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FOREWORD

After World War 1I, facing an assertive,
ideologically competitive Soviet threat, the United
States built a liberal global order that deterred the
Soviet threat and created the political, diplomatic,
and economic space that made for a prosperous,
democratic West. Although this effort had many
components, a key element was the establishment of a
worldwide web of American-led alliances that helped
keep another war between the great powers at bay —
no small feat, given the century had been marked
by two world wars with devastating costs in blood
and wealth.

With the demise of the Soviet Union and China’s
turn from an isolated, Maoist regime to an ambitious
participant in globalization, the need to sustain
America’s alliances was less evident to Washington
and democratic capitals around the world. Part of
the peace dividend resulting from victory in the Cold
War was less time and attention ensuring the military
capabilities of allies and partners was being sustained.
The first Gulf War was fought with the legacy forces
of the Cold War, and, since then, conflicts have
been fought with militaries that appeared at times
undersized and not fully equipped. Efforts to address
these shortfalls have been complicated by the Great
Recession of 2008-09 and the domestic policy demands
Western democracies have prioritized.

Those complications continue to exist, even as the
global security environment has grown more difficult.
Strong alliances with partner and allied militaries
that are sufficiently equipped, trained, and ready are
a growing strategic requirement; collective defense
will be even more important if the various and
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serious global security challenges are to be met. This
second edition of A Hard Look at Hard Power makes an
important contribution to understanding the status
of the contributions key American allies and partners
can make to collective defense.

DR. GARY J. SCHMITT
Editor
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SUMMARY

In a world where the United States faces two
major revisionist powers—Russia and China—and
additional security threats from Iran, North Korea, and
jihadist terrorists, a critical edge for the United States
is its global network of allies and strategic partners.
As the 2018 National Defense Strategy notes, “Alliances
and partnerships are crucial to our strategy, providing
a durable asymmetric strategic advantage that no
competitor or rival can match.”

Having allies and partners is both an advantage
and a real need. Taking a step back, one must
remember that, in January 2012, at President Obama’s
direction, the Pentagon issued a new defense
guidance, Sustaining Global Leadership: Priorities for 21st
Century Defense. The guidance admitted the future
US Joint Force would be “smaller and leaner.” The
headline from the guidance was the DoD’s intent
to prioritize the Asia-Pacific region. The guidance
also noted the administration believed Europe was,
in security terms, stable and peaceful and a leaner
footprint in the Middle East was possible. Underlying
the guidance was the Pentagon’s judgment neither
prospective defense budgets nor the size of the active-
duty force allowed the American military to continue
being a dominant warfighting force in multiple key
theaters. Flexibility and risk were now bywords for
defense planners.

Arguably, the constraints of budget and the size
of the force remain. While Europe is no longer seen
as pacific, Iran and jihadists continue to require the
Pentagon’s attention, and, if anything, the difficulties
posed by China’s military in Asia have grown.
Although the US defense budget was increased over
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a two-year period (fiscal years 2918 and 2019) by some
$90 billion, the increase only brought the total up to
where the defense budget was projected to be in the
last budget (fiscal year 2012) put forward before the
2011 Budget Control Act caps came into effect. And
this increase may be as good as it gets for the time
being. According to the current administration’s
proposals for future budgets, the top line will flatten
and, in real terms, slightly decrease. Given the current
fiscal trend, the new (or current) administration
will most likely not reverse course. As a result, any
increase in spending would likely be less than the
3- to 5-percent annual real increase senior defense
officials have said is necessary to carry out the current
national defense strategy. And though the American
military has begun to adapt to this new environment
and modernize its forces in select areas, the overall
capacity of the American military is largely the same
as it was a decade ago and, indeed, is smaller when
considering land forces.

The strategic requirement for allies and partners
is greater now than at any time since the end of the
Cold War. This need, however, must be filled by allies
and partners who can pull their weight militarily
if the United States is going to be able to defend the
American homeland, protect vital interests abroad,
and maintain a favorable balance of power in critical
regions of the world.

Although the United States’” economic and
military power —its cumulative hard power—is not
as dominant globally as it was in the wake of World
War II or the end of the Cold War, the country
accounts for roughly a quarter of the world economy.
Indeed, when one marshals together the economies of
the United States and its allies and security partners,
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the scale of the dominance remains substantial —
over half the world’s total GDP. As a matter of sheer
potential, the United States and its allies should not
have to concede spheres of influence to the likes of
Russia and China.

That said, translating American and allied
economic power into military preeminence and
maintaining it globally has been difficult. Fatigue
from decades of the Cold War, expanding domestic
agendas, a significant recession in 2008, and less-than-
satisfactory campaigns in the Middle East and Central
Asia have made increasing defense spending a heavy
lift—a fact compounded no doubt by the pandemic of
2020. Regenerating the capital expenditures necessary
to bolster regional security in Europe and Asia while
continuing to deal with instability and terrorism in
the Middle East and Africa will be an uphill political
battle. Assessing where our cumulative military
capacity stands in this environment is both timely and
necessary.

A Hard Look at Hard Power surveys the hard-power
capabilities of key US allies and partners and the
United States” most significant multilateral alliance,
NATO. The chapters on specific countries examine
the countries’ defense budgets, programs, research
and development efforts, doctrinal updates, strategic
guidance documents, and defense “white papers.”
Accounting for these elements of hard power sheds
light on the ability—and, indirectly, the will and
intention—of US allies and partners to use force
independently or in concert with the United States
and other allies to address current threats and sustain
global or regional peace and stability. The allied
countries covered in Europe include France, Germany,
Poland, and the United Kingdom. The allied countries

xi



US Army War College

covered in Asia include Australia, Japan, and
South Korea.

In addition, the volume has chapters on key
frontline states India, Sweden, and Taiwan. Finally,
the chapter on NATO analyzes its current capabilities,
policies, and reform efforts. Among the notable
scholars contributing to this volume are: Bruce
Bennett of RAND, former NATO Assistant Secretary
General Lieutenant General (retired) Heinrich
Brauss, Olivier Schmitt of the University of Southern
Denmark, Ashley Tellis of the Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace, and Toshi Yoshihara of the
Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments.

As British Prime Minister Winston Churchill
remarked toward the end of World War II, “There is
only one thing worse than fighting with allies, and that
is fighting without them.” And as long as this quote is
true, having an honest assessment of allies” strengths
and weaknesses is a matter of strategic priority.

xii



1. INTRODUCTION
Gary J. Schmitt

The first edition of A Hard Look at Hard Power:
Assessing the Defense Capabilities of Key U.S. Allies and
Security Partners was published in 2015 by the Strategic
Studies Institute. Why a second edition?

The quick answer is surveys of this kind, although
valuable just as they are, are even more useful when
looked at again in time. Noting the capabilities that
have remained the same as well as the capabilities that
have changed indicates whether an ally or partner is
addressing the changing security environment. The
second edition of this volume follows the first edition
in examining key allies in Europe (France, Germany,
Poland, and the United Kingdom), key allies in Asia
(Australia, Japan, and South Korea), and NATO.
Thus, although the chapters in this volume should be
read for their perspectives and the information they
provide at the moment, they can be compared usefully
with the chapters published half a decade earlier.

For the second edition, chapters on Sweden
and India have replaced those on the Netherlands
and Italy. Combined with an updated chapter on
Taiwan, these chapters provide interesting examples
of frontline countries in various states of partnership
with the United States.

Another reason for a second edition is the changed
security environment. The circumstances that were
becoming evident in 2015 have now largely been
accepted as fact. The unipolar moment of the post-
Cold War period has ended, and the challenges posed
by the revisionist powers of China, Russia, and Iran



are more firmly fixed key elements of the geopolitical
environment.

A driving factor in the 2015 edition of A Hard Look
at Hard Power was the sense the security environment
was evolving, and the US military was not keeping
up with the geopolitical changes. The importance of
understanding the military capabilities allies and
security partners could bring to the table had grown,
and this importance remains high.

In January 2012 at President Obama’s direction,
the Pentagon issued new defense guidance, Sustaining
US Global Leadership: Priorities for 21st Century
Defense.! Up front, the guidance admitted the future
US Joint Force would be, in the words of Secretary
of Defense Leon Panetta, “smaller and leaner.”? The
headline from the guidance was the DoD’s intent to
prioritize the Asia-Pacific region and the department’s
belief Europe was, in security terms, stable and
peaceful, and a leaner footprint in the Middle East was
possible. Underlying the guidance was the Pentagon’s
judgment neither prospective defense budgets nor the
size of the active-duty force allowed the American
military to continue being a dominant warfighting
force in multiple key theaters. Flexibility and risk had
become bywords for defense planners.

Arguably, the budget constraints and the force
size remain. Even though Europe is no longer seen
as pacific, the Middle East continues to require the
Pentagon’s attention, and, if anything, the difficulties
posed by China’s military in Asia have grown.
Although the US defense budget was increased over

1. Leon Panetta, Sustaining US Global Leadership: Priorities for
21st Century Defense (Washington, DC: DoD, January 2012).

2. Panetta, Sustaining US Global Leadership.



a two-year period (fiscal years 2018 and 2019) by
some $90 billion, the increase only brought the total
up to where the defense budget was projected to be
in the last budget (fiscal year 2012) before the Budget
Control Act caps came into effect.’> According to the
current administration’s proposals for future budgets,
the top line will flatten and, in real terms, slightly
decrease.* This top line, of course, is less than the
minimum annual real increase in spending of 3 to 5
percent former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
General Joseph Dunford said was necessary to carry
out the current National Defense Strategy.’

Given the cuts in military spending in the aftermath
of the Great Recession of 2008-09 and the enactment
of the 2011 Budget Control Act, the size of the active-
duty force is not substantially different from its size at
the time of the 2012 defense guidance. The total active-
duty force in 2012 was 1.399 million; in 2019, that figure
was 1.333.° The Navy has grown slightly since 2012,
Air Force manning has remained virtually the same,
and the US Marines Corps numbers have dropped. The

3. “Office of Management and Budget Historical Tables,”
The White House, accessed February 2020, https://www
.whitehouse.gov/omb/historical-tables/.

4. Congressional Budget Office, Long-Term Implications
of the 2020 Future Years Defense Program (Washington, DC:
Congressional Budget Office, August 2019); and Todd Harrison
and Seamus P. Daniels, Analysis of the FY 2020 Defense Budget and
Its Implications for FY 2021 and Beyond (Washington, DC: Center
for Strategic and International Studies, February 2020).

5. Joseph F. Dunford, interview by Michael O’Hanlon,
Brookings, Washington, DC, May 29, 2019.

6. Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller),
National Defense Budget Estimates for FY 2020 (Washington, DC:

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense [Comptroller], May
2019), 262.
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Army has lost the most active-duty personnel since
20127 Although the Army’s authorized numbers have
increased recently, the added soldiers have been used
primarily to fill out existing units. In 2013, the active-
component Army was 550,000 strong, with 45 brigade
combat teams; at the start of 2020, the authorized end
strength was 480,000, with 31 brigade combat teams.?
As for the active-duty Air Force, the total number of
aircraft today is slightly below the total number in
2012, with fewer bombers (139 in 2019 and 144 in 2012)
and more active-duty fighter/attack aircraft (1,332
in 2019 and 1,289 in 2012).° Meanwhile, the Navy’s
active battle fleet increased from 287 ships in 2012 to
just short of 300 in 2020." In terms of core capacity, the
American military is, with the exception of the Army,
largely the same as it was nearly a decade ago.

But qualitative improvements have occurred in
some areas because of the introduction of some newer
platforms, upgrades to others, and a renewed emphasis

7. Office of the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller),
Budget Estimates.

8. Andrew Feikert, Army Drawdown and Restructuring:
Background and Issues for Congress, R42493 (Washington, DC:
Congressional Research Service, January 3, 2013); and Mark F.
Cancian, US Military Forces in FY 2020: Army (Washington, DC:
Center for Strategic and International Studies, October 15, 2019).

9. Adam]. Hebert, ed., “The Air Force in Facts and Figures:
2013 USAF Almanac,” Air Force Magazine, May 2013, 45; and
Tobias Naegele, ed., “USAF 2019 Almanac,” Air Force Magazine,
June 2019, 56.

10. “US Ship Force Levels: 1886 to Present,” US Naval
History and Heritage Command, November 17, 2017, https://
www .history.navy.mil/research/histories/ship-histories
/us-ship-force-levels.html; and “Status of the Navy,” US Navy,
June 24, 2020, https://www.navy.mil/navydata/nav_legacy.
asp?id=146 (site discontinued).
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on readiness and training. But scale matters, especially
when the three theaters that have historically mattered
to the United States—Europe, Asia, and the Middle
East—continue to be strategic concerns and, given the
current administration’s national security strategy,
require the American military to have a global capacity
for reasons of presence; deterrence; and, potentially,
warfighting."! Hence, the leadership of both the Navy
and the Air Force arguing in the wake of the release
of the National Defense Strategy that, to carry it out
confidently, their respective services’ force structures
must expand substantially is no surprise.'?

Such aspirations are notable for outlining the gap
between resources and strategy and the broad strategic
risk such a gap entails. But the aspirations also put in
sharp relief the US need for military allies and strategic
partners. As the National Defense Strategy summarily
notes, “Alliances and partnerships are crucial to our
strategy, providing a durable, asymmetric strategic

11. Donald J. Trump, National Security Strategy of the United
States of America (Washington, DC: The White House, 2017).

12.  Jim Mattis, Summary of the 2018 National Defense Strategy
of the United States of America (Washington, DC: Office of the
Secretary of Defense, January 2018); Caitlin M. Kenney, “Acting
Navy Secretary Says Service Wants to Increase Fleet to About 390
Ships,” Stars and Stripes, February 28, 2020, https:/ /www.stripes
.com/acting-navy-secretary-says-service-wants-to-increase-fleet
-to-about-390-ships-1.620732; and Oriana Pawlyk, “Air Force
Wants to Surge Growth by More Than 70 New Squadrons,”
September 17, 2018, Military.com, https://www.military.com
/ daily-news/2018/09/17/ air-force-wants-surge-growth-more
-70-new-squadrons.html.
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advantage that no competitor or rival can match.”** Or,
as Winston Churchill famously remarked toward the
end of World War II, “There is only one thing worse
than fighting with allies, and that is fighting without
them.”'* Thus, understanding the military capabilities
allies and prospective partners can provide, the
military capabilities they cannot provide, their future
plans, and their strategic imperatives is of increased
importance to American security. Though the US
military is the preeminent military in the world, it is
not necessarily globally dominant.

Dependence on allies and alliances appears at first
glance to run headlong into George Washington’s
advice in his presidential farewell address that, with
“regard to foreign nations,” the best policy for the
young United States was “to have with them as little
political connection as possible.”" Yet the key here
is Washington’s understanding of the United States
as young: The country’s institutions were not fully
settled, and its power was still nascent. He continues,
“The period is not far off . . . when we may choose
peace or war, as our interest, guided by justice, shall
counsel.”'® Perhaps if Washington were here today, he

13. Mattis, Summary of the 2018 National Defense Strategy. For
broader accounts of the benefits the United States gains from its
system of allies and partners, see Hal Brands and Peter D. Feaver,
“What Are America’s Alliances Good for?,” Parameters 47, no. 2
(Summer 2017): 15-30; and Michael ]. Green, ed., Ironclad: Forging
a New Future for America’s Alliances (Lanham, MD: Roman &
Littlefield, 2019).

14. Arthur Bryant, Triumph in the West, 1943-1946 (London:
Grafton Books, 1986), 445.

15. George Washington, “Farewell Address 1796” (speech,
Congress Hall, Philadelphia, PA, September 17, 1796), https://
avalon.law.yale.edu/18th_century/washing.asp.

