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Introduction

Ladies and Gentlemen.  It is a great honour to have been invited to address you today on the implications of the changing meaning of security.   

The greatest duty of a responsible government is the provision of security to its citizens.  As the most fundamental element of a national defence and security strategy, defence against armed attack has historically dominated all other considerations.  Despite this tradition, the intellectual framework of national security is changing in many countries.  This paper demonstrates that our understanding of security is reflected in defence policy and missions – and they are interdependent and undergoing change.  

This paper addresses these issues in four sections.  

· The first section describes the traditional meaning of security, which I refer to as ‘old security thinking’.  

· The second section shows how this understanding is being refocussed by theories, which I refer to as ‘new security thinking’.  

· In the third section, I survey changes in the security policies and activities of a range of western democracies.  

· The fourth section deals with Australian defence, which I refer to as ‘refocussed national security’.          

Before I commence the analysis, a word on the importance of theory – a frequently underestimated analytical tool.  Military analyst Steven Metz notes that abstract ideas ‘may seem alien’ to official decision-makers who may choose to rely purely on pragmatism.
  Yet, influential political analyst, Joseph Nye, contends that theory is an essential part of policy-making:

Theory ties facts together.  It helps the policy-maker to understand and predict.  Even the most pragmatic policy-makers fall back on some theoretical constructs because neither all the facts nor their relationships are ever known.
  

Old Security Thinking

Central to the analysis presented in this paper is the concept of security.  Security is an ambiguous term, defying a universal definition.  It has become, to use W.B. Gallie’s term, an ‘essentially contested concept’.
  Literal definitions of security describe it as a state of mind free from threats, danger, risk, care, apprehension and doubt.
  

Despite this broad literal definition, the traditional academic and policy-making perspective on security narrows it to ‘national security’.  Writing in 1943, Walter Lippmann, asserted that:  ‘A nation has security when it does not have to sacrifice its legitimate interests to avoid war and is able, if challenged, to maintain them by war.’
  According to this narrow interpretation of security, defending a state against armed invasion by other states is paramount and other activities are little more than incidental.  This approach has a lengthy heritage.  Nation states have provided the building block of international affairs since the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia recognised their pre-eminent position.  The state is thus the ‘referent’, for which security is sought, within old security thinking.
  Such thinking has sought to understand security within two major streams of international relations theory – ‘realism’ and ‘idealism’.  

‘Realism’ emphasises the importance of power, taking a pessimistic view of human nature by following Thucydides’ logic of the 5th Century BC:  ‘the strong do what they have the power to do and the weak accept what they have to accept.’

In a similar vein, 16th Century Italian political strategist Niccolo Machiavelli argued that humans are fundamentally selfish unless kept in check by other forces.
  For this reason, he advised that:  ‘it is much safer to be feared than loved’.
 Writing in the 17th Century, English philosopher Thomas Hobbes took a particularly pessimistic view of the potentially violent effect of the fundamental self-interest within human nature: ‘a warre of every man against every man’.
  These classical realists desired strong governments to ensure domestic order, but they believed the international system should be uncontrolled - allowing states to wage war to suit national interests.          

This approach led to the First World War, calling realism into question.  When he declared war on Germany in 1917, President Woodrow Wilson announced that:   

…the same standards of conduct and of responsibility for wrong done shall be observed among nations … that are observed among the individual citizens of civilised states.

This second school of thinking became known as ‘idealism’ and it dominated security thinking between the world wars.  The idealists believed that progress could be made in making the world a more peaceful place and that democracy and law could replace authoritarianism and tyranny.
  Although states were the only recognised actors in this international system, morality and legality were the primary referents leading to the Covenant of the League of Nations.
  Yet idealism was to prove a disappointment because it failed to prevent the Second World War.    

As a result, realism regained its place as the most widely-accepted approach to the understanding of international relations.  E.H. Carr wrote that:  ‘The supreme importance of the military instrument lies in the fact that the ultima ratio of power in international relations is war.’
  

The UN Charter contained the possibility of compromise between the poles of idealism and realism.  Its underlying philosophy is idealist, recommending collective security to uphold international law, but its emphasis on states and the dominant role of the Security Council are realist.
    

Realism and idealism have sought to explain the operation of the international system and how it provides security.  While realists consider ‘what is’, idealists look for ‘what should be’ – both ultimately reaching an unsatisfactory conclusion. Old security thinking fails to pay sufficient attention to individuals, groups other than states and the environment - and it over-emphasises war by failing to pay sufficient attention to other threats to security.     

