arrival of reinforcements from other parts ehiee®

In 1921, an Imperial Conference was convened which examined emerging stseggcin
the AsiaPacific. At the time, Britain had reduced its defence expenditure significantly, and was
considering renewal of the Angltapanese Treaty. Hughearnedthat Australia could not defend itself
without @he support of the legions of ti@npire and the protection of the British Na&é He further
articulated hissupportfor imperial defence in statingf we were to have peace and secutitgt we
could not rely on either the League of Nations or on ourselves &fdnstead Hughesurged greater
naval cooperation between Britain and Australiah@ AsiaPacific as the basis afs security.ln a
similar vein Arthur Balfour, Chairmanfahe Committee of Imperial Defenc@oted that Britain was
not prepared for conflict iAsia, andthat the renewal of the Angléapanese Treaty was a k@yority
for regional stabilityas Singaporewas not yet developed as a naval b&%Bleither Hughesnor his
counterpartelievel in selfreliance but instead heavily favoured reliance on Britagpitie its limited
presence in the Pacific.

The American Government convened a conference oarthe limitationin the Far East in
November 1921. The conference was attended by the British Empire, Japan, France and ltaly. It
proposed a treaty that woulddrece the number ofapital ships by 40 percerimit the number of
aircraft carriers, and replace the Anglapanese Treatyith a more comprehensive agreenfé@n
26 July 1922, Hughesupported ther¢aty in Parliamentand proposed a series mefductions to the
military in the 19223 defence bugkt to give effect to its provisionsn particular, the Hughes
Government reduced the number of ships in commission from 25 to 13, including decommissioning
flagship and placedhe submarine életinto reservé? The permanentandforces were reduceuy 467

and themilitia was reduced from86,568 to 3228 personnef® In its final years,the Hughes

® One participant, MajeGe ner a l J. G Legge, of fered a dissenting view.
Report as printed represents fairly what was agreed at the Joint Conference, a quantity of statements aodsconclusi

having been interpolated. Especially do | object to the statements contained in Paragraph 26(a)(iii), which would imply

that questions of Imperial Defence must come before the home defence of Australian territory, and that full compliance

with the reconmendations of Lord Jellicoe should precede other measures.

On the assumption that the Council of Defence required a compromise on the proposals for the Sea, Land and Air
Forces, as set out in Paragraph 2, | was prepared to concur in the proposed seleicedcontained in Paragraph

26(b), although, if a free hand had been allowed to at the Conference, | should have strongly advocated a much greater
provision for Air Services, even at the expense of the others, as being the best means of ensuyirglediaate and

rapid defence at no greater cost.® See also: O6Conferenc:
the Navy Office, Melbourne, on 10th February 1920, to Coordinate the Estimates of the Three Services: Minority Report

by MajorGener al J. G Legge, C.B, C. M. G.6 NAA: A59514, 1209/ 4.
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GovernmentutbackAu st r al i a 6 s -retiamqe ayeduting thé size ahesmditarf, meaning

that it would need to rely more heavily on imperial defencibbsequengears.

Between 1922 and 1923, Australian military planners considered the implications of the
Washington Naval Treaty on itdefencepolicy. Thetreaty had majoconsequences for imperial
defence, as noted in an Admiralty memoranadiduly 1922.1n it, the Admiralty warned thaBritain
could not unaided maintain the fleet necessary for the safety @ntp&edand that the dominions
would, therefore, need to take more active role in imperial maritime deferf€&Vith regard to
Australia,the Admiralty recommended thatdtontinue the maintenance of aggang fleebandéssist
in the development of Singapore by maemanufactured in Australi&’ The BruceGovernment
replied that it would discusshe requesat the nextimperial Conference. The Council of Defence
considered the matter in March 1923, and Brabservedthat Australia could do little to assist
Singaporéunaided by Britain or an equajpwerful nationd As with Hughes, the Bruce Government
considered greater sekliance an unrealistic basis for Austral@defencepolicy.

During these debates, however, the ALP under the leadership of Matthew Charlton proposed a
radically new interprett i on of Aust r al Charliosargsed n &drliangent¢hatpamdi or i t i
forces were no longethe first line of defendi&but that air power and submarines would prove to be
vital capabilitie® He, therefore, recommended a reorganisatibAus t r al i ads def ence ¢
away from land forces to an air and maritime strategy centred dafeévece of Australid His rationale
was that Australia could not withstand a land assault, andhiesfight would have to take place at sea,
and not onshored* He later opposed the Singapore Strategythe basis that the Commonwealth
Government had never agreed to assist Britain in defence preparations outside of Atiattabagh
it did not move beyond parliamentary deb&@batt ondés vi ews woul d in retro:

later reformgo Australiandefencepolicy from the 1960s onwards.

The British Government convenadImperial Conference on 1 October 1923. Prime Minister
Baldwin opened the proceedings on an optimistic note, saying that the Washington Naval Treaty would
enhance regional security within the framework of the League of N&fiomghis context opostwar
liberalisation, some dominions, particularly Canada and South Africa, under Prime Miniskeriziac

King and Prime Minister Smuts, sought greater autontByuce, however, opposelese proposals,
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insteademphasiimg dominion unityas the basis fdmperial security?® He argued that each dominion
had to contribute to imperial defence but that Britain would bear a greater oblijatievertheless,
Bruce raised concerns about the viabilitytlod SingaporeStrategy He observed tha&@ingapore was
poorly defended and would be vulnerabiging constructior?” He alsonotedthat Australia could not
send forces overseas without first raising a volunteer force that would tak¥ NeerthelessBruce

indicated thahe supported a larger British presence in the A&iaific.

These doubts about imperial strategy weampounded by the election of a Labour
Governmentin the United KingdomUnder Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonaBlitain became
strongly inclined towards disarmament in foreign policy. On 6 March 1924, MacDonald informed
Bruce thaBritainwould not proceed with the naval base in Singapore, instead preferring international
cooperation through the League of Nati&hBruce wrote hck that disarmament in the Adtacific
woul d be detrimental t o B ourstength éelmtive to theeother greap o | i ¢
powers has been the basis for peace wh@%The we hav
implementatbn of the Singapore Strategy had stopped the basis of Australiatefencepolicy had
been undermined. In response, Bruce began a program of rearmament. In Juigapproved dive-
yearprogram tabolsterAu st r al i adés mi | i csop nagahpatobris.IThetpriogeasn, wi t
envisaged the acquisition of two new cruisers, one seaplane carrier and two subffiarinesasa
significant expancapabilityamndfas designdad foaldcal defiersce ta @ompehsate
for the reducedBritish presence at SingaporBrucewas concerned about Mac D

engagement with the Pacific abdgan to implememgjreater seffeliance in Australianlefencepolicy.

There were clear differences in Australidefencepolicy in the 1920swith respect to
Australiads engagement with Britain in Singapor e
hedoubtedAustr al i ads ab iadainstthg ememingdfmrfese nhdeatind beoausHe
significantlyreduceAu st r al i a6 s diethepostvar pariadyet, asthe Singappbase
struggled to take shape, Bruce sought to furthe
through a larger Astralian naval forceRearmament under Bruce was driven by concerns that Britain
was not prepared to adequatdbsfendSingapore and, by extension, Australia. Both were of the same
political persuasion and were focused on the same threat, within thegeagraphical location. Yet,
they took fundamentally different approaches to the conceptual development of Austeddinne

policy. Thecontrasting views of Hughes and Bruce suenmarisedn Table 3
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Table 3: Australian DefencePolicy in the 1920s

Government Core Strategic Interests Primary Perception of | Perception
(Party) Geographic Scope| Allies of Threat
Hughes Supporing Britain due to doubts about | Singapore Reliance on Emerging
(Nationalist) Australisds abi l ity to Royal Navy Japanese
Threat
Reducing defencexpenditure
Bruce Support for greater autonomy due to Singapore Doubtsabout Emerging
(Nationalist) doubts about Royal Navy UK Singapore | Japanese

Commitment | Threat
Increasing defence expenditure to fund
new maritime acquisitions

In 1926, annperial Conference was convengllich focusedon dominion autonomyPrime
Minister Baldwin announced that Britain would recommence the plan to construct a naval base at
Singapore, and asked donuins in the region to contribut&” He had earlier informed his Australian
counterpartof this return to the Singapore StratéfyBruce responded tha@lustralia would be
sympathetically prepared to consider a contribution to its@&Ystie noted, however, that this could be
limited by the fact that Austrial had invested significantly its own naval capabilities after the 1923
Imperial Conference, and the subsequent decision by the MacDonald Goveimibentionnot to
proceed with theSingapore naval bad®.In principle, Australia moved towardeelianceon Britain
however the conference did not offercancreteplan for how dominions would contribute to the

Singapore Strategy, meaniwagmadsthachanged.str al i ads def

The ALP, under the leadership of James Scullizs electedn 1929 and began to implement
a differentdefencepolicy to that of its conservative predecessors. Its federal conference had passed a
resolution on defence the emphasiéatkquate dtme defence against possible foreign aggreéaiu
a constitutional amendment to prohibit conscriptt®hThese policies reflected Bng-standing
preference for selfeliance and thelefence of Australia rather thatependencen Britain. Scullin
suspeded compulsory training bufaced opposition fromMust r al i ads mP Atiat ary |
meeting of the Council of Defence on 12 November 1929CtB§ GeneraHarry Chauve] advised
that this would reduce personnel levels, and thub@atsuitable basis for wartime expanstétirhe
rationale for this view was that Australia could not héwvaublime faith in the powers of the British
Navyd and that land forces were thda very vita element in Australian Defen@® Scullin
nevertheless cut the militlay 50 percentandthe defence budget by 37 percent, resultingniajor
capability redictions in pursuit of its policyplatform andin response to itgddire economic

circumstancest
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Br i t MacbhodaddLabour Governmentwhich hadsucceeded the Baldwin Government
called anothelmperial Conference in 1930. MacDonald emphagisaifismas thecornerstonef his
foreign policy and hagreviouslysigned thé_ondon Naval Treato limit arms!'? Scullin sympathised
with MacDonaldand stated that his governmembuld pursuedisarmament!? Neverthelessthis
conferenceagreedthat construction proceeat Singaporé!® However, it conceded that an airfield be
postponed for at least five ysadueto a reduction in fundingvith the Great Depressid# Scullind s
positionwasshaped by ecomaic factors as much gmlitical considerations. His government moved
towards grear selfreliance in 1929 but then shifted towad¥pendencen Britain in agreeing to the
Singapore basedespitethe objections of his predecessoBullin had reservations about imperial
defence but supportetat policy foreconomic reasons.

In 1931, the Lyons Government came to office in a changing strategic environmentiDrhe C
began a review of its military strategy in March 1932 that would mark a return to widespread
rearmament. itecommendethat the assumptiahat there would not be a dbat for at least ten years
be reviewedand that it prioritise its requirements in the Far E&sonsequently, in 1935, Britain
authorised work on heavy gun emplacements and two additional airfields at Sing&ipaiso raised
the prospect of rearmamt with its dominionslue tothe prospect that Britain could be forced to fight
on two fronts simultaneously against both Germany and Jaf@w.this stage, both had started to
become assertive, with the Angerman Naval Agreement allowir@ermanyto increase its naval
strength to 35 percent of the Royal Navy and develop a submarine fleet while Japan withdrew from the
Washington Naval Treat}® The assumptions that had underpinned defence planning since the early

1920s could no longer be relied upondahe British Empire needed to adapt.

Lyons started to doubt the Singapore Strategg commenced a program of rearmanient
light of emerging threatdn September 1933, the Minister for Defence, Senator Pearce, urged both
sides of the political divideotinvest heavily in defenas disarmament had not succeeaed, shortly

afterwardsproposed three year program for defence acquisitiiie envisaged the commissioning
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of new naval platforms, including one cruiser and two sloops, as wétlvastment in fuel and
munitions stores, and the establishment of new facilities in Datimuring parliamentary
deliberations, the Leader of the Opposition, Scullin, questioned whether the construction of a new
cruiser was an appropriate investmfemA u s t r a | i ®'dnstead, befsggested that Lyons invest

in defensive platform$?? As in the 1920s, there remained a partisan divide on whepleater

autonomyor dependencen Britainshouldform the basi®f A u s t r defenicepoficy.

The Lyons Gvernment further considered its approach to rearmament throughout 1934. It
invited Sir Maurice Hankey, the Secretary of (DD, to Australia for consultations on its defence
posture Hankey advised that Britainould rearmover the next five years iresponsetéGe r many 6 s
program of military expansion with the ascension of Adolf HitéHankeyalsonoted that Britain was
investing inboth Singapore and Hong Kohgcause o apan 6 s g r oand advyseddyorss e nc e
to plan around the completion of the Singapore naval ,bdsspite personal reservations as to its
effectivenesas astrategy?* Hankey noted that Singapas@svulnerable andlyonsgained assurances
from Britain that it would remediate known deficienci&sAt the heart of tadebate was whether land
forces shouldissume a greater role in Australian defédt@/ith Lyons focusedn navalissuesthe
CGS Major-General Sir Julius Bruchargued that the RAN had received too much funding that
its faith in Singapore wadinsupported by any evidericas Chauvel had argued in 1930He held
that thearmy played a key role in local defende the event that Singapofailed, and that it Bould
receivegreaterinvestment with the 1920 report as a minimum benchifétkions considered tise

reports and decided that the existorganisatiorof seven divisions would be maintained but rearmed

From 1935, Lyons bemto rearm significantlyThe Minister for External Affairs, J.G Latham
visited London and asserted that his government supported imperial rather than continental
defence?®Yet, figuressuch as the CG8esignateColonel John Lavarack, and Secretary of External
Affairs, W.R Hodgson called for a revision of Australian defence pdigytod oubt s about Br i
ability to defend Australia from Japanemepansiort*° Bruche argued thalustralia should aim at
attaning the greatest possible degree of-seliance in her defend@®' The ALP, led by John Curtin,
argued for greater spending on tareny and Air Force for continental defent®The CAS, Air

Commodore Richard Williams, recommended tlevelopmenibf an aircraft industryto providea
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wartime manufacturing capacit}?® Lyons thus established the Commonwealth Aircraft Corporation
andthe production ofocal rather than British desigrte the dismay of the Baldwin Governméttt.
Australia started to invest sapabilitieson a more selfeliant basisn realisatiorthat Britain might not

be able talefend againghe Japanese thredgspite supporting imperial defence in official poftéy.

Lyons thussoughtfurther assurances fromritain that it would commit to Singaporét the
Imperial Conference of 193Tyons proposed a nheaggression pact with Japan amat forward a
policy of implied selfreliance in which Australia wouldace tothe fullest extent of our capacity the
potential to provide for our own national defeil®® These sentiments were supported by the
Opposition LeaderJohn Curtinvho delivered a spee@mphasisinghe need to béself-reliant in our
own defencé and assertedhat he woulddevelop and protect Australian industries to ensure our
capacity to resist aggression and to enable us to beralsatlt peopled’ Prime Minister Chamberlain
gave a public assurance in March 1938nd in Novemberhie First ®a Lord Admiral Backhouse,
assured Lyons that Singapore was a priority for the Royal Navy, anddeasiatelydefended>°
Shortly afterwards, Germany annexed Austria and turned its attention towards Czechoslovakia, while
Japan continued its campaign inih With the strategioutlook deteriorating, Chamberlaiagain
reassured Lyons in March 1939 that Britain would despatch a fleet to Singapore even if it were at war
with both Germany and Italy but conceded that the main fleet would arrive in 90 daye, dts'4°
and this figure wasater extended to six montté! By 1939, Lyons had asserted a more-sgliint
defencepolicy that supported Britain in the region but whimtterequipped Australia du® tdoubts
aboutthe Singapore Strategy within fslitical establishment, the military and the bureaucracy.
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Australian defence policy underwent significant change in response gwopolitical
developmentsthroughout the 1930s. With the Great Depression, government revenue declined
significantly. The Sclli n Gover nment thus took the opporturt
expenditure and, consequently, the size of Austr
was broadly aligned with Britain. As a result, it focused primarily on comtthedefence. Yet, as
A u s t rstrdteigieoutleok declined with the rise of Japan and Germany, the Lyons Goverrandnt
the Curtinled opposition,sought to invest in a more se#liant military. It had doubts abotite
Singapore Strategyhich wasincreasingly supported by both the military and the bureaucracy. These
concernsvere confirmed with changes in British assessments of what the Royal Navy could provide in
aconflict with Japanlt became clear that Britain could not fight a waitwo fronts and would prioritise
a European threat ahead of the Pacific. Lytmss had little choice butté nv e st in Austra
capabilities by establishing a sovereign aircraft indusiable 4contrasts the differing policies of
Scullin and Huges throughout the 1930s:

Table 4: Australian DefencePolicy During the 1930s

Government | Core Strategic Interests | Primary Perception of Allies Perception of
Geographic Threat
Scope
Scullin Redudng expenditure due| Australian Alignmentwith Reduced Japanese
(Labor) to Great Depression Continent MacDonald Goernmen | Threat
Lyons Rearming in a Singapore Support for Britainbut Increased Japaneg
(UAP) deteriorating environment| doubts about Singapore| andGerman Threat

The Second World War(193945)

On 3 September 193%he United Kingdomdeclared war on Germany in response to its
invasion of PolandAlmost immediately, Prime Minister Robert Menzies declared war on Germany
and pledged to assist Britainiis war effort as Australia did in 191Buring thenext twelve months
Menzies made a number significantdecisions as to the structua@d organisatiom f Austr al i a
military forces*? His governmenplaced RAN uits under Admiralty controlraised the SecondliF
for deployment abroad, and agreed to participate in the Empire Air Training Stiémiovember
1939, it agreed to deploy th& Bivision with some reservatiort4* and in February 1940, decidedo
raise a corps foservice in the Middle East® Menziesreluctantly prioritised imperial defenaeot self
reliancei n Au st r aThe@ediman thireatgomentarily took precedence over earlier concerns

about Japanés intentions in the region, and Menz

The defeat of France in June 1940 changed the strategic outlook for Britain and Australia in

relation to Singapore. Germampw dominated continental Europe, and Britain destroyed the French

¥2Curran,Cur t i n6,80. Empir e

“9gCabinet Agenda: Australiabés War Ef fember 1939B\NAA: A2671pf Pr ep
6/1939. See also: DavidHornérnsi de t he War Cabinet: Di-45€SydneynAlen& ustr al i
Unwin, 1996), 7.

WaRecord of Decisions "NfovieumblerCd®i3me td, NA&An b &AsP0&64,2 803/
454 Mi n of War<abinet Meeting, Melbourne,28 ebr uary 1940. 6 NAA: A5l9siddd, 803/
the War Cabinetl4.

1
2

52



fleet to prevent it from falling into German hands. Britain was thus required to concentrate its efforts
on Europe. Meanwhile, Menzies was concerned that Japald occupy the New Hebrides and New
Caledonig“® and decided to equip a militia of 250,000 men for local def&idaparthendemanded
the withdrawal of Britainds Shan g'ffBritaingcquiescéds on an
and advised Australia that it might not be able to send a fleet to Singapore. Instead, it asked Australia
to send two squadrons and a divistorMalaya!*®*Me nzi es was concerned by B
renege on itassurances, and tsecretary of Defence, Frederick Shedden articulated this as follows:
This was disturbing advice to a Dominion which had been given assurance on the
impregnability of Singapore, and on the ability of sea pawgdefend]Australia. On the basis
of these assurancd®\ustralia] had sent an expeditionary force and an air doprato the

Middle East, agrakto the disposition of ships of the Navy overséas\ll this was promised
on the assumption that Australia would be secure from major atfack.

Australiandefencepolicy would now be driven in a different directitlecausenf changing
perceptions of allies and credible threats. Japan was now seen as a direct threat, while Britain appeared
unable to assist. Menziesb6 response to this dil
of the 7" Division. There were two cdlicting views on where it needeto be deployed: Thomas
Blamey, Deputy Chief of thiliddle Easern Commandought its assignment to Egypt to capitalise on
recent victories against Axis forc&3put Britain requested that it be sent to Singapore in view of the
Japanese thre&f Cabinet was dividednd, with Menziegasting thedecidingvoteon 23 September,
agreed that it would be deployed to the Middle E&sAgain, Menzies saw Australian strategic policy
as grounded in imperial defence, with British interests in the Middle East taking precedence over the
emerging Japanese threat in the Pacifidbavid Horner states thatdn agreeing to the British
Government 6s | at & DivisiomtqtheeMidtle East, the War Gabiheh and tiie Chiefs
had accepted too readily the advice from London without testing it against the situation as viewed from
Australia3°** As Japan became more aggressive, Menziesneaarthelessf the view that alliance

commitmentsabroadook precedence over the saidfiant defence of Australia.

The Menziessovernment suffered a series of politisatbacks idate 1940that wouldhave
profound implications forAustr al i ads S U b s e gnaking tAt the telecidnerng i ¢ de

September, it lost its parliamentary majority and was forced to govern withugipors of two
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independents. Menzies sought to commission a national government that includpddsidon,but
this proposal was rejected by Curtinstead, Curtin proposed a new body, the Australian@dancil,
thatincluded the opposition but asnota formal organ of th®lenziesGovernment. Sheddesuggested
that the body be renamed the Advisory War Council to better reflect it h|deAWCwasestablished
on 27 October 1948° and becamethe forum in which major decisionsere madeon Australian

defencepolicy, and particularly itselationship with allies.

The Singapore Strategy was debagtensively in the AWCwith partisan divisions emerging
at the highest levelCurtin supported @reater focus on the utilisation of Australian forces in the
immediate regionAt its first meetingon 29 OctoberCurtin asked about the disposition of RAN ships,
andsuggested hei r reassignment t blisdepuy,tFrark Fardshordy afteo r t her n
inquiredhow long it would take to recall Australian ships in the Mediterranean to the Pacific in the
event of an attack on Austrafi®.The AWC took a interest in the viability of the Singapore Strategy
with a focus orwhetherAustralia was adequately protecfeam a southward Japanese thrii$tis was
given credencey a report from the Australian Chiefs of Staff on 16 November which reporteththat
the absence of a main fleet in the ABiacific, dhe forces and equipment at present available in this
area ae totally inadequate to meet a major attack by Jépam view of this assessmenhet War
Cabinet cabled London on 1 December to express its concern ti&3hémperial Conferenadnad
ledusto believe thaits situation was much betté®8 Cabinet however, approved the deployment of a

brigade to Malaya which was dispatched in February 1941.

Menzies spent the following months visiting Britain and the Middle kelsti | e Austr al i
strategic outlook deteriorateDuring this period, he helped shape British strategic policy at meetings
of the Imperial War Cabinet, and gainedirathandinsight into fighting in North Africa. Halso
claimed to have used the opportunity to seek additional British commitments tefinece of
Singapore?® However,Menzieswas perceived as lacking in his prosecution of the war effort, with his
focus on imperial defence rather than deéence of AustraliaHe remained of the view that Australia
had to assist Britain in its war agail@trmany, and that Britain had a key role to play in any conflict
with Japan.indeed, Horner states thddle nzi es &6 f i r st reaction to an i
pressure on Britain for additional assistance rather than home déf@deer his retun to Australia,
the independentsvithdrew confidence and placed their support behind Curtin as Prime @itmist
October 1941The fundamental variables that underpinned Austraéancepolicy wouldadjust and

Australia wouldtake a different path as a result.
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By this time,a warwith Japanwas seen as highly likely. Curtin had been advised by the
Combined Operational Intelligence Centre at Victoria Barracks that Japanese preptanatang/ere
almost completé®! Churchill sought to reassurais Australian counterpartsy stating that Britain
would neverdet you down if real danger contesnd would dispatch two capital ships, fPence of
WalesandRepulsen 25 Octobet®? On 8 Decemér, Japan struck the US Pacific FleePaarl Harbour
andBritish forces at Hong Kong. Then, on 11 December, the War Cabinet was informed that the two
British ships had been sunk off the Malayan coast. The war entered a new phaganagganto
advance into Southeast Asia, and the Britistvah presece that was supposed to proteciwis
destroyedAustralia could no longer rely on imperial defeifgeits direct defence

In these dire circumstances, Curtin began to prepare fdetfeace of AustralialThe Chiefs of
Staff advisedthat Japan could occupy Port Moresby and New Caledonia, from which it could attack
Australia. The War Cabinethus agreed toexpand the militaryby enlistingan additional 12,000
recruitsto supplement the 132,000 personnel already imrthg 263 As Japan advanced into Southeast
Asia, Curtin and Churchill exchangie series of cables that marked a changeins t r al i adés app
to defence.On 5 Jauary 1942, Cabinet agreed that tH& Mivision and ¥ Division would be
redeployed from the Middle East to thar East® Then, e 23 Januaryhe implored Britain to stand
by its commitment, statinthat it would betn inexcusable betraysf it abandoned®ingapore®® On
15 February, Singapore fell to Japanese foRest her t han acquiescing to C
Australian forces commtb deployments in distant theatres, Curtin prioritised what he perceived to be
Australiaods i mme d%TaaCartimGavernnoent add conclutied that iscoukl not rely

on imperial defence and instead would focus ordéience of Australia.

Curtin reached out to thenlited Statesas a potential strategic partner that could fill thie
vacated by Britain after its defeat in Singapore. The Curtin Goverrradrirstapproachethe United
Statesafter the attack at Pearl Harbor litgtrelationship with Americavould take a new turn with the
arrival of General Douglas MacArthur in March 194&cent scholarshipistorians such a3ames
Prior has begun to document the role of R.G Casey in lobbying the United States as Austragian Mini
in Washington in 194@1.'°" From April 1942,Cur ti n gave MacArthur ¢ omm:

military forces, partly as a means of gaining greater influence in allied deoisikimg through

161 COIC weekly Intelligence Summaries, JuDecember 1941, AWM 54, 423/11/2. Selsoa Horner, Defence
Supremp123.

%1 nward C&bhueghaml to Fadden.d 31 August 109Defence NAA: A:
Supremp124.

6 Def ence of Austr alAppeeciation Oy Alstigliam Chiafstof SkiffDreember1941. NAA:
2671, 14/301/227. See also: Horrleside the WartCabinet, 82. See also: HornBrefence Supremd?29.

164 Horner,Inside the War Cabing87.

165 Department of External Affairs, Outward Cablegradiohn Curtin to Winston Churchill, 23 January429DAFP
Vol 5. See alsoHorner,High Commangd150. See alsdiorner,Defence Supremd34.

166 Millar, Australia in Peace and Wat 10.

167 The Casey Diaries, held in the National Librargvide insights intC a s e y & s pmrdtegreatersAmerioan
engagement in the Pacific as a counterweight to the perceived Japanese threat. JamesARwWuicanLooks to
Australia, argues that Casey had a disproportionately significant role in shaping American strategic thinking.
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MacArt hur 06s
another powewhich wasmade more remarkabley the factthat Curtin had, in effect, turned away

from decades of established ALP polityat favouredlocal defence. Moreover, his government

c onne ¢&Thiowas ani unpredddes Istepntgvardsnreliance on

remained broadly aligned with Britadlespite his earlier disagreement with Churchill, and had planned

to take a more active role thin the Empire after the wara positionwhich would come to fruition

under his successof® Britain retained an interest in restoring its position after the war, and the Curtin

Government was content to oblige.

The Second World Wasrovidesa valuable case study in partisan approaches toedighce
in Australian defencepolicy. Unlike its pedecessor in the late 1930ke tMenzies Government
favouredimperial defencegainst Germany in more distant theattespite its reservations about the
viability of the Singapore Strategin light of the emerging Japanese thrd2y contrast, the Curtin

Government had to grapple with contradictions between its policy platform centred on local defence,

and the need fareliance oma major powerirv i ew o f
embraced American assistarag of necessityput wouldseek tgpositionAustraliafor a more active

Japano slttmsrelucthntlya cr os s

and independerioreign policy after the warlt did so partly because it understood that Britain had a

role to play in the region and was not convinced that reliance on the United States was an appropriate

corceptual foundation for Australiaslefencepolicy. The respective policies of Menzies and Curtin

during the Second World War can be seehdhle 5

Table 5: Australian DefencePolicy During the Second World War

Government | Core Strategic Primary Perception of Allies Perception of
(Party) Interests Geographic Scope Threat
Menzies SupportingUK Europet’®Middle | Close relationship withK | German threat in
(UAP) against Germany| East Africa Africa and Middle
IndiaandSingapore| Ambivalence abouheUS East
Curtin Defending Australia PNGand | Close relationship withUS | Japanese threat if
(Labor) Australiaagainst | South Pacific Realignment withUK after | Southeast Asia
Japan hostilitiesend
With the onset of the Second Worl d War,

dependence on Britaiile diverged from the increasingly se#liant posture taken by Lyons during
the 1930swhich had focused on better preparing Australicctmflict against Japan in view of doubts
abi | i theshiftedthedoeus ef Australtaiefencepqicyr e .

about

Britai

noés

Menzi

I n ¢

to the provision of suppofor British coalitions against German forces in the Middle East and North

Africa. The ascension of Curtin as Prime Minister led to a reversal as Austiafiamcepolicy again

focused on the Japanese threat through the reassignment of combaiibférasisalia.Nevertheless

168 Departmend f

Defence.

O6Mi nut es

of War

Horner,High Commangd189 and Hornemefence Supremd45.
®Curran,Cur ti n6,95 Empir e

170 Although detailed analysis of these issuissheyond the s@e of this thesis, Australia continued to maintain a
presence in Europand the Middle Eash support of the United Kingdom. This included RAAF personnel serving in

Cabinet

RAF Bomber Command through the Empire Air Training Schemnd the deployment ofRAN assetsto the
Mediterraneanvhile the return of the™®Division from North Africa was delayed.
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Australian defencepolicy was notself-reliant under Curtinas it retained a significant degree of

dependence on the United States, and later Britain in the context-efqrgsianning.
The Early Cold War (19451957)

The end of the Second World War gave rise to a new phase of great power rivalry between the
two major allies, the Wited Statesand the Soviet Union. The wartime alliance broke down and the
Cold War began as both sought to assert their respective idenlogp@alism and communism. By
this stage, the wartime treasurer, J.B Chifley had succeeded Curtin as Prime Minister and began to carve
out a position for Australia in the pestar order. Thegovernment was divideth its foreign policy
betweenthe compehg views of Chifley, and H.V Evatt, his internationalist Minister for External
Affairs. On the one hand, it embraced activist diplomacy, seeing the United Nations as tharpost
guardian of peace and security, and supporting decolonisation in the Tdnildi# On the other hand,
Chifeys hi f t ed f r busias@ tor theibited Satestanstipportimperial defencé’? These
sentiments were expressed in its first poat strategic planning document in February 1946 as follows:

As long aghe United Nations remains in being, the problem of local defence is virtuaHy non
existent. Should the United Nations break down, the security of every nation will depend on
the effectiveness of a plan of Empire Defence and on cooperation with th& USA.

I n the first years of the Chi fnitedNatiosshaped n ment |,
Australian foreign policy. Evatt took a leading role in theiteld Nations serving asPresident of the
General Assembly, and referring contentious disputds asi®alestine and Greece todhganisation
for adjudication, sometimes upsetting Western Alliés.was supported by the Secretaryeafernal
Affairs, John Burtonwho held a benign view of ti&oviet Union'’* Evattsupported the decolonisation
of India and Indonesia, in which nationalist arah-alignedgovernments rose to offichn its first two
years, the Chifley Government under the influence of Evatt and Burton, was reluctant to take sides in

the Cold War, instead placing its faith in theitdd Nationsand suppoiihg anti-colonial movements.

The Chifley Government, however, took a sharp turn towards engagemerBrititin as the
cornerstone of itdefencepolicy from 1947 onwardSBy this stage, the Australian Chiefs of Staffs had
concluded thiathe Soviet Union was a hostile power intent on expanding its réadoted that
Australia could not rely on therited Nationsand instead would need to find security in a system of
British Commonwealth defence cooperattétChifley initially preferral a regional focus but had been
persuaded by Shedden to support British efforts in stemming the perceived tide of comtfi@ism.

20 April 1948 Chifley informed Prime Minister Attleéhat Australia would participate in British

prime Ministeré6s Department, 6Draft Cablegram From J.
14/301/351. See also: Edwar@sime Ministers and Diplomatd.72.
pepartment of Defence, O6Memorandum on Cooperation in

537/1945. See also: Edward@sjme Ministers and Diplomatd.74.See also: Le&Search for Securifyr9.

17 Department of Defencédn Appreciation of the Bitegical Position of AustraliaFebruary 1946, Paragraph 2 in
Fruehling,A History of Australian Strategic Policy Since 1983.

174 John Burton Interview by Michael Wilso23 August 1995, National Library of Australia, TRG81/23. See also:
EdwardsCrises and Commitments.

1751 ee,Search for Secunt 80-81. See alsdEdwardsCrises and Commitments2.

178 |bid, 12.
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strategic planning buwvould need Cabinet approval for any overseas deployment, including as far as
the Middle East/” The rationale for this was that Britain needed to hold the Middle East to maintain
access to oil supplies and prevent Soviet incursions into AffiGhifley had skfted from activist
diplomacy to support imperial defence as the cornerstone of Austrédiagign policy, and had

continued the postar policy envisaged by Curtin

In June 1948, the emergence of a communist insurgency in Malaya presented Chifley with his
first major foreign policy tesiThe British Government declared a state of emergency after the Malayan
Communist Party began a guerrilla war with attacks on forewgmed farms. Australian companies
thussought assistance from the Chifley Governmé@itifley was reluctant to become involved and
was advised by Burton that it was an amtionial rather than communist struggf@Nevertheless, the
Australian High Comnssian noted that the insurgency wad by communists, and Chifley came under
increasing pressure from the oppositfiures, such as Percy Spendertake actiort®’ Chifley was
faced with a dilemma: his party was opposed to overseas depleyeite had pledged to assist
Britain in its anticommunist strategy. He resolved this impasse by deciding not to senddros
July but despat@darms and ammunition ten days lat&This experiencéed Australia to participate
in regional strategic planningith the ANZAM Chiefs of Staff, which included personnel from Britain
and New ZealandChifley had navigated a difficult predicament by supporting Britaimimsurgency
without deploying troops; in doing so, he supported imperial defgitheut compranisinghi s part y o s

position against overseas deployment.

Aspartofitsposvar review of Australiads strategic p
to restructure tharmy. An internal assessment of theny by the Vice CGS, Sydney Rowelipted
that its peacetime organisation prior to 1939 was no lomg@mopriate in the postar environment as
Gtwasbasd on a conception of | ocal defence é and ca
sphered® The prevailing view was that aarmy organised forlocal defence could not respond to
contingencies that requatéAustralian forces to deploy abroad rapidly in the Cold War. Chifhexs
approved the establishment of a permanent avajlable for overseas pieyment and supported by
the Citizens® Military Forces consisting of one brigade group and two divisii¥hese reforms
fundamentally alteredustraliad knd forcesom a local defence force to a standing army that could
deploy abroad in support of allieshat was becoming a broader ideological struggbeeasingly

characterised by armed conflict.

In Decembe949,Menzies returned toffice on a staunchly antiommunist platform. In that

year, the balance of power had shifted away from the Western Allies towards the USSR, with the testing

177 bid, 13.

% David Lowe,Menziessnd t he Great World Strus®BBe: Australiads Col
179 Edwards Crises and Commitment35.

180 |pid, 32.

181hid, 41-42.

182 Grey, The Australian Armyl167.

183 David HornerDuty First, 51.See also: Leeserch for Security 77.
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of its first nuclear device, and the fall of China to the communists under Mao Zedong. In this context,
Menzies and his Ministefor External Affairs, Percy Spender sought to align Australia more closely
with Britain and the United Statebpontaking office, Menzies called for@ommon Empire foreign
policyd but soon took a greater interest in regional afféirSpender hadonduded that Australia
needed to take a more active role in Southeast Asian affaikée articulated this view in a
parliamentary speech on 9 March 1950, in which he explicitly identffréda andhe USSR as thresat
that would seek to expand into Asiadstatedthat Australia would assist regional states by providing
the dest defencegainst the effective penetration of communist imperiafitie also cautioned
against placing too much faith in thenitéd Nationsin the postwar period.In contrast to Chifley,
Menzies saw communism as a clear threat and would take an active rofebet @dn Asia in a policy
that would come to be known a$orward Defeno& where it repudiated local defencand
internationalisnin favour of dependence on allies iglabal conflict between two competing blocs

The Menzies Government faced its firstdign policycrisisin Malaya as British authorities
struggled withthe insurgency. In February 1950, the Australian High Commissioner, Claude Massey
recommendda greater contribution on the basis téalaya is the firmest base for armed resistance
tocommunisminthewtt e Sout heast Asian region é it is no
allgoes?#®*This aligned with Spenderds view of the col
Attlee requestedin Australian contribution on 24pril 19502 Figures from the Chifley Government
opposed a contribution for much the same reasons as inBOd8n adised Spender that Australian
intervention would be seen as colonialism by InBiakistan Ceylon and th@hilippines!®® andClyde
CamerorfurtherstatedhatMenzies was seimy @oodLabormen [to] be shot in the defence of British
capitald®® The MenziesGovernmentdeliberatedA t t | reqae§tsand agreed that intervention was
warranted becaus@# Malaya became subject to Communist control, Indonesia would immediately
follow in the same cours#®* Menziesthen announced on 31 May that Australiangdesend a squadron
of aircraft to assist British forces in Mala¥fa. This marked thesubstantivebeginningof &orward

Defencé and highlighted differences the political arenan Australiandefencepolicy.

One month later, the Menzies Governmeneth@ more serious dilemma in formulating a
responsdo the Korean War. Initially, Cabinet authorised the deployment of a squadron of Lincoln
bombers to Malaya on 27 June tinferce British authoritie$®® That day, the UN Security Council

passed a resolution requesting that member states assist SouthSpereder seized the opportunity

184 Edwards Crises and Commitmentg0.

185 owe, Menzies and the Great World Strugé.
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to cable Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, to pledge Australian forces to an Ateelridgidrcoalition

ahead of other ates'®*In Parliament, Menzies justified this contribution on the basis of upholding
international law?® Chifley and Evatt both supported the commitment.official historian, Robert

Ob6 Nei I | not es, t h &iveA th® impomance @ hadagadd orr tlkef UNsvien in
office®*Australiads commitment in Korea was importar
substantivecooperation with the hited Statesin the postwar period and it gave rise to a moment of

bipartisanshipn defence policys both parties found common ground in supporting thtedNations

At the height of the Korean War, the Menzies Government took the opportunity to further
entrenclits strategic relationship with theniled States On 21 January 1951 learned that the Truman
Administration was exploring the idea of a Pacific security pact that would link Japan, the Philippines,
Australia, New Zealand the rited Statesthrough a cosultative councilt®” Spender, however,
preferred a formal treaty with theniled Statesand New Zealandthat would include a binding
agreement that each party assist the others in the event of an%ttadlesinsteadsought Australian
agreement to agace treaty with Japananddidnoe s pond t o S padripadtieesezwgity pus h f
pact!®® Spender thetold Dulles that Australia would not sign a peace treaty without first obtaining a
security agreement. Spender and Dullessdrafted atreaty ameable to both sides. Thedraft pact
provided the security guarantee that Spender sought but was sufficiently vague as totallbe it
interpreted as needed. The draft tresgiplied to aggression agaimssignatorydn the Pacifiéand the
only obligation on the parties wé® consultd It took effect in July 1951 and, in exchange, Australia
signed a peace treaty with Jap@ihe MenziesGovernmenthuslaid the legal framework fareliance

onthe UhitedStatesin the ANZUS Treatywhich wouldform akey pillar of Australiandefencepolicy.

After the Korean War, the Menzies Government turned its attention to greater engagement with
Britain in Southeast Asia. In October 1953, the Chief of the Imperial General Staff, Field Matshal J
Harding met with the Australian and New Zealabtiefs of Staff to better coordinate Pacific defence
cooperatiorf® The meeting discussed the threat from China which, it was believed, was supporting
communist insurgencies with a view to lgimg Southeast Asianto its sphere of influencdt was
agreed that in the event of war, Australia would deploy its forces to Malaya, and not the Middle East
planned inthe 1940sMalaya was nowmportantas its losgwould bring northern and nortliestern
Australia into range of existing Soviet aircré&ftt To deter Chinese aggression in the regidarding
suggestd theestablishmenbf a Far EasBtrategic Reservieased in Malay# which Australia would

contribute aattalion,a surface combatgreand abomber and fighter squadron, alongside British and

1%4Dean, Fruehlingand TayloAu st r al i adés Al®&rican Alliance,

1% Commonwealth Parliamentary Debatksyrea, 6 July 1950 (Rober tAudtalininihe s) . See
Korean War 58.
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New Zealand unit®?The Menzies Governmeannounced its participatidn the Far East Strategic
Reserve on 1 April 1955. Driven by fear of communist expanisitanSoutheast Asias forecast by

SpenderMenzies hedged his bets by simultaneously supporting Britain while reaching out to America.

Australiabds spwitlaBrimig ivauld, havevart dhamge dritevocably with the
Suez Crisighe following yearIn October 1956Britain, France and IsraglvadedEgypt in response
toPr e s i d e nnatiomfabsatisneof tesSuez Canal. The invasion wiakely condemned byhie
UN Security Councitindthe Eisenhower Administratioon the basis that it was an act of aggression
in violation of the UN Chartecomparable to the Soviet intervention in HungaFjze Minister for
External Affairs, R.G Casey had deep reservations,rggghatit would alienate the Commonwealth
from Asian,African and Americaropinion?°® Menziesnevertheless supported the invasiarguing
thatéhe United Kingdom should retain power, prestige and moral influ@?fcEhe Suez Crisihad a
devastating i wggbalstandingas RiBe MiniseernAmtisy Eden resigned and was
succeeded by Harold MacMillan, who began a program of widespread decoloniBatioer Pringe
Minister John Howard obsers¢hat ¢he poisonous atmospleethat developed between London and
Washington €& chall enged ahisthinking tbr adécadims Britain anth h a d ¢
the United Stateswere no longeéof one mind on important international iss@®&Me nzi es 6 r espo
to this dilemma woul be toreducehis dependencen Britainasthebasisof Australiandefencepolicy,
and look to America insteath the postwar period, Australianlefencepolicy underwent significant
change under Chifley and Menziésth of whom moved towards greater supporeftiesrather than

self-relianceasshownin Table 6

Table 6: Australian DefencePolicy During the PostWar Period

Government | Core Strategic Interests Primary Perception of Allies | Perception of
(Party) Geographic Threat
Scope
Chifley AssistingUK postwar recovery| Japarand Close ties withthe | Deterioratingties
(Labor) Malaya UK with USSR
Supporting the United Nations
Menzies Combatingspread of Koreaand Close ties withUK | Chinese
(Liberal) communisnin Asia Malaya Revolution
Developing ties with| Malayan
us Emergency
Korean War
Conclusion

There has been an ongoing delmtenvhetherAustraliandefencepolicy should bebased
on self-relianceor dependencen other major powerdhe period from Federation to the early Cold
War showsthereweresome commoitthemesn how thisdichotomyevolved Successive @vernments

gravitated towards allies during periods of heighteratsibns or wherdoth stateshave enjoyed
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cordial relationsConverselygovernments have moved towards-seliance at times of higher defence

expenditureand heightened threat whenambivalent aboutie reliability of allies.

In the decade after Fedhtion, successive governments laid the foundations feredigifice
in Australiandefencep ol i cy . The Barton Government establis
defence organisation, amkveloped a land force designed fargely selfreliantlocal defence but
which remained dependant on Britain for naval defandbe absence of credible regional thrddie
Deakin Government, however, developed a sovereign Australian Navyneasurdhat propelled
Australia towards a degree of se#iance This wasin responsetc oncer ns about Ger ma
presencea nd JapanodnshessmbBaciicaods ambi val ence about Briteé
Australia During the First World War he Fisher Government authorised operatipmequested by
Britain, against German forces in New Guirieraan act of seffeliance Once the immediate German
threat subsidedheHughesGovernmensupported imperial defenta@rgelyas a bulwark against Japan

In the postwar period, Australiandefence policy adapted to a changing security
environment in the Ast®acific. The Hughes Government continued with its support for Britain in view
of Australiabds disar mament jwhichtfolloawddbegatrearfimi | e t he
1924when confronted witl3 r i t relictadeso further develop the Singapore Sé@y In the early
1930s, the Scullin Governmehtd reservations about imperial defence but nonetheless reluctantly
supported the policy on financi al grounds with
strategicenvironment deteriorated from thad-1930swith the rise of Germany and Jap#éme Lyons
Governmentwith the support of the Curtiled oppositionbegan tanvest in sovereign capabilities

with a view to placing Australia on a more sedfiant defencéooting.

The Second World War mkad a critical turning point in Australiasiefencepolicy. The
Menzies Government deployed the Second AlF to the Middle East on the understanding that Britain
would assist iff Australia was faced with an existential threat in the A=aific. Britain, however,
was unable to assist when Japan entered theMiean Singapore fell to Japanese forces in February
1942, the Curtin Government turned to the defence of Australia in recalling Australian divisions from
the Middle East and shifting its focustofe c i f i ¢ t h defercepddicy, h@vevert entailéds

a significant degree afependencen the United States and was, therefore, not entirelyeleht.

The postwar period led to ae-evaluationof Australiandefencepolicy. During the late
1940s, the Chifley Government had a bipdtaeignpolicy: in its first two years, iaictively suppored
the Uhited Nationswhile taking a morectiverole in theBritish Empire at the urging of Evatt and
Burton. However, from 13} it began to assist Britain more actively by providéugportin Malaya
andraisinga standing armgs Chifley and Shedden took a more prominent role in policymaking. The
election ofthe MenziesGovernmenin 1949 marked a decisive shift toward@orwaid Defencéin
which Australia began to deploy more actively in the A3sific with a view to confronting

communism throughout the region, reinforced by the military alliance with tited States
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This chaptehasoutlinedhow selfreliance developed in Australigiefencepolicy, and the
factors that have driven its evolutidfrom Federation to the early years of the Cold War, there has
been a conceptual dichotomy between-sgllince and dependence on alligthile theterm wagarely
usedin strategic deliberations until later, successioeegnmentdave favouree form ofself-reliance
during times of higher defence expendituheightened threadnd doubts about allies. Similarly,
governments have gravitateamtards dependence on allies during timesastlial alliance relations,
heightenedegionaltensions or reduced defence expenditure. These findings are prelifiriane
substantiated in the subsequent chapters.
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Chapter Two:

The MenziesHolt Government,
Southeast Asiaand SeltReliance

(1957-1967)
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Introduction

For mucho f Australiabds hi s tschifed betwaerc greatersselfv e
reliance and dependence on allies. This chéingder the Menzies Government in the late 19501, as
moved Australian defencepolicy decisively towards greater sefflianceagainst credible threatn
Austr al i B8 shapteredgmoostrates thiadid so because eofncertainty about the intentions
of Indonesia towards its neighbours, and thieldity of traditional allies. The Menzies Government
had relied upon collective security bisecamedismayedwith the ambivalent attitude towards the
ANZUS Treatytakenby American counterpartdlenziessought to strengthen these ties by deploying
forces to Vietnamto garner American support in contingencies involving Indondsevertheless,
doubtsabout the reliability ofhe United Stateis thesecontingenciesorcedthe MenziesGovernment
to set the foundations of greater s@lliance in Australiamefencepolicy throughsignificant changes
to strategic guidance and investment in a more capable, and regifatalbed defence force.

Australian Strategic Policy in Southeast Asia

Collective security with regional states in Southeast Asia had become a key pillar of

Australian defencepolicy under the Menzies Governmerith August 1954, Cabinet agreed to
commencenegotiations for a treaty that woulind Southeast Asian stat@s a collectve security
organisation to limit theerceivedspread of communisnmiMenziessaw the treaty as a meaok
committing the United Stateso Southeast Asidn response taChinese interventionisrth.On 8
September 1954he Menzies Government signed the Manila Tredtich formedhe Southeast Asian
Treaty OrganisationDuring these negotiations, Menzipashed for joint military planning to gain
insights into American strategic thinking, not attained through the ANZU&t{* The Menzies
Government reinforced itshetoricalsupport for collective selflefence by maintaining troops tihe
regionunder the AngleMalayan Defence Agreement in October 19%nd through overt political
support for South VietnarhThe MenziesGovernmengave support to these countrieskeep allies

invested in Southeast Asiehile seekingagreaterole in allied decision making in the region

These decisions were a response to the perceived threaffipsisieglChina, and later by

go\

Indonesia towards its neighboré)nder the | eadership of Sukarno,
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uncertain as it waa nationalist and nealigned state, whose government comprised parties including
those on théar left of the political spectrumVhile it maintained cordial relations with Australia and
the United States, lbeganto procure advanced military capalidi from theUSSR Moreover,its
rhetoric towards neighbouring territorigacluding Portugueselimor and Dutch New Guinea, was
increasinglyhostile. The Menzies Governmettiusdecided to supportontinued European rules a
counterweight to | ndonedemoasiaedtra€apinat decisionial@®bjin i ons .
which it was decidedthat is itdesirablei n t he i nterests of Australiab
Guineashould be in the hands of a nR@emmunst Government. Indonesiaisr@o mmuni st bu't
we cannot be sure thatviill noté come into the Communist orliit Menziesthussupported Dutch
rule and sought British an@imerican support for this positiohRecently declassified archivadcords
indicate that Australia sought to navigate this issue through dependence on its traditional allies:

Cabinet indicated the view that the United States alone was in a position to influence the course

of Indonesian actions in relation to Dutch New &@&a. The significance of this must be brought

home to the United States. Australia should, therefore, press upon the United States

administration the need, in its relationship with Indonesia, for an attitude of utmost firmness
against any attack by Indori@®n Dutch New Guinea.

Menziesd reliance on the United States was
Indonesia taken by the Eisenhower Administration. Unlike Menzies, Eisenlaolpted aolicy of
neutrality for fear of pushing Indonesiaadrthe Soviet camf.He saw Sukarno as a nationalist rather
than a communist and sought not to alienate his governitigatdifference in opinion is captured in
Cabinetrecords whicm ot e Me n z i e dnilonesiamndliany capacitly leat been bugtfrom
communist sourc@and thatdndonesian willingness to venture into New Guinea seemed to have
increasedt! Dutch authorities advisedthdiu st r al i a6s policy should be t
deterring the Indonesians from beginning anyitariy venture in Dutch New Guiné& Menzies
suggestedhatGt might be possible to draw up some joint declaration and get United States adherence
to it.82 Reflecting orthe period the former Secretary of Foreign Affairs, Peter Hendersoalled:

I n -"'"58 there were signs of difficulties over
was quite clearly predisposed in favour of tF
cool i Ailge offdel i ng was thatWekmnhddNravs iGurn newn evosu
threat to security and t,aey dihen'clt ahav'e ha ud d«
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see possibilities for serious border dispuiBgale,An Inch of Timel57.
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The Menzies Government realised, however, that it could not necessarily rely upon

American supporo defendWest New Guineagainst Indonesidn this issue, Cabinet noted that:

Dutch New Guinea was regarded by the United States as a nuisance and that there was a
strong anticolonial feeling in the State Department and that Australia had had to work
very hard even to keep thenlted States neutral in this mattérwas urged that if the

United States properly understood her own vital interests, she could not allow the flank of
her island chain to be turned by a communist movement which came down through Asia
and Singapore anditflanked the Philippines through Indone$ia.

In view of this dilemma, Cabinet sought advime its strategic interests and potential
options. The CGS, Lieutenarbeneral Henry Wells advised thaAustralia could not accede to
Indonesia becaud#’est New Guinea was importaasit ¢orovided defence in depth and bases. West
New Guinea in communist hands would impose a threat of itself and would deny Australia the
alternative air route through Biak.dtl so provi ded a flank through whi
on Indonesid® The Menzies Government had decided that it coidconcedéutch New Guinea
but nor could it mount a successful defeméhout Americanmilitarys uppor t . Menozi es6 r
this predicamentwa® o bring about such change ©Otodrawkthe Uni t e
United States i nto ATheNenzesGowrrdnensoughm walign @Adstealiar e gi o n

more closely with the United States in defencefangign policy.

Menziesthus delivereda series of speeches designed to appeal to American political
sentimentThe first of thesevasan addressvherehe emphasisetthat Australian planning was based
on the idea thathe free countiesdout heast Asia €& should oHet f al |
clarified thatAustralia wouldseek to providéan operational contribution to allied strategy of highly
trained men armed with the most modern conventional weapons and equipdenziesremaked
thatotiseems clear that in the event of war we will be fighting side by side with the United States
that Australiawould it ourselves for close cooperation with the United States in the Southeast Asian
aread’ This was a significant shift, ast ac k no wl e d g endinpartmerin theAegisnvas al i a6 s
no longer Britain but the United Statés far as Menzies was concerned, Australia would respond to
a contingency involving Indonedilarough reliance oAmerican powerln the mid1950s, the Menzies
Government pursued @efencepolicy focused on integration with allied coalitions in more distan

theatres, as shown Table 7

Table 7: Australian DefencePolicy During the Early MenziesGovernment

Government | Core Strategic Primary Perceptions of Allies Perceptions of
(Party) Interests Geographic Credible Threat
Scope

Menzies Combating the sprea( Korea Support foruK Soviet and

(19491956) | of communismin Chinese

(Liberal) Asia Malaya Closer integration with BA | expansion
gCabinet Mi nut e: Net her|l ands New Guinea andAlB38donesi a.
TS3036/6/7 2/ 2. Cabinet, however, held that: 6the probab
antagonising Asian nations than sugpwy its allies in the event of conflict over West New Guinea, just as it had

similarly decided not to antagonise Arab nations than si
16 | bid.
17 Edwards Crises and Commitment805.
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Australiads mi ldidhoanageeviesth ab hes lt imepolisytof o f Me n
reliance orthe United Stateas the basis for Australiatefencepolicy. In January 1959, the Defence
Committeeprovided Cabinet with &trategic Basipaper that would chart a different pdtha radical
departurdrom earlier policy it proposed a geographical shift in strategic focus. The paper noted that
@lthough the security of more distant areag.Europe, Middle East, Africa) has a significant bearing
on our strategic interests, it is more the direct conte o f our allies. Australia
directed primarily to our area of immediate strategic inte#@#t.notedthat Australia might need to
operate independently of its allies in a conflict with Indonesia over West New Glinee&ommittee,
therefore, argued that Adessignedgrimnaalywsith the abilitytteeacty f or «
independently of allie¥ because&United States participation is by no means cedtaih i | e Br i t ai n
regional influence had diministiesignificantly and the Dutch presence was too small to deter
Indonesi&?® It thusemphasised a shift in force structure away from the Army and towards the Navy and
Air Force on the basis that Australia would need to control its northern approaches ia such
contingency The papecanvassed innovative proposgaisluding thereestablishmerdf an Australian
submarine fleet! This was a watershed in the development of Australian strategic policy as it marked
the first time that the militarguggested t&€abinetthat defence planning needed to be grounded in
greater seffeliance inthe face ofregionalcontingencieswith a focus on air andaval power. The

former Secretary of External Affairs, Arthur Tange recalled the significance of this milestone:

Set &€l i ance didndét begin [in the 1970s]. I re
de al of concern about l ndonesi a. That, and t|
the extent to which Britain ornthkre VEinet ededt ¢
of greater independeninocta pianbbiddiotilya troido mdad emidti y

afteristaséekfl in the Department of External Al

There was a range of [rAameg,eé eocaffl ospetnidoinnsg acvoanibl aatb
e last option they'd consider. |t wasn't
t an honest and i nttédlel iGpertr nimetndr pr ested tf i
eate a public understanding of that, an:t

country that was our c¢closest powemwafsul nei
ttiHe rtermmai ning presence of the Dutch in \
ralian Government had a pWesiweroem ddalriesp
tuation which was very close t dodar wihre,

ntialities -offf cpinddeée cwhe me stohme Brairt i sh wi
he Americans were going to be the commanc
ti me, had very | ithbe apyadctitawuaalt i eRrp evhi
sted the possibility of an attack on A
eeing an invasion of the north, but ther
tuati ons wdliwvwehd mowgrht ovmimveedmonsi bil it
a . Here we had a sitwuation in which th
to consider what sort of defence? struct
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B9Cabinet Minute: Simat ®gfenBasiPe| ot APBBSTEEA/IART2h 1959, |
19 Edwards Crises and Commitment205.

®9Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy Annex C.
6Chiefs of Staff Commii Proppsed IntrGduatign @fsai Stibimarine Forée info dhe Roya
Australian Navy. 06 NXA&: A1838, TS 677/ 3 PA

22 Arthur Tange Interviewed by Neville Mean&® July 1989, National Library of Australia, TRI282.
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SimiyarTangeds successor as Secretary, then P

Sir James Plimsoll reflected:
On the question of whether we could have r1el
ourselves under whahavvergaomstitahoessawewwodbal!l dn
been a direct attack on Australia by I ndonesi
regardless of ANZUS. But the Americans woul d
what caused caonu ladt tnaoctk , s aayh etyh at regardl ess of
support us. And they were detaching in a sens
they would have said if you get into a milit:
you to handl e. But , if the I ndonesians | aunc!l
suppor®t ed us.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the Menzies Governntead reservationgbout thisshift in

strategic thinkingOn 23 MarchCabinetnoted that itfound dfficulty in accepting this conclusid@n

and returned it to the Defence Committee for further considertidre Defence Committeemended

the papein October 195% change the timeframe for its proposed shift to greateredehce towards

the longetermrather than the timeframe initially envisag&tie Chiefs of Staff believed that Australia

needed a more seléliant defence forcbased on air and naval power, rather than an expeditionary

force grounded inand powerbut felt obliged to clarifyits positionduetoMe nzi es 6 Thdj ect i o

Committeefurther explainedvhat it meant byoperating independently of alli@as follows:

This statement should be read agemofor the long term rather than something that could

be achieved in the present three year programme. Theeimtiay action is not meant to
imply that Australia should plan to fight alone in Southeast Asia. We laopave major

allies in any type of waé but accept that in the worst possible case our allies would be
unable to afford us assistance for a time. Furthermore, it could well happen that in the event
of war, Australian forces would be allotted an indejs¥h task for which neither
operational nor logistic support from allies would be available.

Australian forces should be as selfpporting as possible and no longer almost entirely
dependent on operational and logistic support from our allies before weagaour part

in regional defence. There can be no doubt that forces organised in this way would be a far
more effective and acceptable contribution than they arehow.

Cabinetagaindid not endorse this conclusiokt a meeting on 9 Novemb&859 Menzies
arguedthatdn any war on the South Ea&sian mainland, in which Australia would be fighting with
major allies, there should be no obligation on Australia or any expectation on the part of allies that
Australia, with its limited population and resources, should necessarily put forwasigglfting
forces®® The Menzies Government reinforced this policy with a public statement on defence in the
following month. The Minister for Defence, Athol Townl@announcedhat Australiardefencepolicy

would be grounded idassociation with allies in éhcollective defence arrangements which have been

2 James Plimsoll Interviewed by Clyde Camer@® March and 10 May 1984, National Library of Australia, FRC
1967.

%6Cabinet Minutod: ASutsrtatad giam Baediemce Policy.6 23 March 1

®9Composition of the Australian Defence Forces. 6 NAA
%9 Cabi neitStMiantuetgei ¢ Basi s of Australian DefendeAl®BBg!| icy.
TS677/3 PART 2. See alsBdwards Crises and Commitment806.
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developed in our area of strategic inte@sHe announced that the military would be structuited
react promptly and effectively with our allies to meet limited war situatéhl line with its
deliberations on West New Guinddenzies had decided tievelopAustraliandefencepolicy around

relianceon traditional allies rather than greater gelfance as suggested by the military establishment.

The limitations of this approach, however, soon became apparent in deliberations on the
future of West New Guinedn Februaryl961, theUnited Statesunder President John F. Kennedy,
suggested that the territory be allowed to determine its own futuregihra plebiscite supervised by
the Uhited Nations?® Sukarnosubsequentlytook an increasingly aggressive approach, which the
Kennedy Administrationvas reluctant to criticis& This issue was considered by Cabinet in January
1962, in which the new Minisr for ExternalAffairs, Garfield Barwick, bluntly argued that the Dutch
position wasunviable and that Australia should seek a closer relationship with Indonesia. Menzies
acquiescetb Barwick,notingthatth o r esponsi bl e Au st angdctioaaffecéing woul d
the safety of Australia on the issues of war and peace except in concert with our great and powerful
friends&™ Declassified cables between Barwick, and AlustralianAmbassadoto the United States,
Howard Bealeshed light on the reasons for this decisiBarwick explainedo Beale that Australia
based its approach on the realisation tioatlective United Nations action in support of the Dutch
cannot be counted updandthat&he United States is unwilling to threaten Sukarno with the use of its
own military powerd®2 The Menzies Government had baseddéfencepolicy on dependence on
traditional alliegather tharself-reliance and thusad little choice but to accede on Whlew Guinea

when the United States refused to interv&ne

Menzies realisg the limitations ofthis approach to Indonesia and sought to shape
American policy in Australiabts favour. He instr
aboutwhat t would take for the United States to intervene in West New Guinea. Rusk advised that
defore going into consider whether the United States would fight, we should consider whether the

Dutch themselves were prepate fight for West New Guine@? TheKennedy Administration was of

27 Athol Townley. Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates: Defence Review, 29 March 1960, NAA: 1838, TS 677/3

PART 2. See als@&Edward,Crises and Commitment206.

28 Edwards Crises and Commitmentg06.

®gCabinet Minute: UnitedahNdsi New GuuseaeédhDpcisrohNeNber
NAA: A1838, TS3036/6/2/2.

Vg Cabinet Minute: TWetshoWNtet wW&mo mamd dmDeci si on No. 1689, 1
TS3036/6/2/2. See also Crises and Commitments, 230.

16 Ca b i rueitWithdiut MemorandumWe st New Gui nea. 6 Call January 1962eNAA:si on No
A1838, TS3036/6/2/2. See aldbdwardsCrises and Commitmentd31.

2Department of External Affair s;NetbheBands\Waw GuireC @b |1e5g rJaam: u aB a
1961, NAA: A1838, TS3036/6/2/2.

33n his landmark textCrises and Commitments Pet er Edwards describes Menziesbd
O0Events in Both Europe and Asia under | i nnildaryAupmitafal i ads

the United States. I n areas where its national interest
influence international devel opments was humiliatingly
Americ an commitment to t

he defence ¢Cfisesandommamentg82.and its re
“Department of External AffairiNetdhlemwamndsCalewe GuameaBéal

NAA: A1838, TS3036/6/2/2.
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the view that the United States should only intervene if its allies had adequately invested in their
defenceThis was complicated by its preference for a-nalitary approachRusk explained thahe

had felt that if the Unieéd States was to retain any influence in Djakarta it should not deliver ultimatums
but concentrate on bringing about negotiatiohghere were two lessons for Menzies fromstne
discussions: that the United States would alataysintervene in contingeries involving Indonesia,

and that Australimeededo be selfreliantif it hopedto attract American military support.

As a resulof these developmentthe Menzies Government decided to further invest in
its military, with afocus onstandardising itequipment with that of the United Stat€ésom 1957, it
accepted around fifteen American propos@ds bilateral defence cooperation, particularly in
communications and space research, which would take effect from the early**IB6@se included
the establishment of a space tracking facility on Manus Islanda aadal communications station at
North West Cape in Western Australia. These projects enabled communication with US Navy vessels
in the Indian Ocean and South East A$i@oth initiatives were supported by the Menzies Government
as a means of keeping the United States involved in the region but were opposedldy tdrethe
basis that Australia was supporting other major powetise Cold Warrather than looking to its own
defence.As in previous years, there were identifiable partisan differences on the role of alliance
commitments in Australiadefencepolicy, with the centraight supporting dependence on allies and

the centrdeft preferring greater seteliance.

By the early 1968, the Menzies Government had started to considerdelhce asa
conceptual basis for Australiatefencepolicy. It was asked by the Dutch Government to pravid
military assistancé Indonesianterfered inWest Papualrhe Menzies Governmengached out to the
Eisenhower Administration but fourid ally unwilling to support Australim such a contingencyo
the dismay othe MenziesGovernmentthe interests of the Eisenhower Administration did not align
with those of Australia. Menziasnderstood thafustraliacould not assist Dutch New Guinea on its
own, and thus was advised by the Defence Committee to invest in capabilities that would allow it to
withstand such a contingency in deliberations orStinetegic Basipaper in 1959Yet, the prospect of
undertaking independenmtilitary operations n pur sui t of Au swithoatlrecoarées st r a

to allies was too much fa€abinet andvassubsequently shelved.

Neverthelessthese deliberations marked a turning point in the dg@weént of sel
reliance. ltwasthe first time that an Australian Government considered the need to develop the ability
to undertakéndependeninilitary operations against a credible threat in its region, without recourse to
traditional alliesThe aspirtion for greater selfeliance that had been a feature of Austratiafence
policy in the preceding decades now became a strategic imperative. Australia could no longer ignore

the prospect of opeliagy more independently in its regioifthe Menzies Govement responded to this

35 |bid.
36 Goldsworthy,Losing the Blanketl40-141. See alsd&EdwardsCrises and Commitmentd33.
37 Ibid, 233.
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dilemma by seeking to develop closer ties with the United States on the assumption thatriteedudd
military assistance in contingencies involving Indoneliavas no longer focused on fighting in

coalitions in more distant thgres but on the need to bring its allies into the region in defence of

Austr al i aTéispoditionts summagidediiable 8

Table 8: Australian DefencePolicy During the Middle MenziesGovernment

Government | Core Strategic Interests Primary Perceptions Perceptions of

(Party) Geographic Scope | of Allies Credible Threat

Menzies PreventingIndonesianinterference | Dutch New Guinea| Sympathetic | Indonesian

(19571960) | in Dutch New Guinea to Dutch Govt.| Government

(Liberal) but anbivalent| under Sukarno
Fostering closer ties witdSA aboutUSA

The Menzies Government turned its attention to Vietnam tagatrein which it could
assist the United States with a viewetocouragingt to become more involved iBoutheast Asia. In
the early 1960s, the Kennedy Administration had become concerned that both Thailand and South
Vietnam were vulnerable to communist subversifamerican foreign policy was underpinned by the
&@omino theor§ which held that if one state fell to communism, others would follow. This was
articulated by Vice President Lyndon Johnson to President Keimbidremark thaithe battle against
the Uni
inevitably, must surrender the Pacific and take up our defences on our own@hares.n s o n 6 s

ted

sol u

Communisn must be joined irsoutheasfsia with strength and determinatién o r

to this perceived threat was for the United States todakkear cut and strong program of actiam

the region® Kennedy tlus approved the deployment of counterinsurgency advisors, whose numbers
increased fromewer than 800 in 1961 to 11,000 by 1962 and 16,000 by *¥96&% United States,
however, did not intend to deploy alone and sought allied contributions to its leffddvember 1961,

a State Department official told éhAustralian Ambassadorthat the Kennedy Administration
¢onsidered it very important that the effort in Vietnam shouldchbbilateraband that henticipated

that American allies would provide economic and military assistdh€his marked the beginning of
aobds t o Vi et n amliancenvamd alibBncewo ul d

Australd. depl oyment

commitments for decades to come.