16. Washington, “Farewell Address 1796.”
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might determine working with allies is in the United
States” power and interest. A not-so-powerful young
republic that needed to keep its distance from the
monarchical and authoritarian maneuvers that then
defined all of Europe and Asia is quite different from
a powerful, well-established democracy in a world in
which most other major powers in Europe and Asia
are allied democracies.

Interestingly, although two successive US
presidents have been more hesitant to exercise
American hard power globally than their predecessors
and, with that reluctance, seemingly less interested in
America’s system of allies and partners, the American
public remains firm in its view these alliances matter.
In a 2019 Chicago Council on Global Affairs opinion
survey, 74 percent responded they wanted to preserve
America’s alliances, and an even higher percentage
thought the United States should maintain or increase
the country’s commitment to NATO.” The latter
viewpoint is consistent with Gallup’s findings in an
opinion poll taken in 2019: Seventy-seven percent of
the Americans sampled say the transatlantic alliance
should be maintained.” Although this percentage
dropped to the low 60s in the immediate aftermath of
the Cold War, the percentage is now back at levels not
seen since the Cold War. More broadly, according to
the findings of the Chicago Council on Global Affairs,
Americans support a more forward-leaning role in the
world, with 70 percent favoring the stationing of US

17. Dina Smeltz et al., Rejecting Retreat: Americans Support
US Engagement in Global Affairs (Chicago: Chicago Council on
Global Affairs, September 9, 2019).

18. R.]. Reinhart, “Majorities of Americans See the Need for
NATO and the UN,” Gallup, March 4, 2019, https:/ /news.gallup
.com/poll/ 247190/ majorities-americans-need-nato.aspx.
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troops in allied countries and 81 percent favoring the
use of troops to defend allies.” Indeed, even though
the defense burdens of two key allies—Germany
and Japan—are well below 2 percent of gross
domestic product, the council found three-quarters
of respondents believe ties with both countries
strengthen US national security.”

In short, both policy makers and the public believe
the United States is better off working with allies
and partners than not. Rather than thinking of it as a
matter of temporary convenience, policy makers and
the public believe having allies and partners that bring
hard military power to the table is a foundational
element of shaping the international environment.
The goals of this interlocking system of allies and
partners are to keep adversaries” ambitions in check,
reassure partner states others have their backs, and,
in turn, lessen the likelihood of regional competition
and nuclear proliferation. As originally understood,
this system of ties was not designed to entangle us in
needless conflicts; rather, the system was designed
to prevent conflicts from breaking out in the first
place in areas believed to be of critical interest to the
United States. As Hal Brands and Peter Feaver note,
“Alliances do not cause US entanglements overseas;
entanglements cause alliances.”?! Arguably, this
viewpoint holds true today. Although not the Land of
Oz envisioned in the post-Cold War unipolar moment,
the American system of alliances and partnerships has
kept things from becoming the Wild West.

19. Smeltz et al., Rejecting Retreat.
20. Smeltz et al., Rejecting Retreat.
21. Brands and Feaver, “America’s Alliances,” 18.



Hard power is, of course, meant to stand in contrast
to the notion of soft power —the ability to co-opt or
attract another country into doing something rather
than coercing them. The line between the two concepts
is clear enough, but they are not totally independent
of one another. Among the attributes of soft power
that reinforce hard power is the sense the more
powerful state is acting both out of its own interests
and with broader common concerns in mind. In turn,
political will among allies, manifested in such hard-
power matters as defense budgets and Joint exercises,
is ultimately tied to whether the security goals being
laid out by the leading power are consonant with the
goals the lesser powers view as legitimate. Allies do
not have to be fully in sync. States often differ on the
priorities they give their goals, but the soft-power
tissue that supports hard-power capacity will certainly
fray unless the leading power clarifies it has a larger
strategic perspective in mind —one that contributes
to the peace and stability of the leading power’s allies
and partners. As former Secretary of State George
Shultz remarked about alliance relations, they need
regular “gardening.”?

The ability of the United States to maintain, and
even grow, its global network of allies and partners
throughout the Cold War and the era since is a
testament to both America’s hard-power capacity and
the country’s ability to package that power in a manner
others see as beneficial. But, from Washington’s point
of view, the United States may be providing too much
benefit and not receiving enough in return. With
safety in numbers and absent the traditional multistate

22. George P. Shultz, “Allies and Friends in Europe,” in
Turmoil and Triumph (New York: Scribner’s, 1993).



competitions that have defined regions historically,
allies and partners’ inequitable sharing of the military
burden is perhaps inevitable. In a March 2020 poll
released by the Pew Research Center, the headline
number was “Americans and Germans take opposing
views on Article 5 obligations under NATO,” with 60
percent of US respondents saying their country should
step in and defend an ally being attacked by Russia,
while only 34 percent of Germans held the same view.
Yet the same poll showed a higher majority of Germans
had a favorable view of NATO than Americans had of
the organization.” But, carried too far, this behavior
can undermine the attractiveness of those alliances
and partnerships on the American side. Tangible signs
of commitment to hard power from strategic partners
are a necessity if, over the longer term, the legitimacy
and utility of the partnership is to be sustained from
Washington’s end.

Although the economic and military power of the
United States—its cumulative hard power—is not
as dominant globally as it was in the wake of World
War II or after the Cold War, the country accounts
for roughly a quarter of the world economy, and
its per-capita income far outstrips that of the next
largest economy, China.?* Indeed, when one marshals
together the economies of the United States and its

23. Jacob Poushter and Mara Mordecai, “Americans
and Germans Differ in Their Views of Each Other and the
World,” March 9, 2020, https://www.pewresearch.org
/ global/2020/03/09/americans-and-germans-differ-in-their
-views-of-each-other-and-the-world/.

24. “Gross Domestic Product 2018,” World Bank World
Development Indicators Database, accessed December 23, 2019,
https:/ /databank.worldbank.org/data/download/GDP.pdf;
and “GDP Per Capita (Current US$),” World Bank Open Data,
n.d., https:/ /data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD.
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allies and security partners, the scale of the dominance
remains substantial: The United States generates over
half the world’s total gross domestic product. As a
matter of sheer potential power, the United States and
its allies should have no reason to concede spheres of
influence to the likes of Russia and China.

Despite the economic dominance of the United
States, translating American and allied economic
power into military preeminence and maintaining
it globally have been difficult. Fatigue from the Cold
War, expanding domestic agendas, the Great Recession
of 2008-09, and less-than-satisfactory campaigns in the
Middle East and Central Asia have made increasing
defense spending a heavy lift. Regenerating the capital
expenditures necessary to bolster regional security
in Europe and Asia while continuing to deal with
instability and terrorism in the Middle East and Africa
is an uphill political battle.

Russian and Chinese behavior, combined with the
sudden and deadly rise of the Islamic State of Iraq and
Syria, began to move the needle for both the United
States and its allies and partners. This shift in attitude
is evident from the chapters herein. But the question
raised in each chapter is whether the changes being
made by America’s strategic partners and allies are
sufficient or timely enough. As the volume’s title
indicates, these chapters are meant to be a hard look at
allied hard power.

As a final note, each of these chapters was
completed before the coronavirus disease 2019
pandemic became front-page news across the globe.
The economic costs of dealing with the pandemic may
lead governments to change their defense plans. After
the Great Recession of 2008-09, military spending
declined in the United States and either declined or

11



generally remained flat among allies and partners.”
Looking to put their fiscal house in order or to find
resources to spend domestically, elected officials in
the West saw defense budgets as a ready pot from
which to draw.

Economic and fiscal reasons for not cutting defense
exist. In addition to keeping soldiers, airmen, and
sailors employed, defense procurement can act as
an immediate stimulus to most economies because
production lines are open and the factories employ
tens of thousands of skilled and relatively highly paid
workers. Just as important, of course, are the realities
of the security environment. The ambitions of Beijing,
Moscow, Pyongyang, and Tehran might be trimmed
by an economic downturn, but these ambitions will
likely not go away. In addition, terrorist groups could
benefit from recruiting the young and unemployed.*

Peace did not result from either the Great
Depression or the more recent Great Recession of
2008-09; quite the opposite. At a minimum,
Washington and its allies and partners need to assess
the very real risks of cutting defense budgets given
the competitors they face. The chapters that follow
provide a starting point for these assessments. The
chapters also serve as a marker for gauging the

25. See country chapters on European and Asian allies
in Gary J. Schmitt, ed., A Hard Look at Hard Power: Assessing the
Defense Capabilities of Key U.S. Allies and Security Partners (Carlisle,
PA: Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College Press,
2015). For analysis of US defense spending after 2008, see Thomas
Donnelly et al., “Defense Spending,” in To Rebuild America’s
Military (Washington, DC: Marilyn Ware Center for Security
Studies, October 2015).

26. Jessica Trisko Darden, Tackling Terrorists’ Exploitation
of Youth (Washington, DC: American Enterprise Institute, May
2019).
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changes that might be made in the defense plans
of allied and partner states in the months and years
ahead. Continuing to understand, assess, and take a
hard look at the capabilities allies and partners can
contribute is essential if, as the National Defense
Strategy says, the United States and its allies and
partners are to maintain an “asymmetric strategic
advantage” over their would-be adversaries.”

27. Mattis, Summary of the 2018 National Defense Strategy.
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2. AUSTRALIA: A PROBLEM OF SCALE

Stephan Friihling

KEY POINTS

* The Australian Defence Force (ADF) is arguably
more capable than it has ever been, and the
Australian government has reliably funded the
defense investment plan.

* But Australia’s strategic environment is
deteriorating, and the need to prepare for the
possibility of major war places significant new
demands on strategic policy and the defense
organization.

* Going forward, Australia’s main challenge will
be the need for a defense capability of high
quality and in quantities that may cost more
than a small population is able—or willing—
to afford.

Assessing Australia’s hard power in 2020 is
fundamentally a question of the level of analysis. At a
unit level, today’s ADF is arguably more capable than
it has ever been. The ADF is on par with equivalent
US formations and, considering the largely fifth-
generation fleet of the Royal Australian Air Force
(RAAF), has one of the most modern air forces in
the world. But the rise of China’s People’s Liberation
Army (PLA) creates the prospect of a direct major-
power threat to Australia of a kind the country has not
had to face since the fall of Singapore in 1942. Hence,
if one defines power as, in Lawrence Freedman’s
words, the “capacity to produce effects that are more
advantageous than would otherwise have been the
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case,” the sufficiency of the hard power Australia
is planning to generate and its ability to generate
sufficient hard power are more questionable than
ever.! In the past, Australia has been able to address
strategic demands by focusing on either the quantity
or quality of its defense capability. Going forward,
Australia’s main challenge will be meeting the need
for a defense capability that will perhaps cost more
than the country’s small population is able—or
willing — to afford.

GEOGRAPHY AND DEMOGRAPHY

In assessing Australian hard power, understanding
the ways in which geography and demography
are fundamental to Australia’s strategic situation is
important. Separated from the Eurasian landmass
by the archipelago of Southeast Asia, the Australian
mainland is about the same size as the continental
United States. But most of Australia’s population
is concentrated in a handful of major cities in the
southeast and southwest of what is otherwise, in large
parts, a climatically inhospitable continent.

Relative to the size of the country and its northern
neighbors, Australia’s population remains very small.
After World War II, Australia realized defending
the country with a population of only 7.5 million
people would be impossible and embarked on a
major immigration program. As of the end of 2019,
Australia’s population stands at 25.5 million—a

1. Lawrence Freedman, “Strategic Studies and the Problem
of Power,” in Strategic Studies: A Reader, ed. Thomas G. Mahnken
and Joseph A. Maiolo (Abingdon, UK: Routledge 2008), 30.
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25-percent increase since the turn of the millennium.?
Australia’s population is larger than the population of
either Romania or the Netherlands, but considerably
less than Poland’s, less than half of Italy’s, and merely
a tenth of Indonesia’s. Hence, defense considerations
continue to be a major part of Australia’s immigration
debate. For example, in 2009 the Australian Labor
Party-led government under Prime Minister Kevin
Rudd called for a population of 35 million by 2050
under the administration’s “big Australia” policy.?
More recently, Rudd even called for Australia to
aim for a population of 50 million so it could “fund
independently the defence and intelligence assets
necessary to defend our territorial integrity and
maintain our political sovereignty” in the face of
a more assertive China and a United States that is
overstretched militarily and ambivalent about its
global leadership role.*

2. Australian Bureau of Statistics, “Table 1.1 Population (a)
(b)(c) by Sex, States and Territories, 31 December, 1788 Onwards,”
in Australian Historical Population Statistics, 2019 (Canberra, AU:
Australian Bureau of Statistics, April 18, 2019); and “Australian
Demographic Statistics, Dec 2019,” Australian Bureau of Statistics,
June 18, 2020, https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/0
/D56C4A3E41586764CA2581A70015893E?Opendocument.
For the postwar immigration program’s defining contribution
to modern Australia, see “Postwar Immigration Drive,”
National Museum Australia, updated March 25, 2020,
https://www.nma.gov.au/defining-moments/resources
/postwar-immigration-drive.

3. “Rudd Welcomes ‘Big Australia/” ABC News,
October 22, 2009, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2009-10-23
/rudd-welcomes-big-australia/1113752.

4. Kirsten Lawson, “Rudd Wants Immigration Boost to
Combat China,” Canberra Times, November 26, 2019, https://
www.canberratimes.com.au/story/6512525/rudd-wants
-immigration-boost-to-combat-china/ #gsc.tab=0.
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The underlying unease these calls display about
the ability of Australia to generate the hard power
necessary for its survival date as far back as 1788,
when the first fleet of British convicts encountered
a French naval squadron within days of arriving at
Botany Bay.” The perceived indifference in London
to Australian concerns about German, French, and
American expansion in the South Pacific was a major
argument for the establishment of the federated
Commonwealth of Australia in 1901. One of the new
commonwealth’s first decisions was to establish the
Australian Navy, and the government’s first major
defense debate concerned whether to use the navy for
the defense of Australian waters or as an ancillary to
the Royal Navy’s main fleet elsewhere.

This historical debate points to an underlying
paradox of Australian defense policy: Because its
ability to generate the hard power necessary to defend
itself is so constrained and its natural allies are so far
away, Australia’s best defense arguably lies in helping
to stop threats to the global order wherever they
arise and before they can directly touch the remote
Australian continent. Hence, the young Australia
made major contributions to the imperial war effort
in the Middle East and on the Western Front during
World War I and sent considerable air and land
forces to Europe and the Middle East in World War
II. Indeed, Australia has fought alongside US forces
in all major conflicts in the twentieth and twenty-first
centuries: the Battle of Hamel in 1918, World War 1I,

5. Stephan Friihling, “Australian Strategy and Strategic
Policy,” in Australia’s Defence: Towards a New Era?, ed. Peter Dean,
Stephan Friihling, and Brendan Taylor (Melbourne: Melbourne
University Press, 2014), 184-205.
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the Korean War, the Vietnam War, the Iraq War, and
the Afghanistan War.

But whether to devote limited defense resources
to operations that ultimately reflected allied priorities
or to the defense of the continent itself remained an
enduring tension in Australian defense policy. An
iconic moment in Australia’s emancipation from
Britain was the recall of its divisions from the Middle
East in 1941 against the express wishes of British
Prime Minister Winston Churchill so the divisions
could instead be used to defend Australia’'s own
approaches in Southeast Asia against Japan.® The
decision is commemorated to this day by the display
of the original telegraphs in the meeting room of the
Australian Department of Defence’s most senior
committee.

