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Disengagement, deficient debate
and defeat

The last war Australia fought that required an all-in
national effort was World War II over 60 years ago. The
youngest veterans who fought that war are now in their early
80s. Each year, there are fewer Australians with personal
experience of a whole community at war, even as children.

Australia’s subsequent wars have involved less serious
strategic consequences and much smaller ADF commitments.
Moreover, our last universal national service scheme ended
in 1959 and our last selective scheme ceased in 1972. Since
then Australia has sustained its very small defence force
by voluntary enlistment alone and, up until very recently,
with steeply declining resourcing as national revenues are
primarily concentrated on ever-increasing social spending.

Comparatively few Australians now have any personal
or even immediate or extended family experience of war in
particular or defence force service generally. Two widespread
effects spring from this situation: popular disengagement
from our national military efforts and commonplace
ignorance of why and how wars are fought and why they
need to be won.

Atany one time at present, just under 4000 members of the
ADF are deployed overseas defending or otherwise serving
the national interests of their 20 million fellow Australians.
Another 4000 are preparing to replace them and a further
4000 have not long returned from such overseas tasks.

But after several generations of comparative peace,
and with a booming economy and busy lifestyles, many
Australians are completely disengaged from their defence
force on a day-to-day basis. They give little or no thought
to their 4000 fellow citizens deployed overseas — or the
concerns and circumstances of the 20,000 or more Australian
families intimately involved each year or so. Many simply
ignore our current wars altogether, do not regard them as
important, or see them as being fought by someone else and
not by Australia or themselves in any personal, community
or citizenship sense.

Other Australians are conscious that we are at war but
actively deny that the we involved includes them.

The excessive secrecy about what our troops are doing,
and why, has greatly exacerbated community disengagement
and ignorance. So has the Government’s seeming reluctance
to properly and dispassionately explain the strategic rationales
involved. Popular support for our military commitment to
Iraq, in particular, continues to steadily diminish because the
secrecy and official silence encourage the belief that there is
something to hide or otherwise be ashamed of.

The results of popular disengagement, commonplace
ignorance and governmental reticence are plainly seen in
media reporting and general commentary concerning even
the most minor skirmish involving our troops.

Tactical incidents are sensationalised, discussed in
isolation from their current, historical or professional
contexts, or judged unfairly using peacetime moral absolutes,
political biases or ideological fixations. The analytical
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timeframes applied are often much too short, rather than
the incident or possible trend involved being measured over
realistic durations of years or half-decades into the future.
Supposed strategic omens, or assumed implications for
Australian party politics or leadership rivalries this week,
are also commonly drawn from incidents without meaningful
relevance in either regard.

Whether conflicts of choice or necessity, all wars are
ultimately contests of will and end when one side gives
up. Limited public identification with our military efforts
and poor community understanding of warfare generally
are clearly detrimental to the successful prosecution of
our current wars. They also increase the risk of us being
defeated without most Australians actually appreciating this
or grasping the long-term consequences of what defeat would
mean. Australia urgently needs a robust, informed and non-
partisan public education campaign, and an informed national
debate, on all our current operational commitments. ¢
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The letters pages are an important part of Defender’s role in furthering informed public debate on
defence and wider national security issues. Letters to the Editor of Defender are submitted on the
condition that the Australia Defence Association as publisher may edit all letters and reproduce them in
electronic form. Emailed letters should be sent to <defender@ada.asn.au>. All writers must supply their
name, address and daytime telephone number. Identification of writers will be withheld where justified.
Letters should be kept to a maximum of 250 words (ideally 150) and avoid personal attacks.

Sir: I am mildly astonished but not surprised that the Chief
of Defence Force and the Defence Secretary have rejected
the Proust committee’s recommendation that their diarchic
control, if retained, have its respective responsibilities more
clearly defined and delineated.

The CDF and Secretary are interested parties and certainly
may advise the Minister to reject the recommendation.
But it is quite improper for them to be seen to be publicly
refusing it.

Defender readers will be well aware that ADA has
constantly proposed this reform both publicly and privately.
Proust has now added the weight of her expert investigation
and this should not be so summarily dismissed.

The committee was appointed by the Minister for
Defence, Brendan Nelson, and it is for him to accept or reject
the recommendation. Over to you, Dr Nelson.

Michael O’Connor
Victoria

Sir: I enjoyed the Summer 2006/07 edition of Defender, in
particular Robert O’Neill’s perspectives on international
security and Neil James’ analysis of the David Hicks case.
I agree with both articles. Neil has hit the nail on the head
when he suggests ‘....many ostensibly championing Hicks
are merely using him as a proxy issue for moral posturing
in wider ideological feuding’, although his case did drag on
far too long.

On wider national security issues, and the ADF’s
operations in Iraq, the Federal Government’s case for not
moving ahead with a phased withdrawal is a weak one not
shared by most Australians. On the other hand, Opposition
Leader Rudd continues to give mixed messages on what his
Government might actually do.

Regrettably, the Prime Minister has once again confused
his substantial leadership qualities with an ideological
obstinacy and is playing into the hands of those who argue
that he is too close to the blurred strategic and tactical
approach of President George W. Bush. Some of my former
federal Coalition colleagues must be disappointed privately
by the public intransigence of his stand.

Bill Taylor
Queensland

Editor’s Note: The Hon Bill Taylor is a retired senior RAN
officer, and a former member of parliament and Howard
Government minister.
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Sir: The Military Commission judgement against David
Hicks has not satisfied many Australians; some seeing it as
politically expedient, while others believe Hicks is a victim
of an unjudicial system. As I write this letter, | am reading a
full-page advertisement in The Australian expressing outrage
at both the Guantanamo detention centre and the Military
Commission. Many doubt the validity of his confession.

The Howard Government must bear most of the blame for
this. Hicks was but a foot soldier, however the Government
has succeeded in elevating him from ratbag to a symbol for
lack of due legal process.

Much has been written about the desirability of the civil
court system, but such a system is designed to deal only with
criminal matters before such a court. The rules of evidence,
among other things, limit the scope of such criminal trials
— which means that they cannot deal with the total range of
Hicks’ activities, especially his participation in a war. Only
a properly constituted Commission of Inquiry can tackle
such a task.

The Howard Government chose not to repatriate Hicks
on the grounds that there was no legislation in place that
would enable it to try Hicks for any criminal offences he may
also have committed, and it did not believe in retrospective
legislation.

In the hands of the Bush Government for five years, Hicks
has become a martyr to many Australians and the strange
antics of the Military Commission have not dissipated that
view. Australian intelligence organisations know the scope
of Hick’s activities but the Australian people do not. They
have a right to know, otherwise an industry will develop to
perpetuate Hicks’ martyrdom.

Soon after Hicks arrives in Australia, Mr Howard should
establish a Commission or Court of Inquiry to put on public
record the facts of Hicks’ military and criminal activities,
including the conditions of his detention and the costs the
Government has met as a result of his activities. Such an
Inquiry would have no power to punish Hicks further.

Phil Greville
Queensland

Editor’s Note: Brigadier PJ. Greville, CBE (Retd) was a
prisoner-of-war in Korea and later the author of the chapter
on the Australian PWs in the official history of the Korean
War. His article on the treacherous activities of Wilfred

Burchett during the Korean War was published in the Autumn
2006 Defender.



Sir: I still find myself shaking my head at the continuing
level of ‘academic’ and press commentary opposition to the
recent purchase of a very limited number of Abrams tanks so
our predominantly light infantry-based Army will no longer
be quite so vulnerable in medium to higher intensity conflicts.
As a former mechanised infantryman I find it difficult to
credit that any serious commentator on Australian defence
matters can readily reject, for example, the practical and
professional arguments mounted for modern tanks in the
Summer 2006-07 Defender article by former infantryman
David Kilcullen.

The ‘its too heavy’ line of argument has been used
since the Matilda II tank in World War II and ignores ADF
experience in operating tanks across a wide variety of
Australian, Pacific Island and South-cast Asian terrain. It
would seem that some of this criticism may be because such
big-city commentators just do not know the economy and
infrastructure of northern Australia, where 100-ton plus road
trains and heavy mining machinery use the roads frequently.
They also ignore that the rail link from Adelaide to Darwin
allows long-distance movement of heavy loads without using
the road network.

Much of the criticism also appears to be very much of the
hearsay variety, relying on the repetition of supposed facts
easily recognised as rubbish by anyone with real military
experience — or who remain informed of world events and
contemporary technologies. I suspect these jaded objections
to the new tanks may be motivated more by their too-
long delayed eventual procurement under a conservative
government, or just blatant anti-Americanism due to their
origin, rather than any genuine desire for rational and
impartial discussion of the subject.

These so-called ‘experts’ who keep criticising the new
tanks, or questioning whether the ADF really needs new, larger
and more capable amphibious ships and destroyers, rarely
even bother proposing genuine and workable alternatives
to such force structure reforms and equipment acquisitions.
Nor do they seem to grasp that best-practice procurement for
the ADF means that maximising commonality of platforms
with our major allies is an advantage not a disadvantage,
tactically, logistically and in terms of through-life technical
support and upgrades.

This does not mean we slavishly buy US-made hardware
at all times (as several recent helicopter acquisitions show),
nor does it mean that we buy US kit just so we can allegedly
fight with them in every theatre they may have to fight in.
The notion advanced in Professor Desmond Ball’s recent
Blake Dawson Waldron lecture that the new tanks are mainly
intended for use in major US-led armoured operations in the
Middle East and Korean Peninsula is plainly a ridiculous
proposition. It would surely be recognised as such by anyone
with any professional expertise in military operations,
or indeed, real knowledge of how Australia has actually
contributed forces to previous wars and current operations.

Professor Ball’s lecture was notable only for its continued
presentation of arguments about the tanks, new amphibious
ships and new destroyers that have been long since refuted
thoroughly in wider academic and professional debates. Was
this just a case of the good professor yearning for the bad old
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days of the strategic policy dead-end brought on by the Dibb
Report? Or is there a deeper problem with some academic
strategists and pseudo-academic strategic commentators
in Australia? Are they so lost in a past world view and
belief system that they cannot recognise that their outdated
viewpoints and erroneous judgements are no longer relevant
to Australia’s current and future strategic challenges? Just
as importantly, can they not see that their outmoded views
pose real, physical, dangers to the men and women of the
ADF by denying them adequate firepower, protection and
mobility when in combat?

Adrian Quilty
New South Wales

Sir: Gradually the Australian public is warming to the
concept of nuclear energy, thanks to the fact that only nuclear
(at this stage in technology) can provide base-load electricity
and replace dirty, coal-fired generators. While not an activist,
personally I was doubtful about nuclear energy until I had
the proverbial conversion when I read James Lovelock’s
second book, The Revolt of Gaia. Turn to page 91 for the
reference.

Lovelock’s Gaia concept is the anthem of greens and
conservationists of all shades. Lovelock is their hero. Now,
he says bluntly, nuclear power is the only way to save the
planet. Australian debate, however, fell to the silliest political
level: “Where are’ya gunna build a nuclear power station?
Not in my electorate!’

This shift in public opinion is happening at a time when we
need to start seriously considering what the next generation
of our Navy’s submarines will be. I consider submarines the
capital ships of the Navy now and into the future.

The obvious way to go is for nuclear-powered submarines
because of their range, speed and strategic flexibility. In
contrast to previous generations, new nuclear-powered
submarines are quiet, smaller and generally more efficient,
hence cost effective. As with the US in the 1950s, nuclear
submarine technologies will lead us into smaller and safer
nuclear-generation systems for land-based power stations and
the training of the engineers and technicians we need.

In the 1980s, when we were planning and building the
Collins boats, a potent argument against the nuclear-powered
submarine advocates (apart from the political opposition,
of course) was that such submarines needed a home-grown
nuclear industry to support them. This is the time, I believe,
to reverse that argument and help build a national nuclear
industry through building and operating nuclear-powered
submarines.

The ‘where are’ya gunna put it’ argument is largely taken
care of by their Western Australia-basing at Garden Island.
The minerals and energy attitudes prevalent in that State will
provide a receptive political climate for nuclear-powered
submarines. And Garden Island is sort of offshore (and
federal land) as a home for them.

John Stackhouse
New South Wales

h Defender—Autumn 2007

Sir: If we are to address asymmetrical threats such as Islamist
terrorism we need to take into account several trends which
conspire to make them more problematic in the future.

The explosion in knowledge, and the interdependency and
larger scale of society’s physical and electronic infrastructure,
mean more and more disruption is possible by fewer and
fewer highly skilled individuals. Widespread access to
information also means that unexpected knowledge and
opportunity combinations can give rise to totally unpredicted
or unpredictable actions by totally unforeseen actors.

This means that before any attack the initiative and,
more importantly time, is often on the side of the terrorist or
insurgent. When designing a response to this situation perhaps
we should take a leaf out of our battle with commercial fraud.
Forensic studies of fraud have identified that fraudulent acts
generally occur when three factors are present; opportunity,
rationalisation and pressure.

For this reason companies now employ a multi-pronged
approach to combat fraud. These consist of strong internal
controls to reduce opportunity, organisational culture
development programs led from the top to align staff and
organisational goals (often including corporate philanthropy),
and systematic attitude surveys to identify and address
emerging threats from employees feeling pressure and/or
vulnerable to rationalising fraud as acceptable.

In combatting terrorist threats traditional security
approaches are essentially akin to using internal controls
only to prevent fraud. This is unlikely to stop asymmetrical
terrorist threats or, just as importantly, destroy such threats
at their source to prevent recurrences or escalation.

More needs to be done in the realm of cultural development
and addressing rationalisation and pressure issues. This is
especially the case with the internal threat from Islamist
terrorism, where in some areas an unhealthy mix of
fundamental or literalist religious fervour, poor education,
social alienation, youth unemployment, inter-generational
family breakdown, culturally-imposed sexual frustration,
self-imposed social exclusion, and a historical reluctance
and/or incapacity to act in these regards by much of the
wider Islamic community, all contribute to quite dangerous
pressure and rationalisation problems.

Kevin Walsh
Victoria

Sir: I have noticed some of the concerns expressed by
many in regards to psychiatric trauma disabilities, etc,
among ADF personnel. Like you and ex-military I am also
concerned as to the significant number of cases from our
East Timor deployment. Given the percentage of apparent
trauma casualties, the question is just how sustainable are we
in future higher-intensity operations over long periods?

Regardless of the equipment shortages, and lack of
warning before initial deployment, is the high percentage
of psychiatric casualties due to lack of appropriate training?
Were there many reservists and if so did they receive adequate
training on a full-time basis before deployment?

There was a time when mental toughness was progressively
developed in most aspects of military training, be it in the



field or in barracks. I certainly hope this is still the case. Or
have we fallen victim to political correctness and pressure
from well-meaning but interfering groups within our society
who simply do not understand the physical and mental
demands of a hostile operational environment?

Appropriate training will never eliminate such trauma but
surely it will help reduce it. Clearly our young warriors are
performing with sound professionalism but our military and
political leaders must ensure every effort is made to reduce
the chances of trauma. And ensure that those who do suffer
are given appropriate recognition, total support and every
possible opportunity to live a normal and happy life.

Our nation owes them nothing less. These young veterans
must not be exposed to the pain of social isolation; or the
humiliation of caps in hand; or the need for beggar bowls.
When we will ever learn?

In my view the most effective way we veterans can
pursue any goal is to first ensure we do not fragment into
meaningless bickering tribes which would please all political
parties. It is disappointing to note the ADA’s good intent in
this regard has been misunderstood by some veterans.

George Mansford
Queensland

Sir: Three years ago my younger brother, John, died suffering
the extreme effects of post traumatic stress disorder (PTSD).
A Portsea graduate and popular engineer officer, behind the
hard-working, hard-living facade lay a deeply tortured soul.
He was my only sibling, and as his illness progressed and
consumed him, I did everything I could to try to understand
what was happening to him. To help him come to grips with
it, whatever it was, and bring it under control. PTSD was
the official diagnosis, though I suspect that he had at some
stage descended into manic depression.

He didn’t commit suicide by a single act, he simply
went into a slow, excruciating, undignified, lonely, terminal
decline. He need not have. I also suspect that he had been
‘coached’, by well-meaning individuals no doubt, to recite
in medical terms to examining authorities both the symptoms
of PTSD and the various chemical panaceas that he, and no
doubt they, believed would restore him to health. They didn’t,
they simply exacerbated his condition.

The ADA was recently criticised by some for warning
against such ‘coaching’. My own family, military and wider
veterans work experiences with the RSL lead me to agree with
the warning. The consequences for veterans, many genuinely
ill and in need of help, can be potentially disastrous.

PTSD has many causes and perhaps not all of them have
yet been formally identified. In many cases, the underlying
cause predates military service and there is usually a trigger
which tips sufferers over the edge. I also believe there is
a major issue for contemporary veterans which may be
contributing to the incidence of PTSD but whose potential
impact has not yet been recognised.

My brother’s illness is a case in point. While at teachers
college he crashed his car when he fell asleep at the wheel
and his passenger, his best mate, was killed. He abandoned
teacher training and joined the army. [ now believe John was

struggling with unrecognised PTSD from that point. Those
who knew him well may now understand the devil-may-care
attitude to life he seemed to embrace so enthusiastically.

His career took him to the Middle East as a peacekeeper,
to PNG and to the Peace Monitoring Group in Bougainville.
Along the way there was a brief, failed marriage and another
failed relationship which resulted in a child, all potentially
causes and cumulative effects of PTSD. While in the Middle
East he suffered serious head injuries in a fall. But it was
after his return from Bougainville in December 1999 that his
life really began to unravel.

Posted to command Headquarter Company at 3 Brigade,
he nonetheless felt his career aspirations remained unfulfilled
(another potential contributor) and almost immediately
slipped into deep depression. In one of his decreasing lucid
moments, he expressed a frustration that he had failed to
make a difference in Bougainville, that just as he felt he was
achieving results his three-month tour ended and he had to
return home.

Now unlike World Wars I and II and some subsequent
conventional conflicts, most peace-keeping missions have
no precise conclusion, no armistice, no surrender ceremony.
UNTSO, the organisation John served with in the Middle
East was formed in 1948 and is still there. How many ADF
personnel serving there, and in similar missions elsewhere,
return frustrated that they have not been able to contribute
more to a permanent solution to the problems of the Middle
East or the Solomons or East Timor?

Does such a lack of fulfilment, the lack of a definite
conclusion to the task contribute to many contemporary
veterans feeling a sense of failure, or that their service has
been of little value or, at worst, worthless. If we withdraw
unilaterally from Iraq, or pull out to some precise but
arbitrary timetable, might many of our current Iraq veterans
be vulnerable to unfulfilled frustration?

The impact of such frustration, this lack of fulfilment, is
not at odds with what the texts tell us are accepted causes
of PTSD. But I am concerned that the coaching of veterans
to be able to present convincingly that they are suffering
from PTSD, even with the best intentions, can often mask
the true causes of their all too often genuine but different
illnesses. This leads to mistreatment and, of even greater
concern in many instances, the risk of exacerbating the other
conditions.

Knee-jerk denials that such coaching occurs — or claims
that if does it is always helpful, legitimate and justified — do
not solve the problem nor assist those in need. Perhaps it is
time for the military to take a lead and to take another look
at the multiple, underlying causes which lead to what we
now call PTSD — and perhaps redefine its causes, effects,
potential cures and even its description.

If that saves someone else’s brother from spiralling down
the tortured course which ultimately claimed mine, it will
be worth the effort.

Ross Eastgate
Queensland
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Is the ADA biased?

As our website notes, in a broadly community-based and
apolitical public-interest body such as the ADA, not every
member (or reader of this journal) is likely to agree with
the Association’s position on every issue all the time. The
key point involved, however, is that they agree on the need
for informed public debate on defence and wider national
security issues —and on the ADA contributing to such debate
as an independent and non-partisan guardian and advocate
of the long-term public interest.

The letters to the editor section of Defender fulfils an
important role in this regard. As do articles and book reviews
published in the journal, many of which do not necessarily
reflect an ADA view on the issue concerned but are included
because they assist in furthering informed debate. Moreover,
it is not unknown for ADA members to disagree at times in
the pages of Defender or indeed in other fora. The Association
has always seen this as a strength not a weakness.

The ADA has also always encouraged feedback on its
contributions to public debate and provides a comprehensive
means of doing so on our website. Guidelines for the
submission of letters to Defender are also published in each
issue and detailed separately on the website.

The letters to the editor in this issue of Defender include
one from Dr Alan Stephens expressing concern that the
ADA is biased against the air force, biased in favour of
expeditionary strategies and tanks, and that some ADA
criticism of particular points of view has included ad
hominem attacks. The examples cited involved items
published in the ADA’s monthly bulletin, Defence Brief over
the last six months or so.