The Menzies Governmentconstered the American request for assistamceSouth
Vietnamas a opportunity to develop a closstrategiaelationshipvhich would bring the United States
into Austr al i a.drsresporsm & dhe Amegicar reqgdsxemal Affairsbeganto
canvass possibleontributiongo countefinsurgency operations Vietnamthroughout 1961, including
the provision of weapornfsom Australianstocks and additional fundings well adraining of local

forces*' In November, Menzietold Dean Rusk that he had initiated a study of possible assistance to

38 |bid, 233.

39 McNeill, To Long Tan33. See also: EdwardSrises and Commitment234.
401bid, 235.See also: McNeillTo Long Tan34.
“Department of External
NAA: 1838, 3014/10/15/1.

Af failTPessoMl ri Peéeinale Bgskmiss ainec
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South Vietnam, and would announce a decision after the election on 9 Deé&hileeAmbassador to

the United States, Beale, told Menzies thatu st r al i an support vaurableoul d m
impression on the United States Administratiand suggested that the approve the deployment of

jungle warfareexpertsto train South Vietnameggersonnef® Defence andExternalAffairs officials,

however, were less enthusiastic and inste@gdested that Australia send only a token fétce.

In view of thesepotential threats,the ANZUS Council metin May 1962to discuss
emerging issues in Southeast Asia, ti@MenziesGovernmenmadekey decisions that would shape
Australidd s engagement wi@nh MayhGabindtragraeee tat ERutwick weod@teer
the discussion that Australiads and New Zeal and
prosperity and growth it is ithe interests of the United States to as$isabinetfurther instructed
Barwickto celicit how far the United States would in fact consider itself committed under the ANZUS
Treaty in respect of a threat by Indonesia to Papua and New GifiBeawick thus emphasisedo
Rusk that AAustralia was anxious that there should be no communist control of Indonesia, and our
ultimate aim should be to see that this did not hagfede said that®Australia understood the
American view that it was betteo negotiate over West New Guirgdaut had some doubts as to
whether the removal of the Dutch would achieve as much as the United States &#f@&mytick said
that the Menzies Government was concernedalransition to Indonesiasovereigntycould result in
a@ongotype situation and opportunities for communist exploitaff®ile further suggested that the
United Statesmake ver y ef fort t o o6tewhichrRask msp@dek didndoredias t act i
with its 90 million people, was momnportant than West New Guinea not only to the United States but
to Australia®® Rusk howevernoted that should Indonesia attadkw Guinea ANZUS would apply

Gn the event of armed attack not only on the metropolitan territory of any of the partiaksdoon any

“?Department of External AffairsVi e6tOud mad d2 &€ ahbd veeggmbaem: Ve
3014/1015/1.

43 EdwardsCrises and Commitment&35.

“Department of External Affairs, O6Summary of Record of
Vi et nam, Hel d at the Department of Exter nal/l.8kblsoirs on
Edwards,Crises and Commitment&35. Archival sources show that these decisions were driven by concern about

I ndonesian attitudes towards Dutch New Guinea, as shown
New Guinea situabin was causing us great anxiety. There were defence and strategic reasons of course against Dutch

New Guinea getting into the hands of an expansionist or a communist Indonesia. These dangers could be exaggerated

but the political dangers to Australiacouldot be exaggerated €é The consequences
infiltration into our territory, propaganda and subversion of a native people. Nor were we satisfied it would stop there.
Having once gained Dutch New Guinea, what was to prevernhttemesians from laying claim on othgrliticald

grounds to other parts of New Guinea or other territories in the area? There was also the moral question which 1 felt

sure the United States, because of her history and principles, would always beemare s houl d t he |1 ndon
succeed in taking merely because they clamoured foft? S e e : Department of Extiernal Af
Beale to Menzies.®6 27 January 1961, NAA: 1838, TS686/ 2/
%9 Cabi n eitANEUS CaunckMeeting, Canberra8 May 1962. 6 Deci si onA4R4d, 204, 1
C3568.

48 |bid.

47 bid.

48 |bid.

®Department of External Affairs, oO6Discussions with US S
NAA: A1209, 1962/708.

50 bid.
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island territory under the jurisdiction of any of the three Governments in the RetcHBarwick

considered how Australia could contributeghealliance to drawAmericainto the region

It was in this context thaBarwick discused the stuation in South Vietnam with his
American counterpartérchival recordshow thaBarwick asked Rusk whether the United States had
decided to provide further military assistance to Vietnd®usk confirmed that thdennedy
Administrationwould further asist Vietnambut said thatthe did not think that the USA should be
obliged to stand alon@Bar wi ck then cleverly I|linked American
concerns about Indonesia in stating tbéaistralia regarded the area as vital to us, perhaps more so
because of the increasing dangers in Indor@5a r wi ¢ k a c t elir advite oB theaneezl0 s e a
to contribute militarily to thalliancein statingthath e t hought Austr al i a was |
Korea and the Strategic Reseiteit would consideproviding further assistanééBarwick was of
that view that the Unité States would be more inclined to assist Australia in the event of conflict with
Indonesia if it made anore substantiastommitment to VietnamConsequentlyBarwick announced
that Australiawould sendé@ handful of military instructors to Vietn@but would not send combat
troops. On 15 May, Cabinet approved the deploymerd shall contingeito Thailand inresponse
to American requests for suppétOn 28 May, the Minister for Defence, Townley, announced that
Australiat6s caosist ofa sqguatdronoohRAMoSabredfighter aircr&fas well as30
personnel as part of the Australian Army Training Team Viettfamhat this makes clear is thduet
Menzies Government deployed Australian forces to Indodbgcause it believed that doing so would

encourage the United States to assist it in the event of conflict with Indonesia.
Konfrontasi

Me n z i e s 6torelyon thesUnid States rontingenciesnvolving Indonesia would
be put to the test as Sukarno took an increasingly hostile attitude toveagtibouring countriem
1963.The British Government had announced that its territories in Borneo would mergéeidérated
state that would become Malaysiben including Singapor&ukarno opposed the new federation on
the basis that it wasreeccolonial entitythatdid not represent its populatiode had increasingly come
to rely on the Indonesian Communigrty for supportandthe Soviet Uniorand Chinafor military
and economic aid. It was, therefore, not surprising that he began to provide political and material support

to left wing dissidents in Malaya who were agitating for unification with Indon@siéain was

5! Edwards Crises and Commitment240.

52 Department of External Affairéy Di scussi ons with US Secretary of State (|
NAA: A1209, 1962/708. See also: Crises and Commitments, 240.

53 |bid.

54 |bid.

%gCabinet Minute: TWiotshsd ubtl eMeSmoarta nocdnuimmg of Agsios Na. 240,i an For
15 May 1962. NAA: A4940, C3589. See also: Crises and Commitments, 241.

Depart ment of Def ence, 6Australian Forces For Thail and
Townl ey MP. 6 28 May 1962, NASCrisesdnd €ddnmitmer@2828 9. See al so: |
Department of External Affairs, 6Statement By the Hon.

PART 1. See als@&dwardsCrises and Commitmentd43.
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understandably concerned by these developments and began to consult with the United States, Australia
and New Zealand to form a common response to this thirelenzies was faced with the foreign policy
scenario that he had feared, ahis would highlight the inherent problems with a policy built upon

dependence on allies rather than greaterreiince.

On 5 February 1963, Cabinet disputebietdieem e d AU ¢
Britain and IndonesiaThe Menzies Governmertecided thatit would provide material support to
Britain and Malaysia and that it would publicly express its disapprovdl ofd onesi ads campe
subversion, infiltration and expansiont made two ships available for patrols aromneo and
decided o consider further military commitmentdle nzi esd pol i cy towards | ndc
odds with the policies of the Kennedy Administration, which told Menzies thailitd prioritise its
relationship with Indonesia, and would not take action far éég@ushing Sukarno towards the Soviet
Union3® American policy towards Indonesia had not changed since West New @tisisander the
Eisenhower Administratod e s pi t e Australi ads contr i RAwustaiaon t o A
and the UnitedStates had different approaches to Indonesia that could not be easily recdingled.
Menzies Government had started to realise that it could not base its strategic policy solely on reliance

upon traditional allies, as thgefence Committebad warned in 959.

The Menzies Government was, therefore, requirechtmsebetweenmaking a military
commitment to Malaya or conceding to Indonesia as it had over West New Gui@ahinet, Barwick

recommended that Australia give firm support to Malaya, and noted that this might require a military

commitment foréan indefinite time 3° On 5 March,Cabinet considered a new pagen Austr al i a
strategic positiofrom the Defence Committe€he papeargued hat Austr al i ads strat
had deteriorated considerabl vy, wi t h Il ndonesi ab

neighbours®! Consequently, itrecommendedhat Australiainvest more heavily inits military

capabilities. Cabinetagreedi t h t he Defence Committee and with
thus directed ownley tosubmitnew proposals on military equent and an increase in manpoer

a matter of some urgen&@/By 196 3, Menzi es 6 defengegolxyahadstattedtoAu st r a
changel n view of Australi ads deduecertaiotyaa toihargliadity r at e g

of allies Menzieshad reluctantly agreed to investpabilities that would enabigeater selfeliance.

Given the Menzies Governmenteluctanceo adopia more selreliantdefencepolicy, it
continued to seelmerican supportBarwick took the opportunity to sound out his American

counterpartat a meeting of the ANZUS Council in Jub@63°%2 The Undersecretary of Statgyerell

58 Edwards Crises and Commitmentg58.

59 Ibid, 259.

50 |bid.

16 Cabi neitAuMitnruatlei ads Strategic Position.d Submission No.
6.

62 |bid, Edwards Crises and Commitment260.

63 Edwards Crises and Commitment265.
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Harriman, briefed Cabineh theAmerican policytowardsindonesia. Hadvisedhat the United States
supported Malaysia but wanted Britain, Australia and New Zealand to take the primatin role
restraining Indonesiadarriman furthegave an assurance that would have profound implications for
Menzies6 understanding of the circumstarHees i n
assured Cabinet théf there should be an overt attack on Malaysia and if Australian force&dshou
become involved, the ANZUS Treatyould, according to the advice givéwy [its] lawyers,come into
operationd* He qualified this assurance in stating ttize United States would become involved only

in the event ban overt invasion andot domestisubversionHarrimantold Cabinethis was@ grey

area between the two countdesid that the United States position in this situation would be influenced
by Au s fothea dctivitie§ im Southeast Agimamely its support fd8auth Vietnam® The impact

of this meeting on the development of Austratiafencepolicy cannot beverstated The United States

had informed its Australian counterparts that it would assist Australia in regional contingencies
involving Indonesiaf Australia supported American initiatives elsewhere in the redtsrfailure to

meet this assuraneeould ke a key driver of the developmentafmore seklreliantdefencepolicy in
subsequent years.

I n any <case, Menzies was not entirely cor
Malaysia and thueeluctantly investdin establishinga more sefreliant defence forcdn line with its
earlier decisiog Cabinetdecidedo substantially increase the Army to provide for a field force of three
battle groups in addition to the battalion in Malallae CMF was to be enlargeshd the RAARvould
acquire a total of 100 Dassault Mirage Il fighter aircraft, eighteen Caribou aircraft and an additional
eight lroquois helicopters. The RAN had been promised a third guided missile destroyer and four
Oberonclass submariné$.Cabinetagreed toa sibstantial increase imilitary personnel, with the
target size of the Army increasing from 21,000 in July 1962 to an objective size of 38 Slilisequent
discussions with Rusk, Menzies referred to these developments in encouraging the United Skates to t
a more proactive rolenIndonesia. Menzies told Rusk th@tustralia is now stiffening up her defence
potential in East New Guinéaut noted thahis governmenémay be faced with a difficult political
position if Australia were to go it alori®.Rusk refused to make further commitmermats Indonesia,
stating that hé&would have to keep in mind the views of the US Seadteis was problematic for
Menzies because he had been given conflicting advice from Harriman and Rusk. He had been told that
the ANZUS Treaty would apply but was later informed that Australia could not necessarily rely on the

United StatesMenzies was dismayezhd said that hdid not want the matter to remain in doéfbt.

“Department of External Affairs, OReport of Meeting wit
for Political Affairs. 7 June 1963, NAA: A1838, 270/1/1 PART 1. See also: Edw@ridgs and Commitmentd65.
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On 12 August 1963Cabinetexaminedthe implications of American policyowards
IndonesiaThis meeting considered the conflicting advice that had been given to Menzies by American
officials. Cabinet concluded that the United States would assist in the event of Indonesian aggression
towards itsnorthern neighbour becaubtalaysiawould be consideretb fall within &he Pacific are@
envisaged byANZUS®| n it s wor ds, 6Cabinet was much awar e
clear by Governor Harriman, that in an overt war situatimolving Australian forces stationed in
Malaysia, the ANZUS Treaty provisions would come into efé€dBarwick advised that if this was the
case, then Vietnam or Taiwan might also fall within this definiteord that this implieén Australian
obligation to assist the United States in thtismatresPeter Edwards notes th@abineticoncluded that
this was an acceptable price to pay for the assurance that ANZUS applied to M&ldysian z i e s 6
interpretation of ANZUS would, however, be complicated dyi@e from his American counterparts
in the coming week€On 19 August, Kennedy wrote letter to Menzies which took an ambivalent
approach to thalliance Rather than committing to military action, Kennedy suggesteditiabest
course of action iso consuld under the ANZUS Treat{. Then, h October,Harrimanretractedhis
earlierassurance to Cabinet of American support to Australia by inforBamgick that he interpreted
ANZUS as involvingéa US commitment, but not necessarily a military commaittd™® Barwick
discussedhis with his American counterparts, and reported his findings in a letter to Menzies the

following monthin which he advisethatin his view

The United States will act under Articles IV and V of the Treaty in the event ahada
attack by Indonesian armed forces on the armed forces, public vessels or aircraft of
Australia in Malaysialand that responses to subversion, guerrilla warfare or indirect
aggression] would be decided jointly by the parties to the Treaty.

It was agred that the response of the United States, in the event of an armed attack will be
determined in consultation é but would be j
provide logistical support.

I'n retirement, Bar wi c k 6 Ise foHowingcobsergation: , Paul Ha

| think one of the shortcomings of Barwick as Minister was his training as a lafyer.
matter like ANZUS, he would seek to get an interpretation of the letter of the agreement
which could be expressed as a firm commitment. ASZtan't be applied as a contract,
with the possibility of one party suing the other and insisting that the contact be fulfilled.
ANZUS can only be interpreted as the expression of intention by two nations to help each
other; but each of those natioh®\ustralia, as much as the United Statei® any given
situation will make its own decision what it does in compliance with that intefition.

®9Cabinet Minute: iWiatl mywti aMemar avecedtmng with Governor Ha
975 (FAD), 12 August 1963. NAA: A1838 270/ 1/ 1. Department of External Aff ai
Obligations. 6 15 August 1963, NAA: A1838, 270/1/1 PART
"g6Cabinet Minute: iMatl hysti aMé&ém®d®eandumn No. 974 (FAD). 12
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Neverthel eaddyvi Bar wioukKk @s form the basis for
Indonesia.Menzieswasadvised by Barwick that the United States would provide military support to
Australia in the event of conflict with Indonesia on Malaysian territory. As a result|thebfe to
decl are Australiads suppor dawaytarwadotipdssbie with$Vesp os i t i
New Guinea. e British Chiefs of Stathusrequestednilitary assistance from Australia November
1963. It sought two angircraft bateries, a Special Air Service squadron, an airfield construction unit,
and permission to use the airfield on Cocos Island for British bombers and transport aircraft. Britain
also requested the Australian battalion in the strategic reserveell alRAAF arcraft and RAN ships
in higherlevel contingencie$® However,Australian officials urged Menzies to take a more cautious
approach on the basis that Britain, not Australia, should take the leading role in M&Naysitnat it
felt it had Americansupport the Menzies Government had to decide wimattributionto make to

Malaysia.

The Menzies Government contacted its British counterparts in the following month to
coordinate their efforts in Malaysi®n 16 December, Barwick cabléie Commonwealth Secretary
Duncan Sandythat Australia had to consider theternational politicalmplication®of a commitment
to Malaysia and therefore support&d carefully graduated Australian respditbat would adaptto
the unfoldingsituation in Malaysid” On 19 December, Cabinet supported this approadclbwing
British forces tause the ifield on Cocos Island bt did not approve the othaspectof the British
request’® Cabinetdid not providean increased military commitment to Malaysis the Defence
Committee had assessed that there was no need toThuiswas becauséé Comnittee had advised
that Indonesia was unlikely to engage in major acts of aggression and would limit its role to supporting
local insurgentsin Malaysia’® The Menzies Government decided not to make its battalion in the
strategic reserve available when requested by Britain while New Zealand made such a commitment.

Cabinetffelt little need for a more significant contribution at this stage.

The Menzies Governménhowever, gradually increasdts regional presence as the
strategic environment deteriorated throughout the following. y@anl3 January 1964, the Malaysia
Minister for Defence, Tun Abdul Razak met with dipldsfaom Australia, New Zealand and Biiita
to seeka more active role from the Australian battalion in the strategic regeresponse toecent
raids against police statiaffsCabinet agreed on 28 January, that the Australian battalion could be

deployed for operations on the MalaysiBimai border®! Cabinetalsoauthorised three million pousd

6 Goldsworthy,Losing the Blanketl51. See alsd&Edwards Crises andCommitments285
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in financial assistance to Malaysia. On 17 March, it decidedllmcate a portion ofhis funding to
ammunition, engineering equipment, general stores and small naval V&s$aks. Malaysian
Governmenmadefurther requests and on 19 March, Menzies decided to consult with Britain and the
United State&3 Britain sought a decisive response to Indonesidevthe United States urged a more
cautious and diplomatic approdtrAustralia it appearshad based itstrategyon the assumption that

the United Statewould provide military assistance whictid not materialise.

Faced with the prospect that theitdd States and the Britain had differing viewse
Menzies Government sided with the British position on Malaysia. Barwick was advisédny
Critchley, the Australian High Commissioner in Kualantpur, that Britishforceshadobservedhat
larger numbers of reguldandonesiantroopswere now launchingncursionsinto Malaysia He also
advised that the British Governmemas of the viewhat Australia should meet iearlierrequests for
military assistanceBarwick was sympathetic tdis view and, on 9 AprilCabinetdecidedthat the
Australian battaliorin the strategic reserd@ made availabjéf soughtby the Chiefs of Serviceto
deal with Indonesian incursions in Masg® On 14 April, Cabinefurtheragreed to make availabl
four minesweepers and four helicogterith Army and RAAF contributions to be transported by the
aircraft carrier HMASSydney®*whi ch was a si gni f i firm supporgBeitain ur e
alsorequestedmmediateuse of theAustralian battalion and an SAS squadigienzies decling this

request in writingo Alec DouglasHome on the basis that his government was awaiting an independent

of

assessment of the need for these folcgs Austral i abs nBy 1964 thaMgnziess t a b | i

Government had takesignificantsteps to develop a more safiantdefencepolicy in response to its

deteriorating relationship with Indonesia shown irTable 9

Table 9: Australian DefencePolicy During the Late Menzies Government

Government | Core Strategic Primary Perceptions of Allies Perceptions of
(Party) Interests Geographic Credible Threat
Scope
Menzies Preventing Indnesia | Malaya Ambivalent about Kennedgue | Indonesian
(196364) from annexing Singapore | to unclearadvice on ANZUS | Governmeth
(Liberal) Malaya under Sukarno
Close alignment with UK on
Konfrontasi

Although the term was not yet in widespread usagemeaning of selfeliance had
changed under the Menzies Government in the preceding five years in respgigeditant changes

i n Au sdequrityl outlackEne core strategic interest of the Menzies Government was to prevent

826 Cabinet Mi nut e: Defence Assi sNAA A4940, 1478 PAREA 1. Seeslsoa . 0
EdwardsCrises and Commitment888andBenvenuti,Cold War and Decolonisatiqr246.

8 Cabinet Mi nut e: WA uUshtorual iMenmoR carncdeusm f or the Defence
March 1964. NAA: A1945, 245/3/9.
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Indonesia from undermingnMalaysia. Moreover, its perceptions of its allies dladchanged. Menzies
was dismayed by he Uni t eeldctarfed @ tprewdé guarantees roflitary assistancen
contingencies involving Indonesind, unlikewith Dutch New Guinea, he felt obligeéd assist British
forces in Malaysia. It was for these reasons that Menzies began to give substiweceaiacept of
greaterself-reliance inAustraliandefencepolicy by procuring a range of capabilities that woalthble
Australian forcedo more effetively undertake independentilitary operations against Indonesia

called upon to do saevyithout recourse to the combat forces of allies

Austr al i aod greateseifecBahcmwashapeiby alliance consideration¥he
United Statesurged Australia to take a more conciliatory approach towards Indonéelige US
Attorney-General, Robert Kennedy, visited Jakarta in January tAgdgotiate aettlementHe agreed
with Sukarnods vi ew t h abacked guerrillasishohlod pag of a politoaf | nd o |
agreement between the states involved. By contrast, Mesidiedwith the Malaysian Government,
which was of the view that the removallotlonesiarbackedguerrillas should be a precondition for
talks. The United States, howeve@uyshed back on the Australian positiblarriman told his Australian
counterparts thatwhile the United States supported Malaysia, there would be no large scale United
States economic effort there, nor would the United States become involvedgneniliia activities &’
The Australian Ambassador in Washington, Beale, cabled both Menzies and Bamjitiasisinghat
Australian pressure on the United States to become more involved in Southeast Asia was being taken
as accepince ofadditional responsibilitie¥ He warned that the United States was not satisfied with
Australiads recent increases in defence expendit
United States tprovide assistance tontingenciesn Southast Asia:

Our success in persuading the United States to pursue policies which we favour and they
do not will depend in no small degree upon the extent to which we demonstrate our
willingness to back those policies by increased efforts and sacrifices ofvod®

This advicefrom Beale to Menzies and Barwickn Austral i a@kancposi ti o
would heavilyinfluencethe development of seitliance in Australialefencepolicy. Headvisedhat
the United States woulde more likely toaid Australia in conflict if it was able to protect its own
interests without recourse to allidde argued that Australia needed to be morersdiint to attract
American military support in higher level contingencies. His adinggied that earlier agreements
such as the ANZUS Treatyere, not of themselves, sufficientdor aw al | i es .BealeAustr a
insteadsuggested that Australia needed to become more active in its own region if it wanted a greater

American presence in Btheast Asia.Cabinetthus directed the Defence and External Affairs

Departments to prepare a paper on its policy towards Viemant h a vi ew t o i ncreas:¢
8 Department of ExternalfAf ai r s, 600Out ward Cabl egr am: Quadripatite Tal
2.

88 Edwards Crises and Commitment296.
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military commitment andfurther investing in itglefencecapabilities’® The following day, Barwick
made garliamentary statemeimwhich he argued that Vietham wafsuchimportarcethat the United
States and its allies might need to intervene in the evefargerscale aggressid@magainst Saigorn

Il i ght o fviceBtleaernziéssGovardment had started to consider greater involvement in South
Vietnam as a means of garnering American support for contingencies in relation to Inddealsa.

recalled thisas follows

Shoul d Australia havetbgenansweo VYioettrham? ils ts
ANZUS Treaty. Amer i ciat hwea so noeu rp obvwel rwawek croeualld yr
into trouble in this part of the worl d. Suka
expect the opg hyeaou fedd omwott obéhegrepared to move
too. Unless it's in cohflict with your nati ol

Menzies6 focus on Vietnam c oadditional anditdry wi t h
support.On 23 April, President Johnsamnouncedhat there needed to leome other flags in thabe
ashe felt that the United States was carrying the buiSleortly afterwardsheJohrsonAdministration
sought commitments from Australia aod 8 May, the American Embassy in Canberra sugdest
the Menzies Government that it provide additional advisory teams, special forces personnel, helicopter
and fixedwing aircraft and surgical teani$.External Affairs saw the American request as an
opportunity to develop a closer military relationshijph the United States as suggested by Beale to
Menzies.This position was summarised in cables to Canberra from Alan Réenbué c har ge débéaf
at the Australian Embassy in Washingt&®enoufsupported a quick response to the American request
on the lasis that this wouldclarify differences on the applicability of the ANZUS Treaty to
contingenciesnvolving Indonesiathat had emerged between Harriman and Barwackithus bring
Americac | oser to Australi ads®HNeadviseltlaff t heir treaty o
Australian policies have to be based upon an appreciation that the support, particularly in
the ultimate form of armed support, of the United States for Australian forces which may
become engaged in fighting in the Borneo territories rests notusb opon the text of
ANZUS and the October piece of paperupon the general state of relations between the
United States and ourselves at the time. While the piece of paper was a valuable advance,
it only provides the framework for action which may be taken in certain contingencies. It

does not provide any guartee that the United States will come through with the kind of
action under ANZUS which would be most satisfactory to us.

In considering problems other than that of Indonesia/Malaysia of mutual concern to
Australia, and the United States, we should bearind the need to buildpon the October

piece of paper. Our objective shouldtbeachieve such a habitual closeness of relations
with the United States and sense of mutual alliance that in our time of need, the United
States would have little option bto respond as we would watit.

He further advised that the American position on Indonesia was:

% Commonwealth Parliamentary Debatedernational Affairs 11 March 1964 (Garfield Barwick). See also Edwards,
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by no means as cleaut and as firm [as Australia would have liked and Vietham was an
area where Australia could] pick up a lot of credit with the UnitedeStafthout undue
expenditure®

Renouf advised the Menzies Government Hilateralagreementbetween Australia and
the United States were of little consequence and that American support would be contingent on
Australian contributions to American operations in theatres such as VieGabinet considered an
early draft of the Vietnam papegainstthe backdrop of such advice 10 March 1964% The paper
noted that the situation was seriousdat beyond ultimate recoveRe nouf 6 s ent husi asm
Australian involvement in Vietham coincided with a rapidly deteriorating security envirarnwhnéh
provided opportunities for an Australian contributi@abinet reconvened on 29 May endorse the
need for intervention in Vietnam. It noted tii&buth Vietnam is a key strategic area in the defence of
mainlandSoutheasfsia, and there would be serious consequences for the whole oe&kiulisia
should it be losf"Consequent | vy, it approved t hemnorethgnansi on
douling the AATTV from 30 to 83personnelwvith three cariboudn doing so, it woulchavefewer
assets for Borneasrequested by BritainThis showed that the Menzies Governméat started to
shift from Britain tothe United States as its main strategidnerin Southeast Asiand hadmoved

againfrom selfreliance togreatelintegration with allies as the basis for AustraliBriencepolicy.

A

Later thatday, Cabinet took a major step mol st ering Australiads
commissioninga paper on a selective service scheniedease the size tie Army. The Minister for
External Affairs, Hasluck, had advocated for such a scheme but the Minister for the Army, A.J Forbes,
opposed it for logistical reasons, and because he felt that mukti adés str ahadgot c envi
deteriorated to such an extent thabuld justify the reintroduction of conscriptiolf. The CGS,
LieutenartGeneral John Wilton, supported Forbes on the basis that the Army could nieetcist
commitments at its pisent strength. On 6 April, the Chiefs of Staff endorsed this view, stating that
selective service shoulohly be introduced in the event of limited war, and that at present, further
volunteers needed to be attracted through improved pay and contfifdmsertheless, the Menzies
Governmentannounced ni ti ati ves to expand @nul8 JuneObditted s mi |
Minister for Defence, Shane Paltridge, announced thda¢fience Actvould be amended so that CMF
members could be called up forevseas servicas well athe construction of two new frigat&8.The
Menzies Governmeritad decided to invest innaore capable defence force that, by implication, would
be amore selfreliant defence forcdhe ationalefor investment irgreater selfelianceappears thave

beena lack ofcertaintyas to theeliability of the United States in confligtith IndonesiaThis can be

9% Edwards Crises and Commitment298.
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seen in the following extract in a letter fradtasluck to Menziewritten shortly afterwardshich struck

a different tone to Barwickos earlier |l etter to
The Americans have no intention of taking a military role in the Malaysia/Indonesia conflict
unless, as the result of major Indonesian aggression, it escalates intavarrasidistinct
from infiltration and guerrilla activities. Their only planning would relate to the major war;
they would not undertake planning until such time as a major war appeared to be certain;

and they would be hesitant about doing anything thggested they were preparing to
employ significant American forces against Indoné%ia.

Thisletter is important because it shows that the Menzies Governmehitélicould not
be certain that the United States womlititarily assist Australia in conflict with Indoneslawasgiven
contradictory interpretations of the extent to which ANZUS igpdo such contingencie®&etween
1961 and 1964 Menzies had been gw inconsistent advice by Rusk, Harriman and Kenn&tg.
Menzies Governmetiiussought to hedge its bets in relation to American involvement in contingencies
involving Indonesia. It concluded that Australia could not rely on support from the United Btate
lower-level contingencies that fell short of conventional war. Instead, it was of the view that the United
States would only intervene in the most serious of contingencies. In giving this advice, Hasluck drew a
distinction between highdevel contingncies andower-level contingencies, which would become a
core theme of Australiatefencepolicy in subsequent decaddsajor-GeneraBill Crews, later a key

adviser to the Dibb Reviewarticulates thédroaderimplications of this as follows:

The UnitedStates was willing to help in major conflict, but not necessarily counterinsurgency

and thatoés understandabl e. One of the factor
doforusvast he real i sation that t he Amemmitdadns hav
this wasndét a direct threat to Australia. It
it they same way. I ndonesia wasno6t®going to

Menzies decided that the best response to this situatisto seek a closer relationship
with the United States while fostering greater-selfance. He hoped that the United States would
assist Australia in conflict with Indonesia but sought to dgvel more selfeliant military if such
assistance was not forthcomifithe Menzies Government realised that while it fostered allied support
in its military planning it had to be prepared to act in a more-sgiint manner inower-level
contingencies h a't affected Australiads interests but W

Committee had warned in 1959.
The Vietnam Commitment

The opportunity for greater involvement in Vietham came, on 4 August, theelohnson
Administration announced that the USfddoxhad been attacked by North Viethamese boats in the
Gulf of Tonkin. The following day, Hasluck made a statement supportengtiited States, and five

days later, Cabinet directed the Defence Committee to investigate the implicati@nsnajor

101 etteri Hasluck to Menzig23 July 1964, NAA: A1209 1961/1318 PART 4.
102 Interview with Bill Crews, 8 November 2019.
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deployment to Vietnam if a requesiasto be madé® There was widespread suppwvithin the

Menzies Governmerfor an increased Australian presence in South Vietrdaslucksuggested that

American power was to be welcomas a balance againsth e Sovi et Uni on and Chi
region% Deputy Prime Minister, John McEweargled for military interventionas Gve help our

friends, just as we would expect them to helpswsthatdf the day should ever come when we are in

danger these great friends of ours will séyu st r al i a6 s @%lgwag believed tloedu r f i g h
significant deployment to Vietnarwould bring the United Statdarther into theregion, and allow

Australia the opportunity tehape the ANZUS alliance in ways that were favourabiéstetrategic
interests The Menzies Gvernment sought to protect itderests against the perceived Chinese threat,

as well asAmerican assurances of military assistance in conflict with Indonesia.

By contrast, the ALP, under the leadership of Arthur Calwell, took a more sceptical attitude
to Australian involvement in Sdah Vietham. The ALP had natvertly criticised the deploymerin
recent yearsapart fromleft-wing parliamentarians such as Jim Cairns. It did, however, emphasise the
need for social and economic reform on the basis that onimildary measures coulgrovide the
foundations for a lasting settlement in Vietnam. The ALP Federal Executive had passed a resolution
calling for United Nations intervention as an alternative to overt military atfidthwas hesitant to
endorse overseas deployments that wetesanctioned by the rited Nationsor clearly linked to
Austral i ads sAsrinagarbeg fimes, Hera waerestmrsgtpastisan differences othe
conceptual foundations diustralian defencepolicy, with the ALP emphasising an approach that
favoured nommilitary means through thenited Nationsrather than expeditionary operatidongimit

the spread of communismn Australiabés region alongside tradi

Austr al i aod sthitsalliswouldbatssted g3 Indonesia took a more aggressive
stancetowards MalaysiaOn 17 August, around 40 Indonesian guerrillas landed in Johore in the first
direct incursion supported by the Indonesian Government, followed by a further 100 siadone
paratroopers on 2 Septemb@&his was a turning poirit the conflictas it marked the first time that
military unitsfrom Indonesia had attacked foreign soil. Cabinet considaedonsequences of these
incursions and decided that, if action againdbnesia was required, it would proviehditary support
to Malaysia'%’ In eight months, the Menzies Government had moved @autious diplomacyo overt
support for MalaysiaShortly afterwards,he Malaysian Government sought assurances of armed
suppat from its Commonwealth allieOn 4 September, Hasluck notified Cabinet that Britain had

assured Malaysia that it would join a counterattatlaim appropriate objectidecated inindonesian

g Cabinet Minute Decisioni Miol i t38r2y IWidihdartt sMeimo rtamel u@u | |
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territory in the event of further aggressiéfiCabinetc onsi der ed Br iagreedihwibgd posi t |

provide similar assurans¢o Malaysia after consulting with the United States.

Cabinet considereddvicefrom the Chiefs of Staff on an appropriate military respdase
further aggressiohy Indonesia agjinst MalaysiaCabinet was advised that the most effective response
to furtherairborneattacks vasan attaclby strike aircrafonindonesian airfieldsn SumatraThe Chiefs
of Staff advisedhat British forces would take the lead from Darwin, and ¢haguadron of Sabre
fighters be forward deployed to the Northern Territory with further-aintraft measure® protect
against Indonesian counterattackieir advicealso recommended that RAAF pilots and ground staff
be sent to Malasia to reinforce uits already deployed®® Menzies consulted with theJohnson
Administration which advised that did not object to Australian assurances to Malalgataemained
ambivalentabout possiblémericaninvolvement The Australian Ambassador in Washington, Keith
Waller,advised Menzies not to assume that the United States daaildis oudin the event of higher
intensity conflict!'® The Menzies Government had made a commitment to defend a scoaltgryin
Southeast Asia againsh ancreasinglyhostile middle power withouguarantee®f military support
from itsmost significangally. It made assurances to Malays&sed orarlierdeclarations of American
support which were latedownplayed This experience was a watershed in the development of
Australiandefencepolicy as the Menzies Government realised that it could not necessarily ity on

United Statesnd would emphasegreater selfreliance as the conceptual basis of its military planning.

These realities were recognised in a ri&étvategic Basipaper circulated within Cabinet
on 22 OctobefThe paper stated that Indonesia wasiimdy direct threat to Australia aiits territorie®
because of its aggressive posture towards regional states and its relatively advanced military
capabilitiest!* It forecast a direct threat to Australia in stating that Indonesian forces could engage in
subversive activities in the Australi territoresof PapuaandNew Guinea. These fears were reinforced
on 28 October when Indonesian forces engagedombatwith Australian units on Malaysian
territory 1*? This experience forced Australian officials to reconsider the foundations of Aaustrali
strategic planningPrime Minister and Cabinetrgued thatf or war d de f e nsuppditedn e e d e d
by 6a policy of territorial d&ftemegaentlpdvisestilat on t he
Australia needed an Army of 55,000 persorinakefend this territoryand not the 33,00f@r overseas
deployment agndorsed by the Chiefs of Staftis recommendatiomvould mark the beginning of a
conceptual shift i n aiaydranreapkditianargoperationato thegeiself t hi n ki

reliant defence of Australian territory from credible regional threats.
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Cabinet discussed thessuesat a meeting on 4 November. Both Menzies and McEwen
noted thathe territories wer@ulnerable to Indonesian subversion as suggested iattagegic Bais
paper but questioned whethtbe Defence Committelgad given sufficient attention to the possibility
that Australia might have to defetitemwithoutassistance from the United Stat&¥Paltridge advised
that, despite its earlier oppositiaine Army was starting to accept that a selective service scheme could
assist in redressing personnel shortages. Cathingtlecided to introduce a national service scheme to
increag personnehumbers to 33,000 personnel by 19686-e alsopledged furtheresources for the
Pacific Islands Regiment and improvements to airfieldéaw Guinealn the face of perceived threats
by I ndonesia t o Aus andvwithoutguaranteesexdlliedisupporttheaMenzieo | di n g
Government had decided to re@st in a more selieliart defence forceMenzies evidently had
reservations about Americads commiNem@unegivero Austr
the conflicting advice it had received on this is58e.

The Menzies Government foagson its relationship with the United States in the
aftermath ofthese deliberationdespite concerns about the reliability of its allyre following month,
Hasluck visited Washington with the Minister for the Air, Peter Howson, and encouniagederican
colleagues tapush the hard lirkein defending South Vietnafi’ The Johnson Administration was
grateful for Australiabs support when otnHer coun
December, Johnson wrote to Menziesngratulang Australia for makingihe most significant nen
United Statesontributionto the common effo@tbut requested 200 additional combatisers ships
and engineering support unitée did not request combat troops but did not rule thatamwn the road
in the future & The Menzies Government had achieved some succissténinga closer relationship
with the United Stateas the basis for Australiatefencepolicy and was open to further developing

ties through a greater Australian contribution to SMiétnam.

In the following days, Menziefurther consideredhe American requedbr a greater
Australian commitmento ViethamAu st r al i ads mil itary establishmen
more substantial contribution because its existing commitmeas insufficient to address the
deteriorating situation in Vietham andevelop the bilateral relationship in ways favourable to

Austr al i aTéesChiefsof Staff adsigdtiatisomething different must be ddvend suggested

114 Edwards Crises and Commitment328.

115 |bid, 329.

16Cabinetar i cul ated its views on the threat to New Guinea in
emphasis on our requirements in New Guinea, and that the whole problem is understated both here and throughout the
whole paper. An Army of 55,000 ike only thing making sense if we take our obligation to New Guinea seriously. We

cannot put all our confidence in forward defence policies either politically or militarily. We think New Guinea will need

infrastructure and forces on the ground. Ourdetermat i on t o confront I ndonesia here
See: Depart ment of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 6 No
Australian Defence Policy.d 4 November 1964, NAA: A5287,

117 Edwards Crises and Commitment336.
BgLeiteB Johnson to R.G Menzies.6 14 December 1964, NA A
Commitments, 337.
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that the deploymerdf ground forces waéhe only way to [solve] the probleéh® On 17 December,

Cabinet agreed to send &rthcoming and robuétresponseand Menziesadvised Johnsothat

Australia wastanxious to do everything in our power to be hel@ftfiHe noted that Australia could

not spare instructors due to conscription and that its minesweepers were committed elsewhere. Instead,
he suggested that Australia codieployground troops$?! The Menzies Government felt that it needed

to make amore substatial contribution to Vietnamto foster American support for Australia in
Southeast Asid he pendulum had shifted significantly towards dependence on allies rather than greater
selfreliance as the United States became increasioglised orSouth Vietnan.

In January 1965, Australiads strategic en\
increasingly aggressive postumvards its neighbours On  New Y e ar asounEednat, Sukar
Indonesia would withdraw from the United Nations and wonddead dagn more closelywith China
and North KoreaThiswas due to the growing influence of the RiKthe Sukarno Governmeand the
weakeningof more moderate forces in Indone&i&The Indonesian military begao increase its
presencén Sumatra and Borneandthis was interpreted b u s t r Jaiht inieliigence Committee
as the prelude to large scale aggres$idAs the strategic environment deterioratatle Menzies
Government consulted with its British counterpaotslevelopa jointresponseMenzieshad advised
his British counterpartHarold Wilson that Australia would provide RAAF bombers for airstrikes
against Indonesian targets, asooffered Darwin as a staging post for British fort&4de, however,
caveated these proposalsassertingtha his government, not Britain, would need to approve any
decision that might involve Australia in war with Indon€'$f=On 15 January, Wilsoadvised his
Australian counterparts that Britain would send reinforcements to Malaysia and requested thaa Australi
provide an additional infantry battalion, helicopters and SAS troops. Cabinet considered this request
and decided that it would consult more closely with the United States before making further
commitments to MalaysiaArchival records indicate that Meies was concerned by Chinese
involvement in both Indonesia and Vietnam, and saw both as insep#fable

it was vital to Australiads interests that B
positions in Southeast Asia. The point needed to be brought home to the United States and
Britain that Australia had a twofold responsibility in Southeast Agth a further potential
commitment in respect of her own frontierNle w Gui ne a. Equall vy, t he |
resources were not well understood in the United States or, to a lesser degreé?Britain.

119 Edwards Crises and Commitment338.
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In view of thesecircumstancesCabinet deided on 27 January to approve the deployment
of one battalion to Borneo, with two additional battalions remaining for other potential commitments
including South Vietnam diew Guined?® Menzies howeversoon found that there were probleims
basing Austalian defencepolicy primarily on dependence on allias evidenced in his struggle to
garner American support in Malaysitate Departmertfficials advised their Australian counterparts
that the Johnson Administration did not believe that Indonesia would toaeds China. Menzies
enquired as to whether the United States would assist in higher level contingencies but did not receive
firm assurancesf support? Similar to Eisenhower and Kennedfe JohnsonAdministrationwas
ambivalentaboutAu st r al i ads posidsitwas not seen 8soauhighh mwierity by thes i a
United States, in contrast to other theatres of the Cold @farsequently, Menzies began to consider
how Australia could draw the United States into its region and decided that it could do so through a
joint military response to the deteriorating situation in South Vietnam. The Menzies Government thus
sent a delegation to Honolulu in March 1965 to discuss joint military planning for such a contingency.

Cabinet met on 7 April to discuss its potential contribution dalitton operations in
Vietnam, andecords indicate that there were notable differences of opamidrow Australia should
respond.Haslucktook a more cautious approachsnggesng that Australia should delay further
contributions while it assess#uksituation'® Others felt that Australia had to provide as much support
as possible to foster American goodwill. Harold Holt, for examgtguedthat dvhatever the final
outcomeof United States intervention in Vietn&mAustraliawas obligedto providethe maximum
contribution possible. McEwen said that Australia needed to contribute so that the United States and
Britain would provide suppodshould troubles occur close to Atadin his view, Australia needed
to support the United Statéas an act of faith and because of its political significd@iédlenzies
supported this view, saying théhe security of Australia would be at stake if South Vietnand deidl
arguedtha Australia should contribute a battalion if requested by the United SGabmet felt that
such a commitment would draw the United States clos@&wutdraliaand bedphenomenally valuable,
including i n &%This dedslon veas rmotiviathby/tieerbelief that Indonesia posed a
threat to Australian interests Mew Guineaand that the United States would be more likelggsist
Australia if it foughtwith American forces in VietnanCabinetthusagreed to deploy a battalion after
consulting the Army otthe utility and timing of aleploymentWhat this shows is that ihe last years
of his tenure as Prime Minister, Menzies had shifted Australian strategic policy towards dependence on

traditionalalliesdespite havinglsolaid the foundations for a more sedfliant defence force.

26Cabinet Minute: Possible Use of Australian Forces in t
1965. NAA: A1838/346/696//1/1/1. See alédwards,Crises and Commitment843and BenvenutiCold War and

Decolonisation 247.

128 Edwards,Crises and Commitment345.

g Cabi neitFuMitnhuetre Mi | it ary Assistance to South Vietnam.d
C4643 PART 2. See alsBdwards Crises and Commitment361.
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Subsequentigh-leveldi scussi ons give an insight into
to commit to South Vietnam. Australian officials met vitie American Ambassadto South Vietnam,
Henry Cabot Lodge on 20 Apfit: Lodge noted that Australia was the only sthtat had beedone
hundredpercent with the United Statés$le further observed that Australitd so despite not being
supported by Britain or the Uniteda®eson IndonesiaThe Johnson Administration had only advised
that it was aware of its commitments under the ANZUS Treaty without making further guarantees while
Britain gave little comment about its obligations to Australia in the event of¥vEineir discussions
implied that Australia had comnted ground forcedo Vietnam to develop closer ties with the United
States on the understanding that it would assist Australia in conflict with Indonesiap&@t#s
discussed how Australia and the Udittates would cooperate in VietnaBundy told Waller that the
United States would establish enclaves in South Vietnam, and that it wanted an Australian battalion to
join anAmericanairbornebrigadein edalishing one enclaven the eastern flank &aigon** On 29
April, Menziesand Paltridgeannounced the deployment of the battalion to South Vietd&hhe
Australian contribution to South Vietnam would grow considerabgulvsequennonths.

On 26 July, Johnson cabled Menzies to suggest that he wasmmating a significant
increase in Americads presence and requested th
&he solidarity of international support for resistance to aggression in Viétfahhe Army hopd to
see its battalion replaced by a task force of two to four battalions which could operate more
independentlys argued bustraliadd s mi | i t ar y*® TieeDefenbel Consntittesdvised that
Australia could provide an additional 350 Army personneltno additional Navy or Air Force
commitment:*® Cabinetagreedon 17 Augusto raisethe battalion to a battalion group but chose to be
&eliberately silerfion futurecommitments® At the behest o€abinet the Australian presence started
to increase, @ its forces beame increasingly involved with the United States in Vietmaia way that
could be seen as being the detriment of a more selfliantdefencepolicy. Australi abés tr ac
allies had become more engaged in Southeast Asia, and théeM&wernmentelt it could most

effectively ensure Australiat6s secreaiancety t hr ough

g Cabinet Minute: TWiitshautofMeundrteendd Sh ates Special Ambass
No. 860 (FAD). 20 April 1965, NAA: A1838/346/696//1/1/1.

B34 Edwards Crises and Commitment369.

135 Department of Externa Af f ai r s, 61 Yomarr dT eClaegbd reagm alnD 22 Vi etnam. 6 21
C4643, PART 2. See alsBdwardsCrises and Commitment370.

Bpepartment of Defence, O6Press Release: Austr ad43j an Batt
PART 2. See also: Crises and Commitments, 372.

¥"Depart ment of De f e n c Befenced Gommitee: AtstaliaiR Blifitaryr AssistBnce to South
Vietnam. 6 26 July 1965, N A A : Edwar@s@ SlationhtoNeys6.6 299 PART 1. S
18 Edwards A Nation at Way56.
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1965, NAA: A1209, 1965/6299 PART 1. See alBdwardsA Nation at War57.
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Y“Mal colm Fraser articulated this view in the foll owing

area. The presence and interest of America and Britain in Southeast Asia is vital not only fouaritye afecountries
in Southeast Asia and for Malaysia but also for ourselves. If the British defence guarantee did not exist, Australia alone
would find grave difficulty in supporting Malaysiabs in
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Australi abds p oasshapddbysigrificant devedopnmeatsin Imdonesia later
that year. Throughout 1965, the Sukarno Government started to fracture with divisions emerging
between the PKI and the Indonesian Army. On 1 October, a graghdiérs alleged to have ties to the
PKI and known as the 30 September Movemnedhapped and executed six generéisresponse,
Major-General Suharto mobilised the Army Strategic Reserve and Special Forces to crush the
movementUpon assuming contrdiuhartodisbanded the PKI, purged its mesnb from positions of
authority and sought to develop a closer relationship with the #fe€Bhe Suharto Government
abandoned the policy of confrontation and, in 1966, negotiated an end to the conflict with Malaysia.
Indonesiawas thereafterseen as a muclesser threat to Australiastrategicinteress although it
nonetheless remained at the heart of Australian contingency planning. The end of the Indonesia
Malaysia Confrontation allowed the Menzies Government to fasieffortson South VietnamThe
focus ofAustralian foreign policy shifted more heavily towastppating the United States Mietham
when Menzies tired and wassucceedetly Harold Holt.

The Holt Government had a substantial interest irutifelding situation in Vietnamit
took a more proactive role in Indochina because it had a less cautious approach to foreighgwolicy
its predecessor. Holt was much more-proerican than Menzies drdid not have the same affinity
with Britain. This wasshapedy personafactorsasHolt had a close relationship with Johnson but had
significantdifferences with WilsonMoreover,Holt did not have to deal with an Indonesian threat to
Malaysia orNew Q@uineaas a result of theransition to Suhartdn light of thesedevelopmentsHolt
took the opportunity to use Vietnam to bring the United States closer to AusirhiaHolt
Governmentas with its predecessdoelieved that the United States wouldrbere likely tosupport
Australia in contingenciemvolving Indonesiaf it assisted the United States in Vietnam.basing
Australiandefencepolicy onreliance orallies, Holtdistanced his government fravtenzie®attempts

to balance a policy of dependence with greatefrselfl i ance i n Australiads i mm

Hol t 6s deci si o ndeféaneepolgyhtowartds gleater dapentenca on the
Uni ted States wa s acceleratingvithadrawal fomhhg red@an.i Aftdédonfroritas;
HaroldWilson began to question theng-termviabilityof Br i t a i n dirsSoytheastAsi@rc38
January 266, Cabinet considered tBgitish Defence Review and concluded that the result could be
Geither to allow Chinese domination of the areaocore®rt to nuclear war against China herself. The
Committee saw this issue &ne of supreme concernfArust r al i a on which the G
should be put squarely to the Britig#'* Cabinet noted thathe vital thing for Australia was to have

the United States remain in the area and everything else must be measured agéitist Heiklthat

downward thrust of Communist China be prevented except by the might of the United States coupled with the will and
determination of those countries on Atstpe cper iofbefeAneys tafal C Hhai
(Melbourne:Monash University Press, 1966) 35.

192 Edwards A Nation at War63.
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a British reduction wouldembarrass and undermine present United States patidythatthe response

of the United States and the discussion taking place with Mrejaalthe best hope of influencing the

British to remaind*° Cabinet thus noted théAustralia would need to register a willingness to involve

herself further in commitments towards the security of the redfb@n 1 February, Holt met with the
British DefenceSecretary, Denis Healéf’Headvi sed that Wil son had

future inthe regionasthe threat from Indonesia subsidétHealeyd e scr i bed Brit ai

follows:

The plannedBritish capability would be @owerful deterrent against a sogitatedeneny.
However, Britainwould not be ablaloneto carry on a war against a sojtiatedopponenif

the deterrent failed. Nor would the forces available permit {acgde prolonged counter
insurgency operationsf the countries facing amsurgencywere not able to provide the

necessary ground fags, Britain should not be expected to provide th€he British people

could be persuaded to contribute to allied operations in the 1970s, but not to undertake

operations alone in distant parts against an opponent who had sophisticated $rength.

In light of this change in circumstances, Hedlayher argued that Holt consider a British

presence in Australia if it withdrew from Malaysia and Singapdft&his position was strongly

opposed by key figures, especially McEwen. British defence policy wastateaof uncertaintgs it

wanted to remain a major power but kriiat this was unsustainable. The Wilson Government released

a Defence White Paper on 22 February ¢hadjected a substantial and enduring &6be Britain in the
Asia-Pacific but soon came under significant economic and domestic political prédgurstralian

defencepolicy had long assumed that Britain would maintain a presence in théAsific, and news

of its possible withdrawal sirategicdtioogkecessi t at e

The Holt Government further considered its commitmeigthami n vi ew o0
uncertain future in Southeast Asfaa bi net examined whet her it
the knowledge that the Johnson Administration looked favourablytheateployment ddllied forces
in Vietham.On 15 Febrary, it agreed thait would in principle like to make an off@éof anincreased
military presencg®? but made no mention of direct assistance in meetings with-Rfiesident

Humphrey and Harriman at a meeting in Canberra on 19 Febdfdasnding furtheconsideration of

noés

f Bri

coul

appropriate force levels because of the need to balance the commitment in Vietnam with contingencies

involving Indonesia®* ConsequentlyCabinetagreecbn 2 March, taleploya two-battalion task force

including an RAAF Caribou flight, eight Iroquois helicopters and the AATTV, comprising of 4,500

145 bid.
146 | pid.
147 |bid.
148 bid. See alsoEdwards A Nation at Way 89.
1501hid.
151|pid. See alsoEdwards A Nation at Way 90.
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personnel. Cabinedgreed it would not send additional forces so that it coulddstltribute to a
situation suddenly arising iNew Guinea¥®® Despite its focus on Vietnam, Australidafencepolicy
nevertheless considmthe potential threat from Indones{2abinet recordemphasise that the purpose
of the deployment was to foster an ongoing American presence in the region:

The prime consideration for Australia is the continued commitment of the United States to

the defence of Southst Asia, and thus to play what the United States will recognise as a
full part in the defence of South Vietnaff.

By this stage, the Holt Govament had aligeditself more closely with the United States
at the expense of it sinvesimerdngreatdr $elifeBanceesgooka,mora nd Me n
pro-American approacithan Menziesn telling Johnson that Australia would iéall the way with
LBJ.@°" Holt differed from Menzies byriticisingthe Wilson Government for its reluctance to support
the United Statesstatingthat Britain needed to deploydmited numbed of troops to Vietnam®®
Wilson, however, pushed back by arguing tBatain was suffering fromioverstretch, both military
and financiaband was unsure of the viability of the base at SingajidAaustralia had moved more
closely to the United States, and was much less aligned with Bfitainder Holt, Australiameferce
policy had undergone a seismic shift. I't recogni
and that it could not depend on Britain for military assistance. Instead of investing in greater self
relianceas Menzies had donkowever, the HolGovernment sought to become more dependent on the

United States as the basis fordefencepolicy.

Australia subsequently increased its commitment to South Vietmammparalleled levels
to develop a closer relationship with the United States. On Erbleer1966 the Commander of
Australian Force Vietnam, Majgeeneral Mackay, requestesh additional 940 soldiers to replace
losses angbrovidegreater capacitfor additional tasking®! Holt directed Defence to prepare a report
on additionatontributions td/ietham without consulting thinisterfor Defence, Allen FairhallThis
demonstrated the extent to whVietndmpadicy.The Defense now d
Committeereportedthat the most effective addition would be a third battalion as this waolide
capacity forfurther combat operationérmy opposed ti$ on the basis that it wouladverselyaffect
training, equipment and movemeéftNevertheless, Cabinet agreed 14 Decembetp deploy1,700

personnel including aadditionalbattalion along with a RAAF squadron of eight Canberra bombers,

158 |bid. See alsoEdwards A Nation at Way 94.

156 Edwards A Nation at War94.

57 bid, 113.

158 | pid.

159 | pid.

160 peter Edwardexplainst hat 6t he worl d could see that Hdpoltcaland Johr
relationship based on their shared approach to Vietnam and Southeast Asia in general, while neither leader had anything
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and HMAS Hobart'®The Hol t Gover nment had significantly
Vietnam despite earlier undertakings not to do so, and had thus moved more closely towards the United

States at the expense of salfiance.

Australiads increasmedoconmmdencewt t hoBVYi €étannd
it would reduce itsegionalpresenceln March 1967, the Wilson Governmearnounced that it would
withdraw in three phasé& Within one year, it would withdraw 10,000 personregving around
40,000personel in Southeast Asiay 1971 The remaindewould withdrawby the mid1970s%® From
April to July, Britain explained its position to its Australian, American and New Zealand allies in a
series of diplomatic exchange$he Holt Government had serious resgery i ons about Br
withdrawal.Cabinet agreed on 18 April that

There should be no assumption tfatitain] is breaking down its earlier assurances about
continued adequate military presence in Southeast Asia but that the Prime Minister might
nevertheless é menti on fanedrastioravisiennwaie mindi®®c h wo u |

Two days later, Cabinet

noted with concern the proposals which the Foreign Secretary was discussing for a total
withdrawal of British forces from Malaysia and Singapore by the1fitDs. It agreed that the
Prime Minister should put in hand the preparation of a personal messtgeBritish Prime
Minister to put before him considerations which Australia might regard as%ital.

The next daytolt informed his British counterparéhatforces off the mainland whether
in Australia or stationed in the UK etc are no substitute for forces if%itn a message endorsed by
Cabinet®® Subsequent deliberations show thatfhlt that Britain needed to maintain forces in the
region tofoster stability:’°On 2 May, Cabinet acknowledged this follows

Australia, in consultation as appropriate with the United States and New Zealand, and with
Malaysia and Singapore, should seek to develop arguments as may lead to the retention of a
British presence in Asia not only for its militargluebut, more important, for the contribution

which it can continue to make to the general security and stability of th&"area.

Cabinetexpanded on this theme in its decision later that mibrait

a) the centrhobjective of Australian policy is to secure a continuing British commitment
to the Malaysian region, the extent of which would be the preparedness of the British
Government to maintain an infantry force within the area;

3See al so: OiClaubsitnreat! i Minn uFtoer ce Contri bution to Vietnam.©d
A5840 1. Department of ExteBuwratli Mg ftao rBowmen:t wéir et iCarm.l &
NAA: A1209, 1965/6299 PART 3. Seesat EdwardsA Nation at War141.
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b) the Prime Minister could best irate his discussions in London by dealing with and
seeking to affect the BongtampsesiiionGover nment 0

c) thatin dealing with theong-termposition, the Prime Minister mightindertake further

measures]
and noted
f) that anydecision by the British Government to withdraw would have fundamental and
farr eaching consequences for Australiabds e

of Australian external policy in fundamental terhs

Clearly, Holt was seeking to shape British thinking with a view to encouraging Wilson to
maintain a lasting presence in the regidwstralian defencepolicy had been premised on the
assumption that Britain would maintain a presence in Southeast Asiaoaitdl agsist in highelevel
contingencies. The realisation that Australia wouldubable to rely on Britain was difficult for
Australian officials to comprehend. Edwards argues tita¢ prospect of total British military
withdrawal from Southeast Asiaanatly disconcerted the Holt Government, which regarded it as the
removal of one of the principal foundad®dAon st on
certaintyof Australiandefencepolicy was no longer true, aride Holt Governmentvould atempt to

adaptthrough greater dependence on the United States as the guarantor of its security.

Cabinet met to consider the implications o
aftermath of the British withdrawaln 25 August. The Defence Committerepored that GAustralia
itself has not and has never had the capacity to independently achieve its strategic oBjédtives.
forecast a more independent regional posture, statinghieaBritish withdrawal raises the question of
whetherAustralia should be prepared in the longer term to maintain a forward defence posture largely
independent of Britain and to enter into direct arrangements with Mat{diaputting forward this
radically different defence policy, it noted thiite Unied States strategic intentions, particularly at the
conclusion of hostilities in Vietnam, would be crucial and woulthnately determine the fundamental
nature of the Australian strategy itséif® Cabinet decided that Australia needed to consult with the
United States to determine the extent to which it would support an Australian presence in Malaysia, and

that it consider taking greater defence responsibility there with New Z€éldrtkre had been a clear

shift in Austral i &% with Primk sibisteoand Cabinet stating tiihe papes a l | i
6 Cabinet Minute: Britain East of Suez.o® Decision No. 2¢
the following:

(i) invite Britain to consider the consequences for her world position of withdrawal,

(iv) to make clear that if Britain withdrew, then in effect Britain would be revoking a security arrangement which is
integral and complementary to the treaty arrangésngeveloped by the United States for the security of the Western
position in Asia;

g) that if the British decide to withdraw, it does not
have the British established in Australia, angt aommitment by Australia to make financial contributions towards the
establishment of British bases in Australia should not be assumed.

173 Edwards A Nation at Way 148.
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clearly indicates that our relationship with the United States has become all pe?/8giustralian
defencepolicy had shifted considerably towards dependence on the United States, and its future would

depend on the direction of American defence policy in Southeast Asia.

Cabinet met to consider its strategic priorities in Southeast Asia, on 6 Septembaét, in lig
of Br planreedwith@rawal. The meeting sought to reassess the strategic importance of Vietnam,
and Aust r amilitayécentritutiog. €abimed, at the urging of McEwen, noted that Vietnam
was i n Australiads pr iimshould further énarease fits comitraentets t an
strengthe the ANZUS alliancet’ It approved the deployment of a battalion, a tank squadron,

additional helicopters and an engineering capabiift¢abinet articulated this view as follows:

Aust r al ise asstherineigainonisian ally, would have specialgnificancein the
United Stateg as a matter of national responsibility, Austradtzouldtake the opportunity to
strengthen its defence alliance with the United States as and when it can anzbtitebution

now of asignificantnew ground forcé which meant an extra battalidrwould have this effect.
Large new commitments in which all allies take part, make their contribution to the termination
of the Vietnam Waé aresponséy Australia whih did not include substantial ground forces
would beunsatisfyingto the United States and would not serve our defence policy purfbses.

Cabinetsubsequentiyoted in discussions with Prime Minister HolyoaéNew Zealand
thatd he preservation of Americab6s attitudes it to
would be pressures on the United States in any event to withdraw, which would bed¢hdiffiowlt
for the Americans to resist if Australia were itself withdrawd¥gHolt articulatel this view as follows:

United States intentions were vitally important. Neither Australia nor New Zealand could afford
to stay forward in Southeast Asia urdesith full United States suppott was possible to
withdraw from the area and move back in force in an emergéndyhat we could do between
ourselves should be clarified and as conditjpernit,we could discuss matters with the United
Kingdom, United States, Malaysia and Singapore. This would be on the basis that our
disposition was to maintain a presence forward rather than pulling back to hom&bases.

McEwen, argued for a closer relationship with the United States in the following terms:

Unlike other hostilities in which Australia and New Zealand had been engaged, our present
contributions were to be thougtitpredominantly in political rather than military terms. Britain
would soon be out of Southeast Asia and we would be dependent dnitbeé States for our
security. Our attitude should beliimd ourselves to the United States and to induce the United
States to accept a security responsibility toward§*us.

The Holt Government felt it needed to bring Australia closer to the United States as Britain

withdrew, and it could do so by increasing itsittibbution to Americarfled operationsConsequently

Department of the Prime Minister and @aidniDafentePoliyNot es o
T Implications of the United States Withdrawal From Malaysia and Sing@2&d&ugust 1967 NAA: A5842, 441.

Cabinet Minute O6Decision NaCoB6#aA(BAD) owWwi phoAttdMemonahd
September 196 NAA: A3838/346, TS696/1 PART 2. See alsotwards A Nation at Way153.

4§ Cabinet Minute: iWiotnhtautbuMdmar afdwmddi ti onal Force to V
6 September 1967, NAA5840 XM1 VOLUME 2.

81 bid.

826 Ca b i n e twithdut Mentoranduni Vi sit of New Zealand Prime Minister.
September 196 NAA: A5840, VOLUME 3.

Bpepartment of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, OMeeting
Defence with New Zdaand Pri me Minister, Mr . Keith Holyoake: Summ
NAA: A5840, VOLUME 3.

184 1bid.
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A

tapproved a significant increase ddofatédnksguadranl i ad s
four additional helicoptersip to 10 Skyhawksand125 personnel for other duti€8.Holt soughtto

gain political capital from this commitment in subsequent negotiations with the Johnson
Administration. Shortly afterwards, Hasluck visited Washington and informed Johnson that Australia
had now committed more than 8,000 personnel to Vietaaah thatihis putsusat the full stretch of

our present and planned military capaéfyHe asked Johnson to guarantee that the United States
would intervene if Australian forces came under attack in Malaysia and Singapore. Jeispsnded
thatgjou are worrid about what will happen i f &fdheHdtet i nt
Government had sought to base Austrati@fencepolicy on the assumption that the United States

would provide military assistance to Australia if its interests came under threat. Despitestential
contribution to Vietnanthe Johnson Administration appeared unwilling to provide firm commitments

to Australia.By the late 1960s, Australiadefencepolicy had shifted away from investment in greater
selfreliance under Menzies towards further dependence on the United States as shaivim 119

Table 10: Australian DefencePolicy under the Holt Govemment

Government | Core Strategic Primary Perceptions of Allies Perceptions of
(Party) Interests Geographic Credible Threat
Scope
Holt KeepingUSin South Vietnam | Closetiesto Johnsor(US) | Chinese in Vietnam
(Liberal) Southeast Asito assist| Thailand but dfficult relationship
against Indnesia Malaysia with Wilson (UK)

Australian defence policy underwentsignificant change in focus under the Holt
GovernmentThe threat posed by Indonesia subsided aftergpacemenbf Sukarnowith a po-
wesern government. Conversely, the situation in Vietham had deteriorated, and it appeared that the
government in Saigon would fall. Perceptions of threat had changed, andAsabhad r véew of 4sé s
allies. Both Menzies and Holt had experienadithnce falure when the Kennedy Adinistration
refused to guarantesssistance téustralia inconflict with Indonesia. The Holt Government saw the
deployment of combat forces to Vietham as an opportunity to reedgageacawith a view toaiding
Australia insucha contingency This imperativebecame more importamtith Br i t ai néds wi t hd
from Southeast Asia. Holt had inherited a more-sdiant defence force but shifted Australian
strategicpolicy towards greater dependence on the United States bechabeviedthat this was the
most effective means of guararitee g Austral i ads security in a rapi

were a aberration in the move towards sedfiance that had been in process in the preceding decade.

During its term in office,lte MenziesHolt Government was faced with two significant
issues that shaped itkefencep o | i cy . It had to contend with a d
environment as Indonesia took an increasingly aggressive approach to its neighbours, firbteRwtc

Guinea and then Malaysia. At the same time, it realised that the United States would not necessarily

Cabinet Minute 6Decision NaCoG6a({BAD) owi phoAatddMemonahd
September 196 NAA: A3838/346, TS696/1 PART 2.

186 Edwards A Nation atwar, 155

187 1bid.
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assist Australidf its forces came under attacnd that Britain would withdraw from the regiorhe
MenziesHolt Government by developing a dowsligled approach to Australiatefencepolicy. It
sought to foster a closer relationship with its traditional alti¢lse hopehat they would assist Australia
in contingencies involving Indonesia. To this end, it took a more proactive role in the bgion
committing forces to Malaysia and then to Vietnam. Nevertheless, the MétdieGovernment laid
the foundations of a more seaHliant defencepolicy by investing in capabilities that would allow

Australia tobetterprotect itsregionalinterestsf itstraditionalallies were unwilling or unable to do so.
Conclusion

This chapter has demonstrated tlegt MenziesHolt Governmentaid the foundations of
greater selfeliance as the conceptual basis for Austratiefencepolicy. Menzies hadhitially based
Australian policy on collectivesecurityagainst the perceived spread of communisrmore distant
theatres unded~orward Deface6 From the late 1950¢joweverAust r al i ads strategi
began to changéndonesiashifted considerably towards tkemmunistbloc and took a more hostile
approach to its neighbours. At the same time, Menzies came to the realisation thaaAusta 6 s al | i
might not be willing or able tassisif Australian forces came under attack. Menzies responded to this
predicament by fostering closer ties with allies and by investing irredelfice.He sought to bring
Britain and the United States skr to Australia by deploying forces to both Malaysia and Vietinam
the hopag hat Aust r al asashsconéngehcieg isvolving imdomksia. Yet, the Menzies
Holt Governmentnvested in a more setéliant policy on the realisation that itsieli might be unable
or unwilling toassistas was the case in Confrontatidvustraliahad started to become more seliiant
in the mid1960sandwoul d continue to do so under Holtds s

following chapter.
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Introduction

Selfreliance would be furthetevelopedn Australiandefencepolicy throughout the 1960s
and 1970snder the GortotMcMahon GovernmeniThis chapter demonstrates thia¢ tshift towards
greater seffeliancein Australian defence planningas dr i ven by Brandtaai nés
realisation that Australian participation in Viethaongside the United Statasuld notguarantee
supporin conflictwith IndonesiaThis would beeinforcedby the announcement of the Guam Doctrine
by the Nixon Administrationwhereit declaredhat it expected its allies to take greater responsibility
for defenceThe shift to greater seftlianceat this timewasnow driven less by perceptions of threat
and more byexpectationsof allies in regional contingenciesConsequently, the GortevicMahon
Government began to look beyond dependence on BritairAaratica as the basi$or Australian
defencepolicy. It sought to develop a more capable defdocee andoegan tdostercloser ties with
regional powers. The GorteMcMahon Government codéd these initiativesn public statements
culminatingin a greater emphasan self-reliance inDefence Review 19721 doing so, it laid the
foundations for selfeliance in policy that would be further developed by subsequent governments.

