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In effect, this approach continued until the end

War. With greater independence conferred by the
Westminster and adopted under the pressure of event

War 11, Australia constructed independent defence po
structures and (arguably token) capabilities but

context of an alliance relationship. The defeat in Vie
forth a review of defence licy which was said to be mor
reliant', that is, a policy which envisaged that Australian
would beée organised to fight under Australian command in the
defence of Australia. In the discussion, 'direct defence'
assumed to mean a response to the descent of some invader
Australian territory, albeit one on a small scale. Alsc
was the notion that Australia would be fighting alone ag
single adversary.

This somewhat simplistic notion might have been adeguate in the
days of imperial defence and much slower global communications. It
has been given legislative standing in the Preamble and Section
of the Defence Act 1903, The Preamble describes the Act as:

"An Act to provide for the Naval and Military defence and
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roduction to the 1991/92 annual
DEFENCE REPQORT, the rhors, the then Chief of the Defence Force
General P » Gration angd § + of Defence Tony Ayers, admitted
that Austr: a's strategic pel » 18 now based on regional security.

The kev paragraph is w¢  Qu ng in fuall., The authors write:

"this regional approach is an inevitable outcome of the policies
set out in the Defence White Paper. The proctess since then
has been evolutionary rather than revolutionary. Collectively
we understand better now than we did then that we will defend
ourselves with and in Asia - not against Asia. (my emphasis)

Although that statement is now more than five years old, there is
little evidence that:

* it has penetrated into all corners of the defence community much
less the wider Australian community, orv
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nterests which have achieved

18 of intellectual rigour, such discussion of
ity interests as does occur tends to be couched in vague

~eptual terms. Australia's security interests should be
capable of reasonably precise definition and be set in a
hierarchy which can then define strategy and force structure,.

Clearly, a primary and fundamental interest is the security of
Australian territory and its inhabitants. This however tends to be
the only precise interest that is ever stated. Even 80, its
acceptance raises further guestions such as the priority to be
assigned to the protection of Australia's offshore territories such
as Cocos (Keelina), Christmas or Norfolk Islands where the numbers
of inhabitants are small, the strategic implications of their loss
minimal and the difficulty of defence substantial.

An interest which is often assumed, especially in media comment, is
the protection of Australians in foreign countries. This 'interest'
was invoked at the time of the first military coup in Fiji in May
1987 and again more recently in the case of Australians kidnapped
by Khmer Rouge forces in Cambodia. The interest tends to be
derivative from one commonly asserted in the much more powerful
and assertive United States but it is one which has driven
Australian policy (as in Fiji) and, for all the limitations on our
capability, could do so again. There is a case for some public
discussion of this 'interest' to define its extent and to identify
the limits imposed by the capability, international law and the
rest.

Economic interests will impinge ever more on national security,
especially for a significant trading nation like Australia. While
the use of armed force in support of economic interests has
obvious limlta, neither can its utility be excluded totally.
Australia's economy is heavily dependent upon overseas trade
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Conclusion

most depressing aspects of the task I have been given is
the same old arguments being peddled for an isolationism
cannot afford.

One of the
to witness
which Australia, as never before,
have been a neat solution if Wynter and Lavarack had been

n the 1920s and 1930s. Ever since, Australia has
which keeps us out of trouble. But Wynter
and Lavarack were wrong and, for their pains, they had to command
forces in New Guinea which had to learn their trade under the most
difficult of conditions. The mistakes they made were, firstly, to
believe that an enemy would attack us on our terms, and, secondly,
that someone else would look after the neighbourhood, leaving us to

enjoy a lotus existence.
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