For reasons of space the editor’s note accompanying
Dr Stephens’ letter (see page 36) could not include an
explanation of the procedures involved in reviewing
the concerns expressed. In the interests of transparency,
fairness and context the following points of clarification
are offered:

e Dr Stephens’ letter was the only complaint received on any
of'the items mentioned. A dozen or so emails in total were
received expressing favourable comments and supportive
observations about the matters in question. These came
from diverse readers and included former senior air force
officers and senior academics.

o Dr Stephens declined several offers to refine the expression
of his complaint or expand on the examples cited.

e The concerns expressed were then individually reviewed,
as is, by the Editorial Board of Defender. Given the
apprehension about potential bias they were also
considered, again individually, by the ADA Board of
Directors. The resulting individual views were collated by
the editor of Defender — and this was done independently
of the authors of the items in question.

h Defender—Autumn 2007

e The examples cited by Dr Stephens were also referred,
independently and anonymously, to three prominent
academic specialists in Australian defence matters. One
is not an ADA member.

o Allreviewers and referees were unanimous in dismissing
the complaints made and in recommending the letter be
accompanied by an editorial note summarising the ADA
position on the matters raised. &

Oiling some command and
control creaks

Real joint command of defence force operations is now
undisputed in ADF professional circles. Some debates still
occur about the efficacy of various mechanisms for joint
control of these operations but most of these will fall aside
too once the new integrated joint headquarters at Bungendore
is stood up in early 2009. This is the clear lesson from British
and New Zealand experience with joint commands, and
integrated joint headquarters, that eschew the component
command models so beloved of those wedded to outmoded
single-Service mindsets.

Proper joint command and control of ADF capability
development processes is also one of the great successes
of recent years — often to the chagrin of those who long
for the days when the Defence civilian bureaucracy was
able to interfere almost at will in such matters of military
professional competence. The joint-Service approach to
capability development has clearly resulted in a much better
integrated ADF force structure. It has also resulted in a much
closer alignment between our defence strategy, the demands
of current operations and the myriad doctrinal, training and
through-life logistics and maintenance processes needed
to execute both strategy and operations as effectively and
seamlessly as possible.

There have, of course, been strident claims to the contrary,
particularly from the coterie of former Department of Defence
officials now clustered together at the ANU’s Strategic and
Defence Studies Centre. These objections generally stem
from desires to protect personal legacies, or from ideological
grounds, rather than reasoned criticism. They also spring
from a reluctance to accept that integrated joint-Service
command of operations and capability development has
largely destroyed the destructive single-Service rivalry of
yesteryear — and for good. The virtual elimination of such
rivalry naturally disappoints those former and current civilian
officials who — for their own purposes and no public good
— used to delight in inciting, encouraging and exploiting
inter-Service disagreements in order to divide and conquer
the three Services individually.

There is also no small irony that those who still argue
about strategy and capability development with single-
Service mindsets are invariably former civilian bureaucrats,
academics who have enjoyed long tenure, long-retired ADF



officers and, to a lesser extent, representatives of defence
industry driven by entrenched marketing habits rather than
an up-to-date grasp of ‘jointery’ and modern warfighting

Now is the time for further refining ADF command control
and for more reinforcing of Joint-service integration. The
experiment of combining the VCDF and Chief of Joint
Operations appointments has not worked despite the efforts
ofthe incumbent. The recent recreation of a two-star Head of
Military Strategic Commitments (the latest name for ACOPS)
is further evidence of this. The CDF is worked too hard and
there is not enough overall redundancy built into the system at
its highest levels. The understudy, project-direction capacity,
gross-error check, representational, protocol and other duties
of the VCDF would be better constituted as a stand-alone
position again. It is also time to formalise the obvious logic
that the Chief of Capability Development appointment could
never be effectively undertaken by a public servant and that
the position, by professional necessity, will always need to
be held by a senior ADF officer.

Odd as it may now seem, there has been reluctance in
the past to create new military three-star positions on the
grounds that there would be ‘too many three-stars’ or that
there would somehow be an ‘imbalance’ with the six civilian
deputy-secretary and equivalent positions. However, given
the near doubling of deputy-secretary positions such an
objection now would be simply ridiculous. ¢

Understanding our strategic
history, not perpetuating it

Recently the ABC broadcast a controversial dramatisation
of historical events. It aroused renewed concern among
historians that viewers might wrongly believe it was an
accurate recreation of the period and the historical figures
concerned. We refer of course not to the two-part television
program Bastard Boys on the 1998 waterfront dispute, but to
the 90-minute telemovie Curtin covering our worst wartime
crisis in late 1941 and early 1942.

The last time these events were recounted via television
was, much more comprehensively, in the 360-minute mini-
series The Last Bastion in 1984. That series includes several
historically accurate, crucial and evocative scenes that are
sadly missing from or skated over in the story told in Curtin.
It is simply entertainment or myth-making, not history, when
any one man is trumpeted as the saviour of the nation for
the strategic decisions taken at that time. Those with a good
knowledge of Australian history, for example, know that
another key figure was the Chief of the General Staff (CGS)
from September 1940 to July 1942, Lieutenant General Sir
Vernon Sturdee. Moreover, Sturdee’s relationship to Curtin,
and the trust Curtin, the War Cabinet and the other two Service
Chiefs placed in him, is central to any thorough understanding
of the period and the lessons to be drawn from it.

Dr W.E.H. Stanner, research adviser to Ministers of
the Army, Percy Spender (conservative) and Frank Forde
(Labor) during 1940-42, and a member of the Prime
Minister’s Committee on National Morale 1942-44, has
noted that Sturdee was ‘one man who kept his head when
the government lost its head after the Japanese attack’.

Professor David Horner, the Professor of ADF history at the
Australian National University and the author of some 25
books on Australian military history and strategy, notes in his
chapter on Sturdee, in The Commanders: Australian Military
Leadership in the Twentieth Century, that Sturdee was °... the
rock on which the Army, and indeed the government rested
during the weeks of panic in early 1942°.

It is also worth remembering that in February and March
1942 Singapore and then Java fell to the Japanese, pretty
much as senior Army and RAAF officers had regularly
forecast since the Chauvel Report 20 years previously. These
professional strategic judgments continually embarrassed
and annoyed both conservative and Labor governments in
the inter-war period. This was chiefly because governments
preferred to champion the ‘Fortress Singapore strategy’
alone, because it was the cheapest defence-spending option
and appeared politically expedient. in the short run. Several
parallels with the discredited defence-of-Australia dogma of
the 1985-2000 period are obvious.

Furthermore, in the early years of World War II the Chiefs
of the RAN and RAAF were British officers on secondment.
In matters of major strategic advice to the Government,
especially where Australian decisions might be at variance
with British strategic preferences, these two Chiefs had
advised Sturdee, the prime-minister and the cabinet that they
would stand by any professional advice the CGS provided
and back him to the hilt.

Sturdee consequently acted as quasi-CDF. He led and
supervised preparation of the strategic appreciations that
convinced the Curtin Government to bring the Australian
Army’s three surviving battleworthy divisions home from
the Middle East for the direct defence of Australia.

In The Last Bastion there is a highly accurate and
moving scene where Sturdee, brilliantly portrayed by the
distinguished Australian character actor Vincent Ball,
addresses Curtin and the full War Cabinet. With consummate
professional deliberation Sturdee summarises the strategic
situation and advises that, in his professional opinion as their
senior strategic adviser, the request by Churchill to divert the
Australia-bound convoys carrying the 6™ and 7" Divisions to
Burma and Java instead needs to be refused unequivocally.
Exemplifying the high principle and resolve of the man and
his responsibilities, Sturdee adds that if this decision is not
taken, he will have no professional alternative but to resign
as CGS and the Government’s principal military adviser.

There is naturally a tendency for scriptwriters to
concentrate on Australia’s prime-minister in that period, John
Curtin, and his great efforts at leading Australia at a time
when a Japanese invasion appeared imminent. Curtin was
a reformed alcoholic, a former pacifist and an undiagnosed
sufferer of bipolar disorder who nevertheless became our war
leader. He is a scriptwriter’s dream as a character and the
temptation to overstate his role, or discount the contributions
of others, is obvious. But cinematic portrayals of this period
that do not accurately record events merely reinforce bad
lessons and encourage detrimental attitudes and beliefs that
linger to the current day.

We need instead to concentrate on the institutionally correct
formal relationship between Sturdee and Curtin, and the
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current comment

confidence the latter rightly placed in the former, so that the
real and enduring national security lessons of late 1941 and
early 1942 can continue to resonate. Curtin may have made the
final decision on returning the AIF divisions from the Middle
East, and about standing up to Churchill, but it was Sturdee
who put the intellectual and professional steel in his spine at
a time when panic gripped most of the War Cabinet.

During this period the strategic-level politico-military
interface in Australia worked correctly and indeed properly
in constitutional and professional terms. It probably worked
the best it ever has, not least because it had to. Unfortunately,
Curtin subsequently adopted a flawed structure for receiving
strategic and military professional advice. For various
reasons, not least self-doubt, he came to rely for strategic
advice solely on a foreign general, Douglas MacArthur, and
a civilian bureaucrat intriguer, Sir Frederick Shedden, rather
than his own Australian military advisers.

Elements of the flawed politico-military interface that
resulted have unfortunately persisted down to the present day.
They underly many of the institutional and organisational
culture problems embodied in the perpetually troubled and
unbalanced diarchical organisation of the Department of
Defence. They have encouraged the unwarranted belief that
widespread interference in military professional matters by
public servants is somehow normal and not contradictory to
the Westminster principle of civil control of the military by
Ministers. They have led to the increasing and inexcusable
side-lining of the Service Chiefs as senior advisers to
the Government, and to the demise of the former inter-
departmental Defence Committee that included the CDF and
the Service Chiefs to properly balance civilian advice to the
Government. They have also meant the accretion of defence
responsibilities by bodies, such as the Secretarys’ Committee
on National Security, that are beyond the professional
capacity and legitimate authority of such bodies to handle.

All because we remember Curtin but forget Sturdee,
and forget they worked as a team. And when we remember
Curtin we forget his improper dependence on MacArthur
and Shedden. ¢

Blaming the victim again

Once again the myth is being pushed that the Government’s
(really the community’s) attitudes to Islamist extremism
are somehow too ‘hard-line” and supposedly to blame for
a purported lack of co-operation by Australian Muslims
with the federal police and ASIO. Similar claims are made
regarding a supposed reluctance by Muslims to join our police
and security intelligence agencies. The recruiting challenges
are, in fact, more to do with citizenship requirements and
security clearance difficulties, and with protecting staff and
their families from potential intimidation, than any marked
reluctance by Australian Muslims to help or serve.

The AFP and ASIO have a difficult job to do and they are
generally undertaking it with considerable professionalism,
tact and restraint. They are treading a delicate line in order
that their necessary activities in monitoring extremism and
countering terrorism are not unduly exploited by Islamist
propaganda. The aim of such propaganda, of course, is to
wrongly paint any security measure as ‘anti-Muslim’ and
somehow aimed at all Muslims.
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Describing common-sense counter-terrorism policies
as ‘hard-line’ is simply more of the ‘blame the victim’
denial reaction that unfortunately still persists among some
Australian Muslims, especially self-styled community
leaders doing a bit of grandstanding. It also emphasises the
unwillingness by some Muslims to concede that if moderate
Muslims had done more to denounce and discourage Islamist
extremism early enough, Australia would not still have
anywhere near the same problem with combatting it.

Countering the Islamists is as much a spiritual and
intellectual battle for the heart of Islam as it is a law and order
problem for Australia as a whole. Moderate, mainstream
Muslims are an essential part of this spiritual and intellectual
battle. But they must become engaged in it because only
they can shoulder much of the effort. Denying the problem
or blaming their fellow Australians for being ‘hard-line’ is
merely ceding the initiative and the spiritual middle ground
to the Islamist extremists.

The bottom line in the argument as to whether current
counter-terrorism policies and laws are ‘hard-line’ or
‘anti-Muslim’ is to acknowledge the overall tolerance and
democratic maturity of Australian society in how it has
carefully reacted to Islamist extremism. Despite 100 terrorist
murders by Islamist there has been no serious backlash
against Australian Muslims from the wider Australian
community. This is a tribute to Australian society generally
and, indeed, to the good sense of many Australian Muslims.
But such tolerance will obviously be stretched if Muslim
community leaders refuse to face reality and help Australians
as a whole to defend ourselves against Islamist terrorism.

While there are Australian Muslims who support,
sympathise, or are even prepared to excuse [slamist terrorism
here or overseas ‘in principle’, the wider Muslim community
must expect some degree of concern and even justifiable
suspicion from their fellow Australians. Constant ‘blame
the victim’ reactions from some Muslim spokesmen only
increase such concerns and suspicions. At the very least they
smack of an unwillingness to help fight the problem. At worst,
they smack of apologia for the terrorists. &

A veteran fix for ADF recruiting
and retention

The ADA does not normally enter debates on matters
affecting war veterans, or other groups of former ADF
personnel with grievances, unless a major matter of
public importance involving our current defence efforts is
involved. The Association generally leaves such matters up
to the specialist veteran or other representative organisation
concerned.

Continued controversy about the inadequacy of the
compensation being paid to surviving war veterans and the
families of dead veterans has, however, now clearly reached
the stage where it is affecting recruiting for the current defence
force. If the broader Australian community believes that the
veterans of previous wars are not being treated appropriately
then families will continue to discourage their younger
members from enlisting in the ADF. Even when they enlist
anyway, through youthful enthusiasm and the perennial
belief that ‘it will never happen to me’, they are less likely to



stay for the long term once they become aware of the issue
— particularly when they later accrue families and wider
responsibilities of their own.

The recent ADF recruiting summit achieved broad
agreement that the marketing of the defence force in recruiting
terms needs to emphasise more than just the jobs or even
the careers available. Service in the ADF is a fundamental
function of citizenship integral to the well-being and security
of the nation, not merely a matter of lifestyle or a temporary
economic or employment relationship between the State and
individual Service personnel.

Service in the ADF also entails responsibilities, exigencies
and risks peculiar to the military profession. Our defence
force, of necessity, is an unlimited liability company. Those
voluntarily (or compulsorily) undertaking military service have
an actual and implied contract with their fellow citizens that
they, and their families, will be treated appropriately during
their service — and fairly compensated then and afterwards for
death, wounds or other disability caused by such service.

Fixing our inadequate or inconsistent treatment of the
veterans of previous wars is therefore both a strategic and a
moral issue. It is also an issue that is not going away, even as the
youngest surviving World War II veterans enter their 80s and
the youngest Vietnam veterans approach 60. The operational
tempo of the last decade or so means Australia will have
tens of thousands of younger veterans for at least five or six
decades to come. As demographic pressures continue to shrink
the ADF’s recruiting pool, and as the population ages overall,
we need to ensure that our inadequate treatment of veterans
does not persist as a disincentive to ongoing recruitment and
retention. ¢

Indexing not the index finger

Another impediment to recruiting and sustaining
an adequately-sized defence force is continued strong
dissatisfaction about the indexing of ADF superannuation
pensions and the various compensation payments to disabled
veterans. Both are indexed to increases in the consumer-
price-index (CPI) only and fall ever further behind each
year. This seems unfair and indeed discriminatory when,
for example, various social welfare payments not involving
the responsibilities, exigencies and risks of military service
to the nation are indexed much more generously — to the
higher of CPI increases or increases in male-total-average-
weekly-earnings (MTAWE), and with the added safeguard
that payments such as aged-pension and unemployment
payments cannot drop below 25 per cent of MTAWE.

There is an obvious solution and it is fair, simple and
transparent in perpetuity. ADF superannuation and veteran’s
compensation payments should be permanently indexed by
the same method used to index parliamentary pensions. ¢

Disunity and biting hands that
try to help

None of this, of course, is meant to imply that the efforts
needed to fix the plight of war veterans will be an easy task.
It is also a task becoming harder because agreement and unity
among veterans is fragmenting not strengthening.

The number of separate organisations representing
different types of veteran, different disabilities or other causes
is growing regularly. Some of this is a reaction to real and
perceived failures in representing particular categories of
veteran by the larger and more established veterans’ bodies
such as the RSL. Other fragmentation stems from geographic,
financial and expertise pressures in federal bodies, differing
local conditions, political or operational disagreements,
and suspicions that some veterans’ organisations are now
too ossified in their decision-making or too close to the
bureaucracy or government to be fully effective lobbies.
Some fragmentation is simply the result of personality
clashes, irrational resentments, chips on the shoulder about
being led again by retired officers, or the simple desire by
some individuals to be a big fish in a small pond.

It would also be fair to say that, judging by their public
statements and the quality of their research and lobbying
efforts, some of the newer and somewhat esoteric veterans’
bodies do not seem particularly well organised or led. Nor
do they appear objective and informed enough in their
public stances to win much public support. This can result
in unhelpful contributions to public debate, especially when
their input is sought and sensationalised by journalists
motivated by a desire to sell newspapers, lift ratings or futher
their career, rather than by any real desire to air genuine issues
effectively through informed debate.

The Internet has also encouraged direct and independent
action by some individual veterans, or small and dispersed
groups of veterans who have not previously been able to
contact each other easily. In such cases they are often veterans
who are ostensibly or actually disappointed with the plethora
of existing veterans’ organisations. One serious problem
resulting is that the emails consequently exchanged often
appear to encourage opinions and action without necessarily
improving the research and argument involved. In some
prominent cases, originators and recipients seem keen to
circulate emails for communication but not otherwise use
the Web for actual research.

Unfortunately, independent action can be quite counter-
productive, especially when emails full of abuse and short
on facts, objectivity, context and logical argument are sent
willy-nilly to bureaucrats and politicians. One result is that
they discredit the veterans’ community as a whole. Another
is that they discourage negotiation towards a solution of
grievances because they offer no reassurance that rational and
reasonable interaction is likely. Even more unfortunately, the
originators of some emails appear to be suffering the types
of psychiatric disability that can hinder effective lobbying
because they involve complications caused by PTSD,
depression, isolation, paranoia, alcoholism and insomnia
— some in combination. As a rough rule-of-thumb the date-
time group on such emails can often be a good indication of
the cogency of the contents.

But all must be gathered again into the veterans’ fold
before the lobbying attack can be renewed effectively. Some
circuit-breakers in veterans’ community organisation and
leadership are needed to kick-start the collective and focused
effort needed to fix things. ¢
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Help us to help Australia’s Defence

The Australia Defence Association (ADA) is Australia’s only independent and
non-partisan public-interest guardian organisation on national security issues.

Membership of the Association is open to all Australians interested in Australia’s
defence and in effective public debate on national security issues.

AUSTRALIA DEFENCE ASSOCIATION
(ABN 16 083 007 390)
www.ada.asn.au

Founded in Perth in 1975 by a retired Service Chief,
a leading trade unionist and the director of a business
peak body, the Australia Defence Association (ADA)
has long been Australia’s only truly independent
and non-partisan, community-based, public interest
watchdog and ‘think-tank’ on national security issues.
Detail on the aims, activities and structure of the
Association can be obtained from the ADA website

As a community-based guardian of the public
interest, the ADA seeks to promote the development
and implementation of national security structures,
processes and policies encompassing:

e an accountable, integrated and flexible structure
for making national security decisions

* robust means of continually assessing Australia’s
strategic and domestic security situations

» the allocation of adequate national resources to
national security according to such assessments

¢ the implementation of a defence strategy based on
the protection of identifiable and enduring national
interests

e the development and maintenance of adequate
forces-in-being capable of executing such a
strategy

* the development and maintenance of manufacturing
and service industries capable of sustaining defence
force capability development and operations.

The ADA seeks the support by subscription of all
Australians and the categories of membership are
detailed on the adjacent form. Association members
are spread across Australia and there are ADA
Chapters in many of the larger cities and towns.

The ADA publishes a quarterly national journal
and a monthly bulletin, and also maintains a
comprehensive website. The Association is frequently
called on for media comment and for contributions to
public, academic and professional debates on national
security issues. The ADA is also regularly invited
to make submissions to official and parliamentary
inquiries, especially those conducted by the all-party
Joint Standing Committees on Foreign Affairs, Defence
and Trade; and Intelligence and Security.

The Association maintains regular liaison with
counterpart public interest organisations, research
institutes and scholars in 12 allied and friendly
countries in the Pacific Basin.
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AUSTRALIA DEFENCE ASSOCIATION
REPLY PAID 320, ERINDALE CENTRE, ACT, 2903,
(02) 6231 4444  subscriptions@ada.asn.au

Join on the web at www.ada.asn.au or mail with your remittance
(cheque, money order or contact ADA for direct credit) to the
above address.