The next section of my paper will demonstrate how the refocussing of security changes and increases perceived threats.  This refocussing has gained momentum over the last 12 years.       

New Security Thinking

The end of the Cold War in 1990 marked the closure of a period of relative global peace which had lasted since 1945, described by John Lewis Gaddis as ‘the long peace’.
  Cold War security thinking was realist, being primarily concerned with national security, and exemplifing the zero-sum operation of realism.  The end of the Cold War in 1990 saw a reordering of the strategic environment as the United States became the pre-eminent world power, described by Charles Krauthammer as ‘the unipolar moment’.
 

With the end of the Cold War, the advanced countries reduced the size of their military forces, re-orienting for low to mid-level conflict rather than major war.
  Large conventional and nuclear forces could not respond to the emerging range of security challenges -  information warfare, asymmetric threats, terrorism and weapons of mass destruction.  Instead, elite special forces offered greater versatility for a variety of specialist missions.  Meanwhile, developments in technology led to uninhabited aerial vehicles and cruise missiles, which offered the opportunity to wield force with lower levels of risk.  


The end of the Cold War was thus a turning point in international relations and they became subject to forces that did not fit within previous theories.  Four ‘mega-trends’ began to shape the world – democratisation, nationalism, regionalisation and globalisation.
  Of these, globalisation is the most important.  It involves the ‘supra-territorial’ dimension of social relations and geography, and it has a corrosive effect on states.
  It causes states to lose control of national culture, currency, information systems, the environment, health, crime, drugs and migration.  Non-state actors such as transnational corporations, financial organisations and media empires now make decisions which affect the world’s affairs.
  

Samuel Huntington points to other forces that might supersede the state:  supra-state cultural groupings he calls ‘civilisations’.
  The ‘fault-lines’ between these groupings cause conflict and the resulting ‘fault-line wars’ are ‘violent and ugly’.
  Martin van Creveld’s analysis of trends in contemporary warfare finds that it has undergone a ‘transformation’ towards sub-national factions fighting for ethnic and religious causes.
 


At this point it is relevant to briefly consider work from the field of psychology.  Abraham Maslow’s ‘hierarchy of needs’ demonstrated that basic human needs make up the fundamental levels of the hierarchy and that when these needs are satisfied, higher needs emerge, ultimately leading to the highest human goal of ‘self-actualisation’.
  Forces that reduce individual well-being are important in understanding security, and states do not necessarily provide individual security.    

A prominent example of new security thinking was Barry Buzan’s proposal that the concept of security ‘broaden’ to bridge the gap between the realist and idealist schools.  He argued that security policies should work on four levels:  individual, state, regional and international, and that the threats to security fall into five broad sectors:  military, political, societal, economic and ecological.
 

I contend that the narrow interpretation of security, found in old security thinking, is being refocussed by new concepts of security, comprising two broad groups. 

· The first group involves broadened threats to national security, not necessarily military in nature, and may include non-state actors involved in criminal activity such as terrorism.  

· The second group utilises different referents for security - other than the traditional referent of states.  

New security thinking on the security of states is reflected in a range of approaches:

· First, ‘common security’ which is a non-adversarial approach first proposed by the 1982 Palme Commission’s report on disarmament.
  This required a new strategic approach known as ‘non-offensive defence’ (NOD) emphasising defensive capabilities and confidence-building measures.
   

· Second, multi-dimensional ‘comprehensive security’ which was developed in 1987 by the Brundtland Commission’s report to the UN General Assembly.
  

· Third, ‘cooperative security’ which underpinned the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE); the later Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE); the policies of former Canadian Secretary for External Affairs, Joe Clark; the work of former UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali; and the writings of former Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Gareth Evans.
 

In addition to these new approaches to state security, new security thinking also includes a wide range of approaches to security in which the state is not the primary referent.  

· ‘Societal security’ - which concerns cultural identity and can lead to ethnic and religious conflict.  

· ‘Economic security’ - which when neglected led to the national collapse of the Soviet Union.  

· ‘Non-gendered security’ - which reflects feminist dissatisfaction with gender biases and the lower security of many women.  

· ‘Environmental security’ – which includes threats caused by environmental issues, such as resource scarcity, and threats to the well-being of the global environment.  

· ‘Global security’ - which seeks to expand security beyond the state to include the security of people and the planet.
    


