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My aim today is to explain how Army proposes to the meet the operational challenges of that complex, ambiguous and chaotic battlespace that Mike Evans has so vividly described for you.  How will we deal with an environment where globalisation and fragmentation challenge traditional ideas of military power?  How do we balance this future with the other future, where we are required to provide for the defence of Australia? 

My training has given me a preference for giving my bottom line up front.  Where do I stand in what has become a spirited debate about the principles underpinning the force structure of the ADF. 

Let there be no doubt - our primary responsibility is to provide for the defence of Australia.  But I also recognise that over the last decade we have been involved in a wide variety of operations either in our neighbourhood or further afield.  

I am not of the ‘either / or’ school.  

The Minister is right when he suggests that we need an ‘and / and’ response.  

We need to be able to defend Australia and provide options for government both in our region or further afield. We cannot afford to close off any option.

What I propose is that we provide government with an option to be able to operate away from our bases, and conduct a wide variety of tasks.  How far away essentially becomes an issue for government to direct and for us to provide the appropriate amount of fuel to the transport platforms that will get us there.

The type of force required to do this is fundamentally a joint force.  Any suggestion that I am seeking to enhance the Army at the expense of the Navy and Air Force is wrong.  

I am a strong proponent of the Air Warfare Destroyer, Airborne Early Warning Aircraft, Fighter and Strike capabilities and many other essential Air and Naval platforms.  I firmly believe that Army cannot operate without the Navy and the Air Force.  History clearly shows the truth of this proposition.  Gallipoli, the Oboe series of landings in the Second World War, Korea, Vietnam and most recently East Timor.  All were joint operations.  The Army cannot work alone.

What I am proposing is a joint package of Naval, Land and Air forces capable of deploying, supporting, sustaining and redeploying a joint force wherever we are directed to go by Government.  This force would have utility in the defence of Australia, in our region as demonstrated in Timor, or further afield as demonstrated in Somalia, and currently in the war against terror.

. In the December 2000 White Paper we were given guidance that our previous focus on low level contingencies on Australian territory was to be broadened to meet a wider range of contingencies, both on Australian territory and beyond (p79). In many ways geography is not important in this debate.  What is important is the ability to operate away from our normal support bases.  How far away is a question for Government. The issue of priority of location for the deployment is also an issue for Government.  Government has a choice about where and when to deploy the ADF. This choice narrows, the greater the risk to our national security

As a soldier, I have an instinct for seeking the high ground. So I am not going to engage in point scoring or personality clashes. This is an argument about policies not personalities.

Some have asserted that those who query the relevance of layered defence in depth are, by implication, champions of Expeditionary Warfare. It is further suggested that Army wants to structure for high intensity warfare in dispersed theatres.

 It is not Army’s aspiration to structure around heavy armoured forces designed for high intensity warfare.

There is not a shred of evidence to support the myth that Army seeks to structure for high intensity conflict. Go back to the White Paper of 2000. It stated that we had decided against the development of heavy armoured forces suitable for contributions to coalition operations in high intensity conflict.  

I was involved in writing the White Paper and unconditionally confirm that statement. There is no gnashing of teeth within Army at that statement.  Let me quickly add though, the very reasonable following statement contained in the White Paper, that our land forces will have the combat weight they need to achieve their missions without undue risk.

What the White Paper did provide, however, was guidance to the effect that Army was to be capable of Expeditionary Warfare. Now let me make this very clear. I do not like that term. It has become a term of denigration rather than description. That is a pity.

In its purely professional context, Expeditionary Capability describes the suite of characteristics that enable a military force to deploy and sustain itself away from its bases. Army would be engaging in Expeditionary operations were it to deploy by air and sea to the Pilbara or the Gulf of Carpentaria. It is simply wrong to invoke this term to imply that Army is seeking a return to Forward Defence. 

Those who have attempted to portray the current debate about strategic policy as a clash between those who favour Defending Australia and those who wish to embark on military adventures all over the globe, are being disingenuous. 

Leaving aside semantics, the White Paper did authorise the development of an Expeditionary, or offshore capability, within Army. I quote, "… the development of our land forces needs to reflect a new balance between the demands of operations on Australian territory and the demands of deployments offshore, especially in our immediate neighbourhood."

In so doing, the White Paper vindicated the visionary work of one of my predecessors, Lieutenant General Frank Hickling, who, in 1998, laid the foundations for Army and the ADF to enhance strategic mobility and the capacity to engage in littoral operations. 