NAME: s

ADDRESS: e

EMAILL et eeeae

PHONE:  (h) (co) creirecinecnne. (W) o) e,

| OCCUPATION (0pHonal): ......ccceeemmcceeeercrerernccrevereseneenecseneenne

I Membership details are retained by the Association for membership I
purposes only and with the strictest confidentiality. Any details you provide
the Association as a member or subscriber to Association publications will

I not be passed to a third party without your prior express permission.

I
| O Fellow of the Association—$A100 per year
As an ADA Fellow you can contribute to the development of Association
policy and your support enables the ADA to undertake its core research,
public interest advocacy and public education services. Fellows also
receive four issues of our quarterly national journal, Defender, and at
least eight issues of our electronic bulletin Defence Brief.

Please select your desired subscription (all options include GST)

I ©) Associate Member—$A50 per year
As an ADA Associate Member your support helps the Association
I in meeting some of its running costs and you can contribute to the
development of Association policy (but you cannot hold office or vote on
I policy or other matters at general meetings). Associate members also
I receive four issues of our quarterly national journal Defender.

| O Benefactor of the Association—$A1000 upwards per year

I As an individual or corporate ADA Benefactor your generous support is
fundamental to the Association being able to undertake its full range of
activities as a guardian of the public interest. Benefactors also receive

I four issues of our quarterly national journal, Defender, at least eight
issues of our electronic bulletin, Defence Brief, half yearly and special
reports, have priority access to ADA advice and consultancy services,

I and qualify for special advertising rates in Defender.

| Q Corporate or Institutional subscription to Defender and
| Defence Brief—$A100 per year
As a corporate or institutional subscriber you are contributing to effective
public debate on national security issues and reserving your direct and
I immediate access to principal publications underlying such debate.
You will receive four issues of our quarterly national journal, Defender,
eight issues of our electronic bulletin, Defence Brief, and have access to
I advice from the Association when reasonably available.

| O Annual subscription to Defender only by overseas
addressees—$A65 per year

| O Annual subscription to Defender only by Australian
libraries—$A50 per year



Major Furphy

Proust for dummies

One thing never fails to impress me about working on the
5™ floor of Building R1 at Russell Offices. I am regularly
struck by how widely read the senior officers of the ADF can
be. Take for example my boss, Barney (Air Marshal Barney
Stoush), the VCDF.

When the Minister tried to sneak the Report of the Defence
Management Review, 2007 (the Proust Report) out very late
on the Thursday afternoon before the Easter holiday break,
Barney swiftly quipped that the whole episode was ‘very
Proustian’ in its timing as was the Government’s reaction to
the report’s recommendations. ‘All very le temps retrouvé
he muttered, obviously to himself as neither the ADC nor I
speak French. The Chief-of-Staff, a much more well-rounded
officer, had laughed immediately however, and not out of
obsequious 5" floor habit. When the VCDF left he explained
to us both that Barney’s remark was in fact a clever Stoushian
allusion, referring to the seventh and final volume (7he Past
Recaptured) of Marcel Proust’s la recherché du temps perdu
(Remembrance of Things Past).

Since the release of the Proust Report Barney has become
quite insouciant and no longer dissembles much about the
heresies he harbours. Being VCDF he is a principal victim
of ever-increasing diarchic mutation, whereby the diarchy
at the top does not stay there but keeps grinding away to
lower and lower levels each year. Now Barney, as a fighter
pilot and a man of action, holds little truck for amorphous
management structures. His ever-firmer conviction that
diarchic principles are an anathema to effective command,
control and administration of a defence force mean he is now
unlikely to ever be considered for promotion to the smaller
half of the two top jobs.

His reasonably relaxed resignation at curtailed career
paths has only served to sharpen his quippery. Noting the
installation of a much bigger table in the 5" floor conference
room — to cater for the half dozen or so new Under-Mandarin
positions in the mill — Barney had another Proustian moment.
He told the Secretary that the production of deputy secretaries
should be formally added to the list of Defence outputs, given
that the department will soon have so many of them.

One of the new Under-Mandarins is apparently intended
to be a sort of super-duper chief-of-staff for the newly formed
Office of the CDF and Secretary, or is it Secretary and CDF?
Barney fears the worst. ‘The problem will be’, he mused,
‘that a chief-of-staff in a headquarters should be one rank
lower than the principal subordinates to the person in charge,
otherwise they are prone to believe that they are primus inter
pares instead of just a behind-the-scenes facilitator of inter-
commander effectiveness’. Demonstrating his command
of jointery, he cited the time-tempered army examples of
brigade majors being one rank lower than unit commanders
in a brigade, and the chief-of-staff in a divisional headquarters
being one rank lower than the brigade commanders in a
division.

But the VCDF has remained philosophical about the latest
round of bureaucratic empire building. His Proustian view is

that only time will tell. Noting previous departmental history,
he observed that we are now only two years or so away
anyway from the start of the next review of higher defence
management — and that yet again it will undoubtedly be
ostensibly intended at fixing all the unintended and ignored
faults of current and previous reviews.

But it is hijabs, or rather the perceived lack of them in
the defence force, that is now catching the 5™ floor by the
throat so to speak. The president of the Lakemba Sports Club
is ostensibly encouraging young, hijab-wearing, Muslim
women to become ADF reservists. He hopes to change
what he fears is the apparent negative image of Muslim-
Australians among the wider community.

Barney, of course, was well ahead of debate when tackled
by the first of many intrepid SBS and ABC reporters about
the proposal. He calmly noted that our sailors of both genders
have been wearing quite fetching hijabs at sea for many years
when at action stations. He also cited the custom in downtown
Baghdad for our diggers to wear a modest hijab whenever
driving their armoured vehicles outside the green zone. Only
the air force, he conceded, might appear at first somewhat
culturally insensitive in this regard. Although in their defence,
he explained, anti-flash hoods are not much use aboard
aircraft or in air-conditioned environments. Later he regretted
the air-conditioning quip, remembering the tendency for the
hyper-sensitive to misconstrue any such remark as somehow
constituting snide criticism of the air force.

‘Cross-cultural sensitivity is so important’, our Proust-
reading VCDF noted to us subsequently. ‘Luckily’, he added,
‘our long experience with integrating the three Services will
hold us in good stead. Seeking to convince the good mothers
and fathers of Lakemba to let their nubile daughters mix for
weeks on end unchaperoned, with unbearded, non-Muslim,
fellow diggers will be easy’. After all” he concluded, ‘look
at all the long beards in the navy and if we could eventually
get sailors permitted to wear DPCU occasionally — without
admirals suffering apoplexy at the sight — we can easily sort
out the hijab issue’.

The Chief-of-Staff had again laughed long and hard.
When the ADC and I looked puzzled he told us to go away
and look up the original French derivation of chaperone in
the dictionary.

Barney, Proustian as ever, had put his finger right on
the nub of the issue. Next week he and I are off to Sydney
for exploratory talks on the matter with both admirals and
Lakemba locals. &
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Australia’s new security agreement

n 13 March 2007, John Howard signed a new
O security agreement with Japan during a visit to

Tokyo. The new agreement, while well short of an
‘alliance’, specifies a number of areas for bilateral security
co-operation, including military co-operation. That will open
the door for Japanese troops to train in Australia.

This agreement reverses decades of Australian security
policy. During the Cold War, we opposed the use of Japanese
military power in the Western Pacific. Now we are advocating
its use.

Thus three questions arise: Why are we doing this? Will
it work? Can it be sustained?

What is the purpose of this
agreement?

We are doing this because the Howard government
believes that by embedding inevitable Japanese rearmament
in a wider framework that includes the United States, we can
help moderate its influence.

The 13 March agreement, even though it does reverse
longstanding Cold War policy, did not come out of the
blue. To the contrary, it builds on growing co-operation
between Australia and Japan in recent years, including in the
Proliferation Security Initiative, in ways that also involved
close co-operation with the United States. Australia also
provided combat troops to help protect the Japanese non-
combat contribution to the Iraq war.

Recent years have also seen the expansion of bilateral US
security dialogues with Japan and Australia into a formal
Trilateral Security Dialogue to consist of regular meetings
among the defence and foreign ministers of the United States,
Japan and Australia. In March 2006, US Secretary of State
Condoleezza Rice took part in the first of these trilateral
dialogues, held in Sydney.

In early 2005, Australia and Japan, along with India, were
at the forefront of tsunami relief operations in South and
Southeast Asia that were led and co-ordinated by PACOM
(US Pacific Command) in Hawaii. The tsunami relief effort
greatly improved practical military co-operation among the

arties.
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with Japan

Robyn Lim

Moreover, the United States and Japan, in recent meetings
between the defence and foreign ministers on both sides,
have agreed on major changes to improve the operational
effectiveness of the US-Japan alliance. That is all intended
to set the stage for combined US-Japan operations from
major shared bases in Japan such as Camp Zama, Yokota
and Kadena (in Okinawa).

In a wider regional context, the 13 March Australia-Japan
agreement is based, rightly, on the belief that the power
balance in North Asia is a vital issue for Australia’s security.
We cannot seek security in distance and irrelevance, as New
Zealand does. That is because we know from our history the
dangers of imbalanced power, both directly in the Asia-Pacific
region and in the wider international balance. In early 1942,
hostile Japanese forces appeared off our northern shores as a
consequence of the breakdown of the power balance in far-off
places. As that great Yale Dutchman Nicholas Spykman said
before his untimely death in 1942, “‘distance does not protect.
There can be security only in balanced power.’

Thus the 13 March agreement must be seen not just in
operational or bilateral terms, but in the wider context of how
and whether the three great powers in East Asia can balance
one another strategically. Currently, Japan is showing strong
signs of strategic anxiety, and the new agreement seeks to
help ameliorate that.

We should disregard China’s complaints as blatantly self
serving. Those Australians sympathetic to China’s interests
say this is a bad agreement — because China howls that it is
being squeezed between the ‘crab claws’ of the US alliances
with Japan and Australia.

But let’s not forget that China’s main objective in relation
to Australia is to see us ‘Finlandised’, keeping our heads
down the way the Southeast Asians already are, especially
in relation to Taiwan. And China is using all the instruments
at its disposal — including the booming resource trade and
the influence of the Chinese diaspora in Australia — to try
to achieve this objective.

If we were to let ourselves be ‘Finlandised’, we would
lose our independence. We could make no important
decision without having to look over our shoulders at
Beijing. Australians have not fought hard in two global
wars only to see us lose our independence to any East Asian
power, especially one with a Leninist government. And



those Australians who complain that we are not sufficiently
‘independent’ of the US should be invited to think harder
about our likely fate in a region in which China became the
hegemonic power.

Can this agreement work?

Whether our new agreement with Japan can help achieve
its objectives has to be seen in the wider context of what
the US is trying to do — to help foster the ‘peaceful’ rise of
China, while preventing Japan from becoming a wild card.

History is not encouraging in this regard. To the contrary,
the rise of a new great power has nearly always led to war.
Americans sometimes need to be reminded that the ‘rise’ of
the United States led to war with Mexico and Spain. It would
have led to another war with Britain over the Venezuelan
crisis of 1895, had Britain not understood the difference
between a war it could hope to win and one it was bound to
lose. Moreover, it is unclear whether China can resolve its
own central dilemma — how to build China’s wealth and
power by immersion in the global economy without giving
up communist party control.

And can the United States really hope to keep Japan as a
strategic dependant? Will Japan continue to be willing to rely
on the United States for its nuclear and long-range maritime
security? The signs are not encouraging because Japanese
insecurity is clearly growing.

Japan, during the Cold War, was content to rely for its
nuclear security on US extended deterrence because the US
and USSR were enemies. The United States needed bases in
Japan in order to present Moscow with the credible threat of
two-front war. So the US-Japan alliance suited the interests
of both parties. It also suited the wider region, because it
both reassured Japan and cocooned Japanese military power.
Thus the alliance also underpinned wider regional security,
and thus Australia’s security.

But the United States proved unable to foster the
rearmament of Japan in politically safe ways, though it
was able to do so with West Germany. And Japan, unlike
Germany, emerged from the Cold War having been unable
to settle the issues of World War II on terms acceptable to
its neighbours.

Moreover, throughout history victory has tended to be the
‘solvent of alliances’. In the case of the US-Japan alliance, the
‘glue’ was inherent in the fact that the United States took a
fixed view of the USSR in 1949 and saw no reason to change
it. Thus Japan had such enormous leverage on the alliance
that it had no reason to worry that extended deterrence would
not ‘work’.

But the current US-China relationship does not mirror
that between the US and USSR. The US and China are not
friends, but they are not enemies either. So far at least, China
does not threaten the US in the same way as did the USSR.

Moreover, the United States in the backlash from Iraq
is keen for a deal, any deal, that will get the North Korean
nuclear issue out of the headlines. Thus in February 2007
the United States entered into a dodgy deal supposed to
lead to the denuclearisation of North Korea. Worse, it did
so in cahoots with China, and in ways that left Japan feeling
sidelined.

That is bound to remind any Japanese government of the
1971 ‘Nixon Shocks’— when Richard Nixon, with Henry
Kissinger as his instrument, made a dramatic turn to China
in the interests of US global strategy. Faced with rapidly
growing Soviet power that threatened them both, the United
States and China sank their differences and entered into an
alliance of convenience that continued until the end of the
Cold War. But America turned to China in ways that were
especially painful for Japan.

Kissinger at the time, incidentally, believed that Japan
could produce a number of nuclear weapons within the
framework of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT),
and said so in 1974 to the then Australian ambassador in
Washington. By that time, the Whitlam government had
ratified the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, and Australia’s
‘nuclear attraction’ under the Gorton government had faded.
Japan had signed but not ratified the NPT.

Thus much of the ‘glue’ of the US-Japan alliance has been
lost, and so Japanese strategic insecurity is rising. It is no
longer taboo in Japan openly to question whether Japan can
afford to rely on US extended deterrence. Indeed, Japan’s
highest circulation newspaper, the conservative Yomiuri
Shimbun, recently published a long series on this question.

The United States, in order to satisfy Japan’s requirements
now, would have to extend its ‘nuclear umbrella’ to cover
both China and North Korea. Yet there are clear signs that
the umbrella now does not cover even North Korea, let alone
China. Unless Japan can be satisfied on these issues, the
question necessarily arises whether Japan can still afford to
rely on US strategic protection. If it cannot, does it have any
choice when it comes to deterrence?

Some Japanese say, at least publicly, that Japan could
rely on conventional deterrence — using cruise missiles for
example to ‘strike enemy bases’. Indeed, they may genuinely
believe that offensive capabilities that Japan acquires could
remain non-nuclear. They may also genuinely believe that
if Japan develops offensive capabilities within the cocoon
of the US-Japan alliance, that will help to reinforce Japan’s
willingness to remain a US strategic dependant.

But it seems unlikely that Japan could hope to balance
China’s rapidly growing military capabilities without
nuclear weapons. Moreover, South Korea, another US ally,
is viscerally opposed to any sign that Japan might acquire
any kind of offensive capability.

Certainly, Japan would pay a high price if it were to
develop its own nuclear weapons, including inflaming
tensions with countries such as South Korea. But such
weapons could provide Japan with the only means of real
independence in future.

So when we in Australia ask whether the US can hope
to achieve its major task in North Asia — managing the
‘peaceful’ rise of China while retaining Japan as a US
strategic dependant — it’s hard to be optimistic. Thus there
is also reason to doubt whether the 13 March agreement

will ‘work’.
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Can the new agreement be
sustained?

It is also open to doubt whether this new agreement can be
sustained if the Australian Labor Party (ALP) wins this year’s
election. The ALP, under the new leadership of Kevin Rudd,
and with Mark Latham thankfully off the scene, adheres
closely to the US alliance. Mr. Rudd, a Mandarin-speaking
former diplomat, also seems to see China clearly enough,
although many in his Party do not.

But Mr. Rudd, understandably, has been circumspect
about the 13 March agreement. If he becomes prime minister,
will a Labor government be willing to accept the idea that
Australia should help foster the expansion of Japanese
military power, including by having Japanese ground forces
train in Australia?

Certainly, if the government of Shinzo Abe, an assertive
nationalist, continues to fumble with unresolved issues of
the Pacific War — including the so-called ‘comfort women’
who were sex slaves of the Japanese during the Pacific war
— political support in Australia for the 13 March agreement
might be hard to sustain even if Howard remains in office.
Among other things, Abe has appointed as foreign minister
Taro Aso, whose family company enslaved Australian
prisoners-of-war toward the end of World War II (discussed
in the Winter 2006 issue of Defender).

It is beginning to dawn in Washington that Abe reflects
the views of his maternal grandfather, Nobusuke Kishi,
prime minister of Japan from 1957 to 1960 and one of the
founders of the current ruling party, the Liberal Democratic
Party (LDP). Kishi did much to earn his sobriquet ‘monster
of Showa’, not only for his extreme right-wing views but for
his legacy of enormous corruption. (Showa being the regime
name for wartime Emperor Hirohito.)

Kishi spent three years in Sugamo prison after the war
because he had signed the declaration of war on the US. From
the day he was set free from Sugamo, Kishi never made any
secret of the fact that he wanted ‘independence’ for Japan.

Moreover, Kishi was never charged with war crimes
from the time that he was the economic czar of Manchukuo,
Japan’s puppet state in Manchuria from 1931 to 1945. These
included helping to organize slave labour throughout the
Empire. In addition, Kishi’s cellmates in Sugamo, Yoshio
Kodama and Ryokichi Sasakawa, became two of the most
notorious ultranationalist yakuza bosses in postwar Japan,
and were very helpful in Kishi’s rise to power.

It is also beginning to dawn in Washington that many of
Abe’s hardline supporters also believe that the United States
‘tricked’ Japan into war in 1941. That is obvious to anyone
who visits the notorious refurbished Yushukan (Museum) at
the Yasukuni Shrine in Tokyo, where executed war criminals
including wartime prime-minister Tojo were ‘enshrined’ in
1978. Abe himself has refused to answer questions about
this, something he can get away with in Japan because he is
protected by the notorious ‘kisha’ or press clubs.

To his credit, on his March visit to Tokyo Howard told
Abe to ‘stop quibling’ on the comfort women issue, when
Abe seemed intent on backing up those pushing the ridiculous
argument that Japan’s military had not been involved in
setting up organised brothels utilising forced prostitution
based on exploiting women from conquered countries.
Indeed, the testimony in Congress on 15 February 2007 by
the Australian ‘comfort woman’ Mrs Jan Ruff O’Herne, was
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especially devastating for the deniers in Tokyo. Australians
visiting our War Memorial in Canberra can see Mrs O’Herne’s
embroidered handkerchief mounted on a wall.

Abe’s visit to the United States in late April 2007, his first
since taking office last September, was overshadowed by this
issue, even though a non-binding resolution in the US House
of Representatives on the ‘comfort women’ issue will not be
voted on until after Abe’s visit. (It seems highly likely that
the resolution, sponsored by Michael Honda, a Democrat
from California, will pass this year now that Democrats now
control both houses of Congress).

Encouragingly, there is rising opposition to Abe within
the ruling Liberal Democratic Party because of his fumbling
of the ‘comfort women’ issue, as well as growing doubts
among the Japanese public as to his competence in managing
Japan’s pressing economic, social and demographic issues.
With luck, he might be soon off the scene if the LDP does
badly in Upper House elections in July. That might well
return Japan to safer hands.

Still, it is obvious that divisions among the Japanese
conservatives on security policy, submerged during the
Cold War, are resurfacing with a vengeance. That is hardly
surprising, as the consequences of the end of the Cold
War continue to work themselves out. But the question of
Japan’s ‘strategic trajectory’ remains as murky as ever. In
current circumstances, it’s hard to see a Labor government
consenting to the training of Japanese troops in Australia.

The ‘what if’ questions

The basis of our thinking should be the congruence of our
interests with those of the United States. That congruence of
interest has existed ever since Admiral Togo sank the Russian
Combined Fleet in the Korea Strait in 1905, causing us to
worry about what might happen if an overstretched Britain in
future could no longer offer us maritime strategic protection.
So we started to look to the great rising power on the opposite
side of the Pacific, with whom we share common language
and common values.

Thus today’s imperative is to do what we can to help the
United States manage the brittle balance of power in East
Asia, within a global context in which America also has to
deal with growing anarchy in the Middle East and all the
ramifications of its botched occupation of Iraq, including in
relation to Iran.

But we also need to keep in mind that the United States
wants us to believe that Japan will remain a US strategic
dependant, content to rely on the US for its nuclear security.
That is natural, because the US also wants us to remain
content to shelter under the US nuclear umbrella.