A Changing Strategic Environment

The Holt Governmentwas electedin 1966 on the basis ofvidespread support for
Au st r almitaehtsto \Getnam Australian defencepolicy was premised on the provision of
supportto allied coalitionsto limit the spread of communisthroughout theAsia-Pacific Menzies
argued thatihe takeover of South Vietnam would be a direct militéangat to Australia and all the
countries of South and Southeast Asia. It must be seen as part of a thrust by Communist China between
the Indian and Pacific Ocea@lsDeploymentsto Vietnam initially had broad support in Australian
society, as shown in mespaper editorials from the periothe Sydney Morning Heraldor instance,
argued thait was &ight and indeed inevitablea§ the definitive battle against Chinesssmmunist
expansion [was] being fought in Vietna#Similarly, the Australian Financid Reviewsupportedan
unambiguous expression of Australian solidarity with the United Staiesept for the ALPand some
universities and trade unignthere was little doubt as tbhe necessityoRu st r al i adés c¢commi t
Vietnam, and dependence on the United States, rather thaelseite, as the basis for Australian
defencepolicy. As the Indonesian thre@iad subsided, the focus had turned to Chinese expansionism
in Indochina, and it was kielred that the United States would be more likely to assist Australia in other

contingencies if it fought alongside American forces in more distant theatres.

This soon changkas the tide of the war began to shift away from the United S@ite31
Janary 1968, the Peopl ebds A laomghedafmajot offertsiteeoumghouta nd t h-

! Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates, Ministerial Statement: Vietnam, 29 April 1965 (Robert Menzies). See also:
Edwards A Nation at War28.

2 Sydney Morning Herald30 April 1965. See also: Edward#& Nation at Way38.

8 Australian Financial Revieyws May 1965. See also, EdwardsNation at Way 38.
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South Vietnant The Tet Offensiveshatterechssumptions that the war would be won easily, and cast

doubt on the ability of the United States to adequately defend South Vidtheupolitical ramifications

of these developmentsere such that President Johnson announced on 31 March that he would not
contest theipcomingpresidential electiohThisgave r i se t o uncertainty as tc
the regionas Johnsorwasone of the most ardent supporters of American intervention in Southeast

Asia. Ashis electoral prospectaded, a nevandmore accommodating perspective on foreign policy

took hold in the Republican Partyh& Gorton Governmenivhich assumed officehortya f t er Hol t 0
passingwasforcedtoree x ami ne Australiads dependence -on t he
reliancein Australiandefencepolicy. Robert Furlongerthen a senior official with the Joint Intelligence

Organisation recalled this &sdlows:

The big awakening came with the Tet Offensi ve

failure, it was nonetheless aVitetemameape.s Iptol
Johnson's will. The Tet Offensive and the cir
wouldn't run again and it led to a grd&dual cl

The frontrunner for the Republican normaiion, Richard Nixon, took a different approach
to Amer i ca6s .Nixohllieved that theeUniteceSjaie® should take a less active role in
Southeast Asidnsteaddemandinghatallies invest mordeavily in defencetHe articulated thisiew
in an article inForeign Affairsin July 1967, titledAsia After VienamoONixon questioned the basis of
American foreign policy in Asia, arguing th@ther nations must recognize that the role of the United
States as world policeman is likely tolmited in the futured This policy held thathe United States
should seek to move away fro@old Warrivalry towards greater accommodation of th8SRand
China.Accordingly, Nixon preferred a negotiated settlement in Vietnam rather a military sahstion
emphasised by his predecessadre emphasisethe need fob aatisfactory conclusidyin Vietnam,
statingthathowever we got into Vietnam, ending the war honourably is essential for the peace of the
world.& American foreign policy in Southeast iAsstarted to shift with profound implications for
Australia. The MenziesHolt Governmenhad based Australiatiefencepolicy on theassumptiorihat
it needed to deploy alongside allies in more distant theatcestmntemergingisksbefore they could
develop into existential threats. The conceptual basis of this paradigm started to unravel as the United
States began to reduce its presence in themeghileencouraging its allies to be more sadfiant and
seeking to move beyond ideological rivaioygreater accommodation of other major powers. Australian
defencepolicy was now in uncharted waters ahd Gorton Government woufdove towards grear

self-reliance.

41bid, 192.

5 Ibid, 193.

8 Robert Furlonger Interviewed by Stewart Harids8 February, 3 December 1992ational Library of Australia, TRC
2795.

"Ri chard Nixon, ®RoigneAffairdQcteber 1967. AA: MB&83,.85. See alEdwardsA Nation
at War, 187.

8 Ibid.
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Australiabés strategic position in Southeast
British defence policyThe Wilson Government had announced in41@67 that it would withdraw its
forces from Southeast Asia in several phasesutihout the 1970s. Thisok another turn in January
1968 when it advised the Gorton Government thatvithdrawal would occurmore quickly than
previously announced. Rather than withdrawing throughout the decade, Wilson declared that all British
forceswould leave by 31 March 19?Moreover, Britain would no longer maintain an amphibious
capability to respond to regional contingendfdsistead, it now expected its regional partners to take
responsibility for defenceinwag o mpar abl e t o Nixonés foreign pol.
withdrawal from the region concerned Australian policymakers and necessitated a rethink of its
approach to regional securitfhe Gorton Governmerdgubsequentlyook its concerns with Btish
policy to the Wilson Government on 12 Januarydiacussionswith the Commonwealth Secretary
George ThomsonUnsurprisingly, Cabinetunanimously opposethe British withdrawal Archival
records indicate thaborton, Hasluck and Fairhall expresse Ganxiety and dismaywhile Hasluck
criticised Britain for taking what he sawditle Europe policyd! Haslucktold Thomsorthatéhe plain
fact is that this occasion is the third sinCenfrontation where we have to makenew set of
assumptions about defence planning and public adjustments on British presentations. This is
considerably disruptiv8?Aust ral i adéds ally announced its intent
engage morerpactively with its regional partners in what would become a core pillar efediglhce
in Australian policyHa s | uc k ar t i cpoditiantodid Britksh colteagaels folloviss
Wh a 't is foremost i n Austr alota presennprintigallyias r e g
guestion of Australiabébs home defence. Austr
planning is directed to regional security and we have to get Southeast Asian countries to
contribute. The attitude of China was such thase small countries needed assistaficere
were pressures on tlfi@ntiers threats of war, insurgency, whi¢tould] develop into wider
conflicts This was the&southeasAsian situation. The thing was to give credible assurance to
small countries, and this sort of policy does not do thatv can we hope to raise morale unless
we plan to make regional assurancesarédity r do we want a situati on
is exclusively supported by American power. As Vietnam indi¢c#tesneed is to have others

in close cooperation with Asian countries. For this the British presence was needed. Hence
there remains the question of how to make Southeast Asian defenceatiooperedible'?

|
p
c

Gorton was concerned with the threat posed by Ctdremaller countries in Southeast
Asia, and wanted Britain to remain in the region as a counterweight to Chinese pakikr. it
supported the United Stateshélievedthat only Briain hadsufficient influence to keepegional states
on Aust r Hisnotxléass why Gottan took an ambivalent attitude towards the United Btates

his concernabout Indonesiareunderstandable given Konfrontasit may be du bilityf o Ha s |

°6 Cabi net Impicationst f@& Australia of the British Defence Decisiand anuary 1968. 6 Deci si
(FAD), 25 January 1968, NAA: A1946/26 1968/186.
191bid. See alsoEdwardsA Nation at Way194.

“Prime Minister6s Department. 6Summary of Record of Disc
1969/7186. See als&dwardsA Nation at Way195.

12 | bid.

13 Ibid.
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to gain interest from Dean Ruyskand Robert McNamard,in American involvemenin thepreceding
monthsThi s meeting is significant as it shows the

since the Menzies era in regard to both perceptions of threat and®allies.

Gortonengagd his British counterpartso better understantheir position in Southeast
Asia. He met with theDefence Secretarpenis Heady to find common grounddealy urged Australia
to take greater responsibility f or Hedaggiied thate i n t
Australia and New Zealand needednhaintain forces in Malaysia and Singapd@ an indefinite
period until the situation in the area settled dé@mbe arguedthat theydould help to maintain
confidenc& would alsodrevent it developing into something more sermrsd thatéan Austrdian
and New Zealand presence would make it much more likely that Britain would send forces back into
the area in aremergency?!’ Gorton pushedfor a British guaranteeof assistance in serious
contingenciesHe argued thaif Australia and NewZealandhad forces in Malaysia and Singappre
they could get involved in a situation beyond their capacity to control and unless they could count on
help from outsidgtheir involvementvould only make things worséHeaky, howevergwvas categorical
that thepresent British Government would give no commitment in advéfiddoreover, Healey
argued thatthe British would be morékely to deploy forces in Southeast Asia after 1971 if they
assessed that they could make an effective contribwiittrout embarkig on a major longerm
involvementd® He concedethatdhe commitment of 100,000 ground troops over an extended period
as in the Malayan Emergency, would notdbrdin the futureé [instead] he British would be more
ready to provide sophisticated airdasea forces to help defend Malaysia and Singa@bfais meant
that Britain was unlikely taassistts allies in Southeast Asia in the future, and Austiaidto assume

greater responsibility for regional defertbeough a more setieliantdefencepolicy.

In Iight of these changes to Australiabs se
reassess its interests. Cabinet met in late January 19@®mdabedthat its core interests had not yet

changed but couldhift soon Its core interests werstability in Southeast Asia, continued American

YDepartment of External Af fairs, O60From Hasl uck: Mal ay si
PART 2.
15 | bid.
%The record of conversation from the Prime Ministeros
foll owing terms: O[] Gorton] stressed the complete unani mi

regarded Southeast Asia posing the same kind of problems as the Balkan States in Europe, in that small states had
the capacity to create incidents which could spread readily into wider conflagrations. He thought the savings being made
in this area through these decisions wasginal and he found it difficult to see why such a sensitive area where a
comparatively small force could prevent so much occurring, should be selected as so much the target for the economy.
He had no confidence in the effective outcome of a policy basedaapacity merely to meet UN obligations. As it

applied to this area, did it mean on the Sarawak/ I ndone
Department. 6Summary of Record of Discud9$19697886.wi t h t he |
“"Depart ment of External Affairs, 6Summary Record of Dis
of Defence at Admiralty House, Londam 13 January 1968NAA: A1209, 1969/7186.

18 | bid.

19 | bid.

20 |pid.
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support, and maintenance of the Austrakkanerican alliancéashad beerthe case since Menzié'st

articud ed t he role of Australiads alliance commi t me

The Committee regarded the American alliance as being of crucial importance and agreed that
Australiabés policies should be such as wil
the effectof cementing our ties with the Americafi$us,it was felt that while the force which
Australia could provide in Malaysia and Singapore might not by themselves be credible in
military terms, they would be symbolic and it was this that would count witArtrericans

Cabinet acknowledged that tlstuationw a s now complicated by

withdrawal and Johns o-eduton Aduesctirsailoina 6rsots ttnawt egeé k

unclear and Cabinet notéht its principal concern was discover what US policy towards Southeast
Asia will be dter Vietnam@® Cabinet acknowledged thatgnificant changesn American policy

towards Southeast As@ould lead taa major reassessment of our own posifféit concludedthat

Australia needed to keep her p mpendt Byeearly ¥968e x i bl e

Australiads str at e dsigaificantiy\as its allinsrs@ught to redaat theirpreserre
in the region. Gorton had realised that the status quamtasableand thatthe conceptuabasis for
Australiandefencepolicy would have to shift away from dependence on its allies towaedsegrself
reliance The Defence Committee canvadsptions for Australia in the development of a riétnategic
Basispaper, including withdrawal from Southeast Asiat would encourage the Gorton Government
to remain engaged in the region to maintarstatus and influen@&Cabinet concluded that it dédot
reject future military involvement in Asidut thatéAustralia would regard Malaya and Singapore as
its area of primary conced. The Gorton Government started to adapt to the changing ordesia

by focusing on its northern approaches with a greater degree-oflgatice.

Shortly aftewards Gorton began to takedifferent approach to Vietnam. In contrast to
Menzies and Holt, Gortowasapprehensive about the initial deployment to Vietham and subsequent
increases to the Australian commitmedntoffice, Gorton began to assert this view more strongly. On
2 February1968 he announced that Australia would not increase its commitimeydnd 8,000
personnel and that this wasq@ermanent statemedt Cabinet conduetd its own assessment of the
situation, to balaresthe need to foster the ANZUS alliance with other arguments against an increased
Australian presencelhe interventionist approhcto Southeast Asia that had prevailed under both

Menzies and Holt was increasingly questioned under Gortois.was dueto a change in domestic

26 Cabinet SAbsti saliiomds Role in Asian Security.o6 Decisi
A1946/26 1968/186. See aldddwards A Nation at Way195.

22 |pid.

2 |bid.

24 Edwards A Nation at Way195.

% |bid, 196.

%®Depart ment of Defence. 6Strategic Basis of Australian
1968/184.

2’6Cabinet Minute: Strategic Basis of Australian Defence

A1946/26 1968/1873.
28 Edwauds, A Nation at War196.
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political leadership and a deteriorating environment in Vietnarme r i poliicdl dandscape was

changing inan election year, and its approach to Vietraso underwengignificant change.
The Guam Doctrine and SeHlReliance

In November 1968, Richard Nixon was elected as President of the United States and soon
began to implement a radically different policwards Southeagtsia. Uponelection, Nixon began to
implement the less interventionist approach to Vietnam that he had foreshadowed. On 25 Jhly 1969,
addressd journalistsin Guamandexpanded on higiewstowards alliance commitments in the Asia
Pacific. Nixon stated thafas far as our role in concerned, we must avoid the kind of policy that will
make countries so dependent upon us that we are dragged into conflicts such as d&xoamvas
then aske@dbout American obligations under its existing treaty commitments. He repligdsHat as
the problems of military defence, except for the threat of a major power involving nuclear weapons, the
United States is going to encourage and has a right tatetkae this problem will be handled by, and
responsibility for it taken by, the Asian nations themsebAs mentioned earlierhe Guam Doctrine,
was a watershed in the development of Austradiefencepolicy. The United States declared that it
expectd its allies to be more seléliant, andGortonwould begin taecalibratepolicy accordingly.

The Gorton Governmemwas concerned about a reduction in the American presence in

Southeast Asia, argbught clarification on this issue from @sunterpartin WashingtonOn 5 August
1968, the Australian Ambassaddteith Waller, wrote to theéhead of theState Departmerolicy
Planning Council, Malcolm Rosecranée jmplore the United States to remaialler said that it was
inaccurate to characterise the United Statesgasli@emardand that its policies iregard toSoutheast
Asia needed to continue because they w@nere pragmatic and sophistica®d.He advised
Rosecrancthatthe Gorton Governmeassumed thafit will remain a fundamental feature of American
policy that a balance of power has to be maintained in Asia; and, to this end, that military containment
of China must continu&® He acknowledgd that the environmentn Southeast Asiavas changing
rapidlyin stating thatwhat is differentfom t he Dul | es er a i s -tommunigtr owi ng
Asia has developed to the point that it can eventually provide the main counterweight to China, with
Americanpower supporting it, but in the backgrou@itiwaller alsodescribedAustralia as

Having a primary role in helping bring about an effective regional defence community in

Southeast Asiarhe United States expscts to retain, and even perhaps to expaadmilitary

presence on the ground where this will help advance the objectives outlined above. They will
expect us to shape our defence expenditure in accordance with these obfectives.

Wall erds |l etter mar ks t he falthasAustralia Would wl e d g e
need todevelop a more setkliant defencepolicy. The response from Resranceto Waller gives an

i nsight into Americads expe asttletGuanmrsctrimefwasairgt r al i

2 Letteri Waller to Rosecrance. 5 August 1968, NAA: A1838, 250/9/1/3 PART 2.
30 |bid.
31 |bid.
32 |bid.
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developedRosecrancaoted that the United States would mainta@syanbolic presence in Southeast

Asiabbut that it wagimportant thatAustralia should do everything it could to maintain its military

presence in Southeast AéfaHe argued that anore significant Australian contribution to regional

security would give it greater credibility in Washington. He statedd@hbaving estabished our aims

in defence planning, we found we were unable to realise them, given the present state of our resources,

we should not hesitate to ask the United States for any assistance we might require in order to be able

to bridge the gap** Waller staed thatéany request for assistance would meet with a very sympathetic

response in Washingtditle, however, caveadl this statement in notintpat assistance could not be

guaranteedThis exchange was significant as it géveGortonGovernment better understanding of

Ni X oexpgedations, namely that greater selfance was a precondition for American military

assistancer he following extract from a cable frothe Australian Embassy to the Secretary of External

Affairs, James Plimsoll, gas further insight into American expectations under the Guam Dactrine

Rosecrance admitted that United States willingness to help Australia was dependant on the
extent to which Australia was prepared to stretch herself, and it was difficult to decide what

wa s a

real

i stic

effort

Australiabs part,

ignorance of these in various places in the United States. The view of a relativédyroad
congressman would differ from that of an informed official. Ausrdli s
bear some comparison to the effort being made in the United .S#atdslt that an army of
100,000 was desirable and that defence expenditure should be ai86udfGSNP3®

In light of growing uncertainty as to what the GuanocBine meant, the Nixon

military

Administration moved to reassure its allies of its commitment to the regamior official Marshall

Green, gave a policy paper diplomatic representativaa Washington outlining its position in the

Asia-Pacific. Waller cabledGorton, and the Ministers for Defence and External Affedrpass on

Gr e e n 0 sHeeepbited thatreenadvised thatthe US isa Pacific power and will remain éand
thatéhe US has continuing and binding commitments with SEATO and ANZ\Seenadvised that

China remained me r ipdneay adversary in the regipandthat@eking will remain hostile to the

United States and will exclude US influence from Asia and CiiHanoted, however, that China was

less of a military threat now th# focused its efforts on rhetoric and propagaride reportclarified

that the Guam Doctrine was a response to public opimiotthe strategic environmerit. held that

avhile US interests remain essentially the same and our commitments are imnth&#enerican

mood is changingThe report explained the rationale behind the Guam Dodcsriellows

ef f c

Americans feel that they are carrying a disproportionate share of the burden for military
security in areas which, while important to the US, aremieekess distant. They are asking
more frequently what other countries are doing to help themselves and each other. This
mood is intensified by concern over our deepening problems at home. The capacity of our

33 bid.
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administration to assist to the degree we @gacessary will depend on the extent to which
countries of the area maximize shlp measures in cooperation with their neighbétrs.

The Nixon Administration now expected its allies tdémsdependenbn American power
in the development oflefencepolicy. It was in this contextthahu st r al i ads al l i ance
became a bitterly divisive issue in the lagul to the electiorof October 1969. Gorton publicly
supported Austr al i ta¥ienamndedpiktincreaging public oppdsitioa towards
the conflict He argued thab do otherwiséwould be to abandon an objective, to betray our allies, and
to imperil our future securit§® Despite his personal reservations about the cordtict alvice from
the bureaucragyhe maintained the policy platform of his predecessors to placate conservative factions
and minor parties, including the Democratic Labor Party, on whose preferfeacepended. By
contrast, the ALP, under Gough Whitlam, prordiseunilateral withdrawal by June 19'He further
argued that conscription be abolished whereas Gorton supported its refEmi@orton Government
retainedoffice, but the ALP gained a 7.1 percent swihgcontrast to 1966, public opinion had shifted
away from the Vietnam War and Gorton would reaséessraliandefenceoolicy as a resulin favour
of greater selfeliance and away from deployment in distdr@atresvith allies

Nixon, in line with theGuam Doctrine, had embarked on a process that it termed
d/ietnamisatiod whereby it would gradually withdraw whil@vesting in tle South Viethamese
military so that it would béetterable todefend itselfOn 9 December 1969, Cabiragreedhat Gorton
would write to Nixon for an acknowledgement of the need to withdraw Australian tcoapsrrently
with American force4® On 13 December, Gorton sent a message to Nixon asking for insighdgoimto
long-term thinking so Australia could coordinate its actions with the United Stasgker than be
decided by us at short notice in response to specific announcements oarydtiNixon responded
stating thahe was willing to begindmeaningful discussiof$ut did not give the substantive insights
sought. Then, on 16 December, Gorton issued a press statement which héidth¢hathe military
situation in Vietham pernst he next substantial withdrawal é so
in the numberscheduled for such withdraw@(Gorton was exasperated by the situation in Vietnam,
and Nixonds reluctance to engage i Gortonistareedte r al C
extricate Australia fronVietnam and engagewith Nixon to form a nere coherentlefencepolicy that
reflected the changing environment in Southeast Asia.era ob érwardDefencé&was beginning to
draw to an end, and Gorton would soon consider the development of a new, moekase)tlefence

policy based on greateooperation with regional powers.

The Gorton Governmeengaged witlits American counterparts to discuss the implications
of the Guam Doctringvhen Vice President Spiro Agnew visited Canberra in January T9eOFirst

Assistant Secretary in Prime Minister and Cabinet, Peter Bailey, advised Gorton to question Agnew

®Department of External Affairs, o6lnward Cablegram: US F
39 Edwards A Nation at Way 233.
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about Ameri cabs c obBaiey feltthatnhe Guarh Doctdne wamivaguej aad.that
the United States needed to clarify the circumstances in which it assigtAustralia. Despite the
change in government in Jakarta, the bureaucnsgconcerned by the potential for conflict with

IndonesiaThis can be seen inmemaandumby Baileydated12 January

Laos is one critical question. Malaysia is even more critical. On a strict reading of the Guam
Doctrine, we could find our troopsder heavy pressure without any chance of aid from the
United States. The ANZUS Treaty wdwnotapply, except by extension, and the whole tenor

of American policy seems to be to confine rather than extend its treaty obligations in Asia.

Also, what of New Guinea?

A further @rey aredis the consequences of communist subversion. Will insuygenthe
future attract American supporfoes the Guam Doctrine only apply to hostilities from
without, leaving counteinsurgency situations to be dealt with as previously? Or does that mean
that these situations are excluded from American assistdnce?

Gorton subsequently articulated his concerns to Agnew in the following terms:

The Government wished to know more about the Guam Doctrine and its implications. But it
was perhaps not so clear what attitude the United States would take if a particuigrweus

to be subjedio aggression beyond its capacity. It was clear that under the Guam Doctrine, there
would be no automatic involvement of theited Statesn such a situation, but it was not clear
whether the doctrine would provide for United States intervention in ceitainmstances.

Agnewods to@osignomtle &uam Doctrineas as follows:

In the first place, the United States will stand by its treaty commitments. It will continue with
SEATO. It will stand equally steadfastly by ANZUS, whigha more faireachingand
definitive treaty. However, the United States has refused to be drawn out on the ways in which
effect may be given to iommitments and this has perhaps given rise to some confusion as to
its intentions. The fact is that the honouring of treaty cidmants is, a matter dftegrity.

Secondly, the United States continues to see itself as a Pacific power and will act accordingly.
Within its contributionto the defence of the area, it will provide a nuclear umbrella and stand
ready to respond to any cigar attack on its friends.

It will not become involvedn situations of insurgency beyond the supply of materiel and will
not be contributing combat troops. But it will assist the defence as well as the economic capacity
of the countries of the region suat they may be better equipped to deal with any insurgency
situations, and it will assist those countries which make the greater effort to secure thethselves

Gorton concurred wi treservatigns abaud the applicabiity oftheet h a c

Guam Doctrine tdower-level contingencies involving insurgency and subversion:

The Prime Minister said thatthe Vieer e si dent 6 s i deas geoftheg al |l y ¢
Australian Government. Referring to commitments which Australia had undertaken in
Malaysia and Singapore, he said that the United States and Britain would need to look at the
problem which would arise if a stage was reached where Australia and the countries of the
region by themselves could not deal with the subverSion.

2Department of the Prime Minist earyRdNAS AF882nG0OB18. Baildyh e Gu an
al so asked about the extent to which nuclear weapons wer
the promise of a shield in the event of a threat by a nuclear power is, by the Guam Doctrinekea be apply in the

event of conventional aggression by amutlear power. A critical example for us is New Guinea: if it is not caught

within the ANZUS shield, it might well be excluded from protection by say Indonesia because Indonesia is nat a nucle
power . 0

B9Cabinet Minute:iDWistchuswsti oitsb mii gshi alr . Spiro T. Agnew, V
Decision No. 64. 14 January 1970. NAA: A5873/1.
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Australian policymakers were concerned by the prospect of conflict with Indonesia in either
Malaysia oNew Guineaafter the experiences of 1960s. This view, however, was not universally shared
throughout the bureaucradgxternalAffairshad of fered a more sanguine a
relationship withNew Guinealn a subsequent meeting of the ANZUS Council,Abng Secretary
of External Affairs, Mick Shann advised thaélhe Indonesian threditad diminished since the fall of
Sukano but observed that ethnic tensicmuld nevertheleskead to conflict* Despitethis more
optimistic view,Gortond r e w o n B a tokxprgsé soncarnl that tbeeGuam Doctdpald be
interpreted asnplying that the United States would withdraw from the region. Agrefuted this view
in statingthat the United States would not withdraw, and thatNixon Administratiorunderstood the
value ofits alliancesOtherministersalsonotedit was unclear whethehe United States would assist
in conflict short of nuclear wa”hgnew wasasked whether the United States wopitdvide military
assistance to Australiindonesiaintervened in New Guine&gnew howeverrefused to make a firm
commitment, notingthah e coul d understand Australiabds desir
not say more than thatresponse would be determined at the particular &fr@orton was concerned
that the United States would retsistAustralia in credible regional cangenciesand these concerns
were amplified by AGgmhe wésr tvargu®Go v ersmpmeirste shad do
resolvein contingencies involving Indonesiand this encouraget to develop a more seitliant

defencepolicy.

The GortonGovernmenthussought advice from External Affaien the implications of
the Guam Doctrine for Australidgn February 1970, the Australian Embagsywashingtoncabled
Canberra trovide an assessmeasftNi x on 6 s st r a tadvigedticat Noxonihadrdifferente s . It
priorities to his predecesspmith Europe and the Western Hemisphere taking precedsmcdésia
and Africa” The Embassyassessedhat Nixon would carefully choose the location of future
deployments becauge h e Ni x on D osthe assumgionédhatithe Unitex] States can commit

itself to intervention anywhere in the world. Instead the emphasis is on US national iidt&fidsss.

%Shann advised that: o6éAustral i ahadhad somettme hga.Vileere hadpaem i ng |
visits to PNG by the Indonesian military commander in West Irian and by Australian officials to West Irian. There was

a clear intent to deal with problems as sensibly as possible. There would continue to be somenasmss the

border, but it would be handled in a sophisticated way. The border was not yet clearly marked. The PNG administration

had had occasional problems with people who had crossed the border and claimed that they should not be sent back

becausetey woul d suffer for their political activities in \
advised that: 6The main threat was internal, coming froc
richer areas wanting to kedlpeir wealth to themselves. But this had not always been the only potential threat. In the

days of Sukarnob6és I ndonesi a, we had been afraid that I n

which might arise out of the fact that PNG was digpig at a faster rate than Indonesia could afford in West irian

this might cause problems if PNG acted as a magnet for West Irianese. Under the present Indonesian regime, which we

did not see disappearing, serious problems would not arise. After mdkapee, if problems did arise, the United

Nations would take an interest and this interest would probably not be favourable to Indonesia. Some United Nations
members were not happy with aspects of t hmentbfiffdb@igne si an a
Af fairs, OReport of the Thi r d-2 Mach 1971n JAA.AL838A NBE/IDR PART f i ci al
1.

46 Edwards A Nation at War242.

“Department of External NRifftamnrRepdldinwanmndFSaei gmgrRom i cy:
1970. NAA: A1838, 250/9/1/3 PART 2.

“8 bid.

108



meantthat éSoutheast Asiés not vital to the American intere§®.Rather, thefprincipal US foreig

policy objectives are the pursuit of détente with the USSR, the reaching on an understanding with China
and the development of a partner relationship with J&8#nnotedthat @he new doctrine heralds a

very different security situation in thate@and thatAustralia does not secure ament®rA mer i ca o s
strategic priorities had changesignificantly under the Nixon Administration, anthe Gorton
Governmenstarted taealiseit neeaddto develop a more setkliantdefencepolicy to compenatefor

a reduced Americamilitary presence in Southeast Aslde assumption that Australia couhdariably
dependn the United States for assistaranadthat it had to fight abroad in distant theatres was starting

to fade. It became increasingly appatto the Gorton Governmetihat Australia needed @dopt a
different approachwith a view to taking greater responsibility its defencen Southeast Asia.

Gorton thus reached out to the Nixon Administration to better understand the Guam
Doctrine. In April 1970, the Minister for the Army and thew Secretary of Defence, Arthur Tange,
met with Secretary of Statdjenry Kissingerin Washington. Fraser asked Kissinger h®autheast
Asiaaligned with the Guam Doctrirges the Gorton Government had received little guidance from the
Nixon Administration on its implications for Australi&issinger said that the United Staiésd
discarded the intrusive way of the fifti@ndthe éapocalyptic way of the sixtie®? Instead, the Guam
Doctrinewast he Presi dent 6s way of keepi ng &tltagpeasni t e d
that Fraser was not convinckdKi s si nger 6 s e x pdtveas\ery importanfor peodet i ng t |
in the countries concerned to have confidence in that same réSd@Barton had reservations about
the direction of American foreign policyarticularly in its resolve to stay in Southeast A¥iat,
despite being advised by the bureaucitaoghart a more independent approactefencepolicy, some
of Gor t on $traggleditonconsa termsswiththe geopolitical changes that were unfolding in
Austr al i Rroassnmeetdgdvith Kissingerid not appear to allastheseconcernsandGorton

went on to consider a different approactsubsequent months.

In early 1971, the Australian Embassy in Washington, gasthardetailed assessment of
American foreign policy to Canberr@his cable examed the implications of the Guam Doctrifte
Australian defencepolicy in much more detail tharearlier correspondenaan the same topicThe
Embassyadvised thatéthe Nixon Administratioh would prefer the Australian Government to
formulate its own strategic interests (Australian and regional) and seek US coop@tdtidinus
advisedthab t may be to our advantage to examine Austr

aim of isdating those which Australian Governments have entered into in the past on the assumption

49 |id.

50 |bid.
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2Department of External Affairs, ORecord of C
Tange, J.E Ryan. 6 7 April 1970, NAA: A1838, 2
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that they fitted into our American allyés gl obal
aboved® This wasgroundbreakingadvice as it marked thegt time thathe diplomatic establishment
encouragethe Australian Government to establish a more autonodefeacepolicy based on greater
selfreliance In a decade, it had shifted from supporting the deployment of Australian forces in
coalitions in dstant theatres to suggesting that Australia develop a moreeBalit policy focused on

its region This was due to changing perceptions oéalh and alliesThere was how substantial support

within the Departmestof Foreign Affairs, and Prime Minist@and Cabinet for a reconsideration of the
conceptual basis that underpinned Austratiafencepolicy in favour of greater seleliance.

Fortress Australia and Nuclear Capability

This call for strategicreorientatiora | i g h e d w pershnal @Gews,twbiah fiesbegan
to express publicly in a major address to the Imperial Sex@hg. Gorton wasscepticalof alliance
commitments and would put his views on record in liglgwvafivingpublic sentiment and departmental
advice.Gorton represnted a new generation of parliamentarians who had fought in the Second World
War, and had experienced the failure of an alliance at Singapore, which perhaps explains why his views
differed significantly from those of Menzies and Hole $aidthat publicdebate on Australian defence
policy was caught betwedasupport for forward defenéandd@ condemnation of some slogan called
Fortress AustralidHe ar gued that the | atter had been misun
it enabledthe deployment of Australian forcedroad, and needed to be embraced more fully as a

conceptuateplacement td~orwardDefencedGortonargued that:

It is nota concept of isolationisnBuch a concept would badly serve the future defence of
Australia.lt is the realisation that any operations outside Australia require that Australia itself
should be a secure base, firmly defended, from which operations caubtethand sustained.

No military commander would embark on a campaign unless he had such a base and knew he
was able to hold that base against attable. Australian continent is the only firm and enduring
base on which we can rely.

Should we not regartthe provision of strong defence for that base, for Australia, as the primary
T but by no means the onilytask for our defence? | think we sho@ld.

Gort onds sumiagpaitasitwasshe first time that an Australian Prime Minister
argued for a more setéliant policy centred upatme defence of Australiddis vision was for Australia
to be highlyautonomou®f its allies, in contrast to the policies of his predeces3ties peech also set
out the basic principles for a force structure thatild underpinG o r t appr@ash. He argued that the
Army needed to remain of at least its present size, with a Navy that could interdict coastal traffic, and
an Air Force that could inteept hostile aircraft anétrike deep and hard into enemy territG&These
ideas were embryonic but represented an important step in putting forward a concept of greater self

reliance, and force structure priorities that comighlement it Gorton acknowledged these were his

Depart ment of Foreign Affairs, 6l nwar d 7SA\aAssesgnerd m: Pre:
General .6 15 March 1971,2. NAA: A1838, 250/ 9/ 1/ 3 PART
6Speech by the Minister for Defence, The Right Honourahb
Club, Sydney, 18 June 1971, Gorton Papers, MS 7984 NLA.
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personal views and were not necessarily refleatifzgovernment policyNevertheless, his views
mirrored those of parts of the defence establishment and wesddblaleliberations on selfeliance
in the 1980s.

At around the same time, Gorton began to consider the possibility of developing the
founddions of an Australian nuclear capability to enhance its deterrence posture. Substantive
discussions othe acquisition of nuclear weapons in response to increasing geopolitical instability in
Southeast Asia began with a report from the Defence Comnttine tActing Minister for Defenge
Alan Hume,in December 1965. The report canvassed a range of options from relying on the nuclear
arsenals of allied powers to multilateral agreements for the prohibition of nuclear weapons in Indian
Ocean and the develogmt of an Australian nuclear capabilftHume sought advice frorsenior
ministerial colleaguesand Hasluck advised Hume that he supported-exaenination of nuclear
weapons policy, and that External Affairs would assist with analysis afabpgolitical and financial
implications of acquiring a nuclear arseffalhere werg however,dissenting views at the highest
levels of the bureaucraci.et er Bai |l ey, First Assistant Secreta
advised against going forméhon the basis that Australian lacked the expertise to develop a nuclear
capability in the short term and instead recommended relying on an allied nuclear uthigell&lan
Griffith advised in favour as follows:

Australia has little interest in acquig a national potential for strategic purposes. The race in
this field is too large in expenditure and in delivery systems. We will have inlhé & nuclear
weapon carrierThe only circumstances in which Australia would be interested in a nuclear
capaity would be for its own selflefence against invasion. As far into the future as we can
see, invasion of the mainland can only be by -lmme forces. The geography of Australia
lends itself uniquely to the use of a nuclear weapon indedéfince Drop an atom bomb on
Europe and you will take away millions of livedrop an atom bomb in the Coral Sea and the
only side effect will be a bit of radioactive debris. There is no otherokgyaranteeing an
Australian capacity to defend itself on its own reses. The large question for us is should we
abandon the certain, effective, inexpensive way of ensuring our owtefetfce?

In May 1967, Prime Minister Holt accepted this argument and directed an assessment of
Australian nuclear capahi.®® The following month, the Secretary of Foreign Affairs, James Plimsoll,
wrote to Hasluck to advise that Defence had commenced a study that the External Affairs would
contribute to its geopolitical assessments, the Joint Planning Committee would steatenic aspects,
and that the Australian Atomic Energy Commission and Department of Supply would consider

technological aspect$External Affairs had doubts about the viability of a domestic nuclear deterrent

59 Letteri Alan Hume to R.G Menzie Nucl ear Weapons Policy.6 31 December 1
801 etteri Paul Hasluck to Alan Hume, 20 January 1966. NAA: A1909, 1965/6470.

'Pri me Minstero6s Department, 6éNucA A200, 198496dfMons Policy. d
2pri me Ministero6s Department, &Nuclear Weapons Policy. o

63 Letteri Harold Holt to Allen Fairhall, 4 May 1967, NAA: A1838, TSG80 PART 2.
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or reliance upon a nuclear umbrella, arguing instead for the ratification of the NucleBrdliéeration

Treaty®® On 6 Julythe Defence Committee advised the following:

Having regard to the present strategic circumstances and our treaty arrangements in which our
most powerful allies have a nuclear capability, there is no current requirement for an Australian
nucl ear capability. Nevert hefaraspessilde apatentialr al i a
capability to operate with nuclear weapons and in the face of nuclear opp®sition.

In coming to this judgement, the Defence Committee analysed a range of geopolitical
factors. The push for a nuclear deterrent was drivenhye r eal i sati on that Oby
British withdrawalin the mid70s, China [will have] a nuclear capacity sufficient to threaten the
Australian and American mainlanéfdt balanced this, however, with the realisation that the United
States wald likely remain a significant counterweight to any potential Chinese threatDefence
Committeedrew onrecentdiscussions between Hasluck and Walt Rostow, Special Assistant to the
President of the United States, in which the US advisedithhérewas a norproliferation treaty, the
Uni ted States nucl ear commi t ment woul d hardenbo
c o h e 8&Mareoven it assessed that Australia did not have the industrial capacity to achieve a first
strike capability. Nocould it achieve a secoradrike capability as it could not survive a nuclear strike
due to its small population largely concentrated in six major centres. As aitesliised that a nuclear

capability could not be justified at the time.

The Defene Committee revisited the issue in early 1288id discussions on the non
proliferation treaty’® Whether or not Australia required a nuclear deterrent depended, in its view, on
the contingencies it could face, including the nature of the potential threat and the role of its traditional
allies. It built on previousassessment® note that nuclear wpans were not required foegional
contingencies involving Indonesia and that the United States would likely assistr@significant
contingencies involving Chin&.The United States was expected to be involved in contingencies
involving a nuclear extange between major powers, and it followed that Australia should align with
the United States in these scenarios and not develop its own ndetement On the contrary, the

development of a nuclear deterrent had the potential to undermine its atlidigedions

Australiads strategy has been developed ar oul
has consistently endorsed the word and the spirit of the treaty and has indicated a thorough
understanding of Austral isadsr odepenldfe nxrey tohni nf
policy has been to strive to strengthen the United States bonds of responsibility under the
ANZUS Treaty. The development of an independent Australian nuclear capability would

“Department of External AfHMraolrisf,e réaNuicol ne aPro |Wecayp.odn sl 6a nAdu g\
TS68010 PART 2.
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weaken these bonds because of the strong dJBitates opposition to proliferatiamd desire
for centralised control of nuclear weapdhs.

Bill Pritchett, the Head of the Defence Liaison Branch, summarised the paper to the

Secretary of External Affairs as follows:

The paper argues that there is no requirement for an Australian nuclear capacity while America
remains committed to the deterrence of China. But even were the United States not so
committed, Australia could not independently develop a credible nuclearet¢tagainst

China because of our inability to achieve a second strike capacity and the extreme vulnerability
of our cities. It is unrealistic to conceive of Australia facing alone and isolated a threat of
aggression. Even if we assume others are indifteio our demise, they will not be indifferent

to our conquer 030d & reasgnghieaonadsunzedhatahneats will develop in
the face of a system of checks and balances that will offer prospects of containing tHé threat.

TheAustralianAtomic Energy Commission argued in favour of a nuclear sector in contrast
to Defence and External Affairs on the basis that it would take up to 10 years to develop such a capability

and could not, therefore, delay

Increasing national efforts drresources should be mobilised to permit Australia within the
terms of the Treaty to acquire a nuclear reactor for peaceful purposes such as the establishment
of a nuclear power program. Apart from the economic benefits to be derived, the development
of a national nuclear power program would put us on the road to being able to manufacture
nuclear weapons at relatively short notice. A policy of this type would provide some measure
of insurance against a breakdown in the Nwaliferation Treaty?

On 8 Auqust 1969, Gorton acted on this advice and established an interdepartmental
committee to establish a nuclear reactor either in Canberra or Jervi¢ Gag.month lateron 8
SeptemberCabinet approved the construction of a nuclear power station in @iiwulvith the New
South Wales GovernmeftWhile Cabinet considered a range of options, the US Ambassador, Walter
Ri ce, wrote to McMahon, the Minister for Extern
pursue nuclear infrastructuile the Brtish High Commission advised compliance with International

Atomic Energy Agency safeguards. Rice advised as follows

You will want to know that late last year, | had sent a more technical memorandum to senior
Australian officials. | am certain you will agg with my expressed opinion that Australian
acceptance of aloAger m economi ¢ penalty to achieve dc
uranium enrichment would appear unwarrantadd inconsistent in view of strong
US/Australian economic, social and militarylateonships which are directed toward the
preservation of Australian independerite.

By early 1970, Cabinet was divided on the nded nuclear power and enrichment
infrastructure Gorton was pushing for a nuclear industry with support frorAtREC but others such

as McMahon werepposedand were supported by Defence, External Affairs and traditional allies.

" bid.
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27 January 1970, Cabinet agreed on Jervis Bay as the site for a esatttoncluded an agreement

with the New South Wales Electricity Commissidithen, on 18 August, it endorsed a short list of
tenders’® while excluding the application from IAEA regulations with which it did not agt@dere

was growing concern withiméegovernment about the proposal, and the Federal Director of the Liberal
Party, B.G Hartcher, wrote to Gorton on 15 September to raise coratssosthe nuclear power
station® Then, on 17 November, the US Ambassador, Rice, wrote to Gorton recommévadihg
consider an American light water reactor and that the US Government could provide enriched uranium
in lieu of the Commonwealth developing its own enrichment capa#ilitije proposed reactor had
moved ahead but was facing significant opposition.

Cabinet grew increasingly divided into two camps. On the one hand, Gort@dpesivily
for a more seffeliant posture grounded in the defence of continental Australia, and including the
potential for a nuclear deterrent. Yet, other such as McMahoa prefe d a greater f ocu
Defedtes®& divisions, combined with disagreement ¢
removal as Prime Minister later in the year. McMahon, who seapticalof the nuclear proposal,
decided tadefer considetion of the tenders in June 197Bnd then June 1972afterwhich it was

not raised again in Cabin&or t o n 6 s -reliareavs sorimagsedlinftiable 11:

Table 11: Australian DefencePolicy Under the Gorton Government

Government | Core Strategic Primary Perceptions of Allies Perceptions of
(Party) Interests Geographic Credible Threat
Scope
Gorton Defending Australia| Australian | US: DistrusedNixon due to the| Uncertainty as to
(Liberal) from invasion Continent | Guam Doctine and Vietnam Indonesiarand
Chinesententions
Establishing nucleal UK: Difficultieswith Wilson
infrastructure due to accelerateBritish
withdrawal
Gorton took a continental view of selffe | i ance i n which Australi a

be structured tdefeat an invasion. This view was almost certainly driven by changes in perceptions of
Australiads allies. Gorton had a difficult rel e
announcement of an accelerated British withdrawal from Asia. In additeohad been advised by the
bureaucracynow under the leadership of Tange and Sharedpt a more seheliant posture in light

of the Guam Doctrine. Gorton made significant progress in developing a mereliseif defence

policy, but his viewswere not shared by hisolleaglwes and these differences would soon become

“"6Submission by the Minister for National Devel opment ot
NAA: M3787, 10.

6Cabinet Sub inNuglesar Rowe Nve.a c4t89 at Jervis Bay: Review of T
M3787, 10.

6 Ca bS$ubmission No.597 Saf eguards and the Nuclear Power Station &
M377, 10.

80| etteri B.G Hartchetto J.G Gorton, 15 September 1970, NAA: M3787, 10.

81 | etteri Walter Rice to J.G Gorton, 17 November 1970, NAA: M3797, 10.

29Cabinet DetNw$sdlomamNoRPowe®rs Station at Jervis Bay.® 8 Jun
89gCabinet Decisi@iNMNoleab2BowAD BOation at Jervis Bay. 6

114



evident insubsequenCabinet discussions. Indeed, it waartly due tointernal disagreementsn

defence policyhat Gorton was replaced as Prime Minister by William McMahon in Ma@gh.1

The McMahon Government considered a né&trategic Basipaper in May 1971 which
had been developaahder Gorton and reflead his vision. Although no longer Prime Minister, Gorton
remained influential as Minister for Defenteaccordancevith hispublic statementshe paper argued
that Australia needed to be more flexible and |
can be seen in his decision to highlight a sentence thateat emphasis than hitherto should be
given to the continuing fundamental obligation of continental defé@h&Gortonbelievedthat Australia
was stronger and wealthier than in the past, ardtth@efencepolicy needed to reflect these changes
in its circumstance$de went on to arguéhis view before Cabinet on 8 Juméhere hesaidthat
The report points to the need for our foreign and defence policies to develop a more independent
characterconsonant with our growth in wealth and strength, and accordingly to achieve the

increased flexibility which is demanded if our strategic interests are to be protected and
advanced in the more fluid strategic environment of the 1%70s.

Go r t statethenmarked a clear repudiation ¢forward Defeno& in favour ofgreater
selfreliance in the defence of Austral@o r t aolfedgees, however, did not support this apprpach
preferring the status quo in Australidefencepolicy. Cabinet recordeote that the ministrjnad éa
strong feeling that the orientation of Austral.i
present¥® Cabinetpreferredo maintaintss upport f or the United States ;
securityrather than shifting towards greater sedfiance Consequently, Cabinet only noted the paper,
and did not take it further as the basis for subsequent decidlam#tes from the Cabinet meeting
record ministeriabbjectionsoGor t onds emphasi s asdalowsiont i nent al de
There was a clear view in Cabinet against exaggerated emphasis on continental defence and the
Cabinet indicated that it did not accept the concegdFoftress Australi®.On the contrary, it
reflected a strong feeling that to do so would seem to be @swgddtch in policy when the

Cabinetds wish was that poflthatiyto saptbatiAustralia e mai n
participating in forward defence where she can and maintaining an overseas presence.

Referring to the concept dforward defencg Cabinet reflected a view that Australia should
sustain a forward defence element for as long as she canarizk prepared to depart from a
wish and a will to have defence as far away from Australia as poésible.

Consistent with this position, Cabingtidhot accept an emphasis suggesting that the one test
in the acquisition of arms or capacity should be whether such would contribute to the defence
of continental Australi&’

This Cabinet meeting was important because it showed that there were dissgseem

within the McMahon Government on how Australia should adapt to changes in its strategic

84 Stephan Fruehlingd History of Australian Strategic Policy Since 198&e alsoEdwards A Nation at Way302.
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environmentGorton believed that Australia needed to develop a morgadiht policy based on the
continental defence of Australia. Yet, figures such as McMatwre of the view that Australia needed
to reinforce the status quo by continuinglepend orallies. Records from Foreign Affairprovidean
insight into why McMahon was apprehensive about the move towards greatetiaalfe. In a meeting
with ShannMcMahonsaid that he had reservations aboutStrategic Basipaper because [figlt that
it had too much input from civilians in Foreign Affairs, and not enough from the military. Shann,
however,argued thathis was necessary becaggeater input from Defena@vould probably produce
an assessment of a much greater threat to Aiastnan we thoughexisted because of the anxiety of
the Chiefs of Staff to justify their ideas about increases in the forces at their d@psSbainn advised
the Minister for Foreign Affairs Les Bury,thatdhe particular worry of the Prime Ministeglated to
his feeling that the Strategic Basis document implied the idea of a Fortress Australia devoted to
continental defence along Israeli lin#$Nevertheless, Foreign Affairs understood that Australian
strategic policy was undergoing significantadgeand that Defence was also grappling with these
developmentsThis demonstratethat the bureaucracy was increasingly uncertain as to extent to which
the United States was preparedasistAustralia in the event of conflict in its immediate regién.
note attached to the paper from senior offizidForeign Affairs Peter Hendersostateal that:
My impression from the attached paper is that Defence is putting us on notice that it now
believes there is a greater degree of uncertainty about American support for Australia than is

assumed in the Strategic Basis paper, and that, to obtain Americamts@ptralia may have
to accept heavier military obligations than thought previously.

The Defence paper also emphasises the faciAhsrican policy]is by no means clear on the
manner in which independent or regional responsibilities should be aegeduo develop, and
provides no real assistance on a major difficultly for Australian polibg uncertainty whether
adequate US military aid will be given in all the circumstances that Australia might need it.

In short, | wonder whether, when Cabinekds the Strategic Basis paper, the Minister for
Defence might not argue that in certain important respects it has been overtaken by
developments in American policy. It also seems possible that he might press for early action to
discuss partnershipvith the US

During these deliberations, the bureaucracy was attemptisteévCabinettowards a
middle ground betweedrortress Austral@anddorward DefencéNeither was a realistic option for
Australia because it could not afford to be totally iretegentbut nor could itjustify the forward
deployment of forcewithout a clear threat and guaranteef allied supportKey advisers suggested
that Australia needed tevelop closer ties with regional partneysensurats security.The Secretary
of Prime Minister and Cabinet, John Bunting, argued that closer ties with Malaysia, Singapore,
Indonesia, and Papua New Guirgaee the surest means of protecting Austrabanfany kind ofand

basednvasiond* Similarly, Foreign Affairsalsoargued for a greater role for Australia in providing

®Department of Foik.i@.nO ASHarn m st,0o 6Mientitetrer for Foreign
677/3 PART 20.

8 |bid.
®Depart ment of Foreign Affairs, o6Briefing Note: Peter
“Department of Foreign Affairs, 6Cabinet Submission:

May 1971, NAA: A1838/346.
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training assistanct® regional state¥ PeterBailey from Prime Minister and Cabinsupported this
proposition, statinghat@ vacuum ought not to be allowed to deveiopence the continued need for
military presencé® Therewasconsensus thatustralia needed to bmoreproactive in its region, on
a more seffeliant basis, to shape its environment in a way that would be favouratsiaterests and

reflective of its size as a regional powBailey articulated this vievas follows

As a middle power, Australia can daore in the way of quiet, but steatlyand steadying
influence than is open to the big powers. With the prospect of a decade without major big power
confrontation, or at any rate with big power stalemate, Australia should be taking all the
opportunitiesshe can to contribute to the development of the region.

The kind of programme you sketched dbutf some ground and other forces on site; of military
and other aid; and of trainiigmakes sense within a concept of commitment by Australia to
the region.t fits with United Nations concepts of regional association and would give Australia
leadership of what are, after all, its border aféas.

The bureaucr acy reandrbnmenenwds undergding sigaificant changea 6 s
and thathe McMahonGovernment could enhance its security through greater regional engagément.
had started to put forward a more seliant solution to the geopolitical vacuum identified by the
Gorton Governmeni his be@memoreimportant as Britaitbegan to withdravirom Asia.ln 1970, the
Wilson Government decided that it would terminate the Arddgldayan Defence Agreement, along
with its unconditional commitment to defend both Malaysia and Singdpameits place Britain
reached out to Australia and New Zealand for a Five Power Joint Declaration, which required the parties
to &consult together for the purpose of deciding what measures should be taken jointly or separately in
relation to the threa®® Gorton thugtold Lord Carrington, theDefence Secretaryhat it preferred the
AMDA to continue at a meeting in Canbeff&Carrington advised that this was not possible because
Britain had other priorities in Europe and the Persian Gulf, and that it would maintain a more modest
presence in the AsiBacific®® Carrington advised that Britain would no longer have a dominant role
but would have the same political commitment as the other signafoesertheless;oreignAffairs
advisel that Gt would be preferable to a complete cessation of British commitéféittwas, however,
concerned that the definition é&frmed attadicould be interpreted narrowly, asdggestethat Britain
be asked tgublicly guarantee that ivould defend Malaysia and Singapore agasdiversion and
counterinsurgencyThe experiaces of Confrontationhad not been forgotten and thereaucracy

sought to guard against disputed@the interpretation oflefence treatiedvicMahon clearly wanted

92 |bid.

®Depat ment of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 6The Pri me
1971.6 7 June 1971, NAA: A5882, cO1191.

% |bid.

“Department of Ex tMalaysiam IDefede iAgrdement; BritistARrapdsal For ReplaceByefive
Power Decl aration. 6 NAA: A5869, 316.

% |hid.

6 Cabinet Mi nut e: T W4it ofithe British Secketary of Siate for Defence, The Rt. Hon. Lord
Carrington.6 31 July 1970. NAA: A5873/1 VOLUME 2.

% |bid.

% |bid.

100 pepartment of Externa A f f a i -Malaysiad Defegck Agreement: British Proposal For Replacement By Five
Power Decl aration. & NAA: A5869, 316.
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Britain to remain in Southeast Asigith a guarantee that it woufitovideassistancén contingencies
not amounting to full scale conflicMcMahon, unlike Gorton, was hesitant to embracersdiince
and preferred to rely on allies as the basis for Australefancepolicy but was nevertheless being

pushed towardmcreasedelf-reliance by institutional and strategic factors beyond his control

The Five Powers met in April 1971 to clarify thatureof their defence relationship in the
aftermath of Britainbs withdrawal. Thewengagr eed
which provided a weaker framework for collective secutitgn the AMDA The FPDA instead
required the parties to consult in the event of an armed attack, or threat of attack against Malaysia or
Singapore.It established acombined force under theleadership of an Australian commander,
consisting of one battalion from each country, a naval component including surface ships and an
Australian submarine, and an air component including RAAF Mirages and British reconnaissance
aircraft. These forces wodlbe guided by the ANZUK Chiefs of Staff Committee, anddésgraphical
scope was broad. The FPRApressly include&he defence of Australia, New Zealand and the adjacent
Pacific and Indian Ocean aréamddhe stability and security @outheast Asia as a whélsithin its
remit!?®®Mc Mahon understood that Australiab6s region w
allies, and that it would need to seek security in new regional associations. Although it sought to keep
Britain inveded in the region, it laid the foundations for a more assertive posture in th&adsfa

that included elements of sekliancegrounded irregional engagement.

Despite these shifts towards greater-seliance, the McMahon Government was unable to
fully distance itself fromd~orward Defeno@ b e Awstuatiaa defencepolicy was still based on
antiquated perceptions of threBly the early 1970s, most & u s t r aliesihadGasceptefbrmer
adversaries includin@hinaas membexof the internatioal community, yet McMahon viegd them
asthe overriding hr eat t o Au st r arheesdntsto whiahtAustratiaan pbolicy was aut i t vy .
of step with conventional thinkingas evidenin its divergence from Americatiplomacyin the Asia
Pacific. Serior American officials, including Kissinger, started to engage with China but this did not
appear to affect Australian policy. Inde&thlcolm Fraserdismissed these developments in statirag
dvisits to Peking alone do not alter the facts of wpndtitics 3°2 Thus, McMahorcontinued to support
dorward Defenogby maintaining close ties with Taiwan and continuing to support SEATO. The
McMahon Government was unable to move on from this paradigm and thus struggled to embrace the
need for greater seltliance against credible regional thredise substantive development of self
reliance was hampered by a lack of political will to adapt to a changing strategic environment despite

widespread bureaucratic and military support for a defgncepolicy.

Mpepartment of Defence, 6Paper for Defence Committee: R
1972, NAA: 7942, F59.
26 A Warning on TBehAgeRaJulpi9all ogue. 6

118



Defence Review 1972

While the McMahon Government was committedforward Defena@ it announced a
review of Austr aéadpath ghead im B mpidlyechanging regidhe vevielvwas
driven by a recognition within the bureaucracy andhiiggary that Australia could not necessarily rely
on its allies to the extent that it once h8enior public servants deliberateldselyon how the review
would articulate Australi aés -reliadcewas heavilyrpmoted wi t h i
by the Secretary of Defence, Arthur Tange. Records from the period show that Tange wrote to the
Secretary of External Territories, D.O Hay, to suggest that the review needed to state that Australia
would be more selfeliant in its territorialdefe c € and its regional engageme.|

concurred with that of both Bailey and Shann from the previous year. He wrote that:

We cannot rationally seek relief from burdens by retreating militarily from concern about
the security of othecountries in this external environment. Australia must make itself
capable militarily of protecting its interespggedominantly with its own forces, in the
expectation of aid from traditional allies only if and when the burden exceeded our
capacities. Wean no longer expect any major ally to carry the major burden in any but the
most extreme situation. Continuous and effective military-tsellb is in the tradition of
Australian selreliance. We have, moreover, pledged it to our alffes.

Tangearticulaed the intellectual rationale behind the push for-selfance in Australian
defencepolicy. He ef fecti vely di sfrifforreseAlstr&@as tincealitis, andi si on
Mc Ma h suppoi ford~orward Defeno&asanachronisticHe argued that Ausdlia needed to invest
in selfreliance to protect its core strategic interests in its immediate region, and defend itself against
credible regional threats against which it could not alwelyson supportfrom its allies The implicit
threatto which Australia might need to respondn T a n g, avassthe prospest of Indonesian
intervention in New Guineegather than larger scale contingencies involving major powtag was
supportiveof the general thrust of the revidwut had reservationsboutiisanal ysi s of Aust
relationship withNew Guinea The extent to which Australia was responsible for the defenbiewf
Guineawas always a contentious issue which had eluded a conclusive answer. This was now more
topical because of tensiomsth Indonesia, and the prospect of independence. Hay was particularly
concerned by an early draft of the paper which appeared to commit Australia to the defdaee of
Guineain a range otontingencies, including internal conflitie was concerned abaihie following

paragraph, and wrote to the Minister for External Territories, Andrew Peacock:

The Governmentds view is that this and futur
to act militarily in support of the Papua New Guinea Government if ¢leel should arise, if
our help should be sought, and if we should wish to respénd.

Hay had reservations abotltis paragraptbecauset appeared to commit Australia to
military intervention inNew Guinean all contingencies, including tlse in which Australia might not
want to be involvedHay was concerned that Australia cobkldrawn into internal disturbances, or a

conflict started byNew Guineawith Indonesia due to indiscretion on its part. Defence understood his

Wpepartment ofiMeH eharege 6tLetD.e® Hay. 6 28 February 1972,
Mpepartment of External Territories, 6éLetter. D. O Hay to
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concerns and redrafd the paragraph in less categorical terms. Rather than committing Australia to the
defence ofNew Guineain all circumstancest implied that Australia would only provide military
assistance thlew Guinedf it were directly attacked by a foreign state. Moreovateigmphasised this
aspect of the bilateral relationship by focusing primarily on defence cooperation in terms of training

and capability developmerithe paragraphow read as follows:

Australiawill also need to sustain the ability of its forces to assist in the external defence of
Papua New Guine& he Government of Papua New Guinea would not be able from its own
resources to sustain significant naval and air and other specialised capafilities

The Defence Reviewvas tabled in Parliament iMarch 1972 andforeshadoweda
significant change in Australiatefencepolicy. At the heart of the paper wasealisatiorthat Australia
needed to focusore heavilyon itsimmediateregion and needed be able to defend iterritory and
northern approaches from external interventigiihout dependence on its allieslight of the Guam

Doctrine and Britainos .These derdimentsacke elpressad asSallaws: h e a s t

Australiarequires military means to offset physical threats to its territory and to its maritime
and other rights and interests in peacetime, and should there ever be an actual attack, to respond
suitably and effectively, preferably in association with others,ifoged be, alone

Thisis significantas it was the first time that the Australian Governnpesilicly proposed
a policyof greater selfreliance. The McMahon Governmesuggested h at A uleféncgaolicy a 6 s
would no longer be grounded in depencie on alliebut the defence of Australia through its military
capabilitiesIt further articulated the requirement for greater-sgiincein following terms:

[There is an] nderlying requirement that we be capable of vigorous action unaided, to defend
our interests and our territory. It would follow that Australia should not allow its expectation
of external support for its defence against potentially overwhelming challenges to overshadow
its obligation to assume, within its resources, the primaryoreshpility for its conventional
defence and to accept an even greater $h&ret indeed the entire burdérin circumstances

of lesser challenge. The independence of our foreign relations is involved this.

TheDefence Reviearticulated a neefdr greater selfeliance in Australiadefencepolicy
in the clearest terms to date. It charted an alternative path tadfmihard Defenc&as espoused by
Menzies and Holt, andortress Australi@das proposed by Gorton. It was neither totally reliant on
traditional alliesnor entirelyindependent of them. Rather, it justified safiance on the basis that it
woul d protect Australiabs cfosteealliedsupmimegrd serioisn i t s
contingencies. Th®efence Reviewwr gued t hat Australiads alliance
more selreliant approach to defench. held thatGANZUS does not express merely an American
obligation towards Australia and New Zeada It is a treaty of collective security in which obligations
are mutuaft®® TheDefence Reviearguedhatdhe article is a commitment by each to develop defence

capacity through its own effortby selfhelp. It specifically enjoins Australia to undateon its own

105 pepartment of DefenceDefence Review 197@anberra: Australian Government Publishing Service, 1972)
Paragraph 24.

108 |bid, Paragraph 6.

107 |bid, Paragraph 22.

108 |bid, Paragraph 24.
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behalf an independent national defence effort commensurate with its interests and réSétlitees.

review was the culmination of Australian strategic thinking which recognised that Australia needed to

be more selfeliant. Those involved ithe drafting process harticipatedn many of the key turning

points of the 1950s and 1960s. TheylerstoodhatAustralia couldhot always rely on its allies in less

significantcontingencies, andiould be more likely to receive assistance if it demonstridiedbility

to defend itsdlas best it could within its budget and capabiliti®g 1972, selfreliance had undergone

significant change under the McMahon Government as shoWwalile 12

Table 12: Australian DefencePolicy Under the McMahon Government

invasion

UK: Concernedbout
British withdrawal

Government | Core Strategic Interests | Primary Perceptions of Allies Perceptions of

(Party) Geographic Credible Threat
Scope

McMahon Defending Australia and | Australia and| US: Uncertain about Indonesianintervention

(Liberal) PNG fromIndonesian PNG Guam Doctrine in PNG

The final year of the McMahon Government saw significant conceptual development in

Australiandefencepolicy. Self-reliance started tbe discusseth public policy for the first timeThis

was largelydriven by the bureaucracy and received little support from the McMahon Government at

the political level. This concemtf selfreliance focused on the defence of Australia and its external

territories from Indonesian interferenc&rchival record indicate thatthis shift in thinking was

influenced by changing perceptions of allies in the region. Britain had largely withdrawn from Asia,

and the Nixon Administration had announced that it expected its allies to take greater responsibility for

their defence againstonventional threats. The bureaucracy understood that it could no longer rely

solely on allies for Australian defence and would thus need to invest in greatefiaalfe.

Conclusion

This chapter has demonstrated that the GekoMahon Government laid the conceptual

foundations for a shift to greater sedfliance in Australiamlefencepolicy. Gorton inherited a policy

based

on dependence

on

t he Ultsipredeckssdfsssaned that f o r A

Australia needed to support the United States in Vietnam to attract military support in contingencies

involving IndonesiaThe Gorton Government, however, began to question this paradigm as the Vietnam

War began to shift awalyom the United Statefollowing the Tet Offensive. Its doubts about allies

were reinforced by h e

emphasis onfortress Australié® The bureaucracencouragedyreaterself-reliance, and put this

Guam Doctrine and

Britainos

Wi

forward inDefence Review 197Zhis was a turning point asnitarked the first time that seléliance

had been publicly endorsed amdthough it was not official policy, get the conceptual groundwork

for the development cfelf-reliance by the Whitlam Governmeas shown in the following chapter.

1091hid, Paragraph 25.
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Chapter Four:

The Whitlam Government and
the Development of
Greater SelfReliance

(19721975)

122



Introduction

The election of the Whitlam Government in 1972 marked a definitive shift in the conceptual
basis of Australiadefencepolicy from dependence on allies and towards greatera&hce. Whitlam
waselected on a reformist platform, which emphasised graatependence in foreign policy, and less
reliance on allies. The Whitlam Governmenshifted Australian defencepolicy towards greater
accommodation of its neighbounshile taking a more prominent role in the regi@s British and
Americaninfluencedeclined Whittam modermmisd Aust ral i a6s militaregd force:
self-reliance.He broughtAustralia out ofd~orward Defeno&and lad the foundations fothe formal
enunciationof seltreliance in declaratorypolicy by subsequent governmenwh i t | amé,s r ef or
however, substantially increaktne cost of defence, andtla financial burdethat wouldinterruptthe

development oRustraliandefencepolicy for years to come.

A New Vision for Australian Strategic Policy

Shortly after election, the Ministéor Defence, Lance Barnard, gave a series of speeches which
forecast a major shift in Australiatefencepolicy. Robert OO6Nei ll, the then he
that Barnard played a sidigiant role in the development of se#liance. He notes thdt was not until
Barnard became Defence Minister that you had any serious attention givenrelizetle at the
political leveld Ross Babbage recalls that upon election, Barnard met with Tange to éble folans
for the Defence of Australidutthatt hey hadndét done any serious wor |
and Barnard was outragigdesulting in subsequent studie8.ar nar dés pol i cy advi se
recalls that:

Lance wasndt a person to for mul aAlFeperdombese t hi

had experience of what had happemeWorld War Two and that sort of feeling of being out

on a limb in 1942nd the sudden actions the government had to take to adjust to the position

where we were under attack. It changed peopl
took place close to where we were rather than something we went overseas®to fight.

In retirement, Barnard recalled that:

The government and Defence Department attituoct

to have our forces stationed overseas. Ther e
Australia. Nop asretcnteinaan hiand tdheet eDemi ned what our
guestion of the defence of Australia had to b
at Vel lcould no | onger accept a sitwuation in

stadi onéeside our territory and we woul*d need

This began p 15 March 1973in a National Press Cluaddressin which heannounced

review of the DefencerganisationBarnardarguedthat a conscript force dapted overseas was no

I'nterview with Robert OO6Neill, 8 July 2019.