Frank Hickling’s foresight was rewarded when, the very next year, Army undertook its most significant deployment since Vietnam during OPERATION STABILISE in East Timor. Of course East Timor rounded out a decade of offshore operations, from Somalia, to Cambodia, to Rwanda and Bougainville. Mingled among all of these was contingency planning for a broad range of evacuation and other operations.

Despite the assurances of proponents of the ‘concentric circles’ theology, such deployments were not conducted at the margins of strategic policy. They were core business.  They were not aberrations.  In the 1994 White Paper there was a statement that we would structure for the defence of Australia other than at the margins.  I was also involved in providing Army's input to this paper and immediately asked the question, "How big is a margin."    I am still asking that question.  Right now I suggest that the answer is, “bigger".

These offshore operations were a profound challenge to the orthodoxy of Australian Defence planners. How did we reconcile strategic reality with strategic doctrine? The central assumption of the Defence of Australia paradigm was that forces structured for defence of the sea air gap and continental Australia could routinely perform other tasks.

Actual operations have seriously undermined that proposition. Army was assigned a marginal role in the Defence of Australia construct. Over time this seriously eroded our core capabilities. Land Forces were seen as a sort of strategic goal-keeper. Once the Navy and Air Force had won the battle of the Bismark Sea Mark II, Army would mop up the tiny remnants of the notional invasion force that scrambled ashore in the Kimberleys.

That guidance ultimately diminished Army’s core capabilities. Over time we lost strategic agility. Our units became hollow. Our ability to operate away from the Australian support base degraded dangerously. Our capacity to generate, sustain and rotate forces eroded. 

The tremendous efforts of all of the Australian Defence Force in East Timor concealed these deficiencies in the Army’s capabilities. 

But we learnt some important lessons during that deployment. We needed increased readiness, enhanced mobilisation capabilities, more and better strategic lift, improved logistics, improved engineering capability, better mobility, improved long range communications and an ability to win water, distribute fuel over the shore as well as improved stevedoring and medical services. 

The list was long.  Happily, the 2000 White Paper has rectified many of these deficiencies.  In Army, we like to think that the White Paper both asked and answered the question, "What do you need to do East Timor again, but better?"  The clear implication of this question is what do you need to ensure that you can operate away from your bases in Townsville, Darwin, Richmond, Sydney and Perth.

The 2000 White Paper acknowledged that Army had a significant role to play in Australia’s Maritime Strategy. East Timor had served as a timely reminder that the maritime approaches to Australia were not comprised merely of an “air/sea gap”, but a complex archipelago in which air, sea and land intersect.  As an infantryman, I prefer to see the sea air gap as a bridge with land at both ends.  We must be able to operate in all three environments: air, sea and land - this is the littoral.

That environment dictates the use of deployable, agile, balanced, joint forces. The White Paper accepted this and decreed that Army must be capable of offshore operations in our immediate neighbourhood. Dare I say it, the White Paper committed Army to Expeditionary Operations. 

It directed Army to sustain a brigade deployed on operations for extended periods and at the same time maintain at least a battalion group available for deployment elsewhere.

Let me return to the myth, namely that the development of more agile deployable forces is an Army plot to seize resources at the expense of the other services. This view is entirely at odds with the recent operational experience of the ADF.  Army can neither deploy nor fight without the support of the RAN and RAAF. We are entirely or partly dependent on the RAN and RAAF for strategic lift, air defence, communications, logisitics, sustainment and a range of vital supporting fires.

While Army enjoyed the highest profile during operations in East Timor, it was a triumph of joint capabilities. No professional soldier thinks it is smart to ‘rob Paul to pay Peter’ in terms of Joint Capabilities. Picture in your mind’s eye those early days in East Timor - RAAF C130s were essential as were Navy ships close up in Dili Harbour.  

It was a joint force that allowed the deployment.  All three services are essential elements of a mature Joint Warfighting Capability.

The Mad Max world that Mike Evans described to you is characterised by complexity and ambiguity. It is not the domain of “either/or” solutions. 

That is why I agree with the Minister in his questioning of the geographic determinism implicit in the concentric circle’s approach to classifying threat. The Minister has spoken convincingly of the globalisation of security.  

Army does not view the Defence of Australia, Contributions to the Security of the Immediate Neighbourhood and Support of Wider Interests as separate problems. The ability to operate both onshore and offshore is defence of Australia. They are not separate strategic problems, arbitrarily defined by geography.  We can no longer hide secure behind a Maginot Line defined by a sea/air gap.

That is an appropriate point at which to return to my own rhetorical question: ‘How will Army operate in this post cold war world of failing states and non-state actors?’