In the 1950s and 1960s, Australia continued to focus
on the defense of Southeast Asia alongside its British
and American allies. After the Vietham War, however,
the United States accepted Australia’s focus on the
defense of Australia itself against a possible threat
from Indonesia rather than expecting the country to
continue making major contributions to the Cold War.
From the 1970s to the 1990s, Australian debates about
defense policy largely centered on questions of the
level of sophistication sought in ADF capability. In a
regional context, Australian hard power of the 1980s
and 1990s remained considerable: The ADF would
have been able to dominate any air or maritime forces
that existed in Southeast Asia at the time. But the
ADF was far more limited in its ability to support US
operations against more technically capable forces in

6. “Curtin Brings Home Troops,” National Museum
Australia, updated April 15, 2020, https://www.nma.gov.au
/ defining-moments/resources/ curtin-brings-home-troops.
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the 1990-91 Gulf War, the 1995-96 Taiwan Strait crisis,
or the 1998 Operation Desert Fox.

Beginning with the conservative coalition
government’s 1997 Australia’s Strategic Policy review,
Australia began to rebuild the ADF into an instrument
of global hard power that could make a meaningful
combat contribution in conflicts alongside US forces —
from the Middle East to northeast Asia. Today, the
need for Australian forces to be interoperable and
able to survive against the sophisticated capabilities
of possible adversaries in the Middle East and wider
Indo-Pacific region has become almost universally
accepted. Instead, Australia’s defense debate of the
2000s and 2010s focused on the types of capability
the country should prioritize. Under the conservative
government of Prime Minister John Howard, the ADF
saw considerable increases in the size of its army,
amphibious special operations forces, and strategic
airlift capabilities —all of which reflected the demands
of major operations in the Middle East, the South
Pacific, and East Timor.

In contrast, the government that followed, the
Australian Labor Party’s Rudd government, sought
to draw a line under the ADF’s operations in Iraq
and Afghanistan and instead focused Australia’s
defense policy on the risk arising from China’s
military buildup. The signature commitment of the
Department of Defence’s 2009 white paper was the
doubling of Australia’s submarine fleet from six boats
to 12, all of which were to be built in Australia.” Within
days of its publication, however, the white paper’s
budget assumptions fell victim to the global financial

7. For the text of Australia’s defense white papers since
1976, see “Links and Downloads,” Department of Defence, n.d.,
https:/ /www.defence.gov.au/ WhitePaper/Links.asp.
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crisis. The gap between Australia’s strategic ambition
and the country’s resources was further exacerbated
by the cuts to defense expenditures under the
prime ministership of Julia Gillard in an (ultimately
unsuccessful) quest for a budget surplus.

In the 2013 defense white paper, the Gillard
government softened the rhetoric on China and put
forward a policy focusing on regional partnerships
more in tune with the United States’ pivot to Asia,
which the government also supported by opening
Australia to a rotational US Marine Corps presence at
Darwin on Australia’s northern coast. But although
this white paper added new off-the-shelf capability
to the ADF, notably 12 EA-18G Growler electronic
attack aircraft, the white paper did little to address
the underlying fiscal fiction of the defense capability
plan. Despite the policy focus on recapitalizing the
navy, neither the Rudd nor the Gillard governments
placed a single contract for a new naval ship during
their collective six years in office. By 2012, Australia’s
defense spending had dropped to 1.56 percent of gross
domestic product (GDP). Highlighting this level of
spending was the lowest since 1938, the conservative
opposition made a return to 2 percent of GDP a
prominent element of its 2013 election campaign.?
Moreover, the emphasis of Australian Labor Party-led
governments under Prime Ministers Rudd and Gillard
on Australian self-reliance in defense matters sat
uneasily with increasingly close alliance cooperation in
the Asia-Pacific region —a dissonance also highlighted

8. Andrew Carr and Peter Dean, “The Funding Illusion:
The 2% of GDP Furphy in Australia’s Defence Debate,” Security
Challenges 9, no. 4 (2013): 65-86.
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by conservatives and a sign the enduring tensions of
Australian defense policy remained unchanged.’

THE 2016 WHITE PAPERS AND AUSTRALIA’S
MARITIME FOCUS

The center-right coalition returned to government
in 2013 and was confronted with a distinct sense of drift
in Australian defense policy." The main challenges
were to reset an underfunded defense capability plan,
to address the hollowing out of enabling capabilities
in the defense organization, and to define a coherent
set of strategic priorities that reflected the governing
coalition’s traditional support for global operations
alongside the United States as well as the regional
consequences of a rising China. Domestic political
instability drove a significant policy change. Instead of
preferring to acquire new naval vessels from overseas,
the government moved to create a permanent domestic
shipbuilding program. The period was also marked
by a change in prime minister from Tony Abbott to
Malcolm Turnbull before the 2016 Defenice White Paper
was published.

9. Jim Molan, “Defence Policy: Self-Reliant or Self-
Deluded?,” Interpreter (blog), Lowy Institute, June 14, 2013,
https:/ /www lowyinstitute.org/ the-interpreter/defence-policy
-self-reliant-or-self-deluded; Dan Fortune, “Self-Reliance: An
Outdated and Unaffordable Concept for the ADF,” Australian
Defence Force Journal 193 (2014): 5-19; and Stephan Friihling,
“Australian Defence Policy and the Concept of Self-Reliance,”
Australian Journal of International Affairs 68, no. 5 (2014): 531-47.

10. Andrew Shearer, “Australian Defense in the Era of
Austerity: Mind the Expectation Gap,” in A Hard Look at Hard
Power, ed. Gary J. Schmitt (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute,
US Army War College Press, 2015), 35-66; and James Brown and
Rory Medcalf, Fixing Australia’s Incredible Defence Policy (Sydney:
Lowy Institute, October 2013).
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The white paper’s gestation was particularly
prolonged. The main policy contours of the white
paper had been set down as early as 2014, arguably
too early to take full account of the geostrategic
implications of the Ukraine crisis and China’s island
building in the South China Sea. Australia’s defense
policy has been stable since then because of three
main aspects of the 2016 Defence White Paper —each of
which presents particular challenges for the future.
First, the white paper lays out a strategic policy setting
that is flexible (or undefined) enough for proponents
of various policies to project their preference onto
the document, but the paper does not account for
increasing doubts about the reliability of the United
States as an ally. Second, the white paper sets out
a stable defense investment plan the government
has reliably funded, but the plan will only deliver
significant growth to critical ADF capabilities in the
late 2020s at the earliest. Third, the paper lays down
a permanent shipbuilding program, but the benefits
of this program—efficiency and strategic agility —
will only be realized in future decades, if at all. The
program has already cost considerable sums."!

In the strategic policy section of the white paper,
the government skirts the major policy debates of
earlier years, when defense white papers gave equal
priority to the defense of Australia and its approaches
and support for establishing security in Australia’s
immediate neighborhood and sustaining a stable
Indo-Pacific and global rules-based order. Though the
2016 Defence White Paper was the first not to prioritize

11. For a discussion of Australian defense funding and
acquisition against the white paper plans, see Marcus Hellyer,
The Cost of Defence. ASPI Defence Budget Brief 2019-20 (Canberra,
AU: Australian Strategic Policy Institute, 2019).
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the defense of Australia, it acknowledges the practical
challenges such a strategy entails. Although the paper
is vague on the definition of a rules-based order, it
makes clear Australia would consider supporting
international coalition operations across the globe.
And in giving a central place to the concept of the
Indo-Pacific, the white paper acknowledges the
major strategic challenge posed by the rise of China.
Eschewing the politically charged term “self-reliance,”
the paper emphasizes the need for Australian forces
to be able to operate independently instead.’> As a
result, the white paper was unusually well received
across the defense community, including by the
Australian Labor Party opposition.”® Indeed, despite
changes to the global landscape, defense policy was
largely absent from the 2019 election campaign; the
Australian Labor Party’s few specific commitments
focused on programmatic details and were largely
consonant with existing government policy.'*

One reason for the relative lack of criticism of the
white paper was it did not designate many internal
losers, given the growing funding envelope. In a
remarkable act of self-commitment, the government
converted the goal of 2 percent of the GDP for
fiscal year (FY) 2020-21 into an absolute figure for
defense expenditure for all years up to FY 2025-26.

12. Department of Defence, 2016 Defennce White Paper
(Canberra, AU: Department of Defence, 2016), 67-78.

13. Andrew Carr, “The Politics of the 2016 Defence White
Paper,” Security Challenges 12, no. 1 (2016): 1-17.

14. Stephen Kuper, “Opposition Brings the Fight to Defence
Debate as Election Race Tightens,” DefenceConnect, May 3,
2019, https://www.defenceconnect.com.au/key-enablers/3973
-opposition-brings-the-fight-to-defence-debate-as-election-race
-tightens.
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The government published this commitment in the
white paper, regardless of potential future variations
in the GDP. Defense expenditure would rise from
A$32.4 billion in FY 2016-17 to A$42.4 billion in FY
2020-21 and A$58.7 billion in FY 2025-26. Over this
time, the share of the defense budget going to capital
investment would rise from 29 percent to 39 percent,
and to sustainment, from 25 percent to 28 percent,
with modest growth in military and civilian personnel
to round out hollow capabilities.'

Although the 2016 Defence White Paper does
not explicitly prioritize among defense objectives,
acquisition plans in the white paper are heavily
tilted toward a capability for independent, high-
intensity maritime operations—consistent with the
Australian Labor Party’s 2009 and 2013 defense
white papers. The 10-year investment program
devoted 26 percent to key enablers such as basing
and ranges, logistics, communications, etc.; 25 percent
to maritime and antisubmarine warfare (ASW); 18
percent to land combat and amphibious warfare; and
17 percent to strike and air combat. The program also
allotted 9 percent to intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance; electronic warfare; space; and cyber
capabilities. Finally, 6 percent was appropriated for
airlift and sealift.'® The government confirmed the
submarine fleet would double in size—from the
existing six Collins-class submarines to 12 “regionally
superior” boats equipped with AN/BYG-1 combat
control systems and Mark 48 Mod 7 heavyweight
torpedoes entering service between the early 2030s

15. Department of Defence, 2016 Defennce White Paper,
177-82.

16. Department of Defence, 2016 Defence White Paper, 85.
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and 2050." In addition, nine new ASW frigates would
replace the existing eight Anzac-class frigates starting
in the late 2020s. Twelve new and larger offshore
patrol vessels would replace the Armidale-class patrol
boats by 2030, and the existing oiler and replenishment
vessels would be replaced by two new replenishment
vessels, with a third to be acquired in the late 2020s."®
The maritime patrol fleet would also grow
significantly. The 19 AP-3C Orion airframes would
be replaced by a combination of 15 Boeing P-8A
Poseidons (split between the early and late 2020s),
seven MQ-4C Tritons, and four dedicated long-
range electronic warfare support aircraft.” Two
additional KC-30A refueling aircraft would bring
the fleet to a total of seven, with acquisition of an
additional two foreshadowed once the fleet of P-8A
Poseidons reaches its intended size. The 12 EA-18
Growler aircraft would be kept at the same standard
as those of the US Navy. The outdated RBS-70 short-
range air defense system would be replaced, and a
new midrange, ground-based air defense capability
would be acquired in the mid-2020s. Investment in
the joint sensor and command and control systems for
air defense would form the basis for possible future
integrated air and missile defense systems. With the
acquisition of surface-to-surface ballistic missiles and
land-based antiship cruise missiles, the ADF would

17. Department of Defence, 2016 Defence White Paper, 91.

18. Department of Defence, 2016 Defennice White Paper,
89-93, 108.

19. Andrew Davies, ADF Capability Snapshot 2015: Part 1 —
RAAF, Strategic Insights 97 (Canberra, AU: Australian Strategic
Policy Institute, November 2015), 6.
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acquire completely new capabilities starting in the
late 2020s.%

In addition, the government confirmed its intent
to replace the army’s aging reconnaissance vehicles
and decided to reestablish a riverine patrol boat
capability; to acquire a new, armed, medium-altitude,
unmanned aircraft and three new, heavy-lift special
operations forces helicopters; and to replace its 22
Tiger armed reconnaissance helicopters. But the army
did not receive new tanks, nor did the government
expand the capacity of Australia’s amphibious fleet or
acquire the vertical-landing F-35B as had been mooted
during the white-paper process.” Rounding out the
investment plan was funding for bases, including
improvements to airfields in northern Australia and
the Cocos (Keeling) Islands to enable P-8 operations
for improvements to training ranges, and information-
technology and logistics infrastructure.

The government sought to strengthen the
Australian defense industry through recognizing it
as one of the “fundamental inputs to capability” and
revising innovation and export support arrangements.
None of these initiatives were as consequential
as the decision to establish a permanent domestic
shipbuilding program, comprising separate streams
for submarines, major surface combatants, and minor

20. Department of Defence, 2016 Defenice White Paper, 94-97.

21. Department of Defence, 2016 Defennce White Paper,
97-100, 107; and John Kerin, “PM’s Floating Fighter Plan Quietly
Sunk by Defence,” Australian Financial Review, July 7, 2015,
https:/ /www.afr.com/ politics/ pms-floating-fighter-jet-plan
-quietly-sunk-by-defence-20150707-gi6qxj.

22. Department of Defence, 2016 Defennce White Paper,
100-106.
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combatants.? In 2017 the government published
a Naval Shipbuilding Plan that laid out time lines
for the acquisition of various classes of vessels,
new infrastructure investment in shipyards, and
the establishment of a Naval Shipbuilding College
to create a sustainable shipbuilding workforce.*
Given the regional economic importance of the new
shipbuilding industry being created in southern and
western Australia, the electoral fortunes of the current
and future governments will now strongly depend on
the continuing recapitalization of the Royal Australian
Navy (RAN).

RECAPITALIZING THE FORCE: PROGRESS
SINCE 2016

How did Awustralia progress with the
implementation of these ambitious capability plans?
During the four years since the white paper, defense
budgets have closely followed the commitments
laid out in 2016. Because of GDP growth that has
been slower than anticipated, Australia’s defense
expenditure will reach 2 percent of GDP in FY 2020-21
and then rise to 2.2 percent of GDP by the midd]le of the
decade. But signs indicate the Department of Defence
is struggling to implement the planned increase in
investment: Capital spending is about A$5 billion
below the white paper’s predictions. Achieving even
moderate personnel growth has also been a problem;
for example, the navy had to dock a refurbished frigate

23. Department of Defence, 2016 Defence White Paper, 108-
15; Department of Defence, 2016 Defence Industry Policy Statement
(Canberra, AU: Department of Defence, 2016).

24. Department of Defence, Naval Shipbuilding Plan
(Canberra, AU: Department of Defence, 2017).
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for two years in the absence of a crew. And the true
operating cost of the F-35A Lightning II Joint Strike
Fighter (JSF) remains a major uncertainty.?
Nonetheless, the modernization of the ADF is
proceeding apace. Of the three services, the RAAF is
the most advanced in its recapitalization. The RAAF
is aiming for initial operating capability of the first
squadron of its 72 JSFs by December 2020 and has
begun divesting legacy FA-18s. In the meantime,
24 FA-18 Super Hornets and 11 surviving EA-18
Growlers are providing for Australia’s frontline fighter
capability.® In early 2020, Australia also announced
new plans to acquire up to 200 AGM-158C Long
Range Anti-Ship Missiles for its F-18 fleet.” The strike
aircrafts are supported by seven KC-30A tankers as
well as six updated E-7A Wedgetail airborne warning
and control aircraft.® Australia placed an order for
the four electronic warfare support aircraft in 2019,
choosing Gulfstream G550 airframes equipped with
signals intelligence and communications suites.”’