Naturally, our imperative is to think for ourselves. While
not giving up on efforts to help slow the pace of nuclear
proliferation, we have to think realistically about what might
happen if these efforts fail. In particular, we must think hard
about the likely consequences for us if Japan begins to think
it needs nuclear weapons for its security. ¢

Robyn Lim is Professor of International Relations at Nanzan
University in Japan. She is grateful for a Nanzan Pache-A
grant to facilitate her research.



Australia and East Timor:

If you can’t get a strategy
get a plan young man

ustralia has a perpetual problem in and with East
ATimor. There seems to be no other conclusion given

last year’s emergency deployment of substantial
Australian troops to quell violence and instability. For the
second time in seven years Australia led an International
response aimed at restoring law and order and saving East
Timorese from other East Timorese intent on doing them
harm.

Such events have caused many to question again the long-
term viability of the East Timorese state. Others are debating
what actions the East Timorese must take to save themselves.
While I could write several tomes on what I believe needs
to be done to address issues of security, education, health,
legal reform, agricultural and industrial capacity, even how
to better manage the traffic in Dili, this article is not about
advising the East Timorese on how they could do things
better. | have spent most of the last four years doing just that
and have obviously been very successful —so successful that
I'had people I had advised in tactical command on both sides
of the recent conflict. No, the purpose of this article is to talk
about the central issue of what Australia should do to protect
itself from the serious implications that continued instability
in East Timor brings.

There is no question that an unstable East Timor is a major
strategic liability for Australia. This is not just because we
have had to spend over $A2.4 billion in maintaining an ADF
presence there for most of the last seven years. An unstable
East Timor lacking in effective Government brings the threat
of border and resources insecurity, the threat of population
movement as people flee poverty and violence, the chance
for serious international criminal and terrorist elements to
establish themselves in the vacuum, and the real chance of
generating friction between Australia and Indonesia.

The leaders of Indonesia are too polite to laugh at us in
public but they must be tempted to say ‘we told you so’.
Even though to date they have been largely supportive of our
efforts, further and regular outbreaks of instability will test
their patience, especially if it spills over the border into West

Grant Sanderson

Timor. Make no mistake, Indonesians now see East Timor
as largely Australia’s responsibility. As much as Australia
has tried to internationalise the problem and avoid taking
leadership roles (except of course when the wheels fall off)
we are not fooling our Indonesian neighbour. There are many
Australians who would wish that this reality was not true
just as there many who want to talk about Australian policy
toward East Timor as if the events of the last seven years
had never occurred. But denial is not a strategy and the only
practicable way forward is work how best we can help put
East Timor on the right path before enduring major strategic
problems become entrenched.

Planning the way forward

So what steps should Australia take to protect itself?
There is no shortage of ideas on what can be done but in my
opinion there is only one thing that will make an immediate
difference and must be done if any group of ideas is to be
realised — Australia has to develop a plan.

Australian decision-makers should have a plan for how
they intend to bring stability to East Timor and what to do
when difficulties arise, as they surely will. I am not talking
about a plan simply to respond to a crisis, to react once
instability occurs, but a real plan. A plan that has real long-
term goals and objectives with measurable outcomes so
progress can be gauged and adjustments made. There may
be some readers who think this is a redundant observation.
But my view is shaped by my experiences as Commanding
Officer of the Defence Co-operation Program in East Timor
— when I received no written direction from anyone for a
year, and also because I firmly believe a good plan could
have made a major difference in reshaping events and
curbing the recent troubles. Not a specific plan of mine but
any plan would have made a difference. I am committed to
the principle of Australia needing a plan and we can sort out

the specifics of it later.
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Why am [ so set on a plan for the sake of having a plan?
Well, certainly not because I am simply a military cripple (I
now happen to be an ex-military cripple but because a plan,
especially a whole-of-government plan, requires extensive
research, analysis, debate and then agreement. Not that
these elements are good in themselves but at least it forces
decision-makers and planners to consider consequences over
time and to weigh the impact of doing something as well
as doing nothing. This is important because busy people
prioritise. Generally the most pressing issues are dealt with
first, then the less pressing — often leaving the non-pressing
until later, often much later, often until they become very
pressing.

As observed in the recent Ministerial-initiated review of
the Australian Defence Organisation, the current strategic
environment means anything not dealing with immediate
operations, or requiring instant analysis and decision, often
gets pushed into the next meeting. The Proust Review
report implies that the senior leadership of the Department
of Defence is disconnected from day-to-day management
of the organisation. If the responsible agency for an issue
is then under-staffed, has mainly young and inexperienced
staff or is overseen by largely unqualified and indecisive
supervisors, the inevitable consequence is confusion,
inaction and paralysis. Planning and plans overcome this
problem by aligning decision-makers, supervisors and desk
officers through the planning process before any crisis or
other major events occur, thus helping to reduce uncertainty
and indecisiveness. But best of all plans give the actors at
the coalface confidence that activities in support of the plan
will receive support and resources. Such activities would
not need to be constantly justified to Canberra because
supervisors are ignorant of the conditions on the ground or
the considerations in play.

What sort of factors would a good plan for East Timor
consider? At the very least it would need to assess the
following factors:
¢ the history of East Timor pre-1999;

* the history and complexity of East Timorese politics;

¢ the Institutions of East Timor;

* realistic timeframes for bringing stability; and

* the command and control mechanisms required to achieve
the desired objectives.

East Timor pre-1999

Good planning would require decision-makers to consider
in detail the history of the struggle for Independence, how
the East Timorese resistance movement had many internal
problems, and how there was much spilling of blood before
the movement became unified. They would consider how
Xanana was forced to split Fretilin in 1983 in order to create
a centrist, holistic national resistance movement, and that
there is still great bitterness about this, even though it was
critical to eventual success. They would also learn how East
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Timorese can view Australia in a pre-1999 and post-1999
way and how this complicates the relationship.

As my supposed pro-Australian good friend, Major
Alfredo Reinado, said to me in 2003 after a Memorial Service
for the victims of the 1991 Santa Cruz massacre:

You know we are very grateful for what Australia has done

for us (East Timor) but you must remember not long after

this happened Gareth Evans was drinking champagne
with the Indonesians over the Timor Sea saying that only

a small number of people had been killed. We like you, but

for us these memories are real and you pretending that

history began in 1999 is wrong and makes us angry.

From these considerations decision-makers may ponder
whether sometimes letting East Timorese politics run their
course rather than truncating the conflict too early may
not bring greater long-term stability, just as it did in 1983.
They would also recognise the pitfall in believing Australia
occupies a special position and would therefore be wary about
overplaying their hand. They would then be in a position to
plan always remembering that Timorese are forgiving but
they never forget.

East Timorese politics

The plan would also consider the Byzantine nature of
relationships across families, political groups, commercial
arrangements and racial groups. It would note that four of
the eight candidates in the recent presidential elections had
close ties by blood or marriage but they often find it hard to
have a civil meal together.

It would note that the breaking and reforming of alliances
is an accepted part of East Timorese politics and that making
use of people is not the same as being friends with them. It
might note, as Brigadier Taur Matan Ruak (the East Timorese
CDF) once said to me: You never really know an East
Timorese until you have been betrayed by him.

Planners would observe the East Timorese tendency to
fall back on blood, family and region when under stress.
From these observations decision-makers may consider the
pitfalls of becoming involved, or seen to be involved, in East
Timorese politics — and they may note the inevitable natural
weakness of centralised government in this environment.
They may even understand how the international development
focus centred on Dili has caused an explosion in population
size and ethnic mix in the city and thus increased the tensions
and violence. Planners may ponder how the Indonesians
managed this through decentralised decision-making and
financial distributions in order to keep regional populations
more homogeneous. They may remember from Uncle Remus
that the only way to avoid the embrace of the Tar-Baby is to
not throw a punch and stay at arms length.

East Timorese institutions

When considering institutional structures, planners would
identify that all standard Government institutions in East
Timor are very weak and lacking in resources and trained



people. They may also note that the strongest institutions
in the country and the only major ones that pre-date 2000
are the Roman Catholic Church, Fretilin and FALANTIL.
I am sure they would consider how these institutions and
the myriad of local youth groups were forged during the
independence struggle and recognise that these institutions
were the only ones not to collapse in May 2006. In fact these
groups became the places many people turned to for support
when under threat.

From these observations planners may consider the
necessity to redouble international efforts to assist the East
Timorese Government to build strong national institutions.
They would also analyse how they can engage with and bring
the strong extant institutions into the process. Such analysis
would probably lead planners to reconsider Australian
ambivalence to Fretilin and FALANTIL and consider how
Australia could work harder to help the rank and file of these
organisations achieve their personal goals so that the strong
reasons for these institutions to exist could be mollified. They
may also consider how the institutional robustness of these
groups works effectively in East Timor when more Western
structural models seem to fail and then try to translate these

qualities into new institutions.
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Realistic timeframes for bringing
stability

Effective plans consider the feasibility of progress and set
realistic timelines linked to objective outcomes. This allows
the executors of the plan to have direction, security, resources
and certainty over time.

In considering this, planners may review the state
of East Timor in 1999 and where it is today. They may
recall assessments in 1999 which stated that, much like
Afghanistan today, it would take at least a generation to see
major change in East Timor and that progress could only
be achieved through wide-ranging efforts targeting most
societal elements. They may then shake their heads at why we
limited the majority of our national expenditure and most of
our military effort to securing a border for three years longer
than necessary rather than focusing on capacity building over
the rest of the country.

Much like I shook my head when International Policy
Division staffers from Canberra visited Dili in 2005,
only six months before the East Timorese Defence Force
spectacularly split, and asked when could we wind back our
assistance program and reap a peace dividend. However,
after considering these factors the planners would then
undoubtedly renew their commitment to putting the
appropriate resources in place with a realistic timeline for
their achievement.
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Command and control

Another major benefit of planning is that decision-makers
would have to consider who would be responsible for each
element of the plan and how various elements were to be co-
ordinated. They would definitely mandate the establishment
of a standing body from various interested departments in
Australia that would co-ordinate a whole-of-government
approach to East Timor. This would most likely demand
gruelling treks across Canberra, from Russell to Barton, at
least monthly.

The planners would also probably surmise that having
disparate groups inside the Department of Defence nominally
responsible for less disparate elements in East Timor is
probably not the best way to do business. In fact, such
convoluted lines of command and control (and I use the
word command loosely here) may lead to embarrassing
events during operations where controlling headquarters
work at cross purposes. For example, the withdrawal of
qualified military linguists from Theatre at the same time the
strategic commander is briefing senior Defence committees
on shortages of available linguists, or the issuing of written
orders forbidding one group of the ADF to provide critical
support to another, five days after that support in the form
of engineering advice and political liaison functions had
already been given. They may also consider the confusion
such alignment irregularities can cause amongst the East
Timorese who naturally do not distinguish between ADF
personnel on the basis of which floor or section in Building
R1 their orders come from. It is worth noting that the not
insignificant and in some case heroic activities conducted
by unarmed members of the DCP in support of the joint
task force (JTF) were rewarded by commendations from
the operational side, after it became clear that the policy
side of Defence were less than interested in the effort, even
though much of the support activity occurred prior to the
JTF deployment.

A detailed plan would also recognise that an effective
strategy would consider the whole stability mission as a
continuous operation up until the strategic endstate had been
achieved. It would probably recognise that, over a generation,
there would likely be ups and downs in the security situation
— and that these would best be handled seamlessly rather than
by chopping ownership backwards and forwards between
headquarters.

Planners would also understand that to be effective, the
controlling headquarters would require the full range of staff
functions including planners, watch-keepers, logisticians
and personnel managers. In other words it needs to be a
headquarters. Maybe they would question why instead a
bureaucratically-organised policy staff such as International
Policy Division, which has none of the control functions
and almost no staff formally trained in anything other than
writing briefs, is responsible for the Defence components of
such long-term operations right up until after a crisis is in
full swing. I know I did.
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Testing the plan

Of course there are many other factors competent
planning teams would consider. In fact, given the nature of
the task and the need for iteration, planning would probably
be a constant activity. But that of course is the beauty of a
properly conducted planning process — it allows all factors
to be considered, directions to be updated, and provides the
doers with the freedom of action to do what is necessary to
achieve the mission with minimal constraints.

Given the professionalism of our senior planners they
would also undoubtedly want personnel experienced in East
Timor from one or more recent deployments in country —and
not just inside UN compounds — to come in regularly and help
test planning assumptions and review the plan against reality.
This should particularly apply to such personnel who knew
many of the key players among the East Timorese.

They would do this because they would want to make sure
that they were not allowing the insular nature of the Canberra
bureaucratic environment to lead to closed decision loops.
When this happens the strategy can become disconnected
from reality creating dissonance between the tactical and
strategic levels, potentially leading to inchoate objectives
on one extreme or mission creep on the other.

Mission creep is where the initial objectives of the mission
become overwhelmed by a growing number of seemingly
important tasks, but tasks which in reality are unrelated to
the core strategic objective. A famous recent example of
mission creep was the deployment of a US Special Forces
task group to Somalia in 1993 outside the in-country chain
of command for the remainder of the US and UN force.
The aim was to kill or capture a local warlord supposedly
because this would improve the security situation. As history
shows the operation did not work out very well and ended in
ignominious strategic failure for US forces after the Somalis
turned on them. As the Americans found, killing the locals
in offensive operations is not the best way to be seen as an
honest broker and should be avoided.

A senior Australian Army officer told me and a colleague
in September 2005 that East Timor was not that important
to Australia and that in his opinion we would never again
deploy large numbers of Australian soldiers back there. To the
contrary, [ firmly believe East Timor is of critical importance
to the security of Australia and that the events of the last 12
months validate this position. If I did not hold this view I
would not have sought an accompanied two-year posting
there. I would not still be passionate about the outcome
despite my obvious frustrations and despite having watched a
number of East Timorese friends die in the recent troubles.

I fervently believe that the best way to secure Australia’s
interests in such an unpredictable and complex environment
is to apply all elements of our national power to stabilising the
young nation — but only after a thorough consideration of the
facts and careful consideration and definition of our national



objectives. I also believe that the quality or direction of the
plan is fundamentally less important than actually having
one and having gone through the process of developing one.
Because without this intellectual effort, and without Australia
having a broadly agreed strategy to focus our efforts, we will
remain at the mercy of events on the ground and locked into
a reactive rather than a suitably proactive posture.

One can only hope that a planning process along these lines
is ongoing in the halls of Russell and Barton. If so, Australia
would then know exactly what to do if, for example Fretilin
had re-emerged as the dominant political force following the
current election cycle. Just as I hope we will know what to
do if serious violence erupts after the smoke clears following
the important East Timorese parliamentary elections this year.
I hope this is the case because the desperation of either side
will become acute if they believe they are in danger of losing
access to power and the associated oil monies.

We should also have a contingency if both sides decide
it is in their interests to form an alliance and join, however
temporarily, in a ‘unity Government’ ostensibly focused on
restoring national sovereignty and reasserting East Timorese
authority against those ‘colonialist’ elements that have
allegedly usurped their independence. I acknowledge that
compiling a strategic plan is not an easy task nor do I wish
to be flippant about the amount of work required. But I do
not agree with the International Policy Division desk officer

who said to me one day in 2005 when I asked for a decision
on a long-term investment:

Look the future is really unpredictable we are not sure

what s going to happen so you will have to wait.

This type of on-the-run and purely reactive policy-making
for the handling of one of Australia’s continuing strategic
problems in the immediate region is no way for a middle-
level power to behave. Moreover, even a policy is not enough
because the policy will too often be too vague. Any policy
must in turn be capable of execution by a detailed plan that
covers possible eventualities beyond current events as they
are now foreseen — or not foreseen as it appears in the case
of East Timor.

The plan must in turn be executed by an agency capable
of monitoring and measuring progress, and swiftly reaching
effective decisions on implementation or adjustments when
they are required. In the case of East Timor in particular, this
means the responsibility for commanding and controlling the
planning and execution must be held by an ADF headquarters
which can do so, rather than a bureaucratically-organised,
acculturated and focused ‘policy’ division within the
Canberra bureaucracy which clearly cannot. ¢

Grant Sanderson served in the Army from January 1983 until
March 2007, including regimental service with the RAR and
SASR. He served in East Timor three times in 2000, 2003
and from January 2005 until January 2007.
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The Proust review:

Yet more tinkering

(DMR) led by Ms Elizabeth Proust is either the 9™

or 10" big review since 1981, following the expiry
of Tange’s imperious decree that no reviews of his arbitrary
1974 reorganisation were to be conducted for seven years.
Obviously any structure that needs such perennial review
begs the question as to why they are needed so often. One
obvious answer is that none of them have really adopted
a first-principles approach and seriously examined the
structure instituted by Tange. Indeed we have now had
over a generation of politicians, public servants and ADF
personnel grow up with their whole working life spent with
this convoluted regime. Few now know any different, can
visualise anything better, or indeed sustain much hope that
reform, especially from within, is still feasible.

Somewhat fittingly, the DMR was commissioned on the
fortieth anniversary of the Battle of Long Tan. Perhaps this
reminded the team just why we have a defence force and,
indeed, a Department of Defence. The terms of reference
were quite narrow and dwelt on examining departmental
processes rather than the structure and organisation causing
most of the department’s problems. ADF command and
control was also quite properly excluded, not least because
the four-person review team had only one member (Vice-
Admiral Chris Ritchie) with any skills in this regard — and
because such matters are more quickly and regularly fixed
internally through the testing demands of ongoing military
operations and subsequent command directives.

But the overall effect was that the DMR’s efforts were
like trying to do an autopsy without examining halfthe body
(especially the heart, limbs and at least half the brain), and
without being able to investigate the pre-existing conditions
of the patient or how healthy they were and fit for purpose
beforehand. Somewhat bizarrely, one term of reference was
even to examine ‘the appropriateness of and need for military
personnel in non-operational or executive positions in the
organisation ...’, with the definitions of non-operational and
quite what was meant by the organisation left hanging.

As with many of its predecessors, the report shows a
continued failure to adequately define the term administration
when used in relation to both a defence force and a
department, and to differentiate clearly between policy
and strategy functions and tasks. Furthermore, the report’s
analysis appears based on the mistaken belief that ‘policy’
is a fully-fledged departmental output rather than chiefly an
input to the development, sustainment and operation of an
effective defence force.

h Defender—Autumn 2007

B y the ADA’s count, the Defence Management Review

Neil James

The report rejected the New Zealand model of separating
the department and the defence force, apparently due to
concern it would not work in Australia because of the larger
size of both and the greater complexity of Australia’s defence
efforts compared to New Zealand. This is a bit of a circular
argument and ignores the microcosm principle. Of course
comparable New Zealand agencies are smaller in absolute
terms. But the Kiwi Ministry of Defence and HQNZDF are
both much smaller proportionally, in relation to the size of
the NZDF, than the ADO is to the ADF, because the New
Zealand structure is purpose-designed to avoid duplication
and maximise efficiency and accountability —not least to the
Minister they happily share.

Curate’s egg

The report of the DMR was released late in the afternoon of
Maundy Thursday 05 April 2007. Somewhat unusually, it was
released with what purported to be the Government’s response
to the report’s recommendations. Even more unusually even
the Minister’s press release stated that ‘Defence has agreed
to implement ...  rather than the Government or the Minister
appearing to be much involved.

The report is a curate’s egg. To continue the allusion, there
are scrambled parts showing the haste involved at times,
some ideas clearly poached and served up from commercial
practice, all mixed with some very hard-boiled observations
and deductions.

One of the best argued sections of the report covers the
operation of the diarchy and how many of the governance,
process and accountability problems in other areas are
directly attributable to it. Given the review team had been
effectively nobbled from recommending structural reform,
they naturally and admirably concentrated on what it would
take to improve the existing diarchy. Sadly, but predictably,
the two key recommendations, relating to greater definition
and delineation of the roles and responsibilities of the CDF
and Secretary, were the only two recommendations not
accepted by the CDF and Secretary ... oops I mean the
Minister.

The problem here is a simple one and is largely threefold.
First, having both public servants and military personnel
together in the organisation helps perpetuate the myth that its
governance arrangements need to be unique, are immutable
and must reflect both professions. That this ‘principle’ is
not applied, for example, to police forces and emergency
services, which have essentially the same type of division
in their workforce, is ignored. Second, the incumbents of



the two top jobs are, by definition, excused from having
to endure the widespread, needlessly destructive and often
counter-productive frustrations that amorphous diarchical
arrangements cause at supervisory and working levels on
a daily basis. Third, you do not get to the top if tortured by
self doubt. Even though CDFs and Secretaries encounter and
understand the problems on the way up the greasy pole at
Russell Offices, when they get to the top there is a tendency
for each to think that they are ‘the one’ that can and will
finally make it all work. Only in retirement do most former
CDF’s end up lamenting not trying to fix or replace the
diarchy when they could and should have.