Fortunately, we can build on the very sound foundations which have been laid down by Frank Hickling and Peter Cosgrove since 1998. Army has already begun the transition from a force structured purely for Continental defence, to a more agile, scalable and versatile force.

Central to the enhancement of our capabilities to meet the guidance provided in the White Paper is adoption of the concept for littoral manoeuvre which is defined in our developing Manoeuvre Operations in the Littoral Environment papers (MOLE). Army believes that forces structured for littoral manoeuvre will possess the ingredients for success across the likely spectrum of future conflict.

Land Forces must be capable of strategic reach, entry from the air and sea, decisive action once deployed; this being followed by transition to peacekeeping or support operations. 

Forces configured for littoral manoeuvre will be capable of peacekeeping and humanitarian operations as well as more intense levels of warfighting. They will be better equipped, more agile, versatile and scalable than Land Forces configured to meet lower level contingencies on Australian Territory. 

In other words, they offer more options to the Government and people of Australia. Too much of the recent debate over defence has featured ‘either /or’ language and propositions. Army strongly believes that joint forces capable of littoral manoeuvre provide the best capability for the defence of Australia.

Earlier I stated that Army viewed the physical Defence of Australia, the defence of the Immediate Neighbourhood, and Support to Wider Interests, as elements of the same strategic problem. The term “Arc of Instability” which describes the geo-political volatility in our region very adequately defines the problem and quite properly provides a focus on what is important. There is consensus that Australia cannot be secure in an insecure region or an insecure world. The tragic events in Bali reinforce that realisation.

Land Forces capable of rapid deployment and decisive effect are a core element of the solution to the suite of strategic problems likely to emerge in the future. 

Forces designed solely to deny the sea air gap to a conventional invasion lack the versatility, and scalability to carry out the diverse functions likely to be required in the future.  How will they deal with the demands of peacekeeping, peace support, actions against terrorism, humanitarian interventions, and military diplomacy to reassure friends and coerce adversaries, that joint and land forces shaped for littoral manoeuvre can perform?

And let there be no doubt, this is not an endorsement for structuring our forces for peacekeeping tasks. Excellence at littoral manoeuvre entails a baseline commitment to warfighting. Our troops in East Timor adapted to peace enforcement because they were thoroughly prepared for warfighting. 

As Mike Evans has explained we will not be able to choose the nature of the wars we fight. There is a distinct likelihood that we will see more hybrid conflict. The Three-Block War is an apt phrase to describe the situation where troops are simultaneously engaged in a pitched battle in which combined arms teams of infantry, armour, artillery, engineers, and army aviation will carry the day, while only several city blocks away, their comrades are distributing humanitarian aid.

It is risky to try to plan for specific scenarios. Instead, Army seeks to make intelligent assessments of broad trends. That is why we are not leaping to conclusions about the style of operations in Afghanistan. 

There are many lessons out of Afghanistan. Not all of them are fashionable. 

Firstly, close combat remains an enduring component of warfare. While some success was achieved through small Special Forces teams cuing Air and Space assets to deliver precision strike, most casualties occurred in traditional close combat. The Western media ignored this unglamorous facet of the conflict, because it was predominantly conducted by proxy tribal forces.

Army believes that close combat will remain a decisive element in any conflict the ADF could credibly engage in, out to 2020. 

Second, a less spectacular lesson from Afghanistan is the necessity for Land Forces to possess organic indirect fires. Mortars and artillery are not yet museum pieces. American commanders have admitted that the failure to suppress Taliban mortars cost them lives unnecessarily.  Air platforms will not always be available due to weather, competing demands and serviceability. Nor do they yet possess unlimited loiter time over an AO.

We need to be cautious in arguing that one, highly particular, aspect of combat in Afghanistan should provide the template for our future capabilities. That is especially relevant to those who insist that the ADF should be focused on the region. 

Our analysis of the region makes us cautious of seeking to replicate the Special Forces precision strike combination in our more likely areas of operation. The region closest to us features complex terrain, whether heavy vegetation or heavily populated urban terrain. It is also affected by the presence of large volumes of ambient smoke from environmental degradation. These and other factors will seriously degrade the performance of precision guided munitions (PGMs). 

There is no panacea, nor any single solution to winning future wars. We will need to be versatile and adaptable. I am not a luddite, I want the ADF to seek and introduce transformational technologies. However, we should not rush off in a misguided effort to digitise everything we own.  There are clear limits to what we can afford and the utility of the equipment in our likely operational environment.