25. Hellyer, Cost of Defence, 6-8.

26. Department of Defence, Defence Annual Report 2018-
19 (Canberra, AU: Department of Defence, 2019), 36-37; and
Jordan Chong, “RAAF Declares Growler 10C,” Australian
Defence Business Review, May 3, 2019, https://adbr.com.au
/raaf-declares-growler-ioc/ .

27. Defense Security Cooperation Agency, “Australia—
Long Range Anti-Ship Missiles (LRASMs),” Transmittal no.
20-02, February 7, 2020, https://dsca.mil/major-arms-sales
/australia-long-range-anti-ship-missiles-lrasms.

28. Department of Defence, Defenice Annual Report 2018-19,
36-37.

29. “G550 EW Aircraft Buy Clarified for RAAEFE”
Australian Defence Magazine, March 18, 2019, https://www
.australiandefence.com.au/defence/air/g550-ew-aircraft
-buy-clarified-for-raaf.
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Twelve P-8As have replaced the P-3C Orion maritime
patrol fleet; the first of six MQ-4C Triton unmanned
aerial vehicles on order will be delivered to the RAAF
in 2023.% Strategic and tactical fixed lift is provided by
eight C-17A Globemaster IlIs, 12 C-130] Hercules, and
10 C-27] Spartans.*!

In contrast, the recapitalization of the army
is in its early stages. Acquisition of new trucks,
trailers, and light armored vehicles is underway,
and 211 Rheinmetall Boxer combat reconnaissance
vehicles will replace the much smaller Australian
light armoured vehicles that have been run down
by extensive service in Iraq and Afghanistan. The
most expensive army program, however, will be the
procurement of up to 450 infantry fighting vehicles,
which the government intends to order in 2022. The
infantry fighting vehicles are a replacement for the
Vietnam War-era M113 armored personnel carriers,
which have not been fit for combat operations for
many years.*> Hence, the acquisition of large numbers
of a modern infantry fighting vehicle significantly
increases the protection and firepower of the army’s
infantry battalions. The first stage will consist of a
purchase of 117 vehicles, the design for which has yet
to be chosen, including 67 turreted versions as well as

30. Nigel Pittaway, “Northrop to Deliver Triton Drone to
Australia in 2023, Says Air Force Official,” Defense News, February
27, 2019, https://www.defensenews.com/digital-show-dailies
/avalon/2019/02/27 /northrop-to-deliver-triton-drone-to
-australia-in-2023-says-air-force-official /.

31. Department of Defence, Defennce Annual Report 2018-
19, 37.

32. “Land Combat Vehicle System,” Department of Defence,
nd., https://www.defence.gov.au/ CASG/EquippingDefence
/Land %20400.asp.
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mortar and logistics versions.*® Although the army’s
tank fleet remains limited to 59 Abrams M1A1-AIMs,
one of the surprises of the 2019 election campaign
was the announcement 30 self-propelled howitzers
would be built in Australia; in 2012, plans to acquire
self-propelled artillery were dropped to eliminate
costs and to recapitalize all artillery with 54 M177A2
howitzers.*

Hence, a retired general’s sardonic assessment
the army will remain “a ‘protected” Army with very
limited combat capability” will perhaps be somewhat
less true in the future than it has been in the past.”
The army’s main combat force is organized into three
multirole combat brigades whose maneuver elements
consist of two infantry regiments and one armored
cavalry regiment operating a mix of M-1A tanks
and Australian light armored vehicles. Although the
current structure is designed to ensure one brigade is
at high readiness for operations overseas, important
medical, signals, helicopter, engineering, logistics,
and air defense enablers continue to exist in single
sets.*® In contrast with the army’s vehicles, its rotary
fleet remains relatively young, consisting of 10 Boeing

33. DJAC [pseud.], “A Closer Look at Land 400 Phase 3
and Land 8116,” Australian Defenice Magazine, September 16, 2019,
https:/ /www.australiandefence.com.au/news/a-closer-look
-at-land-400-phase-3-and-land-8116.

34. “Self-Propelled Howitzers Back on the Cards,” Australian
Defence Magazine, May 14, 2019, https:/ /www.australiandefence.
com.au/defence/land/self-propelled-howitzers-back-on-the
-cards; and Andrew Davies, ADF Capability Snapshot 2015: Part
3—Army, Strategic Insights 100 (Canberra, AU: Australian
Strategic Policy Institute, November 2015).

35. Michael Clifford, “The 2016 Defence White Paper — The
Land Perspective,” Security Challenges 12, no. 1 (2016): 88.

36. Davies, Part 3 — Army.
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CH-47F Chinooks, 34 Blackhawks, 47 MRH-90 Taipans
(shared with the navy), and 22 ARH Tigers.” A
decision on the acquisition of new special operations
forces support helicopters for Special Air Service
and Commando Regiments is expected in 2020, and
the government will decide whether to acquire 12 to
16 MQ-9B Sky Guardian armed drones in 2021-22.3
Given the surface-to-surface and land-based antiship
missile capabilities foreshadowed in the white paper,
the ADF undoubtedly closely observed the operation
of US Army and Marine Corps high-mobility artillery
rocket systems in the 2019 Exercise Talisman Saber
wargames.” But the new Raytheon and Kongsberg
Defense and Aerospace National Advanced Surface-
to-Air Missile System remains the army’s only toehold
in the guided missile age so far.*

Australia does not have a marine force, and its
army is relatively new to large-scale amphibious

37. Department of Defence, Defence Annual Report 2018-
19, 36.

38. Ewen Levick, “MQ-9B Sky Guardian Chosen over
Reaper,” Australian Defence Magazine, November 28, 2019,
https:/ /www.australiandefence.com.au/news/mq-9b-sky
-guardian-chosen-over-reaper; and “The RAAF to Get MALE —
Reaper UAS Acquisition Confirmed,” Australian Aviation,
November 16, 2018, https:/ /australianaviation.com.au/2018/11
/the-raaf-to-get-male-reaper-uas-acquisition-confirmed/ .

39. Allen Cone, “US, Australian Military Hold
HIMARS Training for Talisman Sabre,” Defense News, July
9, 2019, https://www.upi.com/Defense-News/2019/07/09
/US-Australian-military-hold-HIMARS-training-for-Talisman
-Sabre/ 8021562674222/ .

40. “ADF's New Air Defences Pass Gate 2
Milestone,” Australian Defence Magazine, March 25, 2019,
https:/ /www.australiandefence.com.au/defence/joint
/ adf-s-new-air-defences-pass-gate-2-milestone.
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operations. The 2nd Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment, is dedicated to amphibious operations,
but its primary functions are to develop operational
concepts, support training, and provide a small
prelanding reconnaissance force. The ADF’s
amphibious lift capability, which is based on two
Canberra-class landing helicopter docks and the
landing ship dock HMAS Choules, achieved full
operating capability in 2019. The rest of the navy,
however, is only at the beginning of its recapitalization.
Two new replenishment ships were launched in Spain
in 2019 and will deliver a significant improvement
in sustainment capability.* The third and last of the
new Hobart-class air defense destroyers, equipped
with the Aegis combat system, towed array, SM-2
missiles, SPY-1D radar, and cooperative engagement
capability, was also commissioned in 2019. Although
the Hobart class finally brings back the fleet air defense
capability lost with the retirement of the Charles F.
Adams-class destroyers in 2001, the former only carries
half (48) of the Mark 41 Vertical Launch System cells
that are on the latest of the US Navy’s Arleigh Burke-
class destroyers, and its offensive armament remains
limited to the aging Harpoon missile.*?

All other new classes of vessels are now managed
as part of the domestic shipbuilding program.
Before the new submarines or frigates achieve initial
operating capability, Australia will have already spent
at least A$20 billion on those two projects alone—in
addition to recently investing significantly in new

41. “Navy Welcomes NUSHIP Stalwart,”  Defence
News, August 31, 2019, https://news.defence.gov.au/media
/media-releases/navy-welcomes-nuship-stalwart.

42. “HMAS Hobart (IlI),” Royal Australian Navy (RAN),
n.d., https:/ /www.navy.gov.au/hmas-hobart-iii.
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shipyard capacities to build the new frigates and a
(virtual) Naval Shipbuilding College.* Despite such
staggering costs, this approach to shipbuilding is
starting to promise greater interoperability and long-
term efficiency. From now on, all major combatants
will be equipped with the Aegis combat system and a
Saab Australia tactical interface, and all minor vessels
will use a Saab 9LV system.* On the other hand, now
that the government has committed to building ships
domestically, it has also accepted a perpetually slow
delivery schedule for major vessels: a frigate and a
submarine will be launched every two years.

The most prominent of these vessels will be the
Attack-class conventional submarine, for which
Australia engaged France’s Naval Group as the lead
designer. Despite some delays in the signing of the
partnership agreement, the Department of Defence
insists work remains on schedule. Nevertheless, the
tirst boat will not be handed over to the navy before
2035. For the next two decades, the RAN’s submarine
capability will continue to rest on the six existing
Collins-class submarines. After a major revision to
the navy’s sustainment system, the submarine fleet is
now meeting (or exceeding) international benchmarks
of availability. The Collins-class submarines are also
receiving updates, especially to their sonar system;
a future life-extension program will keep them as

43. Hellyer, Cost of Defence, 82.

44. Christopher Pyne, “New Approach to Naval
Combat Systems,” October 3, 2017, https://www.minister
.defence.gov.au/minister/christopher-pyne/media-releases
/new-approach-naval-combat-systems.
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capable and survivable as possible, given they have a
1980s hull design.®

The Attack-class submarine will be the
world’s largest conventional submarine and the
first nonnuclear submarine to feature pump-jet
propulsion. To minimize design and construction risk,
the government has decided to limit the new-boat
requirements to the Collins-class submarines. At least
the first three boats of the Attack-class submarines
will therefore have neither lithium-ion batteries nor
a dedicated launch facility for unmanned vehicles —
choices that continue to be the subject of debate in
Australian defense circles.*

The new Hunter-class frigates, although optimized
for ASW, will also make a significant contribution
to fleet air defense. Based on BAE Systems’ Type
26 destroyer design, and with even greater total
displacement than the Hobart class (8,800 versus 7,000
tons at full load), the Hunter-class frigates will carry 32
Mark 41 Vertical Launch System cells and be equipped
with the Aegis combat system, Australia’s own
CEAFAR?2 radar, SM-2 missiles, and offensive antiship

45. Hellyer, Cost of Defence, 66-67, 75-77; and Marcus
Hellyer, “The Government Must Create a Single Australian
Submarine Enterprise,” Strategist (blog), Australian Strategic
Policy Institute, September 5, 2019, https:/ /www.aspistrategist
.org.au/the-government-must-create-a-single-australian
-submarine-enterprise/.

46. Hellyer, Cost of Defence, 92; and Paul Greenfield, “The
Attack-Class Submarine Battery Debate: Science Fiction or
Engineering?,” Strategist (blog), Australian Strategic Policy
Institute, August 31, 2019, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au
/ the-attack-class-submarine-battery-debate-science-fiction-or
-engineering/.
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missiles.” But with initial operating capability for the
first ship occurring in 2029 and the last occurring in
2045 and following the retirement of the last Oliver
Hazard Perry-class frigate, the much smaller (3,600-
ton) Anzac-class frigates will continue to provide the
bulk of the RAN’s surface warfare capability in the
2020s.% All eight remaining ships have been upgraded
to employ RIM-162 Evolved SeaSparrow Missiles and
the CEAFAR X-band radar for improved self-defense.
These ships can embark one of the RAN’s 24 new
MH-60R ASW helicopters and will receive further
upgrades, including replacement of the long-range
search radar. But the ships still lack a towed array.*
Consequently, although the Anzac-class frigates
will be able to contribute to coalition operations,
especially in the Middle East, their lack of a long-
range air defense missile and limited offensive
capability is likely to restrict their employment to less-
contested areas in any future Pacific conflict. This lack
of capability will be addressed by the 12 new Arafura-
class patrol vessels, which will provide a significant,
near-term increase in capability as they enter service
between 2021 and the end of the decade. The Arafura-
class patrol vessels will have better endurance,

47. Nigel Pittaway, “A Quiet Hunter—Navy’s Future
Frigate,” Australian Defence Magazine, October 9, 2019, https://
www.australiandefence.com.au/defence/sea/a-quiet-hunter
-navy-s-future-frigate; and Hellyer, Cost of Defence, 73-75.

48. “Ships, Boats & Craft,” RAN, n.d., https:/ /www.navy
.gov.au/fleet/ships-boats-craft.

49. Marcus Hellyer, “In for the Long Haul (Part 2): Can the
Anzacs Remain Relevant?,” Strategist (blog), Australian Strategic
Policy Institute, April 4, 2019, https://www.aspistrategist.org
.au/in-for-the-long-haul-part-2-can-the-anzacs-remain-relevant/;
and Department of Defence, Defenice Annual Report 2018-19, 36.
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seakeeping, and enhanced communications and sensor
capabilities when compared to the patrol boats they
are replacing; the class will also have a helipad. But,
in the patrol vessels’ initial configuration, their main
armament will be limited to a 40-millimeter gun.”
Finally, in a change from the white paper plans of 2016,
the government announced in 2019 the planned life
extension of the remaining four countermine warfare
vessels would be scrapped in favor of two new mine
warfare support vessels that will join the fleet in the
mid-2020s and rely on autonomous and unmanned
technologies.”

Beyond countermine operations, the RAN also
operates a squadron devoted to experiments with
ship-based drones, and the RAAF has provided
seed support for Boeing Australia’s Loyal Wingman
unmanned aerial vehicle concept.”? Although these
operations demonstrate the ADF is not blind to the
future possibilities of autonomous and unmanned
systems, these activities remain negligible in the
context of the overall investment plan. With the
exception of the multimission space in the Hunter-class
frigates, current acquisition programs are most likely
not considering the ways in which such technologies
might complement, or even substitute for, the major

50. “Arafura Class OPV,” RAN, n.d., https://www.navy
.gov.au/fleet/ships-boats-craft/future/opv.

51. Marcus Hellyer, “Morrison’s Shipbuilding
Announcements Are about More Than Jobs,” Strategist (blog),
Australian Strategic Policy Institute, April 30, 2019, https:/ /www
.aspistrategist.org.au/morrisons-shipbuilding-announcements
-are-about-more-than-jobs/ .

52. “822X Squadron,” RAN, n.d., https://www.navy.gov
.au/about/ organisation/fleet-air-arm/822x-squadron.
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platforms under development.”® Hence, the question
is whether the dominance of decade-long acquisition
programs in the 2016 Defence White Paper investment
plan remains appropriate in light of the possible
development of twenty-first-century technology.

IN SEARCH OF A STRATEGY

Overall, characterizing the future ADF as similar to
the past forces would not be incorrect. Australia will
continue to field a small but modern defense force that
is highly interoperable with US forces. But with only
two replenishment ships, three air defense destroyers,
and four electronic warfare support aircraft, to name
but three examples, and assuming no losses in battle
have occurred, maintaining even one task force for
extended periods will be a major challenge. As a
result of the ADF’s history, culture, and lack of mass,
the forces remain most comfortable operating as part
of larger US task forces or in support of diplomacy
and relationship building in Australia’s immediate
neighborhood. Thus, one might ask if Australia’s
hard power is sufficient for the country to achieve its
strategic objectives.

