Annex A 

ALLIED PERSPECTIVES ON

LARGE-SCALE CONVENTIONAL THREATS

1.
The United Kingdom.  The assessment that the most threatening conflicts are also the least likely underlies the policy realignment and force restructuring efforts currently being undertaken by the majority of Canada's principal allies.  One such is the United Kingdom.  Whitehall noted in its recent Strategic Defence Review that

The most important changes from previous analyses are the establishment of Defence Diplomacy as a distinct Mission and the decision that we should no longer maintain forces solely to meet a strategic attack on NATO - an attack on the scale of the Cold War is no longer within the capacity of any conceivable opponent and to recreate such a capacity would take many years.

2.
The SDR goes further to note that in the case of "very large scale and full scale" conflicts comprising all the forces that the UK plans to make available to NATO to meet significant aggression against an ally, the fundamental difference lies in the area of the 

warning time available in response to the emergence of a major threat, and in the size of that threat. In both cases, [the UK] assess[es] that the warning time…available would be many months or even years.

3.
As a result of this analysis, the UK considers the risk of the emergence of a "massive military threat to NATO territory" to be "extremely remote", and adds that

No threat on this scale is in prospect. It would, however, be unwise to conclude that one could never reappear but the conventional forces needed to threaten such an attack would take many years to create. 

4.
Accordingly, the UK has undertaken to restructure its Reserve Forces, particularly the Territorial Army, away from Home Defence tasks.  New priorities for the Reserves include logistic and medical support of the Regular Army, with a view to ensuring that Reserve units have the training, equipment and levels of readiness necessary to enable them to support Regular units in the type of short-notice, small scale peace support operations in which the British Army has been involved for the past decade, rather than the massive conventional onslaught by the Warsaw Pact anticipated in years past.

5.
The Netherlands.  Amsterdam has taken a similar approach to the problem of strategic threats, and is structuring its forces accordingly.  The Government of the Netherlands recently noted in its Defence White Paper for 2000 that

The Russian Federation will, for the next few years, not possess armed forces capable of carrying out a strategic offensive against NATO or an offensive far from its own territory. The West has years to prepare a reaction to any new large-scale build-up of Russian conventional military capacity. 

6.
France.  Like most of its European colleagues, Paris has recognized that "the requirement since the Cold War's end is for smaller pools of highly-trained and hard-hitting forces which are deployable further afield in support of more broadly-defined national interests."  The French response to the reduced threat of strategic attack has been to reduce the size of its Regular forces, and undertake the complete professionalization of its military.  As one author has noted, this move, coming from the state that introduced the levée en masse to modern warfare, sent shockwaves through the European security community,
 driving home the point that the European security environment had changed in a fundamental way.

7.
The United States.  As the only remaining superpower, the United States is in a class by itself, and thus could potentially strike a discordant note in the strategic warning debate.  However, all indications are that Washington considers the threat of a strategic attack by Russia (or any other major power) to be well down the list of potential threats to US security.

8.
In a 2 February 1999 briefing to the US Senate Armed Service Committee - traditionally an occasion for the most hawkish of worst-case analyses - CIA Director George J. Tenet made no mention of any near- or mid-term threat of large-scale conventional conflict involving the US.  Instead, his briefing focussed on the broad-spectrum threats posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missiles, international terrorism, narcotics trafficking, organized crime and information warfare; and the regional problems posed by Russian instability, Chinese hegemony, India-Pakistan rivalry, simmering conflict in the Balkans, and unsavoury and unstable regimes in Iraq, Iran and the DPRK.
  The latter is assessed to offer the only near-term possibility of significant conventional conflict involving US forces.  Even the most pessimistic strategic assessments by Washington suggest that it is highly improbable that a threat of massive international conflict will arise in the near- to mid-term.

9.
The foundation of current American strategic planning is the development and maintenance of the ability to sustain involvement in two major regional conflicts, neither of them on the North American continent.  Like Ottawa, Washington does not perceive any near- or mid-term threat of a significant conventional attack against the North American landmass, and is planning to deal with unconventional attacks through improved intelligence, counter-terrorism, counter-proliferation and arms control efforts, and innovative technologies such as the National Missile Defence system.  The "two-theatre" policy is the clearest possible indicator that the US no longer considers the threat of massive conventional conflict in Europe to be to be a priority, and has elected to concentrate its efforts and forces on preparing to deal with more realistic threats in Africa, the Near East and the Asia-Pacific regions.

10.
Australia.  As a non-NATO, non-NORAD state actor, Australia's strategic perceptions are not directly related to Canadian, American or European security concerns.  That said, it is worthwhile remarking that in its 1997 Defence White Paper entitled Australia's Strategic Policy, Canberra declined to situate Australia's defence policy, noting instead that "Australia's strategic policy is not directed towards meeting any particular threat or contingency", but instead "aims to address the enduring fundamentals of [her] strategic situation".
  By this, Canberra means the primacy of Asia-Pacific security issues, the importance of East Asian economic growth and resultant new power challenges, the importance of the China-Japan-US security relationships, the "unique place" held by Indonesia in the Australian security calculus, and the importance of maintaining a strategic posture allowing active involvement in regional security affairs.

11.
In the context of Australia's Asia-Pacific security concerns, the role played by major powers is significant.  Canberra considers China's growing economic influence to be beneficial to Australia, but remains concerned that there are those in the hierarchy in Beijing who view regional influence as a zero-sum game that will inevitably lead to conflict with the US.
  Similar concerns are expressed with respect to North Korea and Russia.  What is noticeably absent from Canberra's analysis, however, is any suggestion of a threat of near- or mid-term large-scale regional conflict involving any of these powers and Australia.  As Canberra's White Paper notes,

…it is evident that the defeat of attacks on Australia carries the highest priority….It is worth noting that [this] is not…the most likely task - on the contrary, it is the least likely.

12.
As this remark demonstrates, Australia's assessment of the likelihood of a massive conflict threatening their national existence is as similar to Canada's own as the differences in our strategic environments, priorities and alliances allows.
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