2 Interview with Ross Babbage, 14 August 2019.

3 Interview with Derek Woolner, 27 March 2020.

4 Lance Barnard Interviewed by Ron Hurst and Brenda McAvoy, 23 July 1983 and 1 ApriNe3®nal Library of
Australia, TRG4900/53.
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longer appropriate. Consequently, he announced that salaries would be increéasemlzers of the

forces must serve under financial terms and conditions of service no less favourable than those available
in the community general§Barnardfurther announced a review of the Defelcgeaucracyand a

study of the future size and shape of the Aasit lacked a clear purpose in the pd$ttnam eraHe
announced @new and definitive examination of where our defence bases shoulgplogatkin this

countnyd consideringdocations which are militarily necessary for the defence of Australia, the

protection of its interests and the satisfaction of its external commitdients.

Barnard gave another speech to the First Tuesday Gadigeeign policy bodypoutlining his
view o Au s t r environménsand itpriorities.Heremarkedt hat Australi ads regi
significantly and that the Whitlam Governmesgught to develop a neapproach to foreign policy
basedonconci |l i ati on, rather t han conf r ddeexpldinedo n , Wi |
thatéve areentering a peri od of history in which we have
cooperation and trust between nations. Old fears have receded, and the tensions that arose from the
unstable division of the world into two great blocs have almost van@iBzanard did not believe in
preparing for conflicagainst ideological opponerits coalitionwith alliesas the basis for Australian
defencepolicy but preferred a different approaah follows

The small and medium sized countries are finding it possildevelop new common interests

with countries that were previously out of bounds, and in this situation of multipolarity, there

is opportunity for greater stability, rather than lapsing into the old Cold War postures of blind
confrontation between the twgreat armed camps.

Barnardbés speech nhaiddagtbdat had undenpinnddsti@liandefence o f
policy since the 19508 he Whitlam Government did not see tAsia-Pacificin termsof Cold War
rivalry butsoughtto engage with regional powers omare pragmatitasis. Barnarémphasised the
importance ofmultilateral cooperation stating thatthe force of the United Nations resolutions must
not be underestimated. Nor the effects of the good offices that thedUetions provides in creating
a meeting ground, conducting enquiries, and engaging in med#&Bannard sfluence cannot be
under st ated. OdheéN mastl slgnificaet @aor hese washBarhard as he did a lot of
preparation for the sulijeto become much more rethinkable at senior service Iéi#gotel that the

Whitlam Government struggled to move beyond the conceptual stage:

They tended to be immensely enthusiastic aboutrselfl i ance as an i dea. Thi
otherwaytgo but once youdve got through that flu
follow up. You didnét have suggestions as to

Theseideas can be seen in the workgh i t | Pairipas PrivatéSecretary Peter Wilenski

whowasthe intellectual driving force behind manytas reformist policiesWi | e npsgerigivesan

5 Speech by the Hon. L.H Barnard M.P Deputy Prime Minister and Minister for Defence at the National Prgss Club
15 March 1973NAA: A4087, D106/1/3 PART 1.

5 Speech by the Hon Lance Barnard to the First Tuesday G@uypril 1973, NAA: A5931 A5931/1 LL1030.

7 Ibid.

8 Ibid.

l'nterview with Robert OO6Neill, 8 July 2019.
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insight into his attitude towards the ANZUS Tredtle supportedANZUS as an insurance policy but
sought a more independertucse within it. Wilenskiwrote that Gve have been foolish to regard
ANZUS as Holy Writ with a readily deterrman and timeless meaning. It would be equally foolish to
do the same with the Nixon Doctrid8.He understood, as did Barwick and Hasluck, that the ANZUS
Treaty was a document whose meaning would depend on the circumstances of thilameki
further questioneds utility, arguing that@iven the existing mood of congress, we cannot by any means
be certain that defence aid will continue even at its present évge was sceptical that the United
States would assist Australia in all contingengieenit was reducing itsegionalpresence. The logical
conclusion of this, iWi | e nview, wds kat docal selfreliance will be more than a hofé Doubts
about the reliability of the United Statdmvethe development oelf-reliance under Whitlam buit
nevertheless understood the importance of ANAW#enskiarticulatecthe need for both greater self
reliance and a closer relationship with the United States in the following terms:

Does all this mean that ANZUS is wholly useless? I think not, for three main reasons:

a) Althoughwe cannot be certain what the US will do folifutie crunch comes, neither can
the enemy. And he is likely to more uncertain if there is@crap of papéthan if there
is none;

b) What will matter if the crunch comes is US congressional and public opinion. ANZUS
would provide us with something t@ipt toi something to shame the US into acting. And
it would provide the US Administration with r@adymade justification for acting if it
wished to do s as even the Manila Treaty did in relation to Vietham; and

c) We have some r eas eaofthe politicallamd stetediclingpdrtanée whiohm
the Americans saw Australas having for them in 1951 will survive into the time of future
threat or attack®

A u st r midriiiea llad changed significantiynder Whitlam His governmensupported a
more selfreliant posture, based on regional cooperation rather than ideological rivalry, but nevertheless
supported ANZUSBarnarddirected the Defence Committee to develop a Bénategic Basipaper
that reflected this conceptual shiftoreign Affairs also delivereda report to the Minister titled
Australian Foreign Policy: New Perspectivwehich clarified ths new approach:

Whereas the previous government conceived of the maintenafae eft r saduritydhéoagh

forward defence measuresid security alliances, the present government has decided, for
ideological and strategic reasons, to set store rather byitibary measures, such as economic
assistance and supporting neutralization propos#tslerlyingt he pr esent gover
apprach i s the not i oterm teferace intéasts wauld best de servetl byn g
accepting the political realities of our region and by a determined effort to remove from it causes

for tension and conflict which could directly or indirectly affecsAur al i a6s secur it

A

This is the fundament al change in Australiabo
It assumes that social and political change in Asia will occur and is indeed desiaabl¢hat
Australia should not involve itself when theontestfor power leads to violence. The

government 6s policies ar e mdtarilyeaod ecahomicalyva r d s
Ypeter WilendsSi RedAaustomasl:i #ml i tical and Military.é 2 Se
1 Ibid.

12 | bid.
13 Ibid.
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dominant powers to draw back from the aresgpart from providing economic assistafmde
order to let social and political cdicts work themselves out in truly national solutidfs.

Foreign Affairs provided furtheanalysisof the need for greater settliancein Australian
defencepolicy by grounding it ithe Guam Doctrine:

The Australian Government has dificulty with the substance of the Nixon Doctriée both

the American and the Australian Governments have concluded that their objectives would best

be served by matching their commitments to resources and national will rather than giving

priority just © formal commitments[This] coincides with an awakening of greater national
selfinterest and independence in Austratia.

Australian foreign policyunderwenta seismic shift in the earlynonths of the Whitlam
Government, and it made thedeange clear b its allies. On 24 April 1973, Whitlam travelled to
London for discussions with theoreign SecretaryAlec DouglasHome, andDefence Secretaypeter
Carrington'® They were troubled by these developmentstatitiWhitlamthat Australia was moving
in &he direction of noralignmentd’ Whitlam remarkedhat ®ustralia wascertainlyaligned. It was a
member of ANZUS® but would bemore independent within its alliances in response thamnging
strategic environmentVhitlam furthertold themthatdnany of the regional aangemergwere due for
a change [and thatPEATO [was] no longer really relevant or wholeso®&.By contrast he
emphasisethat dve also attached particular importance to Indonesia, which was not ordjoses
neighbour, but also the heart and soul of ASEBRNWhitlam favoured emerging regional forums and
gave his counterparts a dismissive analysisagfitionalinstitutions statingthat his government should
@emphasise the SEATO aspect as little assfple. It was moribund and an aftermath of the Dulles
containment of China polic?® Whitlam took a di f f er ent v ipreonities tofhis Aust r a
predecessordie did not see either China or Indonesiatta®ats andlid not emphasise reliance on
allies as the basis for Australidefencepolicy. Insteadhesought to chart a more independent approach

within the ANZUS alliancggrounded in greater saiéliance.

The Whitlam Government thu@mmencedhe production of &trategic Basipaper taeflect
this new paradignilrhe papeforecast that Australia needadnore capable defence foiodts region
in the aftermath of the British and American withdrawal from Aldieequired Australia to maintain a
dmilitary capability that lends credibiitto our political policpthrough the operation of more advanced
military equipment thaother regional powerd.As it would not depend on allies, Australia would now

have to be able to defend itself from credible threats. The paparlated thisas follows

14 Department of Foreign Affars 6 Austral i an Foreign Policy: New Perspect
15 | bid.

%Depart ment of External Af fairs, 6The Pri me Mi ni ster 6:¢
Commonweal th Affairs. o6 24 April 1973. NAA: M3 383, 76 .

17 Ibid.

18 | bid.

19 |bid.

20 |pid.
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A fundamental change in our position is that while Australia may still look to its major allies,
particularly the US, for strategic support in circumstances going beyond those they will expect
us to handle ourselves, it mustw assume the primary responsibility for its own defence
against any neighbourhood or regional threats. This need for greatedis@lte and the ability

to act independently call for the maintenance at all times of defence strength which is adequate
for immediate purposes and may be expanded if nece&sary.

This statement was a milestone in the development ofa&hce as it was the first time that
the bureaucracy accepted the need for Australia to take primary responsibility in its region without
recourse to allies. Australia needed to take a more proactive role because its security outlook was not
severe enough to attract external suppbine Defence Committee felt thét this time, no specific
requirement ari ses i nsatmbdforcessinvrespect pfipasgibte miditdry thkeats t r a |
from Indonesia¥* Moreover, t assessethat Australia was unlikely to provide substantial assistance to
Singapore and Malaysia in contingencies, and would focus on its territory, and interB& in
Guinea* This was a watershexsit demonstrated the basis of military planning had shifted decisively
from d~orward Defenoto the selreliant defence of Australidt acknowledged that old paradigms
were no longewalid, and that Australia had to chart a new approddte papemrecognised that
Australianeeded to be more seatliant because its allies expected it to barst because its strategic
outlook had becommore favourableThis view was not universally shardttoughoutthe military
establishmenparts of which saw a need for Australia to guard against Indonesia as the primary threat
in the regiondespite this assessmefhis dissentingview was articulad by Air Commodore David

Evansfrom Air Force Headquarters as follows:

While we agree generally with the new analysis, we should emphasise the continuing strategic
importance of the Indonesian island chain to Australian defence, regardless of the intentions or
capabilities of the Indonesians themselves.

The new Strategic Basalso ignores the possibility that Australia could become involved in
assisting Indonesia to resist aggression, a possibility that carries important implications for the
nature and balance of Australian forces.

In summary, our line in Indonesia should: bedonesia will continue to be a vital factor in
Australian defence considerations; therefore, regardless of the composition and intentions of
Indonesian administrations or the likely capabilities of the Indonesian armed forces, we should
retain the capality of intervening militarily in Indonesid®

Evanssoughtto hedge against uncertaintye argued that Indonesia needed to be considered
in contingencyplanning because it was possible that Australia could be drawn into conflict with
Indonesia which itould not have foresedrecause its outlook had the potential to change with little
warning His concerns are understandable given that many of his contemporaries had fought in conflicts
throughout the Asidacific and had memories 6bnfrontation He argued that, although Suharto had

a favourable attitude towards Australia, it was possible that a hostile regime could emerge in Jakarta:

2 |bid.
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I have some disagreement with the s thaweakme nt é
position to mobilise theupport, resources and effort necessary to significant external military
involvementd Strong authoritative leaders emerge from time to time and by force of arms or
personality muster the national support necessary to undertake such actions. Sukargooslas a

case in point.

My prime objection in this is to para 12 where it maintains that Indonesia, even with substantial
support form an external power could not offer a major threat to Australia for 15 years. It not only
is impractical to forecast 15 yeahead but | would dispute on military grounds a contentian tha
an effective force could not be built up in half the time, provided the will were ¥here.

Evanstook a moreaggressiveiew of Indonesiaarguing thatt couldbecome hostilevith little
notice. He therassessedhat forces Indonesia could mobilise iwarstcasescenarioEvans forecast
thatIndonesia could raise ammay of 100150 battalions, a navy with 50 to 100 patrol craft ardes
eight destroyers, and an adrée with four to sixsquadrons’ He then put forward a series of scenarios
in which Indonesia couldise these forcego apply pressure to Australia. Evaaggued that the
numerical strength df n d o n lansl foree® sould allowt to harass Australian forcesivew Guinea
or insert units intoNorthern Australiaand therebynegat e Australiads air-r a
advantagesThe final draft of theStrategic Basigpaper did not include thes®mmentsand instead
endorsedhe Defence Committe@iew that Indonesia would not pose a significanititary threat to
Australia onitsinterests inthe nearterBv ans é ar gument s, however, woul

on the implementation of seléliance in subsequent years.

By late 073, the Whitlam Governmefhiiad cementeda major shift in Australian strategic
thinkingin moving away fronmoperationsalongsiddraditional alliesto greater diplomatic engagement
with emerging regional powerk hadstarted to consider igetail how it could implemera more sekl
reliantdefencepolicy. This can be seen in an address given by Batoaite National Congress of the
Returned Services Leagie October 1973n which hespoke ofthe need for a coherenapability
acquisition plan. I n his view, Australiabs strat

of new capabilities that would give effect to sedfiance?® He aticulated this dilemmas follows

How do we decided what is an approwisstructure for our forces given the strategic
assessment of which | have just spokdms is a problem which did not concern our
predecessors in government because until recently they did not envisage an independent role
for Australian forces. Our sengs would always fight as a minor party to an alliance. Hence
there was no need for balance. We needed only to provide forces which could make a useful
contribution to a larger total force.

The Guam Doctrine announced the end of that era. We should laigedeefore then that
the world was changing in a way which would require us to be moependentyut the Guam
Doctrine forces us to recognise that basic fact.

The solution we are adopting to the problem of determining a force structure has a number o
components. Firstly, there is geography. Australia is an island continent of large distances and

26 |bid.
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many undeveloped areas. This in itself suggests various relevant defence capabilities. Then
there are some tasks which we must perform at all tinmsgveilance of our own environs,
protection of our maritime resource areas against intrusion, assistance to neighbouring countries
in the development of their own defence forces. There are also@ogr@angecontingencies

which are remote at present, but whighould have some influence on our provision of
capabilities, particularly for long leatimes or those which will remain long in service or
support.

Very importantly, our dience preparations must be diestto the development of a force of
sufficient sze and appropriate structure to be capable of enough development to deter or defeat
any attack on Australia itself.

We intend to focus on the ultimate though remote contingency of an attack on Australia itself,

but will not be i s onhmittee believds that a fércetdésignedpeirhagin c e  C
as an adequate basis for expansion, ultimately for the defence of Australia itself, will contain
elements which would enable us to undertake such overseas deployments as it may be in our
interests to dé®

Barnar dos dupnme moimtin wha sevelpment ofelfreliance He effectively
repudiatedhe policy ofd~orward Defenc@that had defined Australian military plannisipce the early
1950s Barnard acknowledged that this was due &hidt in perceptions of allieand he argued that
geography was a viable foundation on which to develop astrategic policy More specifically, he
argued that the defence of Austratiauld now be thenaincortingency for which it prepace Barnard
clarified that such an approagfasnot be isolationist and that Australiould continue to take an
active interest in regional developmensnerican diplomatiaeporting provides minsight intothis
shift in straegic thinking The American Ambassador in Canberra, Marshall Green, briefed the
Secretary of State, Henry Kissingen the underlyingdriversof thesechanges in Australiadefence
policy. He advised thaiVhitlam has strong ideological bents, and sorae hgainst the use of military
power. He is inclined to believe that international problems can be resolved by friefiti€ngenthen
saidé he Australian perception of threat in Asia i
reduced ensi on in Asia. Whitl am does nitedStatesd'ttwast o be
for these reasornthat Barnard emphasisdéde defence of Australiandlaid the foundations for the

subsequeritnplementatiorof selfreliance.

On 31 July 1973Whitlam met with State Departmenificials duringa visit to Washington,
and the record of conversation providtesightsinto his views of alliance commitmen#s foretold by
Green,Whitlam affirmed his support for ANZUS as an important aspect of Austl plaaring This
reinforcedan assurance from Barnard to the American Embims€anberravhere heaffirmed that
both he and Whitlam attachédi gh i mport ance €é to Aied3tatedddnd ads al

2 |bid.
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would defend it from domestigpposition particularly in regard to the joint faciliti€However,he

reiterated his doubts about other treaties as he had with Ddtighas in LondonWhitlam told his

American counterparthat hefelt SEATO was redundaiecause most member statad lestablished

diplomatic relations with Chinaegatingdts purposebutwould not withdraw from SEATOT o reiterate

theseviews, Barnard met with Secretary of State, JaBelslesingeto state thatthere is no question

of Austr al i ANZYS, and thei caoperation Australia has provided will contiftide

qualified this by stating thaAustralia wants to accept greater responsibility for her own defence and

not totally rely on an ally in this rega@f. TheWhitlam Governmenhadthusaffirmed its broadsupport

for ANZUS butsoughtto develop a morselfreliantposture within it.The following extract from the

Australian record of conversation provides a sun
The Australian Gover nme nnhdépendeahtedicectisn iroits foreign f o | |
affairs and defence policies did not mean that it did not continue to support ANZUS and the
American alliance. What the Australian Government wished was that it should not be in a
position to be unduly dependent on itsea. [Barnard] pointed out that Australia was now

mai ntaining its | argest ever peacetime defenc
of interest was in Southeast Asia and perhaps overlooked the Middle East and®*Europe.

The Whitlam Government started to reorientate towards a moreesBatit policy as foretold
in the Strategic Basipaper. This shift was informdxy a comprehensive analysis of bilateral relations
from the National Intelligence CommittgBlIC). It published a report titledJS Interest in Australia
which put forward a pessimistic assessmenitoity of ANZUS to Australia in the event of conflict in
Southeast Asi& The NICwrotetha®Au st ral i ad6s strategic value to t
low to moderatéin an environment in which the United States was moving towards accommodation
of China and th&JSSR It further assessed théhis would be the more so, in respect of conventional
military strategy, as the US reduces its overall weddurity role and concentrates on international
economic affairs and the maintenance of its strategic position relative to the@/J8R.unstated
implication was that the United Statgasless likely toassistAustraliathan in the pastConsequently

the Whitlam Government needto compensate by developing a more-seliintdefencepolicy.

The NIC report examineithe circumstances in which the United States wpubdide military
assistance to Australidt assessed that the Guam Doctrine proviseche guidance as to when the

United States mighdssistAustralia. The NIC held that the Guam Doctrine would result in a reduction
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in American military power to the minimum necessary to ensure its survival in the event of conflict
with the USSR In contras to NATO, it argued thatANZUS was incidental and not essentiatp
American securityThe NIC reportimplied that Australia needito take greater responsibility for its
defencebecause it might not receive assistance from the United States event of conflict in
Southeast Asia, particularly against a +abigned middle power such as Indonesia
It is in this general strategic context that ANZUS must be examined. If Ausisabasingle
power, is not essential to the ultimate survival of the US in a total nuclear war situation and

only of marginal value if not at times a liability in a range of other situations, the value of
ANZUS itself may be open to questiéh.

The DeputySecretary, Bill Pritchett, clarified this as follows:

We were taking an independent Austoadgriematatt i

and power ful all vy, doing what he wanted us

t

Australstanwaantiemeassoci ated American strategi
all There?was never any fundamenAmdr tcrfirtami anr
senti ment about great and beauti f ulmefrriiceamd s,
and British and European society as opposed

natur al one and one that we whol eheartedl

S

the American alliance in tarmsexfersip@isy,anmdi li

The realisation that the United States might asstistAustralia in this strategic environment

was compounded by changing assessments of threat. The NIC assessed that, although superpower

conflict was unlikely, less serious regional wars were likelyeta threat in the Asi®acific in the short

to medium term. larguedthat éminor states will themselves also continue to initiate and wage their

own wars. There is in any case no reason to expect a diminution in the rate of incidents of local conflict

situations, while there is every reason to expect it to confititidhe NIC was of the view that Australia
might have to contendiith such contingencies in the regjancluding Indonesian aggression against
its neighbours. gain, the unstated implicatiaf this assessmemtas that Australia needto prepare

to operate in these situationgthout relying on the combat forcesitf allies in a departure from the

strategic policies of preceding governments.

The Whitlam Government considertdtese developmés in subsequent months and offered
guidance to senior policymakers its strategic prioritiedVhitlam read thétrategic Basipaper but
refused to seni to Cabinet for endorsement on the basis that its conclusions were too consdtvative.
appears that he felt thidie papewas too strong on alliance commitments and did not adequately reflect
his emphasismogreater autonomiyn Australianforeign policy. Nevertheles®arnard wrote to Tange
on 29 January 1974 toform himthatthe Whitam Government hadccepted h e pcanzlasiodss
on &he development of Australian defence capaliilapd endorseddhe assessment of threat to

Australiad! He clarified thatthis Government has no intention in present and foreseen circumstances
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of committing combat forces in a counterinsurgency &é other words, the Whitlam Government

would not provide military assistanagethe AsiaPacific. Barnardarticulatedthis view as follows

The Strategic Basis paper lays considerable emphasis on the importance of internal security to the
ASEAN countries. Dissidence and insurgency may lead to situations in which outside powers can
intrude in such a way as s$toYetimsomegceuntes, politicah | i a 6 s
opposition is suppressed and must either become ineffectual or ofmrtiele the state and

national politicsd While this Government hopes that change in the region will be peaceful and
recognises that unrest may &gainst its strategic interests, it wishes to avoid interference in the

internal affairs of other countries by deliberate support of governments against their domestic
opposition. In the long rysuch interference is likely to cause greater damage tintauests'

Barnard gave additional guidanceTange inrelationtdu st r al i ads pflutsret i on o

role in Southeast Asia:

The Government values our defence relationship with the United Kingdom armddhatn toley 6 s
in Southeast Asia. Howereghe Government is opposed to the stationing of British forces in the
area other than for the purpose of providing assistance in the training of indigenous forces. It is on
the latter ground that we justify the presence of those Australian forces whiainrin Malaysia

and Singapore. The platform of the ALP statitstbor will seek to end the presence of military
forces in countries other than their odh.

With this letter, he Whitlam Governmentgave instructions to Defence oits strategic
priorities. It effectively directed that the basis of Australian military planning would no longer be
dorward Defenagbut the defence of AustralidConsequentlyDefence began planning for such
contingenciesHe confirmed this in a meeting with the New Zealand Defence Minister, A.J Faulkner
where he said thdin terms of defence, Australia was developing policies of and planning for a concept
of continental defencelhis, however, was not to be interpretedaasisolationist policyi® Instead,
Barnardjustified this approacion the basisf changing perceptions of regional thredé.told Faulkner
thate did not consider that China was a threat. Although China did not possess the means to attack
Australia & present, he believed China was too-pceupied with her own developme#tBarnard
believedthahu st ral i abs outl ook had .HbathemgdFdulkeentldat: t hat i

As he had made clear in his discussions in the United Statesalfustgarded the ANZUS
Treaty as most important, and while the United States could be assured of no change in our
attitude as regards that Treaty, they had to appreciate that Australia was to develop a more
independent approach in her external and def@uaiicies. Australia could no longer simply
depend on the United States for her deféhce.

The Whitlam Government had embarked on a defencepolicy on the understanding that its

environment had changed with respect to perceptions of allies and credible threat. Australia was no
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longer faced with superpower rivalry in its region but was much more likely to contentbwéh

level regional confict at a time when its allies were withdrawing from Southeast Asia. It was in this

context that the bureaucrasyarted to undertake militagglanning for an alternative té~orward

Defencé grounded in the seleliant defence of Australidlange appointd a team of two military
personnel, and Bob Hamilton to undertakewas r evi e
all predicated on a major attack from some unknown power. This was quite contranStoathgic
Basispaperd® Thus, m 31May 1974, the Director of the Joint Staff, Rear Admiral Anthony Sytnnot

directed hisofficers to developoptionsin responseto dow-level confrontatiod and cactive and

continuing confrontatiosituationsd® Synnott focused on lovevel raids, similar to those experienced

during KonfrontasiPritchett recalled the rationale for this directive as follows:

Southeast aAsiompwas el apndewt swasatbenrd to be
prvear Japan. So | sai d, "wel |, what do we do”-
thougtlwthy couldn't the Indonesians resort to
conqueringmagsoor fhgtwteg But with the extent
proximity of new Guinea and Timor tOHdy hoowel d

install ations and perhaps just a raidwthat d
that they could raid. Mi nor interference wit
of thing. Now, this wasn't just imaginati on.
had done durbBaogwlKenboobntabBeée.|limited continger

sadlfthseenust be Hdndlilead ampni nted, the®joint sta
S y n n ecenari sentred anterrorist organisation, based on an island 500 Nibeth West
of Darwin infiltrating up to 200 members into Northern Australia with explosives and smalbatms
without othersubstantiabupporf?! In that respect, it reflected mainstream defence thinking that there
were no significant t legioeantthusimplicith tejedied thd assas8nsents mme d
of Davi d Ev@anssvere énpryoniantd focused on unconventional warfanglow-level
harassmentut werenonethelesa major step ithat they demonstrated that Defemaes now activiy
planning around the concept of sedfiance and credible contingencies in the defence of Australia
rather than dependence on allies in more distant thektredrospect, his colleagu€ice Admirallan
MacDougall recalled that Synnattas amongst the first senior officers to begin to consider, from an

intellectual standpoint the Defence of Austrafi&/oolner observes that:

It showed that this was a serious policy and
significantrdo al ancing that required a completely dif
one of the things | saw as being very important about adopting a policy focused on Australia:

that you needed something to trigger the sort of work that had to be doakeadtwork®?
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The Whitlam Government began to recalibrate its approach to Southeast Asia in accordance
with this shift in directionlt had started this process, on 29 March 1973, when Catinstdered a
propasal from Barnard that Australi@duce its pesence in Singapore to no more than 150 personnel
by April 1975, and that the force at Butterworth Airfield in Malaysia be withdrawn in 1976. Cabinet
agreed that Barnardvould inform FEDA membersthat Australiawould terminateits presencedn
Singaporeby April 1975and report back to Cabinet on their reactions to the propasdid not make
a decision in regard to ButterworfthBarnard reported back to Cabinet on 29 June 1973, and said that
New Zealand, Singapore, and Malaysia wanted Aliatr forces to remain in the region. He noted that

Britain believeddur views of withdrawal to be #hdvisedand that Carringtorsaidt hat Aust r al

contributionwasdvery welcome indedthnd thait should,insteadprovide greater support to Malagsi

and Singaporé. NeverthelessBarnardadvisedCabinetto continue with its original plan to withdraw

but said itshould not yet make a decision the Mirage aircraft at Butterworth. His reasoning was that
the Mirage squadrons made a significant contribution to the development of local forces by providing
realistic training anddvas what Malaysia really valued in tRize Power Arrangement®® There was,

in addition, no suitable location for the Mirages in Australia until at least ¥9#6us,on 2 July 1973,

Cabinet agreed it would review Australiabds comm

March 19752 In thesedeliberationsCabinettook some of the first substantive steps in moving away

from d~orward Defenc@to a greater focus on the se#fliant defence of Australia.

Whitlam hadt aken the view that it was in sénestr al
military support to Malaysia and Singapoféis was undoubtedly influendéy a letterfrom Wilson
to Whitlam in Novemberl974, in which he wrote that Britaiwould soon announce @roposal to
withdraw our forces stationed under the Five Power Defen@ngements in Southeast Asia with the
exception of a small group which wahall continue to contribute to the Integrated Air Defence
System3® In responseDefence advised thdthe decision to withdraw from Malaysia and Singapore
is pretty much as we pectedand that Australia should not follow séfitwhitlam voiced his support

A

for this position &a speech in Kua Lumpur on 29 January 1975, in statihgtAu st ral i aés o
defence capability is enhance by mutual defence arrangdreerdsthatustralian Air Force

squadrons will remain at Butterworth so long as they remain relevant to the realities of thé&tegion.

that respect, Whitlam took additional steps to move Australia awaydormward Defenc@to greater
“6Cabinet Subinfiisvsd ofho Weor 28rir angements. & 29 March 1973, N
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selfreliance by withdrawing combat forces egcthose that would allow it tdeepen its ties with

emerging regional powelsy providingthem withtraining opportunities.

The Whitlam Government began to consult with its allies in preparation fanpbeming
ANZUS Council meetingWhi t | amés notes show that forlgeatewas gr
independece from the United States while still supgiog ANZUS, as he had with the FPDAn his
view, selfreliance was a path to this objectias it gave Australia autonomy without being totally
independent of its allianceBespite his disagreements with the Nixon Administration, he was not
prepared toentirely distance his government from the United States. This is evident in his
acknowledgment thafi t is necessary to accept the fact, h
policies suffered a defeat and turn the page of history. It is also necessgjgct any contention that
the United States let down an affy Whitlam furtherwrote thatdvhile we have our differences from
time to time, Australia remains a firm ally of the United States. This relationship goes deeper than
ANZUS.&° Despite his objectistto the Vietnam War, Whitlam saw the United States as a valuable
ally and was a supporter of ANZUS, although he wanted to readjust it so that it gave greater scope for
autonomy.The followingextractgives an insight into hisupportfor self-reliance within ANZUS:
| have changed the international posture of Australia to be one of greater independence while
recognizing that we live in an interdependent world. This had to be done because Australia had

come to be regarded, even Washhgton, as an American satellite. This served neither
Americads nor Australiads interest. A@strali e

Whitlam believedthat his policies wereconsistentwith American expectationand hesent
senior offidals to the United States to reiterate this view. At a meeting on 6 March 1974, the Secretary
of Foreign Affairs, Alan Renouf, and his two Deputy Secretaries, L.H Border and R.A Woolcott made
this clear to their American counterparBorder remarked thaf r om t he Australian
point of view, many of these policies had been made possible by American initiatives, specifically by
the Nixon Doctrine and a revision of American policies in Adite further noted thathe Australian
Government was sometimes surprised at American reactions to its policies where these policies
appeared to the Australian Government to be in concert with American pditdiésolcott stated that:
Mr. Whitlam had sai d t h abeentheresaltobneéw Ukited Statea | i a 0 s
policiesi a new American relationship with China, policies of détente and the ending of
military involvement in Vietnamlt was fortunate historically that these American policies had

coincided with the election of a&w Australian Government. The Prime Minister believed that
this was fortuitous but said that American policy had validated the policies of his govefiment.
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Whitlambs view of A N Z U Sanch thigl is evigentuim subseqeentn s i d e
American repoitg. The Ambassador in Canberidarshall Greenadvised the Secretary of Defence,
James Schlesinger, on 7 February 1¥7& dvhen Whitlam came to into office, he had grave
reservations about the US bases but had gradually come to appreciate the impaofitdnese
installations not only to the US and Australia but also to world p#atte wrote favourably of
Whitlam, and reiteratetis earlier support for Barnard but noted that there could be problerims if J
Cairns became Prime Minister given his fregfueriticism of the Nixon Administratioand American
foreign policy in Southeast Asi&rowing American support for Whitlam was evident in imiseting
with Gerald Ford several months later. Fexgressed his appreciation fiiie strong position you have
taken on the facilitie§® Whitlam respondedhat Gt is a contribution we thought we could make to
balance the feeling of détente you and the Soviets have devéidpad. Whitlam Governmertiad
started draw ANZUS into its concept of safiance. It began to suppa@spects of bilateral defence
cooperation that fostered Australian securitych as the joint facilitiesyhile distancing itself from
coalition operations in more distant theati®itlam had started to lay the foundations of gseliance
within the framework of ANZUSan idea that would be further developed by subsequent governments.

The Whitlam Government sought touild on these developmenia renegotiahg its
relationship wih the United States. At the subsequent ANZUSrCduneeting in April 1975, the three
member statesought tdbetterdelineate the extent of their responsibilities in AB&cific. Theg agreed
that Australia and New Zealand would take a morersdiint approach within ANZUS, and would
focus on their immediate regioiihe archival recordnotes the parties agreed thitie US should
concentrate on the Northern Pacific. It was over to countries like Australia and New Zealand to stabilise
the southern tie@® These discussions aligned witimerican expectations under the Guam Doctrine
andmirroredWh i t | amd s r e ¢ aThe faticpantasostresséd thHatPhp iAitiativegreed
to were not isolationisasGAu st r al i adés and Ne kow due reighboud hatwg ob wa
remained convinced of the steadfastness of the American puw@pdeeshort, Whitlam and his
counterpartén New Zealandought to be more seléliant inline with the Guam Doctrine while still

supporting an American presencetfie region through the ANZUS alliance.

American dplomatic reporting providesn insight into the reassrfor this division of
resposibilities in theAsia-Pacific The key driver was thahe United States saw Northeast Asia as a

higher priority and wanted its allies to take greater responsibility for Southeast Asia as it reassigned its

57 &Memorandum of ConversatiagnMarshall Green and James Schlesinger. 7 Februarydi®Poreign Relations of

the United States]9691976, VOLUME E12, Documents on East and Southeast Asia, -1978, eds Bradley

Coleman, David Goldman and David Nickles (Washington: Government Printing Office, 2010) Document 53.

8 G¢Memorandum of ConversatianGerald Ford and Gough Whitlam. 7 Ma9760  Foneign Relations of the United

States, 19691976, VOLUME E12, Documents on East and Southeast Asia, -1978, eds Bradley Coleman, David

Goldman and David Nickles (Washington: Government Printing Office, 2010) Document 56.
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forces fromone region to anothend Kissinger was quoted accordingfAlthough Nixon was no
longer inoffice, Kissinger continued to reorientate American foreign policy under Faedpolitical
counsellor at the Australian Embassy in Washington, A.D McLennan, also wrote an insightful letter to
the Secretary of Foreign Affairs, Alan Renouf, titiigtnamand the Future of United States Foreign
Policy.”*McLennanadvisedRenoufthat &he present crisis over Vietnam is accelerating processes of
change that were already at work in United States foreign pifiele wrote that

Under Ki guslanceglaneridas foreign policy has adjusted to changed circumstances

of power, principally to the fact that the Soviet Union has approached parity with the United

States. Security is no longer sought in the preponderance of American power but through
accommodation with major adversaries based on mutual interest in the limitation of t€hsions.

McLennan argued that the United States was now more reluctant to resort to force to achieve
its foreign policy objectives as it shifted towards greater accomnoodafi the USSR He then
explaineadheimplicationsfor Australia of this shift in American foreign polidry the following terms:

In light of United States domestic opinion towards foreign commitments, the constitutional

restraints on invoking the securftyovisions of ANZUS will loom increasingly large. With the

defeat of Untied States policy in Indochina, the Nixon Doctrine no longer seems germane to

United States interests in Southeast Asiean be confidently assumed that Southeast Asia will
have meh decreased priority in United States policy thinkihg.

McLennan noted that Southeast Asia was now of less significant to the United States, as
Kissinger affirmed during the previous ANZUS Counciheeting At around the same timéJ.J
McKeown atthe Australian Embassy wrote @anberrawith further analysis ofhis policy shift:

Ki ssingerds style of diplomacy and his absor

have meant that considerably less attention is focussed on countries, suslraléa, which
are neither a central preoccupation nor a particular cause of concern to theStanésd

The declining level of American involvement in Southeast Asia, which was foreshadowed in

the Guam Doctrine, has inevitably had an impact on bibtelationsAu st r al i aés act.
in the region and its sympathetic attitude to the aspirations afawelopingcountries, has

generally beeninliewi t h t he United Statesd own Vi ew.

TheUnited Statetias been reassessing its relations with Aligtead appears to have reached

the conclusion that it is in its interest to continue to develop close relations to our mutual
advantage. The ANZUS Treaty remains as an important statement of the common purpose of
the two countries on basic security issaed of their commitment to a stable nuclear baldhce.

Foreign Affairs published a paper titl@dhe Relationship Between Australia and the United

Stateslt built on the assessments of McLennan to provide a bre@addysisof theUnited States under

”Ki ssinger wast me teesds earst isalag ionfg WS foreign policy remain
political and strateig (the great power balance) and in Asia these do not include Southeast Asia. American attention
more than ever will shift to ChiDepartmehtaff-areign AffaidANZWSer ef or e
Council Meetingd25 April 1975, NAA: 838, 625/12/2 Part 1.

“Department of F o I EldLenman t& Rénauf: Yietnam @nd #heé Ruteire of United States Foreign

Policy.d6 23 April 1975. NAA: 1838 625/12/ 2 Part 1.
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the Ford AdministrationThe paper reported that American power had declined considerably, and this
could be seen in the contrast that it drew between Nixon and I[Faol@scribedhe former asbold,
confident and optimsticbandthe latter agdefensive and dispirited. Seeking to reassure othéstdn
Administration in need of reassurance it€€lfThe report concluded that this lack of leadership had
detri ment al consequences for the f or inotedthati on of
&he mood of US policymaking is irritable and insecure. This is statheleble, since the circumstances
of policymaking area so deeply troubled on so many fr@htswas on this basis that it assesteat
Australia and the United Statkad differing perspectives on Southeast Asia and that this could lead to
problems:
There is the contrast in our national situations. Where the US is involuntarily contracting its
influence and sees its prestige waning, Australia is by contrast volurngapinding its

influence and enjoys an increased international prestige. We should not expect a touchy ally to
draw comfort from this difference in national fortune.

Nevertheless, privately we should not be under any illusion that ANZUS or any other
relationship remains unaffected by recent events. Americans are in a questioning mood. Even
when things settle down again, there will be a sharper delineation of American willingness to
intervene on behalf of others €& Tisenwhemer i can
and how to support an ally. This would be an uncomfortable relationship at the best of times

with a country as volatile as the United States. It will require particularly capable and thoughtful
management in the present moodlisenchantmentith Asia®

By 1975, it was cl ear that Americads role in
position of strength to gradual withdrawal, and that its allies were gngppith these changes in the
balance of power. These shifts were amplified by the fall of Saigon, which caused concern among
regional countriesincluding Australia,a b o u t Vi et naladked by Soviet pawesodn s
Amer i c a 0 sassiatbhedeiountyies tvanted the United States to have a supporting role in the
region but understood the need to invest in their own defence because of concerns that Congress would
not authorise assistangethe event of conflictThe United State&overnmentecognsed the impact
of these developments as evident in the followaygprt from Kissinger to Ford:
I n each <country, it i s believed that Hanoi
fundamental power shift in the region. All fear Hanoi, which they see/as a major force in
the subregion with plenty of armsrevolutionary zeal and the momentum of success. This
compeldthem]to explore what adjustments in their policies might help them to meet the new

realities. The initial shock of the unwanted Indima debacle has been absorbed, and now there
is a second phase of a serious but not panicky search ferdngg security options.

With respect to the US, our affirmations of good intentions are welcomed by all. There is a
uniform desire that the US pla supporting and deterrent role. There is nevertheless a deep
suspicion that the US will fail to provide the type of financial and security resources that

8 Department of Foreign AffairsSThe Relationship Between Australia and the United St2@&sApril 1975. NAA:
A1838, 250/9/1 PART 22.
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ASEAN countries perceive as essential. ASEAN doubts are rooted in the concern that the US
Congresswill not join in a policy of a continued active interest and role in the reffion.

American power hadignificantly declined in the Asidacific and Australia woulthusneed
to take a more sefkeliant approach to its defence plannivi¢hitlam was not alone, in this respect, as
the State Department reported that New Zealandalga®f the view thatthere is a general concern
on the future role of the US in the Paciflhere is belief that the US no longer has the ability or desire
to control events in Asi&? It was in this context thahe Whitlam Government directed thizefence
Committee to dvelopa new Strategic Basigpaper The Committeeconvened on 29 May 1976r
preliminary discussionsandit becamequickly apparent thahe military establishmentas divided on
the extent to which Australia needed to be-sdifintin a changing region. Thehairman of COSC
Admiral Victor Smithargued that thpaperé&shoud make judgement as to how much Australia was on
its ownd® Then, n a subsequent meeting in September, the Comnsigemingly moved away from
this statement when@#greedord he need t o emphasise Australiabs
to contine to support US/Australian Defence relationsl@dritchett described the situation as
follows:
The defence of Australia was very outl ooki n:

Australia. We don't know hwhedat idan itsh emBhcerriez d rs
be contingenciesotatdesyhwelrdadp nmmeadaees arlLielty sagai ns

The force had to be structured to meet the re
di stances, ftiaagieors, mMmGocoucheast ABham tplogp ull eag s
contiimgbacstrategic guidance provided a | ot

we didn't require an aircraft carrilke.t Matcer

The services were great on thinking of c¢cloudy

"How would you handle an I ndonesian incursic
instance, in strength, ' Howowagulad sy caub opuuts ht htah
of the situation, no contingency studies. It

Similarly, theServiceChiefsdisagreed on how to implement sedfiance, and the defence of
Australia. While it accepted the rimciple of greater selfeliance, here was disagreement on the
contingencies that Australia should prepare for,fmowlit should do soThe CGS LieutenariGeneral
Frank Hassetthighlighted issues with the studpmmissioned bysynnot in arguindhat &such low

level studies would not throw light on major factors which needed to be considdredindy of major

81 ¢Memorandum From Secretary of State Kissinger to President Ford. 13 JuiGe 1Bdtign Relations of the United
States, 19691976, VOLUME E12, Documents on East and Southeast Asia, -1978, eds Bradley Coleman, David
Goldman and David Nickles (Washington: Government Printing Office, 2010) Document 16.

82 &Memorandum From the Assistant Director East Asia and the PacifitedUStates Information Agency (Payeff) to
the Director (Keogh) and Deputy Director (Kopp), 9 May 1®7Foneign Relations of the United Staté9691976,
VOLUME E-12, Documents on East and Southeast Asia,-1978, eds Bradley Coleman, David Goldnaard David
Nickles (Washington: Government Printing Office, 2010) Document 105.

83 (Defence CommitteeMinute of Meeting Held on 29 May 1975, Minute No. 8/1$16AA: A7942, D94 PART 10.
84 bid.

8 william Pritchett Interviewed by Garry Woodar@8 October 2002 and 4 February 2003, National Library of
Australia, TRG4903.
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contingencies of assault on Aradta & Admiral Smithrespondedhat Gt would be wrong to assume

that military capability to deal witkiery unlikely, though important, contingencies would necessarily

be the appropriate means of dealing with more probable, though less dangerous, contig&heies.

CAS, Air Marshal James Rowlandrgued that the paper neededclarify howthe military would

defend AustraliaAmid the interservicadisagreementsCOSC made an important contribution in

putting forward a general statement on how it could defend Australia in-eefialfit manner:
The Committee endorsed the addition of a strategic concephwwbknowledged that because
of Australiabds geographic circumstances, any
therefore Australiabs strategy should be to

they reached the shore. At the same timastralia needed ground forces in being and
appropriate air support to deal with lodgement that might ¢€cur.

Strategic Basis 197®%as a turning point in Australiatiefencepolicy because it marked the
first time that the military leadership had attempted to develop a concept thaimpldohentthe self
reliant defence of Australia. It acceptseif-reliance as generabrinciple and had started to consider
the force stucture that couldjive effect to it. These deliberations were characterised by significant
disagreement among the Serv@@idefs onthenature and scale of tleentingenciesor Australiamight
need to preparésome planners, such as Synmoiti Smithhadfocused odower-level contingencies,
whereas others such &vansand Hassethad considered large scale confligibtentially with
Indonesia. These debates would be a recurring theme in the developmenirelicsele andthe
arguments that resultedould impede the development of an effectiefencepolicy. Yet, the
Committee started to grasp the importance of geograplaybasis for conceptual plannasgforetold
by Barnard in 1973with the need to invet air and maritime forces, whidmplicitly relegatedhe
Army to a secondary rol&@.he conceptuafoundations of selfeliance had been laid by late 1975, but
so had some disagreements that would characterise Austtefearcepolicy in subsequent yearghe
Whitlam Government did not, hower, consider th&trategic Basipaper in any detail as it became
concernedvith domesticeconomic matters, and the subsequent constitutional crisis. It was dismissed

in November 1975, and these discussiwnsld continue under the Fraser Government

TheWhitlam Government took major steps in the development ofakidince. It was elected
on a reformist platform thanvisagedyreater autonomy in foreigand defenceolicy. It wanted to
move away from the deployment of forces in coalitionsiore distahtheatrego greater engagement
with regional partnersl o t hat end, it encouraged Br itobkmi nds wi
more active role iIFPDAi n  Br i t a iThedMhitlamlisevermntert had some disagreements with
the NixonAdministration bunneverthelessalued ANZUSas an aspect of Australian defence planning
andit wanted tamaintain cordial relationg/ith the United Statedn the absence of significant threat,

it saw seHreliance as a means by take greater respondity for its own region while supporting

86 Defence Committe Minute of Meetings Held on 29 August, B", 17", 18", 229, 25" September and®0ctober
1 Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy 1975. Minute N/1975NAA: A7942, D94 PART 10.
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ANZUS and instructedDefence toconsider its substantive implementati@y 1975, the military
establishment had started to consider howrsdiince could be put into practicEhe development of

selfreliance undr the Whitlam Government is summarised able 13

Table 13: Australian DefencePolicy Under the Whitlam Government

Government | Core Strategic Primary Perceptions of Allies Perceptions of
(Party) Interests Geographic Credible Threat
Scope
Whitlam More autonomous ASEAN UK: Support British Reduced Chinesg
(ALP) defencepolicy member withdrawal Threat
states
US: Distrust of Nixon Greater focus on
Konfrontasistyle
contingencies

Conclusion

The Whitlam Government made considerable progress in the conceptual development of self
reliance It built on the work that had been undertakkan the GortoAaMicMahon Governmenin
developingDefence Review 197andit took steps t@ssert itsnterestdn the AsiaPacific on a more
selfr el i ant basi s. To that end, it encouraged Bri
Australia to take a mor e a clheimhidamGoverememtisobe§aR DA i n
to reorientateits relationship with the United Statesvards greater seteliance It supportedANZUS
as an aspect of Australiads security posture whi
declaredhat it would not operate in coalitions diistant theatresThe Whitlam Governmeritad thus
established the conceptual basis for-selince and directed the military to consider its substantive
implementationlt, however, was dismisd from governmengnd selfreliance would not be declared

official policy or further implemented until the Fraser Government had settled into office in 1976.
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Introduction

Self-reliance had been idevelopment throughout the 1970s, and the Fraser Government
moved to enshrine it in official policy during its term in office. This chapter demonstrates that it brought
together the conceptual work undertaken by its predecessors to defirediaetfe inclear terms for
the first time. It articulated setkliance as the ability to undertake independeititary operations in
defenceof A u s t r strdtegi@iritesests withotecoursdo the combat forces of allieBhis recognised
that its allies were now less influential, and that Australia was faced with a more barigmment
than in recent decades. Fraser, however, struggled to implement this view-oélisglte due to a
declining fiscal outlook, and uncertainty astoAust| i a6s f orce structure pric
greatersef el i ance in Australiads regFoasfEmseasGdver, w

War rivalry, which would become a more prominent theme in later years.
SeltReliance in Declardory Policy

Shortly after higlectionin December 1975-raser was briefed by the Secretary of Prime
Minister and Cabinet, John MenadUdwe record of meeting indicates that Menadue spoke to Fraser
about the direction of Australian defence policy, inglgdheStrategic Basipaper and the publication
of a policy document on Australian military planning. Fraser considered this advice and in March 1976,
Cabinet agreed it would authorise the publication of a Defence White Paper to articulate a revised
defence policy for the posWietnam era.t decided that thé&trategic Basigpaper and a report on
Australiados defence capabilities be brldhegght t o
documents wouldnalysee mer gi ng t hreats in Australiab6s strat

priorities to inform the White Papér

The Strategic Basipaper had been endorsed by the Defence Committee in October 1975
but was not considered by the Whitlam Governnagit wasbrought to Cabinet in April 1978.he
paperput forward a pessimistic analysis of the role of allies in Southeast Asimtt ed t hat Aust
strategic environment had changed significantly due to the VietnanaWdahat the balance of power
had shifted away fronWestern powersThe papeassessed that was highly unlikely that the United
States would contemplate renewed involvement on the mainland of SoutheasttAskl thatd¢he
withdrawal of British and New Zealand forcesll leave Australia as the only significant force
contributor under the Five Powers arrangeméhitsie paper recognised the impact for Australia of the
withdrawal from Southeast Asia of its alli€®r the first time irdecadegt contemplated the pagdity

that Australia would be left without allied support in an increasiogbertainregion.

The paperalsonot ed t hat Australiads adiweéeritsari es

immediate regionThe Defence Committee assessed that the Soviet Uniom&ael significant gains

!6Cabi netwWhMitneutRrRaper on Defence.d Decision No. 346 FAD,
206 N eTihe Defence of Australia: Fundamental New Aspéets

SO FAD Paper Noid4Baghe &t rAwtegrali an Defence Policy 1975
488/FAD.
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from the American withdrawal from Vietnarit. noted that he USSR had started to consolidate its
regionalpresence, and would assist Vietnam in extending its infludnbee U SRy af modern
armament$o Viethammeant that the Viethamese Armed Forces \itbieemost powerful military force

in Southeast Astaand would use thito influence its neighbours, particularly Laos, Cambodia and
Thailand* The papewas prescient in that it forecast significant frictiaztieeen China and the USSR
as both vied fogemolitical influence in the absence afstrong American presende that respect, it

noted that Soviadeploymentsvould nevertheless need to be considered in defence planning.

In terms of threat perceptisn the paper highlighted the increasing importance of
superpower rivalryn the Indian Ocearhe Soviet Union hadhaintaineda modestnaval presence in
the region since 1968. In recent years, however, it had expaoded extent that it permanently
statiored major fleet units in naval bases it had established in Somali&auith Yemen. The paper
noted that the USSR had acquiditc @ pabi | ity éto project i6and naval
that thishad drought a new dimension into superpower relatidfisassessed théie USSR could
G ntroduce a naval presence in crisis onsgdons an
ability to influence events through maritime power in the traditional &hyother words, the hited
Statesno | onger had uncontested supr emachythemid- Aust r a
1970s Austr al i ads imreasioglychargctegsadtby gnowikg Sawéetspower and doubts

about the reliability of allieso which it would need to respond with greater-seliance

In this contextit is unsurprising thagelf-reliance was an important theme in Bteategic
Basis paper.The papelarguedthat Australia needed to develop the ability to undertake independent
operations while still supporting its alliance commitments. On the one hanguédthat cooperation
with the Uhited Statesthrough the provision afilitary facilities and joint exercises wésdvantageous
to Australian interestms it allowed®ustralia to assess US strategic attitudes, policy and the reliability
of US support in varying strategic circumstandesevertheless, the Committéeld that Australia
should notalwayséupport the United States or expect to be supportedd®yhe papeimplied that
Australia needed to look to its own interests independent of other pdweese there could be
incompdibilities of interest®’ It drew on experiences of alliance failure @onfrontationand an
understanding of allied expectations under the Guam Dodtrioetlining the basicprinciples of sel
reliance within the framework of ANZUS. Howevéraser dichot endorse the papen the basis that
it was too radical andhstead referred it back to Defence for further consideraidhnile Fraser
understood the importance of sedliance, he wanted a closer association with traditional allies than

the WhitlamGovernment.

4 Ibid.
5 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
9 Ibid.
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Later that month, the Fraser Government considBefénce Force Capabilities 19/78&
paperdeveloped by the Defence Force Development Commitsgeurposewast® x a mi ne Austr al
future capability needs in light of changesthe strategic environmerdnd problems inits existing
arsenalln contrast to th&trategic Basipaper, this document articulated the need forraditince in
more explicit terms. lasessedhat futurestrategic risksvere likely to bemiddle powers in Southeast
Asia rather than the USSBnd that Australia mushereforeccarry primary responsibility for its own
defence against any neighbourhood or regional tid®att ar ti cul ated Australiabd
postVietnam periodn the clearest terms to date and it definedistiance as follows:

Any future combat operations are likely to be in the Australian neighbourhood than in some

forward theatre. Austradi is essentially a neighbourhood powEhne thrust of guidance is

towards an Australian strategic posture and defence policies that look primarily to the

responsibilities for independenationaldefence than to the provision of expeditionary forces

or detachments to serve abroad with the navies, armies and air forces &f allies

Thereference tdindependent natatdefencéwas unprecedented in its emphasis on autonomy
in defence planning andhewed that the bureaucracy doedbthe reliability of allies.The paper then
further articulated this view dhe ANZUS relationship in Australiadefencepolicy as follows:

While Australia can continue to look to the United States for strategic suppoduimstances

going beyond those we would be expected to handle ourselves, it must carry the primary
responsibility for its own defence against any neighbourhood or regional threats.

A

This was a significant s hi fmdrked atransitiosdwaya |l i a6 s

from expeditionary operatiotso a def ensive focus in Australiads
the changes i n A uhstthadabdeenadgtlimenh ehe Btiategic BBaseaper with
Americabs withdrawal . | mportant!l vy, ioundwhghste | ndor

base its force structure in view of its annexation of East Timor and ambivalent relationship with the
newly independent state of Papua New Guinea. The
the paper held that Australia neeldo be prepared to defend its interests without recourse to allies.

The papeattempted to put forward the beginnings of a strategy to implement this view of
selfreliance in military planning. This view mirrored the discussions at the Defence Committee
between May and September 1975, and emphasised the need for an air and maritime strategy with lesser
emphasis on the Armylt recommendedenhancements to the-1A1 fleetand the Oberon Class
Submarinesas well as the Jindalee Owlie-Horizon Radar Networkand advanced surveillance
aircraft!® This paper marked the beginning of a shift away foperations as part of an expeditionary
strategytowards a more setkliant approachbased on regional threathat would have lastg

implicationsfor Australianpolicy. The document attempted to chart a way to implementakgdince

Y6FAD Paper No 17: Defence Force Capabilities 1976.0 Dec«
1 1bid, Paragraph 8.

121bid, Paragraph 9.

B 1bid.
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and influenced deliberations on defence policy although the paper itself did not directly lead to

substantive decisions.

The growing emphasis on sedfliancewase!| our ed by Fraser 6s heavy
rivalry demonstrated ihis first major speech on fieign policy as Prime Ministén June 1976The
speech differentiated the Fraser Government idmitlamin its strategic outlogkand stood in contrast
to theemphasis on regional developments as it focused on the threat posed by théniB&R/ein,
Fraseiargued that détente had failed aslWt&SRhad acted aggressively in the Third Wdsidassisting
Arab statesn 1973 as well afNorth Vietnam, and Culpeforcesin Angola.Fraser acknowledgetiat
@ he Vietnam War and Wat e rogprdideece anth sbrese of punpdsdn Amer i ¢
this contexthis government wouldulfil its own independent national interests and soverefgniy
would support ANZUS becausthe United States is the power with whom we have the closesblinks.
Frasersupported selfeliance but did so in the context of supporting traditional alliance commitments.
The speech was at odds with the core argumethie@Btrategic BasisndDefence Force Capabilities
papers as it implied that rivalry between the superpowers would be the determining factor in Australian
military planningrathert han cr edi bl e regional threatstherand sh

than the bureaucracy, would define Australian defence policy.

Archi val sources on the drafting of the spe
parliamentary colleaguesiinisterialadvisers and senior public servants viewed his approdioteign
policy. Fraser was widely advised to ameliorate his assessment of the USSR and its intentions. The
Secretary of Foreign AffairsAlan Renoufwrote thatdhe tone of references to the Soviet Union is
unduly hostile and rings too mucherhotional judgement. There is nothing to suggest the Russians are
intending to put troops outside of Eastern Eufiopad they never hav@ He advised the Minister for
Foreign Affairs, Andrew Peacock, to caution Fraser, particularly as it stood in storatranternal
assessments and thitwill no doubt be contrasted by the Opposition with the Strategic pagisr

which will be described as the work of quite a conservative gié@enior diplomat, Robert Furlonger

recalled Fraserds view as foll ows:
Fraser had an obsession about Ritsksdy.wedree eqail:
out of the [saammstedll| @as HKHe sdbane t @h inrgc toifl la. | Hhe
t hat Russia was bent on the same thkpaght otnh att
was a great world scheme on the Russia's par
Russians did was part of a great plot to don
Churchill warning thiesrgessiobi t heywoHé&dt hgagh

“Mal colm Fraser, 6Statement on the World Situation. o Jurl

Al an Re nrespohdenc@&FCroirme Mi ni ster6s Statement on the I ntern:

M1276, 222 PART 3.

B¥gLetAlean Renouf to Andrew Peacock: The Prime Minister©os
1 April 1976. NAA: M1276, 28 PART 2.

17 Robert Furlonger Interviewed by Stewart Hafri8 February, 3 December 199Rational Library of Australia,

TRC-2795.
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Peacockthuswrote to Fraserthatd donét think there is any b
Soviet Union more than is necessédfitie t hen i mpl ored Fraser to foc
follows:
Given the character of the analysis, there is one glaring omission in the stdtenoentains
no reference whatsoever to Australiadegy own de
firmly based on power considerations must, if it is to be taken seriously, be backed up by some
military power. Otherwise the gap between declared policy and capability is bound to find one

out. Even if only in the most general terms, and even if anbay that this is understood and
will be dealt with on a future occasion, there must be some reference to defencé’policy.

Il ndeed, Frasero6s adviser, David Kemp noted
&he reliability of the Wited Statesasan allypas@oviet action in the Third World® The Secretary of
Defence, Tange later atethatvhen the Prime Minister began publicly defining threats against which
Australia should prepare, | doubt that he was much influenced by the Defence Departme f ocus o
where we believed our essential interests lay, along with its realistic view of our capability of serving
them&* While Frasermoderatedhis language, the speech remained substantially unchanged and
indicated that he viewed Aussperposvérivalrydrsthe@oldWao ok t hr
rather tharthe threat posed hyiddle powers in Southeast Asia as implied in strategicamaiel The

meaning of seffeliance in the early years of the Fraser Government is summarisatlal14:

Table 14: Australian DefencePolicy During the Early Fraser Government

Government | Core Strategic Primary Geographic Perceptions of Perceptions of

(Party) Interests Scope Allies Credible Threat

Fraser Adapting to post | Southeast Asia and US: Ford Admin Soviet naval threat and
(Liberal) Vietnam era Australian continent weak on Vietnam | Vietnamese expansion

Fraser dominatkAustralian strategic thinking during this period, and emphdbisth self
reliance and Cold War rivalry, because there were significant differences between Defence and Foreign
Af fairs on Australiabés prioriti eeeswergllustraegganr d t he
discussiondetween Australian ministers and their American counterplartslarch 1976, Peacock
met with Secretary of State, Henry Kissinger, and discussageratioragainst tk Soviet presence in
the regior?? Peacock suggestéiaat the Wited Statesnegotiate the demilitarisation of the Indian Ocean
and proposed Australia atteadneeting othe NonAligned Movement to advocate this position. By
contrast, in June 1976, Killen met with Secretary of Defense, Donald Runasfdltbok a more
assertiveapproactthat emphasised military cooperation rather than diplomatic ad€iben advised

Rumsfeld thatAustralia had supported thmerican presence in Diego Garcia and would make

18 Letter to the Prime Minister Comments orniStatement on the World Situatiér. April 1976, NAA: M1276, 222
PART 3.

Bletteri Andrew Peacock to Malcolm Fraser: Comments on 6St at
1276, 225 PART 2.
®56statement on thef asMocd dNGtigasi.aGg iAmril 1976, 2. NAA: M127

2! Tange Defence Policymakinggb0-80, 103.

22 ¢Memorandum of ConversatidnPeacock and Kissinger, Washington, March 17, §976oneign Relations of the
United States] 9691976, VOLUME E12, Documents on East and Southeast Asia, - 1978, eds Bradley Coleman,
David Goldmarand David Nickles (Washington: Government Printing Office, 2010) Document 60.
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Australian ports available to American shipsie further suggested that Australia would consider
deploying naval forces to the regidtraser met with President Ford and offered his support for a greater
American presence in thedian Oceanandinvited the USN to use Australian facilitied’ Therewere
differences of opinion in how Australia should approach dlience but Fraser favoured closer
engagement rather than sedfianceas emphasised istrategic guidancas a means of ensuring

Australian security.

Later hatmonth, the Fraser Govermmt put forward a Five Year Defence Prog(&viDP)
from 19761981 to give effect to th®efence Force Capabilitiepaper.Fraserannounced that the
purpose of the FYDP was to fostitie development of a defence force of independent capacity, with
the emphasis upon use in selfe |l i ant joint operations in Austr a
maximum flexibility to enable expansion to cope with demands as theyFarTse FYDP put the ideas
that had underpinned thBefence Force Capabilitiepaper into official policy.lt emphasised
investment in naval and air platforms, particularly a replacement for the Mirage fighter, the
development of JORN, new frigates and a pdssiteplacement for the aircraft carrier,
HMAS Melbourne The FYDPproposedunding for its capability acquisition program.det aside
$2.1 billion for 197677, which would increase by 6.8 percent per annum by 1981. The Fraser

Government had a workalan to implement selfeliance and hadllocatedundingto implement it.

In September 1976h¢ Defence Committee redrafted its strategic guidancefaftea s er 6 s
rejection of theStrategic Basigpaper. The newatument titled Australian Strategic Analysis and
Defence Policy Objectivd976(ASADPO),was broadly similain contento theStrategic Basipaper
but took a harder line againstthe USSR accor dance with Frasédhebs vi ev
ASADPO paperfocusedmore heavily on thes uper power relations in these
region.It noted that th&JSSRwould seek taestablish a presence in areas from which it can exert a
regional influencéand will Gake the opportunity to gain access to military facilittesen this is
militarily or politically useful&® It echoed howeverthe earlierStrategic Basipaper and the advice
to Fraser in the development of his spe@ésmotingthat &his attitude by no means involves Soviet
effort to penetrate evemynstable situation about the globe. Soviet leadership has conducted its policy
with discrimination and cautio®’ The revisedpaper arguedhat Australia could do little in these

distant theaes butcould insteaddevelop closer relations with regionalvpers to reduce Soviet

2 Memorandum of ConversatianKillen and Rumsfeld, Washington, June 8, 18F6reign Relations of the United

States 19691976, VOLUME E12, Documents on East and Southeasa AB9731976, eds Bradley Coleman, David

Gol dman and David Nickles (Washington: Government Print.i
24 ¢vlemorandum of ConversatiériFraser and Ford, Washington, July 27, 1&H@eign Relations of the United States,
19691976,VOLUME E-12, Documents on East and Southeast Asia,- 1978, eds Bradley Coleman, David Goldman

and David Nickles (Washington: Government Printing Office, 2010) Document 62.

%9 Cabi net Thé/Five MetareDefence Program 197@ 8 1 . 6 De c i $4iJolyn1978,0NAA: AIBFY, ,

1137/FAD.
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influence in the AsidPacific?® It effectively endorsed the concept of greatersedf | i ance i n Aust

immediate regioms articulated by both the military and diplomatic establishments

Given that the prospect of superpowenfiict wasnegligible the paper focused on regional
threats. It concluded that an attack by a regional pdweuld be limited to lowlevel pressures and
harassmenéand would be driven more by regional instability than global ideological rivEthey paper
stated thatthe possibility of deployment by thofegional]powers of the major military capabilities
necessary for substantial assault on Australia is naédibde contingency for defence plannidiglt
assessed the threat from Indonesia but noted that it wouldméestantial external advhich would
attractAmericaninterest, oréat least ten yeamnd would be immediately perceptil@ However, the
paper noted thatthere was a possible, but unlikely contingency of sisedle Indonesian military
pressure against PNiito which Australia could be drawthlt noted that regional threats were more
l'i kel y t o drdriteethaA supetponeivalryaaddscautioned againficusing onglobal
considerations that would drive Australian force structure planning towards integration with allies for
deployment in distant threateriBhe paper implicitly forecast the need for greater-mdince in
Aust r al i a6s region on the understanding that exte

The paper examineithe implications ofts threat assessments through the lens of greater
selfreliancelt argued that Australia could expect allies to respond differently to requests for assistance
depending on the thredt. assessethat the United States would assist Australia in continigenc
involving the USSR but thatiteeded to be more setliantin light of the Guam Doctrin&. However,
it noted that there was uncertainty as to how the United States would respond in -teVeler
contingency particularly thosénvolving Indonesia o0PNG 22 Thiswas a recurring theme in Australian
defencepolicy andstemmed from th&isenhower an&Kennedy Administratiorsambivalence about
supporting Australia under ANZU8.summarised this approaels follows

Australian defence planning should ersarsubstantial capability for independence in military
operations regarding issues assessed as likely to be of lesser consequence to US interests. Policy
for this selfreliance should be not confined, however, to contingencies in which US support is

assesed as uncertain. It shoykbnsider]also other possible requirements for complementary
operations with the US, in which independent capability would be valuable.

The development of independent capability should not be an indiscriminate procesddit shou

be guided by Australiab6s own national requir e
to time by intelligence assessments and study of contingencies. Secondly, policy-for self
reliance should pay attention to the support expected from the TUS. concept is
complementarity. Australian defence planning should avoid development of defence
capabilities which are not #®#elevant to Austr :

28 |bid, Paragraph 56.

2 |bid, Paragraph 82.
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5! 1bid, Paragraph 215.

%2 bid, Paragraph 305.

%3 |bid, Paragraphs 32821.
341bid, Paragraph 32326.
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Cabinet considered the paard endorsed its conclusionih some reservationBerhaps
unsurprisingly given fekthatthreatsid distant theatregh\the eomtext ofCa b i n et
Cold War rivalrywere not examined in sufficient detail. Cabinet noted that the gdjgenot give
credence to the ¢a that the USSR had exploited thdrfegic Arms Limitation Talksagreement to
build up its missile inventoBand that there waiadequate argumentation about the situation affecting
Taiwan6® Moreover, Cabinet noted théhere was no treatment tife strained relationship between
Greece and Turkey and its effect on the capabilities of N&TExaser endorsed the need for greater
selfr el i ance i n Au s t rgablti neverthelessainaintaired § strgnbeeest nni n
developments beyond ipsimary operating environment. Thexastension between the focus on self

reliance inAustr al i ads r esgtiroant eags ca rgtuii cdoahtiectbinterestnird Fr a s «
superpower rivalry in more distant theatres, and this would become a defenimg ¢t his government.