The main weakness of the 2016 Defence White Paper
is beyond general notions working in partnership
with countries close and afar would be beneficial
to manage strategic risk, the paper does not clearly
set out a strategy for the ADF to achieve Australia’s
security outcomes. The presence of the ADF and
the navy in Southeast Asia, the southwest Pacific,
and the wider Indo-Pacific region has increased
significantly since 2016, when counterpiracy and other
coalition deployments to the northern Indian Ocean

53. Hellyer, Cost of Defence, 90-91.
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and Persian Gulf were still the main focus of RAN
deployments.** Indeed, in the few sentences of the
navy’s Plan Pelorus 2022 that address how the RAN
should operate, the focus is almost exclusively on
maintaining partnerships “to know and understand
our region, our friends, and our threat.”>> Whereas the
navies of the United Kingdom and Japan have a fairly
clear, geographically grounded understanding of their
strategic role in the defense of their home islands,
Australia’s navy still does not.

The army, too, has been trying to develop a new
concept to replace the 2011 Plan Beersheba and the
mid-2000s vision of a hardened and networked army.
Both strategies resulted from the need to sustain
forces for extended operations in the Middle East and
remain the foundation for the army’s current structure
and major acquisition projects. Given Australia’s
geography, defining its role and mission in a regional
context beyond the need for stabilization operations
in the southwest Pacific has always been difficult
for the army. In 2012, for example, the then-chief of
army argued a heavier force was required to defeat
the army of an unnamed “peer competitor.”* Under
the current chief of army, General Rick Burr, the
army underwent a period of genuine reflection and
analysis. The result was the 2019 Command Statement:
Army in Motion, which highlights accelerating regional
strategic change and the need for the army to be able

54. Department of Defence, Deferice Annual Report 2018-19,
24-25.

55. RAN, Plan Pelorus: Navy Strategy 2022 (Canberra, AU:
RAN, 2019).

56. David Morrison, “Speech to the National Security
Institute” (speech, National Security Institute, Canberra,
Australia, October 26, 2012).
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to adapt to a range of missions, geographies, and
domains.” All in all, the command statement is a well-
reasoned argument that the stability and predictability
on which Plan Beersheba was predicated no longer exist;
however, the command statement does not provide a
clear road map to a new structure and purpose.

At the same time, the increased operational
tempo for regional engagement is not letting up. The
government is looking for contributions from the ADF
and the Department of Defence to the Pacific Step-
Up —a government initiative that comprises increased
investment in infrastructure, aid, labor mobility,
diplomatic engagement, security, and people-to-
people links with the countries of the South Pacific,
with the thinly veiled intention to push back against
increasing Chinese political and economic influence in
Australia’s backyard.® New defense initiatives include
Australian support to regional peacekeeping training
at Blackrock Camp in Fiji; the redevelopment of the
naval base on Manus Island in Papua New Guinea
(in conjunction with the United States); the creation
of a permanent South Pacific mobile training team
operating from Brisbane; and a new ship originally
billed as a “large-hulled humanitarian and disaster
relief vessel that would operate semi-permanently . . .

57. Rick Burr, Command Statement: Army in Motion
(Canberra, AU: Australian Army, 2019).

58. “Strengthening Our Pacific Partnerships,” Department
of Foreign Affairs and Trade, n.d. https://dfat.gov.au
/ geo/pacific/engagement/Pages/strengthening-our-pacific
-partnerships.aspx.
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in the south west Pacific,” but which may well turn
into a full-fledged, armed, fourth amphibious vessel.”

Hence, the ADF of today also remains a force
focused on strategic demands that are essentially the
same as those it prepared for in the past. Sustaining
the assumption the force is sufficient to deal with the
risks from an increasingly assertive China, especially
if the United States is no longer a reliable ally, will be
difficult. On this latter point, in 2019, Hugh White,
a former defense official and now a professor at the
Australian National University, caused a major debate
across the nation’s newspapers and blogosphere
with his book How to Defend Australia, in which he
argued Australia could not rely on US support. He
called for Australia to develop a significantly larger
ADF to defend the continent, including, in extremis,
considering the acquisition of nuclear weapons.®
White’s confidence about the end of the alliance
is, however, not yet widely shared in defense and
political circles or public opinion. According to the
2019 Lowy Institute Poll, 73 percent of Australians still

59. Paul Osborne, “Australia Creating Pacific Support
Force,” Canberra Times, July 23, 2019, https:/ /www.canberratimes
.com.au/story/ 6287473/ australia-creating-pacific-support
-force/?cs=14231; David Wroe, “Christopher Pyne Promises
New Ship in ‘Pivot” to the South Pacific,” Sydney Morning Herald,
November 9, 2018, https://www.smh.com.au/politics/federal
/ christopher-pyne-promises-new-ship-in-pivot-to-the-south
-pacific-20181108-p50es8.html; and Xavier Vavasseur, “PACIFIC
2019: Navantia Australia Unveils Joint Support Ship Design,”
Naval News, October 13, 2019, https://www.navalnews.com
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expect the United States to come to Australia’s aid if
the country is threatened.®!

Australia has also been comfortable with the rather
slow pace with which the presence of US forces has
increased since the initial 2011 agreement to rotate
US Marines through Darwin for training. After US
Secretary of Defense Mark Esper stated on his way
to Australia in 2019 the United States would like to
deploy new, land-based, intermediate-range missiles
in Asia “sooner rather than later,” the Scott Morrison-
led government quickly emphasized the United
States had not made a formal request to host new
capabilities.®” But Australia’s reluctance to contemplate
more extensive arrangements for the operation of
significant US long-range air and naval forces from the
Australian continent has become increasingly difficult
to reconcile with the country’s desire to support the
US military position in the Indo-Pacific vis-a-vis
China’s growing military reach and capabilities. Given
the infrastructure and host-nation support that would
be required to sustain such operations at scale and the
need that would arise to provide far more extensive
logistics, base, and air defense capabilities in the north
of the continent, the consequences of such a step-up
in alliance cooperation for Australia’s force structure
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Institute, June 26, 2019), 10.

62. Thomas Gibbons-Neff, “Pentagon Chief in Favor of
Deploying US Missiles to Asia,” New York Times, August 3,
2019, https://www.nytimes.com/2019/08/03/world/asia/us
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and investment plans would be considerable.®® In
February 2020, the government announced a step in
this direction, with an additional investment of A$1.1
billion at RAAF Base Tindal south of Darwin to enable
the operation of RAAF tankers and US long-range
bombers from that airfield.®

Reports China was seeking military access to a base
in Vanuatu in 2018 and in the Solomon Islands in 2019
point to a future development that would seriously
deteriorate Australia’s strategic situation.®” Given
the scale of Chinese deployments to Djibouti and the
artificial islands in the South China Sea, a South Pacific
base would likely be garrisoned to the point of making
an amphibious dislodgement a highly problematic
proposition. At a relatively small cost for China, the
PLA would be able to tie up most of the ADF’s current
air and naval forces in a long-term campaign to isolate
and slowly attrit such a base. In such a campaign,
the lack of a successor to the RAAF’s F-111 medium-
range bombers, which were retired in 2010, would be
particularly felt because no good options to extend the
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range of the JSF and achieve comparable mass exist.®
Hence, in 2019 the two most recent retired chiefs of
air force called for Australia to acquire a new strategic
bomber, for which the new B-21 Raider would be the
only real candidate.®”

Overall, calls from the country’s defense
community to revisit the defense policy settings and
investment priorities of the 2016 Defence White Paper
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have increased.® Although specific concerns and
proposals vary, the underlying theme is the concern
Australia is not sufficiently prepared for the demands
of a major war in its own region, even before doubts
about the extent of US assistance are taken into
account. Australia does not have the residual Cold
War memory of developing deterrence and defense
against a great-power adversary that the United
States, NATO, and Japan increasingly fall back on
in competing with Russia and China. Australia’s
Department of Defence has been struggling in recent
years to develop a mobilization concept, but one is
needed; supplies of certain munitions ran low even
for the relatively small coalition campaign in Syria,
and Australia’s defense industry is not ready to
deal with a disruption in supplies.®” The country has
few oil tankers or freighters that could be used for
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strategic resupply in a crisis or conflict.” Nor does
Australia maintain a strategic petroleum reserve equal
to 90 days” worth of fuel, which is prescribed by the
International Energy Agency—a reserve one would
expect a government to hold if it were planning for
potential disruptions in supplies.”

THE PROBLEM OF SCALE

Compared to countries like France and Israel,
Australia seems rather poor at converting financial
resources into defense capability.” Recent government
attempts to suppress the auditor-general of Australia’s
findings on the decision to develop and build light
armored vehicles domestically indicate the political
and economic impediments to achieving greater
efficiency in defense acquisition remain deep-seated.”
These impediments leave additional expenditure as the
most likely source of any new capability. Despite the
low threat to the country in the mid-1980s, Australia

70. Sam Bateman, “Does Australia Need a Merchant
Shipping Fleet?,” Strategist (blog), Australian Strategic Policy
Institute, March 4, 2019, https://www.aspistrategist.org.au
/ does-australia-need-a-merchant-shipping-fleet/ .

71. Bevan Shields, “Australia Negotiating with Trump
Administration to Buy Emergency Oil Supplies,” Sydney Morning
Herald, August 4, 2019, https://www.smh.com.au/politics
/federal/australia-negotiating-with-trump-administration-to
-buy-emergency-oil-supplies-20190801-p52cti.html.

72.  White, How to Defend Australia, 276-81.

73. Christopher Knaus, “Coalition Suppressed Auditor’s
Finding that $1.3bn Thales Arms Deal Could Have Cost Half
with US,” Guardian, October 22, 2018, https:/ /www.theguardian
.com/australia-news/2018/oct/22/coalition-suppressed
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spent more on defense (2.5 percent of GDP) than
the country does today. The obstacle to spending 3
percent of GDP, for example, would be political rather
than economic.” Until the coronavirus disease 2019
pandemic, Australia had avoided a recession for three
decades, and though its economy is not advancing as
it has in the past, fiscal pressures are not the primary
cause for Australia lessening defense as a government
priority. In public opinion polling, support for defense
spending has declined since 2000. But the perception
of China as a growing threat as the country advances
militarily and politically in the South Pacific may well
become the external impetus that leads to significant
and rapid changes in Australian public opinion on
defense matters.”

What could additional funding do to strengthen
Australia’s hard power? Bringing forward the frigate
or submarine replacement programs by a few years
would not cause a significant change for the ADF of
the 2020s, and the RAAF is already on track to fully
divest of its third-generation F-18s. But even within
the broad outlines of the force structure laid out in
the 2016 Defence White Paper, Australia could make
significant improvements focused on the possibility
of a major war during the 2020s. In particular, the
government should consider

* making Australia’s existing air combat capability

more resilient through the acquisition of

74. Mark Thomson, “Funding Australian Defence,” in
Australia’s Defence, 257-69.

75. Danielle Chubb and Ian McAllister, “Public Attitudes
towards the Future Defence of Australia,” in After American
Primacy: Imagining the Future of Australia’s Defence, ed. Peter Dean,
Stephan Friihling, and Brendan Taylor (Melbourne: Melbourne
University Press, 2019), 28-43.
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additional KC-30A tankers; increasingmunitions
stocks and resupply capability; integrating the
Kongsberg Naval Strike Missile onto the JSF;
reviewing the number of pilots, base support
personnel, and battle damage repair capabilities
required to maintain high tempos of operation,
including possible dispersal of operations from
civilian airfields; and improving fuel stock and
resupply infrastructure at air bases across the
north of the continent.

strengthening the ADF’s ability to protect
sea lanes across the Pacific and Indian
Oceans against PLA long-range submarine
operations by acquiring additional Boeing
P-8A Poseidons and fitting towed arrays to the
Anzac-class frigates. Australia needs to ensure
the availability of sonobuoys for periods of
large-scale, extended use. If equipped with
towed arrays and a rudimentary self-defense
capability, the new offshore patrol vessels
should also be able to make a meaningful
contribution to ASW operations in areas of
limited threat from an adversary’s air force.
If the offshore patrol vessels were capable
of supporting cooperative security location
operations of the MH-60R, additional ASW
helicopters would also be worth considering.
accelerating the acquisition of land-based
antiship cruise missiles, additional short-range
air defense systems, and a medium-range
air defense capability. In addition, the ADF
should consider establishing a permanent army
garrison on the Cocos (Keeling) Islands, which
lie close to areas through which PLA forces
now regularly transit, but which would be very
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difficult to reinforce, let alone retake, from the
location of mainland Australia should the PLA
occupy them.

acquiring new long-range antiship missiles for
the navy’s Hobart-class destroyers and Anzac-
class frigates.

increasing funding for autonomous and
unmanned air and naval capabilities that have
the potential to complement existing major
platforms within a time frame of five to 10 years.
funding improvements to the intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance and battle
management systems for long-range targeting
in Australia’s neighborhood and beginning
to harden or provide redundancy for critical
Australian command and control nodes at
risk from submarine-launched land-attack
cruise missiles.

exploring with the United States the acquisition
of the B-21 Raider for the RAAF.

strengthening the ability of ADF and coalition
forces to perform battle damage repair to
aircraft and naval vessels and limiting the need
for resupply from the United States.

Increased investment of this kind may make
China more cautious of initiating a conflict involving
Australia, but such investment would not tip the
scales of the Indo-Pacific balance of power. As
excellent as the ADF will continue to be at the unit
level, Australia’s hard power overall will remain
constrained by the absolute scale a country of its
small size and geographic position can generate and
the increasing demands placed upon it by strategic
trends in Asia.
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CONCLUSION

Three years after the publication of the 2016
Defence White Paper, the government announced it had
commenced a review of defense policy guidance.”
With relations with China at their most tense since
1989, Prime Minister Morrison launched the 2020
Defence Strategic Update and 2020 Force Structure Plan
on July 1, 2020, with foreboding remarks:

We have been a favoured isle, with many natural
advantages for many decades . .. But we have not seen the
conflation of global economic and strategic uncertainty
now being experienced here in Australia, in our region,
since the existential threat we faced when the global
and regional order collapsed in the 1930s and 1940s . . .
That period of the 1930s has been something I have been
revisiting on a very regular basis, and when you connect
both the economic challenges and the global uncertainty,
it can be very haunting.”

The 2020 Defence Strategic Update walks back the
global ambitions of the 2016 Defence White Paper
and firmly establishes Southeast Asia and the South
Pacific as the focus for Australian defense planning.
Within this region, shaping the strategic environment,
deterring actions against Australia’s interests, and
responding with credible military force are the new
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8, 2019), https:/ /www.minister.defence.gov.au/minister
/lreynolds/speeches/royal-australian-navy-sea-power
-conference-international-convention.
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strategic objectives for the ADF. The policy document
once more places emphasis on the need for increased
self-reliance. This emphasis is partially for practical
reasons: “In the event of a high-intensity conflict that
engages the ADF, we need to have depth for sustaining
key capabilities and materiel, especially munitions.”
But the document also states “it is the Government’s
intent that Australia take greater responsibility for
our own security. It is therefore essential that the
ADF grow its self-reliant ability to deliver deterrent
effects.””

The need for increased offensive capability at
a longer range and for greater resilience of the ADF
in a major conflict against a peer competitor (almost
certainly the PLA) are thus driving the additional
investments in the strategic update, which does
not change the large procurement programs of the
2016 Defence White Paper (including new frigates,
submarines, offshore patrol vessels, JSFs, and infantry
fighting vehicles). In addition to 200 long-range
antiship missiles, Australia will acquire modern
smart sea mines and the high-mobility artillery rocket
systems foreshadowed in the 2016 Defence White Paper.
Aircraft shelters and deployable aircraft repair kits
will prepare the air force for combat operations from
improvised bases; a salvage and repair vessel capable
of recovering destroyer-size ships will be procured;
and increased fuel and munitions stockpiles will
increase the resilience of the ADF in a major conflict.
The expansion of the Jindalee Operational Radar
Network to cover Australia’s eastern approaches, a
new medium-range air defense capability, up to A$7.4

78. Department of Defence, 2020 Defence Strategic Update
(Canberra, AU: Department of Defence, July 1, 2020), 21-30.
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billion for an undersea surveillance system, and up
to eight new hydrographic and mine countermeasure
vessels (which will reestablish an atrophied capability)
will increase the ADF’s ability to defend the Australian
continent.”