Lost opportunity

Interestingly, the suggestion keeps bobbing up that the
previous Secretary (who retired half-way through the review)
might have been much more relaxed about the matter of
definition and delineation than his successor — who is a
newly minted departmental head and was perhaps not keen
to embrace significant change without a longer look at the
problem.

If so, a golden opportunity for real reform has been lost
as the fundamental flaw, identified again by Proust, remains.
If the diarchy is retained, genuine accountability can only
be improved if shared responsibilities are minimised by
clear definition and delineation — not maximised in pursuit
of the chimeras of ‘shared accountability’, ‘co-operation’
and ‘flexibility’ as in the current set-up. This is not just
an organisational issue but also a cultural and procedural
one, because it involves acknowledging the logically quite
different purposes, professionalism and cultures of the Public
Service and the ADF. It also means truly acknowledging
that the Westminster principle of civil control of the military
is control by Ministers and Parliament, not by a civilian
bureaucracy.

Moreover, the current structure is completely dependent
on good personal relations being maintained — and not just
between the Secretary and CDF, but between their public
service and defence force subordinates throughout several
layers downwards. If serious personality clashes recur
at or near the top, the diarchy will fail again as it did so
catastrophically in the late 1990s and early 2000s. Especially
if the third member of the governance equation, the Minister,
is again someone politically or personally compromised as
he was during the last diarchical nadir.

The other 50 recommendations accepted by the Secretary
and CDF ... oops I mean the Minister, generally make
sense although some are motherhood statements and
many reflect things that are being tried anyway or have
been tried before. They essentially fall into the categories
of ministerial oversight, accountability and governance,
personnel development and management, financial reform,
and information management.

Ministerial Oversight in the frame

One area where the DMR was notably and appropriately
adventurous was in discussing the troubled relationship
between the department and its Ministers. The functional
relationship has been steadily deteriorating over recent
decades, but at the same time the number of decisions

requiring departmental advice to Ministers, and decisions
by those Ministers, has been increasing significantly. Up to
the mid 1990s the department and the ADF generated around
1000 Ministerial submissions a year combined. The number
is now approaching 6000. The complexity of many of the
capability development decisions involved has also increased
substantially and the money involved is orders of magnitude
greater in some cases.

At the same time, ministerial political staffs have
increased in size but often more for political management
reasons, with few staff actually knowing much about defence
as an issue and even fewer being willing to admit it. There has
also been a growing tendency to centralise decision-making
on even minor issues with a Minister. Even the most trivial
announcement on ADF activities or capability development
is now trumpeted in political terms via ministerial press
releases, rather than explained or announced in appropriately
non-partisan or professional terms by the Service, formation
or unit commander actually concerned.

The Proust report therefore recommends greater induction
training for new Ministers and ministerial advisers and, as a
sop to their sensibilities, also for senior departmental staff.
This recommendation is buttressed by all the usual guff
about aligning strategic directions, visions and goals and
everyone learning about they can best support Ministers. A
recommendation to introduce 360-degree appraisal for senior
civilian and military appointments in the department and the
ADF, including an external stakeholder perspective, is also
a good idea but will need to be done carefully to forestall
concerns about real and perceived political patronage.

Most of the department’s problems can be attributed to
it being too big and too complex. Any solution has to start
somewhere and the best place is with ministerial oversight.
Defence obviously requires three full-time Ministers, a
senior one and two juniors, to appropriately handle the
responsibilities and the workload — as was first identified
50 years ago by the Morshead Review into defence
administration in 1957. Such a structure would also provide
a method to groom potential Ministers for Defence in more
junior positions. It would also encourage prime-ministers
to appoint more competent junior ministers. The quality of
several junior ministers and parliamentary secretaries over
the last 20 years or so has been nothing short of appalling.

Now for the next one

In summary, the Proust Review was hastily conceived,
saddled with terms of reference that were far too narrow, and
pointed in the wrong direction. Despite their good work, the
review team were then patronised by the timing of the report’s
release and by the key judgements on its recommendations
being made by those in the dock rather than the judge. It
was encouraging, however, to see some thought go into the
composition of the review team, particularly a chairwoman
with significant business and public sector experience and the
inclusion of a senior and respected ADF officer for once.

The review has, however, provided a good basis for the
inevitable next one. Based on departmental history this

should be convened sometime in 2010. ¢

Neil James is the executive director of the ADA..
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Vale Brigadier Denis Owen
Anthony Magee (Retd)

Brigadier Owen Magee, one of the Army’s and the
country’s most noted nation-building civil engineers, died
on 14 May 07, aged 82. Born in Wickepin in 1925 and raised
in the Western Australian mallee country, his secondary
schooling was by the Christian Brothers at Aquinas College
in Perth. He entered the Royal Military College, Duntroon, in
1943 and graduated in December 1944 under the accelerated
wartime curriculum.

He first saw active service in the Wewak campaign in
1945 before being sent to the University of Western Australia
to undertake a bachelor’s degree in civil engineering. He
completed his studies just as the Korean War began, and
spent the next two years on field and construction engineering
tasks in Korea and Japan. In the early to mid 1950s he served
at the rocket range at Woomera, and as the site engineer for
the British nuclear weapon tests at Maralinga, before being
seconded to the Snowy Mountains Scheme in 1956-58.
Following staff college at Quetta in Pakistan he commanded
the School of Military Engineering and was Chief Engineer at
Northern Command in Brisbane. In the latter post he oversaw
the rebuilding of Enoggera Barracks, and the construction
of Lavarack Barracks in Townsville and the Army Aviation
Centre at Oakey. His final appointment in the late 1960s
was as the Army’s Director of Fortifications and Works in
Canberra, which also involved him visiting Vietnam for
protracted periods on at least two occasions.

On leaving the Army in 1970 he was appointed Executive
Director of the Sydney Cove Redevelopment Authority over
200 other candidates. For the next 16 years, and with great
sensitivity to the area’s irreplaceable heritage as modern
Australia’s birthplace, he led and supervised the renewal
and rejuvenation of the 14 hectares of derelict wasteland and
urban slum comprising ‘the Rocks’. This involved difficult
and protracted struggles with self-interested commercial
developers and politicians, and prolonged battles with
corrupt and occasionally violent construction unions. He also
managed the task without the federal or state governments
having to invest a single dollar. In 1970, about 25,000 people
visited the Rocks annually. In 1985 when he departed some
2.5 million did so.

After leaving the Authority, Owen established his own
consulting engineer business and also undertook extensive
voluntary work with the Sisters of Charity, RSL Veterans
Homes, Legacy, Sancta Sophia College and various other
worthy causes. He also served as Honorary Colonel
Commandant of the Royal Australian Engineers.

Owen was an inveterate writer of letters to the editor.
His mid-2006 letters to leading newspapers opposing the
proposed privatisation of the Snowy Mountains Scheme
were highly influential contributions to public debate. His
last letter in Defender appeared in the Winter 2006 issue, and
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incisively dissected the narrow-minded arrogance underlying
the flawed reorganisation of the Department of Defence by
Sir Arthur Tange in 1974.

The ADA was represented at Owen’s funeral by
Executive Director, Neil James, and several Sydney-based
members including Owen’s brother-in-law Frank Devine.
The Association thanks Owen’s family for his dedicated
service to the ADA, and the cause of Australia’s defence,
and offers its condolences to his wife of nearly 53 years,
Beverley, his children Tom and Jeremy, and Owen’s four
grandchildren. ¢

Vale Lieutenant Colonel Peter
Robert Charlton, RFD (Retd)

Peter Charlton, the last specialist Australian defence
correspondent and press commentator with actual military
experience, died on 17 May 2007, aged 61. Born in Newcastle
in 1946, he was educated at the then selective Newcastle
Boys High School before undertaking a commerce degree at
UNSW. After working briefly for the Queensland government
as an economist, he was offered a finance cadetship with the
Queensland afternoon paper, The Telegraph, in 1969. By 1976
he was finance editor and also leader writer across a wide range
of subjects. He joined the Courier Mail soon after.

A skilled wordsmith and thoroughly professional
journalist, in 1978 he was awarded the Commonwealth
Press Union’s Harry Brittain Memorial Scholarship which
took him briefly to Oxford University and secondments to
the Yorkshire Post and the Territorial Army’s Royal Green
Jackets regiment. In addition to his journalistic and military-
exchange experiences Peter took the opportunity to visit 1
AIF battlefields in France and Flanders. In 1976 and again
in 1981 he was a Smith-Mundt Visiting Fellow in the US.
In 1989 he was appointed associate editor of the Courier
Mail, was its political editor in Canberra during the early
to mid 1990s and its Sydney-based national affairs editor
from 1996.

He joined the Army Reserve for a brief period in
Newecastle during his school days but his career as reservist
took off when he was directly commissioned into the Army’s
Public Relations Service in 1975. Given his military history
interests he corps-transferred to infantry soon afterwards
and joined Queensland University Regiment to catch up on
normal officer training. In senior appointments he served on
the staff at Headquarters 1* Division and was the second-
in-command and later commanding officer of 499RQR
during its very busy days as a near full-time Ready Reserve
battalion (the first and only reservist officer to do so). His
deep knowledge of military history undoubtedly assisted him
to hold his own with full-time military professionals during
tactical training and professional discussions.

Peter was the author of nine books on military history and
Australian politics. The former include: The Thirty-Niners
(1981), The Unnecessary War (1983), Pozieres 1916 (1986),



War Against Japan 1941-1942 (1988), War Against Japan
1942-45 (1989) and South Queensland in World War I 1941-
1945 (1991). He was currently working on a book on the 2"
AIF’s Middle East campaigns. His first book, The Thirty-
Niners, was the most loved by readers; the most politically
and strategically controversial was The Unnecessary War:
Island Campaigns of the South West Pacific 1944-45.

Peter’s varied experience as a financial and political
journalist and editorialist, his intellectual credentials as a
military historian, and his command and staff experiences
in the Army Reserve, enabled him to be an incisive and
measured reporter and commentator on defence and strategic
issues. As a journalist of the old school he was also scrupulous
about checking facts and quotes, using correct terminology
and applying balance and context to his coverage — skills
now rarely seen among the generalist journalists tasked to
cover defence issues.

Peter was a loyal member of the ADA and an insightful
source of guidance and advice on the conduct of the
Association’s public-interest guardian activities. He cared
deeply about the defence of Australia and deplored
the continual neglect of the ADF and wider defence
responsibilities by governments of all persuasions. Informed
public debate on defence issues will miss his professional
and measured contributions and his departure leaves a
particularly large gap in the Courier Mail’s ability to
cover defence matters properly. The Association offers its
condolences to his children, Samantha and Nick and thanks
them for Peter’s long and dedicated service to the cause of
Australia’s defence. &

Vale George Douglas Jacklin

Longtime ADA member and staunch committeeman of
the Mackay ADA Chapter, Doug Jacklin, died on 12 April
2007, aged 89. Born in Mackay in 1918 he grew up on the
family sugar cane farm at Wallingford, between Pleystowe
and Marian (about 20km west of Mackay). After secondary
education at The Southport School to Junior Certificate
level, Doug returned to take up a five-year fitting and turning
apprenticeship at the Pleystowe sugar mill.

At the beginning of World War II Doug tried to join the
RAAF but was classified as having a reserved occupation and
ended up as a planning engineer on the Australian Cruiser
Tank project. At the end of August 1942 he finally obtained a
manpower release and enlisted in the Army and subsequently
the 2" AIF, where his engineering skills earnt him the on-
enlistment rank of Lance Sergeant in the Australian Electrical
and Mechanical Engineers (AEME). After working in tank
repair depots at Toowoomba and Wallangarra (the latter with
no tanks), he attended officer training units at Woodside and
Ingleburn and was commissioned as a lieutenant. For the
rest of the war Doug served with 127 Australian Brigade
Workshop in Queensland and at Cape Wom and other
locations in New Guinea.

Doug was discharged at the end of March 1946 and, still
suffering the effects of malaria from his service in New
Guinea, he returned to the Pleystowe mill for three weeks to
help prepare for the crushing season. He ended up staying for
some forty years rising to the position of Chief Engineer. In

1962 the mill sent him on a study tour of the sugar industry in
the West Indies, continental USA and Hawaii. Doug authored
or co-authored nine papers for the Australian Society of Sugar
Cane Technologists (the last in 2002) and was awarded life
membership of the society in 1970. Atits 1977 conference in
Brazil he also presented a paper to the International Society
of Sugar Cane Technologists.

A graduate of the Administrative Staff College in Mount
Eliza, Doug was subsequently a founding and committed
member of the Mackay branch of the Australian Institute
of Management. Doug was also a long-serving and active
member of the RSL and was Mackay District President for
three years. His wartime experiences engendered a continuing
interest in military technology and Australia being adequately
defended — an interest that continued to be nurtured by his
work in a major export industry. Doug was a foundation
member of the Mackay ADA Chapter committee in 1981
and served on it for more years than anyone can remember.
His commonsense contributions, reliability and loyalty were
much appreciated by his fellow members.

The ADA was represented at Doug’s funeral by the
Chairman of the Mackay Chapter, Eric Eastment, and
numerous Mackay members. The Association thanks Doug’s
family for his long, loyal and active service to the ADA
and offers its condolences to his wife of nearly 65 years,
Daphne, his children Paul and Rosslyn, and Doug’s seven
grandchildren and 15 great grandchildren. &
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Control Orders:

A sword or a shield?

as a sword or a shield, it would say they are a shield. In his

second reading speech introducing the Anti-Terrorism Bill
(Number 2) in November 2005, the Attorney-General, Philip
Ruddock, noted: ...the bill ensures we are in the strongest
position possible to prevent new and emerging threats, to
stop terrorists carrying out their intended acts.

This legislation is part of Australia’s comprehensive
evolution of new laws in response to radical terrorism over
the last five years

Criminal law evolves and adapts all the time — like any
other area of law — to meet changing circumstances. Recent
examples include legislation outlawing people trafficking,
child sex tourism and cyber-crime. Current proposals for
change include toughening our laws against money laundering
and reconsidering the rule against double jeopardy. This
capacity for change is one of the great strengths of our legal
system.

While Australia had some counter terrorism laws prior
to 2002, changes were plainly necessary. Our existing laws
had been drafted to meet different threats, such as aircraft
hijacking. They had become inadequate to the task.

As Irwin Cotler, the former Canadian Attorney-General,
has observed: The domestic criminal law/due process model
— standing alone — is inadequate, if not inappropriate to deal
with some modern terrovism offences.

Paul Kelly put it this way in an article in The Australian
last September: One sign of a mature democracy is its ability
to change its security laws in response to an unprecedented
threat to its society. What else would a mature nation do?
Denial is not an option.

If the Australian Government had to classify control orders

Control orders

A control order is an order made by a court under Section
104.1 of the Criminal Code. The order imposes obligations,
prohibitions or restrictions on a person’s movements or
activities to protect the public from a terrorist act. Applications
for control orders are made by the Australian Federal Police
(AFP), not the Government. However, the application requires
the consent of the Attorney-General. If a control order is made,
it is made by the court.

The control order regime contemplates that an interim
control order will be made initially. The interim order can
be made ex parte but the court could choose to require the
respondent to be present before an order is made. In either
case, the person who is subject to the order may contest the
order when the court is required to confirm, void or revoke
the interim order.
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The control order does not come into effect until the person
is notified. A person who is subject to a control order can apply
for it to be revoked, varied or declared void as soon as he or
she is notified that an order has been confirmed.

The AFP can only make an application for a control order
if a senior AFP member considers, on reasonable grounds,
that the order in the terms to be requested would substantially
assist in preventing a terrorist act. The applicant is required
to provide an explanation why each obligation, prohibition or
restriction should be imposed and any known facts relating
to why it should not be imposed.

The court may only make the order if it is satisfied on
the balance of probabilities that making the order would
substantially assist in preventing a terrorist attack or that
the person who is to be the subject of the order has provided
training to, or received training from, a listed terrorist
organisation. In addition, the court must be satisfied that,
on the balance of probabilities, each of the obligations,
prohibitions and restrictions to be imposed by the order is
reasonably necessary and reasonably appropriate and adapted
for the purpose of protecting the public from a terrorist act.

A control order can be made for a period of up to 12
months. However, the AFP can apply for further orders if
they can be justified.

This short summary sets out the essential features of the 25
pages of detailed provisions regulating control orders which
are contained in Division 104 of the Criminal Code.

Types of controls

The types of controls which could be placed on an
individual who is subject to a control order include a
prohibition or restriction on the person:

+ Dbeing at specified areas or places or leaving Australia;

* communicating or associating with specified
individuals;

» accessing or using specified forms of telecommunication
or other technology (including the Internet);

* possessing or using specified articles or substances, and

 carrying out specified activities, including in respect of
his or her work or occupation.

Control orders may also include a requirement that the
person:

* remains at specified premises between specified times each
day or on specified days;

» wears a tracking device;

» reports to specified persons at specified times and
places;

* allows himself or herself to be photographed; and



« ifthe person consents, participates in specified counselling
or education.

The counselling and education requirement recognises that
control orders can last for a long period and that the individual
may be able to gain some benefit that could take them
away from association with terrorists through appropriate
counselling or education. For example, lack of literacy skills
could be holding the person back from general employment
and an opportunity to participate in an education program
could address this shortcoming.

Safeguards

The legislation contains a number of safeguards. To my
mind, the most significant of these safeguards is the fact
that the orders are made and supervised by judges. Specific
safeguards include:

* the order does not commence until it is served personally
on the subject of the order;

» the AFP must explain the order to the person, taking into
account the person’s age, language skills, mental capacity
and any other relevant factor;

* the person can apply for the order to be varied, revoked
or declared void as soon as the person is notified that an
order is confirmed, or at any time thereafter;

 the person and his or her lawyer are able to obtain a copy
of the order which contains the summary of the grounds
for the order;

* normal judicial review processes apply to decisions to
issue or revoke control orders;

* when determining the obligations, prohibitions and
restrictions to be imposed on the person, the court
must take into account their impact on his or her
circumstances, including the person’s financial and
personal circumstances; and

 control orders do not apply to young people under the age
of 16 and may only be granted for a maximum of three
months for young people between 16 and 18 years.

In the second reading debate on the 2005 Anti-Terrorism
Bill (Number 2), the then Shadow Attorney-General, Nicola
Roxon, MP, commented on the purpose of the legislation and
the safeguards in it. She stated: Labor is convinced that the
terrorist threat does require tough new laws, but we demand
that their use be circumscribed carefully. Later on, talking
about amendments to the process for obtaining a control
order, the Shadow Attorney-General observed: These are very
important improvements. They protect our basic freedoms
without in any way compromising the effectiveness of the
regime to fight terrorists.

It is also worth noting that the Australian control order
regime is not unique. The United Kingdom has adopted
similar sorts of provisions.

Other constraints on individuals

One of the concerns expressed about control orders is
that the people who are likely to be subject to them have not
been convicted of any criminal offence. There are precedents
for placing controls on a person arising from their danger
to the community without them having been convicted of a
criminal offence.

Recognisances to keep the peace have been available
under the law to protect the community from violence for
over a hundred years. Persons released on bail are subject
to restrictions on their activities which the court making the
order feels are appropriate. In addition, State and Territory
regimes of non-association orders can be used to break up
criminal gangs, while apprehended violence orders (AVOs)
are used to protect people from violence from a spouse,
neighbours, bullies at school or from gang members.

I have read criticisms of this type of comparison to the
effect that there are significant differences between, for
example, AVOs and control orders. That is correct. There
are significant differences brought about by the different
nature of the orders. However, their effect is substantially
the same. They allow a court to prescribe restrictions on an
unconvicted person’s liberty. The purpose of the restriction
is to protect the community or a particular person or group
from the danger they represent.

Co-operative and consultative
lawmaking

The Australian Government has been criticised — strongly
in some quarters — for control orders and its counter-terrorism
laws generally. It is important to recognise that those laws
(including the control order legislation) have been the subject
of intense parliamentary scrutiny and public debate.

There have been a number of parliamentary inquiries into
the major pieces of counter terrorism legislation over the past
five years. Draft laws as originally put forward have been
amended by the Government in the light of the parliamentary
committee reports. They have also been amended as a result
of internal party consideration and negotiation with the
Opposition.

In other words, the recent counter-terrorism legislation has
been negotiated through a complex process that meant there
was a considerable level of support for the final form of the
new laws. Look, for example, at the major package of counter
terrorism laws passed by the Senate on 27 June 2002. The
four Bills passed at that time recorded 51 Ayes, 12 Noes —a
majority of 39. Three years later, on 7 December 2005, the
House of Representatives accepted Senate amendments to the
Anti-Terrorism Bill (Number 2) 2005 and the question was
put. As only Mr Andren, Mr Quick and Mr Windsor voted
‘No’, the Deputy Speaker declared the question resolved in
the affirmative.