There are enormous transformational benefits to be gained by introducing tactical level innovations as well as strategic level assets. Streamlined command and control at the tactical and operational levels should be a priority for introducing transformational technologies. 

At the tactical level, UAVs are a significant force multiplier. They enhance joint situational awareness and strike capabilities.  Properly matched with the Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter, AEW&C and tactical data links will be a remarkable innovation.

The path to this future will not be easy but I believe we have a viable road map. My Deputy, Major General Frank Roberts will discuss the Defence Capability Plan in some detail in the next presentation. We believe it rectifies the deficiencies exposed by operations in East Timor. It positions us well for future tasks and maximises the options we can provide to Government.

Hopefully I have illustrated that it is futile and dangerous to seek to impose specific solutions on the future. 

In broad terms, if we incorporate the characteristics of rapid deployment, adaptability, flexibility, lethal fires, and acute situational awareness, we will have developed the sort of force that can decisively contribute to the sorts of operations we are likely to face. 

The Post Cold War era has not ushered in a Golden Age of peace and stability. Indeed, with hindsight, the Cold War World looks comparatively stable and predictable. The Army of this era must be capable of meeting diverse conflict scenarios at short notice. In the jargon of our profession it must be a wide spectrum force.

I believe that we are capable of meeting the challenge of transition to a wide spectrum force. Our ability to deploy and sustain ourselves away from our bases, coupled with proficiency at warfighting will allow us to conduct operations from peacekeeping through to warfighting in a Coalition setting.

The global geo-political situation is extremely fluid. We cannot afford to stand still. We must continue to make considered judgements of the nature of conflict and ensure that our doctrine and force structure matches the demands that will be made of them.

For the foreseeable future the capability to perform littoral manoeuvre will shape Army to deploy rapidly, fight decisively and transition to stabilisation to win the peace. That will put us at the cutting edge of doctrinal and operational performance among the armies of the West.

While I hesitate to provide a “list”, I would offer a few “requirements” for the Army to be able to respond to the future. 

· STRATEGIC AGILITY

· HIGH PRECISION LETHALITY

· PERVASIVE SITUATIONAL AWARENESS

· HIGHLY NETWORKED SENSORS AND SHOOTERS

· CAPABLE OF JOINT EFFECTS

· PART OF A SEAMLESS FORCE

· READY AND FLEXIBLE

· FOCUSSED ON LITTORAL WARFARE

· BASED ON COMBINED ARMS GROUPS

· A LEARNING ORGANISATION SOLIDLY BASED ON AUSTRALIAN AND ARMY VALUES

I cannot conclude without some comment on those who suggest that Army needs to be larger.  Some have proposed extra battalions or increases in our combat and combat support forces.  I appreciate their sentiment, but I will not immediately press for reflex increases. 

Current strategic guidance requires us to provide six fully manned infantry battalion groups at high readiness.  

However, we do need to be attuned to current operational pressures, especially as they relate to forces in high demand.  We also need to carefully consider emerging operations and those forces best suited by readiness, training, skills and equipment to best deal with these new demands. 

I have in mind our Special Forces. We have asked much of them over the last 3 years. They have been on operations almost continuously. In addition we have raised a second Tactical Assault Group from within 4 RAR (Commando). We have also created a new Incident Response Regiment as a result of the September 11 tragedy. 

We must remain aware of emerging requirements and attuned to focussed initiatives to respond to contemporary requirements. 

I am more concerned about the robustness and sustainability of these forces than I am with a knee jerk increase to the numbers of battalions.  We need to look at the requirements to support and sustain what we have now in terms of the entire range of combat, combat support, combat service support and logistic capabilities.  

I am also concerned about the manpower required to introduce the substantial range of new capabilities provided through the White Paper.  Finally, let me acknowledge the pressures on our core enabling elements such as Training Command and the other defence groups such as Corporate Support and the Defence Materiel Organisation.

Frankly, at the moment I see that making the present force fully capable is more important than raising additional battalions.

Let me say, in conclusion, that this is an extremely challenging period for Army. We are operating at a high tempo. Meeting the heavy operational demands imposed by the War on Terror, East Timor and a number of smaller commitments around the globe is a tough assignment. 

It requires rigorous planning to manage modernisation, changing strategic circumstances and the introduction of new capabilities while simultaneously running operations. 

I believe we are meeting that challenge. I am immensely proud of our soldiers and their performance in the field.  I believe that we are each day living our motto of  "Serving the Nation."

I will now introduce my Deputy Chief of Army, Major General Frank Roberts, to flesh out some of the detail of how that process of introducing new capabilities is being managed.