Like it did in the 2016 Defence White Paper, the
Australian government again published a 10-year
funding plan that is decoupled from the growth of
Australia’s GDP. Despite the economic uncertainty
caused by trade tensions and the recession caused by
the coronavirus disease 2019 pandemic in early 2020,
the funding plan confirmed the white-paper funding
profile that sees defense expenditure grow from A$42
billion in FY 2020-21 to A$58 billion in FY 2025-26
and committed further growth to A$73 billion by FY
2029-30.% Australia will continue to spend more than
2 percent of GDP on defense and, depending on the
uncertain future of the economy, may spend much
closer to 3 percent within the decade.

And yet, the capabilities that were altered from
the 2016 Defence White Paper plans—mainly, some
unarmored vehicles for the army and two tanker
aircraft— project savings that are insufficient to cover
the additional funding required for the plans of the
strategic update over the next five years. Increasing
the preparedness for major conflict in this time will
thus require other major procurement programs to
stretch beyond the 2016 Defenice White Paper schedule.
Most likely, these additional programs will mean

79. Department of Defence, 2020 Force Structure Plan
(Canberra, AU: Department of Defence, July 1, 2020).

80. Marcus Hellyer, “Is the Money for Defence’s New Force
Structure Old or New?,” Strategist (blog), Australian Strategic
Policy Institute, July 2, 2020, https:/ /www.aspistrategist.org.au
/is-the-money-for-defences-new-force-structure-old-or-new/.
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reductions or delays in the acquisition of the army’s
new infantry fighting vehicle—a program that is both
less relevant for the ADF’s new priorities and more
flexible than the shipbuilding program or transition to
the JSE. Australia would be a lucky country indeed if
the main concession it had to make to prepare for the
most challenging circumstances since the 1930s were
the delayed acquisition of a few hundred armored
vehicles. More likely, the need for scale in Australia’s
defense effort will mean additional demands for even
greater defense expenditure soon.
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3. FRANCE: BETWEEN AUTONOMY AND ALLIES

Olivier Schmitt

KEY POINTS

* France is currently modernizing its armed
forces to maintain a military that can support
Paris’s current and future regional and global
ambitions.

* French policy makers perceive an overall
degradation of the international security system,
with new threats emerging while older threats
(terrorism) remain.

* Inrecentyears, France hasinvested inits military
relations with the United States and the United
Kingdom. Although this investment has paid
off in the short term through the development of
strong military partnerships, the rise of national
populism in the two countries may force Paris
to change its strategic outlook.

Over the past 15 years, France has regularly
updated its core strategic documents, publishing
a White Paper on Defense and National Security in
2008 (following Nicolas Sarkozy’s election) and in
2013 (following Francois Hollande’s election). After
Emmanuel Macron was elected in May 2017, he
decided to avoid the lengthy committee process that
had led to the two previous white papers. Instead, he
tasked Arnaud Danjean, a member of the European
Parliament widely respected for his expertise on
defense issues, to author a new strategic review with
support from the Ministry of the Armed Forces.
Published in 2017, the Strategic Review of Defense and
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National Security lays out the threats France faces and
provides a guideline for the transformation of the
armed forces.!

In military terms, the strategic review identifies
multiple threats and notes the increasing intensity of
conflict across the whole spectrum of warfare. First,
jihadi terrorism is identified as the most immediate
and enduring threat because of its direct challenge to
the safety of French citizens on French territory. The
jihadi threat is understood as a long-term security
problem because none of the factors underpinning
its development, such as social inequalities and
ideological evangelization, are receding. Jihadist
terrorism being a key issue for French policy makers
should come as no surprise. In 2013, the French
intervened in Mali (Operation Serval) to prevent
jihadist groups from taking control of Bamako, Mali’s
capital and largest city. This operation was followed
by the Paris attacks of 2015 against the weekly
magazine Charlie Hebdo and the Hypercacher kosher
supermarket in January and several other places,
including the Bataclan concert hall, in November.
These attacks were stark reminders of the reality of
the jihadist threat. Since the attacks, the French Armed
Forces have been engaged on several fronts in the
fight against terrorism: in the Sahel; in Iraq and Syria
(in support of the anti-Islamic State of Iraq and Syria
coalition); and at home, patrolling and securing public
areas under the framework of Operation Sentinel. This
use of the armed forces to fight terrorism has been
a characteristic of Western warfare since 9/11, and
France has not been an exception. For example, the

1. Arnaud Danjean, Revue stratégique de défense et de sécurité
nationale 2017 (Paris: The Strategic Review Committee, 2017).
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2008 white paper identified a continuum containing
both security and defense issues.?

Second, the strategic review is concerned with the
threats posed by proliferation in all threat domains,
including the following.

Conventional —The spread of advanced
weapons, platforms, and sensors will likely
make the future battlefield a more lethal space
characterized by high-speed tactical operations.
The spread of such equipment also allows an
increasing number of actors, including nonstate
actors, to compete on almost equal terms with
Western forces.

Chemical and biological — The use of chemical
and biological weapons in Syria has not resulted
in commensurate sanctions for violating
international law, which suggests they are more
likely to be used in future conflicts.
Nuclear — Cognizant of the numerous
difficulties associated with sustaining the
Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action with Iran,
containing North Korea’s nuclear program,
addressing Pakistan’s acquisition of tactical
nuclear capabilities, and preventing the gradual
erosion of the main arms control treaties,
the strategic review coins the term “nuclear
multipolarity” to describe an environment in
which assessments of the nuclear balance are
more difficult to make and deterrence more
complicated to maintain.’?

2. Jean-Claude Mallet, Livre blanc sur la défense et la
sécurité nationale (Paris: White Paper Commission, 2008).

3.

Danjean, Revue stratégique, 41.
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Third, the strategic review notes the return of
the use of military power in world politics, notably
by Russia and China, and the competition across
domains: sea, air, space, and cyberspace. In addition,
states have more opportunities to conduct aggressive
actions with a veneer of plausible deniability and
technological capabilities with which to conduct
them. These capabilities have improved the ability
of states to craft more comprehensive and integrated
strategies of coercion. As a result of this improved
ability and the durcissement (gradual hardening) of
warfare, the strategic review concludes, the risk of
conflict escalation has now increased—a problem
compounded by the growing fragmentation of
the international system.* The return of strategic
competition among major powers and the heightened
risk of high-intensity conflict are taken seriously by
high-ranking French military actors. As the French
chief of the defence staff, General Francois Lecointre,
has succinctly put it: “We need to be ready to engage in
a potential ‘conflict of survival,” alone or in a coalition,
quickly and in the long term.”>

In addition to the trends noted above, multiple
other challenges are identified in the strategic review —
notably, the migration crisis, persistent security
problems arising from the Sahel-Sahara region, and the
enduring instability in the Middle East. Each, to varying
degrees, is seen as challenging the cohesiveness of
the EU, thus further complicating the French security
environment. All of these developments are taking

4. Danjean, Revue stratégique.

5. Laurent Lagneau, “Général Lecointre: ‘Il faut étre prét
a s’engager pour un conflit de survie,”” Zone Militaire, July 26,
2019, http://www.opex360.com/2019/07/26/ general-lecointre
-il-faut-etre-pret-a-sengager-pour-un-conflit-de-survie/ .
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place in the context of disillusionment with the use
of multilateral mechanisms to address problems and
a gradual redistribution of power in the international
system. These circumstances have led some countries
(for example, Russia and China) to be more assertive
in challenging existing security architectures. And
although France is primarily concerned with security
issues at home, in Europe, and in neighboring regions,
Paris is also troubled by rising tensions in Asia,
which could call into question established diplomatic
partnerships and freedom of navigation.®

The strategic review mentions the notion of the
“hardening” of warfare, but other documents more
fully describe how the French Armed Forces perceive
the evolving nature of military conflict” In 2016,
the French Army published its vision of the future
operational environment in which it identified eight
“factors of operational superiority” deemed necessary
to succeed on the battlefields of the future.® The eight
factors are understanding, cooperation, agility, mass,
endurance, moral strength, influence, and command
performance. Understanding is defined as one step
further than knowledge and is a combination of
intellectual skills and data acquisition. The army
believes artificial intelligence (AI) will help sort and
organize incoming data, facilitate monitoring of the
battlefield, and enhance the effectiveness of early
warning systems. Though it looks to Al to enhance

6. Danjean, Revue stratégique, 26-27.
7. Danjean, Revue stratégique.

8. French Army Staff, Action terrestre future: Demain se gagne
aujourd’hui (Paris: French Army, September 2016).
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understanding, the document notes human analytical
skills will remain critical.’

Cooperation involves both the joint operations of
French forces and operations with allies. Here again,
technologies are intended to help integrate command
and control systems and thus facilitate cooperation.
Agility relates to adaptation, innovation, and learning,
particularly in the context of an accelerated pace to
warfare. Mass will still be necessary for operating in
environments such as megacities or for generating
credible conventional deterrence against state
adversaries. Mindful of the political and budgetary
constraints, the army considers generating mass will
be achieved through partnerships with local forces,
coalitions of aligned states, and the use of private
security companies.

Endurance, or the capacity for sustaining an
operation, will also likely be necessary in future
conflicts. To enhance that capability, the army will need
to improve its logistical systems, replace individual
laborers with robots and automation where feasible,
and possibly distribute performance-enhancing
drugs to military personnel once on the battlefield.'
Moral force—critical for battlefield cohesion—will
be achieved by giving greater attention to the status
of the military in French society and, more narrowly,
by emphasizing traditional unit cohesion within the
military’s structure.

Influence, defined as the ability to shape an
adversary’s perceptions, is seen as a critical factor
for the future battlefield, as is the ability to impose
an overall narrative on the character of the conflict.

9. French Army Staff, Action terrestre, 57.
10. French Army Staff, Action terrestre, 44.
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Finally, enhanced command performance will be
reinforced through a tactical cloud—that is, the
optimization of command and control networks and
the integration of AL

A ROAD MAP FOR MODERNIZING FRENCH
FORCES

To meet the more challenging security
environment, the French government has put in place
plans to modernize its armed forces—a decision
supported by President Macron’s decision to increase
the defense budget. In France, the legal instrument
defining the defense budget is a loi de programmation
militaire (military planning law). Once adopted by
the parliament, the law is intended to guide overall
planning and budgeting for the force for a specific
period. The latest law adopted for the 2019-25 period
sets a goal of spending 2 percent of gross domestic
product on defense by 2025. Funding for defense
between 2019 and 2025 will amount to €295 billion,
of which €198 billion is currently allocated through
2023. If these budgetary plans do not change, the
defense budget will amount to 1.91 percent of gross
domestic product in 2023 and climb to 2 percent in
2025." But the lack of secured funding for the 2023-25
period means an important share of the increase (€97
billion) comes during the last two years of the military
planning law —not so coincidentally after the 2022
presidential elections. A change in political priorities
brought about by a change in administration could
certainly affect the French defense effort. Moreover,
the unpredictable economic consequences of the

11. The National Assembly, Military Programming Act 2019~
2025, Act No. 2018-607 (Paris: The National Assembly, 2018).
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coronavirus disease 2019 pandemic could negatively
affect the planned increase.

As figure 3-1 illustrates, France has been in a
recapitalization phase since 2014, when defense
budgets started increasing for the first time since the
financial crisis of 2007-08, and did not reach precrisis
funding levels until 2017.12

58000
56000
54000
52000
50000
48000

46000
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Figure 3-1. French defense budget (US$
constant 2010)

Data from International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military
Balance 2008-2017 (London: International Institute for Strategic
Studies, 2008-2017).

According to NATO figures, France consistently
spends about 47 percent of its defense budget in
personnel costs (salaries and pensions), but the share
devoted to equipment fell from 30 percent in 2010

12. International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military
Balance 2008-2017 (London: International Institute for Strategic
Studies, 2008-2017).
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to 24 percent in 2017."® The upward trajectory that
has occurred since 2014 was necessary to ensure the
cohesiveness of the French Armed Forces and will
need to continue to fund the modernization efforts.
Potentially complicating the budgetary picture
is the cost of modernizing the French nuclear
arsenal. According to current estimates, the cost for
doing so will jump from €3.9 billion in 2017 to €6
billion per year between 2020 and 2025."* Paying for
nuclear modernization will come at the expense of
improvements in France’s conventional forces. The
key determinant will be the consistency and durability
of the political commitment to increased defense
spending. Combined with the modernization effort
described below, the projected trajectory should
allow the French Armed Forces to recapitalize and
increase their firepower. But changes in political
priorities or unexpected contingencies leading to the
mobilization of important resources are almost certain
to have major consequences for France’s ability to
participate in high-intensity operations or to conduct
simultaneous, smaller-scale interventions. According
to Lecointre, in 2025 the French Armed Forces will “no
longer be exhausted,” but they will still be geared for
“peaceful times,” and more efforts will be necessary to
create resilient armed forces in case of a high-intensity

13. NATO Public Diplomacy Division, Defence Expenditure of
NATO Countries (2010-2017) (Brussels: NATO Public Diplomacy
Division, June 29, 2017).

14. Corentin Brustlein, “Forces nucléaires francaises: Quel
renouvellement?,” Politique étrangére 82, no. 3 (September 5,
2017), 113-24.
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conflict.® The French Armed Forces can undoubtedly
pack a powerful punch if needed, but if they are to
last a full round, they will need time and sustained
political support for increased budgets. The situation
is far from being as dramatic as in other European
countries (such as Germany), but sustained efforts will
be required nonetheless.

Having seen declining defense budgets for most
of the post-Cold War era, the French military has
welcomed plans to increase defense spending and
modernize the force. An important part of this effort
is captured in the innovation strategy initiated by
Minister of the Armed Forces Florence Parly in 2017.
In France, defense innovation is traditionally defined
as the maintenance of technological superiority
over potential adversaries through the indigenous
development (as was the case with the multirole fighter
Dassault Rafale) or quasi-indigenous development
(Frégate Européenne Multi-Mission frigates and Leclerc
main battle tank) of advanced combat platforms.'
This policy is related to the French strategic interest
in maintaining a strong defense industrial base, one
of the key components of a foreign policy historically
emphasizing strategic autonomy.

In the past, defense innovation has largely
been managed by the French Direction Générale de
I’Armement (DGA) (Directorate General of Armaments)

15. Nathalie Guibert, “Le Général Lecointre: ‘Nous resterons
une armée de temps de paix,”” Le Monde, September 7, 2018,
https:/ /www.lemonde.fr/international /article/2018/09/07
/le-general-lecointre-il-faut-reaffirmer-les-principes-de
-l-efficacite-des-armees_5351509_3210.html.

16. Samuel Faure, Avec ou sans l’Europe. Le dilemme de la
politique francaise d’armement (Brussels: Editions de I'Université de
Bruxelles, 2020).
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in cooperation with France’s defense industry. This
approach to defense innovation is reflected in the 2017
strategic review, which only discusses innovation in
the context of maintaining technological superiority."”
But managing innovation in this manner has tended
to frustrate the military services, which believe
defense procurement is not always aligned with their
operational requirements. The innovation strategy
developed by Parly tries to overcome this problem
both by introducing new procedural efficiencies
within the DGA and by making provisions for greater
input from the armed services on programs.®

To address this issue, one of the major institutional
changes initiated by Parly has been the creation of
the Agence de I'Innovation de Défense (AID) (Defense
Innovation Agency). The main responsibility of the
AID is to identify, stimulate, and support innovation in
the armed forces and within the ministry.” Although
AID is formally placed under the administrative
responsibility of the head of the DGA, AID has a large
degree of autonomy. The creation of the AID has
taken power away from the DGA in two ways. First,
the director of the AID comes from the private sector,
rather than the DGA. Second, the AID has replaced the
DGA in executing the part of the military planning law
dedicated to assessing specific future defense needs.
In the past, the DGA implemented this part of the
law by providing subsidies to the defense industry to
conduct exploratory technological studies but did not

17. Danjean, Revue stratégique.

18. Ministry of the Armed Forces, Document d’orientation de
Uinnovation de défense (Paris: Ministry of the Armed Forces, July
25, 2019).