Later that monththe Fraser Government considered a draft Defence White Papeathat
based on th&trategic BasisDefence Force Capabilitieend ASADPO papers. On 18 Octobé&f76
it endorsedh draft of the documenénd announced that it would unveil the Defence White Paper the
following month®” In November 1976, the Minister for Defence, James Kiligbledthe White Paper
in Parliamentand articulated selfeliance as thefficial basis for Austilian defence policy for the first
time. The Fraser Governmesaw selfreliance as meaning that Australian would support its allies but
not rely upon their combat forcete® defendAustr al i ads i nterests against
region Defence Wite Paper 197@rticulated selfelianceas follows
A primary requirement emerging from our findings is for increasedrskgdince. In our
contemporary circumstances we no | onger base
Navy or Army or ArFor ce wi | | be sent abroad to fight
supported by it. We do not rule out a contribution to operations elsewhere if the requirement
arose and we felt that our contribution would be effective, and if our forces coulcreel sp
from their national tasks. But we believe that any operations are much more likely to be in our
own neighbourhood than in some distant or forward theatre, and that our Armed Services would
be conducting joint operations together as the Australiannbefgorce®
The Fraser Government declared selfance to be the basis for Australidefencepolicy in
the postVietnam era. Selfeliancemeant that Australia would defend itself and its interestiss
immediate regiomvithout recourse tthe combaforces ofallies. Tange later wote thatDefence White
Paper 1976¢ointed to our limited ability to operate in distant places, and to the requirement for
successful defence in areas cl oser to home. For
independently of allié®®Pr i t chett recall ed 6Tan goeasionsvbenwe t hi s i

were expected to look to our own defence. It would have to be pretty serious for us to expect military

%gCabinet Su
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s u p p*oThe Américan Deputy Secretary of Defense, Robert Ellsworth wrote to Killen to commend
him for balancing Australian defence with theed for bilateral cooperatidhTo give effect to this
policy, the Fraser Government proposed a capability acquigitimgramand funding plathat mirrored

the FYDP The implementation dbefence White Paper 19%¢uld be fraught with difficuit and, &

Killen later recalledsome desperate Cabinet battles lay abigaoutting selfreliance into practic&

The White Paper was a milestone in the development ofadilhce. Paul Dibb recalls that

6t he Defence White Paper was the fundament al br

the 1972 Defence Review bittis the critical hinge white papeWwithout it, selfreliance would not
have g¢ofSimiatyeRass Cditrill recalls:

Why was it significant? Because most of the concepts that guided policy in the 1980s were

enunciated in general terms in the White Paper. The area of primary stmateggst, warning

time, credible contingencies. The idea that there are some contingencies that we should be
prepared to deal with ourselves. The basic

White Paper, ther e waakenlaackfTaasd positigns were@grmanentu | d n

and could be buil't on but woul dnot be resci

It outlined how and why the region was important to us strategically in ways that are of enduring
importance. It alsorbmed the terms in which the debate should be conducted. They were

defined in terms that were applicable through many years and were very durable. It was built
on an understanding that was developed through years of experience. It was very well

received't

Implementing SelfReliance
The Fraser Government had declared-sdlnce as policy and now fatéhe challenge

of implementing tk concept. WhileDefence White Paper 19%8as being developed, Fraseas

advised that the defence portfolio was urgignificantfinancial strain. In preparing the defence budget

for 19767 7 , Treasury had advised Killen that i ncreas

conscription and an overall increase in wagbetween 1973 and 1978ad led tounsustainable
financial pressure4® The defence budget had ameliorasedne ofthese pressures by imposing limits

on travel, as well as additional staff and overtime costs. These measures, however, provided only
tempoary relief to the budget and did not address underigimysystemifunding problems. Treasury

again advised Killen that the FYDP whasdedonly ¢hrough a deliberate pruning procgasd that
Defencecould not sustain further budget cuts if it was thiege its capability acquisition prograand

thus implemenself-reliance as envisaged Defence White Paper 1976

Killen understoodthe budgetary challenges facing the defence portfolio and called a

Cabinetmeeting to examimfunding pressures on 18 October. Reflecting earlier departmental advice,

40 william Pritchett Interviewed by Garry Woodar@8 October 2002 and 4 Febrya2003, National Library of
Australia, TRG4903.

41 Letteri Robert Ellsworth to James Killen. 30 November 1976, NAA: M1335/1/17.

42 Killen, Inside Australian Politics267.

43 Interview with Paul Dibb, 3 June 2019.

44 Interview with Ross Cottrill, 13 November 2019.
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he urged Cabinet not to reduce personnel hundsthet this would have adverse impaotsmilitary
capabilityandWhite Paper implementatidfiinstead Killen forecast that civiliampersonnehumbers

neeadto be increased to implement the FYDH® also urged against cuts to maintenance, stores or

repair facilitiesKillen acknowledgd tha the growth of the Army to 34,000 personnel could be deferred

and that the introduction of some capabilities could be delayed to offset some increases in personnel
costs Cabinet agreed with Kil lwidesgreaddeteeninatiomiméhe d at i on
Fraser Governmertb fully implement its defence prograamd give effect to greater seHliance in

response tdecliningAmerican influence in the postietnam era

The Fraser Government, however, would soon renege on this pledge cuageting
budgetary priorities. During the 1975 election,
programs, particularly Medibank, the system of universal healthcare set up 1##3.9144e cost of these
reforms soon imposeé a significant coson the federabudget. Treasury advise€abinet that the
proportion of total healthcare costsdedby the Commonwealth had increased from 55 percent in
197273 to 73 percent by 19786, with further increases forecast in subsequent yéate situatbn
had become so dire that the Minister for Health, Ralph Haditised Fraser thdt ho changes are
made, Medibank will cost the Commonwealth $1.8 billion in the coming financia{féidre cost of
Wh i t | heeatiticarereforms necessitated aeconsideration of prioritieacross government his
would result in severe cuts to the defence budgetande Fr a s e r at@mptsdaimpiement 6 s

greaterself-reliance asrticulatedn Defence White Paper 1976

The first tranche ofmajor capabilityacquisition under the FYDP had been guaranteed by
the defence budget, and was considered by the Fraser Government in Juyal®7ét agreed to fund
one replenishment vessel, as well as the modernisation of twoysascorts, HMASwanand
HMAS Torrens as well as missiles and radio systethen October 1977, it agreed to fund the
acquisition of a third frigate’ These were important steps in developing a morerskdint defence
force as these capabilities wdgive Australiathe maritime strike capabilities neededetter defend
itself against emerging regional threats envisaged iStita¢egic BasiandDefencd~orce Capabilities
papers. Treasury advised that thEssumedhat the Fraser Government would increase the defence
budget as outlined iDefence White Paper 197 warned that if adequate funding was not provided,
the acquisition of these platforndaould seem more likely to progressively imperil other priority

expenditure®! The Fraser Government had been advised that it needed to adhere to the funding

“6FAD Paper No 24: The Five Year Defence Program 1976/ 1¢
FAD, NAA: A12934, FAD 24.
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program outlined in the White Paper or it would neerbpwioritiseits acquisition program witlong-

termconsequences for a se#fliant posture.

Australisds f i scal outl ook deteriorated signifi
1978, the Treasurer, John Howard, provided Cabinet with a bleak forecast. He noted that Australia faced
a dotally untenable budgetary pictifgecause odn increase in inflabn and a significant reduction in
revenue due to widespread unemployntéBbcial security expenditure was set to increase by $100
million in 197778 as the number of unemployed persons increased by 70,000. Howard urged that
dmmediateaction be set in &indto reduce the expected defic@abinet agreed tdein back the
increase in total budget outlays to the order of five pe@&fhis necessitated widespread cuts across
all portfolios, includingDefence and meant that the acquisition program that accompanied the White
Paper would be revieweat the expense of greater sedfiance

Cabinet met on 8 June 1978 to consider fut@dde nce expendi ture in
proposed cuts. Finance proposed four options for the defence budget for 18a8iv@f which had
significant implications for a more seiéliant postureThe first of these, Option A, was preferred by
Killen and ewvisaged $2.5 billion in annual expenditure or an annual increase of five percent as per
Defence White Paper 19760ption B provide an annual increase of 3.3 percent, Option C provided

a one percent annual increase, and Option D provided zero annwidd orthe defence budget. Cabinet

c

agreed to Option C against Kill enb6s wiosthee s, w h

Commonwealthbut imperiled Def ence 6 s a ¢ g @as vainddibyo Treaspry Eingncea m
described the consequences of theaddifit options on acquisition and funding priorities as follows:

The Department of Finance accepts thaero growth Defence Budget Outlay for 1978/79 may
not be a feasible proposition either presentationally or in light of the expenditure impact of
previous years6 major equipment decisions.
Budget Outlay ang the lines of Option C , which incorporates a modest 1% real increase,
should provide some small flexibility to Defence in settling its priorities. It acknowledges,
however, that selection of such an option would rest primarily on budgetary groundsg Amo
other things, it would necessitate reappraisal of the endorsed financial guidance.

Finance therelaborated on themplicationsof proceeding with Option @r capability
acquisition It advised that this option woukkverely constrain the projectst it had approved since
Defence White Paper 198 ore specifically, it wouldinvolve the cancellation of a substantial number
of contracts and projects, notatitye Third Guided Missile Frigate, the replenishment ship and the
modernisation oSwanand Torren®and @he almost complete deferral of government programs for
1978/79%° Financenoted thatéhe timing of the replacement tactical fighter would be in jeopardy

unless competing expenditures were severely slasimeldthaia carrier option for the replacement of

26Cabinef WiMi maudte Submi ssi on: 1978/ 79 Forward Esti mates
NAA: A13075, 4902.
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HMAS Melbournemight not be possiblé@’C a b i nlexisidn 2o approve Option @ response to
deteriorating economic circumstances and competing budgetary priogtestrained the
implementationof selfreliance a envisagedy Defence White Paper 1976 Austr al i ads d
establishment was dismayed, afitlen wrote to Frasearguingthat Gf zero growth were applied to
Defence outlay, the effect upon the Services wouldisastrous. It would represent a stanyudiation
of the White Pape®® The Secretary of Defence, Tangecalled the budget cutisus
Unreasonable strains were being imposed on both civilian and Service officers from the
expenditure controllers of Cabinet in the c
problems when Cabinet demands began to be directed at designated expendiities acti

without an understanding of the consequences. | believe that some had more to do with
pandering to popular prejudice than with achieving rational econdfnies.

The Minister for Defence, Killen, also relsd the budgetcuts as follows:
On 20 July 1978, the Secretary [of Finance], Sir William Cole, wrote to all departments
informingthenthat t wo ad hoc deci sions made on 13 and
of 3 percentinrespectofnamage and sal ary a thmedmeielg, twraet | ve e
to John Howard, emphasising that unlike other departments, administrative expenses in the
Defence Department covered such things as recruitment, postings, discharges, training, medical
services, running the naval dockyards, servicekslwps, Defence science laboratories, the

salaries of academic staff at the Royal Military College and so on. | simply could not believe
that decisions would be taken with such wide ramifications without consultétion.

These accouniadicatethat theravereserious differenceof opinion between Finance and
Def ence o0 nstrafegicand eednamgridrities in the late 1970s. Defence sought funding to
implementa more selreliant policy as envisaged Defence White Paper 19&hd betteradapt to
reducedAmerican influence in Southeast Asia in pgastVietnam era. By contrast, Finangpgoritised
fiscal considerations at a time of austerityhiding that all portfolios needed teducefunding in
response to declining revenue and an increaspanding on healthcare and social secuFigance
won the debate and the subsequent reduitidafence expendituraeant thathe Fraser Government
could not fundDefence White Paper 19%§ the FYDR andthis necessitated eeconsideration of

De f e n c e 6 sinclpdngthe implénemation of greater sedliance.

Cabinet met on 14 September to considerhiteaderimplications of thee cuts. Killen
advised that Defence had commencécbanplete reexamination of the obgtivesand priorities in the
White Papeb with a focus ondhe extent to which the Defence Force can maintain the present
deployment capability and enhance selfanced This meeting was important as it showed that the
Fraser Government had starteddtmbtits ability to implement selfeliance as envisaged efence

White Paper 197&illen noted that capability expenditudeas been reduced by some 33 percent below
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the levels projected for 19767 to 197879 in the White Papé&f? The Fraser Government had been
forced to prioritise platforms that it had deemed essential taedielhce while discarding or delaying
others Enhancements to naval and air platforms were deferred or cancellesigaifidantpersonnel
reductionsvere faecast for 197Xillen later recakkdthat@here had been a slip from the White Paper
objectives which could not be disguis@##By the end of 1978heinnovative thinking that had shaped
Australiandefencepolicy in the early years of the Fraser Gaweentfaded in response to economic
reality and shifting portfolio prioritiesThe Fraser Government struggled to implementrsdihnce,
insteadargelyrelyingon its alliesn contrast tafficial policy.

The End of Détente

IN1979,Australiabs strategic environnmesimge began
Konfrontasiint he early 1960s. Fraser had been concerne
Asia, and the commensurate increase in the See@tomic andtrategigresence in the region. €ke
concernsvould become more pronounced, as other American afi@sbly Iranfell in the Middle
East while Russian aligned statesich as Vietnanipecamencreasinglyactive in the AsigPacific. As
a result, the Fraser Government would reconsider the budgeinstitsted in 1978as well asits
overarchingpriorities. In response to its deteriorating strategic environment, Fresad reinvest in

the ADFto developit into a more selreliant forceas envisaged iBefence White Paper 1976

The prospect ofVietnamese adventurismn t he after math &dd Amer i
been a key focus of Australian planning during the early years of the Fraser Governm&tiatéhe
Basispaper and associated diplomatic reportimgarned that Vietham could become more active in
Southeast Asiavith Soviet backing as a means of containing Chinese infludrieese fears were
realised mn November 1978yhenit signed a Treaty of Friendship with tBeviet Union which granted
it to the right to establisa naval base at Cam Rahn Bay. This complicAtestralian planning as it
meant that th&lSSRhadthe capacity to extend its reach into the AR&ific.Leadirg Russian analysts
Paul Dibb and Peter Bowan ete that &he Soviet role in Vietnam gives us greatest cause for direct
concern sincé increasingly evidencgthe projection of a Soviet military presence in Southeast Asia
and the South Pacifi! The Secetary of Freign Affairs,Renouf recalledthatélarm bells withm the
FraseiGovernment began to soudid response to this developmgha sentiment that both Fraser and
Peacock expressed RresidentCarter shortly thereaftéf. Australian perceptions of Vietnam had

soured, and it was now viewed asradiblebase for Soviet expansion into the ARacific.
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These perceptions of Vietham were substantiated when it invaded Cambvidbia view
to removing its Chinesaligned govenmentin January 1979The Office of National Assessment
briefed Cabinet and assesgedh a t Vietnamdbs invasion of Cambodi a,
of Viethamdad created an extremely dangerous situation which had the potentigbémsion into a
war involving the Soviet Union and Vietnadi.lts assessment of threat was further reinforced by
ambivalent views oA u s t r aliésiltadvisedthat &self-denial by Washingtoim theregion makes
it difficult for the United States, aithe West generally, to prevent or help Cambddiloreover, the
USSRhad started toncrease its presene¢Cam Rahn Bay to the point that it became the largest Soviet
naval base outside of the USSRe balance of power in the Adiacifichad appead to shiftaway
from Australia and its allie&’ Fraser wrote to Carter théhe Soviet Union has sought to extend its
influence ¢é it has made a significant i ncé ement a
and implored the bited Statesto take action? This assessmertighlightedthe extent to which
Australi ads  aeterioratedsmee¢ha electiora of the Fraser Government ahe
publication ofDefence White Paper 197énd this would necessigea greater focus on se#liance.

Then, in February 1979, the Iranian Governmentrieglh antiAmericanrevolution, further
complicating Australin planning. During the 1970s, thgovernment in Tehran had become an
important partner in Australian attempts to balance the Soviet presence in the IndiariT@edaaser
Government was ambivalent abowt tbarter Administration, and its initiative to demilitarise the Indian
Ocean on thdasis thathis would éccord to the USSR relative advantage in potential to build up
military capability in the Indian Oced®Fr aser 6 s di strust of the Sovi
C a r tpeeferénge for détent€here isalsoevidence that Frasdid not trust the Carter Administration
to uphold its commitments under ANZUBdeed, Defence advised him thiakS global interests are
not clearly defined in their linkage with the interests of the Pacific and Indian Oceans; the manner in
which they willbe pursued remains uncertéiflt followed that:
This is not to suggest that Australian defence interest requires always the largest and most
per manent deployment of US forces in Austral
for a demonstrable continuance of US will, as well as capabiliym#ot ¢ h t he USSR
projection of power and influence into the Pacific and Indian Oceans; to sustain there a strategic

posture which, irrespective of formal commitments, contributes to confidence in regional no
less than global stability; and to continuectmperate in practical matters with those regional
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powers whose pursuit of their own independent security concernénatidnal resiliencg
contributes to security generally®in Australi

It was in thiscontext that Frasdater informedhe USSecretary of Defense, Harold Brown,
of his concern thaia European war would entail shifting the US Navy from the Pacific to the Atlantic,
thus leaving Southeast Asian sea lines of communication exjpydsed réterated this to Carter in a
subsequent meetifgThe Fraser Governmesbught to align with other states in thelian Ocearand
at one point, considered entering into partnership with both Iran and South. Alracseisent Deputy
Prime Minister DougAnthony to Tehranhut decided not to procdeue tothe fall of the Shah anus
oppositiontdcS o ut h  Adartheicpolicies’® Givenhisrelationship with Iran, it is unsurprising that
Fraser felt that the Iranian Relution hadivery serious implications for Australian interests particularly
with respect to national security and tréfleHe decided thathe governmentvould examine what
assistancécould be providedh the event that the United States moved to #stah more significant
military presence in the Indian Océatfiter the fall ofakey Middle Eastern allgnd thus began to move

away from seHreliance asrticulatedn the Defence White Papér

The Fraser Government formally consiglwhat assistance it could provide to theited
Statesin response to the situation in Iraabinetdecided that it would not deploy forces to the Middle
East in support of American military action but would assist in other Wagather than direct
involvement, it would seek to facilitate a greater American presence in the Indian Besamdvised
Carter todkeep your vessels in the area. None of us saw the nature or intensity of the problem. We are
concerned that the balance of power will be altéréte Shah does not survive, and are very unhappy
with a difficult situationd Now that the situation had deteriorated, Fraser effassistance witthe
transit of American forces, amsliggestedurther consultations with therited Statesto determine
whether the RAN could take a greater riol¢he Indian Ocearfraserencouragethe United Statesto
become more active in Australiab6s regi otmnatioper haps
had been unwilling to take a harder stance againstthe USsERa ser 6 s reacti on to ¢t}

shows that hewas predominantly concerned with strateigeuesw e | | beyond Austral i

7 |bid.

" &lemorandum of ConversatidnFraser and Brown, 22 June 1877 Foneign Relations of the United Staté§77
1980, VOLUME XXII, Documents on Southeast Asia and the Pacific,- 198D, eds David Nickles and Melissa Taylor
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 2017), Document 237.

> &Memorandum of ConversatidnFraser and Carter, 22 June 1877Honeign Relatns of the United Statek977
1980, VOLUME XXII, Documents on Southeast Asia and the Pacific,- 198D, eds David Nickles and Melissa Taylor
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 2017), Document 238.

%6Def ence Co minPropdses éan/MistrialCoaperation on the Indian Ocean. Agendum No. 11/1976, 30
September 1976, NAA: A7942, 195 PART 1.

“"6Cabi netAuvsitnruatlei a and the Iran Crisis.o® Decision No. 10
8 |bid.
®“6Cabi netPodsibleaustealan Support for Increased US Deployment s

10546, 19 December 1979, NAA: A12909, 3735.

80 ¢Memorandum of ConversationFraser and Carter, 2 January 187%oneign Relations of the United Stat&87 7
1980, VOLUME XXII, Documents on Southeast Asia and the Pacific,- 198D, eds David Nickles and Melissa Taylor
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 2017), Document 259.

157



environment andought to integrate with allieather than looking to a more seffliant posture against

contingencies in Australiabs region.

Itis importantalsot o consi der the attit udefenagolicy he ALP
during this period. During the |l ate 1970s, it b
selfreliant policy as envisaged iDefence White Paper 19%@hile maintaining a close relationship
with the Uhited States Senior American defence offads questionedheir Australian counterparts
about the ALPOs defence policies andBilFrthetDeput y
advised thatthe Labor Party did not neglect defence and that most of the current procurement was
initiated under Labor Party. The return of the Labor Party would, therefore, have littleGéfle.
other reason the ALP supported Fr as dredignunsldrance w
the leadership of Bill Hayden, who malé towards thecentre.A Central Intelligence Agency
assessmerttated thatUn d er Wh i t lomBilldHaydes Austcakas Isabor has become more
moderate. The firebrands of the early 1970s who railed against US policy in Vietham are now retired
or out of officed Those who questioned ANZUS, suchRex Connor andiim Cairns had made way
for a new generation of centrigbliticians including Paul Keating and Gareth Evardayden recadd
that under his leadershighe ALP would@ersistently hammer away and ceeat credible set of
measures é to demonstrate that the FeTWweQiManageme
assessmerntoncludedthat the ALPhad increasingly divergeflom its New Zealand counterparh

defence policyan issue thdaterbeame moe pronounced

Cabinet met in March 1979 to consider the i
strategic environmenCOSC advised that the documents considered in 1976 Strategic Basis
Defence Force CapabilitieandASADPQpaperswerem f | i mi t ed rel evance é as
of the intentions and capabilities of regional powers would lose vafidi§onsequently, it advised
that the ADF needednsurance against uncertaid@gnd that it should, thereforégtain, developr
acquire versatile offensive and defensive capabilities to deal with more sewittirsyenciegf® This
included additional personnel, as well as fuel and ammunition sabet agreeth increase funding
to make up foearlier shortfall@ndthus provide greater seléliancebut deferred further commitments
until the subsequent defence budgeti st r al i ads region had become mor

less influential, hence ¢hneed for greater sekliance in Australian planning.

81 &Memorandum of ConversatidanPritchett and Douse, 8 December 1677Foneign Relations of the United States,
19771980, VOLUME XXII, Documents on Southeast Asia and the Pacific, 198D, eds David Nickles and Melissa
Taylor (Washington: Government Printing Office, 2017), Document 250.

82 @Central Intelligence AgencyBouth Pacific: Nuclear Attitudgs14 September 1989 Fomeign Relations of the
United States19771980, VOLUME XXII, Documents on Southeast Asia and the Pacific, -198D, eds David
Nickles and Melissa Taylor (Washitog: Government Printing Office, 2017), Document 266.

83 Hayden,Hayden: An Autobiographys22.

86Chiefs of St afifMin@eofrenSertes of Meetidds eld oa 14, 16, 21, 28 February; 5, 19 and 30
March 1979, Minute No. 6/79, NAA: A10756, LGB35.

8 |bid.

158



Shortly afterwards, Killen delivered a major statemerdefancepolicy. He acknowledged

t hat Australiabds envi gezenmuesattiing évants indhe Migdle Eastraadtine d d u
IndochinabKillen on the advice of Tange, announced that the Fraser Government would increase the
defence budget by two percent per antoimvest capabilities that would provide the ADF with a more
selfreliant force structur€® The Fraser Government agreed to increase its operational readiness
through greater investment in personnel, major systems and joint en@ibhkespeech was significant
as Killen reaffir med -rliasce. Hadrticulat@its vieey o seffreliamoeeimt  t o S
the following terms

Itis in respect of armed threats within our own geographic environment that our allies could be

expected to look to Australia to be reasonably-sgiint, and to make a maximum effort to

look after its own secuitAustr ali adéds isolation, and our ph
space and archipelagic territories, carry a number of pointers for our defence capHbilities.

Killen then discussed Australiads res$:ationship w

As the nation has changed, so indeed has its responsibilities. For the greater part of our national
existencewe depended substantially for the preservation of our national integrity upon the
United Kingdom and the United States. Events have required us to meet that concern from
substantially our own resources. We are doing just that. Australia today has & defesduility

which is consistent with our responsibilities and our circumstaffces.

The Fraser Governmergconsideedthe basis for itdefencegolicyas Austr al i ads en\
deterioratedlt felt it could notnecessarilyely on the Wited Statesand needdto invest in military
capabilities to protect its interests against emergiggpnalthreatsimportantly, Killen highlighted the
importance of geography in the development of a moresigint force structure, although that would
not ke fleshed ouin detailduring his term in officeKillen later wrote thatG¢he United States expects
its allies to assume greater responsibilities for their own defence. And more recently, the undisputed
naval supremacy of the United States has beeneciggtl by the phenomenal expansion of the Soviet
Navy.3° The USSR started to increase its presence in theRsidic while the Wited Statessuffered
setbacks in the Middle EasBoutheast Asiand the Indian Ocean. Fraser did not trust the Carter
Administration, and felt that thibestway forwardin those circumstancesas to adopt a more self

reliantdefencepolicy that focused othe protection oA u s t r irtdrestsil its immediate region.

Although Fraser did not trust Cartdre saw engagement with thentled Statesas a key
component of selfeliance. Killen later explagdthat@ more selfeliant posture implied no conflict
of interest with our al | itasrcaneotcargleng thenfalliblodedaf t i e s ¢
the security of the Western wordf.Indeed, Fraser sought further cooperation with thiédd States

with a view to bolstering its presence in the Indian Ocean to balance the Soviet naval thtkat.

8Jim Killen, oOLettidDreftemctehetRItieme nMi. ®i t9e™March 1979, NA
87 Commonwealth Parliamentary DebatBgfence: Ministerial Statemer29 March 1979 (James Killen).

88 |bid.

8906 Nei I | aAnstralidn ®efemae Pqlicy for the 198@2.

91bid., 36.
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end, Fraser agreed to facilitate the transit of American personnel to the Middle East through HMAS
Stirling in Western Australia. Killen articulated this approach as follows:
We need aDefenceForce that will protect our supply lines in the maritime areas near to
Australiabés principal ports or that could ma
more remote sea routes shoul d Defédnedforeeshoald no si g

also provide the government of the day with the practical omtforontributing toPacific
defence in accordance with the ANZUS Tre#ty.

Two months after the speech, Cabinet considere®#fence budget for 19780. It agreed
that the Fraser Governmembuldi nvest in military preparedness gi
environmentIt approved a seven percent increase inDence budgetfrom $2.3 billion to $2.5
billion from 197879 to 197980%2Mostof t hi s fundi ng warsserves vAISIEa@s i n
ammunition stores anchancrease in personnel across the Services to crew and maintain capabilities
that had been acquired in recent yéais.did not address other major capabilities at the heart of
Defence White Paper 1976uch as aeplacement for the Mirage fighter or HMA®elbourne The
budget was a momentary investment in greatesrebfince in response apparentmmediate threats
but did not resolve broader issues in Ademsgrali abd

lateras examined ihapter Seven

On 11Decemberd 979, Cabinet met to consider the implications of these developriéles
advised Cabinet that Australia was safe from major attack due to its geography but that this could change
rapidly. He noted thatby the end of the century, there will exist as well, in South and East Asia, very
large concentrations of military strgth. Our defence policy and military development will need to take
increasing account of these developméttKillen identified Indonesia as a threat, stating that

Nearer to home, although at present the prospect of hostile military activity is remeteuld

be imprudent not to provide against the possibility of future difficulty with Indonesia, in respect

of PNG or in our bilateral relations. Indonesia already has the capability to carry dewklw

politico-military harassment, and given the nesary political preconditions, this could occur
with relatively little warning time®®

Killen thenarguedthat

Our ongoing defence effort must demonstrate to Indonesia that Australia is serious and
competent in defence matters and capable of resportiEgively to lowlevel pressures or
military attacks, and of timely expansion for indegher response to more substantial thi€at.

He felt that Australia needed to be more-selfantbecause, in his viewpur planning cannot
assume combaupport from the United States, especially against a power of limited capability on an

issue not directly involving major US interetsKillen emphasised that Australia needed to be more

%1 Commonwealth Parliamentary DebatBgfence: Ministerial Statemer9 March 1979 (James Killen).

26 Cabi neiDefdicsnBudget 1979 0. 6 Deci si on NOQPNAAAZ290PB,3249.8 July 197

% |bid.

%6 Cabinet TRAwkbmirsadiieam Strategic Anal ys illsDeemukr 1&7&6NAEnce For
A12909, 3577.

% |bid.

% |bid.
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selfreliant in lowerlevel regional contingencies which would kasgerious consequences for its

strategic interests bwtould not necessarily attract allied support.

Cabinet endorsetheseassessmentés the basic guidance for the formulation of defence
policies and the planning of Defence Force and infrastructurelaf@mentd® It agreed that Defence
should prioritisethe independent combat defence of Australian territory and its direct inbenedthe
@rogressive enhancement of our national capacities to support this operational cagalpliactical
terms,Cabinetendorsedihe maintenance of a manifestly advantageous military capacity vis a vis our
neighbours?® The Fraser Governmemoted the need for investmeint &efence related northern
infrastructuré and support for the joint facilities to keeptbeni t ed St ates engaged
strategic interestas argued in previous guidancEhe Fraser Government on Ki I Il endés i n
sought to involve its allies in its region but nonetheless understood the need for a mekaself
posture for lowlevel contingenciesn the realisation that it could not necessarily depend on other major
powers Selfreliance in Australiamlefencepolicy under the Fraser Government, as it was in 1979, is
summarised iffable 15

Table 15: Australian DefencePolicy Under the Middle Fraser Government

Government Core Strategic Primary Perceptions of | Perceptions of
(Party) Interests Geographic Allies Credible Threat
Scope
Fraser Preparing for IndianOcean US: Distrust of | Soviet Navy
(Liberal) regional instability | Indochina Carter Vietnam
and managing fiscal| Indonesia Indonesia
uncertainty

Throughoutl1979, the Fraser Governmdntther refinedthe concept of seffeliance. It had
defined the idea iDefence White Paper 19161t did not further develop it due tompeting portfolio
priorities and deteriorating economic circumstancBgcollections fromsenior figuresincluding
Renouf andlangegive credence tthe assertion that Fraser did not embrace the caonoegiering
insteado rely on the Wited States and that it was largely driven in Cabinet by Killeith the support
of the Defence androreignAffairs establishmerif® Dibb also supports this assert in recalling that
Killen was f ocused ddriskestsmnpleadnt tte dvhite Papagsopposed a n d
to global issues likethdSSR  That 6 s wher e h@¥®'Adi fAfusntedl indm Emna
deterioratedhowever, the Fraser Governmarticulated selfeliance as meaning that Australia would
supportallies but not rely upon their combat foréesdefending its strategic interestgainst credible
threats in its regin. Killen latersummarisd this view of selfrelianceas follows
Our future holds no guarantee that a major distant ally would be able, without constraints which
could be considerable, to range the might of

Defence Force. To mehat greater selfeliance means is acquig the capability intellectual
as well as organisational and materiad prepare ourselves to carry out military operations on

%8 1bid.

% bid.

100 Tange Defence Policymaking 195080 103.
101 Interview with Paul Dibb, 3 June 2019.
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our own, and in defence of Australiabds nati
threshold for assistance from alkddhan we have been accustomed to contemfffate.

Inlight of Ki I  endés statement, it i's worth reflectd.i
could expect assistance from alliése declined to define what the threshold for allied intervention
would be on the basis thato responsible Minister for Defence would sod° Recently declassified
documentsndicate that it would depend on whether core American interests were thredtesidthd
been identified as the key variable in the early 1960s and was an issue of debate well into tlhie 1970s.
was driven by the@ecognition thatAustralia received assistané®m the United Stateduring the
Second World War but not during Confrontatidhe United States assstin one situation but not the
other because it was faced with a common enemy in a global war teetlydaffected American
interestsUsing the same reasoning in the 1970s, Austexiiiecedassistance againathreat fronthe
USSRb u t not against regional threats in Australi.i
instability in PNG. In thes lowerlevel but still significant contingencies, Australia would need to draw

on its own capabilities to defend its core interests without expectations of allied assistance.

Conclusion

This chapter has demonstrthat he Fraser Government made a significant contribution to
the conceptual and practicdkevelopment ofhe self-reliance indeclaringthe principleasthe basis of
official policy in Defence White Paper 197 defined selreliance ashe abilitytodefenddu st r al i aé s
strategic interests in its immediate regagainst credible threats without recourse to the combat forces
of allies. However, Fraser struggled to implement sedfiance because of competing portfolio and
budgetary priorities Fraser never fly embracedthe concept ofselfreliance instead viewing
Australiads st rwidereagniex of greai powei rivailryeirstheiCald Wah €he Fraser
Government partly remediated these problems by reinvesting in the ADF inbl@T8is wasa short
term solutionin the face ofbroaderpressuresThe Fraser Governmestrugglel to implement seff
reliance andeffectivelyreveredto closer alignment with its allies as the basis for Australiefence

policy in subsequent years as shown in the following chapter.

206 Nei | |  aAostralidn ®efemae Pqlicy for the 198@S.
103 pid.
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Chapter Six:
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Introduction

In the second half of its ten in office, the Fraser Government strugbte implement sel
reliance.This chapter demonstrates thafser move away from the focuin strategic guidancen
selfrelianceagainst middle powersiAu st r al i a6 s r geamendwith theobitedl Btates er eng
in responsdo perceptions ofncreased Soviet aggressj@nd a more assertiaministrationunder
President Reagan. The econgrhpwever, continuito stagnatend the Fraser Governmentther
reducel expenditurewith lasting consequences for the developmenfoofe structure andefence
policy. Its struggle to align capability with funding and policy exgbdisionsbetween civilians and
military personnelAs a result the Fraser Government would leave office with Austratlafence
policy in disarray necessitating fundamentaleappraisal, which would lead &veturn to selreliance
by its successors.

The Return to Cold War Rivalry

The Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan in December 19&pportan allied regime that was
in dangerof collapseOn 15 January 198Cabinet requested a reassessmettielbriefing from late
1979, andhe Joint Intelligence OrganisatiddlO) subsequengl briefed Fraser otheinvasion and its
implications for Australid.JIO assessed that détente had come to ama®tite USSR had invaded a
sovereign state outside of &phere of influenceand that the superpowers were once again rivals.
painted a bleak picture of Soviet intentions in the aftermath of the invasion, and suggestedséewiould
to enhance its influence in the Persian Gulf and Indian subcontinerstlsaisttengthen itposition in
South Yemen, Ethiopia and SyriHO alsoheld that there wadittle prospect for ngotiated limits to
Soviet and Americanaval and air forces competing in the Indian Oéeand forecast that the Soviet
Navy could become active in the PacifiAu s t r autlodokawas seen to haveeteriorated
significantly and was unlikely to improve in the short teffhis was a significant shift from the
regionallyfocused assessments of the previous mtmtiiobal issues in the context of the Cold War

and would have significant i mpith iegpectto selfieliancd or Aus't

JI1 O bl amed the Carter Administration, in part
thatdMoscowds confi dence heestionmfeWwesterndsincnatiorrteabuntery i t s
Soviet activities in the Third World.This assessment concurred with the ONA repmi€abinetin
Februaryl979 onthe Viethamese invasion of Cambodidiich concludedhe USSR was prepared to

take advantagef Americandisengagement with the regi®dlO held thataggression in the Third

l16Cabinet DecihAuotnr dloi.ar 0%t0rlat egi ¢ Analysis and Defence
NAA: A13075, 10601/FAD.

2 Joint Intelligence OrganisatioMhe Soviet Intervention in Afghanistan: An Interim Estimafe Jan 1980NAA:

A14036, 1/80.

% Ibid.

4 Ibid.

56CabineitViMdtnnuaneds I nvasion of Kampuchea: Chinese and So
No. 7544 FAD, 5 February 1979, NAA: A1293R
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Worldémay now be strengthened by the USITRbGeportsucces

gave a pessimistic analysislanguage reminiscent alssessments from the Menzies Governnrent

the following terms

Military power is perceived by the Soviets as necessary for defending their interests and
leveragng crisis situation$ as in Afghanistain in directions acceptable to them. Soviet leaders

are encouraged to persist by what they observe as basic trends, notably the US withdrawal from
Vietnami which they saw as a watershed, marking the end of an era in which US readiness to

intervene militarily dominated Soviet risk calculations in the Third/&Goviet international
behaviour in the 1980s is likely to include a purposeful testing of the political implications of
the USSROs increased military strength.

Such intelligence assess menUSSRadassignificanttreat Fr a s e |

to Australian security. In his most recent bodolsjde the Wilderness of MirrorBibb statsthat Fraser
haddexcessive paranoia about the Soviet military threat to Augieadchthat some of thes#elligence
assessmenfsielled responses that reflectédr aser 6 s vi ew of nbtmecessadly d
aligned with Australi aos military eapabilgies’sDjbb recalld thatt a r
avhen the Soviets invaded Afghanistan, Fraser thought it was World'livee. This wasa drive for
Peter the Gr eatltvasintease stwff ana Fraser replly was whipping i @ottrill
similarly recalls it was argued th@A ust r al i ads f r eNeisseliledhTdat was t h
compounded by ONA reports from Robert Furlonger which arguedtigaSoviets would wiid* Dibb

wrote that Fraser embracdtieseassessmeni@nd argued that the USSR would use the invasion to
further entrench its influence in the Middle Edstpite thedissenting viewsf more cautious elements
within the intelligence communitgnd the defence establishmé&tiRoss BabbagéhenSenior Analyst

for Strategic Analysis at ONA, offea different viewHe recalsthat Furlongebriefed Fraser regularly

with the best information availableand Air Marshal Ray Funnell recalls that ONA had a positive
impact®® Babbagelso notethatonetheir analysts, Tim McLennahad personal experience of Soviet

brutality asadiplomat in Mosow.!* Furlonger recalled the debate as follows:

The Ruwebemsaving decisively in defence of

War
y

e

w h

whil e the Americans, under Presi dent Carter,

to feel hihgt tbegu gl @l dviarsg aof a worl d pl an

t

c

a

h

behaviour by was vastly exaggerated. Hender s

shared it. Of cour s e, this was t hiea skafsadh e f

t

was concerned, he knew it al | and was desti

expans®oni sm.

6 Joint Intelligence Organisatiohe Soviet Intervention in Afgnistan: An Interim Estimatel5 Jan 1980NAA:
A14036, 1/80.

7 Ibid.

8 Dibb, Inside the Wilderness of Mirrors

9 Interview with Paul Dibb, 3 June 2019.

19 nterview with Ross Cottrill, 13 November 2019.

11 Interview with Paul Dibb3 June 2019.

12 Dibb, Inside the Wilderness of Mirrors

13 Interview with Ray Funnell, 1 November 2019.

¥ nterview with Ross Babbage, 14 August 2019.

Robert Furlonger |1 nterl8i egwdd ulay ySt Bwdieto ahbrericind BapyTREC A
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Frasemever embraced détente, and the invasion of Afghanistan ardedthtohis distrust
of the Soviet Union and its strategic intentiofs Marshal Ray Funnell recalls that Afghanistavas
really significant and it energised Fraser in a way that | had not previously seen. | recall that we were
conjuring up various options,dhuding sending a naval task force into the Persian @irhis forced
a greater focus on distant theatres to the detrimemtiarftising development of capabilities focused

onselfreliance in Australiamiefencepolicy.

At aroundthistime, CabinetonsideedAu st r al i ads r esporFasrtéiok t he S
a hard line, condemning it &sithout justificatiodanddn violation of all that the UNtands fold’ He
described itas a mode of behaviour which makes normal relations betstats impossibléCabinet
agreed that Australia end its scientific collaboration with the USSR, terminate civil aviation agreements,
impose economic sanctions and refuse to recognise the Afghan Government. The purpose of the
measures was to ensutet here was naextension orepetition of such behaviod® These were
interim measures and Cabinet agreed it would explore options for further military cooperation with the
UnitedStatesas a result of the invasioRoreign Affairstook a morecautiousappoach inthe following
advice on Australiabds interests:
Australia is a country of 14 million people and we do not imagine that we can have a major
effect on | imiting t\Weeare®oreriereote fradmnthe Saovidtdnianx pan s
and less directlhythreatened than others may feel themselves to be. But we have a clear
perception of the threat exemplified by the action taken in Afghanistan; this is shared by many
others who have been reluctant to give voice to their concern, or to take action tocsesker

the threat. And we live in a part of the world which could become increasingly vulnerable to
Soviet expansion, in the absence of timely and cooperative steps to discour&ye that.

Itis in this context thatrm31 January 1980, Fraser met witht€aat the White Housé&raser
reiterated his support for thenitied Statesduring a time of increased tensions with tH&SR In regard
to Iran and Afghanistan, Fraseid Carterthatve believe the US is right in these situations and that
i t 6 fustthentask of the US. We think the current situation is a long term one, one that might last for
the decadé&’ He thensaidthat dor our part we are willing to do more in our part of the world. We
could make facilities available in Austrafi&.The US Secretary of the NavyV.G Claytor suggested

the Uhited Statescould make use of naval facilitiesthe Indian Ocean, to which Fraser agré&&dytor

ONA, | think our judgements were substantially the same
contrdwer sngin intellectual contributor in JIO on that w:
were cl ose. There were a few things, | t hink, on which |
signed a tread ywhwidth wae Rwuswst an78, they were inclined t
we were in ONA. But on the whol e, | don't think there w:
18 |Interview with Ray Funnell, 1 November 2019.

7&abinet Minuté Australian Response to Soviet Intervention in A
NAA: A12909, 3748.

18 | bid.

19 Department of Foreign AffairsVlinisterial Consultations with the United Statd$ January 1980, NAAA10565,
11.

20 ¢Memorandum of Conversatidin Fraser and Carter, 31 January 1®80Foreign Relations of the United States,
19771980, VOLUME XXII, Documents on Southeast Asia and the Pacific, 198D, eds David Nickles and Melissa
Taylor (Washington: Gaernment Printing Office, 2017), Document 268.
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and Fraser both expressed concern about the South Pacific, agreeingrtiudijective should be to

keep the Soviets from playing around in the afé&raser offered Australian airfields but theited

Statesdid not express interest in that propo3&le Chief of the Defence Force Staff, Admiral Anthony

Synnott, offered antisubmarine patrols of the Malacca Straits and the Southern Indian Eresan.

also suggested that thanited Statesoffer support to states in Southeast Asia with a view to fostering

goodwill and containing Soviet influencehe Fraser Govement hadnoved away from greater self
reliance in Australiads region to towards gr ea

developments in distattieatres

These trends were reinforced by @NA briefing to Cabinet in February 198én the
implications of the Soviet invasion for Australian policy. This briefivegs more pessimistic thahe
JIO report in holding that the invasion had altered the balance of power between the superpowers, and
that its earlier assessmentere no longer validNowt hat Australi adsONAutl ook
argued thatissues relevant to the formation of allied and Australian defence policy now include an
enhanced Soviet opportunity to subvert and destabilise the area extending from the Middle East to the
Indian subontinent, and the vulnerability of Western oil supp&dt suggested thawashington will
seek from its allies and friends greater-selfance in defence matters in their respective regfdrasd
that the Wited Stateshada strategicinterest indyreater use of Australian facilities for Indian Ocean
deployment$® According toONA, Australia had a vital role asther United States allies including
Japan and most European members of NATO, are unlikely to make a commitment to a stiliage
presence in the Indian Oced&i§.Fraser was advised th& ustr al i aés environmen
significantly as a superpower had become aggres$iis was at odds with Australian strategic
planning from the 1970and harsher in tone than the JIO assessrhentever, itreinforcedFr as er 6 s
view of A u s t r paidritiemidtise Cold Wamnamely emphasisingloserengagement with allieather

thanprioritising selfreliancei n Austr ali ad.s i mmedi ate region

The Fraser Governmeoonsidered thbroadetimplications of the ONA report later that month.
Cabinet agreed that basic ideas that had underpinned Austtafamcepolicy were fundamentally
sound?’ It did not fully embrace the ONA assessment agited that Defence needed to contidine
sustained development of military capabilities f
direct interest$ It acknowledged, however, that there wpstential for substantial change in the
strategic order that supports Australian secdritylight of the perceivedshift in the balance of

geopoliticalpower. Cabinetgreed thatthere was a heightened requikmhto reduce the scope for

22 |pid.

26 Cabi n e tTheMmpticatiores of Recent Developments in Afghanistan for National Strategic Assessments and
Strategic Policy. 6 Decision No. 10698, 11 Feb 1980, NAA:
24 bid.
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expansion of Soviet influence, and to raise its c#%fBo achieve this goal, Cabinet noted tdds

pl ans to develop military potential and politica
and sustained spprt&° In the aftermath of the Soviet invasion, the Fraser Governraatated its

support forself-reliance as articulated iDefence White Paper 19&hd by Killen in 1979. However,

it began to go beyond these conceptions ofradiince by endorsigcloser arrangements with the

United Statesin the context of Cold War rivalry.

Cabinet also examined how Defence could respond to the Soviet invidsagneed that the
ADF would increase its preparedness levels by broadening its expansion besguaind) lead times
for movement to a higher state of operational readiftdtalso agreetb engage irconsultations with
the authorities in other countries in the Indian Ocean litioasl discussed by Fraser and Canter
Washington Cabinet also agreed &acilitate military visits, engage in combined exercises, increase
surveillance and patrolling and invest in the development of infrastructure to support Indian Ocean
operation&'lte mphasi sed the importance of the I ndian Ot
interestéstrongly favours the concentration of our Defence effort in our neighbouring re§iouth
East Asia and the South West PadificThe Fraser Governmefullowed this with a letter from the
Acting Minister of Defence, McLeay to the US Secretary of Defence, Brown. McLeay wrate that
As a nation of fourteen million people, you will appreciate thamustlimit the extent of our
military obligations. Our fist concern must be for the area of prime strategic interest to us. We
fully recognise that events further afield affect our interests and influence the factors that
support our national security. | think that our response to the recent events in distant

Afghanistan demonstrates our sensitivity in this regard. But, there are doubts about the wisdom
of a small nation like Australia sending its forces so far afield as is now being préposed.

These sentiments echoed earlier discussions between Fraser and Claytor, and showed that
despite its antipathy for Soviet actions, Frasaderstood the need fa selfreliant posturefor
contingencies that mightarisen Austr al i a6 Recods froend-oreign Affairs edjcate n .
that Fraser was, in part, driven by a lack of trust in the Carter Administritinisterial Submissions
from the Department indicate that Fraser saw Carter as a weakdauisive leader who wasable
to mount an effetve response to Soviet aggressioradvisedthat the has been perceiveg many
Americans as irresolute, confused and unsuccessful in defending the nationaldtitecestgn Affairs
reported thatd¢he Administration is clearly feeling the strain ofirrent international crises and
pressures. There has been a lack of coordination and clarity in their approach@sRepstting from

the AmericanEmbassy in Canberra and the Australian Embas$yashington also confirmed views

28 |pid.
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of an incoherent respse by the Carter Administration to therceivedSoviet threat® The Fraser
Government felt it could not trust its American counterpart to defend its interests and sought to take
action on its own initiativeln doing s¢ the Fraser Governmentould seekto develop a more self

reliantdefencepolicy.

In August 1980, JIO briefed Cabinet on Soviet interests and military activities in the South
Pacific.Cabinet was advised that the USSR was seeking to inaitsgsalitical and economic presence
in the region in order to have greater influedé&hereportheld that the USSRosightto consolidate
its presence in Indochina becausésées Vietnam aié outpost of socialism in Southeast AZfdt
assessed that the USSR6s objectives were to enc
Philippines as well as fostering greater military cooperation with Southeast Asian countries, and
advocatingecognition of the new Cambodian Governm@t@ advised that the USSR would support
these goals through senior ministerial visits and increased trddehér assessed that the USB&s
building aduna fleet specifically for use in the South West fiawand that itdwill at least have to
increase diplomatic and commercial contacts with one or more island states to operate such a fleet, and
it may consider it desirable to push harder for stased facilitie€® The report further observed that
such actions hadften developed, over a period of time, into Soviet requests for navaldfisithile
this report was softer than the preceding ONA assessment, it nonetheless forecast a Soviet presence in
Au st r agiomn amdfed into concerns about the US&tRin the Fraser GovernmediO articulated
Soviet interestin the South Pacifias follows
Although [Southeast Aa and] the Southern Pacific hagdower priority among the global
interests of the USSR th&urope, NorthEast Asia, and the Middle East, it figures in Soviet
strategic policies to a degree that has some significant ramifications for Australia. We expect

the USSR to take such opportunities as offer themselves at acceptable cost to advance its
interests in the region and to counter those of China and the Western fflowers.

These assessments were taken seriously by Fraser and correspondence with the Carter
Administration gives minsight intohissubsequent responsésa letterto Cartedated 30 Avril, Fraser
emphasised the importance of closer ties with thiégedd Statesand other Western statée wrotethat
ave are thankful that in the midst of the mestraordinarilydifficult circumstances, the United States
is providing leadership in meeting the Soviet invasion of Afghantamaser thersought to foster a
better coordinated response to the Soviet invasion in remarkindg ltiedieve that a more visibly united

alliance would enormously strengthen the United States in the containment of the Soviet Union, and
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would substantially contribute to the ultimate resolution of the difficult problems indft&mnaser

offered toapproachFrance, Britain and West Germany toordinateopposition. This letter was
reminiscent of his speech in 1976 awds at odds with themphasis of greater seklliance in

Austr al i.@ahé extemt eogvhichrFraser wasncernedvi t h t he USSR as Aust
strategic threat rathénan regional is showin the following extract from a latémerican intelligence
assessment:

Australia and New Zealand have maintained a Cold War stance toward the USSR since the
Soviet invasion. They see Soviet backing of Vietnamese activities in Kampuchea as the major
regional threat. Their deep suspicion of Moscow is also reflected in theiercoover limited

Soviet activity in the area of special interest to them, the neighbouring South Pacific.

The Minister for Foreign Affairs, Peacock, met his American counterpart, Edmund Muskie, to
discusghese emergingecurity concerns in June 1980. Peacsrikithat Australia fully supported its
opposition to the Soviet invasion and had imposed sanctiotfeddSSR despittheirimpact on the
Australian economy?® Peacockalso noted thatAustralia had decided tarecognise Democratic
Kampuchea as the sole government of Cambodia. The purposewésiiisnot give legitimacy to the
Sovietbacked governmengnd also build rapport with neighbouring stabgsaligning Australian
policies with those of ASEAN member stateswhich had refrained from recognising the new
government® Peacock suggested that Australia could work with ASEAN to facilitate a Viethamese
withdrawal from CambodiaMuskielaterdi scussed Australiabds position
Prime Ministerof New Zealand, Robert MuldooMi r r or i ng Fr as told Blsskievhate w, Mu
dvietnam at present is strategically more important toRbssians than Cuba and is costing them $1
billion a yeard’ Muskie responded that hisuspected that use of Cam Rahn Bay and access to the
Malacca Strait are of great strategic advantage to the W@8$Rridoonsaidthat New Zealand would
coordinate withAustralia and ASEAN to encourage Vietnam to withdraw from Cambudidle the
actual threat posed by the Soviet presence in Vietnam was minimal, it was viewed as significant by both
Australia and New Zealand, and wiasariably a factor in their planningYet the extent to which it

influenced their views on sef&liance is hard to measure.

It was in this context that the Fraser Government considered how it igsgddnd to these
changes in its environmenthe Fraser Government gave serious consider&tidhe stationing of

American militarycapabilitiesin Australia. It agreetb an earlier American request fine staging of
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B-52 aircraft at RAAF facilities for operations in the Indian Oceéa@abinet decided that a greater
American military presence n A u st r awouléd fugportrtrefigetemence of Soviet military
expansiodin line with earlier intelligence assessmetitdowever, it was adamant that any agreement
would tot affect theitle of the Australian Government, or the faasting authority of the Australian
Government in the use of the facili§t It further asserted Australian sovereignty in stating that
Qustralian territory should not be used by the US Government or itsi@gefor purposes in which
the Australian Government has not concui@éit clarified this by stating that any nuclear cargo would
need to be declared to the Australian Governffdntdoing so, Fraser moved towards greater reliance
on Aust r allyiba dsssoughdatqg nmaintain a significant degree of anbmy in policymaking

in a way that would provide guidance tlee Hawke Governmerih balancing ANZUS with self

reliance as examined in the next chapter

Similarly, the FraseGovernmensought to engage with ASEAN with a view to limiting the
Soviet presencen Southeast Asialhese initiatives were driven by Foreign Affairs and were more
diplomaticand cautious those in the deferas® intelligenceestablishmentThe Fraser Gaernment
would do sonot goresening itself as a representative of the Widsit rather as é&oncerned regional
country, a middle power concerned with the effects of superpower behaviour on the world order, a
country which has taken an active and sympathaterest in the Third Worl@&* Foreign Affairs
advised Peacock to give effect to this rhetoric thraugheatedpresence in vulnerable areas, more aid,
[and] declarations of support for a country that seemed under tiiPebo. this end,the Fraser
Governmentid not recognise th8ovietbackedCambodian Governmentid not allow Soviet vessels
into Australian water§® and increas# aid to the South Pacifit. There were however,tensions
bet ween Fraser and Peacock as to Australiabés pol
due to concerns about support for the KhRReugeon human rights grounds despite its opposition to
the USSR Foreign Af ai rs focused more closely on Australi.i

supported Defenceds view of Australiads prioriti

Austal i ads envi r on maetdriorated significantyrthrougbout 1280 as the
Soviet Unionappearedo have become more aggressiwdile the Lhited Statesreduced its presence

int he region. There were differing views within t
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policy responses. Defence, JIO and Foreign Affairs were understandably conbgrrtbeése
developmentsbut urged the Fraser Government to focusgoeaer selfreliance inAustr al i ads
immediate region. By contrast, ONparts of the military establishmeatn d s ome of Austr al
urged a more assertive resporisemore distant theatret® perceivedSoviet provocation. While

Peacock and Killen supped the former, Fraser was influenced by the latter and sought to review
Australiabés policies and funding priorities to a
environment.Af t er t he Sovi e tetaineth & eosdceptunl ,fos énrsaelel@amncéis
Australiandefencepolicy but shifted from middle powers to superpowangesponse to the perceived

Soviet threat, and a lack of trust in Cartersasimarisedn Table 16:

Table 16: Self-Reliance Under the Late FraseiGovernment

Government | Core Strategic Core Geographic Scope| Perceptions | Perceptions of Credible
(Party) Interests of Allies Threat

Fraser Responding to the Vietnam US: Distrust | Soviet expansiomi
(Liberal) Soviet threat in E Asia | South Pacific of Carter Afghanistan and SE Asi

The Reagan Administration and the ANZUS Alliance

Carter lost thepresidentialelection of November 1980 to the Republicamdidate Ronald
Reagan.This hal significant ramifications for Australiardefencepolicy asCarter andReagan had
differing views on thehreat posed by thd SSR andthe role ofA me r i ¢ a &€abinaniet on 20s .
February 1981 to consider the implications of the Reagan Administration on Australian fpataign
Affairs forecastthat ¢here will be changs in US foreign and defence policies, which Reagan will
articulate more assertively than Carter did. Hi s
political capacity to deal with the Soviet Union, and to revitalise relations with &fi€kese policies
aligned with those of Fraser, and Renownt further by stating thatReaganédés el ecti on
Presidency was manna from heaven for the Fraser Government. The tensicAustt#fia relations
evaporated overnigld® With the change in leadship in Washington, aew episode had opened in
Frasero6s relationshi p ,whichvouldressltinfammmveiawag inomesefunt er

reliancecloser to homéowards greater integration with allitsg contingencies further afield

The Fraser Governmerdwthe election aan opportunity to develop a closer relationshigh
the new administratiom light of their common interests and ideological views this end, the Fraser
Governmentagreed toseek closer consultations with senior American officials and would inform
Reagan that it welcomed the development of US military strength against the Soviet%Fnamer
also agreed to cooperate further with Reagan on stag&®jli®mbers through Austia as well as the
home porting of American vessels in Western Austfalioreign Affairs advised Fraser not to offer

these proposals without further consideration but Freffectively ignoredthis advice, preferring to

58 Cabinet Minutei The Implications for Australia of the Reagan Administratidh Deci si on No. 13934
February 1981, NAAA12909, 4565.
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follow his own instinctson the Cold Warf? T h e reason for Fraser o6s ent |

Administration, and by implication his relative apathy for Carter, was explained by Renouf as follows:

The advent of Regan to the igsidency was a boon for Fraser. The United States had elected
a President of the kind Fraser had always favoured, strong, avowedigoamtiunist,
determined to lead the Western Alliance, who in his view, interpreted the Soviet Union
correctly and would not flinch to put her in her pl&te.

In June 1981Fraser met with ReagaMemorandums prepared f&eagan indicate that his
administration was pleased with Fraseesponse to the invasion of Afghanistaihere is evidence
thatthe Fraser Governmentas concerned about potential Sovidiats in Polandvith the prospect
of martial law in response to civil unremtd wanted to be consulted on possible American responses
in such a contingendy.Dibb later recaktdthat the prevailing view within ONA at the time was that
Austr al iepdicy showdfbegim at the Fulda Gap in West Germany, where NATO armoured
forces were located, facing the prospect of war with Soviet Guards Divi&idnsesponsehe Reagan
Administration had convinced NATOfficials to brief their Australiancountrpartson contingency
planning, and made arrangements for the Foreign MiniBtary Streetto travel to Brussel® discuss
possible Australian responsiesthe event otonflict in Poland®” As the USSRbecame increasingly
active, the Fraser Government sought to become involved with its allies in planning for contingencies

well beyond theconcept of selfeliance and thgeographical bounds envisaged in strategic guidance.

In subsequent months, the Fer$&0vernment endomdgroposals that aye substance to its
discussions with the Rgan Administration. After the Polish Governmeteclared martial law in
response to growing internal discord, Australia took a strong po&ifidre Fraser Government dded
to reaffirm its sanctions on the USSR, suppdthe American position, and consadtregularly with
NATO so as to better coordinate its effoltslso decided to withhold financial assistat@wthe Polish
Government? Cabinet papers from the timedicate that these actions were not requested by the
Reagan Administration but were taken unilaterally by Fraser. In contrast to its predecessonedkraser
a serious interest in political ,dhatweré mmpgnednt s f ai
with the concept of selfeliance in strategic guidance but which wigraccordance withis personal

viewo f Austr alinth@e@addWamt er est s

Shortly afterwards, the Fraser Government took an active interest in American weapons testing

in the region. The Reagan Administration had announced that it would test the MX Missile, a new
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system that wald be able to withstand a Soviet nuclear attackthnsl give the Wited Statesa second

strike capability. Fraser advised Cabinet that the Reagan Administration would test two MX missiles in

the Tasman Sedlt agreedthat it had no objections to the American proposal and would work to
determine suitablémes for missile test&.Cabinet tentatively agreed for missile tests between October

1983 and June 1984h& ALP, under Hayden, however, was less enthusiastic about the proposal on the
basis that it unnecessarily increased tensions between the sugerpowd did not contribute to
Austr al i aFtaser e moved beyoseéltreliance inAustrali adés region to
could assist the Reagan Administration in combatingtB8Rin the context of the Cold War.

Two years Her the ReganAdministration had settled into office, Cabinet met to consiter
more detaithe implications of its foreign policy for Australia. TB&abinet Submissiowas critical of
the circumstances of his election and statedd@sident Reagan came to powea éime of severe
international recession and intensified superpower competition, and he owed his victory in part to
condemnation of what was seen as American impot@fick. further said thatédhe Reagan
Administration rejected détente as a policy towatte USSR and has sought to deal from a basis of
strengthd It concluded that Reagastresses the involvement of allies in the management of policy
towards the Soviet Union and its partn@f&=or ei gn Affairs articulated A

under Reagan ifavourableterms™

The election of the Reagan Administration in the United States had serious implications for
Australian foreign and defence polidywas much more assertive towattie Soviet Union than the
Carter Administration, and this aligned Twath ONA
Fraser Government sensed an opportunity to develop closer ties withithdStates andbuilt on this
by facilitating weapons tests and collaborating on issues that were beyondiAasiad ar ea of st
interest The bureaucracy, however, was dividetdh F r a s eagefideandothusiwouddycome to the
fore in subsequent decisionson Ausal i ads strated®deteand hiasdcalwi phi
support, pushed for a more selfe |l i an't posture ,yeat ARsdsal dsaads ntr
developments in more distant theatres &1 a g a n 6 ss keelweecdt i st r sowarda 6 s pr i
expeditionarycontingenciesThe Fraser Government ndvad to choose whether it would invest in
capabilities that would support a more expeditionary approach or greateglisgl€e in Australian

defencepolicy, within its broader econom@onstraits and geographic boundaries
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to seek opportunities to maximise our influertce avoid problems arising for Australia in areas such as the

Admi ni strationbs approach to the coordination of the We
separate economic interests. 6
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Adapting to a Challenging Strategic Environment

In June 1980, Fraser unveilathudget with a focus on defence procuremi@nnounced that
expenditure was to increase by 10 percent in 288 response tperceptions banincreased Soviet
threat’® In the short term, some of this fundiwguld beallocated to fuel for the deployment of a carrier
task force and 8 Orion aircraft to the Indian Ocean, as well as a second replenishment ship and two
destroyers at HMAStirling. In the longer term, it provided funding for the new tactical fighter, four
more frigates, patrol boats, another replenishment ship and additional explosive oféiRactuard
Brabin-Smith recalb these decisions as follows:

Fraser was obsessed with the Soviet Union. With the benefit of hindsight, money was now less

tight. Moneywasndét a free good, but | Whilsvlxaserwasr t ai nl

still Prime Minister until 1983, we had estimates of considerable annual growth in the forward
estimates. Our financial planning basis was much less constrained but ineptietimoney

didnét turn up because in practice the goverr
to anotherFor a whilethough we thought we could spend big tinié.

Fraserhadto balance a substantial increase in the defence budgetheitheed forfiscal
restraint. Cabinet was advised by an interdepartmental commdtee@conomic strategshat ¢he
outlook for the international economy is gloadalge to inflation and modest growthConsequently,
the committee recommendéldat therewas an Gmmediate need for firm aninflationary policies,
including significant tightening of monetary policy, continued discipline and wage regtPaiik.
agenciesvereearmarked for sevelmidget cutas they hatbeenin June 1978The Faser Government
was faced with a fiscal dilemma: it needed to increase fundiimgplemenDefence White Paper 1976
andin | ight of Austr al i uitalsocheeted to reducesekpiendityre ® fimviti r o n n
inflationary pressureg:raser eededto make difficult decisions to develop an effective defence force

and implement greater sekliance in Australialefencepolicy within a limited budget.

I'n April 1981, Cabinet me t to consider t he /
constraints in the FYDP 19886. Similar to the 1978 budgeEinance put forward multiple funding
options that sought to strike a balance betweesstment irdefence capabilitgs urged by Killerand
the fiscal restraint sought by the interdepartmental committ@ption One was supported by the
Minister for Defence, and envisaged a 6.2 percent annual increase in real terms to 3.1 percent of GDP
in 198586 largely in line with previous public statements defencepolicy.® Option Two was
supported by Treasury, which put forward a higher option of a 6.5 percent annual increase to 3.2 percent
of GDP by 198536 to fund the FYDP and accommodate inflationary press@esion Three was

supported by the Minister for Finance aradled for a 5.2 percent annual increase to 3.0 percent of GDP
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by 198586, to curtail defence expenditure in favour of dnfiationary measure®. Which option

would be approved would depend on fiseal and strategipriorities of Cabinet.

Each of tkese funding options would have significant impacts for defence capability and the
implemenation of selfreliance.Option One and Option Two would accommodate all major projects
announced by the Fraser Governmamtl were broadly aligned with ttizefence White Papef his
included a replacement aircraft carrier, additional destroyers and the new tacticaffiBlteontrast,

Option Three would only provide enough funding for the new tactical fighter and would require the
deferral of most other capital investment and training activities by up to twelve nihtiis.Cabinet
meetingexposedseriousdifferences ofo pi ni on bet ween Defencepolicand Fin
priorities asvas the case ithe federal budget of June 19R@inutes fromthe meetinge c or d Fi nanc ¢
support for Option Three in the following terms:

The Minister for Finance notes that the miaadly lower demands on future budgets permitted

by Option Three would, whilst still accommodating all major programs announced by

government to meet military and strategic requirements, provide greater budgetary flexibility
during a period in which pres®s to ease growing tax burdens can be expected to int&hsify.

By contrastKillen, articulated his support for Option Oas follows:

| cannot support Optiofthree While it does enable progress to be made with all announced
equipment, they would be adced later. Further, very important equipment embodied in the

program and not yet announced would be delayed; others would be deferred indefinitely. In
addition, an obvious reduction in Defence activities and preparedness would result in retreating
below ptionOnelevels. Only OptioOnewo ul d meet and be seen to mw
announced policy for sustained Defence developfient.

The Fraser Government weighed the competing views of Defence and Finartse in
deliberationsCabinetdecided that Austa | i a 6 s s tsrinaludimgsupportifointlian rOeeart
deployments, regional surveillance and exercises with altiek precedence over the need to limit
inflationary pressurest agreed to fundhesecommitmentsvhile maintaining manpower and activity
levels, and thuslecidedto proceed with Option One as requested by Killarcontrast tahe 1978
budget Defence prevailed over Fi n priorities beicausedhd i s cus s

environment had chargd with perceptions ohcreasedoviet threat in the region.

Frased s e nt forgreateadefence spending was shigetd and was reconsidered within
only a few months. On 15 July, Cabinet met again to consider how it could implement its policy
platforom at a time of fiscal constraint. In contrast to the April meeting, financial considerations took
precedence over defence issues. Cabinet sided with Finance in acknowledging that thereads a

for a decisive tightening of fiscal and monetary poliéfe# agreed thathe Fraser Governmeétould
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aim for an overall budget as tight as posgiated that it wouldseek tareduce the federal defigitrom

$862 billion to no more than $750 million in 1982 &7 Cabinet agreed teeduce expenditure across

all portfolios to achieve this objective.i nhance had prevailed due to a
fiscal outlook.Although Cabinet had initially approved Option One, it had now effectively endorsed
Option ThreeFor Defence this meantapabilities that had been approved would need to be delayed or
cancelled with implications for the development of a coherent pakgyred on selfeliance as

articulated in the Defence White Paper

Cabinet met in October 1981 to coraithe impact of these budget cuts on the implementation
of the FYDP. Killen asked that Cabinéteconfirm its commitment to its policy of sustained
development of the Defence Force and national defence infrastdasuagreed in Apri® This was
complicated byinflationary growthwhich meant that the funding agreed was now wdegs tha
planned. Killen thus asked Cabinetdwoaintain the dollar figure of guidance in April 1981 updated to
August 1981 price&® Cabinet denied these requests and decttlatl defence expenditure would
remain static. As a result, Defence would need to implement the FYDP within a budget that was
originally tight and now shrinkingurther due to inflation.The defence budget hdlduscome under
increasing pressuréraser wouldneed toconsider what capabilities were necessarymplement
greater selrelianceand which were npas shown in the deliberations of the new tactical fighter and a

replacement aircraft carrier.
Capability Acquisition and SelfReliance

There was significant uncertainty as to the
Government. Killen encouraged the view thatdtéority was to be for the independent combat defence
of Australia and its interésbandasagreed by Cabinet in December 19%9n August 1980hesought
that Cabinet agrethat&efence resources should not be diverted to the procurememipfmentand
training in skills specifically for supporting or allies and fried@ he rationale was thébur resources
are not unlimitedand thatthere are many claims on these resources for the development of capabilities
required for our own defence: e.g.verylbwve vel air def ence ¢é poKilehaps a
then argued thaive really cannot afford to develop our Force other thamays essential to meetir
own national defence priorities in our own area. Even within these priorities, we must be stective
avoid dissipating assef®.He acknowledged that thatider interest in the stability of the international
order also cold lead us to consider association with US operations in some remotedtagiiohat

thesedshould be met from the force we develop for our priority requirements of national defence. This,
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and our regional interests, must come fi¥3Killen also note that regional arrangements such as the
Manila Treatyccannot be expected to attract significant support from Britain, FrancBhtliygpines

or New Zealand ® These dvere largely defunct as an arrangement for influencing strategic
development in Southeast Asia and is not an adequate basis for Australian policy in tha®¥byion.

his view, the engagement policies of Gorton and Whitlam were no longer suitable for planning purposes
and Australia neesti to be more selfeliant. Cabiret did not agree but instead noted that the ADF
Glready has and is acquiring equipment and skills for national defence purposes that also provide
Government with a practical option to make a military contribution to support friends in our region of
prime concern or in support of the US in more distant plé&®By 1980, Cabinet had moved away
from Killenbds empbdhsasceoeni grAaseralsieads region
closer ties with the United Statiessupport of contingencidarther away to which Australia was likely

only expected to make a niche contributiahjle still recognisinga role for sekreliance.