The broadest and most comprehensive conceptualisation of new security thinking is termed  ‘human security’, and its referent is the human condition.
  The UN Secretary-General, Kofi Annan, declared in 1998 that ‘we must put people at the centre of everything we do’.
  If human beings are to attain the highest levels of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, security must mean more than the mere absence of military threats, it must involve the literal meaning of security. 

International Case Studies

The third section of my paper surveys changes in the security policies and activities of five western democracies.  The data supports the thesis that practice is following theory and that security is refocussing away from old security thinking towards new.  The paper distils the analysis of a large body of data, collected during six-years of PhD research, using a seven-part framework for analysis. 

The first indicator is defence expenditure.  The level of defence spending has fallen in all five case study countries.  It should be noted that within each analysis, empirical data is averaged across three-year periods to prevent skewing of the data.  The first period, 1987-89, reflects Cold War security, while the second, 1998-2000, reflects recent events.      

Table 1.  Comparative Statistics – Defence Expenditure

Defence Expenditure


UK
NZ
Canada


US
Australia

1987-1989

(% GDP)

1998- 2000

(% GDP)

Change in

% GDP

Relative Change in % GDP


4.2%

2.7%

-1.5%

36% decrease
2.2%

1.1%

-1.1%

50% decrease


2.0%

1.1%

-0.9%

45%

decrease
5.8%

3.2%

-2.6%

45%

decrease
2.3%

1.9%

-0.4%

17%

decrease

It is reasonable to assume that smaller defence forces, placing less emphasis on warfighting, cost less.  In some cases, however, defence budgets will increase in response to the demands of the new security agenda, examples being the the cost of the ADF’s operations in East Timor and the current ‘War on Terrorism’.                

The second indicator is personnel strength.  The full-time strengths of the five armed forces have fallen by at least 23 % since the Cold War.  The Canadian Forces experienced the most significant decrease in size of 41%, while the ADF fell by 23%.  

Table 2.  Comparative Statistics – Personnel Strength

Personnel Strength


UK
NZ
Canada


US
Australia

Full-time Uniformed Personnel Strength

1987-1989

1998-2000

Percentage Change
315,683

211,930

-33%


12,600

9,550

-24%
86,067

50,750

-41%
2,148,700

1,379,633

-36%
70,200

54,400

-23%

The third indicator concerns reserve forces.  The reserve forces of the five case studies show mixed results both in changes to their size and the ratio of reserve forces to full-time forces.  

Table 3.  Comparative Statistics – Reserve Forces

Personnel Strength


UK
NZ
Canada


US
Australia

Reserve Force Personnel Strength

1987-1989

1998-2000

Percentage Change

Percentage change in ratio of reserve to 

full-time


302,460

331,483

+10%

+60%
9,584

6,250

-38%

-10%


24,300

43,300

+78%

+60%
3,997,500

1,858,984

-53%

-60%
27,091

27,193

0%

+20%

The varying characteristics of the five countries are causing differing outcomes – more so than within any other indicator.  The US no longer needs a huge mobilisation capability and is down-sizing its reserve.  The UK and Canada, on the other hand, have decided that their reserves should expand - to enable them to mount an increasing range of post-Cold War operations.  The Australian reserves are unchanged in size although their size relative to the full-time force has risen by 20 per cent.  The process of post-Cold War restructuring is ongoing and a common trend is yet to emerge.


The fourth indicator deals with defence policy.  It is measured using the empirical analysis of column space within published official defence policy. 

Table 4.  Comparative Statistics – Defence Policy

Defence Policy
UK
NZ
Canada


US
Australia

Proportion of defence policy devoted to non-warfighting missions

1987-1989

1998-2000 

Increase


33%

75%

+42%


66%

75%

+9%
50%

90%

+40%
10%

50%

+40%
10%

75%

+65%


Since the end of the Cold War, all five countries have placed greater emphasis within their defence policies on the range of non-warfighting missions derived from the broadened security agenda.  Canada’s transition in this critical area has been the most complete.  The defence policies of Australia, the UK and New Zealand demonstrate similar emphasis on new security missions.  The increasing emphasis within Australian defence policy has been particularly significant, in part because like the US it started from a low base.  
The fifth indicator concerns peace operations.  All five countries have experienced highly significant increases in their personnel commitments to peace operations since the Cold War, from three to 37 fold.  Canada’s commitment has ‘only’ tripled in size because its already high levels of Cold War commitments.  Australia’s increase was second only to that of the US, which had started from a very low base.  Taken in isolation, the ADF’s percentage in 2000 (which included major operations in East Timor) was a very high 14%.   