19. Ministry of the Armed Forces, Document d’orientation.
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solicit much input or oversight from the armed forces.
In contrast, the AID carries out this responsibility with
the assistance of a dozen high-level military officers
detailed from the French Joint staff to AID.

In the meantime, France’s joint staff has adopted
a hands-off approach, refraining from dictating how
each service defines its own approach to defense
innovation. The consensus is to ensure the military’s
ownership of innovation policy, initiatives should
come from the bottom up rather than from the top
down. As a result, the ways in which the individual
services have approached the topic doctrinally and
organizationally have been diverse. Of course, the
services sprinkling the term “innovation” on any new
initiative to attract funding is a risk. But, so far, this
new approach to military innovation has been one
of the most interesting elements of France’s plans to
transform its military for future warfare.

NEW WEAPONS, NEW PLATFORMS

The services of the French Armed Forces are
currently implementing key modernization programs.
If the modernization program is fully carried out, the
result will be a dramatically changed French military
within the next 15 years. The following sections give
an overview of the various programs currently being
developed or implemented in the services.

The French Army

For the army, the key program is Synergie du
Contact Renforcée par la Polyvalence et I'Infovalorisation
(SCORPION), which involves acquiring a new
generation of land vehicles and a massive networking
and digitalization effort aimed at facilitating platform
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and unit integration.” In other words, the SCORPION
program is network-centric warfare for the twenty-
first century, with a French flavor. The program will
be different from the US model because French forces
will be considerably smaller and will emphasize the
robustness of the platforms in their ability to fight
even when networks fail. The program is organized
around the progressive acquisition of new equipment,
particularly a new generation of armored personnel
carriers — the VBMR Griffon and the LIV (SO) Serval —
as well as the ongoing acquisition of a new armored
reconnaissance and combat vehicle, the EBRC Jaguar,
which started being delivered in 2019-20. The ambition
is to procure 1,872 Griffons, 978 Servals, and 300
Jaguars, half of which should be delivered by 2025.*
The goal is to be able to deploy the first joint battle
group of 4,000 soldiers with enhanced networking
capabilities and new ground vehicles by 2022.2 The
French Army then expects, with four years of lessons
learned from this initial deployment, it will be in good
shape to integrate these new capabilities fully by 2025,
when half of the equipment will have been delivered.
An additional program goal is to be able to conduct
joint operations at the tactical level —notably, through
the development of a tactical data link connecting the

20. Amaél Cattaruzza and Stéphane Taillat, “Les enjeux de
la numérisation du champ de bataille,” Dynamiques Internationales
13 (June 2018): 1-19.

21. “SCORPION,” Ministry of the Armed Forces, accessed
July 18, 2020, https:/ /www.defense.gouv.fr/terre/equipements
/vehicules/scorpion/scorpion/scorpion2/presentation?.

22. Nathalie Guibert, “Le programme ‘Scorpion’ pour
une guerre robotisée,” Le Monde, June 17, 2020, https://www
Jemonde.fr/international/article/2020/06/17/le-programme
-scorpion-pour-une-guerre-robotisee_6043165_3210.html.
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army, the air force, and the navy by 2023. The French
military’s ambition is to integrate and concentrate
fires simultaneously and more effectively, regardless
of the delivery platform, and facilitate the adoption
of swarming tactics as part of the military’s plans for
maneuver warfare. The developments made under
the SCORPION program would also enable better
integration with like-minded, similarly equipped
allies (such as the United States) in Joint operations.?

In mid-2016, the army consolidated its brigades
into a division structure and slimmed down the
corresponding command structure. The purpose of
this reorganization was in part to take the greatest
possible advantage of SCORPION technologies,
respond to a punishing tempo of expeditionary
operations, and strengthen the army’s contribution to
homeland security. Today, the main land forces are
organized into two divisions of three brigades each:
the 1st division (which also comprises the Franco-
German brigade) headquartered in Besancon and
the 3rd division in Marseille. In addition, the army
has opened a new homeland security command
headquartered in Paris which has 10,000 troops
assigned to it in addition to army reserves.

Following the end of the Cold War, the French
government reduced the size of the army, and the
government ended conscriptionin1996. A reserve force

23. Olivier Schmitt, Allies That Count: Junior Partners in
Coalition Warfare (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press,
2018).

24. “Au  Contact, la nouvelle offre stratégique
de I'Armée de Terre,” Ministry of the Armed Forces,
July 22, 2016, https://www.defense.gouv.fr/terre/thematiques
-terre/archives2/modele-au-contact/au-contact-la-nouvelle
-offre-strategique-de-l-armee-de-terre.
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was established to meet unforeseen contingencies.
The current aim of the reserve force is to increase its
size to 40,000 personnel. In addition to contributing to
homeland security on a day-to-day basis at the level of
10,000 troops, the army’s operational goals remain as
outlined in the 2013 white paper: maintain a national
emergency force of 4,000 soldiers out of a total force of
5,000. This force includes a more immediate reaction
force of 2,300, of which the army will deliver 1,500
soldiers. In addition, the army must have the capacity
to deploy and sustain 6,000 to 7,000 troops for three
simultaneous crisis management operations and the
capacity to generate a force of 15,000 troops for a
major, coalition-aligned combat operation. In recent
years, the army has consistently had a high tempo
of deployments, resulting in a yearly deployment of
some 30,000 troops.”

The French Air Force

The French Air Force’s key program is the
Systeme de Combat Aérien du Futur (Future Combat
Air System) being developed in partnership with
Germany and Spain. The purpose of the system is
to enable networked collaborative air combat. The
system will consist of a core platform (a jet fighter
with stealth features) working in combination with
secondary platforms (such as drones) that could serve
as sensors or logistics airframes. In an increasingly
contested environment—due to the development of
advanced anti-access/area denial defense systems
by potential adversaries —these secondary platforms
could help conduct tasks such as electronic warfare

25. Elie Tenenbaum, “Le role stratégique des forces
terrestres,” Focus Stratégique 78 (February 2018).
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and precision targeting. The French Air Force is
particularly interested in the development of Al to
help pilots effectively use the various platforms and
to avoid cognitive overload from the large amounts
of data constantly being fed into the cockpit by
onboard and network sensors. An Al-assisted virtual
assistant would act as an analyst, fusing data to
provide the pilot with a tactical overview; an adviser,
suggesting solutions to flight or combat situations;
a delegate, handling logistical or less pressing tasks;
and a “guardian angel,” taking over from the pilot
in life-threatening situations, such as when a pilot is
incapacitated. Some of the technological components
of the system are currently being developed and
should be in place in the next upgrades of the Rafale.”

Tactical airlift is also in transition with the
introduction of the Airbus A400M Atlas and the
gradual decommissioning of the venerable Transall
C-160, which is more than 50 years old. The fleet
also consists of multiple Lockheed C-130 Hercules.
With the procurement of the A400M Atlases, French
tactical airlift capability will certainly be improved.
But the timing of the decommissioning of the C-130s
Hercules and the gradual introduction of the A400M
Atlases may lead to short-term gaps in capabilities.
More broadly, the French military’s airlift capability is
insufficient to meet current and potential deployment
requirements, making France dependent either on
allies or leasing from private companies.

26. Ministry of the Armed Forces officials, interview by the
author, October 2019.
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The French Navy

The French Navy is organized around four main
commands: The Force d’Action Navale (the Naval
Action Force), Forces Sous-Marines (the Submarine
Force), Aéronautigue Navale (French Naval Aviation),
and Force Maritime des Fusiliers Marins et Commandos
(the Commandos Marine).

The main capability at the disposal of the French
Navy is the carrier strike group, which is organized
around the aircraft carrier Charles de Gaulle. The strike
group comprises the carrier, one attack submarine,
four destroyers (two specialized in air defense and
two specialized in antisubmarine defense), and one
frigate acting as a scout. The French Navy can also
mount an amphibious group organized around one of
the three helicopter carrier assault ships of the Mistral
class. Unlike the United States, France does not have
a coast guard; therefore, the navy is also tasked with
assisting in the protection of French territorial waters
from risks such as pollution, accidents, trafficking,
and smuggling. This mission covers 25 percent of the
navy’s activities.”

The French fleet principally consists of
10 submarines—four nuclear-powered ballistic
missile submarines and six nuclear-powered attack
submarines—and 23 major surface combatants in
addition to the Charles de Gaulle and the three Mistral-
class amphibious assault ships. The rest of the fleet
is composed of mine warfare ships, landing craft,
logistics ships, and coastal patrol boats. No longer a

27. Didier Migaud, Le réle de la marine nationale dans I'action
de I'etat en mer, reference no. S2019-0539 (Paris: Cour des Comptes,
March 28, 2019).
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navy of the first rank, the French Navy nevertheless
retains significant blue-water capabilities.?

The navy is in the process of modernizing key
elements of its fleet as well. A new class of nuclear-
powered attack submarines, the Barracuda class, is
gradually replacing the Saphirs. (In 2015, a Saphir was
responsible for virtually sinking the USS Theodore
Roosevelt during a bilateral US-French naval training
exercise.) In addition, the French Navy will be adding
a new class of multimission frigates. From 2021
onwards, the multimission frigates will be equipped
with enhanced networking capabilities comparable
to the French Army’s SCORPION. One of the main
topics of discussion in the coming years will be the
size and features of the aircraft carrier replacing the
Charles de Gaulle, which will be decommissioned
between 2030 and 2040. Plans for its replacement have
started, but final design and program decisions have
not been made.”

Nuclear deterrence has been the cornerstone of
French defense policy since Charles de Gaulle was
president. The French doctrine is based on the concept
of strict sufficiency. In the French view, nuclear
weapons are political weapons and cannot be used for
something other than deterrence and the protection
of vital interests. Since the end of the Cold War, the

28. Jeremy Stohs, The Decline of European Naval Forces.
Challenges to Sea Power in an Age of Fiscal Austerity and Political
Uncertainty (Annapolis, MD: US Naval Institute Press, 2018).

29. Yan  Gauchard, “Chantiers de latlantique:
Florence Parly annonce la construction d’'un nouveau porte-
avions,” Le Monde, May 19, 2020, https://www.lemonde.fr
/economie/article/2020/05/19/chantiers-de-l-atlantique
-florence-parly-annonce-la-construction-d-un-nouveau-porte
-avions_6040105_3234.html.
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French deterrent capability has had two legs—one
sea-based and one air-based. The future challenge
will be to update the means of delivery to maintain
the credibility of the French deterrent. Between now
and 2030, important decisions will have to be made
on a new generation of nuclear-powered ballistic
missile submarines. The modernization of the French
cruise missile Air-Sol Moyenne Portée includes the
replacement of the missile with a new-generation
one and upgrades to the French nuclear simulation
program. In addition, Paris has announced the
development of a Mach 5-plus hypervelocity glide
vehicle. A hypervelocity glide vehicle demonstrator
is scheduled for its first flight in 2021.*° Broadly
speaking, the operational challenge will be to develop
capabilities sufficient to convince potential adversaries
the French nuclear payloads could reach their targets,
regardless of the increased anti-access/area denial
capabilities of potential adversaries.

The goal of these programs is to ensure “France
remains a committed and significant military power
in terms of the robustness of its executive chain of
command, the breadth of military capabilities it
maintains, and the range of operations it undertakes”
and to make it the major military power in Europe.*!
Undoubtedly, the modernization program puts French
forces on an upward trajectory in terms of capabilities
compared to the cuts in forces and resources that
marked the post-Cold War era. But, although the
French Armed Forces are gradually getting ready for

30. Brustlein, “Forces nucléaires francaises.”

31. Olivier Schmitt and Sten Rynning, “France,” in The
Oxford Handbook of European Defence Policies and Armed Forces, ed.
Hugo Meijer and Marco Wyss (Oxford, UK: Oxford University
Press, 2018), 49.
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high-intensity conflict, they are not there yet. Civilian
and military decision makers will need to sustain
both planned defense budget increases and reforms
to the defense innovation process if the military’s
modernization program is to be implemented
successfully.

NEW DOMAINS: SPACE AND CYBERSPACE

Although France has been a space power since
the early 1960s, a formal military space strategy was
not released until 2019. Previously, discussion of
space assets having military utility was minimal.
Indeed, discussion was minimal even when, in 1984,
France put its first communications satellite, Télécom
1A, a satellite equipped with a military capability,
into orbit. Strategic thinking about space began with
a reaction to President Ronald Reagan’s Strategic
Defense Initiative, which made French decision
makers realize space assets might become vulnerable
to attacks.® In the 1980s, France commenced multiple
diplomatic initiatives to prevent the deployment of
antisatellite weapons. With the publication of the
defense white paper in 1994 and the launch of the
first French reconnaissance satellite, Helios 1, in 1995,
space surveillance and an arms race in space were
recognized as possibilities. But the threat of an arms
race was not perceived as particularly imminent,
and, after having been active in arms control, French
diplomacy became relatively silent on the issue from
the mid-1990s onward.

The Chinese antisatellite test in 2007 was a game-
changing shock that impacted how space was treated

32. Guilhem Penent, L'Europe spatiale: Le déclin ou le sursaut
(Paris: Argos, 2014).
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in subsequent defense white papers and culminated
in the 2019 Space Defence Strategy.*® In substance, “the
space strategy sets a two-fold ambition. The first
goal is to provide better space situational awareness
in support of national decision making. The second
goal is to improve the protection of national and
key European space assets, including the possible
provision of onboard lasers for satellite defense.
Underpinning both is the intent to sustain and support
national and European space industrial bases.”**
Space-based assets are now seen as a critical
supporting element to France’s nuclear deterrent
capability. Other aspects of the strategy include a
rebranding of the French Air Force, which will now be
called the Air and Space Force. The transition included
the establishment of a Space Command in charge
of all military space-related units as of September 1,
2019.* The establishment of this command reflects
the changing perception of space as an operational
domain. France is particularly interested in developing
measures to protect its satellites, including onboard
cameras and greater maneuverability in space. France
is also looking at the development of nanosatellites to
serve as a redundant capability to provide resilience
in case of a successful attack on major satellite assets.

33. Ministry of the Armed Forces, Stratégie spatiale de défense
(Paris: Ministry of the Armed Forces, 2019).

34. Arthur Laudrain, “France’s ‘Strategic Autonomy” Takes
to Space,” Military Balance Blog, August 14, 2019, www.iiss.org
/blogs/military-balance/2019/08/france-space-strategy.