These debates woukhape majoprocurement decisioran air and maritime capabilitie®\s
the Mirage fighter aircrafieached the end of its lifa the late 197Qghe Fraser Government began to
examine replacement platfornia. March 1978 Cabinet was advised by the RAAF that grenary
strategic need for such an aircraft wasraintain a capability edge wlefendAust ral i ads nor
approaches from Indonesian aggressiomhis reflected the planning assumptions that had been
articulatedn the 1973Strategic Basipaper The RAAFargued for a replacement aircraft on the basis
of greater selfeliance, stating that shouldé@im to develop the military potential to counter enemy
actionunaided until there is allied intervention, or until the conflict is resolved by other riféms.
determining what platforms could fit this role, RAAF considered the dimensidnsstrialian airfields,
and the range of Sovigesignedaircraft from Indonesian basebhe RAAF favoured a more self
reliant force as envisaged efence White Paper 197éndit sought to structure its order of battle
accordinglylt planned around credible regional contingencies, and sought to position units in Australia,
as seen irthe decision to withdrawfighter aircraftfrom ButterworthAirfield in Malaysia® The
RAAFO6s e mp haelance in othe deferscéf Australia wasin contrast to the expeditionary
preferences of Fraser, ONA and senior officers from other parts of the military establishmdentis

a precursor to later reforms defencepolicy.

The Fraser Government considered a range of ogtioasreplacementditer aircraftCabinet
recordd ndi cate that it was i nf | uersliantahpaliliyyEcbnomic RAAF 6 s

factorsalsoinvariably played a significant role in its deliberasagiven the significant cuts to the
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defence budgeBetween March and April 197&abinet considered a list of 14 potential aircraft, but

this was quicklynarrowed down to the-E5, F16, F/A18, the Tornado ADV and the Mirage 2089

the othersdidnotmee t he RAAFO6s capability rM%TheninOeabent s or
1978, Cabinet removed the Tornado and tH& From further consideratiot?* The reason for this,
according to Killen, was that t In®sepiceahacthskpgeddat e
from 1985 to 1986, and that two options had to be withdrawn from consideration to the reduce the
amount of time that would be required for capability needs anad¥dike Tornado and -E5 were

assessed as the most expensive pgtiand the least likely to meet identified capability needs and were,
therefore, not further consideré&d.

By late 1978,Cabinet had narrowed down its options to three aircraft, and was carefully
analysing the strategic value and financial cost of e&tits view, the F/A18 was the leading option
as it had thedestall round potential with capacity for substantial growtim. particular, Cabinet
assessedits capability in the aito-air role is expected to be generally ggoldad &considerable
maritime strike capacifiand was nofunduly expensive to operate and maintéihThe F16 was next
in line but had notable capability limitations. Cabinet notéd iturrently limited to clear air conditions
and there are no plans to goui with an existing allveather missilewh i | e it al so dhac
capability in the high speed, high altitude regiiffeCompared to the F/A8, Cabinet concluded it had
dimited growth potential and is a tightly packed airc@The Mirage 2000 was third on the lisas
technical informatiomn its potential capabilitiesas relatively limited but Cabinet did not yet discount
it as it wagipriced in the lower cost bracket and offers good potential for industry involvéviérite

these economic famrs were important, the decision was ultimately based on strategic considerations.

On 20November 1979Cabinet considered the strategic rationale for these aircraft in greater
detail1°’ Cabinet agreed to remove the Mirage 2000 ftioenselection processidwould insteadocus
on the F/A18 and the R6. In doing so, it relied on technical analysis from Air Force Headquarters,
which noted that the FFA8 had an effective radius of 700utigal miles for combat air patrol,
compared to 670nm for the 65, and 315nm for the Mirage 200Dhe radius for interdiction and
maritime strike were 736nm for the F8, 709nm for the A6, and 510nm for the Mirage 20801t

100 hid. The initial list of capability options includettie F14A, F5E, Viggen, Harrier, A7, A-10, Jaguar, Tornado,

F/A-18 and the Mirage 2000.

MgCabinetThv nRuuret her Devel opment of the Tactical Fightel
1978 NAA: A12909, 2632.

192 |pid. Killen articulated this in the following termdf the Tornado and the-E5 were not deleted now, the evaluation

process would be extended. More importantly, scarce resources both departmental and in industry seveleliye

overstretched and there would be a weakening of our negotiating ability.
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was on this basis th&akinet agreed that the FF88 and F1L 6 bett er me t the RAA

capability requirement to deter and interdict

selfreliant basis, and so excluded the Mirage fsarhsequentonsideratiort?® In late 1980, Cabinet

ho

furtherconsideredhese optionsinmoredetaln d not ed t hat &6t hel8mthatn adv a

from the outset it is designed to have integratedvalither capabilities in both div-air and aifto-

surface roles. Also,ias more space for furt her!Negenthelpsne nt i

it deferred a final decision until further information became availdbleOctober 1981, Cabinet
acknowl edged that O6progress i n Ctidntto justdyseldctomp me n t

bet we e Allttchoserhe B/ALBonthébasi s t hat whil e both met the

the F/A18 was likely to be more effective and reliable in a wider range of credible conting&acies.

The replacement of the Mirage with the Hornet wadely accepteds it was a cost effective
and technically superior solution to a strategic risk identified in Australefancepolicy.!'® The
decision to purchase the FA8 was a milestone in the devetognt of sehlreliance as the RAAF
procured a capability that aligned with strategic guidance and was grounded in the concept of self
reliance. It was designed pootect the Australian mainland from regional threats without dependence
on the combat forcesf allies unlike otheprocurement decisions at the tinikichard BrabirSmith
explains the decision as follows:

[It came down to] the B8 [with] two engines, safer to fly over water, altogether a better

aircraft. It was a more capable aircraft and buytimgas consistent with giving priority to strong
maritime forces in the defence of Australiefollows as day follows night*

By contrast, the replacement of the aircraft carrier was fraught with diffislhjle there was
unanimousagreement on the need for a replacenadtical fighter, deliberations on the future of
HMAS Melbourneexposed divisions within the Fraser Government on its priorities. Discussions for a
replacement carrier beganearnest irthe Defence Force DevelopmeCommittee in July 1980. The
services chiefs agreed that a carrier would provide the ADF with greater flexibility to undertake
operations but disagreed as to whether it avasssentiatapability!'® The CNS, Vice Admiral James
Willis, argued that a caer would provide a significant deterrent to Soviet aggression in Southeast Asia
and would take 42 years to reintroduce if withdrawn from servit&By contrastthe Acting Chief of
the Air Staff Air Vice MarshalNeville McNamaradisagreed on the badisis capability could be

provided by lanebased aircraftMcNamarastated thatnot only were the aircraft relatively incapable,

194 Ca b i n eitTackidalFighteeForce Selection of and CorrigenduimAircraftforFur t her Eval uati on.

No. 10317, 20 November 197M9AA: A12909, 3597.

106 Cabi netNeMTactical ighter Pr oposal for Deferment of Selection.
1980 NAA: A12909, 4439.
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but that the numbers of aircraft proposed were too limited for successful operations at a high level or to
represent a credibldeterrent forcd!’ He argued that théoss or damage of an aircraft carrier would
be very significant and difficult to repladé® The Committee was divided and did not make a decision

but noted that it could consider other maritime capabilities if the carrier was not renewed.

Cabinet met to consider the future of HMA®RIbourneon 26 August 1980. Killen sided with
the CNSinarguing hat t he ADF needed to operate wel/l bey
range of lanebased aircraft. Theationalewas that an aircraft carrier could provide an effective-anti
submarinewarfare capability in response toparceivedincreasing Saet maritime presence in the
Asia-Pacific'® Other departments, however, werepetsuadeth y Ki | | ends ar gument .
and Cabinet felt that Killends vieiancetdhwd tdr anloita b=
immediate region as articulatedstrategic guidanc& he Secretary of Prime Minister and Cabinet, Sir
Geoffrey Yeend bluntly articulated this view to Cabinet as follows:

There is no proposal to replabkelbourneby a conventional aircraft carrier. This will require

a reconstruction of thinking, planning tact.i
The Defence/Services view is divided. However, nothing new has been produced on overall
strategy or risk assessment. It would be a mistake to linger over the expensive toys in the
window rather than to encourage the Navy into a new phase of its tactiaigti

Nevertheless, Cabinet agreed to procure a replacement earseggested biillen and the
CNS. In December 1981, Cabinet metctmsidera new carrieand date of delivery. This was after
Cabinetds deci si on tdespité dvieedrane Treadurg thad iewoedbe diffichitu d g e t
to fund the carrier without significant reductioelsewhereKillen thus asked for an additional $42
million in 198182, followed by the redirection of $50 million in 1983 and 198486 from other
capabilitiest?* Prime Minister and Cabinet questioned this propwstie following terms
There is prestige in our region in having a Navy with an aircraft carrier. It puts us into the
slightly bigger league. It is a Navy morale booster, and this i®re overlooked. But in terms
of strategyi guarding the sea lanésit is a oneshot operation, and almost inevitably the
decision will be that the aircraft carrier is too valuable to be risked in hot operatidasision

to acquire HMSnvinciblewould lead to an exceptionally tight situation in the Defence Budget
and the national Budget . For this rea%®on, we

Richard BrabirSmith, explalrdNavy 6s position, and the reluct

The type of aircraft carrier that we could have afforded would not have been particularly capable
becauseyouidn 6t get much for your money. When you |
in the defence of Australia, as opposed to going a long way offsimardighting someone

el sebs wars or trying to fight your own wars

117 bid.
118 |bid.
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and shape we could have afforded really didn
aircraft carrier flying some versionofthar r i er , and it di¥*Indt give

Britain offered Australia its carrier, HMBivincible, which it planned to withdraw from service
as part of widespread cuts to defence expendiburfeebruary 1982, Prime Minister and Cabinet again
implored Cabinet not to procure a replacement carrier for the following reasons:
Even without HMSnvincible, the defence budget is under great strain from recent wage rises
for both civilians and servicemen, price increases in existing programs andgimg@aerating
costs. Substantial fumth, additional to Budget provisionwill almost certainly be required

this financial year. Acquisition of HM$nvincible would lead to substantial strain on the
1982/83 and subsequent budgets, when the full yeat&fiethe wage increases will be fétt.

On 15 FebruaryCabinet met to consider the strategic need for a replacement daaienet
papers indicate that the purpose of the meeting was to ex@heaature of the ASW capability
required by Australidanddlternative ways of providing that capabildy® This is significant because
it indicates that Fraser had started to adeisthe possibility that a replacement carrier might not be the
only means of providing an ASW capability and that other platforms could do so more effectively and
at reduced cosKillen conceded that aircraft such a8@s had the ability to undertakecbwperations,
and acknowledged thattile hoi ce of ASW mix é is a function of
and the necessary amount of resources avaiiathiat is, the decision about how much insurance we
are prepared to pay fé?® Prime Ministerand Cabinet supported his argument by advising&hat
high level of investment entailed by carrlssrne ASW is not justified, especially in the present and
foreseeable budgetary circumstances. The development now of our P3 capability would be fully
justified.&?’ Instead, it strongly urged that Cabinet approve the purchase of303,Pand medium
helicopters for its frigate.he Fraser Government favoured an expeditionary capability but had started
to move to a more seltliant posturdocusedorAu st r al i adbs region in,the fa

and in doing so had started to return to the original intent of the Déf¢nite Paper

The debate on Australiabés carrier capability
to concerns that it did not align with its strategic interests or fiscal const@m®5 March, the Joint
Parliamentary Committee on Foreign Affaand Defenceommissioned an inquiry intthe relevance
of an aircraft carrier to Austr aGaswebasitscaldnr ent a
the defence force structure of Austrélénd é¢he effects of the purchase of an aircitrier on the
future defence procurement progréif The Chairman of the Committee, R.C Katter wrote to Killen

requesting copies of internal documefitand departmental advice used in Cabinet deliberations but

123 Interview, Richard BrabiSmith, 11 April 2019.
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was declined by Cabinét In August, theCommittee concluded that it could not justify the acquisition
of a carrier in |ight o freliaAce intits immediatdregidfheset ar e d
findings highlighted thelivergencdh et ween Fr aser 6s f oc uwithaliesarmdx pedi t |

the emphasis on sei¢liancesupported byhe bureaucracy and large sections of the militdty.
Interservice Problems and CivilMilitary Relations

The debate on Au dity expdsedasérisus divisions iinedecisiarakipga b i
within Defence On 31 April 1981Fraser announced a review of the higher deferganisatiorheaded
by John Utzon the insistence of the CDFS, Admiral Synnott because of concerns that existing
arrangemeist vere an impediment to the proper functioning of #BF.6'2 Shortly after his
appointment, Utz made clehis terms of referencm a letter to Peter Henderson, the Secretary of
Foreign Affairs. He wrote that its purpose was to exardhreesuitability of the organisation to propose
and implement policy for the achievement of government defence objectives including capability for
independent defence, national defence preparedness, defence cooperatialtiesiind regional
friends, and increased se#liance in the national infrastructure supporting defértiee other key
areawas thedrganisation and functions of the seniorf@®e Committee8.The review almost
certainly stemmed from the divisions that had emergéukinlevelopment aidvicefor Cabinet on the

carrier decision, and the way in which thféected thepolicymakingprocess

The review was initiated by concernghin sections othe military that the Tange reform$
the early 1970%adtransferred too muchower away from the ADF to civilians in Defce.Many
officersnow felt that they had little power in the policymaking procdsghe carrier debatesivilian
officials from Defence, and Prime Minister and Cabinet regularly opposed the views of the CDFS and
the CNS.Sections of the military felt marginaliseaind COSCnoted that thepresent departmental
arrangements neglectsthonsiderable experience, knowledge and skill residing in military étaffs.
further argued thafthe military contribution is largely limited to one of implementing policy, and
emphasis on longer term issues essential tptbperdevelopment of natital defence potential is
lackingd In essence, it felt that civilians made decisiovith little consultation and that military
personnel were left with the task iofiplementatiorwithout input in the policymaking procedsibb
recalk anincidentthat illustrates the seriousness of the divisions in Defence at the time:

| was acting director of JIO, and there was the Monday morning meeting in the Defence
Committee Room, Pritchett was Secretary and Synnott was CDFS. The tension was palpable

1306 Ca b i n e tPardimenary Jeint Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence: Purchase of HM€g&cible 6
Decision No. 17902, 3 May 1982, NAA: A10756, LC3015.

181 parliamentary Committee on Foreign Affairs and DefeaeAircraft Carrier for the Australian Defence Force
(CanberraAustralian Government Publishing Service, 19&4).

132 |n the meantime, HMSnvincible played a crucial role in the Falklands War, leading to the United Kingdom
withdrawing the offer to Australidncidentally, the Parliamentary Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence noted
that alternatives to HM$wincible were too expensive relative tbe capability offer to justify the acquisition of a
replacement carrier.

133Evans,Down to Earth 222.
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between those tw | remember Synnott getting up so quickly he pushed his chair over and said
to Pritchettd will not be talked to like that, Secretégnd he stormed otit!

It was in this context tharabinSmith, then in Force Development and AnalyBisision,
explains the origins of the Utz Review as follows:

The armed forces had become sick of the way that the civilians ran the Depafangehad

changed the management of Defenceh&@put in place new gernance in which we now

had a much stronger centre and a less divided Department of Defence. Tange had retired and
Bill Pritchett was no more popular amongst the armed forces than Tange had been. So, the
armed forces persuaded Fraser that now was a gow tb review the governance
arrangements®

Bill Crews, then in Army Headquarters, articulates the military view of the situation in the
following terms:

It was something that the civilian side of t
seen to Ave the same standing as the Secretary. That lack of command authority over the
Services was a handicap. So you finished up with four military heads, the Service Chiefs and
CDFsS, all regarded by the Government as equal advisors, and the Secretary of,Detienc

topped them alllt was a difficult circumstance that the CDFS had to ##te.

The CDFS, Admiral Synnotlsoarticulated this irhis submission to the review

I have no authority in the central policy areas of personnel and logistics, which directly relate
to my command responsibilitiegr] in other major policy areas where | have more general
responsibilities such as strategic policy, force development,ciéence and technolody’

By contrast, those civilians that were asked for commawnt positive accounts thedecision
makingprocess in Defencé® On 10 Septembethe Secretary of Foreign Affairs, Henderson, wrote to
Utz that in his view &he organisabnal structure in the Department of Defence has functioned
satisfactorily and has occasioned us no significant problems. | believe the amalgamation of the three
service departments €é has strengthened thee cons
defence machinery and this departm@tftHe advised Utz thathe Defence Committee functions well,
with a minimum of red tape and a reassuring degr
appropriate for its terms ofeferencéd?® The Secretary of DefenceBill Pritchett, supported
He n d e rssbmissidrdJiz then sought an additional submission from Treasury given its key role in
recent deliberations on capability acquisition. As with Foreign Affairs and Deferseguiéd thatthe
present defence organisation is seen as being broadly appi@iprihig it made significant decisions
in an efficient mannet* However, it noted that the Defence Committee would need to consider more

carefully ¢he importance of havingtrong and stable growth in the economy as a prerequisite for

134 Interview with Paul Dibb, 3 June 2019.

135 Interview with Richard BrabiSmith, 12 April 2019.

138 Interview with Bill Crews, 8 November 2019.

137 Submision, 18 December 1981 in Utz Review, 29.

1%8|n subsequent correspondeneigh the authar David Horner noted thafrange told me that thBefence Acgave

the CDFS the capacity to oppose the civilians if they wanted to, but they failed to do so. Whearhe B®FS,
Bennett sought additional staff so that he could match the civiians.
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sustaining and improving defence capability in the long &déiThe bureaucracy supported the status
guo becauseat gave them a voice inigstussionson defence capability and strategic poliél had
worked together in carrier deliberations lgreat odds with sections of the militanyith detrimental

consequences for the implementation of a morersk#ntdefencepolicy.

The issue at the healftthe review was thepposition within the military ttherole of civilians
in decision making on significant defence issues. Parts of the military hadIinatccepted the Tange
Reforms and sought reduce the power of civilians in Defendehis attiude was particularly strong
in the RAN, and was driven by the lack of support from the bureautvaynnott and Willidor the
acquisition of a replacement carri€ynnottarguedn a submission tthe reviewthatdefore selecting
personnel for highecivilian promotions, the Secretary should consult with CDFS, and where
concerned, the Service Chiefs of Stff.Similarly, the CNS, ViceAdmiral Willis argued thatthere
was a need for the CNS to be consulted and give formal agreement to the promdtpwstang of
senior civilian officers within, or responsive to his organisafiéfOfficers such as Air Vice Marshal
David Evansargued intheir memoirsthat civilians had fostered a@antagonistic environmedand
singled out thenegativeattitude almost always invariably conveyed by the Force Development and
Analysis Divisiond*° There was reluctance within parts of the military to accept civilians in decision

making roles, particularly where their views on major issues differed.

It is important to note, however, that this view was not universally shared throughout the
military establishment. The CDFS at the time of the Review Air Chief Marshal McNamara, did
not support the substartizhangs to decisiormaking, and recruitnmé processethat wereadvocated
by Synnott and Willi$#¢ McNamaraargued that he had little desiti® be involved in the day to day
administration of the Departméit’ and that the militargshould recognise the responsibilities of the
Secretaryd*® Air Marshal Ray Funnell recalled th&WicNamara got on quite well with Pritchett and
was able to put a lot of oil onto troubled waters. He was a thoughtful fellow and got on well with
peopled*® McNamaralater recakdin his memoirs that heid ot know why we had to haveah
review because [he] never sawything explicit in terms of precisely what deficiencies it was meant to
correctd®® McNamara indicated that he was content with the division of responsibilitieefance
and suspectethat the Utz Review had been established by Fras@nasxercise in trying to harvest

budgetary saving&8>! His support for the status qimunderstandable as McNamara &ashe heart

142 | pid.

143Utz, John,The Higher Defence Organisation in Australia: Final Report of the Defence Review Committee
(Canberra: Australian Government Publishing Send®&82) Submission, 18 December 1981.

144 1bid.

145 Eyans,Down to Earth 222.

146 Utz, The Higher Defence Organisation in Austra@ybmission, 21 May 1982. McNamara took over as CDFS from
Synnottbefore the Utz Review was published.

147Utz, The Higher Defence Organisation in Australgybmissior21 May 1982.

148 | pid.

49 nterview with Ray Funnell, 1 November 2019.

150 McNamara,The Quiet Man235

151 bid, 236.

185



of the debates on the carrier decidiohis capacity as CA%nd opposed both Synnott and Willis with

the support of Pritchett, amdher secretaridacluding Henderson and Yeerdiowever, Evans claied

that McNamaraxdid not have intimate knowledge of the state of affairh@Defence environmeit

and that Ptchett authored Cabinet Submissions on the review with little input from the mifitarye

Army did not clearly suppormadical change or the status gttmwever,the CGS, LiewnantGeneral

Phillip Bennettproposedhat the position of CDFS be strengtied within the existing organisational
structurethrough additional staffing and resources to better contribute to policy delibefatiohe

Army was contending with significant reductions in personnel and capability and was not heavily

involved in thecarrier deliberations.

Utz also examined civimilitary relations and organisational structures in other countries of
comparable size to Australia. In November 1981, he wrote to Air Vice Marshal R.E Frost, the Head of
the Australian Defence Staff in Lood to seekadviceon ¢he respective roles of the civilian and
military personnel in the central policymaking and administration of DefencBritain.'>* Frost
advised that civilians and uniformed officers had clearly delineated responsibilities, with civilians
taking the lead irpolicy and administrationwhile the military remained in charge operational
planning. This was similar to Australia and, imFt 6 s vi ew, was aUtedlsb ecti ve
sought an assessment on the Canadian system fromABRedmal, J Davidson, the Head of the
Australian Defence Staff in Washington. Davidson advised that the Canadian drewdksybetter than
anyprevous system in processing decisions and in r
advicéd as it fostered better informed decision making through more robust delibefétiadsice
from overseas missiorsipporedMc Namar ads vi ewsus$ ngfiavoatrherf tihan

demands for organisational refomith aview to a greater role for uniformed personnel

In November 1982, thDefence Review Committee published its report on the higher defence
organisation in Australialhe reportconcluded thathe organisational structure and the division of
responsibilities between civilians and ithainiformed counterparts was soufid However, it
adknowledgedthat greater involvement by CDR@th defence policyn an advisory capacitwould
d oster the devel opment of Defence Force perspec
and thus lead to an improvement in pledicy development processéb? However, it was adamant that
issuegemain solely under the authority of the Secretary, not CH8&dismissedtlaims of excessive
civilian interferencen capability acquisition decisiorstating thatthere is nothing wrong iprinciple

in having the Secretary bis representative as the chairman of committees which deal with important
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resource consideratiod® The report noted that capability procurement and development had been
neglected in recentears. As a resultJtz recommendedhat anew organisationthe Department of
Defence Supportbe established téensure that sufficient attention is given to the development of
scientific and industrial capabilities required for defe@€eThe Utz Review upheld the Tange reforms
andreaffirmeda significant role for civilians in defence policymaking despite concerted attempts by
sectionsof the military establishment to reverse tienges of the 1970Brasemwas preparing for an

election ad did not takesignificantaction besidgeestablishing the Department of Defence Support.

These debates made a significant contribution to the capability framewoukti®pinnedhe
later development of settliance Brabin-Smithwrote that these deldvations caused a reconsideration
of Australiat6s f{®8Theyanforsnedit het goe epmimemit tdisesieci si on
capable F/AL8 fighter aircraft overthe-E6 €é and t o the demanding parar
Collins class subrarines, [as well as] the replacement of the ®0B Or i ons €é t he wupgr @
F111C fleet, the modernisation of the Adelaidee gui d
class guided missile frigatésAlthough the Fraser Government encountered difficulties in
implementing selfeliance, the debates that occurred towards the end of its term in rotide a

significant contribution to the development of the concept.

The Fraser Government called an gatection for March 1983 at a time of increasingly severe
economiadecline. A declassifieAmerican intelligence assessment from the time notes that Fraser was
facedwitha s harp deterioration in Austral i afldten econom
in 40 years, worsening inflation and no real growth in 1888y contrast, it noted thal.abor is
making conscious effort to reassure the public
reaffirmed support ofs AMNzZWS ng [Lamd]r 68laydemni di
control 3% Bob Hawke replaced Hayden and led the ALP to vigtbringing the Fraser years to an
end.Hawkewas elected on a reformist platform but inhetid defence organisation in disarrayhe
A D F 6 e struxture diverged significantly from the concept of-mdiince,the organisation was
divided on its strategipriorities, and it did not have the funding base requiredntplement its

capability acquisition programiue to budget cuts and high inflation
Conclusion

When the Fraser Government wasctde to a third term in 198@, had promised to invest
more heavilyimselfr el i ant def ence f aayiot@estsiothepAsid@dciiccThis Aust r a
chapter has shown th&igtsepromisesvere short lived as it struggled to ireplent seklreliance due to

economicdifficulties, and changes i n Aust tha heceasidated sreviemdfe gi ¢
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Au st r a lisiterd wioritees Ghese funding limitations exposédhlries between civilians and
military personnet hat di vi d efdnceforganisatianWith 8hé electidreof Reagan, Fraser
moved towards greater integration witlte Uhited Statesfor contingencies further afieldAustralian
defencepolicy drifted from the concept of seleliancetowards greater dependence on allépsl this
was compounded by the fact tifence was in a state of crisis withawtoherenstraegc framework

or adequate funding. THdawke Governmenhherited a difficult situation but wouldtartto address
these issueand return to selfeliancefor contingencies in the defence of Austraba, part of its
reformist program as shown in the following chapter.
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Chapter Seven:

The Early Hawke Years,
SelfReliance and ANZUS

(19831985)
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Introduction

The Hawke Government was elected on a reformist platform that sought to distance itself from
its predecessordt inherited an economy in difficulty, anddefencepolicy in disarray due to budget
cuts, institutional rivalriesanda divergencéetween slf-reliance instrategic guidancendan interest
in distant contingencida a Cold War context in thereviousgovernmentThis chapter shows thtie
Hawke Government took the opportunityatddress these issuesragasting Australiadefencepolicy
towards greater sefeliancewithin ANZUS to re-establisithe ALPas a credible political force after
the ordeals of the 1970dawke sought to reorientate Austral@defencepolicy towardscredible threats
in theregion.These reforms erecomplicated by tensions between New Zealand and the United States,
and its approach to this isslaéd the groundwork for théormal codificationof selfreliancewithin
ANZUS in policylater in the decade.

The Drive for Policy Reform

Upon election, Hawke put together a Cabinet that wooldinuethe shift towards the political
centrebegununder Hay de dndcentrdste Wiitkeam, sldwkepppointed centrist figures to
key positions that woulttad his proposed reforms. Theselinded Paul Keating and John Button in
the Treasury and Industry portfolios, and Bill Hayden, Gordon Scholes and Gareth Evans to the Foreign
Affairs, Defence and Attorne¢ge n e r a | & dmericarineligenceAssessmertffirms this view
in concludingthatdHawke has used the Cabinet selection process to affirm both his leadership, and his
commitment to the moderate politics he espoused during the candbhigesessethat these choices
confrimeddHawkeds intention to é&leftwihgand thathig gavernment n o n
seemedmore competent and responsible than was the last Labor Cabinet under \éilttehlawke
Governmentvanted to distance itself from the Whitlam Governmentsmayhtto establish itself as a
strong government through reforms to economic daféncepolicy, the two areas that had troubled

Whitlam and FraseHugh White articulates thiss follows

The Havke Government was driven by two things. The first was an intellectual commitment
and a political commitment to seiliance. Fraser had this ambivalence, and he was the
dominant figure in his government. Whereas in the Hawke Government, his ministers were
committed to selfeliance. For them, seitliance was a big idea. The second is politirse

of Hawkebdés ambitions was to consolidate Labo
Whitlam by presenting Labor as a responsible party of governmentinthated establishing
Labords ondedemtciecalasmnd f oreign affairs. Hawked

things that had gone wrong with the Whitlam Government was that they were seen to be
unreliable in managing the alliance. So, they hadyabenda to legitimise their credentials.

But that required them to do something difficult. They had to show they were strong on defence,
and strong supporters of the US alliari@et they had to do this in the face of the party.

! Central Intelligence AgencyAustr al i a: I nitial Re f | e t4t Maeh ¥983.€M- Hawk e 6 s
RDP85T00287R00040086006G1
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Within weeks of takingoffice, the Hawke Government announced significant economic
reforms. Keating declared that the Hawke Government would bring greater stability to the budget by
addressing wage inflation rather than cutting expendiftire. Hawke Governmentould work with
employers and trade unions to limit wage rises and bring an end to the rampant inflation that prevented
Fraser from implementing substantial partisfplatform? It threatened leftving tradeunionswith
expulsion from the ALP if they did neabmplywith its reform program and persisted withmands for
significant wage riseshat would increase inflati@my pressure$ These reforms were intendéa
provide greater certainty to the budgaetigive Hawke the fiscal stabilitthat heneeded tamplement
its policy platform This meant that thBefence budget was likely to be better fundeah thevas under
Fraserbarring unexpected changes to Australiabés cir

The Hawke Governmerdlsoannounced similarly ambitious reforms to Australdgefence
policy. Hawke announcettiathe would commission ieviewof Australian planning on the basis that
previous governmeshaddelied too heavily on the strength of the United States to guararnieeaha
security and, as a result, Australia has not fully developed its own capabilities for an effective national
defence® American assessments indicated tfthese[statementsjpoint to a more selfeliant and
independent defence polityhat would &mphasise protection of Australian territéfyThe ALP
broadly supported the concept of a more-gglifint defence policy but was internally dividedtbe
role of alliance within such a frameworkHawke and his inner Cabinet supported ANZUS but
significant leftwing sections of the ALP had reservations abties with allies. The Hawke
Government would need to balance these considerations in developing a more clafeneapolicy

grounded in greaterselfe |l i ance i n Australiabs region
The ALP and the ANZUS Alliance

These assessments were informed by the ALPOGs
leadership. Betwae Apr i | 1981 and RkbeeigreAifaird hd Refenc@&mraitted L P 6 s
publishedits policy platformto differentiateitself from the Fraser Government. iécognised the
destabilising impact of Soviet activities, highlightidthe invasion and continued occupation of
Afghanistai® as well as thed®escalation of military activities in the Indian Océand dmilitary
incursions m Southern Africa and foreign militaripterferenceelsewhere in Africéf However, it
guestioned Fr as er 0,statihgahatdtiwasnvgn by theigtowtle of leystariéasdu e s

&old War simplicitiesd It also suggested that theissueswere being usedy hawkish elements to

4 Central Intelligence AgencyAustr ali ads Troubled Econdmyne 1983Cimke Pol it
RDP85T00287R000401120061

5 Ibid.

8 Central Intelligence AgencyAustr al i an Defence Pol i dyJune L983HCQIA-6 s New
RDP85T00287R0004011100@1

7 Ibid.

8 ALP National Platform Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence, 31 March 1982, NAA: M3353, 11
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promote their viewas a means of diverting attention from unemployment and inflé@fide platform
arguedhat Fraser focused heavily on developments bepouds t r a | i. Mofesveryitgtagetthatn
&he Federal Government has deviated substantially from the sound groundwork done by the Whitlam

Government in basing Australian Foreign and Defence policies on a course of independence and self

relianced'l t contrasted t his withatdld déatriaes effoidvard defprgér o a c h

have reemerged under the guise of regional obligations and alliance associtigisutes from
relevant meetingsdicate that deliberations on defence policy were driven by the Shadow Aviation
Minister, KimBeazleywi t h Hay d eWhitesrticlatgs the purpose of the platf@srfollows

What you had to do was produce a defence policy which at once separated you from the alliance
and strengthened the alliance. How do you do that? EmeBli€éazley, and in the end, it was

a simple piece of politics and policy. You had to persuade the electorate that we could be good
allies of the United States by being sefiant. By being selfeliant, we could be independent

of the United States butgnod ally of the United Statés.

Beazley recalls his philosophy as follows:

Selfreliance isdodestar | dondét think that any of wus tha

be achieved in its purest form. But the assumption that we all had in the 1980s was that we

would be driven by that. We would minimise our level of dependency on the support and the

industry of others without ever assuming that we would reach totak$iatice. So we always

used to sayselfreliance within the framework of alliancé$.

The ascension of Kim Beazley changed the nature of the discourse on defence policy. Vice
Admiral, lan MacDougall recalls this in the following terms:

With the intellectual power of Kim Beazley, he was driving the trBeazley was not only

hugely respected by military and the Defence

combination. Thecombination tends to inspire trust, certainly in people and so when he would

introduce things that were unpopular then there was, in part, an acceptance Be@uiss a

smart fellow, we trushim,s o we 66P° | do it.

Theplatformr e a f f i r me ttaditiohaépolidyLpRoditesof selfr e | i ance i n Aust
region White recalkdthatdé n t hose days, you coul dnobt i gnhor e

persuade the electorate that they could manage the US allldrateneanthat they had to persuade

the party to accept an alliance about which the party was scaptithe platformstatedhatd. a b or 6 s
defence policy is based onsglfreliant capacity to defendu st r a |l iryaahd sed and airi t o
approachgsand that theADF should be structured to deter major threats and handle -lewadr
threatst’ It singled out the carrier capability as unnecessary, statingtbieatarrier has little value

outside of the context of [forward defence] and materially detracts from procurement policies related to
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a force structure predicated on salfianced® The role ofAmerican facilitieson Australian territory

wasa point of @ntention. It held thal_abor is opposed to the presence on Australian territory of bases
and facilities which involve a derogaticof Australian sovereignt® The platformdifferentiated
between the basing of military assetsthe one hand, and inigktnce facilities on the othdt.clarified

thatdt remained opposed to the use of Australian facilities for the permanent basing of foreign naval

vessels° It was more accommodating of the joint facilities in stathmag

Labor will ensure that Australian authority and sovereignty are unimpaired. Australian
personnel must be involved in all aspects of the bases operations and have the relevant technical
expertise to do so. A Labor Government will insist on effective consultatithe highest level

¢ in strategic planftfing or the policies of al

This policy statement was carefully worded so as&intain close defence cooperation with
the United States without explicitly endorsing ANZU&hile the ALP had moved considehab
towards thepolitical centre, its left wing had concerns about ANZUS and wielded conbidera
infuenceThi s can be seen in the foll owi-elgncdadcr i pti
alliance commitments by the then Shadow Defence Spoke&oation Scholes:
In the area of defence, the opposition sees the performance of governments of a conservative
nature as having more to do with saying than doing, a performance that is substantially steeped
in a history of a defence policy dependence. It was dep@ntion the British up to 1942. It
has been depeadt on the United States since then. We see alliances as part of our defence
deterrent, not part of our defence capacity. In the end our defence planning must be on the basis
that ou own forces should be capable of carrying out those tasks which we can reasonably
expect to be required of them. And they should perform these tasks without outside assistance

or dependence on other nations whose decisiaking process will, of necessitye governed
by their best inter esgbvernedyausbestiateaestAustr al i aods

As theMinister for Defence, Scholgsave i nsights i AucttrdadtegialoR6 s v
priorities inan interview on 26 March 198%choles indicated that the Hawke Government preferred
to focus on credible regional threatather than broader issues in the Cold War. A transcript of the
interview notes thafaccording to Mr. Scholes, Indonesia is equipped to take some part of Australi
NorthrWest and hold it for concessidrend clarified thatindonesia could do it, theoretically, for it
does not take a very large force. But neither Indonesia nor any other regional power could offer a threat
with which Australia could not cop®? Scholesthen contrasted the views of the Hawke Government
with those of thé-raser Government in stating tiiatevious governments have suggested that in some
way Vietnam or China constitute a threat. Neither country can move its forces outside itsritovi ter

very far. Neither has an acresster capability®* Scholesemarkedhat&he Russians could attack us

18 | bid.
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but you would have to build a scenario for it. Why wothdy, and under what conditiori&He
clarified thatGn a globalwar, they might make the US facilitiés [ a t a majoe dtrikei againgt |
the US but this would not be part of a plan to occupy, or take out, Australia a&°sthik. was a

turning pointas the government had realignediitt e w o f A u sieswiththosesobtlseivillan i o r i

defence establishmerh favour of greatersef el i ance i n the context of t
In thatinterview, Schol es outlined his partyés view on
it in a very differentight to its predecessar.n | i ne wi th his contribution

Scholes argued that the Hawke Gov e mhnotésdefenseaw ANZ
capacity. Scholethen stated thajprevious governments treated¢a a def ence treaty b
we should not be entirely dependent ofitde then evoked memories of prior issues in alliance
relationships irrhetoricallyaskingdemember what happened when we became dependent on British
promises about Singapo@?To reiterate the point he stated tfatt 6 s unl i kely but pos
on [American] resources would probably preclude help for us if we nee@®d@lieunderlying premise

was that allies would priorget hei r own i nt er eisngorcariirgendies,afdthAtu st r a |
it therefore needed to be more gafiant. The ALPindicated that it supported ANZUS but that it would

needo be further reviewetb ensure that it conformeédA u s t r kayistratedgicsnterestIhe Hawke
Governmentwas determined to take a different approach to Australedancepolicy to the Fraser
Governmentlt was sceptical about the Soviet thraat did not view ANZUS as the sole basis for
Austral i ads .mRathei itsaughyto redrientate Austgah policy towardgyreaterself

reliance in its region as envisagedinsupporting ANZUS as a deterrent but not relying on American

combat forces for Australian defence

The US Secretary of State, George Schultz wrote a letter of congratulations to Idhoritly
after electionHayden saw this as an opportunity to articulate his views to the Reagan Administration
in consultation wittHawke and Scholeitial draftso f  H a yetleeta Sckultzupported ANZUS
but spoke ofself-sufficiencydin Australiandefencepolicy.®° Scholes wrote to Hayden advisethat
&he limited resources available in Australia make-sefficiency in defence matters unattainable and
our objective night, therefore, be better expressed in your letter as increaseadlsaited! Scholes
did not explicitlydefine the differencen his letterbut BrabirSmith later wote that seHsufficiency

implied & very highlevel of strategic independence or even isolation, and is not something that

and 1520 auxiliariesdSeealso:Depar t ment of Foreign Affairsgi BieAftWZUS Cout
Australian Delegation Wellington July 1984, NAA: A2539, B1984/19, 13.

®Department of Foreign iAAUstimrasl,i adnODul evfagdc eCabRreggsaml t em
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Australia seeks or has ever soudhtn BrabinS mi t h 0 seltsufficeneyentailed desearch and
development fdi as well asthe &esign, trial and buifthg] much of [Austa | i a & s ] own def
equipmenty® Cottrill believes that the letter may have been influenced by Priféhetemphasising

selfreliance rather than sedufficiency,Scholeghen went on thighlightthe importance of geography

in determining how Australia would use its limited resouindke following terms:

These limited resources together with the overriding importance to us of ensuring adequate
provisions for our own defence, restrict the scope for Australian contribution in support of
those widerinterests we share with the UB/e make our most effectiveostribution to
ANZUS, in both present and contingent circumstances, in the area of the world of direct
strategic relevance to us. We do not need to maintain capabilities in the Defence Force relevant
to contingencies in more distant areas, rather thaing@mtcies of national defenée.

In his letter, Scholes qualified his support for alliance commitmiensustraliandefence

policy, and sought to differentiate the Hawke Government from its predecessor as:follows

The US has recently been seekingntmlve its allies in sharing more of the burden of defence
against the Soviet Union and others which threaten Western interests. Advance commitments
of military support to the alliance are part of the structure of NATO and are appropriate in an
area wheréhere is a common direct thrgatsed to the security of Western Europe and the
US, but such commitments are not called for by current Australian circumstances. We would
not want to give support to any inclination on the part of the US to regard ANZi®@eans

of securing our defence involvement in regions or circumstances of limited strategic relevance
to Australia or where our national interests and those of the US do not cdfcide.

Hawkewrote to both Scholes and Hayden, agreeing with the thrusedétter. He supported
&he emphasis given to commonality of interests and our intention to be a constructive partner to the
United State€’ However, he noted that differences between both countrieéphataps been given
too much emphasi@® Hawke peferred an approach that was clasethe Lhited Statesthan proposed
by either Hayden or ScholeShe final draft ofHa y d e n 6 bettet adtitutatedthe Hawke
Government 6s -reline andANEUSO the ReaganfAdministratioft suggested that

greater seffeliance was consistent witteclaredAmerican policy and would thus enhance ANZUS:

I n opposition, we made it clear that there
commitment to ANZUS. This has been reaffirmed ewesal occasions by the Government,

and by me personally. Within this context, we will be intensifying our efforts to develop a
greater measure of selliance in our defence effort. This would be consistent with United
States thinking in recent years awe would see such an approach as making a positive
contribution to maintaining the vitality of ANZUS.

ZzDgan,FruehlingandTaonAust raliat6s AM®rican Alliance

34 :2L2Niew with Ross Cottrill, 20 November 2019.
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I n these early years, Hayden was the intelle
approach to foreign and defence policy. His sentiments egthrd to seffeliance were clarified in his

memoirs as follows:

Underlying my attitude was a belief that Australia must arrange and pursue its national
interests with a recognition that in certain circumstances, aswit@of great goodwill from
alliesand friends, we might have to battle alone and hard with our own resources to defend
our interests. At some given moment of difficulty, good allies and friends might have seriously
different priorities to ours and this could leave us exposed and vulnétable

Within months of taking office, the Hawke Government started to orientate Australian policy
towards greater seftliance within ANZUS to establish itself as strongdmience These reforms,
however, wereomplicated by developments in New Zealdxe€ithe the Government of New Zealand
nor the parliamentary chfftavardstgrieatensetélianpepudfortveeyd Au st r
different reasonsThe New Zealand Minister for Foreign Affairs, Warren Cooper, wrote to Hayden to
state thatmy Goverment does not see a need for a review of the ANZUS Treaty. Its basic principles
are sound and have stood the test of time and we have no problems with diétxever,the New
Zealand_abour Partythenunder the leadership of David Langetivelysought to distance itself from
the ANZUS alliancelt nominally supported ANZUS bpiroposed a ban on visits by American nuclear
powered warshipsn that basis that there was no threat in the Pacific thdigastieir presenc& The
New Zealand Labour Parhad decidedh 1981&o take a more independent stance within the ANZUS
Allianced and had passed aesolutionthat &New Zealand withdraw from all military alliances with
nuclear weapon powers on a unitatéasisi® These developmentgrriedtheReagan Administration
and the Hawke Governmer®n 31 March 1983 he Australian Consulate in Honolutabledboth
Pritchett and McNamara to advise tidhie US was having difficulty understand exactly where the
New Labarr leader Lange stood on the issue of US nuclear armed and powered ships, and on the
American alliance generaly? It advised thaUS analysts were concerned about the consequences for
the ANZUS alliance of a Labm victoryinNew Zeal and i f the NZ Labor Pa
implemented¥® There was uncertainty because on the one hand, Lange questioned ANZUS in public
but in private hd saidto American diplomatghat hedvould learn from the example of the Australian
Labor | eaders who woul d o6& shertly aferivads Foreignr Adfars e s 6 ur
advised that Lange would side with the left to the detriment of the ANZUS

The Hawke Government was put into a difficult positiorsdtightto shift Australiandefence

policy towardsgreater seffeliance in the context of credi#regional threats but also wanted to

40Hayden,Hayden: An Autobiography394.
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strengthen ANZUS. In doing so, it would give Australia a measure of deterrence againstidege

threats through its association with the United Stated maintain access to American capabilities that

would enableit to handle smaller scale contingencies with a greater degree of indepentiaichad

been an ongoing conceimportantly, it would also shift the ALP towards the political centre in a move

that would distance it frofvhitlam and thus consolidate Haekd s | eXdérr shiamgedbds de
policy had the potential tead to theaerminaton of ANZUS, and undddawkeéd s r ef or MA$ st age
a result, the Hawke Government announced a major

issue ando establish a strong record on defence policy, which had until then been problematic.

Archival records indicate that internal political factav® r e a key consi der at.
decision tacommission aeviewof ANZUS. Declassified reports indicate that Hawke wasly driven
by a desire to assert his authority, to margiedhe left wing of theALP. A declassified reportates
thatdHawkeéd s ef forts t o rwiclalstbé hei ddPopslay fopmosed b
|l eft wing é in order to maintain some | everage
factiond*” Another assessment held that Haydemay stage deadership challenge if he detects
weakness i n Hawk e &4t futchermangued thatdayden wasirging poaeedtaplish
hi mself as a |l eading contender for Hawkedés | ob.
Hawke who in 180 entered Parliament determined to replace Hayden as @4tlee. reporforecast
that Hawke would placate conservative elements within his party by affirming ANZUS but also mollify
left wing factionsbyg u al i f y i rsgelatonskigvith thé UhikedStates Hawke would achieve
this by emphasising greater sedliance within ANZUS angvouldthusresolve a divisive issue for the

ALP and affirm his leadership of the party for years to come.

On 30 May1983 Cabinet met to consider the role of ANZUfSAuustraliandefencepolicy. The
Defence Committee preparedbiaef onthe history and utility ofANZUS for Cabinet consideration. It
was informed by developments from the 1960s onwardsgsandhoed Ki | Il enbés descri p!
aliancec o mmi t ment s i n 006 N &iinlstatingahat JANZWS ddoese notdpsovide a o k
guarantee of US military support in any conflict or potential conflict involving Austliehe report
argued howeverthat the treatyprovides @ basis on which US ilitary support could be sought in the
event of a major t hofThaCGommittee datified thabANZUSdsrotmaldyc ur i t vy .
applicable where US interests are affected and if there was doubt about the capacity of Australia and
New Zealand taleal with the situatio®? It did not, however, cover regional commitments such as the

deployment in Malaysiaand notedthat the Wited Statesdid not provide assistance under ANZUS
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when requested by the Menzies Governnoser disputeswith IndonesiaconcerningWest Papua in

the 1950s anduring Confrontation in the early 1960s. It furtmated thatiNew Zealand presents a
special problem that could lead to radical change of a permanently lower peacetimedb@iyet.
broader levelthe Committee advised that ANZUS had deterrent value and did not derogate from
Australian sovereigntyOverall, the advice given to Cabinet was very supportive of ANZUS and was
tailored in such a way as to align with the policy platform of the Hawke Gmesttby situating it in

the context of greater sakliance and autonomy in defence policymaking.

TheSubmission was well received by the bureaucracy-hadv k e 6.s Tshtea fPfr i me Mi ni
international relations adviser, JoBowen advisedHawke that theSubmissiorwas generally sound
but that Australia should be prepared to take different positions to the United @tateatentious
defence policy issueshereit felt justified to do se®®> Prime Minister and Cabinet also supported the
Submission and advised thashoulddr eassur e most Australiamglt of [t h
aimed to foster selfeliance by spporting ANZUS but not depending upon the combat forces of allied
states for defence, and was supported by the Reagan AdministFaiieignAffairs alsoprovided a
briefing pack to Hayden for the forthcoming ANZUS Council meeting wheae\itsed that Bagan
anticipated Australian support in higher level contingencies but eegb&astraliato deal withlower-
levelissues in its region without American assistatiddore specifically, it quoted Reagan as stating
that Gn contingencies not involving the Soviet Union, we hope to rely on friendly regional states to
provide military forces. Should the threat exceed the capabibtie=gional states, however, we must
beprepared é to commit B%Fordign Affaies and Defenca supportibds o ur a
emphasis ogreater selfeliance intheimmediate region as the basis farstralianplanning, and were
nowfully supported byheHawke Governmentnlike its predecessavhich had equivocated between

regional seHreliance and more distant contingencies

Cabinet took a positive approach to ANZUS in viewthi advice and its desire to appear
strong on defence policyrfhe Hawke Governmerdgreedthat theGANZUS Treaty is still relevant
todaypand thatitty i el ds substanti al benefits f&9Cabinktustr al i
noted that the ANZUS alliands sustained bya coincidence of interest rather than treaty provigions
unlike the mordormal structures of NATOmportantly,Cabinetagreed that ANZU&did not derogate
from Australiads right of national decision in f
joint facilities #° Further,the Hawke Governmemtoted thatitis i n Austr ali ads inte

the ANZUS Treaty and to avoid initiatives that could unnecessarily put at risk the present important
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cooperation with the USA on security matté&’sCabinetalsoagreed tanform New Zealand of its
approach towards RZUS, presumably with the hope of exerting some influence on Lafigis
meeting was a landmark ime development of Australian poliddecausehe ALP had decisively
endorsed ANZUS at the highest levelkile also affirming its commitment teelf-reliance.ln doing
so, the Hawke Government distanced itself from the Whitlam Goverranentostered a degree of
policy continuity with the Fraser Governmehiut hadput itself onto a collision course with its

counterparts in New Zealand.

On 14 September, Cabinet met to consider ANZUS in more ddtgitlenbriefed Cabinebn
the outcomes of the ANZUS Council meeting in Jiig. said thathe Hawke Government sought to
reassure the mited Statesand New Zealad, then under Muldoon, cAust r al i aés fund:
commitment to the allianéand that itdid not intend to seek a renegotiation of the Treaty nor to
propose any major chang@Haydenn ot ed t hat there was significant
position as itgattitude was very much conditioned by domestic political considerafiowéth regard
to the scope of ANZUS, dhadvised that the nited Stateswould respondf Australia were directly
attacked by another stdiat not always imower-level contingenciesin preparing this advice, Hayden
consulted withthe American Embassayhich had advised Foreign Affairs that thaitéd Stateswould
respond in the event th&tustralia wasattacked.Australian officials however,were not entirely
convinced about American assurantda response to questions about American resdheRéeagan
Administration effectively affirmed the Guam Doctrine in indicatitigat it expected Australia to
maintain éa decent level of defence capacity and be able to operate on [its] own irscahall
contingencie€f® Haydenacknowledged this in his responbg stating thatdTreaty partners were
sovereign and equal states that would mecessarily agree on every issue in world af@i$he
Reagan Administratiofaccepted this in general terdrisut was wary ofexplicitly stating this in
public.t” Hawke accepted ANZUSs a deterrent against higher level contingencies in which American
interests were affectebuyt differentiated itself from its predecessor by reaffirming Australian autonomy
through greater selelianceby not relying on allid combat forces itower-level contingencieagainst
credible threats n A u st r alt Hachsbaged to dujld oo the work of the Fraser Government by

articulatingthe circumstances which Australia would to be seleliant.

Cabinet endorsed a statement on t laelseHawke G
relianceto be made by Hayden in Parliameht.the draft speechiaydenstated thathe Hawke

Governmentad undertaken a comprehensive review of ANZUS and had concluded that the alliance
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was§ undamental to Australiaod6s n aicies@®Haydenfsrecasur i ty
the need for greater seltliance innoting that ANZUS was not a guarantee of safety and cautioned
against@ posture of happy dependence that has satisfied the foreign policy ambitions of many
Australians in the pat® He recaciled his support foANZUS with greater selfeliance by stating

that@he Treaty has the full support of this government; but we recognise that we must still pull our full
weight in our own protectiod® The Hawke Government had put forward the conoéptlfreliance

within ANZUS asstated byHaydenin his letter to Schultznldoing sothe Hawke Governmeititad

started to bring Australiasefencepolicy back into alignment with strategic guidance haddistance

itself from Whitlam while building on the conceptual work undertaken by Fraser

In the statement, Hayden outlined why the Hawke Government chose to emphasiseeajfeater
reliance The reason for this wahkat Australiacould not alwaysxpectmilitary assistance. Hayden
demonstratedhat this was an enduring concernAnstralian military planning. Hequoted Fraser
stating thatyou can never autaatically anticipateassistano@&rom the Uhited States Britain or New
Zealand’! He turned tdefence White Paper 19a8d its statement thét is not our policy, nor would
it be prudent, to rely upon US combat help in all circumsta@iéetayden argued that Australia need
to invest in its capabilities if it was teeceive assistance frothe Uhited Statesas per the Guam
Doctrine.Defence howeverhad serious concerns about the tone of the spasd@taborated in a letter
in Schole§ ameauthored byPritchett,the Secretary of Defence, to Hayden. Pritchett wrotethigat
speectwas drafted by Foreign Affairs with little Defence input, @adtionedhatéhe present draft is
too heavy on nomutomaticity of United States military respsa@ that it was@oo strong on risks
involved in hosting joint facilitiedand that there wa&oo much on the theme of independedé®y
contrast, Pri me Minister and Cabinet advised th
&efence seffeliance, and not taking US military support for granted in all contingehuiith
Ameri cads e mpdiabikty of itsoANZUS koemitment to Australi@@’ There were
differences of opinion between Defence and Foreign Affairs on the raatdretility of ANZUS.

Hayden drewon these contrasting viewdo explainthe intellectual rationaldor greaterself-
reliancei n  Aust r al iwithih ANZUSag theoconceptoatibasis for Australtefencepolicy
in his statement to Parliamemte defined selfeliance within ANZUS in the following terms:
We cannot assume military support from our Treaty partners in evetingency; and that
we should therefore develop a seéifence capability in case in a particular contingency we

need to rely on our own resources. By definition, therefore, it would not be prudent to base
the development of our defence force on therapsion that our forces will necessarily be
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part of a superpower deployment in the event of any form of hostilities in which we are
involved. It is more prudent and proper to elaborate these force structures on the basis of a
sel-defence capability withiour regional context.

Agreement was reached as to Austr adefenaeds pr i
capability within our regional context, rather than as a presumed global role as some sort of
appendix of a superpower. That clarification willoat more precise formulation of our

defence thinking and will govern the structure that we establish for our defenc&force.

This statement was significant as it  ai d th

force structure planninfpr the defence of core interestgjainst credible threats in its region and not
reliant onthe combat forces ots allies. Hayden thenfurther clarifiedt he nat ur e of Au ¢
relationship with both the hited Statesand New Zealanth the following terms

It follows that not everything which Australia does in the defence field with the United States

and New Zealand should be seen as part of ANZUS. Albften in the past, Australians

have had a tendency to believe, or have been encouraged to believe Zb&@ édVers every

conceivable association with the US and every conceivable military action that we might take

together. ANZUS does not provide such limitless coverage and clearly is not the only

determinant of our relationship with New Zealand and theddnBtates. We may well

undertake various activities in cooperation with the United States and New Zealand, not

because such activities or actions are required ANZUS obligdtioather because of our
mutual interests and perceptions and the deeper assoc¢ieat ANZUS represents.

Haydendés statement was a | arelighoeaas khe bhasis fdr he de
Australiandefencepolicy. Heaffirmed that Australia needed to be able to protect its interests because
it could notnecessarily rely othe combat forces ajther powers to do s@he Hawke Government
was of the viewthat other powers would necessarily prioritise their interesigimficantcontingencies
in Southeast Asiaas Britaindid in the face of the Japanes#vance on Singapore in 1942, and as the
United States did during Confrontation in the early 198@¢.Hayded s st at ement was not
or totally independent of alliance commitments. Rathexmphasisethe importance of greateself
reliance as means by which to keep thaitéd Statesengaged withANZUS. Cottrill recalls thatVe
argued for selfeliance in the context of both the alliance and engagement with the region. Access to
American logistics and intelligence enabled us to be moraaliht, and seffeliance allowed us to
better contribute to our alliance obligations in the regi6éithe Hawke Government assesseatthe
United Statesvould be more likely to assi#t Australia had a credible defencapability as it had
stressedince the Guam Doctrine under the Nixon Administratlorportantly,H a y d eetidio to
differentiate theilateralrelationship from ANZUS allowed the Hawke Government the opportunity to

emphasise other aspectgefencecooperatiorwith the United States on namilitary grounds

The joint facilities were cited as an example of defence cooperation that depzter
objectives transceivtf the military aspects of ANZU$n a brief to Hgden, Foreign Affairs noted that

Hawke publicly supported the facilities on the basis of their contributicenggstem of deterrence and

®gCabinetReMiineut eof ANZUS. 0 Septenberila83) NAMOAL39Z701801, 14
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verification that makes arms control and reduction feagibldowever, it argued that it needed to go
furtherdecaise of public ignorance about the nature of these facilities, such criticism has tended to call
ANZUS into question and erode its credibildy The important role of the joint facilities was poorly
understood, and had been a source of divisioninthewAbB ch had detracted from
to establish a strong record on defence pokoyeign Affairs consequently advised that:

It is in the interest of ANZUS credibility that we seek, for public record, an agreed description

of the generapurpose and functions of those facilities that will not unduly compromise the

security of their operations but may reassure many members of the Australian public and
reduce the propaganda advantage enjoyed by the critics of ARPZUS.

Similarly, Cottrill realls that:

There was the issue of detailing publicly the purpose of the joint facilities. Haykn
Beazleywerepushing that. It was a question of if, when and how. That led to a statement in
Parliament by Hawke which was agreed with the Americans. Agait he Amer i cans
immediately welcome that idea but when we talked it through with them and defined what we

were going to do, they came to accept it and
also worded the statement that acknowledgedetfet 6 s concerns by focus
verification. It took a | ot of pressure off

As far as the Americans were concerned, the alliance was materially strong& for it.

Haydenagreed to explairhe importance and utility of these facilities in support of broader
objectives beyond ANZUS. Her t i cul at ed Australiads support for
Cape, Pine Gap and Nurrungar on the basis that thigamasstance of the ahed valies the Treaty
embodies¥? Moreover, he stressed that support for the joint facilitvesild give Australiaémoral
standin@in relation to itssupport of arms control and arms reducti®rHe also grounded this in self
reliance by asserting that all activities ocedrwith the dull knowledge and concurrengef the
Australian Government, and thidtey informedAu st r a |l i &®layden nat kaid eusthe dasis
for the Hawke Governmefits s upp or t -réliance withineAANZUS as the edrrferstone of
Australiandefencepolicy. At this stagehoweverHa y d e n 6 s -velianceywas 6nly enebtydnic,

and the Hawke Government had other issues to address before developing itlgnore ful
The Defence Budgeand Australian Strategic Policy

On 27 Julyl1983 Cabinet met to consider how it could fundptdicy of selfreliance within
ANZUS as part of th®efence budget for 19834. In line with earlieradvice it decided to base its
funding program odan assessment that we will have several years of warning of all but the most limited
military threaband thatawve will use the warning time wisely to expand the Defence Force, raise the

level of its training ad its war stocks, and strengthen our industry and infrastru@fts.acquisition
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programwould be based on thessumptiorthat Australiawould not be threatened by major conflict

but would need to focus more closely deterrence againgtgionalthreds.Sc hol es r ej ect ed
investment inda level of preparedness appropriate to imminent hostiliiesause this wouldnean

vast increases in our defence budget that would
would not bejustified in our present and prospective circumstaidedawke decided totake a

measured approach to capability investment than its prededssfmrusing on selfelianceagainst

threats n Australiabds region ratea@idWahan expediti ona

Investment in naval capability was areain which the Hawke Governmenbwld differentiate
itself from the Fraser Governmerfscholesaffirmed his commitment to not acquire a replacement
carrier on the basis thé&n aircraft carrier of thiind we could not afford, and the kinds of aircraft that
could operate from it were not an Oduhsead)bet e ans
announced that the Fleet Air Arm would be arhallicopter forcan line with advice fromDefence
paticularly Air Force,and thatienhancement of this aspect of maritime operations is one of the highest
new equipment priorities for the Defence Fadéd.o provide a launching platform for thelicopters,
the Hawke Governmemtnnounced that ivould fund the acquisition of new frigates from theited
States and would commence the construction of new vessels in Australia from aroundstB6les
alsoannounced thahe Hawke Governmemtould degin to implement the lorgwated naval home
porting n Western Australwhich had been announced by Fraser but not implemented due to financial
constraintsClearly,a new approach tmaritimeinvestment was to be a defining aspecit®plan to
implement seHreliance as a pillanf Australian policy Hawke started to acquire capabilities around

Australiads geographic f eimglemenessHeliamca mel y mar i t i me

Scholes then discusdinvestment in air capability as@nportant parof his agendaHawke
agreed toset aside funding for the introduction into service of Bi&-18 tactical fighters, and
highlighted investment inew facilities atWilliamtown in northernNew South Wales, as well as the
possibility of a new fighter base at Tindal in tNerthern Territory?® Scholesannounced that the
aircraftwereto be assembled in Australia, with ammunition tddmally manufacturedn support of
the fighters, it had also pledged funding for the Jindalee-@wedrorizon Radar, which it saidffers
the first practical prospect of dealing with the otherwise seemingly impossible task of monitoring
Australiads vas 6 TheoHawkh avernmanp had staged to éngest in capabilities
that would give effect togreaterself-reliance byequippingAustraliato better defend itself against
credible threats its immediate regiomather than relying othe combat forces aftthermajor powers

for its defenceor undertakingxpeditionary operations in coalition with allies in mdigtant theatres

8%Gordon Scholes, 6Statement by the Minister for Defence:
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The Hawke Government and Strategic Guidance

Shortly afterthe election, the Hawke Government agreed to the developmenBuhtegic
Basispaper®! Scholes, put forward draftpaper for Cabinet deliberatiamn 2 SeptembeHe advised
that its purpose a%o develop a more seféliant strategic posture, consistent t h Austr al i ads
and treaty obligations and in support of broad western interests, based on the principle of developing
independent national defence capabilities to deter conventional attack on Australian téfritory.
aimedto give effect taself-reliance within ANZUSHer ei t er at ed Hay dthatdoth ear | i ¢
conventional and nuclear conflict between the superpowers remain imp@bablthat Gstability
depends on effective deterrer@&Scholes argued thétur indirect support, by reception of USN ship
visits and the support of the joint facilities at North West Cape, Pine Gap and Nurrungar, is important
and justifies accepting the risk of possible Soviet att¥fdke affirmedéhe importance of maintaining
the vitality ofthe alliancealongside greater seiéliance as agreed by Hawke the ANZUS review.

Scholes then discussed the role of geograshe basis for setkliance He stated that there
was®o significant requirement or scope for an Austradefence role in Europe, Africa, South and
East Asia and Central and South Ameidade arguedthalAust ralia é should cont
support for the Western deterrent posture against further expansion of Soviet influence and lodgement
in the hdian Ocean and its littoral by our making port and airfield facilities available to US ships and
aircraft, by our own maritime surveillance there, and by occasional RAN deployments and visits to
some littoral state&@® In doing so,the paperemphasised tha#ustralian activity should, as far as
practicable, be perceived as independent national effort in support of broad Western ftétests.
therefore, explicitly stated that Australia should not be concerned with distatimigenciebut focus
primarily onitsregionT he document al i gneANZWS ahdprovidea & usefldt 6 s Vv i

starting point in the development and implementation of greateredi@lfice in the Asidacific.

Within this context, he paper identified Indonesies the primary focus of Australiatefence
policy. It marked a change from the benign assessments of the 1970s and reflected some of David
Evan®earlier concerns. The papsated thatwithin the region, Indonesia alone has the potential to
pose a serigs military threat to us, but at present lacks both the motivation and capdb#igholes
noted ¢hat could change if tensions were to grow between us or, possibly, if internal stability

deteriorated ther@® Regardless, harguedhatéeography and the large disparities in our populations

6 Cabinet DeioMi sihoutNSub2 ssi on: Defencebo, 11 March 1983
26 Cabinet SubniiStsriaotnegNoc. B2 s of Australian Defence Po
A11116, CA805 PART 2.

% bid.

% |bid.

% |bid.

% |pbid.

7 |bid.

%8 |bid.

9 |bid.

204



and social and political perspectives support an abiding Australian defence interest in In#iésa.
paperobservedhatdisputes involved PNG, particularly at the border with Irian Jaya, anelisgthe
single most credible basis for deteriorating
could be moved by a range of factors to commit major forces to the defence of PNG, and Indonesia
could exploit that militarilyd“! In this scenao, dndonesia already has the military capability to mount,

and sustain, lovievel operations that could seriously owtiretch the, and generate political pressure

on an Australian Government to make political concessions or to escalate its militarysssspith

higher military and political cos% Australian planning had shifted towarttiseats irits region, and
thiswould formthe basef t he Hawk e Go re@ientam®watddgseater seHianse. t o

The Defence Committesdvised Calmetto balance its alliance commitments with its focus on

e

selfr el i ance i n Atagued ai nad® s nee gui thah AuSralih coulerotdbe vi e w,

totally selfreliant and would need to maintain close relationships with its alliee. Comnittee
cautioned@gainst unrealistic views of the extent to which independence is feasible and to which our
reliance on overseas materiel support in times of conflict can be redtidedtherefore suggested

that Cabinet set a list of priorities for whi it should prepare given that Australia did not have the
resources to meet all contingenci€se Committee recommended tlatir defence posture be directed

in the first place to those limited situations that could ariséfiasher than more substéitbut less

likely contingencies.| t further advi sed t hat coudube toffset by a 6 s
&evelopments in comprehensive monitoring of changes in our circumsiamiels would enabléhe
dacquisition of larger capabiliwithin adequate warning timé? The Committee recognised that
Australia could not provide all capabilities required for total-sdiince and would instead only seek

to be selfreliant in terms of combat forcebBhese recommendations, particularly in regard to warning

time and force epansion, wouldilsolater form the basis of seléliance in Australianiefencepolicy.

Scholesd Submission was well received by st

establishment. Prime Minister and Cabinet recommended that Haywe to th&ubmissionlt was

particularly supportive ofthe need to focus on Indonesia while didickingthe Unhited Statesin the

Indian Ocear®The Pri me Minister s i ntBewenvadieitooHawkéo r el at i

advisethat it was@enerally sensible and consistent with what the Government is likely to want to do

in the defence are#’®He agreed with the focus on se#liance in €érms of combat forces against

credible, lowed e v e | contingencies i n Audidhovweber, atdtesthai mme d i
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ONA documents on which it was bas@dbrry me a littldwith their focus orrelations betweethe

superpowers rather thanedble threatsimM u st r a | i Bo@wenadvisedfawkethat
| believe that in future yearslefence and intelligence planners should be encouraged to
produce a document which reflects the centr
starting from ouneighbourhood and working outwards. The present format, notwithstanding

the independent line which is argued, is likely to encourage us to think in terms of Western
Alliance considerations ahead of our own national interests and defence requiféments.