Table 5.  Comparative Statistics – Peace Operations

Peace Operations
UK
NZ
Canada


US
Australia

Percentage of full-time uniformed personnel deployed on peace operations

1987-1989

1998-2000

Proportion of increase


0.3%

4.8%

16 fold
0.4%

3.5%

9 fold
1.2%

4.1%

3 fold
0.03%

1.1%

37 fold
0.2%

4.6%

23 fold

The sixth indicator is the degree of governmental transparency.  Increases in governmental transparency in defence policy formulation are apparent in each case study.  Such increases can be seen in processes of official consultation with the general public, regional consultation processes and vigorous public and media debate.  The most transparent nations are the UK and Canada.  New Zealand, the US and Australia lag some way behind.    

Table 6.  Comparative Statistics – Governmental Transparency

Governmental Transparency


UK
NZ
Canada


US
Australia

Degree of openness in defence policy formulation

1987-1989

1998-2000
Closed

Significant opening
Closed

Limited opening 
Closed

Significant opening
Closed

Limited opening 


Closed

Limited opening

The final indicator is equal employment opportunity within defence forces.  Each of the case study countries has increased the level of equal employment opportunities within their personnel employment policies.  Australia and the US have shown the greatest percentage increases in equal employment opportunity.  Canada and New Zealand place no restrictions on women serving in combat and have opened all defence employment to females. 
Table 7.  Comparative Statistics – Equal Employment Opportunity

Equal Employment Opportunity


UK
NZ
Canada


US
Australia

Percentage of uniformed female personnel

1987-1989

1998-2000

Percentage of Change 


5.2%

7.5%

+2.3%
11.5%

14.4%

+2.9%
8.7%

9.9%

+1.2%
9.9%

14.7%

+4.8%
10.7%

15.5%

+4.8%

Up to this point I have outlined the intellectual process underlying the transition from old security to new, and provided a seven-part demonstration of its practical effects.  The fourth and final section of my paper describes the implications for Australian defence.          

Implications for Australian Defence

The first trend is that the state remains a durable referent for security but it is increasingly under challenge by other important referents.  This trend means that the realist objective of maximising Australia’s national interests, with little concern for the resultant costs and suffering of others, is unsustainable.  Australia now focuses more attention than ever before on international cooperation and it increasingly seeks to play the role of good international citizen.     

The second trend is that the security referent of the individual is increasingly important.  The ADF is committed to assistance to the civil community, particularly Australia’s indigenous people.  It provides for search and rescue, responses to natural disasters and international engagement – with the important bi-product of encouraging the objectives of civil society.        

The third trend is that countries now face a range of threats originating from the broadened security.  These include the illegal exploitation of natural resources, environmental damage, illegal immigration, trafficking in illicit drugs, piracy and terrorism.  The ADF is increasingly required to respond to these challenges and Australian security operates within a broader range of sectors than the once privileged military sector.    


The fourth trend is the increasing importance of international humanitarianism which increasingly leads to peace operations.  Peace operations are becoming recognised as ADF ‘core business’ influencing Australian defence policy and ADF force structure.
  

These trends have influenced, but not fundamentally altered, the Australian government’s concept of national security.  This concept uses old security thinking to define security as the absence of armed attacks.  In meeting the demands of this concept, Australia has gained considerable experience in waging war - but war itself is changing.  It is being complicated by developments such as the revolution in military affairs, information warfare, peace operations and non-lethal conflict.  Despite the evidence of the declining utility of war between advanced countries, the potential for armed conflict will not disappear.  For this reason, deterrence and coercion will remain important roles for armed forces.    

It can be seen that the reconceptualisation of Australia’s security has not reached the point at which the interests of individuals, society, the region or the global commons would take precedence over the government’s emphasis on the protection of ‘national interests’.  Perhaps the durability of war, albeit in changing manifestations, renders a complete transition to new security thinking an unachievable goal.  Certainly, Australia is unable to undergo a complete transition unilaterally.
  

Notwithstanding this finding, the influence of new security thinking is altering the Australian concept of security and it is best described as ‘transitional security thinking’.  It displays characteristics derived from both old and new security thinking, whilst in transition towards the new.  I refer to the result of this thinking as ‘refocussed national security’ - and I will conclude with some thoughts on its outcomes and implications.    