In addition, the States referred power to deal with
terrorism to the Australian Government and a number of its
counter-terrorism laws have been supported by decisions of
all governments at the Council of Australian Governments
and by complementary State and Territory legislation. So
they are laws which have cross-party and cross-jurisdictional
support.

Public attitudes

There are also clear indications that these new laws are
supported by the broader public, against a background of
general concern about security. For instance, the UNISYS
Security Index based on the Newspoll survey for the
September quarter in 2006 found that 52 per cent of
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the sharp end

Australians or eight million people are very, or extremely
concerned, about Australia’s national security in relation to
war or terrorism. That figure had grown by 1.7 million people
in the past quarter.

An AC Nielsen/Age poll reported in The Age on 11
September 2006 found that: Almost two in every three
Australians believe the world is less safe than it was before the
September 11 attacks in the US ... and half believe a terrorist
attack in Australia is more likely than it was in 2001.

It is hard to detect these broader community views in the
criticisms of the new counter terrorism laws that have been
published in the media over the last five years.

General rationale

The rationale underpinning the legislation introducing
control orders is the same rationale underpinning all of
the counter terrorism legislation passed by the Australian
Parliament since 2001. Put simply, the Australian Government
has a responsibility to protect Australian citizens.

ASIO assesses Australia’s threat level at medium which
means that a terrorist attack is possible and could occur.
That threat level is expected to continue indefinitely into the
future. While we have fortunately not had a terrorist attack
on Australian soil, there have been attacks against Australian
interests in Bali, Jakarta and other places.

The recent convictions of Jack Roche and Faheem Lohdi,
the conviction of Willie Brigitte in France, and the forthcoming
prosecutions of more than 20 defendants arising from
Operation Pendennis, indicate that there is serious cause for
concern about the possibility of a terrorist act here at home.

Arguments for and against

As a consequence, much of the argument about our
terrorism laws is about the appropriate balance between
protecting the community at large and preserving individual
rights. A number of commentators have observed that the aim
to protect the safety of our community as a whole and, in that
process, to protect the rights of individuals within society, is
totally consistent with the universal Declaration of Human
Rights which states, in Article 3, that every person has the
right to life, liberty and security of person.

This point was made very eloquently by Irwin Cotler. Mr
Cotler is a leading civil rights lawyer who has acted in the
past for Nelson Mandela. He said this: Indeed, as the United
Nations puts it, terrorism constitutes a fundamental assault
on human rights — a threat to international peace and security
— while counter terrorism law involves the protection of the
most fundamental of rights — the right to life, liberty and the
security of the person — and the collective right to peace.

It is also worth noting this finding from the AC Nielsen/Age
poll discussed above: Asked about the Federal Government s
response to the threat of terrorism, almost one in two voters
(49 per cent) believe the Howard Government had shown the
right amount of respect for civil liberties, 29 per cent believe
the Government had not shown enough respect and 15 per cent
thought the Government had shown too much respect.

Judge Whealy, who conducted the Lodhi trial, said: ... the
obligation of the Court is to denounce terrorism and voice its
disapproval of activities such as those contemplated by the
offender here ... The community is owed this protection even
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if the obstinacy and madness of extreme views may mean that
the protection is a fragile or uncertain one.

In the Jack Thomas trial, Justice Philip Cummins said:
Australia has a deep duty to protect its citizens from terrorism
and so far as in its power to protect humanity from terrorism.
That is why the Commonwealth Parliament enacted the laws
against terrorism ... and why the States of the Commonwealth
likewise have enacted laws. The most fundamental right is the
right to life. The law must protect that vight. Australians are
entitled to security. However, security is a necessary but not
sufficient condition for a just society. Security is not enough.
There must also be justice — for all citizens, including the weak,
the marginalized, the unpopular and the alienated.

In a wide-ranging address delivered on 12 September 2006
at James Cook University, the Hon John von Doussa, QC,
the President of the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity
Commission, provided an interesting analysis of what he called
the crucial challenge of reconciling human rights and counter
terrorism. In the course of those observations he said: /¢ is
self-evident that terrorism is a gross violation of fundamental
human rights. Only the mad or the bad would suggest
otherwise. The threat of terrorism is patently legitimate. The
Government has both a right and a duty to take action to
protect its citizens.

One of the most interesting arguments I have seen against
control orders is that a better alternative is this: ASIO and other
agencies have very extensive powers to engage in surveillance
—covert —they can issue tracking devices. ASIO can even call
in (a person of concern) for questioning and he can go to gaol
if he does not answer those questions. 1 found that proposal
quite surprising. A process of seeking a control order through a
properly defined statutory process, where the order is made by
ajudge and can be challenged on appeal is, to my mind, a more
acceptable process for general use than covert surveillance by
security intelligence agencies, particularly when the conduct
is potentially related to criminal offences.

One final observation is that some of the critics of control
orders were, prior to his guilty plea before the US military
commission, calling on the Government to bring David Hicks
home from detention at Guantanamo Bay on the basis that he
could be subjected to a control order on his return.

Hard national decisions

The control order provisions are a carefully considered
measure, designed to ensure a fair, judicially supervised
process for controlling people suspected of possible terrorist
activity, or associated with them, in the broader interest of
protecting the community as a whole.

We can argue about how that is best achieved. However,
ultimately, governments — and parliaments — have to make
decisions. That is what they are elected for. They cannot sit on
the fence. Unlike outside critics, they have a responsibility to
take every reasonable, available step to protect our community
from terrorism. ¢

Robert Cornall, AO, has been Secretary of the Commonwealth
Attorney-General s Department since 2000. His last article in
‘Defender’, also on the subject of balancing legal measures,
freedoms and terrorist challenges, was in the Winter 2005
issue. This article is based on an address to the Australian
Legal Convention in Sydney on 24 March 2007.



What a difference a decade makes:

Risking the Sustainment capability

ecently the Minister for Defence, Brendan Nelson,
R:nnounced the intention to acquire 24 F/A-18F Super
ornet aircraft, at a cost of $A6bn over ten years,
as an interim strike capability until the F-35 Lightning II
Joint Strike Fighter becomes operational. The response to
this announcement among the defence-aware aerospace
community generally could best be described as ‘shock and
awe’.

The funding for the Super Hornet procurement is premised
on the current three per cent real growth in defence budget
guidance being continued beyond 2015, courtesy of the
China-led resources boom and perhaps other aspects of
macroeconomic reform in the Australian economy. Yet it
is only just over a decade ago that Defence was struggling
with crippling budget reductions of minus one per cent real
growth as it finally paid off the F/A-18 A/B Hornet acquisition
—which in turn had been purchased on the premise of 7.5 per
cent real growth in the budget guidance of the 1980s. What
a difference a decade makes!

But what about sustainment?

The operational protagonists are, quite rightly, debating
the relative merits of the Super Hornet as an interim, gap-
filling, weapon system in an increasingly advanced regional
strategic environment soon to be dominated by the awesome
Su-27/30 Flanker family of Russian-made fighters. However,
there are even deeper and longer lasting concerns resulting
from this and associated air combat capability decisions that
have, as yet, barely breached public awareness. One of the
most important of these is the sustainment of our future air
combat capability, whatever weapon systems are eventually
procured; and not just sustainment for and in battle but also
sustainment over the long and continually changing period of
its life-of-type (usually in excess of 30 years for Australian
military aircraft).

Sustainment is a complex concept that has worn many
political labels over the years; self-reliance and self-
sufficiency being just two of the euphemisms used to partially
acknowledge that Australian can never again be totally
independent from foreign original equipment manufacturers

of the Air Force

Garry Bates

(OEM). Sustainment in Australian defence parlance refers
to the ability to undertake the maintenance, fault diagnosis
and repair of ADF equipment fleets. In terms of Australian
defence industry it includes the ability to overhaul and
upgrade these fleets to ensure the capability remains relevant
to, and competitive in, Australia’s strategic environment.

A key question, therefore, is what will the 10-year interim
Super Hornet procurement add to the overall sustainment
capacity of Australia’s regional air superiority and general
air combat capabilities? As this 24-aircraft fleet is ostensibly
intended to cover the early retirement of the F-111 strike and
reconnaissance fleets, the answer is disturbing. It will add
nothing to our national sustainment capability and, more
likely, will have the opposite effect; degradation.

Our hard-won sustainment
capability

Those of us with defence force experience in the 1970s
will recall what a huge leap of faith the leading-edge
F-111 procurement was for the fledgling high-technology
capabilities of the RAAF, supporting civil industries and
the Defence Science and Technology Organisation (DSTO).
However, over 35 years of operating this formidable fleet, the
scientific, engineering, technology and logistic communities
developed the complex infrastructure that nurtured and
matured the F-111 from problem child to king-of-the-block.
This was largely achieved through extensive and innovative
maintenance and development programs undertaken at the
F-111 fleet’s home base at Amberley in Queensland. In so
doing the military, scientific and industry people involved
became unsung heroes of Australian defence capability.
The existing RAAF F/RF-111C is no EH-model Holden of
the 1960s, to use the analogy poorly employed in certain
official public statements. The aircraft have been totally
disassembled and rewired with integrated digital avionics,
structurally examined and reinforced through Australian-led
non-destructive and composite material testing processes,
and re-fitted with advanced weaponry never contemplated
by its OEM — but which are necessary to meet Australia’s
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specific strategic security needs. Its ongoing relevance as
a modern weapons platform in the twenty first century is a
shining tribute to Australian engineering ingenuity.

Probably the most incisive support capability developed
for the F-111 was the Weapon System Support Facility
(WSSF) a future-looking capability to integrate mission
system software into the aircraft together with new weapons
and operational tactics. The WSSF has been used to integrate
the AGM-142 missile, model the incorporation of the more
powerful TF-30 P109 engine, and create a Mission System
Simulator from a salvaged cockpit crew module to name a
few publicly known achievements.

Is this done with other aircraft fleets in the ADF? Of course
it is, but not to the same level of independent expertise. The
then unique WSSF capability was subsequently mimicked by
the F/A-18 Hornet in the Integrated Avionics Support Facility
(IASSF) and then the AP3C Orion Mission System Support
Facility (MSSF) — but to a lesser level of integration ability
in those platforms because of the reliance on US sourced
software updates. The F-111 integrated engineering and
logistic support capability remains the only total sustainment
system in the RAAF, although the F/A-18 A/B Hornet is
not too far behind. This has been achieved in Australia by
Australians for Australians, supported where necessary by
appropriate contractual arrangements with OEMs.

Sustainability at risk

Now back to 1991, the then Government introduced the
Defence Commercial Support Program (CSP). The stated
policy was to transfer all defence force and departmental non-
combat support capability into the hands of civil industry.
The main intention was to save money. But another stated
intention was supposedly so Australia could face future
strategic uncertainty with a far broader industrial base that
could expand to meet foreseeable and unforeseeable strategic
needs (remember that line). Significant cost savings were
decreed and harvested, sometimes in advance of contract
letting and at variance to actual savings achieved. This was
a period of considerable resource austerity with programmed
flying hours reduced to ‘minimum safe’ allocations and
all operational exercises and deployments substantially
curtailed.

Progressive ADF personnel reductions were mandated and
associated funds withdrawn from the budget on an annual
basis. The initial Air Force CSP activity was focused mainly
on aircraft and supply depots; the facilities responsible for
the overhaul, storage and distribution of all equipments from
aircraft and missiles to ground radars, vehicles and plant.
The F-111 support infrastructure at No 3 Aircraft Depot at
Amberley was a major target in this undertaking and the
existing and very substantial TF-30 engine workshop was
successfully won by an ‘in-house option’ against commercial
tenders. Other elements of the infrastructure were deemed
combat-support (deployable or otherwise directly vital to
combeat efforts) or not classed as commercially viable.

Then in 1996 the Government undertook the Defence
Efficiency Review (DER) which was a study very hurriedly
undertaken over the Christmas period to enable the Minister
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to announce his Defence Reform Program (DRP) early in
1997. The stated policy of the DRP was to focus defence
personnel only on combat and combat-related activities by
out-sourcing all non-combat activity to industry (remember
that line too).

In effect, DRP was CSP revisited but this time at the decree
of the Government, rather than by the rigorous procedures
that had been developed and implemented for CSP tendering
and source selection. A key driver of DRP-enforced personnel
savings was to fund much overdue spending on capital
procurement without increasing the defence budget overall.
Supposed financial ‘efficiency’ was given priority over
operational efficiency and the long-term support capabilities
needed to sustain it.

The DER was a potential catastrophe for the Air Force
as the review had zealously identified all maintenance and
support infrastructure, and all base administrative elements,
as non-deployable for combat or combat-related operations.
This assumption was proven untrue by detailed computer
modelling studies to discern the number of uniformed
personnel required to sustain the core military operations of
the Air Force. These efforts, known as the Members Required
in Uniform (MRU) studies, modelled the numbers and
specialisations needed to deploy and support the operation
of RAAF Force Element Groups in approved operational
scenarios.

An all-encompassing re-structure of the Air Force
was then undertaken to meet government directions for
manpower savings while attempting to retain sufficient
ability to support the authorised number of operational
deployments in Australia and overseas. Significant transfer
of personnel, functions and responsibilities occurred under
the Air Force DRP Implementation Plan. This was a ‘shock
and horror’ period for non-aircrew RAAF personnel. The
Air Force had already reduced from about 21,500 in the
late 1980s to about 15,500 pre-DRP, and was initially faced
with a further reduction to less than 12,000 under DER.
This was recovered to about 13,500 under the Air Force
DRP Implementation Plan but effectively decimated many
support specialisations. Subsequent experiences during the
relatively low intensity East Timor deployments of 1999-
2001, where the RAAF had to operate two air bases in that
country and ramp up the combat and support capability of
several bases in mainland Australia, showed that clearly
insufficient personnel numbers and depth of capability had
been retained within the RAAF.

Moving our sustainability base
to industry

CSP and DRP also saw almost the entire infrastructure and
workforce concerned with F-111 deeper-level maintenance
contracted out. This was undertaken by the contracting of No
501 Wing under CSP following the transfer and amalgamation
of all F-111 deeper maintenance responsibilities from the
former 482 Maintenance Squadron and No 3 Aircraft Depot
to this Logistics Wing earlier in the decade. Only the logistic
governance functions undertaken by the small Weapon



System Logistics Management Squadron remained an Air
Force responsibility with both Service and civilian staff. This
contracting involved over 1000 personnel working across
some seven business units in about 50 component facilities
at RAAF Base Amberley. This was achieved by early 2000,
with Boeing Australia Limited becoming the integrating
contractor. Substantial numbers of RAAF personnel were
transferred to the operational squadrons to meet the demands
of operational deployments. The tender did not achieve the
mandated minimum 10 per cent cost saving against the status
quo, mainly because the RAAF processes in-being had been
optimised over many years by numerous quality management
reforms to achieve ‘world’s best practice’.

However, the contractor’s proposal to construct the
Boeing Aerospace Support Centre at Amberley was
favourably received as being consistent with declared
Government policy for national industry development.
However, the latter infrastructure was not built as intended
due to a reduction in the number of AEW&C Wedgetail
project aircraft to be retrofitted at Amberley. Nevertheless,
the combined contractors (with numerous civilianised ex-
RAAF staff) admirably succeeded in delivering an increasing
availability of F-111 aircraft for operations, while expanding
their resources with defence funds to meet unscheduled
maintenance and repairs arising in the F-111 fleet.

Now the Government is to withdraw the F-111 from
service by 2010, despite a prior government decision in the
mid 1990s to extend the planned withdrawal date (PWD)
to 2020. The extended PWD had followed extensive
studies and some $A200m in supplementary funding by
Government to purchase the identified life-of-type spares
and support needed to meet a 2020 PWD. This also included
the construction of the Cold Proof Load Testing Facility
(CPLT) at Amberley at a cost of some $A25m to facilitate
ongoing periodic testing of the aircraft’s wing structure under
climatically controlled loads and conditions. This facility
enabled airworthiness assurance to be established for a
further 2000 flying hours or about six years for each aircraft
per successful test. I understand that all F-111 wings have
subsequently passed the CPLT criteria necessary to achieve
the early retirement date of 2010, and were programmed to
be subsequently tested to achieve the agreed 2020 PWD.
However, this facility is now redundant. Recent Defence
claims that existing F-111 wings cannot meet airworthiness
criteria beyond 2010 have not been publicly explained by
the responsible scientific and engineering community within
the Defence Science and Technology Organisation (DSTO).
The common belief in aerospace engineering circles is that
they have been muzzled because their scientific opinions
contradict recent pronouncements from ADF command and
ministerial levels.

No apparent migration to the
future sustainability base

As the Super Hornet is to be an interim capability, no
substantial whole-of-life engineering and logistic support
infrastructure will be put in place at Amberley to support the
F/A-18F fleet. The media has been advised that ‘intermediate

maintenance’ will be undertaken; but this is a term that was
removed from Air Force doctrinal, operational, engineering
and logistic lexicons in 1992 under the Blue Print 2020
study. The Air Force uses the terms Operating Maintenance
and Deeper Maintenance to distinguish between the support
requirements of asset generation and asset preservation
respectively. ‘Intermediate Maintenance’ presumably refers
to R3-level servicing carried out by the US Navy on its
carrier-based aircraft. It is not deeper-level maintenance and
rarely involves component level fault diagnosis or integration
of new capability.

Therefore, as a result of this migration from the F-111 to
the Super Hornet, the combined efforts of the defence force
and defence industry in maintaining and developing the
F-111 capability over 35 years, at the specific direction of
government, will be terminated. Ministers and senior ADF
officers may suggest that the procurement of the F-35 Joint
Strike Fighter (JSF) under the New Air Combat Capability
(NACC) project will provide the necessary sustainment
capability for defence industry. This is a big ‘if”. Piece-part
manufacture, such as that being contested by Australian
manufacturers under the JSF System Development and
Demonstration agreement, is in no way equivalent to an
integrated engineering and logistic support capability that
must be incorporated with the initial procurement process
for the weapon system.

If the F-35 is to be the platform for such a support
capability, then the phase-out of F-111 support and the
introduction of F-35 support should be conjoint, and not
negated by an interim capability entailing limited support.
Defence now expects first delivery of F-35 aircraft in 2013,
with initial operational capability some years later (perhaps
as late as 2017-18). With the F-111s gone by 2010, so too
will disappear the sustaining mass below the tip of the F-111
capability iceberg. In short, managed transfer of integrated
support capability from one type to another will not be
feasible.

Neglect of defence and industry
sustainment capability

Now remember that in the previous decade, the current
Government claimed great political stock for its initiatives
to expand the industrial base for Australia’s defence
support, achieved at considerable resource cost to Defence
in implementation. Neither strategic circumstances nor
government policy has changed to justify the substantial
reduction in Australia’s defence industry base for aerospace
assets in the next decade. This is an unacceptable outcome
for the long-term security of Australia. The use of indigenous
technical and logistic knowledge, skills, and expertise is an
integral part of our technological development as a nation in
terms of key national defence capacities and must certainly
not be expunged or diluted. The Australian Defence Force
has operated with distinction in past decades, due in no
small part to the depth and quality of its integrated support
structures and personnel. This critical, although less heralded
and appreciated capability in ‘behind the front lines support
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should not be allowed to atrophy for reasons of apparent
political expedience.

Where have the defence and wider Australian industry
champions of the past decade gone? An Australian Integrated
Engineering and Logistic Support Plan must be negotiated
before the proposed 2008 decision date for formally
procuring the F-35 JSF. The negative impact in this regard
of replacing the F-111 with the interim Super Hornet must
be explained to Government and rectified. Engineering
and logistic sustainment capabilities must return to being
an integral component of the major capital acquisition and
decision making processes. If the then extant process had
been followed for the New Air Combat Capability project,
perhaps the obvious long-term damage to Australia’s strategic
defence industry capability would have prevented the
decision to opt for early retirement of the F-111.

It might also have avoided spending $A6bn on an interim
aircraft of questionable utility. Perhaps even the choice of
the F-35 Lightning II, without adequate comparative analysis
with the only other fifth-generation aircraft option, the F-22
Raptor, may also have resulted in a different decision; one
that had both the operational needs of the weapon system,

and long term defence support capabilities, in harmony with
the unique strategic requirements of Australia. However, the
demise of that process is another story. &

Air Commodore Garry Bates, AM, (Retd), a graduate of the
USAF Air War College and the US Department of Defense
Senior International Resource Management Program, served
with the RAAF for 35 years as an aeronautical engineer,
technical intelligence analyst, resource manager and capital
acquisition project manager. As the Officer Commanding 501
Wing in 1995-96 he was the editor of the F-111 Life-of-Type
Support Study. In subsequent postings he was the Director-
General of Air Force Resource Management and Programs
and headed the Air Force’s DRP implementation planning.
He was the Director-General Aerospace Combat Systems
in DAO/DMO, where he chaired the project boards for the
F-111 Block Upgrade Program, F/A-18 Hornet Upgrade,
AP3C Orion Update and other key air combat capability
projects. He was also the Inaugural Acquisition Member
of the Air 6000 Project Board which was later renamed the
New Air Combat Capability (NACC) project.