35. Nathalie Guibert, “La France va préciser sa nouvelle
stratégie spatiale militaire,” Le Monde, July 15, 2019, https://
www.lemonde.fr/international / article/2019/07/15/la-france
-va-preciser-sa-nouvelle-strategie-spatiale-militaire
_5489589_3210.html.
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These initiatives are understood as staying within the
bounds of self-defense because France is adamant in
emphasizing its compliance with international law.
In total, France is allocating €700 million from 2019 to
2025 in support of its space ambitions.*

The first Strategic Review of Cyber Defence was
issued in 2018. The French approach to cybersecurity
differs from that of the United States and the United
Kingdom in the sense “France assumes a clear
separation between offensive and defensive cyber
operations and actors. This means that, contrary to the
National Security Agency or the UK’s Government
Communications Headquarters, France’s leading
agency for cybersecurity is not part of the intelligence
community.”*® The rationale for keeping offensive
and defensive cyber operations separate is private
companies and government bodies not associated with
national security are likely more willing to cooperate
with the Agence Nationale de la Sécurité des Systemes
d’Information (the National Cybersecurity Agency
of France), which is tasked with network protection
and cyber defense, if it is not associated with the
militarized use of cyberspace. Keeping the two realms
separate lessens the perceived reputational costs of
working with the military.

In January 2019, France released a doctrine for
offensive cyber operations and established a Cyber
Defence Command aimed at coordinating cyber

36. Laudrain, “France’s ‘Strategic Autonomy.””

37. Louis Gautier, Revue stratégique de cyberdéfense (Paris:
Secretariat-General for National Defence and Security, February
12, 2018).

38. Arthur Laudrain, “France’s New Offensive Cyber
Doctrine,” Lawfare (blog), February 26, 2019, https://www.iiss
.org/blogs/military-balance/2019/08/france-space-strategy.
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activities within the armed forces.* The government’s
acknowledgment of an offensive cyber doctrine is
part of a declaratory posture aimed at establishing
deterrence in cyberspace. Minister of the Armed
Forces Parly stated France has the means to identify
perpetrators and would not refrain from retaliating
if needed.* Unlike some allies, France has been
reluctant to attribute cyberattacks to particular state
actors publicly and seems more inclined to address
these issues bilaterally and in closed discussions.* In
the French perspective, cyber capabilities can have a
tremendous multiplier effect on the conduct of military
operations, and offensive cyber operations have three
main goals: intelligence gathering, neutralization of an
adversary’s capabilities, and deception.*

The publication of the doctrine signals the growing
maturity of French cybersecurity architecture. This
domain is clearly important for the Ministry of the
Armed Forces, as illustrated by Military Planning
Law 2019-25, which dedicates an extra €1.6 billion to
cyber operations and authorizes an additional 1,500

39. Cyber Defence Command, Eléments publics de doctrine
militaire de lutte informatique offensive (Paris: Cyber Defence
Command, 2019).

40. Florence Parly, “Stratégie cyber des armées” (speech,
Hexagone Balard, Paris, France, January 18, 2019).

41. Frangois Delerue, Alix Desforges, and Aude Géry, “A
Close Look at France’s New Military Cyber Strategy,” War on the
Rocks, April 23, 2019, warontherocks.com/2019/05/signaling
-victory-and-strategy-in-frances-military-cyber-doctrine/ .

42. Stéphane Taillat, “Signaling, Victory, and Strategy in
France’s Military Cyber Doctrine,” War on the Rocks, May 8§,
2019,  https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/signaling-victory
-and-strategy-in-frances-military-cyber-doctrine/.

77


http://warontherocks.com/2019/05/signaling-victory-and-strategy-in-frances-military-cyber-doctrine/
http://warontherocks.com/2019/05/signaling-victory-and-strategy-in-frances-military-cyber-doctrine/
https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/signaling-victory-and-strategy-in-frances-military-cyber-doctrine/
https://warontherocks.com/2019/05/signaling-victory-and-strategy-in-frances-military-cyber-doctrine/

additional personnel to reach a total of 4,000 cyber
combatants by 2025.4

FRENCH MILITARY OPERATIONS

According to RAND senior political scientist
Michael Shurkin:

There is a French way of warfare that reflects the French
military’s lack of resources and its modest sense of what
it can achieve. They specialize in carefully apportioned
and usually small but lethal operations, often behind the
scenes; they can go bigger if they have help from the US
and other allies—which they will probably have in any
case and know how to put to good use.**

For Shurkin, the French military’s sense of its
relative lack of resources compared with Paris’s high
international ambitions has several consequences. The
first consequence is an insistence on modest objectives,
on strictly limiting the aims of a military invention in
line with a modest assessment of the operations the
military can successfully accomplish. The French thus
aim low and strive to achieve the minimum required.
Another feature of the French way of war is scale.
Whereas the US military tends to be maximalist—
American planners arguably take for granted their
ability to marshal vast resources and firepower—
the French military embraces small operations. This
strategy requires knowing the sufficient level of force

43. The National Assembly, Military Programming Act.

44. Michael Shurkin, “The French Way of War,” Politico,
November 17, 2015, https://www.politico.com/magazine
/story/2015/11/ the-french-way-of-war-213372; and Christopher
Chivvis, The French War on Al Qa’ida in Africa (Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press, 2016).
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and accepting risks Americans would prefer not to
face and do not have to face for the most part.*
Shurkin may be slightly optimistic. The French
are no strangers to mission creep. France’s relative
lack of resources may have some benefits, but it also
represents a significant challenge.*® Yet, recent military
interventions, particularly in Mali and the Sahel, have
demonstrated French forces are capable of planning
and conducting effective military operations.”” As
Olivier Zajec has documented, French military
interventionism has taken several forms since the
1960s: postcolonial warfare in Africa in support of
regimes with which France had defense agreements,
followed by participation in peacekeeping operations
in the 1990s and subsequent participation in coalition
warfare through NATO operations in Kosovo and
Afghanistan.®® In a sense, Operation Serval and
Operation Barkhane in the Sahel represent the
culmination of several trends in French warfare
because they have involved robust use of force in sub-
Saharan Africa, a degree of cooperation with the UN in

45. Shurkin, “The French Way of War”; and Chivvis, French
War on Al Qa’ida.

46. Jean-Gaél Le Flem and Bertrand Oliva, Un szntiment
d’inachevé: Réflexion sur I'efficacité des opérations (Paris: Ecole de
Guerre, 2018).

47. Pernille Rieker, French Foreign Policy in a Changing World:
Practising Grandeur (Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillian, 2017).

48. Olivier Zajec, “French Military Operations,” in Oxford
Handbook, 797-812.
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peacekeeping operations, foreign military assistance,
and coalition warfare.*

The ability to conduct military operations is an
important aspect of French strategic planning in line
with Paris’s national ambitions and its responsibility
as a permanent member of the UN Security Council.
This ability is also an important element of the French
military’s professional identity. For this reason, the
2015 decision to deploy French troops on French
territory as a surveillance mission akin to policing in
response to the January terrorist attacks was not well
received by soldiers. French soldiers were not thrilled
to be treated like security guards, and the new domestic
security mission disrupted training and recovery
cycles for deploying and returning troops. To address
these problems, modifications have been made to the
domestic rotations; as a result, French forces have
been able to refocus on Operation Barkhane in the
Sahel as well as the anti-Islamic State of Iraq and Syria
intervention. The refocusing on Operation Barkhane
was reaffirmed in January 2020 after a minisummit
between Emmanuel Macron and the heads of state
of the Sahel region (Mali, Burkina Faso, Mauritania,
Chad, and Niger), during which a new coalition
for the Sahel was announced.” Paris has difficulties
coordinating the different intervening forces in the

49. Tony Chafer, Gordon D. Cummings, and Roel van der
Velde, “France’s Interventions in Mali and the Sahel: A Historical
Institutionalist Perspective,” Journal of Strategic Studies 43, no. 4
(March 2020): 482-507.

50. Christophe Chatelot, “A Pau, la France et les pays
du G5 lancent une nouvelle coalition antiterroriste pour le
Sahel,” Le Monde, January 14, 2020, https://www.lemonde
fr/afrique/article/2020/01/14/a-pau-la-france-et-les-pays
-du-g5-lancent-une-nouvelle-coalition-antiterroriste-pour-le
-sahel_6025760_3212.html.
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region (the Barkhane force, the UN, and the G5 Sahel),
which frustrates the counterterrorism effort.

In addition to military operations conducted
against jihadist groups, French troops have been
deployed to the Baltics in the framework of NATO
Enhanced Forward Presence since 2017.°' The French
troops were deployed to Estonia in 2017 with the
United Kingdom as the framework nation for the
battle group, to Lithuania in 2018 with Germany as
the framework nation, and to Estonia again in 2019.
In any case, Enhanced Forward Presence is a tripwire
that is not guaranteed to halt the Russian invasion.
Estimates of the correlation of forces assess NATO
forces would take 90 days to outnumber Russian
conventional forces in the area (notably because of
challenges of military mobility in Europe).”® In this
context, French engagement is modest: about 300
troops, four Leclerc main battle tanks, and 13 armored
personnel carriers.” This limited commitment is the
result of both operational priorities in the Sahel and
French reasoning even a small tripwire from a nuclear-
armed nation is enough to boost Enhanced Forward
Presence’s deterring effect credibly; the French
commitment is then calibrated to signal commitment
to the alliance.

51. Jean-Dominique Merchet, “OTAN: La France va
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L’Opinion, July 3, 2016, https://www.lopinion.fr/edition
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The French military has experienced the whole
range of modern military operations and is proven
in battle. Considering the importance of military
capabilities for French foreign policy in general, the
traditional French emphasis on operational readiness
will most likely continue in the future.

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION AND
STRATEGIC PARTNERSHIPS

Despite emphasizing strategic autonomy, France
often needs to find partners in pursuit of its strategic
interests. As such, “informing its choice of partners
are three key lessons that France has derived from its
battlefield experiences over the past decade: first, the
centrality of the United States and, to a lesser extent, the
United Kingdom; second, the useful but circumscribed
role of regional security organizations, namely the
EU and NATO; and third, the need to get European
partners to engage in expeditionary missions.”** Some
of these assumptions have been challenged in recent
years because of the shifting political winds in the
United States and the United Kingdom.

Although operational cooperation with the US
Armed Forces has usually been described as excellent
since at least 2013, the election of Donald Trump and
his denigration at times of both the EU and NATO
may limit the possibilities of a deeper strategic
partnership. French political leaders seeking greater
cooperation will face stronger headwinds because of
the French population’s general antipathy toward the
US president. As with many other US allies, France

54. Alice Pannier and Olivier Schmitt, “To Fight Another
Day: France between the Fight against Terrorism and Future
Warfare,” International Affairs 95, no. 4 (July 2019): 907.
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has so far focused on US policy and not the president’s
tweets in cooperating militarily with the United States,
but the evolution of the US political landscape—
and its possible continuing trend in that direction—
nevertheless raises questions about the durability of
such an approach.

The same can be said about the United Kingdom.
After establishing the grounds for close military
cooperation with London through the Lancaster
House Treaties of 2010, Paris has been disappointed
by the lack of meaningful progress in deepening the
partnership. The United Kingdom’s decision to leave
the EU has only further complicated efforts at building
those ties. Although French leaders acknowledge
the United Kingdom’s desire to leave the EU, they
also would like to keep the United Kingdom—a
nuclear power with a powerful military by European
standards—as part of key European security
agreements. Nevertheless, because of the uncertainty
about London’s future policy direction, France
has defaulted back to having Germany as its main
strategic partner in Europe. But the gaps between the
French and German strategic cultures make military
cooperation more difficult than it is with more like-
minded countries, such as the United States and the
United Kingdom.

In recent years, France has also developed strategic
partnerships in the Indo-Pacific region—in particular,
with India and Australia through the sale of Rafale jets
to India and Barracuda-class submarines to Australia.
Paris has thus developed an Indo-Pacific strategy
of its own. Having territories in the Indian Ocean
(notably Mayotte and Réunion) and in the Pacific
Ocean (New Caledonia, Wallis and Futuna, French
Polynesia, and Clipperton Island), France cannot
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simply ignore the shift in power taking place in the
Pacific. The development of a strategy to address the
changing security landscape in the Pacific and the
security landscape’s effect on the French allies—the
United States and the United Kingdom—will be an
important dimension of French defense policy in the
years to come.

CONCLUSION

French ambitions on the global stage so far remain
intact. Paris intends to keep acting as a middle power
with a global reach. France’s political parties agree
the country should maintain an independent foreign
policy, and an essential instrument for doing so is
the military.

The upward trend in defense spending observed
in recent years is a welcome improvement and a
reflection of France’s perception of a degraded security
environment. But this trend will strongly depend on
the country’s future economic performance. Although
the government has put forward reforms to improve
the efficiency of the labor market and public spending,
another major recession could derail France’s defense
plans as government resources fall flat or decline. Yet,
even if a more positive economic future unfolds, France
will still face the strategic problem of maintaining its
global aspirations with middle-power resources —and
will do so in a security environment that has grown
significantly more complex and difficult.
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4. GERMANY: A U-TURN ON DEFENSE

Alessandro Scheffler

KEY POINTS

* A new focus on collective defense since 2014
has led to a fundamental change in the strategic
outlook of the German armed forces.

* The success of this defense policy U-turn
depends on a substantial increase in financial
resources and the reformation of a flawed
defense procurement process.

e At the same time, a full U-turn will be difficult
to reconcile with Germany’s global outlook
and continued interest in international crisis
management.

German defense policy has been the source of both
tension and ridicule in recent years. Berlin’s failure to
live up to NATO’s 2-percent pledge has resulted in
considerable frustration among allies, especially the
United States. At the same time, regular reports on the
poor state of the German military have led to derision
both from within Germany and internationally.’ These
failures are accompanied by a German security and
defense policy which is often perceived as unwilling
to make any substantial commitments beyond naive
policy proposals and pronouncements about the
impossibility of military solutions. Looking back at

1. Ross Clark, “Germany’s Military Has Become a Complete
Joke,” Spectator, August 31, 2019, https:/ /www.spectator.co.uk
/ article/ germany-s-military-has-become-a-complete-joke; and
Matthew Karnitschnig, “Germany’s Soldiers of Misfortune,”
Politico, February 15, 2019, https:/ /politi.co/2uvUoqg4.
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the title of Patrick Keller’s essay in the last edition of
A Hard Look at Hard Power, one might conclude about
German hard power, “There is still no there there.”?

But such an assessment would miss the substantial
movement that has occurred in German defense policy
in recent years. As summarized by former Minister of
Defence Ursula von der Leyen, Germany’s military
has launched a “grand, comprehensive modernization
concept,” a plan that will fundamentally change the
German armed forces by 2031.> Defense spending has
risen by 40 percent since 2014. The size of the force is
increasing, and the ministry has launched multiple
major procurement projects intended to modernize
the force.

2011: THE “NEW ORIENTATION"

To explain the current state of the Bundeswehr (the
Federal Defence Forces), one must understand it has
remained in a state of constant transformation since
the end of the Cold War. Most reforms were driven by
both the desire to cut defense budgets and changing
operational requirements and threat assessments. Of
the many changes made to the Bundeswehr since the
early 1990s, the 2011 reform program was the most
fundamental: With the suspension of conscription in
Germany, the program marked the military’s final

2. TPatrick Keller, “German Hard Power: Is There a There
There?,” in A Hard Look at Hard Power: Assessing the Defense
Capabilities of Key U.S. Allies and Security Partners, ed. Gary
Schmitt (Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War
College Press, 2015).

3. Sebastian Sprenger, “Germany Unveils Growth Plan
for the Bundeswehr,” Defence News, September 5, 2018,
https://defencenews.com/ #/global/europe/2018/09/05
/ germany-unveils-growth-plan-for-the-bundeswehr.

86


https://defencenews.com/#/global/europe/2018/09/05/germany-unveils-growth-plan-for-the-bundeswehr
https://defencenews.com/#/global/europe/2018/09/05/germany-unveils-growth-plan-for-the-bundeswehr

passage from a large, territorial defense-focused force
to an all-volunteer, professional force focused on
international crisis management missions.*

Termed “Neuorientierung” (New Orient