The first outcome is the increasing convergence of military and non-military tasks, is described as ‘overlap’.  Early Australian history included many examples of the non-military employment of armed forces, but during the twentieth century, the focus of the armed forces of the advanced countries narrowed to concentrating on warfighting – with anything lying outside deemed ‘non-military’.  This is becoming increasingly problematic because there is no certainty on where the boundaries lie, especially with the rise of new security thinking.        

The contemporary ADF is increasingly tasked to address contingencies for which it is not primarily configured, equipped or trained, and which official policy regards as less important than the core business of warfighting.  With capabilities readily applicable to tasks other than warfighting, the ADF provides an expedient solution to a range of domestic and international problems.  For this reason, the ADF is increasingly required to conduct activities within the fields of operation of other government agencies.  At the same time, ‘non-military organisations’ such as government organisations, non-government organisations and multinational corporations are developing capabilities that were once the preserve of armed forces.  As non-military organisations increase in capability, the ADF is increasingly conducting its activities in fields that have traditionally been their areas of operation, most particularly during complex peace operations.  

The second outcome of refocussed national security is the over-utilisation of the finite resources of the defence forces, which is described as ‘overstretch’.  The advanced armed forces are rapidly accumulating new roles, particularly since the end of the Cold War.  This phenomenon has not been balanced by any significant reduction in existing roles.  It leads to exponential growth in missions using under-resourced armed forces – and placing pressure on force structures.  Even the mighty US Armed Forces are being stretched by the range of post-Cold War missions.  In their analysis of the US military commitment to Asia, Robert Scales and Larry Wortzel found that it must be capable of:

…fighting and winning manoeuvre wars.  But all of the military forces in the region…must also be robust enough to carry out other missions, including noncombatant evacuation operations; humanitarian and disaster relief missions; de-mining; peacekeeping or peace enforcement; resolving serious, destabilising urban unrest; addressing conflicts over resources; and addressing problems that are partially law enforcement matters, such as smuggling and free trade.
    

Similarly, the UK armed forces, which are reducing in size while their missions increase, are described by Chris Dandeker as ‘the overstretched military’.
  

Overlap and overstretch present many challenges to armed forces.  This paper recommends a response strategy of ‘integration’, following two principles.  The first principle is ‘whole-of-government security’.  The most important outcome of this trend may be the establishment of a National Security Council (NSC) responsible for the management of Australian national security in a broad sense. Such a council would transcend the current sectoral approaches to security of defence, diplomacy, trade, economics, border control and law enforcement.  In so doing, it would aim to overcome the tendency of government departments to conceptualise security in terms relevant to their ‘core business’ – the Department of Defence as military power; the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade as diplomacy; the Attorney-General’s Department as the rule of law; Justice and Customs as border control, and so on.
  

The creation of the NSC would bring representatives of the elements of Australia’s security bureaucracy into a unified organisation, able to respond to issues of national security at a level higher than that achieved within individual departments.  The NSC could operate as an agency of the Department of the Prime Minister & Cabinet (PM&C) incorporating watch office personnel from many departments such as the Protective Services Coordination Centre and the Office of National Assessments.  These could provide  the capabilities for strategic operational coordination and strategic intelligence.

The idea is not new.  Ross Babbage suggested the creation of a high-level policy development and coordination staff and he was supported by the 1990 Wrigley Report.
  Gary Brown suggested an independent Australian National Security Staff, perhaps as an ‘outrider’ to PM&C, in 1994.
  The creation of the National Security Committee and the Secretaries’ Committee on National Security, by the Coalition Government elected in 1996, does not fulfil this requirement.  These bodies are essentially interdepartmental rather than supra-departmental in nature, allowing rivalry between the departments to continue.  The decision of the recent Leader’s meeting to give the Commonwealth primacy in national security incidents demonstrated the need for improved responsiveness and coordination, and this may herald further changes in Australia’s security architecture.        

Other changes are likely to be necessary to improve the ADF’s performance in providing whole-of-government security.  Following practice in the US and NATO, the improved communications and data management of the information age should be exploited to reduce the number of ADF headquarters.
  The information age facilitates the ‘flattening’ and ‘de-layering’ of command and control structures through ‘networking’.
  These processes will eventually enable the ‘operational level of war’ (between the strategic and tactical levels of war) to be discarded.  The operational level was a feature of industrial age wars and it applies an additional level of bureaucracy to all planning and decision-making.  The utility of the operational level is increasingly questionable in the information age and it is out-of-step with more modern thinking on organisational efficiency.    