Conference Calendar

ADA members and other Defender readers may be interested in the following
public conferences and activities:

o Institute of Public Affairs C.D. Kemp Lecture 2007
Speaker: Antony Beevor
From Stalingrad to Baghdad: History and its Making
31 May 2007, 7.00-10:30 pm
Sofitel Hotel, 25 Collins Street, Melbourne
Enquiries: (03) 9600-4744,
ghamilton@ipa.org.au or www.ipa.org.au

o National Archives of Australia Photographic
Exhibition
Humanity in the Midst of War
01-27 June 2007
National Archives, Queen Victoria Terrace, Canberra
Enquiries: (02) 6212-3604,
exhibitions@naa.gov.au or www.naa.gov.au

¢ International Committee of the Red Cross
Seminar
Protection and Distinction in Armed Confiict
07 June 2007, 6-7:30PM
National Archives, Queen Victoria Terrace, Canberra
Enquiries: (02) 9388-9039

e University of New South Wales
Gilbert & Tobin Centre of Public Law Symposium
Law & Liberty in the War on Terrorism
04-06 July 2007
Law Theatre, Faculty of Law, UNSW, Sydney
Enquiries: (02) 9385-2257,
gtcentre@unsw.edu.au or www.llwt.unsw.edu.au

o Australian Strategic Policy Institute Conference
2007
Global Forces 2007
05-06 July 2007
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Federation Ballroom, Hyatt Hotel, Canberra
Enquiries: (02) 6270-5109,
lynnegrimsey@aspi.org.au or www.aspi.org.au

¢ Royal Australian Navy King-Hall History
Conference 2007
Naval Networks: The Dominance of Communications
in Maritime Operations
24 July 2007 (Sydney) or 26-27 July 2007 (Canberra)
Australian National Maritime Museum, Sydney, or
Rydges Hotel, Canberra
Enquiries: (02) 6127-6509 or
seapower.conferences@defence.gov.au

o Defence Materiel Organisation Defence &
Industry Conference 2007
Supplying Nationally, Competing Globally:
Performance, Partnerships, Innovation
21-24 August 2007
Adelaide Convention Centre, Adelaide
Enquiries: (02) 6266-7049 or
www.defenceandindustry.com.au

o UNSW@ADFA Conference 2007
Defining the 21t Century Warrior: Myth, Reality,
Relevance
24-25 September 2007
Australian Defence Force Academy, Canberra
Enquiries: (02) 6268-8871 or
k.spurling@adfa.edu.au



Struggling for Altitude:

The JSF Project

John Tirpak

fighter will be a stellar acroplane, easily able to defeat

any enemy fighter or air defence system it meets.
The program is on track, and there’s little doubt the United
States Air Force and its sister Services need such an aircraft
to modernise their ageing fighter inventories. Allies are also
lining up to buy the fighter.

The F-35 is imperilled by no weapon, technical weakness,
or impossible requirement. Rather, the largest threat to
the new fighter seems to be a major case of nerves. US
Government officials are daunted by the size, scope, and
cost of the program and all that is riding on it.

At an estimated cost of well over $US200 billion—just
for American development and production—the tri-Service
Joint Strike Fighter is the most expensive fighter project ever
undertaken by the USA. That fact alone makes it the object
of intense scrutiny. The danger is that excessive caution born
of such close scrutiny could quickly wipe out one of the new
fighter’s greatest selling points: its relatively low unit cost.
Already, urgent calls to ease up and throttle back are spewing
forth from the usual sources.

In mid 2006, the US Government Accountability Office
(GAO) predictably pointed out that the F-35 will be well into
production before Pentagon officials complete its testing.
GAO warned there could be expensive surprises ahead if the
aircraft does not perform as expected. Slow down, it said.
‘Fly before buy’ should be the watchword.

In direct response to these kinds of alarms, the US Senate
had initially chopped $US1.2 billion in joint strike fighter
money from the Fiscal 2007 authorisation bill and House
of Representatives committees called for cuts of lesser
magnitude. Plans to move the F-35 into low-rate-initial-
production (LRIP) fell into in abeyance pending the outcome
of House-Senate negotiations.

In September 2006, the US Congress provided all of
the research and development funding requested for the
JSF Program in Fiscal year 2007. In addition, the Congress
decided that the JSF program was sufficiently mature to
move into production and provided full funding for the first
production lot of two aircraft (known as LRIP — Lot 1),
both conventional-take-off-and-landing (CTOL) versions.
Congress also provided funding for the long-lead-time
items for a second production buy (LRIP — Lot 2), totalling
12 aircraft (six CTOL and six short-take-off-and-vertical-
landing (STOVL) versions).

Since the JSF program began, Congress has provided 99
per cent of the research and development funding requested

By all accounts, the F-35 Lightning II joint strike

for the program and this reflects strong bipartisan support.
The President’s budget submitted to Congress in February
2007 continued this trend and includes full research and
development funding, full funding for LRIP — Lot 2, and
funding for long-lead-time items for the third production buy
(LRIP — Lot 3) comprising a further 16 aircraft.

Same old saw

The GAO has, of course, issued the same ‘fly before
buy’ exhortations for most aircraft projects for the last 25
years. Methods used to develop fighter aircraft have evolved,
however, so much so that any appreciable production
slowdown could do grave damage to the F-35 program as it
is now structured, according to those with direct experience
running it.

‘Everybody wants to slow us down,” Rear Admiral.
Steven L. Enewold said this Summer. Enewold was program
executive officer from June 2004 until July 2006, when
he moved on to become the vice commander of Naval Air
Systems Command. ‘Fundamentally, if you slow us down, it’s
going to cost more money,” Enewold explained. ‘And then,
you get into the whole “Can you afford it?”” and “Should you
afford it?” discussion, which, up to this point, we haven’t
had to do.’

The program has built up considerable momentum. The
first test flight occurred in December 2006. The first flight-
test aircraft are in various stages of production, and vendors
for parts and sub-assemblies are gearing up. Slowing down
now would kill momentum, dissipate learning curve benefits,
and force higher overhead costs, according to Daniel J.
Crowley, JSF general manager for prime contractor Lockheed
Martin.

‘If we slow down,” warned Crowley, ‘we will have higher
costs out of our suppliers, we have lost opportunities on
learning, and that becomes a death spiral—in that costs go
up, budget available to buy aircraft remains the same, so you
buy fewer, and then costs go up again.’

Under the system development and demonstration phase,
the program will be producing 22 aircraft—15 for flight
test and seven for ground test. ‘We’ll be building at a real
clip’ in the run-up to low-rate initial production, Crowley
noted. Stopping or sharply slowing at that point—as the
GAO suggests—would force Lockheed Martin to keep
large numbers of personnel, a factory, and hundreds of
subcontractors idling with the meter running while flight
testing progresses.
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Crowley argued that the GAO’s objection to the program
as laid out—too much concurrency in development, flight
tests, and production—seems to stem from the experience
with programs such as the F-15 and F-16 fighters, developed
in the 1970s and built in large numbers in the 1980s and small
lots thereafter. Since then, industry has made huge advances
in computer modelling and simulation, computer-aided
design, and lean-manufacturing techniques. The F-35 bears
no resemblance to these older fighter programs.

“They [GAO auditors] don’t have a detailed knowledge of
how JSF acquisition was structured and the risk retirement
that we built into the plan,” Crowley asserted. The first flying
F-35 (dubbed ‘AA-1’) used major parts and sub-assemblies
built on three different continents, yet they meshed together
better than fighters built on ‘mature’ production lines.
As a matter of fact, the first fuel test yielded no leaks
whatsoever—a fighter development first.

Seeking low risk

From Day 1, risk reduction has been a hallmark of
the effort. Whenever possible, hardware, technologies, or
techniques that have proved to work well on other programs
have been adopted for the F-35. The people who solved
computer code problems on the F-22 were brought over to the
F-35 program. Software laboratories have been set up to fully
vet the JSF’s millions of lines of computer code, some of it
borrowed wholesale from the F-22 and other projects. Flying
avionics labs have proved out and will continue to prove out
sensor systems, individually and together, in parallel with the
exploration of flying qualities on the initial aircraft.

Whole systems have been adapted from other projects.
The Pratt & Whitney F119 engine used on the F-22 is the
basis of the F-35 engine. The F-35’s electro-optical targeting
system is a repackaged version of Lockheed’s Sniper
advanced targeting pod that, with other such pods, is helping
to recast the very role of the fighter. The F-22’s radar, built
by Northrop Grumman, has been adapted and improved for
the F-35. This improved version likely will be retrofitted to
F-22s in the future.

In short, everything possible has been done to eliminate
the risks of concurrency. And, Crowley said, by the time the
first production aircraft become available for training new
pilots, the program will have more than three years of flight
testing under its belt, on 15 aeroplanes. At a similar stage,
the F-22 program bogged down because it had only half as
many test aircraft.

Senator John Cornyn (Republican-Texas) said at the
F-35’s naming ceremony in July 2006 that the Texas
delegation—representing the district where the F-35 will
be assembled—will work hard to get the F-35 money
restored and sustained. ‘It simply is, I think, penny-wise and
pound-foolish to start cutting money from this program and
stringing out development ... in a way that we know is going
to cost more money in the long run,” Cornyn said.

Developmental testing of the JSF is due to be completed
in late 2012, and operational testing should wrap up in
2013, about the time that the first USAF units declare
operational capability. The GAO’s only concern, Crowley
observed, is what he termed ‘cost certainty,” and not the
other ramifications of slowing the program. ‘They don’t care
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whether or not we have to extend the life of legacy aircraft
or whether or not we are deferring the capability of JSF to
later,” he asserted. ‘That’s not their concern.’

Delays in the JSF, for example, could trigger an extension
ofthe F-22 production line and compel service-life extensions
on large numbers of F-16s not now planned to receive them.
For the USAF, at least, the entire scheme of modernising the
fighter fleet would have to be recalculated.

He added that if the GAO would be willing to take into
account all the modern processes now burning down risk in
the program, ‘I think they’d have a different view. I know
we’d never convince them completely, but I think they would
have a better appreciation for the things that we’re doing to
avoid the legacy experience.’

Favourable cost comparison

Despite its intimidating overall cost, the JSF program
will turn out to be ‘a bargain,’ said [US] Deputy Secretary
of Defense Gordon England. Speaking with reporters at the
07 July 2006 unveiling of AA-1 at Lockheed’s Fort Worth,
Texas, plant, England noted that the JSF will yield three
different but highly similar aircraft:

e F-35A — a conventional-takeoff-and-landing (CTOL)
model for the USAF [and the RAAF].

e F-35B — a short-takeoff-and-vertical-landing (STOVL)
model for the US Marine Corps and Britain’s Royal Navy
and Royal Air Force; and

e F-35C—abulked-up carrier-capable (CV) version for the
United States Navy.

“This is an expensive program for the [US] Department
of Defense and for all the services,” England acknowledged.
However, the original plan was to develop three different
aeroplanes, one for each service. The three aircraft have
significant differences. But they will all be built on the same
production lines, and parts commonality between them is
about 80 per cent. This will present a huge savings compared
with the cost of supporting three unique aircraft types.

Unit costs for the JSF are calculated in 2002 dollars,
because that is the year the development program got under
way. In 2014, when production reaches about 21 aeroplanes
per month, the F-35A will cost $US48 million a copy. The
F-35B and F-35C will cost §US62 million and $US63 million
respectively. By comparison, the Euro-fighter Typhoon—
probably the JSF’s closest foreign competitor—costs more
than $US95 million and the F-22 is expected to come in at
an average of about $US120 million by the time production
winds up in 2010.

Enewold said flatly that the F-35’s combination of stealth,
weapons, sensor fusion, and compatibility with networks of
sensors and communications will make it, hands down, the
best all-around combat fighter in the world.

When matched against any other multi-role fighter, he
said, ‘We will have much better capability to prosecute
targets and [have] much better survivability rates. ... There
is no air-to-ground scenario that I can see out there that we
are not going to be the best on the block. In the air-to-air
arena, we are going to be No. 2—a close second to the
[F-22] Raptor.”



3-for-1 ‘good deal’

Having a single development contract and factory means
‘we are basically getting three aeroplanes for ... the price of,
say, one-and-a-quarter,” England explained. That is a good
deal, he said. ‘The challenge, of course, like all programs,
is to keep the cost in line,” he continued. ‘But that is the
objective of the program, and we expect the management
team to deliver and the government team to deliver.’

England said that the idea all along was to ‘compress’
the program, because stretch-outs always add cost and delay
getting the system into the hands of combat pilots. The
number to be built, and the rate at which to buy them, is the
crux of the debate, he said. ‘Our judgment is, we’re doing
this about right,” he asserted.

Both the F-35A and F-35B have passed through a major
milestone—critical design review—and are in good shape,
Enewold said. Only two action items for the designs were
still unresolved by early 2007. One was that the space
around the engine was hotter than designers expected, and
a variety of solutions were being examined that would force
more cooling air into the space or make the parts more heat
resistant. The other had to do with the dispersion of canopy
fragments after a pilot ejection. Neither issue was considered
a schedule-disrupting setback, Enewold said, and he expected
a ‘conclusion’ to the two issues by mid 2007.

The F-35C carrier version is slated to pass its critical
design review this winter, Enewold added.

The US Air Force is the biggest customer for the JSF. It
will buy the F-35A (CTOL) model. There has been heavy
debate about just how many the Air Force really needs, but
General T. Michael Moseley, USAF Chief of Staff, said in
July 2006 that the Service is ‘still holding onto 1,763’ as its
goal. Moseley said the F-35A will do heavy lifting for the

‘l need a new circuit card’

Not only will the F-35 be able to help maintainers
by offering them detailed diagnostic software to isolate
problems, it will be almost constantly checking itself,
in flight, for any anomalous temperatures, vibrations,
or uncharacteristic behaviour. If the F-35 senses that
something is about to fail, it will, on its own, contact
home base, ordering a check or even a replacement
part.

‘It is the difference between diagnostics and
prognostics,” said Tom Burbage, Lockheed Martin
executive vice president and general manager for JSF
program integration. ‘Diagnostics say I can isolate a
fault once it [happens], very precisely. Prognostics
say I can predict a failure before it happens. ... It all
feeds into a focus on driving down the cost of owning
and operating the aeroplane.” Not unintentionally, the
prognostic system also means that turnaround time on
the ground is vastly shorter, increasing the number of
sorties that can be flown in a day. Also, most parts are
fixed off the aeroplane, so the F-35 does not have to sit
still while technicians probe for problems.

USAF, replacing not only the F-16 but some of the F-15Es and
F-117As as well, serving as a stealthy, penetrating precision-
attack aircraft. Later, it will also replace the A-10.

The F-35A will be the ‘low end’—meaning inexpensive—
complement to the ‘high-end’ F-22, much as the F-16 was the
low-end complement to the high-end F-15 over the last 30
years. The F-35A will be the backbone of the USAF’s fighter
and strike fleets, doing duty mainly as an attack aircraft. With
a full internal load of munitions, the F-35A will be a nine-G
dogfighter, as agile as a ‘clean’ F-16 carrying no underwing
stores. Alone among the three variants, the F-35A will have
an internal 25mm gun.

The F-35A will be able to carry two 2000-pound bombs
in its internal bay, as well as two air-to-air AIM-120C aerial
combat missiles. After enemy defences have been beaten
down and the need for very-low-observability is diminished,
the F-35A will also be able to haul 18,000 pounds of ordnance
or fuel on external pylons, for a total of about 23,000 pounds
of payload. By comparison, an F-15E can carry 24,500
pounds of payload. The F-16 can carry 15,200 pounds.

How many for how many?

Moseley said the US Air Force is still trying to figure
out how to compare the F-16 and F-35A and how many
Falcons equal one Lightning II. However, the F-16 will not
be replaced on a one-for-one basis with the new fighter, since
the F-35A will be so much more capable than the F-16. Fewer
will be needed because fewer are likely to be lost in battle,
and one F-35A can destroy more targets per mission than an
F-16 can. The F-35A will also be able to fly more sorties in
a day than the F-16.

Large maintenance savings will be reaped by ‘necking
down’ the fighter fleet from four types to just two, Moseley
said. That is because just two types mean a reduced logistics
train, ranging from consolidated depot maintenance and
reduced parts inventories to less training requirements for
maintenance crews, and less unique support gear. The F-35
has been designed with cost as a constant consideration, and
its cost of ownership is intended to be substantially less than
that of other aircraft.

The Air Force’s version of the JSF will be the first to fly,
but it will be the second type to reach initial operational
capability, in 2013.

The Marine Corps will fly the F-35B (STOVL variant)
able to operate from amphibious carriers and close to the front
lines of a ground fight, the better to offer close-air-support to
engaged troops. It will have a smaller payload and range than
the USAF model and will not have an internal gun but can
mount one on the centre external station. Due to its greater
weight—it achieves short takeoff and vertical landing by use
of a ‘lift fan’ behind the cockpit and by a downward-rotating
rear nozzle. The F-35B will manouvre at seven Gs.

The USAF has long considered buying some of the F-
35B model in order to have a dedicated close-air-support
platform, to directly supplant the A-10 in that role. Out of
the 1763 JSFs it will buy, the USAF has considered making
up to 400 of them jump jets.

However, the Air Force has recently decided to make a
hefty, near-term investment in upgrading the entire fleet of
356 A-10s, which will allow them to stay in service years
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longer than expected. ‘So, if you have that number of A-10s
that have been completely rebuilt, then you may not need
the STOVL [JSF],” Moseley said. It is a move the Service is
still considering, but the prospects for the USAF buying the
F-35B seem to be fading.

The F-35B variant destined for the US Marine Corps,
Royal Navy and Royal Air Force is slated to reach initial
operational capability in 2012, the earliest of the three
versions. Enewold said that is due to two reasons.

Urgent need

First, the US Marine Corps has the most urgent need for a
new aircraft. Its AV-8B Harrier IIs are worn out and have been
plagued with accidents. The Harrier II also lacks adequate
range and payload and is a maintenance headache. As a
result, the USMC wants to divest itself of the problem—and
as soon as possible.

The second reason is that right now, ‘the STOVL is
the most mature of the three variants,” Enewold said.
By any measure—detailed design work, parts release to
manufacturers, etc.—the F-35B ‘leads the pack,’ he said.
While the first F-35 to fly was the CTOL model, the next
five are production-representative STOVL versions. The first
will fly in early 2008. There will be a total of six CTOL test
birds and four of the carrier model. The progress of the F-35B
has surprised everyone, Enewold said, because the STOVL
variant was initially considered ‘the most challenging.’

However, in 2005, the F-35 program suffered a serious
delay. The design was overweight by about 3000 pounds,
and a decision was made not to compensate for the reduced
performance by running the engine hotter, because that would
sharply reduce the durability of components and drive life-
cycle costs higher.

The program asked Pentagon officials for—and got—a
one-year slip in the schedule to cut the weight. During that
year’s worth of weight cutting, ‘we ... were highly focused
on the STOVL,’ Enewold said, because the F-35B was the
most endangered by being overweight. The weight savings
were found, as a result of thousands of suggestions from
Lockheed Martin and subcontractor employees. At the end
of the added year of development, the STOVL had vastly
benefited from the extra time and attention.

Part of the weight cut demanded shortening the weapons
bays of the F-35B, Enewold said, to make room for a
structural member. The resulting space still conforms to
the Marine Corps initial requirements—each bay will
accommodate a 1000-pound-class bomb—and solved many
problems. Enewold regrets that there could not be a common
weapons bay for all three models, but he is more than satisfied
with the result of the weight battle.

The F-35C model is the version intended for aircraft
carrier service. Its wings will be larger than those of either
the A or B-models, and it will have increased structure to
accommodate the repeated shock of carrier landings, as
well as a tailhook. Consequently, its range is not as great
as that of the F-35A, and it will manouvre at 7.5Gs. It will
have the same payload as the A-model, however. The first
flight of the C-model comes in early 2009, and it enters fleet
service in 2013.
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The US Navy and Marine Corps, which consolidated their
fighter wings a few years ago, are still debating how they
will split their planned buy of 680 JSFs between the B and
C-models. Enewold said they will decide about two years
before the aircraft start production.