He further stated that:

| believe that our national interests, as well as our best contribution to cooperation with our
intelligence partners, require that we should make our biggest assessment effort in our own
neighbourhood, the AsiBacific region. | dohot dispute that we need to ensure that we are

able to make sound assessments on such issues as Superpower Strategic Competition, the
Soviet Union and the Middle East, but for a country like Australia to give them the priority
which they are given seemsrt to run the risk of seriously distorting our effort and of gjvin

our intelligence community agssentially Northern Hemisphere view of the waffd.

Bowenadvised Hawke tbe wary oftheassessments given by the ONA at the tiHewas of
the view that it was too heavily focused on Cold War rivalry rather than the more cridiiglelevel
contingencies which the Hawke Government had fedan in its efforts to be more seaitliant.Bowen
recommendedhat ONA be directed taesubmit & more considered and narrower set of intelligence
priorities basedprimarily on our own strategic situation, national interests and intelligence
capabilityd® These were to includéSouth East Asia, East Asia and the South Patiftrategic,
Political and Economié'® Bowenthen advised thafall other subjects, although important, should
necessarily be in a lower categ@{.The Hawke Government had started
from the Cold War posture &raserto credible threats ifts region hamely Indonesian interference in
neighbouring stateslawkeendorsed thias the overriding prioritin strategic guidace and started to

redirect the efforts of key government agencies towards that aim.

Scholes wrote an articléhat gavean insight intothe strategic thinking of the Hawke
Government. He announced tidate s ponsi bi |l ity for A warbrsupdrpowmed s def
invasion, [rests] squaly upon Australian shouldeds'? He distanced the ALP from its predecesbkypr
arguing that this wasd truth that Australian conservative governments, sifederation have
consistently sought to ignate™ Scholeghen reiterated thabnly a superpower now has the capability
to invade Australia. Countries in our region could only attempt to invade Australia after a major and
lengthy build up, which would alert us to expand our forces in resg@fiste cavated this statement

in arguingthatdower-level threats, however, such as liedtodgements and raids on isolated facilities
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could arise with little to no warning tin@@°*Hear t i cul at ed Australiads defe
that@he Defence Forcesust be able to meet lelve v e | threats é and have th
and skilled personnel to expand the Defence Forces to meet higher levedthréatenvisaged a

maritime and air strategy of denial, saying tiila¢ F/A18 aircraft will provide a deterrerdas will the

additional Harpoon missiles which have been recently acquired for the Orions and Oberon Class
submarine€t!’ The Hawke Government wagginning to align capabilitgndstrategiaguidance, with

greater selrelianceagainst Indonesian forcas the centrepiece of this policy.

Cabinet met on 27 September to consider the Submission. It endorSécdhtbgic Basipaper
@s guidance for the forthcoming review of defence planning and for the development of Australian
defence policie§!® In doing so, it@ffirmed the priority of alefence posture for national defence and
the requirement for selective developndasftcapability and international relationships td&ipport
Australiads regionald®notedthepchar i deifif @mcd mpotré rneste
long tem national defence interests of the vitality of ANZUS and a stable and influential relationship
with Indonesiad?° Hawke accepted settliancewithin ANZUS askey to Australian policy. Howthis
could be implemented was yet to be resolved but it hadopwafd theconceptuabasis for a wider

review of Australiardefencepolicy.
Institutional Reforms in the Defence Organisation

Having established the foundations for a more -isdidnt defence policy, the Hawke
Government turned its attention to othigsues that had impeded the implementation of reforms in
Defence The most pressing of these were the interservice rivalries that had plagued capability
development proposals during the Fraserdboment. To resolve these problemdswke considered
broader reforms to th®efence organisation at a Cabinet meeting in April 1984. Fraser had
commissioned a review into the higHeefence organisation but did not substantially implement its
recommendatios prior to the election. After it hambncludedhereview of ANZUSin its first year in
government, the Hawke Governmgait the behest of Scholéspk the opportunity to consider the Utz
report andimplement its recommendatiorSabinet focused on hotle military and civilian sides of
the Defence could most effectively work together to provide considered advice to govethimasit.
hoped that by bringing the two sides of Defence together, the Hawke Government could make further

progress in implementinthe concept of seleliance in Australianlefencepolicy.

One of the issues examined by Scholes was the role and authority of the CDFS. Scholes argued
that the diarchy, as established by Tange, was soutntthat the CDFS requiragteater authorityHe
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reiterated Sy nn othatdbhes posetienrof CDFE$ waa imadeqoetely testablished in
legislationd?! Scholesalso notedhat the services had too much power and that this had hindered policy
dewelopment He suggestethatthe Defence Act 190Be amendedo thatthe CDFS commands the
Service Chiefs and is the Ministerds principal
administration of the Fora@?? To give the role greater authty;i he suggested that it be given
additional staff and be renamed to i@mmander of the Defence Foi@& Scholes recommended

thatthe service dhiefs be defined a&ssentially single service commanders and manageswould

contribute to, but not be responsible for the development of péfiele envisaged that the CDF would

take primacy, and that service chiefs would have a subordinate role in g@helppment

Cabinetagreed to most of Schofeproposalsfor organisational reformThe role of CDFS
would be given further authority to oversee the management of the ADF, and be given primacy over
the service chiefs. The office woute renamed to théChief of the Defence Foréeand would have
authority for develojmg a joint force that transcended the single service interests that had hindered
earlier acquisition proposalCabinet also agreed to abolish the Department of Defence Support and
reintegrate its functions into Defence in December 1984 ratienale for this reorganisation wmet
by reintegrating the departments, it could better align capability with policy at a time of ongoing fiscal
restraint The military sigk of Defence would now be better coordinated under a single authority, and
this would allow the ADF to more effectively work with the civilian side in developing and

implementing selfeliance in subsequent years.
ANZUS and the Lange Government

In early 1984the Prime Ministeof New ZealandRobert Muldoorcalled an early election
partly on the basis afefence policyDiplomatic cablessuggatthat Australian leaders were concerned
that the outcome of the election could have significant implications for the future of ANZUS. The
Australian High Commission in Wellingtaeported thadhey do not seem to appreciate the strength
of American f eel i ngpoliaylmANZUStamdehipf?alanyeiwon tReseledtiond s
and subsequently asserted that New Zealand would no lafiger nuclear powered, and nuclear
armed, ships to enter its territorial waters. C
policy on nuclear vessels. Althougtmé Hawke Government had affirmed its commitment to- self
reliance, there were still elements in the ALP that were opposed to nwel@aonsand were sceptical
of Australi ads nitedStates pastioutatyinderthe Reagan Admiaistration.

1214 C a bMinuteitReport of the Defence Review Committee 1§82cision No. 30372 April 1984, NAA: A13977,

601.

1221bjd.

123 bid.

1241bid.

%Department of Forei gni ANZfSand tise, New) ZealawchLalbur Baatyn Dedegce asman

El ection | ssuebd, 21 June 1984. NAA: 1838, 370/ 1/ 20 PART

208



The parliamentary opposition took sceptical attitude towards the review of ANZUS
undertaken by the Hawke Governmérite ALP decided to oppose home porting of Amerisaips in
Australian waters as advocated by Fragseresponse to Soviet activity in the Indian Ocea@he
Coalitionopposed this position, arguitigatéA u s t r leng-tera gecurity has been threatened by the
Hawke Governmento6s decision to é | pfiommHoward,i t s of
now opposition leader, and the leader of the NatioaglPlan Sinclair, argued that Australifmmeign
policy was Ileing driven by pacifist figures with amtimerican attitude$?’ Their public statements
implied thatAustralian policy needed to focus on greater integration with American forces in distant
theatres rather than se#liance in the regionArchival recordsndicate however that the Hawk
Government waseeking to reaffirm its commitment BNZUS. Declassified cableshowthat the
AustralianHigh Commissionein Wellington spoke to Paul Wolfowitthe Assistant Secretary of State
for East Asian and Pacifi&ffairs, to discusshow Australia and the hited Statescould resolve the
crisis. Wol fowitz expressed hisuggestedhattthe tHawkee f or
Governmenshouldattempt to convince New Zealand of the benefits of ANZ&fSts securitygiven
&he influence which Mr Hawke could have on Laid@j&This view was strengthened by advice that
@Prime Minister Lange personally faveua more pragmatic approdtim dealingwith the issueand
that@roblemswill be resolved if Lange cast as a sensible moderaiean assert his authority over the
left wing of the partyd'*® Foreign Affairs, however, was sceptical on the basis dmany New
Zealanders [are] sincerely attreatto the idedandthat t i s di fficult to pin d
viewsd3°It was unclear where Lange stoaahd thiswould force the Hawke Government to consider

and articulate its position on ANZUS and sedfiance.

Hawke sought to balance Australiabs commi tnm
independent stance taken by New Zealand. To thathenelhgagd in dialogue with Lange in Port
Moresby as suggested by Wolfowitz. Declassified correspondence indicatdauhatadvocatedihe
view of the Lhited Statesthat the freedom of ports is essential to ANZ&SIt further noted that
Hawke wasxoncerned about the @uragement that the New Zealand defiance cgiviel to the left
in Australiad®?*Hawke was concerned that Ulhewgletdashepmisi t i or
Hayden had done tcommitneeattofANAUSTherAsssstant Sekretaydas ANZUS
Policy, Ross Babbage recathat Hawke made it clear that the Labor Party in Australia was very

different tothe Labour Party ilNew Zealand. Thédmericansgot that, and we made it clear that we
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were not walking away from the alliance. On toatrary, we were going to contribute mér& Hawke

did notpersuade Lange, and New Zealand continued to oppose American maskasn its territorial
waters.Nevertheless, the Hawke Government contihioework with the Uhited Statesin seeking to
bring New Zealand bacinto ANZUS. On 3 December, Hayden met with delegatioried by the
Secretary of the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Melwyn Norridhyden informed his
counterparts thahe did not believe that New Zealand was behaving yédseld thatthe New Zealand
position would be very difficult for the Australian Governm@#tHe warned his colleagues dhe
cost [arising from] the destruction of ANZUES® However, his appeals for New Zealand to pull back
were ignoredBy this stage, the Hawke Government was running out of options and would soon have
to choose between its relationship with the United States or the more independeainuptihértered
by New Zealand. The development of seliance within ANZUS would be a solah to this
predicament.

Shortly afterwards, the Hawke Government, was informetdagnificant development in the
disputebetween the bited Statesand New Zealand. The Australian High Commission in Wellington
wrote that the New ZealandChief of DefenceStaff had informed his American colleagues that there
waso possibility that Lange would agree to allowing nuclear powered and armed USN visits to New
Zealandd®® The American representative said téthe New Zealand Government still did not seem to
redise that from a global viewpoint, the US strategic relationship with New Zealand was not of
overriding importancé-®” Moreover, thedJS could not agree to make an arrangement with New
Zeal and which woul d cause awhicuproaucaed@qglitica frdblemsp r e ¢ e ¢
for Australiad?®® As a result@the US would now give firgtriorityt o Austr al i aé6s vi ews
problem with New Zealan@?° Lange put Australia in a difficult position but brought it closer with the
United States in formulating a joint respons@he Hawke Government felt it could not support New
Zealandht the risk of jeopardising its relationship with the United Staesvould side with thReagan
Administrationin upholding ANZUS.

Australia and the bitedStatesbegan to work on developing a common approach to the impasse
with New Zealand. The Reagan Administration had invited Hawke to visit Washington, and Wolfowitz
asked for Australian input into a communique to New ZealandGaosbkible contact with selext

NATO, ASEAN and South Pacific countries, and also with Japan, designed to induce those approached

133 Interview with Ross Babbage, 14 August 2019.

¥Department of Foreign Affairs, O0Recor dtertofFor@gnifiaiesr sat i on
and Mr. Merwyn Norrish, Secretary, New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 3 December 23, A1838,
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to be helpful ininfluencing the New Zealande®$®® The Australian High Commissionage an

unfavourable assessment of Lange in its correspondencthevitighest levels of Foreign Affajnwith

the Deputy Head ofMission, Penelope Wenslegdvising that New Zealand had creatat best, a

confusing and at times contradictory pictusgith Audralian representatives unable to meet with him,

and being left to gauge his policies from media repoftiidlensley wrote thatmy feeling at the

moment is that Lange may be saying different things to different pééplie response, Hawke wrote

to Lang, includingthe following
When the ALP Government came to power in 1983, we made it an early objective to initiate
a review of ANZUS. We had firmly concluded from that review that ANZUS continued to
serve fundamental Australian security interestslight of this unequivocal conclusion,
whatever New Zealandbs position or policies
must protect its fundamental security interest, had its own well known and clearly expressed
position on visits by United Stategarships and the importance of maintaining the neither

confirm nor deny principle. We could not accept as a permanent arrangement that the ANZUS
alliance had a different meaning, and entailed different obligations, for different mefiibers.

By early 1985, Hawke decided to firmly side with the Reagan Administration on ANZUS rather
than the Lange Governmerifeh el d t hat ANZUS ser byedhandingsdfr al i ab
reliance and that Australia would adhei® its terms by not denying entry into Australian waters of
nuclear armed warship3he Australian Ambassador in Washingtamote to Canberra ahead of
Ha wk e 6thatd@verall our relationship is good and should rensafihand that it could disagree on
selected issues without causing serious difficulties in the bilateral relatioti$lkp. urgedthat
Australia should seek to buildbn this by a deliberate gesture in the political defence GeBhe
Hawke Governmengent a draft statement to the Reagan Administratiorit®proposedipproach to
the New Zealand issue. American representatives replieditieat were entirely happy with our
languaged“® The statement reaab follows

The United States and Australia reaffithe importance of cooperation among Pacific states

to maintain secure, prosperous and democratic societies. Such cooperation is a fundamental
element of ANZUS which is an important part of Western security arrangements. The strength
and stability of thee arrangements have been significant in leading to renewed contacts
between the United States and the Soviet Union aimed at effective and verifiable arms
reductions. The United States and Australia consider that close interaction among ANZUS
members on gitical, economic and defence matters is central to the continued effectiveness

of ANZUS. Continued military cooperation, including combined exercises, port and airfield
visits, and | ogistical arrangements, I S essEe

Wpepartment of Foreign Afi MaDavidsLambertsoa, MmisteouaskllorChanericaar s at i on
Embassy, and A.D Campbell, Acting Deputy Secretary A, 24 December N884,A1838, 370/1/20/PART 25
“pepartment of Foi RAVWensleAtd W.& iMilles: ANZ&S antl Nuelear Isstieslew Zealand
Policyod, 11 NAA: ABESH3FW1/20/RPART 25.

“2Dpepartment of Foi RAVWensleAtd W.& iMilles: ANZ&S antl Nueletssues New Zealand
Policyod, 11 NAA: ABESH3FW1/20/RPART 25.

WpDepartment of Foreign 1AM aHawk e @Du$twatr @ meCrath INAB:r Aann 6, 2
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strength. The United States and Australia will continue to seek ways to in#iXAeS and
maintain the contribution the alliance makes to regional and international séturity.

The Hawke Government chose to side with thetédl Stateson the basis that ANZUS was
vital to Australiabds secur it ynceimdeterking magor threatsme d t |
and in contributing t doweklavelcontemdencedis its eefionllinow t o 3
needed to decide how to procaedimplement this approadh practical termsOn 1 March 1985,
Hawkedecided that the ANES Council meeting to be hostby Australia later that year woutwt be
heldi n 1i ght of New Zeal and &dhen encdMarichoGabinetmettoan US
consider how it could handle relations with both the US and New Zetfdndyden, and theew
Minister for Defence, Kim Beazley, advised thelations between the two states had ruptured, meaning
thatdd i rect tril ater al c 0 n s u | Gecauld hotpnocead, anduhdtliateeak t he A
military exercises will ndonger be possiblé@>°In that context, Hawke sought to limilamage to
Australi ads Ounadpresermeddlusit ntaéi adts security, the Tre
relationships with the USA and New Zealahtt.The Hawke Government had presgsd itsties with
the United States but knew that New Zealand had a role to play in itelsstt approach to regional

affairs and thus also sought to maintain a good relationship with its counterparts in Wellington.

Cabinet was advised of the neednaintain a close relationship with thanitéd Statesas an
enabler of selfeliance Both ministers argued that there was a riEmdassociation with a superpower
which, despite differences, shares mi&mnegpecbii Austr
contrast with the Soviet Unio#>? They argued thathere is a very substantial and often irreplaceable
value in the many sided defence cooperation with the US that allows the Defence Force and Department
to be more effective and professitimacapable for example in exercises, exchanges in military
planning and doctrine, intelligence, defence science reseamt, weapons technologd®® This
advicewas caveated with the statement thfaistralia does not, however, encourage a United States
perspective that our Defence Force should be regarded as freely availatidarfélam sharingin
relation toother situations that the U8ight consider as in the general Western intéfeésCabinet
knew that Australiabés | imited resources meant t|
theatresThe Hawke Government sought to develop a closer relationshigheitinited Statethat
gave substance to se#liance byenhaning Australia 6 s capabi |l i ties without d

notinvolving threatdn its region orin defence of its cormterestsWhite later recaéldthat:
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The dispute with New Zealand was both a problem andpportunity for the Hawke
Government. It used the dispute as an opportunity to develop a closer relationship with the
United StatesOn the other hand, we wanted to maintain a relationship with New Zealand. Kim
felt that we should take advantage of theslof the alliance with the United States to bring
New Zealand closer. If we were serious aboutisidnce, we needed all the help we could

get, and New Zealand was a potential, minor, but valuable ally and we needed to do whatever
we could to encouragaem.®®

The Hawke Government demonstrated its autonomy in its relationship with the United States
in other key decisions. This can be seen in Cabinet deliberatignsstralian policy in regard to testing
of theMX missile. The Hawke Government decidadearly 198%hat it wouldpublicly confirm that
it had allowed testing to occur to honour commitments made by Fraser, but only under limited
conditionst®® It announcd that the United States had agreed to transfemibsilelanding zone from
Australiads exclusive economic zone to idmternat.
constitute a preceddifor future requests for assistance with missikting®’ In considering future
requests, the Hawke Government would consiitempolicies on arms control and disarmandemtd
would consult with the South Pacific FordfThis decision showed that Hawke would seek to balance
its alliance commitments with regional considerations, and would not necessarily be drawn into distant
issues in developing Australian foreign poliayless they directly affected regional securityvere in
defence of Aust ineohtiasttGhealliance facus iofhet-raseréssverament.

Cabinet examined the need to maintain a close relationship with New Zealand despite its
differences with the bitedStates. Foreign AffairadvisedihattAu st r al i ads def ence i n
Zealand are of a different and more localised KiftiNew Zealand had a role to play in contributing
t o Aust rraliant efforss in she Irefion due to their shared geografihfzighlighted the
importanceof the South Pacific and noted that

Australiads security interests are strengther
in its diplomatic and defence activities theri
tothose inthe nearbgil ands t hat have wel comed New Zeal a
facilitate Australiad® military reach into t1l
It was advised thaiustralia and New Zealand also maintain programs of defence cooperation

with the |1 sl and teSlosalyirdsaster rdief activitiée o loepHawkeaGovernment

realised it needeid maintaincordialrelationswith New Zealand because of its geographical proximity

to Australiads pr i madtsrglatienshp aith ddth cauhtiies wae igpodantifon t e r e ¢

different reasons: the United States helped detertmagatsa nd coul d e ndsafrelast Aust r

posture while the relationship with New Zealand was of valuesponse tarediblecontingenciesn

158 Interview with Hugh White, 12 April 2019.
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its immediate regiorAustralia ould support ANZUS and invest in greater selfance, as these were

not mutually exclusiveasdemonstrated iits negotiationsvith the United Stiees and New Zealand

It was in this context thafabinet examiadt he | mpact of Langedbds posi
Australia. Cabinetconcluded that his approaéhs damagi ng Aust rés$doabbs secu
has arisen within Australia and countries in the South East Asia and South Pacific regions about the
streng h é of t he d%Mdaeover, thercessation of trilateral cooperatial Gootential
repercussions on the ability of the forces of the USA and perhaps of Australia to operate effectively
with those of New Zealand in an emergedéylt also assessed thitiese developments have imposed
burdens on Australia, both as a lesser military partner in the alliance assuming pivotal responsibilities
and as a regional power with its own direct security interests and responsibilities initimedfég
Foreign Affairsadvised that Lange undermined ANZUS andl ver sel y affected Aus
postur e. New Zealandés policies had the potenti
would reduce the effectiveness of Australian forcedifojting training opportunities. As a result,

Australia would have to take a more sahant role in Southeast Asia and the South Pacific.

Cabinet endorsed measures to balaetationswith the Uhited Statesand New Zealand. It
affirmed the importancef ANZUS in statingthat as important as our defence relations with New
Zealand are, those with the USA are of dominant signifiedno r Australiads secur
development of our defence capadi$? Cabinet agreedhat &continuing stress shoulde publicly
placeal on the fact that ANZUS remains in effé% It agreed thafthe full range of defence activities
with the USA should be maintaing@but thaté program of Australia/New Zealand bilateral defence
activities should benaintained within available resoura@%.Hawke sought to maintain the readiness
of Australian forces whileontiruing to fosterrelations with its key partner€abinetagreed that
QAustralia will not pass to New Zealand intelligence of United Statefdtigt the USA denies New
Zealand but would cooperate with regard tnaterial of Australia origin.6'®® It agreed to make
representations to tHenited Statego dnot take punitive economic action against New Zeadandl
soughtdo encourage its treapartners t@voidmaking immoderate statements which might complicate
and worsen difficult political situatior®® Hawke understood the importance of maintaining ties with
both the United States and New Zealand in support of different aspects of defiaycde supported
the Reagan Administrati on b agaastesigent@lfthreAsmtknew c ads r

that New Zealand hachamportantrole to play in smaller, regional contingengigswhich American
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combat support could natecessarily be guarantedd doing so, it more clearly delineated the

boundaries of selfeliance and this would assist in guiding its subsequent implementation.

Cabinet alscagreed that Hayden, would make a statement in Parliaabenitthe Hawke

Governmen s

p o s ANZWSoIts final paragraph outlines hoand whythe Hawke Government

intended to develop its poliof greater seffeliance vithin ANZUS in the following tems:

In the changed circumstances, Australia is being called on to discharge an increased level of

responsibility within ANZUS. Australia in many respects is now pivotal in a trilateral
relationship in which some of the direct links between the other &ntagrs are no longer in
operation. We did not seek this role. It is not an easy one. It was created in circumstances
which we deeply regret. Nevertheless, we will carry it out to the best of our ability. We will

do so in the sincere belief that, in mainiag our firm links with the United States and New
Zealand, we will be serving not only our own national interest but their interests as well.

By March 1985 Hawke hadstruck a compromise dpalancingalliance considerationsith

greaterselfrelianceAsa r esul t

decided to firmly support ANZUSI e s pi t e

of Haydenbés d

i scussions

L a n dHawkeknew that the ADF oeeded to

train with American forces to maintaits effectiveness, and that the joint faciltie e n hanc e d

security in the region and contributedHa y d e n 6 s

e f f armstostroliamdverifieatioa ond

the global level. Yetthe Hawke Governmerttid not agree with the United States all issuesand

maintained a cordial relationship with New Zealand despite their differendele the United States

provided a capability advantage to Australia, and a significant measure of deterrence, New Zealand was

arguably more likely to provide direct assista in regional contingencieBoth the United States and

New Zealand would enable greater Australian-sgllince in its primary area of strategic interiest

different waysand were therefore both important in Australg®iencepolicy. Ha wk e 6 s

self-reliance in his first two terms is summarised able 17:

Table 17: SelfReliance Under the Early Hawke Government

Government Core Strategic Primary Perceptions of Perceptions of
(Party) Interests Geographic | Allies Credible
Scope Threat
Hawke Establishing credible | Indonesia Dislike of Lange Indonesia
(ALP) defence policy and and South Reservations about
managing allies Pacific Reagan
Conclusion

The Hawke Government inheritedpalicy frameworkand domestic economy that were in

disarrayupon election This chapter has shown thatcame to office with a reformist agenda, and it

took the opportunity to reshapiefencepolicy by refocusing it on its regioft did so to establish a

strong record 1w defence with a view to distancing itself fraime Whitlam GovernmentHawke

invested in greater seléliance and sought to reconcile this with ANZW& reorientated Australia

t owar ds

ts region

geographic advantageE.h e Hawk e

wi t h

a

f ocus

on

| ndonesi
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G suppert for ANZWS bas tested by both the Lange

Government and the Reagan Admirdsion, and it achieved a compromise grounded inrsédnce
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that allowed it to manage relations with bdtHocused policy on selfeliance but still needed to align

this with capability and funding. In its next term, Hawkeuld commission a reviewf Aust r al i ad s

defence capabilitieshat wouldchart apathto selfrelianceas showrin the following chapter.
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Introduction

The Hawke Government laid the conceptual framework for a moreesialfit defencepolicy
but had not yet began to implement it. This changel985, with the elevation of Kim Beazley as
Minister for Defence, and higecision tacommission areviewof Atisr al i ads def ence cap
Paul Dibb. This chapter demonstrates tHaibb articulated force structure priorities that gave a
workable definition of seffeliance and a patyay to its implementation. The DibReview sought to
ensure that Australia could defend itself against credible regional threats without recourse to the combat
forces of allies. It did so through a strategy of deanal a set of force structure priorities grounded in
Austr al i adsawkegfacedgppasiidnghwithin the military and among its allies, and later
refined this concept in a subsequent White Paper. In doing so, it establisheglim®sie as a
fundamental principle of Australiatefencepolicy and reinforced its legacya reformist government

The Dibb Review

On 12Februaryl985, the Minister for Defence, Beazley, wrote to the deputy head of the ANU
Strategic and Defence Studies Centre, Paul Ribtlmmissionindiimtopr epar e a report on
defence capabilitiwithin the next twelvenonths Beazley later wate that he appointed Dibbecause
dny departmental secretary told me that were the department to produce a white paper, it would
irrevocably destroy the always tense relationship between the civilianibitady sidesd Dibb recaled
t hat Scholes had directed the Department to unde
it wasunable to do so. He recadlhis first meeting with Beazley as follows:

| get this phone calbrhe Defence Mini®r wants to see yade saidd want you to help us,
Paul. When Scholes was Minister for Defence, he instructed the Department to undertake a
review of Australiabds defence capabWdli ties i

they had producedothing in a yearSo | came backto Kimandhesdidé m appoi nti ng
as my ministerial adviséf.

Beazley recalls the situation in the following terms:

Il didndét want any consultant doing that. | w
cametomeandsatl ook, we candét do it. It would creat
forces and the civilians. sultaptdNovdwhatwegcan ng t o

do is to undertake to give your consultant absolutely all the physical help with an office and
all the information he needs to complete his fask.

The internal divisions that had affected the development of Austiddifmcepolicy were yet
to heal. Hugh White recadthatG t 6 s true to say that he al ways
independently, and he was not unhappy that the Department had failed to produce a report because it
enabled him to do what he always wanted, & get someone from outsideDibb believes that he
was chosen because he had worked in the Department, knew its culture and could bridge these divisions

to deliver outcomes to the Hawke Government. He gedple say that | was given the role because |

! Ball and LeeGeography, Power, Strategy and Defence PoBey
2 Interview with Paul Dibb, 3 June 2019.

3 Interview with Kim Beazley, 8 April 2020.

4 Interview with Hugh White, 12 April 2019.
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had the clearance unlike some oth@ut | think Beazley also wanted it because he knew | could deliver

a compromise. | achieved a compromise | knew was in the direction government wanted for the defence
of Australia and increased, not total, selfiance® Dibb was seen as impartial and herms of
reference were tdundertake a review of the content and priorities of defence forward planning in the
light of the strategic policy and financial planniggjdanceendorsed by the Governmehtie wasalso
instrucedto Gadvise on present and future force capabibitesldhat advice should indicate priorities

for changes to particular defence force elements within various timefédBesa z | ey 6s | ast d
to Dibbwas toadvise on whether strategic guidamwes be made momxplicitly for the purposes of

future defence forward plannir@Dibb was not permitted to review the basis of Australian defence
policy but rather develop set of clear priorities through which toplement selirelianceasendorsed

by the Hawke Government

Beazley eme to office with a vision for reformindefencepolicy. As Peter Fitd&imons notes,
Beazleylong sought to put seteliance into practice andgeorganise the ADRccordingly Hawke
acknowledged that he replaced Scholes with Bedmeguse of hi§ nt el | ect ual capacit
ways [and] experiend@Be az | ey 6s vi ews f iarealisfioothamustraliaveould r o u n d
be potentially vulnerableand unable to rely on allies, and would neebagreparetb defend itself in
certain contingenciedn an interviewwith FitzSimons Beazley stated thafjou realised there was
actually neone to beforwarddwith anymore | think this was appreciated at an intellectual level in
Australia from the midl970s onwards, but it was yet to hit, to have an effect on the way things were
organised® The reason fothis, in his view, was thatAustralia had developed such a sense of
dependency that it could not feel confident about its own capacitgfemditself in a way that gave
independence to its foreign polidy.He further articulated the neééor greaterself-reliance in terms
of national identity, stating thaat the end of the day the people that you can most rely upon happen to
be yourselves é i f your @loi ammde htalven tyhau dceméte I|o:
natonandmaywp you dono6t haved’Barwdlviadd Itihygt aGweaevehadd r
reliance. Yes, we had mentioned in it 1976 but there was no force structure priodonded . We di dné
know what we need8ahzley kndw tihi tiie fodationsnoégesaterself-reliance

had been laithut that more work needed to be done to implement it on a practical level.

Dibb wasinstructed to develothe basis for @efencepolicy that wouldalign capabiliy with
funding support for ANZUS and a greategree okelfr el i ance wi t hi.Norebuerst r al i a

Dibbhad to contend with budgetary const pramampmt s and

5 Interview with Paul Dibb, 3 June 2019.

5Kim Beazley, ®dReavdewheofferAailstCapabil itiesd, 12 February
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allies, the United States and New ZealaFttht was in addibn to existing partisan political differences
onthe conceptual basis for Australidafence policyand budgetary pressur&ibb was faced with a

challengen developing a credible path to sedfiance in the face of several concurrent presstires

Despite theséssues Dibb worked with a small group, including Colonel Bill Crews, Martin
Brady and Richard BrabiSmithto develop a draft of the revidiar internal consideratiorOn 24 July
1985, Dibb met withCOSCto review preliminary draftef his paper.Dibb acknowledgedhat &¢he
system had so far been unable to formulate agreed concepts and arrive at a rational basis for force
structured® Previous governments haglipported greateself-reliance in official policy but had not
developeda force stucture that would put it into practice. Instead of focusing on credible threats in
Au st rradion, & Was still structured faxpeditionary operations in allied coalitiomdibb later
recaledthat in previous years, lattended meetings in which lgrvery generic and indicative force
structure principles could be agreed upon: no consensus was reached on specific priorities for particular
force structure elemen He attributed this tainstitutional resistance to charfggnd said thatthe
core force concept had failed to provide a system of priofitiés.determining capability priorities,
COSC minutesiote thatd©ibb emphasised the realistic constraints which influence force structure
planningand agreed thahbout3 percent of GDP would be allocatedDefence, unless there was
serious deterioration in our strategic circumstai@eBy this stageDibb had set theonceptual basis

for the review andts financial boundariewith a view toimplementingself-reliance.

The Committee considered deficiencies policy and force structure, particularly the
difficulties that Defence had faced in implementing greatesrséiince. Dibb highlightedifferences
between military planninigp Service headquarteasid ONA assessnents, on the one hand, and strategic
guidance on the othede notedthat Gince the fall of Vietnam and the development of a more self
reliant stance, change had been siB\ibb further argued thahot much seemed to have changed
since the 197®efence White Paper and certain deficiencies stood out for low level contingéncies

namely mine countermeasures, tactical mobility for the Army and close air soffpdg. then

14 This was recognised by Frank Cranston, a columnist witCémerra Times n t he f ol l owing ter ms:
in view of the position which h atermsherefezehoe weredbeirngvtheashedA NZ U S
out, to see a situation in which the Government will be able to save money and at the same time sound credible on
defence. |t is much more |ikely, gi ven eventhafrlessDi bbds
expenditure might be recommended in the light of the public perception that ANZUS is longer as valid as it was and

t hat the Governmentédés bland reassurances about nati ona

TasmanFrark SEeanston, O6lnvestigator May Well Fi ndheMor e Mo
Canberra Timesl4 February 1985, NAA: A9737, 1991.70475.
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explained that héhad encountered widespread resistance in the Servides toncept of prolonged
warning time for hi gher l evel contingencies, an
relevant to Australiads unique st r&andoiggso, heei r cum
acknowledged that the implementatiinselfreliance had been held back by economic factors, a lack

of political will and major disagreements within Defen@gbb also took issue with some of the
fundamental conceptspousedby the militaryestablishment, and ifgerceived reluctance to agk to
changesimliust r al i ads envi r on me medefine Austsatiaslefehcepoldyiby b s ou g
developing a force structure that would give effect tathecept of selfelianceagainst credible threats

i n Aust r anitiod @courge g icombat forces of allies

The Service Chiefdiad reservations about some Dfi b lviéws. The Chairman of the
Committee and CDF, General Phillip Bennett acknowledged that there were deficiencies in force
capabilities. However, hargued that this was due to external factbes were beyond the control of
the military. Bennettacknowledjedthat &his was not to say that requirements were not recognised,
rather that existing priorities have severely restricted the availability of fifitlsere is some merit to
Bennettds argument as t h@Pefescea\WhitePap fo76fordopver-levell i t i e s
contingencies were either delayed or not proctireeh 1978due to changes in fiscal prioritieBhe
CGS, LieutenantGeneral Peter Gratiomlsot ook | ssue with Dibbobés commer
saying that the Army was not unduhfluenced by NATO planning and that since the 198@sl been
on its own patl@® Neverthelessgrchival sources indicate that other Services, particularly the Air Force,

were significantly more involvethan Armyin the development of seféliance in previous years.

The Committee then examined the philosophica
indicated that he was not satisfied with the concept of deteregyaiast regional powees argued in
strategic guidancendinsteadput forward the idea d@fleniabas an alternative construct. Bennett asked
Dibb to elaborateandDibb put forward the following definition:
This defence strategy focused on the geographical features of ategstrenvironment. It
seels to deny any enemy successful military operations in the sea and air gap surrounding

Australia, and prevent any successful military operations on Australian soil. The enemy would
be presented with a layered defence which aimetkhy him freedom of movemetit.

Dibb argued that the ADF needito beorganisediround fourprinciplesthat wouldprovide the
force structure priorities lackirtg that point The first was thafAustralia should have high quality and
comprehensive intelligence about military developments in our neighboudiddtk purpose of this
was to ensure thathe possibility of a surprise attack would be denied an er@®gcondthatthe

ADF dnust have the capability to destroy enemy foindgbe sea and air gdprhis would have force
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structureimplicationsas it meant thamaritime forces would be given prioriti bb és t hi rd pr i
was that&loser to our shores, defensive capabilities are required to prevent any successful military
operations on our territor§’ Lastly, Dibb argued thatif a landing on Australian soil were to occur,

we need ground forces capable of denying the enemy our population centres, infir@stanck

important installation®which in turnwould Gequire higlly mobile Australian forces to prevent any

widening of the conflict® Dibb envisaged a layered approach whereby maritime and air toales

priority in denying an enemy access to Australian territory, with land forces denying access inland
should a hode landing occurThere was little discussion aflies and it was assumed that Australia

would be unable to rely on their combat forces and wogleld to benoreself-reliant in defence.

At around the same timé&oreign Affairs contacted Dibb to provide him with their view of
Austral i ads sincluding therole of glianceocomntitneaioreign Affairsprovided
him with copies of Cabinetubmissions on th&NZUS reviewfrom 24 May 1983 and 13 Septber
1983 It also providedsubmissiongrom deliberations on relations with New Zealand and th&ed
Statesfrom 21 March 198&s well as a copy of its submission to the Joint Committee on For&ajrsA
and Defence. Foreign Affaimmphasised the impance of contributing to regional stability, and the
procurement of capabilities with natefence purposes, such é&mergency aid deleries and
evacuation operations s it did during deliberations on Aust
the Frase Government? It closed by statingas a general proviso, however, our posture and policy
must be to avoid reliance on, or even accepting, the path of military adven{imeign Affairs had
in mind a broader pur po sdastobddnrcontrastdo marB aclivist fidues c e s |
in Defence As in previous years, it was sceptical of a focus on expeditionary operations within larger

coalitions and instead more inclined to support greaterselfi i ance i n Australiabds

On 25 July, the Secretary of Defence, William Cole, wrote to Dibbegithments ceauthored
with Deputy Secretary, Alan Wriglefgoth Cole and Wrigleyagreed that Defence struggled to align
capability with funding and strategy and attributed this to organisational issues within the Defence
establishmentCole argued thaimany of the shortfalls you have noted between theory and application
of planning gidance are faults, not so much of the guidance per se, but of the institutional processes
within Defence®! He further elaborated th&d e s p i t Refencd @rgadisation ofthemid9 70 s €
the Services have managed to preserve independemt flenelopmet planning staff€? Their
argument has merit as the concept of-sgdlince had been articulated in policy but was held back by
competing service prioritie€oleand Wrigleythenarguedthatéhe result is that there are perhaps five

separateentred f di rection é each dedi cat @&dhistolseratio® pur s
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struck Dibb, who wrote in the margidseed to raise this in the revié#.The Hawke Government had
started to remediate this issue by giving the CDF greater @ytbot would later undertake further

reform, at the urging oé later CDF,Generallohn Bakerto turn the ADF into a joinforce.

Cole therexaminedhe definition of seHreliance in the Dibb Reviewis correspondence with
Dibb indicateghat Cole had reservations about the utility and meanirsgléfeliancein declaratory
policy. This is evident as he posed a series of rhetorical questions on the scopeebfisel, such as
ds it combatindependencesupportindependencer what?® Cole then raised concerns about the
financial implicatiors of a shift to greater setkeliance as envisaged by Beazley and Ditdinoted that
dur industrial seksufficiency is presently very low, and the cost of lifting it even modestly would be
enomous. What is the basis of thiealancéé t h at mu £t Colbsahersstiggasteckitat Dibb
consider a narrower view of seakliance in stating thakexperience has shown that it can be a costly
banner to wave, and analysis has supportedaitse only in quite particular applicatiod$.Indeed,
Cole later warned Dibb that he should be careful about making assumptions about the financial aspects
of his review agfunds are nofpromise@beyond the Budget yed In putting this view forwardCole
echoed the concerns of Scholes to Hayideheir draft letter to Schulin 1983, and suggested that the
concept of selfeliance needed to be better defined in Australiefiencepolicy. Self-reliance was still

poorly understood at the highestdésyand would need to be clarified.

Cole then questioned the strategy that Dibb was seeking to develop. It appears that Cole was
not convinced about the ut iGkhetheyastmtegp€an dntdhauldr ev i e v
be evolved for the defer of Australia®® He justifed his position by arguing thdit has long seemed
to the Department that in Australiabds circumst a
leveld®Coleargued thatyi ven t her e i s nthe Demntner pas falred, anchr e a't
successive governments have endorsed, the core force concept. This does not purport to be a strategy
but simply a disciplined framework for establishing force development priciiti€so | e ds vi ew w
flawed as it assumetiat Hawke was working within the confines of seliance as defined by Fraser
rather than expaimly that conceptDibb made this clear to Cole in statitftat@he Government has a
different view: seHreliancé&*?> and reiterated that the core force cept did not allow for the
prioritisation of capabilitiesParts of the Defence establishment still clung to outdated conceptions of

Australiads priorities, and it is wunsurprising t
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Lastly, Cole offeed adviceosMu st r al i abs foreign relations in
letter, Cole discussed the role of PNG, Indonesia and ANHdSvas concernedthatDibls f ocus on
contingencies in PNG wer&oo easily beginning to drive foradevelopment without an adequate
exposure of their wider implicatiod®He bui |t on this by casting dout
strategic partnerships in the region. More specifically, he arguedhbatiscussion of FPDA seems to
me to lack appciation of the political element which entirely drives cole 3 In that respect, he
echoed the ambivalent attitude towards regional agreements that Killen had put to Cabinet in August
1980.Cole also felt that Dibb was too equivocal on ANZ$8nilar to Pritchetthe had reservations
about the assumptiahat the United States would not alwgysvide military assistance #ustralia
in lower-level contingenciesand that it, therefore, needadorce structuréhat would enable it to be
more seHreliant in defencé® The Defence establishment felt that Dibasasserting selfeliance too
stronglyin the same way that it felayden did in his speean ANZUSin 1983 Largesections of
Defencefelt thathis review needed to considierole of the United Stéesin a more positive light as
an enabler of Australian security rather than a power that miglseiin some contingencies.

Cole wrote to Dibb again on®ctoberto outline his views on a draft of the review paptis
feedback was positive and noted thahitcords very closely with departmental views and reflects an
approach which has much in common with Government endorsed strategic gdiéialoveever, he
suggested that Dibb clarify which contingencies were to take priority in force structure planning. Cole
felt t hat Di bbds pri or éydur teeatmem ofroperativmat aspgotstseemd e a r
capable of being interpreted to mean that the regeintsnofhigherlevel contingencies should take
priority.8” He then argued thddwer-level contingencies needed to be given higher priority because
Australia would have ghificantly less warning time

When referring to the priority to be accorded longer term possibilities as against the

requirements of more credible lesser situations, there appears to be an important omission as to

why weight should be given to lesser contingenci@s.course,this is kecause lesser

contingencies could emerge with less warning time. That is, it is the time in which they could
emerge which is the factor of importaricthat they would be lesser also reflects redfity.

This was éreakthrougtas it highlighted the impont&e of strategic warning time as a factor
t hat could determine Australiads strategic pl a
contingencies be given equal weighting, and the Hawke Government had clearly sought to reorientate
Australiandefencepolicy towards credible threats in its region. Cole had given Dibb a conceptual

justification for better ar t-ebantlpastureHe thenAduilton r al i a ¢

this to suggest that Australia did not need to choose betweetustrgehe ADF for either lower or
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higherlevel contingenciesinstead,Cole argued that it needed to achieve both and could do so by
developingts force structur@around warning time as follows:
| dondt believe that t hessloulchbe stsuaured fordower srs u e 0
higher levels of conflict. We need in the core force both a capability to respond with limited
warning to credible contingencies and an expansion base for hiyleécontingencied\either
is primaryi we need both. & given that credible contingencies could arise with limited

warning, any deficiencies in our force structure or our organisation to respond to credible
contingencies should command attention ridw.

Having outlined the concept of force expansion for higbeel contingencies, Cole then
di scussed Austral i a0 sColekadg@mcams about lecugneentin@igigeel r e me n t
contingencies. He suggested that the ADF needed to better manage its reserves because it could have
difficulty in recruiting specialist personnel in higHevel contingencies & is not clear that many of
those in the Reserves would be needed to carry out essential services in support of an expanded war
effort.#° He then concluded thaivhether we should introdacgreater selectivity in recruitment is a
guestion that needs addressitig/Vhile Cole and Dibb agreed on the concept of force expaasitine
basis for the development of a force structurénigherlevel contingencies, they had not resolved how
this could be implementedievertheless, this was a milestone as Defence had developed a conceptual

basis for responding to various levels of contingencies in aedight manner.

The CGS, LieutenasBe ner al Gration offered hieondi ews f
October. Unsurprisingly, Gration disagreed with Dibb and Cole on their proposals on force expansion
for higherlevel contingencies. He argued tfatrces structured specifically for lel@vel contingencies
would not be capable of fighting at highkevels without major redevelopmeitt Gration then
guestioned their support for reserves, statingdlatrves have inherent limitations due to their limited
training & Instead, he argued that it would be better to structure the ADF for méelehconflict as
this would allow it to respond more effectively to shorter warning time contingencies, and more serious
strategic threat$? Gration also wrote thatiCOSC considers that standardisation, or at least
interoperability, with major allies isef greater importance than stated in the p&feArmy had
concerns about Beavd dortisgencies and forceenpansiondice more serious threats
with a greater focus on alliance commitments. It nevertheléssed feedback on how it could

contribute togreaterself-relianceas envisaged by the Hawke Government

At around the same timéhe CNS,Vice Admiral Michael Hudson wrote to Beazley with

Navyo6s Hudsoa was.supportive of the emphasis on maritime capahiliticulating &¢he
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maritime environment in terms of controlling the strategic situation and influencing the @diohis

Vi ew, Di bbds e mpehtatslf tsinvastmengirswigce combatasivith dmulti-role
capabilities, national se#ufficiency, and flexibility &’ He suggested that the Hawke Government
procurenew surface combatants in whig¢he ability to carry a helicopter is essenélThesewould

be developed irustralia, alongsidsubmarine to replace the existing Oberon Claldsidson argued

that a new destroyer could undertake both lelereel andhigherlevel tasks and was ideal for the
defence of the seair gap because no other platforms could undertakesay tasks as effectively. In
contrast to Army wunder Grationds | eadership, Nav
the deni al on Aust r Hhad shied awaydron dxmeditionarg ppprations toh e s .
regional concerns, and thgaw the Dibb Review as an opportunity to contribute more constructively

to the development @ more selreliantdefencepolicy.

On 20 December, Bawrtt wrote to Dibb to offer a senior leaderspgrspectiveHe noted that
COSCdas studied youwork and supports it subject to several major exceptidish e mi | i t ar y «
biggest objection was the notion that the ADF should maintain a permanent presence in Northern
Australia.l n Di bbds vi ew, pemmanentyieployeadieretheralise tiivouldibetter
enable it to deteand defeatnemies in the segir gap.Bennett acknowledged the importance of that
region butpushed back on permanent deployment, instead suggtsttidamiliarity with likely areas
of operations and the testing of deybility can be better achieved through exercising in the north of
Australigd rather than permanent basiiig.he military did not sedasing in Northern Australia as
important todefence planningNevertheless, Dibb was undaunteds t he mi lidndaadd y 6 s ot

pressedhead with this recommendation, seeing it as critical to the implementation-lisel€e.

In another letteto Dibb, Bennett of fered further comment 0
in the proposed strategy of denidlle notedthat COC agr eed wi t h @helprimarg ar gun
responsibility of ground forces is to prepare to counter the potential threat of military forces; and that
low-level contingencies are not the only matters that should shape our force stii¢ioveever, he
expressed concern that Army would be relegated to a lesser role than the other Servidessand Di b b & s
reviewdhooses quite a lovevel of threat as a benchmark against which to develop addiBennett
was of the view that this was ngiopriate and thathe ADF must be structured to provide a response
to any credible level of threat in the short as well as longerd&rys. with Gration, Bennettas of the
view that Army took precedence and that it should still be structured foerhigtensity combat

operations alongside allies rather than-sglitncen Austr al i a6és regi on.
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Bennett then turned his attention to the ci¢
approaches as articulated in tiraft review papemDibb had initialy ar gued t hat t he AD
intercept and control hostile air forcés proportional to the level of conflitand that it would be
targeted towards highéevel contingencies. Bennett argued that this view @mas accepted and is
operationally usoundd Instead, he suggested tifaven in low levels of conflict, an effective, albeit
limited, capacity to detect and intercept intruders throughout Australia musb &kiist.suggestion
would influence th®ibb Review as it argukfor an air defence system that would meet both levels of
conflict rather than judtigherlevel contingencies as initially argued by Dibb.

I n January 1986, Cole offered his thoughts o
agreed wigagvh dfi bAusst rval i a éHe stated thad &greé vith tiie ppority tioat 1 t i e s
you accord the Ovethe-Horizon Radabbut cautioned that he was unable to make recommendations
on the number of radars until Defence had complete its studies ottimokegy®* He also questioned
Di bb6s views on Australiads f udnutmearafsnovbstaads,itne c a
would not provide strong support for six new submaidesl thatyou might also want to consider
whether options for bagy other than in Western Australia merit discus€f®iibb was receptive to
this view, nding thatbve need t o say mored on Australiads fu
options®® Clearly, the emphasis on maritime strike capabditya fundamntal aspect of seleliance

was not yet fully developed in the Dibb Review and reglfether articulation.

Bennett wrote to Dibb to express reservations about the review within the mimstated
thaté&here are a number of important aredeere it is evident that military knowledge and experience
have not been given due weight; if they had, your conclusions would have been diffd8ennett
urged Dibb to refrain from offering directiamthe size of the fleet pendimamgoingstudies. & argued
that@nly when these studies are complete can there be a proper determination of the type and number
of vessels needed to meet our surface n&éds. that endCOSC argued for a second afloat support
ship on the basis that this would suppoth i 6 s v i twa-oceamdvyo He algo urged Dibb not to
make recommendations on the OttleeHorizon Radar pending similar studies, and that other systems
could potentially provide visibility over the esea gap?’Bennet t 6 s ar gumeport f or t
ships was justified as Navgokona more active role in the AsRacificfrom the late 19804However,
his opposition to Dibb on other points indicates that the military still did not fulbt its civilian

counterparts andsemphssisorcsel@diancec a | of Dibbd

Dibb considered these argumeatwd, on 24 March, presented his review to Beadlbg.final

classified versiorargued that Australia needed to havémare selfreliant and independent combat
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capability for conflict with neighbouring powers that could occur in the shorterd&ifhis was
consistent with strategic guidanaad policysince the midl970s but went further because it would
&onsider the implications of these contingencies for our force strudbdriais is whereDibb made a
significant contribution to the development of s@fiance: his review went beyond putting forward a

intellectual framework for the concept to proposing a force stridtat would put it into practicd.he

starting point for determining Australiabs forc

which it would prepare. It built upon previoassessments to determine that global nucleamwas
dmost unlikey6 and wasnot an appropriate basis for planniignstead,Dibb argued thafustralia
could mitigate this riskhroughcooperation witlthe United States ithe joint facilities at Pine Gap and
Nurrungar. Dibbwas ambivalent about committing forces expeditionary operations, notirtat

avhether, and in what ways, we might assist the United States beyond our neighbourhood could only

be judged at the tim&? He argued thafno requirement is foreseen for gremmitting our limited
forces to ANZUScontingency planning for global wée Dibb felt that global conflict wagpurely
speculativé andwas not a credible basis for planninp doing so, Dibb explicitly repudiated the
arguments of both Bennett and Gration and argued that Defence shoulal iiose independent path.

Il nstead, Di bb held that the | ikelihood of
theassumptiorthat Australia would have sufficient warning time. The basis for this was that Australia
was isolated from major thatsby virtue of its geographyAs Dibb put it,bve have no land borders
with any other state, and nowhere do our military forces face the forces of anothedpdWisrwas
reinforcedby the fact that regional states did not haveldléstical capabilities required to mount an
invasion.Consequently, Dibldiscounted the likelihood of Indonesia turning into an existential threat
to Australia in the following terms:

Our most important neighbour, Indonesia, has neither the motive nor the capabiligaterth
Australia with substntial military assault. It hasvery reason to be more concerned with
internal stability and potential threats from its north, and to view Australia as an unlikely source

of unprovoked threat to the south. Were thatidudes to change, it would take time for any
disputes to develop into major military confrontatién.

Indonesia did not possess the capabildiesously threateAustralia and, at most, could only
pose dow-level threat in the futurelt was in thiscontext thaDibb soughtto develop a strategy that
preparedor crediblelower-level contingencies while still retaining a force structure that could deal
with more significantthough less likelythreats. He argued that the core force concept progidsdful

basis for expansiehase planning but needed to be bdiftore deliberately on our geographical
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circumstances, credible levels of conflict and what we need to défehal that end, Dibb proposed

the strategy of denias a solution. He defidghe concept in the following terms:
A strategy of denial would be essentially a defensive policy. The distant projection of military
power would have a low priority. Rather, the strategy would seek to deny any putative enemy
successful military operations the sea and air gap surrounding Australia, and to prevent any
successful landing on Australian sdib the extent that lesser enemy forces might land, it would

aim to protect our vital population settlements and infrastructure and deny the enemy any
prolonged operations on our territofy.

Dibb chose the strategy of denial because itmaxasa st r al i ads strategic
imposing a significant challenge on a potential adversary. He argueit téiws our geography to
impose londines of communication on an adversary and forces him to consider the ultimate prospect
of fighting on unfamiliar and generally inhospitable ter@fMoreover, it allowed Australia to use its
Guperior technological assénd ourésecure home base tine south of the contined® In short,an
enemy would have to fight on difficult terrain while Australian forces could attack with more
sophisticated assets from safer, and better supported bhasewas a watershed in Australian defence
policy becauset established a conceptual framework around which greateretieiice could be
implementedhrough subsequent force structure planning

The strategy of denialould be implemented through the concept of layered defence. Under
this concept, an enemy widube denied access to Australian territory through a seriésteflocking
barriers&® First, Defencerequirel dextremely high quality and comprehensive intelligence about
military developments in our neighbourh@Stlandthe seeair gap. SecondAu st r al i aés ai r
forces must have the capacity to destroy enemy forces in the sea and @& Tdgol, defensive
measures would be requiréth prevent enemy military operations in our focal areas or shipping
lanes@® Lastly, 6f a landing on Australiasoil [occurred], we would need ground forces capable of
denying the enemy our vital population centres and military infrastru@turearticulating these four
priorities, Dibb put forward a strategy around whigefencecould develop its force structuréhe
Dibb Reviewgave precedence to air and naval assets, relegating the Army to a lesser and more

defensive rolén implementing greater setéliance

Effective intelligence and surveillangadatformswere given por i ty i n Di bbds
acquisition plan. The reason for thissthat Defencehad adequirement to master the vast distances

involved in the defence of Austrafigiven thatit did not have the monetary and human resources
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needed to guardA u s t r adrthem dapproaches at all tim&Di bb o s sol ution t o
&@omprehensive broaarea surveillandeto be met through an owne-horizon radar system, in
conjunction with surveillance aircraft. That would allowDefenceto d&etect, identify and track
potentially hostile forces within the aréa of d
nautical miles from our coastlir®’ The capabilities envisaged by Dibb would give Australia the

coverage needed to be more gelfant andenabledDefenceto useits resources to maximum effect

It followed thatthe Dibb Review emphasisattike andinterdiction capabilitiesasnecessary
to attack enemy forces in the s@iagap. Maritime forces would be usedamer-level contingencies
but air powerwould be used in highdevel contingencies. Dibb held th@priority military targets
would likely ke at distances out to about 1,000 nautical miles from northern Augttatiaaddition to
strike aircraft, Dibb envisaged a modest force of about six submarines operating from both coasts on
the basis thatthivoul d be a maj or i uséodf suiface agsets againstaat aln e my
levels of contingenc@® Dibb felt that the acquisition of strike capabilities wobtlgivenpriority in a
higher level contingency? and that maritime strike would take precedenserdand strike
capabilites® These capabilities would allo@efencet o att ack at an enemyods
position of strength and so enable Australia to deferadriigegidnterests with a greatediegree of self
relianceHe bui It on Col eds feedback from December 19
the acquisition of new submarmend thadecision to base the Naay both coastd hat would enable

the Navy to address emerging maniéi threats more quickly, and on a more-sglifint basis.

The air defence of northern Australia was gieemphasisn the Dibb Review. Itecommended
investment in air defence on the basis #rmenemy force could attempt to attack vulnerable targets,
including fuel, weapons storage areas and command facéitiaf levels of potential confliét In
Di bbd6s view, Australia needed only two active fi
the development afORNwould give it ample time to respomalincursions by hostile air forc€sHe
argued, however, that thandevelopedirfield at Tindallneeded tde more fully developed into an
active base so as to better defend Darwirdoing so, he factoredin Benheb s ear | i er ar gu
Australia needed an air defence system capable of responding to both levels of contingencies, not just
higherlevelthreats a Dibb had initially envisaged. The Air Force was in the processgrotiucingits

new F/A18 fighter aicraftintoserviceand t hus Di bbés views on air def
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on capability acquisition unlike the other servicBse Air Force had been longstanding supporters of

selfreliance, and, for the most part, were quick to endorse thimdis of the Dibb Review.

The role of the Army in the ADF&6s force str u
Review.He argued that the most likely form of enemy ground action would bddeel raidsrather
than invasiof* and that the Armyeededbe structurecccordingly®® Both Tindall and Darwin were
identified as locations to be defended against incursions and kgtileast a battalion and a brigade,
respectively’® Dibb argued that the Army needito confront anrivading force at their landing site
before they could reach their objectiVé&iven thatDefencewould not be able tdefendthe entirety
of northern Australia, its land forces would need to be sufficiently mobile to move quickly to intercept
its enemiesThus, Dibb held that a battalion would need to be able to deploy within a range of 200
kilometres® He thusrecommendednvestment inlight infantry supported by helicopters atight
armoured vehicles in a move away from the heavily armdiaree of previous decade® The Army
reluctantlyhad tocontend with a conceptual shift away from expeditionary operations with allies abroad
to a supporting role in whichvtorked withthe otherServices in the selfeliant defence of Australia.

The DibbRevi ew i ncluded a plan to fund its restr
forward an FYDP for 1986 to 1991 on the assumption that annual expenditure would increase by 3.75
percent® Dibb factored in the possibility théhis could be reducetb 3.1 percent, anke developed
funding plars for both scenario$™ The most expensive proposal@re the construction of eight
frigates at $2 billion, investment in JORN at $210 milli§hand 36 tactical helicopters at $810
million.% This would be offset by deferring upgrades to tHELES, decreasing the patrol boat fleet by
five, and reducing destroyer acquisition by three, which would save, $249 million, $100 million, and
$1.9 billion, respectively?* The Dibb Reviewunded most oits acquisition program but assadthat
expenditure would continue to increase with inflatibhis ultimately prove to beincorrectandwould
necessitee bud g e t cut s fissal aRdussategiadutioek &lsangadthe early 1990s with

detrimenthconsequences for the implementation of-selifance.

The parliamentary opposition was critical, and this can be seen in an exchange of
correspondence in which lan Sinclair sought the views of Arthur Tange. Sinclair told Tange that the

Dibb Report limitel Australi ads abil ity t%Tangersspoadediwithiam di st
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opinion piece inThe Agethat was largely positive in its assessméhiblicly, Tange offered the

following assessment:

The DibbReport is a great achievement for both the Minister and the author. If the aftermath is
handled sensibly by all it affects, it will be the catalyst for needed change and for common
purpose in defence preparations that was hoped for when Dibb was comatssio

Again, Dibb has developed, in his lucid exposition, a trend going back to 1976, and a good deal
earlier among advisers as Mr Beazley has pointe’out.

In his private correspondence with Sinclair, Tange expanded on these sentiments in
considerabledea i | . Responding to Sinclairdés criticism

| believe we should abandon any notion of operations inffgslaces being a significant driver
in the force structure.

Dibb accepts and repeats so much written in my tiraelthave to accept it.

| firmly hold that we should respond to such requests as directly serve a material Australian
interest or cost us nothing significaihus,there is a need to limit the kind (and destination)
of military help that we should hold our force structure if not otherwise justifi€d.

Contrary to Sinclairés expectation, Tange aff
andhis reportwas the culmination of earlier efforts to respond to geopolitical change in the rdgion.
also noted that Dibb rightly articulated force structure priorities around geographic boundaries and a
defined budget. In stating that, Tange made put the Dibb Review into its proper context. He clarified
t hat Di bbés wor k was sraview wastihedighepairt of & pratessmo dewelop t h a't
a means of implementing sekliance through a set of force structure priorities that no one had managed

to articulate in a coherent and systematic way prior to thel8g@s.

In view of thesechanges toAustralian defencepolicy, the Hawke Governmennvited
Secretary of Defense, Caspar Weinberger, to visit AustfdNseinberger accepted the invitation, and
agreed to visit from 9 to 12 Aprll984 to discuss recent developmentAiMN Z US, Austr al i ads
the South Pacifiand emergingregional issuesOther issues were to includee Strategic Defense
Initiative andArms Controlnegotiationsbetween the two superpowéfdWe i nber ger 6 s vi si
cover the range of issues encompassed in the Dibb WRemel seek to reassure theagan
AdministrationofAust r al i ads c¢commi t me ngrounded in@elfeliantewshin def en

ANZUS, and aléy concerns that Australia was seeking to follow a path simildratoofNew Zealand.

On 10 April, Weinberger met witthe Minister for Defence, Beazley, to discuss bilateral
security issueslheir discussion focused on regional thréathe broader context of Cold War rivgalr
particularly the r ol e .Wénbérdersaidit@iSeSovienUnidnuwagalsa | i a 6 s
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fully aware of the importance of the Pacific. Their developrméftam Ranh Bay was, in part, intended

to draw wavering countries to their side and to convey the impression that they were the strongest power

in the regiond'°Beazleyconcurredwith Weinbergey saying thatthe Soviet presence at Cam Rahn

Bay was not acessarily a military threat to the region but rather that its primary significance lay in
assisting the Soviet Union make political gait$He then asserted thdhe Soviet Union could use

its economic relations tits advantage with small Pacific cawies, gaining local influence by
acknowledging national dignity and sovereignty in bilateral trading arrange&nBespite its
emphasisonself el i ance against mi ddl e powers in Austra
recognised the need to workth the United States in limiting the growth of Sovilefluence in the

Asia-Pacific, and sought to balance its alliance commitments with its emphasis on greadiasei.

Beazley then discussed the role of the Dibb Review in shaping Austdaliarce policy to
better respond temergingregional threatsWhite recaléd that the Reagan Administrati@eaw the
Dibb Review as having a distinctly isolationist strand fpaitd that Beazley took great care in
explaining that it was consistent with American expectations under the Guam D¥étinaround
this time, Prime Minister and CabingttonglyurgedDefenceto &onfirm that implementation of the
Dibb Reviewwillbewi t hout prejudice to the alliance with
defence commitments such as the Five Power Defence Arrangeitintalso advised Defenaéo
head off any attempt by th&lew Zealand Government to misrepresent the Dibbi Rew 6 s
recommendations on strengthening defence links with New Zealand as implying support for New
Zealand in its current dispute with the United States on ship &iS5idhi t e expl ai ned Be
engagement with his American counterparts, irfeéHewing terms:
They went through a period of thinking that the Dibb Reaedthe idea of seffeliance within
the framework of alliances was not going to work for them, and they would demand more of
us. But we put a lot of work into talking to themdaon the wording. We were very self
conscious to say that we were not a-atigned country, and that the expansion of Soviet
influence at the expense of the United State
very clear statement about our williness to use the forces that we have designed for the

defence of Australia to support the United States in pursuit of our intefestishelped the
Americans come arourié®

In line with advicefrom the bureaucracy and his advis@eazley advised Weinkger that the

Dibb Reviewwas not isolationist but rather wowddpportANZUS by giving Australia the capabilities
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needed to resportd threats to American interests in the context of the Cold*War putting forward
this view, Beazley stressed that seliance strengthened ANZUS and was not isolatioBigt.a z | ey 6 s

conversation with Weinberger is importas seen in the following extract

Mr. Beazley emphasise hat i n examining options for rest
the Government was imo way considering é-ortress Australidapproach. The Dibb Report

envisaged a large area in our region in which Australia should be capable of acting militarily
decisively on its own. In the wider region, which included most of Southeast Asia, the Dibb
Report suggested that Australia should look to solve problems in conjunction with allies and
friends but envisaged some Australian military involvement.

Mr. Beazley said force structure development plans envisaged an increase in surface
combatants to abods-16 vessels, more mobility for the Army across large distances and an

Air Force capable of operating at long distance from northern Australian bases. Mr. Beazley
said Australiabs sovereignty demandedot hat A
support our diplomatic role in the region. It was important that countries in Southeast Asia and

the South Pacific recognised that Australia took defence seriouslBddrley said that the

notion of Gortress Australidgrew out of a reaction to Australian involvement in Vietnam. It

was not recommended by the Dibb Report nor contemplated by Goveriitnent.

Wei nberger responded pos.iHesawatlasycontributing®éhe | ey 6 s
bilateral relationshigndhis remarks are recorded as follows:

Mr. Weinberger said he found Mr. Beazleyodos r

fortress left was &ortress worldd It was now not possible to keep conflict localised or to

designate an area that could be ignored as safe. Soviet capabilities for power projection meant

that no region could be immune. Mr. Weinberger said that was why the Western alliances were

so importat. Countries had interlocking capabilities. The outer area of the Dibb Report

interlocked with other countries in Asia and the Pacific. It was no longer possible to act on a

nationby-nation basis. Mutual response supported deterrence of the Sovietudtilabetter
way of keeping the peace could be fodiid.

Weinbergetthenmet with Hayden, to discuss issues of mutual concern in the régichmval
recordsindicate that Hayden took the opportunity to explain why the Hawke Government had shifted
its defencepolicy awayfrom expeditionary operations in distant theatmgardsgreater selfeliance
i n Au sregion. Hé said that the ALP traditionally focused on greaterralgince in the Asia
Pacific for reasons of ideology but hiaglanced this wih support for the United Statdsaydensought
to distance the Hawke Government from the SDI but wanted the United States to maintain the substance
of ANZUS, even without the participation of New ZealaHe also urged the United States to issue a
public statement to that effe¢laydenarticulated thisargumenin the following terms:

There were philosophical differences between the administrations in Washington and in

Canberra. Australia had a democratic socialist government which meant that it had certain

beliefs and convictions which creatéthperatives and commitments relating to military

strategiesThe US administration, by comparison, was conservative in its approach. Australia

had respect for the global role of the USA. It recognised that the Americans had to view
international issues ambroad canvas whereas Australia had its focus on regional aspects. The
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ALP government had, therefore, adjusted its thinking to accommodate differences in
philosophy and aspedtdayden] believed that it had done a good job in this respect, and in
bringing the Australian public behind it and in winning the argument against neutfality.

Later that day, Weinberger met withth Prime Minister Hawkeand HaydenThe main issue
di scussed at this meeting was AusitedrStates amdNew posi t
Zealand The record of conversation noted tiddie Prime Minister said that if the US reviewed its
security relationship with NZ, the Australian Government would strongly favour leaving the legal
framework of the treaty intact and wdukeek an exchange of letters to reaffirm Austidita
commitments under the trealy/! Weinberger reassured Hawke that dé not expect the US to
formally revoke ANZUS should it decide to terminate its security commitmentswcZbaland A de-
facto bilateral treaty with Australia was now in pla@&. While the Hawke Government supported
ANZUS, it disagreed on issues such as the $lalkden suggested that Australia did not support the
SDI but would not restrict Australian companiesm participating inrelatedprojects Weinberger said
that &¢he US respected completely the attitude the Australian Government had announced toward the
SDI concept*?® This exchange was significant becauseshowed thatAustralia had affirmed its
support for selfeliance within ANZUS, and thipositionwas accepted by the United Stat€he
Hawke Governmerdupported ANZUS but alseservedheright to disagre&vith the United Statesn
selected issues without damagingltileteralrelationshipas its counterparts in New Zealand did under

Langeds &ndthisiveas a; bxiprpssion of seliance in diplomatic terms.