It is instructive that the command and control arrangements for Australia's largest military operation since 1945, INTERFET, bypassed the operational level headquarters, contradicting the ADF’s doctrine of three levels of command-and-control.  The operations were strategically managed from Australian Defence Headquarters (ADHQ, located in Canberra) and tactically conducted from Headquarters INTERFET, based on the Deployed Joint Force Headquarters (DJFHQ, located in Dili, East Timor).
  The demise of the operational level, which was presaged by INTERFET, may be facilitated by its relocation to the Canberra region, enabling it to be gradually re-absorbed into ADHQ.   

The need for three separate armed forces is also under question.  The ADF is declining in size while ‘joint operations’ are the norm in contemporary military operations.  The successful example of the US Marine Corps, which includes naval, military and air forces within a single force, reducing the number of headquarters and mitigating inter-service rivalries, remains an option for the ADF – particularly if it declines any further in size.     

The second principle requires the creation of ‘sustainable partnerships’ between the ADF and non-military organisations.
  This concept requires all parties to understand each other’s motivations and aims, in order to appreciate areas of complementarity and areas of potential disagreement.  The health of the relationship depends on the frank and complete exchange of information, as unnecessary secrecy breeds distrust.      

These findings will not please everybody.  The conservative ethos of the ADF is simultaneously a great strength and a great weakness – providing for its robustness and its stubbornness.  In a thought-provoking piece on military conservatism entitled ‘The Ghosts of Omdurman’, Daniel Bolger pointed out that ‘armies tend to persist in things they appreciate, and to dismiss unpleasant interim experiences as aberrations’.
  John Keegan’s examination of war reached the same findings, noting that traditionalist military elites cling to outdated military skills.
  In order to meet Australia’s security needs, the ADF must overcome its resistance to change.  Change requires ‘rule-breakers’, who use unorthodox solutions to complex problems.  These characteristics have proven most vital during war, when the stakes are highest and risks are omnipresent.     


Other types of missions will affect force structure in the manner of counter-terrorism, maritime patrol and peace operations.  It seems likely that the threats posed by information warfare and weapons of mass destruction will also lead to changes, as will the need to protect the environment.  In addition to this expanding range of new missions, the ADF will become responsible for ‘homeland defence’.  Very versatile and adaptable force elements are required to meet this range of challenges and the ADF should follow the force-structuring principles of ‘versatility’ and adaptability’.  Capabilities which meet only highly-specialised requirements provide less options to the Government, and ‘multi-role’ capabilities should be preferred.        


An important question raised by the use of the ADF in operations derived from the broadened security agenda is whether military equipment designed for warfighting is suitable for less-demanding roles.  Could the same missions be achieved at less cost using purpose-designed equipment?  The force-structuring tensions between the requirements of warfighting and operations-other-than-war will continue to feature within Australian defence debates.       

Compared to the contemporary ADF, the future ADF will be further influenced by new security thinking, displaying eight important characteristics:

1. The further reductions in personnel strength accompanied by greater reliance on reserves and civilians.  

2. The increased exploitation of information technology serving to improve intelligence and reduce the number of headquarters.  

3. The maintenance of warfighting skills, including the maintenance of deterrent and coercive functions, to enable participation in war and peace enforcement operations.   

4. Increased emphasis on missions derived from the new security agenda - law enforcement, border control, resource protection, disaster relief and humanitarian operations – including operations in new environments such as Antarctica.     

5. Policies leading to greater unit versatility and adaptability reflecting the need to operate in joint and combined operations. 

6. The increased use of ad hoc formations to meet the demands of complex peace operations placing greater reliance on transport aircraft and ships - and demanding more specialist intelligence, medical, engineering, civil affairs, military police and logistics capabilities.

7. Increased commitment to homeland defence - responding to asymmetric threats such as information warfare and terrorism.      

8. Increased emphasis on maintaining public support, reinforcing the need the minimisation of casualties.

The transition towards the increasing use of the ADF in activities derived from the new security agenda carries risks.  The government must consider the costs of overusing the ADF, which may include the exhaustion of its personnel; the reduction in its ability to conduct necessary training and maintenance; and the loss of warfighting skills as they are replaced with skills required in new security activities.   


The evidence supports my belief that, in order to remain relevant to Australia’s needs, the ADF of the future will combine the ability to wield discriminate coercive force with the ability to meet the demands of the new security agenda.  The ADF will work to address security concerns far broader than those of old security thinking – measuring its efforts in terms of human security, civil society and global survival.     

Ladies and Gentlemen, that concludes my presentation.  I would be very pleased to answer your questions.  
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