In August, the Hawke Government held a series of ministerial talks with its American
counterparts irsan Franciscthat would replace the ANZUS Council alader becomethe Australia
United States Ministerial Consultatiom&rchival recorddndicate thatat this meetingBeazley went
to great l engths to assure the Reagtmlliadfcd mi ni st
obligations Beazley explained that the ADF would be structured to perform three main ftestks:
&hey would be able to be used to meet regional thiesgsond,dhey would be able to support
diplomatic efforts, especially in tfgouth Pacific area where Australia was increasingly engaamged
thirdly, @hey would be able, if the government of the day wished, to operatedfrarga deployments,
with allies, in joint exercises, and in maintaining interoperabifi§f He reaffirmed that the ADF
woul d continue to be capable of cooperating wi!Hf
interests. This included surveillance of Soviet forces at Cam Ranh Bay and the South China Sea, and
cooperation under the Integrated Air Bete Systend?> He said that the DibBeviewdid not dscuss

alliance cooperation in this level of detaibcause it wasa force structure document, not a broad
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statement of defence poliggnd that thiswould be madeleari n t he gover nmaent 6 s Wh
this year®?® Indeed, Air Marshal Ray Funnell recalls tidte strategy of denial did not go down véell
and that a new white paper was plandedorovide a more nuanced approach than we had in the Dibb
Reviewd?’ Beazley sought to reassure the United States thabDsbfpphasis on greater se#fliance
was not isolationist butthrough taking steps towards greater -sefiance, instead reinforog
A u s t ralihnceaothmitments in the Cold WaFhen Acting Deputy Secretargottrill recalls:
We argued that supporting Australian interests in the region was an asset to the American
security interest in ANZUS, and was one of our contributions to security under the ANZUS
Alliance. At the end of the meeting, they agreed that they would supp@tiatsvas a turning
point in the development of the Dibb Revie@wur side of the bargain was to explain that in
public, and | was asked to edit the Defence White Paper in 1987, which | did as Acting Deputy
Secretary, and we put in a chapter drafted by $tefherchant on supporting security in the
region. That went in with the defence of ANZUS and in parallel with the ANZUS Review. So
the Defence White Paper rested on three legs:ralidhce, regional involvement and the
ANZUS Alliance.Thatwas the way té policy had developed up to that time but had not been
explained and seton indetailasitwasin1983. t he Ameri cans® concern

diverging from established policy was misplaced and we were able to reassure them. Their
views changed @r time. At first, they were apprehensive but they came to supp@ft it.

The American reaction to the Dibb Review chahgethis bilateral meeting. Weinberger and
Armitage were still apprehensive on the basis ithatasisolationist There was some disagreement,
and Whiterecalld t was a bit rocky. It wasnb6t a crisis b
and wasone of the reasons we stepped back from the phistsategy of deniadd?° Despite these
difficulties,theRegan Admi ni strati on c¢ o nandaccepedd.decBssiicd | ey 6 s
transcripts indicatéhatWeinberger told Beazley thét had been some of the rhetoric and prose of the
Dibb Review which some in the US had found isolatio@tWeinbergerthensaidt h a t Beazl ey
assertiomthatt he ADF woul d be able to cover 10 or 25 p
news, andrideed was a necessary capability. It was also welcomed that Dibb had given an impetus in
this directiond® Weinbergersaid thathéh oped t he government és White P
point&'3? Beazley reinforced this by stating that Dilitad given o comfort to the New Zealand
Government when he visited Wellingtoes heinformed his counterparthat Gf he had to produce a
report excluding the US alliance, he would have had to recommend at least a doubling of the defence
budgetd3 Moreover, heemphasisedthat his naval acquisition program wouddave long distance
capability. They would also be capable of sealing off the Indonesian GaadsthattAu st r al i ad s

extended range capabilities would also be maintained through a continued presence in Malaysia and
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Singapored**Beazley stressed that Australia was committed to ANZUS, and that the Dibb Review

would strengthen tthrough its emphasis on greasetf-reliance

Ther discussion othe Soviet presence in the Adtacific gives an insight into the differing
perceptions of threat at the tinlehe Americannaval representative, Admiral Hayeld Beazleythat
&he USSR Pacific forces were no longdrame defence forcdt was not a question dfhe Russians
are comingbut ¢he Russians are héié*® andWeinbergemrguedhatdéhe Soviets are trying to build
up more than a political role for themselves in the Padiftddayden disagreeahd sidthatdhe Soviet
role in the South Pacific should be seen in more political than military @&thvseinberger then stated
that&here was no political reason for the Soviets to be interested in the region and that they therefore
had a military goal in nmid.3%® This view was supported by Richard Armitadasistant Secretary for
International Security Affairsyho stated thafthe Soviet tactic was to use political gain to translate
into military actiond*® Beazleywas not persuaded by this argument amjestedhat this could more
effectively be addressed through diplom&® These exchanges showed that the Hawke Government
did notsee Cold War rivalnas a force structurdeterminantinsteadthe Hawke Government would
focus on selreliance against tkats from middle powers in its region as the basis for its defence policy
rather than alliance considerations in the Cold \Wattrill recalls that:
In the South Pacific, there was a lot to do because of security weaknesses there, and then we
introducedhe Pacific Patrol Boat Program, which was an attempt to actively contribute on our

own initiative, not responding to anybody else, own our idea, contributing to the security of
South Pacific countrig’$?

On 23 Februarg987,Cabinetapproved a Defence White Paper that putdefnition of self
reliance into declaratory polid§? At that meeting, Beazley said that a White Paper was devetoped
a broader policy context for the force structure prioritiehaDibb Review. He noteithat Dibb had
been tasked witproviding advice on force structure and not defence péiicdfter having consulted
with allies and regional partners, a White Paper was needed to more fully devel@hiasife.The
reason for this was that the Dibb Ravievas perceived as being isolationist, as shown in the earlier
bilateral discussions in San Francisto. correct these misconceptions, Beazley saaddhe White
Paper clearly expresses our membership of the Western strategic community and the coroeran co
we have to promote Western intere®téHe strongly supported cooperation with the United States but

also stressedhe importance of practical defence cooperation with New Zeddamtinoted thatthere
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will be more Defence Force activities in tBeuth Pacifid?*® The White Paper would balance the need
for greaterself el i ance i n Australiabs r Edgtill gepallsvhattah i t s ¢
Acting Deputy Secretary
The original thrust of it was to incorporate the Dibb Review but because of the exchange with
the Americans, we had to show that we were not turning on backs on ANZUS and we had to
include a significant portion of the White Paper on regional engagemésitbakically, was a
concession to the Americans and the Tange tradition, people like me and Pritchett. Stephen

Merchant wrote the regional engagement part of it. | was the edigActing Deputy
Secretaryl was responsible for commissioning and intégplaall these aspect.

Beazley then discussed Australiads future env
White PaperHe noted thatno direct military threat to Australia is identified, aside from the remote
possibility of global wad*’ Nevertheless, he said thite White Paper notes that defence policy must
provide insurance against uncertainties in the
specific country as a potential military thréff. He said that it would achietbese aims through self
reliance, which he defined ébe ability to handle credible military situations without direct US combat
assistancé@*° Beazley envisaged that force structure planning woutbdsed on the fundamental need
for Australian forceso be capable of independent military operations within our area of direct military
interestd®° Significant parts oDefencewould relocate to northern Australia, and would be structured
aroundthe concept ofdefenceindepth s i mi | ar t of debial.bnmpaditantlysdefenegn-e g y
depth differed from denias it would enabl®efencedo contribute to the security of tf8outhwest
Pacific and Southeast ASia dexaVailable for cooperation with allies further afield if the government
of theday so desired® The strategy that underpinned the White Paper looked beyond the sea

to enableDefenceto contribute tamperationdeyond its immediate region if necessary.

The Hawke Governmermefined seHreliance as being able to defend Aakrin a way that
supported but was ndependenbn allies Beazley articulated this i press release the following
terms:dor Australia, defence seléliance must be set firmly within the framework of our alliances
and regional associations. Thepport they give us makes sedfiance achievable. They in turn will
draw added support from a sed#fiart Australia, which will be better able to discharge its
responsibilities in the vast strategic region to which we beddtdDefence White Papet987
articulated seffeliance in the clearest terms to date as follows:

This Gover nment 0 sreliwe gives priorityfto the atility to deéends e | f

ourselves with our own resources. Australia must have the military capability to
prevent arenemy from attacking us successfully in our sea and air approaches, gaining
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a foothold on our territory, or extracting political concessions from us through the use
of military force. These are uniquely Australian interests and Australia must have the
independent miliary capability to defend thef??

The White Paper defined what Australia would be-s#llint against, and how it would achieve
greater selfeliance.lIt held that the most likely threat would be lavel conflict with a regional
power>* Sud a conflict would involve the harassment of targets in northern Australia. lals@s
possible, though unlikely, that Australia would be faced with a more serious*ffirgatordingly, it
would developto deter lowlevel raidsarounddenialof the seaair gap, with ground forces protecting
vital targetsn the event of a land assaldefencevould nonetheless be structdte be able to mobilise
within sufficient warning time to deal with more serious contingentiesvhile it focused on
Australian capabilities, the White Paper was nevertheless cognisant of the role ofsiltidostering
selfreliance. More specificallyit held 6his policy of defence seleliance is pursued within a
framework of alliances and agreeménts duntteer elaborated on this in the following terths:

These arrangements, particularly those with the United States, enhaireiaste by
improving our technological capabilities, by providing training opportunities for our
armed services, and by giving Australia access to vital military and political

intelligence. The security provisions of our alliance agreements also oblige a potential
enemy tocontemplate the prospect of an allied effort against it should it choose to

attack Australia. These arrangements emp
Western community, and they enhance regio
aliesandregiola associ ates are advanced by Austr
defence®®

TheWhite Papethen defined the geographical extenttaprimary operating environmeint
which Australiawould be expected to act with a significant degree ofreéiince in defence of its

strategic interests. ttefined this regioin the following terms:

This area stretches over 7,000 kilometres from the Cocos Islands to New Zealand and

the islands of the SouWest Pacific, and over 5,000 kilometres from the archgpel

and island chain in the north to the Southern Ocean. It constitutes about 10 per cent of
the earthodés surface. The area of direct m
defining and developing a settliant defence force. It does not, howewmark the

limits of our strategic interests nor of our military capabilities. Our broader strategic
interests extend beyond the area of direct military interest to include-BasttAsia,

Indochina, the eastern Indian Ocean and the Solgbt Pacific. A st r al i ads sec
could be directly affected by developments in these areas, and our broader defence
policy must be responsive to such developm#&fits.

Byarticul ating Austr al i @@ 3Vvhite Rapddiffeced from the Dibbn b r o a
Review. It went beyond the Indonesian Archipelagod notedthat Australia hadan interest in

¢Geconomic and political problems in tRé&ilippine® d¢he unresolved question of the political future of
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Cambodié anddhe establishment of the Soviet military presence at Cam RahdBblike the

Dibb Review,it explicitly saw Australia taking a more active role in support of alliance commitments

but with greater selfeliance. It was focused anstrategy of denialaundAu st r al i adés | mmed

and maritime approaches but cognisant of broader interests.

One of the key misconceptions in theaderdiscourseon Australian defence policyoth then
and in more recent years, is that the Dibb Review was isolatioresizl®/ sought to refute this
interpretation, and this is eviden his discussions with his counterparts in AustraliaUnited States
Ministerial Talks of 22 June 1987 held in SydnAythis meetingBeazley told Weinberger that the
emphasis on seliliance was the culmination of decades of conceptual work by governments on both
sides of the political divide. Buildingn their previous discussions on the Dibb Revie#an Francisco
in October 198, Beazley placed settliance into its propealliance context in stating that:

The defence philosophy set out in the White Paper placed great stress on Australia being part of
the Western community of nations. It was against this background that the strategyedicselé
should be seen. The tweeve not in conflicts?

The archival record shows thateinberger had acceptBde a z larguynénshat selfreliance and

alliance commitments reinforced one another by noting that:

The White Paper concentrated on gelfance in the region as well agorporating this into the
alliance framework®?

In retrospectDefence White Paper 198#s the culmination of an intellectual journey within the
Department of Defence that had unfolded over the preceding three decades. It was radically different to
its predecessors because it articulated a clear set of force structure priorities thatnedalddthe
implementation ofselfreliance in Australian defence policy. This had been attempted by other in
preceding yeargating back to deliberations time Strategic Basigpaper in1959,but wasneverfully
agreeduponor articulated in a coherent manrneefence White Paper 198d so by incorporating the
key judgements of the preceding Dibb Review. This was particularly evide@hapter Three:
Priorities for Force Developmentvhichincludedalmost verbatim, its priorities for lovevel conflict,
escalated lowevel conflict, and more substantial conflict, which gave the Hawke Government an
intellectual framework for the developmaxi forcestructure priorities. On a broader political level, the
White Paper alsgave context to the Dibb Review by outlining the policy framework and geographical
extent of its proposed stratedy doing so, it made clear that sedfiance was not isolationibut rather
was an integral part of the Hawke Governmentés
thiswasunderstood and acceptedduy traditionakllies.Brendan Sargeant, later Deputy Secretary for
Strategy, observes that:

Dibb built on existing policy to put forward a way of implementing gelfance. The Dibb Review,
in traditional terms, was like a Green Pafdre White Paper was what the government settled on
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after it had all the other discussions. Dibb was answering the questionbest can we defend
ourselves@Some might say it was isolationist. But, in a sense, no country can not understand its
limits and hedge. The value of that document is that it sets a marker and a referené point.

During the second half of its termaffice, the Hawke Government made a significant contribution
to the development seléliance in Australianlefencepolicy. It definedselfreliance and articulated a
way of implementing the concept thr ¢thujtlontlle revi e
work of its predecessors to develop a sdbofe structurgoriorities by which theself-reliantdefence
of Australia could be achieved. Hawke defined-seliince as meaning thidte ADFneeckdto be able
to undertake independent military operations in the defence of Australia against a possible Indonesian
threat in its northern approaches througfestment in air and maritime capabilities without recourse
to the combat forces of allies. This was the clearest articulation efetialice to date and was the
culmination ofsignificantwork by preceding governments. The development of Austrdidence
policy under the late Hawke Government is summarisdéiole 18

Table 18: SelfReliance Under theLate Hawke Government

Government Core Strategic Primary Perceptions of Perceptions of

(Party) Interests Geographic Scope | Allies Credible Threat

Hawke (ALP) | Developing a force Indonesiaand South| NZ: Dislike of Indonesia
structure to implemen| Pacific Lange

greater selfeliance
US: Reservations
Need to reconcile about Reagan
relationship with
United States and
New Zealand

Conclusion

The Hawke Governmemg¢orientated Australiadefencepolicy towards greater seféliance in its
region but struggled to implement that concept in its early years. This changed with the Dibb Review
which gave effecttosef el i ance by afogoaéengt Austuméi pdbBoriti
geograph. Dibb laid a path to selieliance by recommending thdte ADF be structured for the
Defence of Australia by denyingccess tdhe seaair gap to a credible threat. The Dibb Review,
however, did noexamine broader defence policy and wéenincorrectly perceived as isolationist
due toits terms of referencdartly because of these concertiie Hawke Governmemublisheda
Defence White Paper that i ncor gavetheADEadmome aciveds ¢ on
rolein the AsiaPacific.In doing so, it gave seteliance a clear definition: that Australia mbstable
to undertake independent military operations against a middle power in the defence of the continent and
its northern approaches without recourse to the combat forces eof &llidoing so, it established an
intellectual framework for the development ofde structure priorities enable the implementation of
selfreliance.Thiswas the culmination of a long pathdceaterselfreliance dating back to the 1950s,

and its influence is such that it forms the basis of conteanpéwstraliardefencepolicy, and provides
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a useful framewor k for understanding Australia

uncertainty in the Asi®acific.
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This thesis hasxamined the meaningatureand developmentf selfreliance as a fundamental

principle of Australiardefencepolicy in the context of the Cold War. There dreeemain conclusions

that can be drawn from the preceding chapters. BeHtreliance has a broad definition that reneal

constant but is comprised of four variables that have evelitbdime and circumstanc&econdly, it

follows that seHreliance is a malleable concept thaas driven by strategic imperatithrough

perceptions of threat and the expectations of ticawdil allies andit is a conceptvhich has allowed

successive Australian governments to adaptitiwen, profound and unexpectd@nges in its security

outlook. Third, by defining selfeliance in terms of these four variables, policymakers can atécula

the meaning oBelfreliancewith deep historical groundingnd enduring relevander Austr al i ads

current strategic environmentn using this framework policymakers maymore effectively

conceptualis@ossible responses to comparable uncertainty in the fp@utieularly in light ofthe re

emergence of major power rivalry in the A$lacific

The introductory chapter posed the following core research questiandid selreliance mean

in Australian defencepolicy between 1959 and 1989 he thesis argued that, on a broad level; self

reliance meant thakustralia must be able to undertake independent military operaticgupport of

its cae strategic interestgithin its immediateregion against edible threats and withouécourseo

the combat forces of its allieShis broad definition remained constant but was comprised of four

variables that evol ved

under

successive

gover nme

scope of Ausalian defencepolicy, perceptions of credible threaind the reliability of allies. Self

reliance was, therefore, a flexible conceyth a precise meaning and applicatiovhich, in this
A u s vinorement Bhé diagrant belw e g i ¢

framework could beadapted tac hanges

n

summarigsthe meaning of selfeliance, and theomponentariables.

Figure 2: Factors Affecting the Meaning of SeHReliance in Australian DefencePolicy

Strategic
Interests

Self

Perceptions
of Allies

Geographic
Scope
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This conceptual framework has demonstrated that the precise meaningrefimaetfe changed
over time in response to shifts in these variabites.sometimes argued that sediance was driven
by domestic political considerations from the 1970s. Thesis has demonstrated that the concept had
much earlier origins, and was driven largely by geopolitical imperat8eH-reliance, in essence, was
a response to heightened strategic uncertainty i
in greater seffeliance at times of heightened thriwtt were coupled witboncern about the reliability
of allies. Similarly, they moved towardsincreasedselfreliance during times of higher defence
expenditure angreateregional focus in foreign polic The development of setkliancewas primarily
driven by the emergence of significant threats i
would provide direct military assistandavestmenin self-reliance within this framework allowedr
flexibility. Thus, Australiacouldadapt andbetterrespond to a range of thredigring the decades from
1959 to 1989.

By contrast, the thesis has demonstraétedipartisan political factors have been leaportant in
defining selfreliance. It is sometimes claimed that there is a partisan divide in Australian politics in
which centreright governments have supported greater integration with allies while -tefttre
governments have favoured greater-selifince. This is true only on a superficial level. There has been
an ongoing debate as to whether Austratiafencepolicy should be based on greater selfance or
dependence on allies. The archival record, however, shows that this has not negiggadigut on
partisan lines. lICabinet, governments on both sides of the political spectrum have gravitated towards
greater selfeliance at timesvhenheightenegerceivedthreathas been coupled wittbncern about
the reliability of allies They alsdhave shifted towards greater integration at times of lesser expenditure
and amore benign security outlookThroughout the yearsxamined Labor government®ften
emphasised setkliance forpolitical reasons but Coalition governments gravitated towaedgita in
response to changes Balfrelfance washasprimaridy slrivenibyreconamict anc e s

and strategic factors rather than political considerations

Moreover, seHreliance is not an entirely recent concept in Austradief@ncepolicy. This thesis
has shown that the debate on selfance can be traced back at least to Federation, and that the
foundations of the idea can be found in this period. The first chapter demonstratdu tBarton
Government established a legal framework r Australi ads defence organi
force designed for local defenckhis was reinforced byhe Deakin Governmenihich establishedra
Australian Navy in response to concerns about G
about Britainbs abillnidteyedt o Ad e echalitiopkfatorsfwareé s &. s e
authorised by the Fisher Government against German forces in New GhineaAu st r al i adés s
environment deteriorated from the rii@30s with the riseof Germany and Japan, the Lyons

Government began to invest in a more-selfant defence posture.

There were, of coursepunterexampleduring periodbf governments that moved away from self

reliance due to other ¢ h a nwhietsdo hon fit neatlgwitminathei a 6 s ¢ |
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framework at the heart of this thesis. For example, the Hughes and Scullin Governments favoured
greater integration wh traditional allies because of political alignment with the respective governments

in Britain, and for economic reasons. Similarly, the Second World War does neafiywithin this
framework because Australia was faced with a military thredlt beyond its capacity to respond

alone and against which it could rely enbustallied support from the United States, if radvays

from Britain. The development of seftliance during this period is summarised able 19

Table 19: SelfReliance inPre-Cold War Australian DefencePolicy

Government Core Strategic Interests | Primary Perceptions of | Perceptions of
(Party) Geographic | Allies Threat
Scope
Barton Contributing to imperial British Empire | Closeralignment | Negligible
(1901-03) defence with Britain
(Protectionist)
DeakinFisher Protection of Australia Australia and | Uncertain about | German naval
(190513) through greater autonomy| approaches alignment of strength
(ProtectionistALP) interests
Fisher Defeating German forces | PNG, Pacific | Greater autonomy German naval
(191415) to Austral i a Territories presence
(ALP)
Hughes Supporting Britain due to | Singapore Reliance on Emerging
(191523) doubts about Royal Navy Japanese Threa
(ALP/Nationalist) | ability to defendtself
Reducing defence
expenditure
Bruce Support for greater Singapore Doubts about Emerging
(192329) autonomy due to doubts Singapore Japanese Threa
(Nationalist) about RoyaNavy Strategy
Increasing defence
expenditure to fund new
maritime acquisitions
Scullin Reducing expenditure dug Australian Alignment with Reduced
(192932) to Great Depression Continent MacDonald Japanese Threa
(ALP) Government
Lyons Rearming in a deterioratin| Singapore Support for Increased
(193239) environment Britain but doubts| Japanese and
(UAP) about Singapore | German Threat
Menzies(193941) | Supporting UK against Middle East, Close relationshig German threat in
(UAP) Germany Africa with UK Africa and
India and Middle East
Singapore Ambivalence
about the US
Curtin Defending Australia Australia, PNG| Close relationshig Japanese threat
(1941-45) against Japan and with US in Southeast
(ALP) South Pacific Asia
Realignment with
UK after end of
hostilities
Chifley Assisting UK postwvar Japan and Close ties with Deteriorating
(194549) recovery Malaya the Attlee ties with USSR
(ALP) Government
Supporting the United
Nations
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The keyturningpoint in the conceptual development of geliance occurred under the Menzies
Government during the early stages of the Cold War. thaitime, investment in greater sailiance
was undertaken in an dabc manner with little systematic thought lafw Australia might seek to
defend itself in more serious contingendie#ts region in which it might not be able to rely on allied
support. The West Papua Crisis between8l86d 198, however, provided the impetus for
consideration of the need to invest in greater-rediince at the highest levels. Chapter Two
demonstrated that the Dutch Government asked Australia to provide assurances of military support in
the event that Indonesieere to invade New Guinea. The Menzies Government undertook contingency
planning and found that it would be unable to defend Dutch New Guinea without assistance from the
United States. Yet, when it approached the Eisenhower Administration, it fountivilaat unwilling
to become involved in such a contingency. As a result, COSC caipatet for the first time iStrategic
Basis 19590 acknowledge that it might need to operate without allied assistance in its region for a
limited period. This marked thérst substantive acknowledgement of selliance in Australian
defencepolicy. At the time, selfeliance meant that Australia would need to be able to defend Dutch
New Guinea against Indonesia without recourse to American military assistance because the

Eisenhower Administration was reluctant to assist a European polgdeon toa distant colony

Throughout the 1960s, an aggressive Indoresiained the focus of sak¢liance in Australian
defencepolicy. With the onset of Confrontation, the geographfocus and rationale for selkliance,
however, changed. From 13& 1965, selreliance meanbeing able to contribute combat forces and
related capabilities to helpingrevent Indonesia from annexing Malaysia. The Menzies Government
had doubts abouhe willingness of the Kennedy Administration to intervene because it had given
conflicting advice on the application of the ANZUS Treaty in such a contingency. Kennedy advised
Menzies that the United States would only assist if Australian forces camedimdtt attack, but would
not assist in counterinsurgency. As a result, the Menzies Government invested in a range of capabilities
that would allow it to fighin a more substantial conflict with Indonesihis included acquisition of
strike capabilitis in the F111sand the Oberon Class submagnas well as an expanded Army. Self

reliance at this time meaobncerned developing the ability defend Malaysia and strike Indonesia

The realisation that Aust r atddssasbdsovetseismid shiftsiro n a |
Australian defencepolicy during the miel960s. In these circumstanceke Menzies Government
pursued a doubisided approach: it would invest in capabilittegprovide greater selfeliancewhile
seekingto foster an Ararican presence in Southeast Asia so that it would be more likely to assist
Australiaif the need should arige contingencies involving Indonesiko that end, Menzies authorised
the deployment of a modestmbatforce of ondnfantry battalion to Vietnen. The Holt Government,
however, escalated this commitment considerabfpfmroximatelyl0,000 personnel. This shift away
from greater selfreliance was arguably driven by o | tldse association with the Johnson
Administration, and difficultiesexperiencedwith the Wilson Governmentparticularly after its

announcement that it would reduce its presence in Southeast Asia.
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Selfreliance underwent considerakilgellectual developnent under the Gorton Government
between 1967 and 197The third chaptedemonstrated that the trend towards-sglifance under
Menzies was amplified by the announcement of th
Sout heast Asi ahad phhlidytannaundedhtibas theg Woluld redsice their presence and
expected their partners to take greater responsibility for their own defence in contingencies that did not
involve theUSSR As a result, the Gorton Government began to develop a poliontifiental defence
marked by a greater focus on Australia, and closer ties with regional partnersli&etfe, by the early
1970s, meant that Australia needed to be able to defend itself and PNG from Indonesian intervention
without assistance from theniled States or the United Kingdaas implied inDefence Review 1972

The election of the Whitlam Government marked a conceptual turning point in the development
of seltreliance.Chapter Four demonstrated thance Barnard emphasised the need to gratid
reliance in Australiabs geography. He argued t he
allow it to defend its air and maritinepproaches ancbmmissioned a series of studies into how that
could be achieved. Seiéliance, under Whiglm, meant that Australia needed to be able to defend the
continent from Indonesian incursions without direct assistance from Britain or the United States.
this point onwards, seleliance in Australian strategic policy meant the Defence of Austtakato

withdrawal of allied powers from the region and the perceived lesser Soviet threat in the era of détente.

Selfreliance was given a substantive definition in Austratiefiencepolicy under the Fraser
Government. It built upon the conceptual wonkdartaken by Whitlam to define seHliancein
Defence White Paper 1938 not depending upon other powers for the defence of Austridiavén
level contingencies. This was a landmark in Australian defence policy but was hampered by a lack of
investment in capability to give substance to the idea, an absence of a coherent force strucama plan,
considerable argument within Defence policy circleditplementation. It was alsdfectedby shifting
government priorities towards expeditionary operations. Thus, Fraser struggled to implement self
reliance despite providing a definition of the concept in official policy. This was accentuated by a focus
on the Soviet Union after the invasion of Afghanistan, and closer alignment with the United States after

the election of President Reagan.

The development of seitliance reached its peak under the Hawke Government. Hawke
understood the need to develop a coherent defence polégment his credentials as Prime Minister,
and distance himself from the Whitlam Government. He put forgelfgeliance as policy that would
helpdevelop closer relations with the United States, yet preserve autonomy in detdiimg. Kim
Beazley thus commi ssioned Paul Di bb to wundert ak:
strict terms of referenc®ibb suggested that Australia could defend itself through a strategy of denial
and force structure prioritighat focused on preventing an enemy from gaining a foothold through the
arsea gap to Australiads nor Defence White Paper 198f ¢he was f u
context of alliances and regional associations.-®@dlince meant that Australia needed to be able to

defend itself against lower level incursions by a regional power without military assistance from its
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traditional alliesDibb did not invent thedeaof selfreliance buestablishedn intellectual framework

and force structure prioritiesy which it could be implementedie articulated selfeliance in the

clearest terms to date and confirmed it as the intellectual carnerst Australiardefencepolicy. The

development of selfeliance during this period is summarised able 20

Table 20: SelfReliance in Cold War Australian DefencePolicy

Government

Core Strategic Interests

Primary
Geographic Scope

Perceptions of Allies

Perceptions of
Threat

Early Combating spread of communism| Korea Close ties with UK Chinese
Menzies in Asia Malaya Revolution,
(194957) Developing ties with US Malayan
(Liberal) Emergency,
Korean War
Menzies Preventing Indoesianinterference | Dutch New Guinea| Sympathetic to Dutch Indonesian
(19571961) | in Dutch New Guinea Governmentbut ambivalent Government
(Liberal) about Eisenhower under Sukarno
Fostering closer ties with US
Menzies Preventing mdanesiafrom Malaya Ambivalent about Kennedy dug Indonesian
(1961-64) annexing Malagia Singapore to unclear advice on ANZUS | Governmert
(Liberal) under Sukarno
Close ties with Douglaslome
Holt Keeping US in Southeast Asia to | South Vietnam, Close ties to Johnson Chinese in
(196667) assist against Inagesia Thailand, Vietnam
(Liberal) Malaysia Difficult relationship with
Wilson
Gorton Defending Australia from invasion| Australian Distrusted Nixon due to the Uncertainty as to
(196771) Continent Guam Doctrine anifietham Indonesian
(Liberal) intentions
Difficulties with Wilson due to
accelerated British withdrawal
McMahon Defending Australia and PNG fror] Australia and PNG | Uncertain about Guam Doctrin{ Indonesian
(197172) Indonesianinvasion intervention in
(Liberal) Ambivalent about British PNG
withdrawal
Whitlam More autonomoudefencepolicy ASEAN member Support British withdrawal Reduced Chinese
(197275) states Threat
(ALP) Distrust of Nixon
Fraser Adapting to posW¥ietnam era Southeast Asia and| Ford Administration weak on | Soviet naval
(297577) Australian Vietnam threat
(Liberal) continent
Vietnamese
expansion
Fraser Preparing for regional instability | Indian Ocean Distrust of Carter Soviet Navy
(A977%79) and managing fiscal uncertainty | Indochina Vietham
(Liberal) Indonesia Indonesia
Fraser Responding to the Soviet threat in Vietnam Alignment with Reagan Soviet expansion
(197983) Southeast Asia South Pacific in Afghanistan
(Liberal) and SE Asia
Hawke Developing a force structure to Indonesiaand Dislike of Lange Indonesia
(198386) implement greater setkliance South Pacific
(ALP) Reservations about Reagan
Need to reconcile relationship with
United States and New Zealand
Hawke Establishing credible defence Indonesiaand Dislike of Lange Indonesia
(1986:89) policy and managing alince South Pacific Reservations about Reagan
(ALP) commitments

The historical narrative at the heart of this thesis has broader implications for our understanding of

the strategic studies discourse in Australia and further abroad. Firstly, the thesis has put forward a
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generalisable definition of setéliance that cabe used to understand wihhat concepteans, on an
intellectual level, in Australia or other comparable countriesat is important as a deeper
understanding of seleliance can be used to conceptugfistential policy responses, and subsequent
funding and force structure decisions in a strategic environment marked by a return to heightened
strategic uncertainty. In that respect, the definition ofsdiinceput forward in this thesiand the
framework that underpins it assists in understandingahtemporargtrategic environmenand what

can be done by both academics and policymakeesfmond to it

Secondly, it has brought new perspectives to the historical discourse on Australian defence policy
by drawing on previously unseeawources. The thesis has shown that-ieiance was primarily a
response to emerging geopolinitheild58d. In doing soaitl'|as i n A
challenged thelominantinterpretationin the broaderdiscoursehat selfreliance was deveped as a
political idea from the midd 970s Rather, it has shown that sedfliance was developed in a three stage
process During the 1950s, and 1960defenceplannersconsideredvhy we needed to be more self
reliant. By the 1970s, the focus shifted to understandiragit meant to be more setéliant indefence
policy. Then,in the 1980s, focus shifted h@wwe could be more settliant through the development
of strategy and foke structurepriorities. Through a process of historical tracinige thesishasshed
light onthe influence of the West New Guinea Crisithia 1950®n Australian defence policy through

to the 1980s in a way that has not been documented before in aebermgive and systematic manner.

In focusing on this period, the narrative and subsequent analysis have filled an important gap in
the historical record. The period prior to 1975
postCold War period iswarrently being analysed by Hornafet, there has been relatively little on the
interim. The thesis has filled this gap in the historical reeord, in doing so, hasontributed to the
SDSCb6s r es ear linking these tyvo aadies lofy literature. ttonsidered the broader
i mplications of Australiads Southeast Asian War
valuable contexfor the historical development dfustralian defencepolicy through reference to

sources that have rarely, if ever, beseen by other historians.

Thirdly, the thesis has shown that seliance is a complex idea that sits withibraaderalliance
context and enables Australia to be a better and more proactive allyel@elteboth complements
and enhanceA u s t s alibniceaobligations, and has never been intended to exclude them. Rather, it
has been developed in consultation with allies, and in response to their expectatioAs$ e&als.step
of thepolicy developmenprocessAustralian plannersonceptualisedelf-reliance as a way to step up
within the ANZUS alliance rather than step back fronilihose who contributed to the development of
self-reliance sought to provide the government of the day with a broader range of policy options in

relation to contingeriesin whichA u s t r a | straegisnterestsrmaynavebeenthreatened.

The conceptual framework and definition of seliance at the heart of the thesis assists in

understanding what Australia can do, and where it can assist in a range of contingencies within an
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alliance framework. Ihas beercarefully crafted to focus othe provision of combat forces against
credible contingencies within the immediate region. The definiti@elfreliance in the thesiexcludes

the provision of joint enablers in more distant theatres. That is a reflection of the fact that, during the
Cald War, successive governments sought to develop a defence policy that recognised that our allies
expected us to step up and take greater responsibility for the defence of our region. Closer to home,
allies would provide indirect support, but expectedaiprbvide the core combat forces required to
protect our common interesthat expectation was reflected in our force structure priorities, which

focused on developing sekliant combat forces while drawing on allied intelligence and logistics.

What that means is that seléliance and alliance obligations reinforce one anotBeccessive
governments sought to articulate a defence policy that recognised that Australia could depend on
existing treaty arrangements in soroentingencieswhile its allies expected it to take greater
responsibility in otherdt was recognised that alliances and other partnerships enabled Australia to be
self-reliant through the provision of key enablers including logistics and intelligence, whitelsalice
allowed its ombat forces step up and better fulfil alliance obligations in the region. In short, greater
selfreliance and traditional alliance relationships wereexistent and not mutually exclusive
investment in greater seléliance enabled Australia to be a ma@roactive alliance partner while

alliances gave it the resources it needed to be morectialit.

Selfreliance within ANLUS has been the intellectual cornerstone of Austraidi@encepolicy for
more than half a centuryget has eluded comprehensidefinition in the academic literature and the
public debate. This thesis has traced the historical development of the concept as a response to strategic
uncertainty throughout the Cold War and, in doing so, has illuminated policy options for comparable
chdlenges in contemporary strategic policymaking. In definingrsdiince in aonceptuaframework
and tracing its evolution, we can better understand how to defend Australia and its core strategic

interests in an era of heightened uncertainty and majsepcompetition in the AsiRacific.
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ANZUS Treaty
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Australian Treaty Series 1952 No 2
DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

CANBERRA

Security Treaty between Australia, New Zealandand the United States of America [ANZUS]
(San Francisco, 1 September 1951)
Entry into force generally: 29 April 1952
AUSTRALIAN TREATY SERIES

1952 No. 2
Australian Government Publishing Service
Canberra

(c) Commonwealth of Australia 1997

SECURITYTREATY BETWEEN AUSTRALIA, NEW ZEALAND, AND THE UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA

THE PARTIES TO THIS TREATY,

REAFFIRMING their faith in the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations and
their desire to live in peace with all peoples and all Ganents, and desiring to strengthen the fabric
of peace in the Pacific Area,

NOTING that the United States already has arrangements pursuant to which its armed forces are
stationed in the Philippines, and has armed forces and administrative respomssibititie Ryukyus,

and upon the coming into force of the Japanese Peace Treaty may also station armed forces in and about
Japan to assist in the preservation of peace and security in the Japan Area,

RECOGNIZING that Australia and New Zealand as membershef British Commonwealth of
Nations have military obligations outside as well as within the Pacific Area,

DESIRING to declare publicly and formally their sense of unity, so that no potential aggressor could
be under the illusion that any of them stand alartee Pacific Area, and

DESIRING further to coordinate their efforts for collective defense for the preservation of peace and
security pending the development of a more comprehensive system of regional security in the Pacific
Area,
THEREFORE DECLARE AND AGREE as follows:

Article |

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, to settle any international
disputes in which they may be involved by peaceful means in such a manner that international peace
and security anglistice are not endangered and to refrain in their international relations from the threat
or use of force in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

253



Article Il

In order more effectively to achieve the objective of this TreatyPdnties separately and jointly by
means of continuous and effective de#ip and mutual aid will maintain and develop their individual
and collective capacity to resist armed attack.

Article 1l

The Parties will consult together whenever in the opinf@ng of them the territorial integrity, political
independence or security of any of the Parties is threatened in the Pacific.

Article IV

Each Party recognizes that an armed attack in the Pacific Area on any of the Parties would be dangerous
to its own pace and safety and declares that it would act to meet the common danger in accordance
with its constitutional processes.

Any such armed attack and all measures taken as a result thereof shall be immediately reported to the
Security Council of the United Nans. Such measures shall be terminated when the Security Council
has taken the measures necessary to restore and maintain international peace and security.

Article V

For the purpose of Article IV, an armed attack on any of the Parties is deemed te imcladned
attack on the metropolitan territory of any of the Parties, or on the island territories under its jurisdiction
in the Pacific or on its armed forces, public vessels or aircraft in the Pacific.

Article VI

This Treaty does not affect and shalt he interpreted as affecting in any way the rights and obligations
of the Parties under the Charter of the United Nations or the responsibility of the United Nations for the
maintenance of international peace and security.

Article VII

The Parties herebystablish a Council, consisting of their Foreign Ministers or their Deputies, to
consider matters concerning the implementation of this Treaty. The Council should be so organized as
to be able to meet at any time.

Article VIII

Pending thelevelopment of a more comprehensive system of regional security in the Pacific Area and
the development by the United Nations of more effective means to maintain international peace and
security, the Council, established by Article VII, is authorized totaim a consultative relationship

with States, Regional Organizations, Associations of States or other authorities in the Pacific Area in a
position to further the purposes of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of that Area.

Article IX

This Treaty shall be ratified by the Parties in accordance with their respective constitutional processes.
The instruments of ratification shall be deposited as soon as possible with the Government of Australia,
which will notify each of the other signatories ath deposit. The Treaty shall enter into force as soon

as the ratifications of the signatories have been depdgited.
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Article X
This Treaty shall remain in force indetigly. Any Party may cease to be a member of the Council
established by Article VII one year after notice has been given to the Government of Australia, which
will inform the Governments of the other Parties of the deposit of such notice.
Article XI
This Treaty in the English language shall be deposited in the archives of the Government of Australia.
Duly certified copies thereof will be transmitted by that Government to the Governments of each of the
other signatories.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned Ehipotentiaries have signed this Treaty.
DONE at the city of San Francisco this first day of September, 1951.
FOR AUSTRALIA:
[Signed:]
PERCY C SPENDER
FOR NEW ZEALAND:
[Signed:]
C ABERENDSEN
FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:
[Signed:]
DEAN ACHESON
JOHN FGSTER DULLES

ALEXANDER WILEY

JOHN J SPARKMAN
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Appendix B:
Selected Record®n the
Dutch New GuineaCrisis

(19581959)
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TOP SECRET

CoPY No._jzgii______

CABINET MINUTE

Canberra, 12th August, 1958

Decision No, 1518

Submission No. 1312 - Netherlands New Guinea and Indonesia

As this submission had been circulated only at a late
stage, Cabinet devoted some time to reading it, Then the Minister
for External Affairs and the Minister for Defence drew attention to
aspects of it to which they attached particular importance.

Mr. Casey explained thet the matter had become more
urgent for two main reasons. First there was a change in the Australian
view of Indonesia's capacity and intentions. It had previously been
thought that Indonesia's military capacity was slight but, as a con-
sequence of the recent revolt, Indonesian military capacity had been
considerably built up from communist sources and it had been shown that
the capacity of the Indonesian forces to use the equipment acquired was
greater than had been appreciated, Although the matter was by no means
free from doubt, Indonesian willingness to venture in New Guinea seemed
to have increased. The Chief of Staff, Nasution, had stated that if
peaceful methods failed with regard to West New Guinea then 'we must
‘take the road of force’. The exact words were a matter of some doubt
but there was some significance in the fact that any words had been used.

Secondly he was leaving Australia shortly and would need
to have close and specific discussions with Luns, the Duteh Foreign
Minisfcr. Mr. Selwyn Lloyd, the Foreign Secretary and John Foster Dulles -
on this question. He needed, therefore, to have riding instructions
frol'the Cabinet. Moreover, there would be a debate in the Dutch
Parliament in September. His view was that Australia’s policy should
be to use all possible methods of deterring the Indonesians from beginning
any military venture in relation to Dutch New Guinea,

TOF BSECREN

National Archives of Australia " | . NAA: A4940 C1971 _
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TOP SECRET

2.

Cabinet Decision No. 'd,

It was true that our military advisers hed formed the
opinion that should the Indonesians make a landing on West New Guinea
they could be repulsed after a short interval by the Dutch, assisted
by Australian forces. It was also true that Australia and most
western countries would regard such action by the Indonesians as

' naked aggression but this view would not necessarily be accepted by many
countries - the Indonesians would regard it as a local police action
in their own territory and this view would probably be accepted by the
Afro-Asian nations at least. There was quite a chance, therefore, that
. the satter would not be fully tested militarily.

Some people derived some satisfaction out of the word
‘trusteeship’ but it was difficult to think of a form of 'trusteeship’
which was practicable. Either it would be unsatisfactory to the
Indonesians or to the Dutch or to Australia or would be unworkable,
In talking of ‘trusteeship', Mr. Casey emphasised that it would be most
undesirable that there should be any hint reach the Dutch of any Australian
thoughts about ‘trusteeship'. We should not even mention the idea to the
Americans because, if the Dutch once thought we were entertaining ideas of
this sort, they would regard it as proof that we were no longer going to

. support them,

In working out what might be done to deter the Indonesiana,
he had suggested to the Canadians, who were regarded as fairly impartial
operators in international affairs, that they might warn Indonesia that

. Canada would regard an sttack by Indonesia on West New Guinea as an act of

aggression.  Although they had not yet given the warning the Canadians
had promised to do this,

The Prime Minister had further suggested that it might be
possible to draw up some Joint declaration to the same offect and get
pnited States adherence to it. He did not regard this as impossible but
it would not be easy, Furthermore he had himself thought that it might
be possible to arraign Indonesis before the Security Council on the ground
that her provocative actions or statements were threatening peace.
Plnced‘in that position Indonesia might well deny aggressive intent so
cnthlaxlfticllly as to be inhibited for some considerable time, or
llltetyltxvely. might equivocate so obviously that the foundation u;'ht
be laid for some United Nations action such as a United Nations Observer
Corps, Although this would certainly be veteod by Russia, the exercige

TOP SECRET
National Archives of Australia NAA: A4940. C1971 |
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TOP SECRET

Cabinet Decision No, 1518 Cont'd.

would not be valueless. He was bound to say that the Department of
External Affairs did not regard this last proposal very highly because
they said that the United States had obviously decided to support .
Nasution as a staunch anti-communist and they would not wish to see their
nominee placed in the dock as it were before the Security Council.

Sir Philip McBride referred to the importance that the
Defence authorities placed on Australian New Guinea for the defence of
Australia and said that the importance of Dutch New Guinea was regarded
as very little lower. Nevertheless they now drew attention to the
growing military strength of Indonesia proper. Even now Indonesia
has the capacity to land a battalion group in West New Guines and this
with so little warning that it was unlikely that either the Dutch or
ourselves could prevent the landing. They could be repelled later but
they would land. With a little more organisation, say 4 to B weeks,
they could land a brigade group. There might be sufficient warning
in this case, to oppose the landing and, in any event, if matters were
left to a military determination, this landing could be driven off.

"He referred generally to the limitations of what Australia
could do to help the Dutch, and in particular to the fact that all
Australian help assumed that Biak could be used end that fairly extensive
discussions and consultations with the Dutch had gone on in advance,

In general discussion the following points were raised.

It was said that if the Indonesians once obtained a
foothold in New Guinea it would only be a question of time - and perhaps
not a very long time - before they were laying clain to Eastern New Guinea.
Fri?ndship with Indonesin would therefore not be maintained by giving them
their present clainm to WNest New Guinea. The present argument would be
replaced by another not less bitter. On the other hand, it was said
thaf the Indonesian's clain was in fact to West New Guinea only and the
clain was made only because it had been, like Indonesia, part of the

Dutch East Indian Empire. Indonesia had al ; h :
of claiming Eastern New Guinea, always repudiated any intention

It was said further that the real i 1
! ; question for Austral
whether Indonesia was hostile or friendly. A hostile Indonesia '::h::t'.' v

Weat New Guinea could be e i
. nea ¢ qually as dangerous to Australia as a hosti
Indonesia which included West Now Guinea and, while the queazi:n :; ;i:t

New Guinea ined . .
iy remained unresolved, this fact itself tended to Plke Indonesiy

T

00 SEeR
{ National Archives of Australia |GAA. AE4§40, C1971
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TOP SECRET

Cabinet Decision No. 1518 Cont'd.

Some Ministers thought that public opinion in Australia
would not allow any Australian government to refrain from supporting the
Dutch should an aggressive move be made by the Indonesians against West
New Guinea, It was also said that Australian support of the Dutch against
Indonesia in military operations about West New Guinea would result in
making the whole of South East Asia hostile to Australia. In reply to this
it was urged that failure to support the Dutch in these circumstances
would bring on Australia the contempt of the whole of South East Asia.
Which then was the worsel?

Some Ministers drew attention to the fact that any further
equivocation on the part of Australia with regard to the Dutch requests
for assurances of support might well have the effect of convincing the
Dotch that Australia wes not wholehearted in its attitude and might well
therefore bring about a withdrawal of the Dutch from the area.

There was some discussion of the view expressed in the paper
that Australia should not promise more support to the Dutch than the United
States was prepared to give. Some Ministers thought that this was too
negative and that the proper course should be to tell the United States
that Australia would be fully obliged to support the Dutch in the face of
an Indonesian attack and to seek strongly American assistance in this
eventuality. In support of this view it was further urged that this was
» matter of fundamental principle and that Australia should be ready to
stand, and, if necessary, fight against an aggressor and this all the
more so when Australia's own vital interests were involved.

On the question of the likelihood of United States support,
attention was drawn to the fact that Dutch New Guinea was regarded by the
United States as little more than a nuisance and that there was a strong
anti-colonial feeling in the State Department and that Australia in the
past had had to work very hard even to keep the United States neutral in
this matter, There were strong forces working in the United States in
favour of support for Indonesia. On the other hand, it was urged that if
the United States properly understood her own vital interests, she could
not allow the flank of her island chain to be turned by a communist
movement which came down through Asia and Singapore and outflanked the
Philippines through Indonesia,

TOPR BEURED
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The Minister for External Affairs then proposed that
at the adjourned discussion to take place tomorrow he would prepare
for Cabinet's consideration a draft of the points which he might make
‘ and the line he might take in his discussion with the Foreign Ministers.

Certified true copy
ﬂ:‘;cw‘glbm*

‘ Secretary to Cabinet
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MINUTE PAPER.

TOP SECRET

ZLE _JREASUERER:

Cabinet Submission No.l31lZ2 brings forward
for consideration what is probably the most difficult
groblem in the External Affairs-Defence field that has

een before the Government. The problem is Netherlands
New Guinea and Indonesia and currently arises from a
dual approach by the Netherlands -

(2) to the Minister for External Affairs
asking in effect:-

"yould the Dutch stand alone or could they
assume Australian military action in their
support?®”

(b) to the Dezartuent of External Affairs
seeking staff talks between military
representatives of the Wetherlands
and Australia.

2 The conclusions of the Ministers are based
on the importance to Australian defence of a friendly
Netherlands New Guinea and a friendly Indonesia, The
problem is to secure both and the effect upon relations
with Indonesia of supporting the Netherlands in New
Guinea,

3. The recommendations of the Ministers do not
provide for a final decision yet to be taken on the
approaches to Australia by the Netherlands, Because of
tge importance of agreement with the United States of
America the recommendation is for a discussion between
Australia and the United States on the problem and the
reconsideration of the subject when the result of those
talks i5 available. There is, however, the qualification
that Cabinet is invited now to decide that-

"In the absence of a firm Americal commitment
Australia should not enter into commitments to
provide military combat assistance."

On the whole it might be better if this decision were
subject to confirmation in the light of the discussions
with the United Btates and the consultation waich is
proposed with New Zealand and the United Kingdom. Subject
to that minor gualificstion your support of the
recommendations is suggested.

AL s

| (C.L.sﬂwitt)
Deputy Secretary

| National Archives of Australia 12th August, 195A; A4940, C1971
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Canberrs, 13th August, 1958

Decision No. 1526

’ AMENDED

Submission No. 1312 - Netherlands New Guinea and Indonesia.

‘ The Minister circulated two papers headed respectively
'Suggested points for use in discussion with Mr. Dulles' and 'Suggested
points for use in discussion with the Netherlands Government',

The Minister for External Affairs set out for Cabinet
his views on the likely course of events within the United Nations if
there were an Indonesian attack on Dutch New Guinea. His conclusion
was that action would be taken rapidly within the United Nations
Organization and that there would be a very short time available
within which the Indonesians could be ejected before the General

. Assembly had passed a resolution on the subject.

In discussion, attention was drawn to :-

(a) the limited nature of the assistance which Australia might
. expect to give the Dutch forces;

(b) the possibility that obtaining » lodgment in West New Guinea
might savisfy the immediate political objectives of President
Sukarno;

(c) the fact that the solid voting by the Afro-Asian bloc within
the United Nations tended to make the Assembly & futile forum for
discussion of a dispute on its merits and one in which the dice
were already loaded against the Weay;

(d) the probability that the United States would see its interests as
not antagonizing the Asian nations rather than in supporting its
allies in the event of armed conflict over West New Guinea, just
as it had similarly decided not to antagonize the Arab nations
rather than support its allies over Suez;

TOP SECRET
National Archives of Australia NAA: A4940, C1971
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(e) the possibility that a firm commitment at this stage to support
the Dutch would mean that, at a time of decision, the question
whether or not Australian forces fought in New Guinea would, for
all practical purposes, be decided by the Dutch Government
rather than the Australian Government.

gt
P

The Prime Minister summed up the discussion and the issues.
Australian New Guinea is vitsl to Australian defence. The passing of
Dutch New Guinea into the hands of a hostile power increases the importance
of Australian New Guinea for that purpose and simultaneously renders the
defence of Australian New Guinea, and therefore of Australia, more
difficult. There is, nevertheless, the possibility of the Dutch not
remaining in Dutch New Guinea. One of the strong reasons why they have
remained so far has been the strong moral support of Australia. Now the
Dutch are asking: ‘If matters come to a crisis, will you fight with us?’
If a blunt answer ‘No' is given to this question we can expect the Dutch
to leave sooner rather than later. In addition, respect for us would
fall throughout South East Asia and public opinion in Australis would be
seriously troubled. So, it is important that such a blunt answer
should not be given at this stage.

At the same time, a firm commitment to support the Dutch in
a military sense would have undesirable political consequences just at
the present time, This also is to be avoided.

It thus becomes important to consider the American position.
On their past performance and in the light of existing influences in America
it seems likely that the United States would not support the Dutch and
Australia in a military sense. It is, therefore, important to bring about
such change in the United States' attitude as is possible. Australia
should, therefore, soy to the United States by the Minister for External
Affairs saying to Mr. Dulles that an sttack by Indonesia on Dutch New
Guinea would be aggression. It would be clearly so in the opinion of
Austrelia and we believe that it would be equally clearly so in the opinion
of the United States, But the probability of an attack seems to be
increasing, and the Dutch are now asking Australia whether, in the event
of an attack, Australia would assist them, Australia is one of the allies
of the United States and does not wish to part company with the United
States on an occasion like this,  Such a situation, in our view, would !

TOP SECRET
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create some problems for the United States also. We in Australia,
therefore, believe that most strenuous efforts should be devoted to
making sure that the situation does not arise. Australia believes

that it would help greatly in preventing the situation arising if a
resolution were sponsored in the United Nations by the United States

to the effect that an attack on West New Guines would be aggression.
Such 2 resolution would be one of the greatest possible deterrents

to action on the part of the Indonesians. Australia fully understood
the reasons why the United States had felt it necessary to declare that
an attack on Formosa would be immediately resisted by the United States’
Armed Forces and it considered that Australia’s interest in the integrity
of New Guinea was greater than the United States’ interest in the
integrity of Formosa, It would hope, therefore, that the United States
would fully understand the great importance that Australia attached to
this matter.

On the other hand, the Minister for External Affairs should
say to the Dutch: It is unwise at this stage to push your request to us
for military assistance too hard. The United States must become better
aware of the situation and more active in this matter of West New Guinea.
We must bring about some change of attitude on their part. But just at
the present time military commitments are unwise, The impression should
be given that it is not impossible that in the future the Australian
Governsent could agree to such a commitment but that it is mot possible to
do so just at the present time. Rather, more attention should be
concentrated on efforts to mske it unlikely that the Indonesians will
begin military action, On other matters, the Dutch could be reminded
thet Australia has agreed to an exchange of military information with the
Duteh but this offer has not been taken up to any practical extent, and
that in the intelligence field Australia is willing to make available
broad appreciations of the situation. Staff talks at the present stage
would not be practicable, /47

The Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, Lieutenant-
General Sir Henry Wells, was invited to answer the questions: 'What is the
importance of Australian New Guinea to the defence of Australia?' and
‘What would be the effect on the defence of Australia if West New Guinea
passed to a hostile Indonesia?'  Broadly, his answer was that both
Australian New Guinea and West New Guinea provided defence in depth and
bases, West New Guinea in Communist hands would impose a threat of

T OB 5B LRET
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itself and would deny Australia the alternative air-route to South East Asia
through Biak. It also provided a flank through which attack could be
launched on the lines of communication of a hostile Indonesia. In
answer to other questions, Sir Henry Wells replied that the only airfields
from which the continuous operation of jet aircraft is possible at

. present are in Java, but the spasmodic operation of such aircraft is
believed to be feasible from aerodromes closer to Netherlands New Guinea
and to Australia. The plan of defence would involve attacking the
Java aerodromes and the ports used for mounting and the re-supply of

. Indonesian operations - for example Soursbaya. He did not think that
the Dutch would get such notice of proposed paratroop landings by the
Indonesians if these were restricted to battalion strength as would
enable them to prevent a lodgment being made, but he thought the position
wight be otherwise if landings were proposed for brigade strength,

Cabinet -
(1) agreed that the line of policy set out by the Prime Minister
should be adopted by the Minister for External Affairs in his
discussions with the Secretary of State for the United States

and with the Foreign Minister of the Netherlands and Foreign
‘ Secretary of the United Kingdom;

(2) thought that it was not advisable even for secret and confidential
studies of possible trusteeship arrangements in relation to
. West New Guines to be made as had been proposed in the submission.

Cer ifiedﬁrue copy
Ifllm e
u/’.

Secretary to Cabinet
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I attach for your information copy o
¢conversation between Tange and the thhdﬁlag? i
the subject of the Netherlands-New Guinea.,

You will note that the Netherland:

secret consultations without commitment between Ne
Australia and the United States Military experts on
geans of providing military assistance to Netherland
uinea. T

No doubt this general question will be
in Cabinet on the 5th January. However I forwa

because Mr. Casey may seek to discuss the initiat
There are two observations which I should like t

The first concerns the recent dis
the Netherlands and the United Kingdom n th
to Indonesia. The Netherlands indicated
United States and ourselves have bee
assurances of support in the event
New Guinea and they asked for a guar
the United Kingdom. This is 411
the United Kingdom but no reference
message about secret consult o

The other point is
unduly optimistic in paragrap
In the event of an a i
cease fire order
Assembly,
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_ _ :
versation with.the Netherlands Ambassador (Mr. A.H.J. Lovink)
on . 22nd December, 1958,

Officers Present .The Secretary

AR SUBJIEGI(R)e NETHERLANDS NEW GUINEA

e The Netherlands Ambassador called to leave a
33-page appreciation of the "Indonesian Threat to Nether-
lands New Guinea" and to make the following points:-

(1) The Netherlands had received an assurance
of United States assistance in the ovbnt of an
Indonesian attack upon West New Guinea,
the considerations explained in the doou.ent
made it clear that this was insufficient.

(2) The Netherlands therefore asked Ana'ralia to
enter into secret consultations, without
commitment, among Netherlands, stralian

ways and

and Unitod States military experts
means of providing military assistance to o P
Netherlands forces in Dutch New Guine in
the timetable necessary if such assistance ce 1s
to be effective. g |

(3) The Netherlands Government w
without advance military con
assistance (assuming that it we:
give this assistance and
the decision to give it
the time of the att

(%) Similar roprosontationg.
the United States.

2. Speaking orally in
Ambassador oupnaniz.a -

(a)

(b) that.xna '

(:d)
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BACKGROUND NOTES TO CABINET DECISION NO. 1
MELBOURNE, Sth JANUARY, 1959.

INDONESTA * NEW GUINEA

o Cabinet gave consideration to the situation w

in the event of Indonesian aggression in any form in the ne
D?tch New Guinea,.nnd.the.action.that'AuszraIia'should'taﬁe
Situation, It also considered the Dutch approaches for

talks concerning Dutch New Guinea and .the question of giv
undertaking to the Dutch.

Strategic Considerations:

The intelligence reports suggesting the p
aggression as early as March were considered. In this
thought by the Cabinet that these reports could well be
Indonesian or Dutch tactics but that the possibility of
Indonesia's initiative in the near future could not be
noted that the United Kingdom and
possession of this information
and military reasons, an a
months, It was
of United Kingdo i
the likelihood of In
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a 1ndef;,.tely
Recent political events in Holland .anc _pressure
could lead the Dutch to seek means of wi
if New Guinea can be bargained nglxuqc ‘compe
Indonesia. If the Dutch were to fail, as seem
get guarantees of nxlx:nry aid from the United S ¥
Australia, this would increase the chances of Dutch: ;

Military Factors:

The military factora as set out in the
Staff Committee in submission No. 11 wore considered.
Australia act1ng alone or in conjunction with the Du
able to act in time to prevent an initial lodgment by I
unless the present disposition of forces were consid
they were deployed in adyance in the New Guinea and N

While it was expaoted that Anltrtlfln"
time requ:red ‘would not be available. Thxa would‘

within a period of two to eight days at the most,
referred zo the Unxzcd Nohiona. doa cen;o-tnre.
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EJB/FM

INDONESIA AND NEW GUINEA '? 1 JANE

had a discussion with the Prime Ministé el At S
yesterday about the nature of his meeting with Mr., Casey '™ =
this morning, ' i N2 =N

I said that I assumed that the purpose of the
meeting today would be to agree on the next steps and their
timing following the Cabinet discussiOn:Q:jlg,n;ﬁ@@@i; ?H@f
Prime Minister confirmed that this was his understanding.

I said that in that case Mr. Case
come along with a programme setting out what to sa
Dutch, the United Kingdom and the United Stat
sequence and also the method of communicatio
External Affairs had been studying these poi
stage at least I had no reason to think that
would notl be entirely satisfactory. ’

I then said that the particular thi
mention to the Prime Minister before he saw Mr,
the possibility of taking the subject even fur
had been taken 'in Cabinet last weelk. My impre
that two of the policy conclusions which had emer
Cabinet could become inconsistent and that it may
be necessary to determine which of the two is p

The Tirst conelusion I had in mind w

| declsion that Australia would not make any mi
commitment to the Duteh over New Guinea unles
States and the United Kingdom were making sim
The other conclusion was that although the Cab
perhaps look with eguanimity on some form of
over butch New Guinea in due course, its :
pessible thing was for the Dutch to

These two are not necas
as one refers to military aid and t
activity, but it seemed to me t
a strong conviction that Au
assoclation with the U.S.
into a state of hostility
other words, political as
be avoided.

~ Therefore,
reconsider tha
and to consider
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2.

such study would pProbably become known to the Dutch before
long, even if we did not -
hasten Dutch withdrawal . HERSIVOAREe1T them, and this oY

At this stage the Prime Hinister took up the
discussion and saiq that although he saw the problem, it

was not one which ave him a rticular worry. He did
not like the idea gf et = -4 51 ;

a political crisis with Indonesia
Over Dutch New Guinea but we have over a long period made
our visws ahbout Sovereignty in Dutch New Guinea abundantly
clear to everybody jncluding Indonesia and he thought we A
could and should maintain our attitude. If a political
erisis grew out of it, 1t would be unfortunate, but it
would be accepted. : "

On the other hand, the idea of

to Indonesia over Dutch New Guinea wa )
altogether and should, if possible, be
that st this stage the Cabinet declsions

/ ’they sre, In any case he did not think
blow up overnight and that if we got to 2
was evident that we should work towards Dute
by some other controliling authority, ther
£tudy the whole matter adequately. N
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12th Pebruary, 1959,

INE R ARY INITTRVENT I

There was a long and depressing discussion on this,
The attached "Provisional Outline Plan" went to the Chiefs of Staff
cﬂ.tt. when they considered the JeP.C. paper "Military Action to
be Taken" last December. The Chiefs of Staff did not examine the
Provisional Outline Plan in detail but suggested it should come up

for consideration al with the detailed study of the
logistics aspect, e

24 It was agreed that the J.7.3. and the J.A.P.S. should
M;W eand decide on the best way of handling the paper. It
was further agreed that there would need to be two distinct aspects
considered:

Situation (a) whereby there was a lodgement by a small Indanesian
force of less than battalion strength,

Situation (b) whereby thare was a large-scale Indonesian
amphiblous invasion.

Flans should also be prepared to envisage situation (a) phasing
into situation (b).

3. = ’::. Navy and Airforce r:;rcm:;u felt that
their part - this process mfilm : ear and Navy Plamer
felt that a wm.azpw could be maintained

if the Navy were engross
able to help with situat

with situat » they might not
repe e e s, be

Sortous mterios ot o e AInroe s LA Tan,ee e
bvious counter-action ' the . e d be to ™ ! "

a limited loigement as in si ugan (e onesime caly affected
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MINUTE BY THE CHIEFS OF STAFF COMMITTEE AT MEETING

HE - 2 9
Vice Admirel Sir Roy Dowling, Vico Admiral H,M, Burrell,
K.B.,E., C,B,, D.8.0,, C.B., C.B.E.,
Chairmen, Chicf of the Naval Staff,

Chicfs of Staff Committoo.

Air Marshal Sir Frederiek Scherger, Major General I,T, Murdoch,
K.BDE.‘ C.B.’ D.S.O., ACF'CU’ COBOEOJ
Chicf of the Air Staff. Roprcsconting
Chicf of the Gonorel Staff.

Agondum No. NO.Li3/1 ¢ _COMPOSITION OF THE AUSTRALIAN DEFENCE FORCES -
L Ll S

AT BA STRA i) OLICY !

MATTER REFERRED

1 A memorandum from the Chairmen, Joint Planning Committec
roquesting that the Chicfs of Staff Committee glve guidance on
the cxact intcrpretation of paragraph 5 (c) of Chicfs of Staff
Committcc Minute No. 39/1959,

CONSIDERATION
24 The Chairmon, Joint Plonning Committcoc stated:-

"The differonce lics in tho interpretation of tho
oxpression "Strategic Prioritics™. One view is that the
Afustralian forecs while boing as well balanced as practicable
and with the ability to act indeopondontly, should bo
primarily dcsigned for oporations on tho maeinland of South
East fLsia (vido paragraph 10 of Stratogic Basis). The sccond
view rcsts on paragraph L6 of the Stratogic Basis, and
considors that the Australian Armed Foreos must bo designed
to bc cqually copablc of tho two types of limited war
mentioncd in this paragraph., The Joint Planning Committec
has boon unable to rcsolve this differoncc."”

Do As the Chicfs of Staff Committec wore of the opinion that
the 'Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy' was quite clear
on tho obove point the Cheirman, Joint Planning Committco was
requosted to clucidate the resson for his rcquest,

. In the following discussion on this point, the Deputy
Chief of the Gonoral Staff hcld to tho opinion that as in paragraph
10 of the Stratogic Basis, South East Asia romains of first
stratoglc importance to Australia. He belicved that this viow

was supported by othcr paragraphs such as 27, which includcs tho
sentence s

"At present the major threat originatos from the
mainland of South Fost Asia, and the retention of South
East 4sia in fricndly hends is of primery importance to
Lustralia's sccurity."

S5e The Deputy Chiof of tho Gensoral Staff thorcfore arguocd
that as the shaplng of our forcos to act indcpendently againsh
aggression in the North Western approaches could not be of cqual
stratcgic priority to providing a prompt contribution to South

TOP SECRET .
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CABINET MINUTE

Canberra, 9th November, 1959

Decision No. 522

Submission No. 59 B Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy
Submission No. 424 - Composition of the Australian Defence Forces
(1) Cabinet made the following decisions on the matters put

forward in submission No. 424.

(2) Strategic Basis of Policy: Cabinet noted the report presented
in submission No. 59. However, it did not, as recommended in
submission No. 424, give general endorsement to the report, and it is
not to be assumed therefore that the Cabinet necessarily approves
the report in all detail. In particular, the proposition that the
Australian Forces should as an objective be designed primarily with the
ability to act independently of allies was not endorsed. Views were
expressed by Cabinet to the effect that in any war on the South East
Asian mainland, in which Australia would be fighting with major allies,
there should be no obligation on the part of Australia or any expectation
on the part of the allies that Australia, with its limited population
and resources, should necessarily put forward self-supporting Forces.
On the other hand, it was taken as conceivable that Australia could
face a situation where it would be called upon to defend for a limited
time independently of allies, This possibility indicates that the Aust-
ralian Forces should be developed to be self-supporting to some degree,
But this is a more limited and less ambitious concept of independent
action then appeared to be envisaged in the strategic basis paper.

(3) Navy:

(a) Submarine Service: Cabinet approved the recommendation
that Navy should be authorized to make further investigat-
ations, without commitment, with a view to the sub-
mission of a detailed report on the type of submarines
proposed, firmer estimates of cost, and times for const-
ruction, A decision concerning the introduction of a

submarine service is to be deferred pending consideration
of this further report,

T4PF SECRETY
Copled In the Cabinet Secretariat ‘ ........ .’.f/...ef é
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