Britain’s decision

Britain is a full partner in the JSF program, having
contributed more than $US2 billion to its development and
thus earning the right to a say in requirements and design.
The British need 138 aircraft—down from an original target
of 150—and the British air arms, too, are still considering
the proper mix between the STOVL and CV models for the
Royal Air Force and Royal Navy.

Enewold acknowledged that no contracts for foreign
orders have been signed yet, but believes that it is necessary at
this stage to do some production planning. Including Britain
and seven other overseas partners, ‘we are looking at between
600 to 800’ aircraft to be built for allied air forces, and that
range has been factored into computing the JSF cost. Those
figures are very conservative, however. The foreign market
for the JSF could easily pass 2500 machines—and thus lower
the unit cost considerably. Maintaining a low cost will give
the F-35 its edge against competing fighters.

‘Partners’ on the program, who have paid into development
and will be among the first eligible to buy the F-35 are
Australia, Britain, Canada, Denmark, Italy, the Netherlands,
Norway, and Turkey. Partnership makes industries in those
countries eligible to compete for work on the F-35, but there
are no guarantees. Enewold said contracts are being awarded
on a ‘best value’ basis. The partners have no assurances

Defence against Moore’s Law

How does a high-tech program—with a predicted
lifetime of 40 years—stay fresh when Moore’s Law
tells us that computer technology will turn over every
18 months?

‘We have two ways to address the demand for
increased processing,” according to Daniel J. Crowley,
Lockheed Martin executive vice president for the JSF,
and the program’s general manager.

‘One of them is we have empty card slots where
we can install additional integrated core processors to
provide more computational capacity.” The second, he
said, is that the computer architecture—new computing
buses and fibre-optics—means ‘we do not think we
will be constrained on throughput when we make those
decisions to upgrade.’

He also said that Lockheed has developed middleware
that will make it possible for many applications to run
co-operatively, such that, if one has a problem, the others
can keep on running. This was one of many lessons
learned from the F-22 program, which endured some of
its biggest delays due to software instability.




of winning any work unless they offer the best price and
quality.

Israel and Singapore are in a special status called Security
Co-operative Participants, meaning they are observing the
program and have expressed an interest in buying F-35s, but
have not contributed to development and do not have the right
to have their unique requirements addressed in the design.
Tom Burbage, Lockheed Martin vice president for the JSF
program, said Greece, Japan, South Korea, and Spain have
also expressed interest in buying F-35s. Analysts expect that
all the countries that have bought F-16s, AV-8Bs, or F/A-18s
in the past—and there are more than 35 such countries—are
at least potential purchasers of the F-35.

Staying ‘common’

There was concern early in the program that each partner
would want unique equipment or special modifications on their
own aircraft, creating in effect dozens of unique configurations
on the assembly line and frustrating the cost-saving ethic of
commonality. That has not happened, Enewold said. ‘The
countries have stayed common,” Enewold reported, adding, ‘1
think [they] are realising ... that they just do not have enough
money to do something on their own. It is very expensive to
shoulder the entire bill of a [modification], ... so with very few
exceptions, they are going to get the same hardware.’

Burbage said there have been some minor studies on unique
equipment—Norway wanted a drag chute because of the
icy conditions at many of its runways—but such tweaks are
‘really on the margin. Most of the partners are fully engaged
with going with the configuration that we are designing in the
baseline.” After delivery, though, he expects some follow-on
development work on adapting country-specific weapons to
the JSFs sold overseas.

There have been some public disagreements on work share
on the JSF, and Britain has threatened a few times to pull out
if its demands are not met on having access to source code
and stealth materials so they can fix and modify the aircraft
on their own. ‘Frankly, the Brits are just the most vocal’ with
such complaints, Enewold said. All the partners have the
same gripes.

‘The reason we cannot come to an accommodation on
everything is that we do not know how we are going to do a
lot of this stuff” for the US, yet, he said. Moreover, ‘this stuff
is very expensive. ... To have your own assembly line or have
your own reprogramming centre ... takes a lot of capitalisation.
I just do not think they can afford it.” Some of the nations may
opt for their own support facilities, but the program was not
designed that way, to save on cost. ‘They may decide to afford
it because it is a sovereignty issue, but I just do not think that
is a very cost-effective solution for them.’

Enewold also said the JSF program could not be any
more open with foreign partners. They have representatives
working on design and development, are on the management
team, are invited to all status meetings, and have visibility into
practically the whole program. He expected the answers will
be found to the friction items, and because the partners are so
plugged-in, ‘when we know, they will know.’

The F-35 is not the first weapon system that comes to mind
for fighting the war on terrorism, and Gordon England said it
is not optimised for such a fight. However, ‘you do not get to
pick and choose where you would like to fight. The adversary
gets to pick and choose.” The F-35, he said, is a ‘critical’
system, because ‘it is important that we have an aircraft with
advanced technology. ... We do not want to be caught short
in the future, without having invested in the technology base,
and also the manufacturing base, and have a fielded capability
when you need it.”

General Moseley, in a July 2006 speech to unveil the first
test flight aircraft, said the F-35 will be ‘an indispensable
tool ... ensuring air dominance in future homeland defence
and joint and coalition warfare scenarios.” He said, ‘These
common platforms, flown by an entire generation of pilots
using standardised tactics, techniques, and procedures, will
deepen coalition airpower relationships, strengthen coalition
warfare, and eliminate seams during combined operations.’
He added, ‘Let’s get on with building this ... aircraft.” ¢

John A. Tirpak is the executive editor of ‘Air Force’ the
monthly magazine of the United States Air Force Association.
This article first appeared in the September 20006 issue of the
magazine and this slightly updated version is republished
courtesy of ‘Air Force’ and the Association.

F-35, and the living Is easy

The F-35 will have the most advanced cockpit of any
fighter. Instead of a series of dials and gauges, the entire
‘dashboard’ of the F-35 will be a huge flat-panel computer
screen. Simply by touching the screen, the pilot will be
able to rearrange the configuration of instruments, the
better to handle whatever phase of the mission they are
flying. Live imagery from the electro-optical system can
be enlarged and targets magnified, the better to put bomb
crosshairs precisely where the weapon should go. The
F-35 will be able to scrutinise targets from 30 miles [48
kilometres] away with the same clarity as if they were
across the street.

The cockpit has no head-up display, which was the
iconic equipment of all fourth-generation fighters. Instead,
all such data will be projected onto the helmet faceplate.
The missile-warning optics and cameras all around the
aircraft do double duty as an infrared vision system; in
blackout conditions, the pilot will be able to ‘see’ in infrared
just as if he was flying in daylight. This feature eliminates
the need for cumbersome and problem-prone night-vision
goggles. Not only that, but the pilot will be able to look
down, directly ‘through’the acroplane, to see what is below
him—a handy trick for the vertical-landing version.
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Letters continued from page 5

Sir: The ADA has been an important voice in the defence
debate for many years. Consequently, I believe it is time to
reverse two unhealthy trends in recent commentary which, if
continued, will diminish the Association. The first concerns
bias; the second ad hominem attacks.

The August-September 2006 edition of Defence Brief
included a piece on the Israeli Defence Force’s militarily
effective but politically inept operation against Hezbollah in
Lebanon earlier in the year. While generally informative, the
piece concluded with a curious swipe at a particular group
of military professionals, as follows: ‘One other observation
commonly voiced among Israeli commentators is also worth
noting. It will be a long time before another fighter pilot leads
their defence force’.

As a former bomber pilot I have no particular brief
for fighter pilots. However, this kind of self-indulgent
generalisation has no place in any serious publication.
The point here is that history records literally thousands of
unsuccessful, even disastrous, campaigns and operations led
by individuals other than fighter pilots, for example, soldiers.
In Australia’s case, the names of Gordon Bennett, Sydney
Rowell and Stuart Graham come readily to mind; while at the
coalition level an argument can be made that American-led
forces were successful in the former Republic of Yugoslavia
in 1999 and in Iraq in 2003 despite the leadership of army
generals Wesley Clark and Tommy Franks, not because of it.
Do these and similar examples mean that no soldiers should
ever again lead a defence force?

Turning to personal attacks, the sarcasm evident in the
item on Professor Des Ball’s recent Blake Dawson Waldron
address, reported as ‘Well off the ball and far from the mark’
in Defence Brief No. 126, does the Association no credit. Just
because Professor Ball disagrees with the ADA’s oft-stated
preferences for expeditionary strategies (vice defence-of-
Australia strategies) in general and main battle tanks in
particular does not mean that he should be subjected to the
kind of snide commentary contained in the ADA article.

Constructive debate is characterised by two features.
First, it is balanced. And second, while all ideas and
commentary are fair game for the most trenchant criticism,
attacks on individuals are unacceptable. ADA will best serve
its members and the defence debate by observing those
characteristics.

Alan Stephens
Australian Capital Territory

Editors Note: The comment in the August-September 2006
‘Defence Brief” faithfully summarised public debate in
Israel on the future of their CDF, Air Force General Dan
Halutz, after the 2006 war in Lebanon — and followed a visit
to that country during such debate by the ADAs executive
director. It was a very specific, factual and carefully worded
reporting of the debate in Israel at that time, and since, and
not any inference that fighter pilots axiomatically make poor
strategic-level commanders generally The term ‘air force
officer 'was deliberately avoided to prevent readers wrongly
believing that a parallel was being drawn with the situation
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in Australia and New Zealand where the CDF post is, or has
been recently, held by senior air force officers. The accuracy
of the summation has been borne out by the conclusions of the
Israeli Government s subsequent independent commission of
inquiry into the conduct of the 2006 Lebanon War.

The claim that the ADA has an ‘oft-stated preference
for expeditionary strategies (vice defence-of-Australia
strategies) ’is unwarranted. The ADA view has long been that
Australian defence strategy needs to incorporate balanced,
adaptable and flexible defence capabilities that provide
for both the defence of Australian territory and offshore
resources, and for the protection of our wider national
interests in the region and globally. This is especially so
when various operations in support of our national interests
continue to occur much more frequently than existential,
or even serious, threats to our national territory. Neither
category of strategic challenge can or should be ignored at
the expense of the other.

The claim that the ADA is also biased, in supporting
the Army’s re-equipment with a quite limited number
of modern main battle tanks, is similarly unwarranted.
Our predominantly light-scale land forces require the
greater protection, enhanced combat power, and increased
operational flexibility that can only be provided by tanks.
The sense of this overdue decision is clearly borne out by
the recent operational experiences and similar decisions of
our US, British and Canadian allies.

Finally, the claim that criticism of the recent lecture
by Professor Des Ball was unbalanced and constituted an
ad hominem attack is unfair. The item in the April 2007
‘Defence Brief” overwhelmingly concentrated on a detailed
and systematic rebuttal of the points advanced by Professor
Ball. It also accurately recorded the considerable audience
puzzlement at the lecture’s content ignoring much recent
informed debate on the topics concerned The overall
conclusion that an undergraduate advancing a similar
standard of polemic ‘... would be swiftly told to resubmit
it after appropriate academic effort’ was, at most, a robust
statement of the ADA'S rejection of the points contained in
the lecture.

BEQUESTS TO THE ADA

Have you considered making a donation or bequest fo
the Australia Defence Association?

The Association runs a very lean operation and every dollar
makes a difference. A suitable form of bequest is ‘I bequeath
the sum of $ to the Australia Defence Association
(ABN 16 083 007 390).

If you have already made a will, you don’t have to
change it; you can simply make a codicil.

The Association can assist with the provision of will or
codicil forms, or referral to a solicitor. Further details
may be obtained from bequests@ada.asn.au




reviews

Bean’s Gallipoli: The Diaries
of Australia’s Official War
Correspondent

Edited and Annotated by Kevin Fewster

Reviewed by Dr Michael McKernan

I was listening to the ABC radio’s nightly quiz quite some
time back. The quiz-master asked: in terms of loss of life
what was the most expensive war of the twentieth century?
There was a long pause, the plea for a clue, and then the
hapless answer: ‘Gallipoli’. The answer told a great deal
about the need for the teaching of history at least somewhere
in our society and about the power of myth. Something
over 100,000 all up lost their lives at Gallipoli; millions
upon millions lost their lives in World War II. The lack of
understanding of these most obvious bits of information
could make you weep.

Kevin Fewster, still the Director of Sydney’s Powerhouse
Museum despite the threat of amalgamation with the
Australian Museum, has been in the history business all of
his working life. He first brought this book out in 1983 and
if a new edition dispels some of the ignorance in which we
appear to be sinking then well and good. Fewster thinks that
few Australians know the Gallipoli story. Only a quarter of
those surveyed in Melbourne recently, he tells us, knew that
the campaign took place in 1915. So he wants us to read, or
re-read, Charles Bean’s ‘for my eyes only diaries’ as a way
into the Gallipoli story.

This second edition of the edited and annotated Bean
diaries is a better book in 2007 than it was in 1983; better
paper, better size, easier to handle, better and more pictures,
better organisation of the material and some new text. My
favourite picture in the new edition (it was there in 1983
but a little obscure in the less-than-generous printing) is of
Bean’s dug-out. A photograph that Charlie Bean himself took
a few minutes before he left the Peninsula for the last time;
a few minutes before he destroyed the place that had been
his home for some eight months.

There is a primitive desk and a chair, both made out of
packing cases, a sand-bagged wall for protection, a spirit-
lamp, a few items of clothing, some discarded rubbish. But
in that little cubby-hole Bean wrote millions of words, surely
millions. Despatches to the Australian newspapers, lengthy
accounts to be printed in the Government Gazette, letters,
notes and this diary. That photograph will make you weep,
too. What drove this man to write so much, to record the very
stuff of our history? How on earth did he keep going, bearing
in mind that apart from the discomfort, the primitiveness of
his conditions, the dirt, the dust, the heat, the truly awful

food, Bean was almost in as much danger as the frontline
soldier a few hundred metres away.

You need the background to Bean the writer to appreciate
fully this diary. To marvel at the man who wrote it. To
know that in reading his words nearly a century after they
were written you are in the presence of one of the greatest
Australian writers ever who was prepared to give his life to
record what these Australians did. Not because his words in
the diary (or in his official history for that matter) flow with
ease, or excite the imagination, or tickle the fancy. Some-one
has recently said, quite unfairly to both parties in my view,
that Bean wrote with all the style and grace of a suburban
solicitor.

It is the how and why of the writing that makes me stand
in awe of it. There are occasional flashes of humour and anger
to amuse or perplex: ‘God has blessed the British Navy with
much courage and little brains’; ‘undoubtedly the N.Z. fights
more with his gloves on than the Australian: the Australian
when he fights, fights all in’; ‘the other day a shell landed in
the dentists’ dug-out and covered the hillside with false teeth’.
But more importantly: June 12 ‘writing all day’.

That was Bean’s Gallipoli. Writing and writing and
writing so that those at home could know, and so that we,
who come so many years later, can know as well. Gallipoli
was not the most costly war in the twentieth century in terms
of loss of life — far from it — but we can know it possibly
better than any other campaign in which the Australians
fought because of the remarkable work of Charles Bean.
Bean’s diary deserves a new readership and this is certainly
the edition to have. &

Kevin Fewster (editor), ‘Beans Gallipoli: The Diaries of
Australia’s Official War Correspondent’, Allen and Unwin,
Crows Nest NSW, 2007, Casebound and jacketed, 292pp.,
RRP $435.00.

Michael McKernan's history of Australia in World War 11,
‘The Strength of a Nation’, was published last November and
reviewed in the Summer 2006/07 issue of ‘Defender’. This
review is republished courtesy of ‘The Canberra Times'.
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Gallipoli: The Pilgrimage Guide
Garrie Hutchinson

Reviewed by Dr Karl James

One of the first Australians to make the ‘pilgrimage’ to
Gallipoli was Charles Bean. In 1919 he returned to Gallipoli
with the Australian Historical Mission to answer what he
called, the ‘riddles of Anzac’. Bean and his team spent
three months on the peninsula, researching the battlefields,
collecting relics and reporting on the graves at Gallipoli. For
part of this time, Bean toured the battlefield with the Turkish
staff officer Major Zeki Bey.

Bean later wrote about the mission’s work in his
Gallipoli Mission, first published in 1948. Although Bean
did not intend it at such, Gallipoli Mission was one of the
earliest battlefield guides to Gallipoli. However, it was not
a commercial success. Published by the Australian War
Memorial, only 4115 copies were printed, the last of which
was not sold until 1959.

At that time, Gallipoli was difficult to get to and it
received few tourists. In 1965 a party of just over 300 from
Australia and New Zealand, about half of whom were original
ANZAC:s, returned to Gallipoli for the fiftieth anniversary of
the landing. Watching the veterans come ashore in lifeboats
were officials, journalists, some locals from nearby villages,
and four Australian hitchhikers — two boys and two girls.

How things have changed. Since the late 1980s there has
been a steady increase in the number of people visiting the
peninsula, with thousands attending the Anzac Day Dawn
Service each year. They go for a variety of reasons.

Early ‘pilgrims’ to Gallipoli were either veterans or
relatives of those killed. The old soldiers wanted to walk the
battlefield again and visit the graves of their cobbers. For
family members, it was a chance to see for themselves where
their loved one had lived, fought, and died. Those travelling
to Gallipoli today are probably motivated by similar reasons,
although time dictates that the search is for the grave of a
distant relative. For many young people, the dawn service
at Gallipoli has become a coming-of-age ritual. Those who
visit Gallipoli cannot help but be moved in someway.

The official war artist, George Lambert, who accompanied
Bean to Gallipoli in 1919, wrote that ‘this place gives one
the blues, though it is very beautiful.” Another visitor thought
Gallipoli had a ‘magnetic power that tugs at the heart
and imagination’. It is a ‘spiritual thing’ thought a young
Australian backpacker. Matching the popular interest in the
campaign, modern ‘pilgrims’ are now well served with a
variety of guidebooks and no longer need to rely on a battered
old copy of Bean.

A guide still highly recommended is Phil Taylor’s and
Pam Cupper’s Gallipoli: A Battlefield Guide (1989, 1997, and
2000). So too is Nigel Steel’s The Battlefields of Gallipoli:
Then and Now (1990, 1999). More recently, New Zealanders
have been well served with Ian McGibbon’s Gallipoli: A
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Guide to New Zealand Battlefields
and Memorials (2004).

Released in time for Anzac Day
2007, Gallipoli: The Pilgrimage
Guide, by journalist Garrie M
Hutchinson, is the latest addition
to the field. Hutchinson writes, ‘no
other place has the resonance of Gallipoli.’ This is because of
its unique location and terrain, its association with antiquity,
the preservation of the battlefield, and its revered place in
the Australian national psyche.

Hutchinson is well suited to make such an observation.
He has explored many Australian battlefields around the
world, and last year his Pilgrimage: A Traveller'’s Guide
To Australia’s Battlefields was published (and reviewed
in the Spring 2006 Defender). This year’s Gallipoli: The
Pilgrimage Guide comes from the first chapter of Pilgrimage,
merely using the same text, photographs, and structure.

Gallipoli is divided into three main sections. The first
is a brief overview of the entire Gallipoli campaign and its
context. The second concentrates on the Australian campaign
at Gallipoli, from the landing through the August offensive to
the evacuation. (It should be noted that this is an Australian,
or possibly an ANZAC-focused guide book. The British and
French campaigns at Cape Hellas and Suvla Bay receive little
attention.) The third and largest section covers ‘Gallipoli
today’. This section provides vignettes on the many features
on the peninsula and Istanbul: significant sites, cemeteries,
and memorials.

The final few pages of the ‘Gallipoli today’ section is a
‘travel tool kit’ that provides some travel tips and contact
details for recommended tour operators. It is unfortunate
that, with the publication of this new Gallipoli guidebook,
Hutchinson did not expand this section. The strength of
Taylor’s and Cupper’s Gallipoli: A Battlefield Guide was the
attention it gave to logistics — it provided potential travellers
with sketches and maps, distances between features,
signposts, and the recommended mode of travel, whether
by foot, bicycle or vehicle. This advice is now several years
old and Hutchinson has missed an opportunity to provide
up-to-date information.

Despite this, Hutchinson’s Gallipoli: The Pilgrimage
Guide will ably serve Australian and New Zealanders on
their way to Anzac Cove. It is a slim and stylish book, and
Hutchinson has a writing style that is easy to read. Its real
attraction for pilgrims is that it is inexpensive, and, probably
most importantly, is small enough to easily fit into backpack
or pocket. &

Garrie Hutchinson, ‘Gallipoli: The Pilgrimage Guide’, Black
Inc, Melbourne, 2007, Softback, 84pp., RRP $414.95.



Alliance: The Inside Story of How
Roosevelt, Stalin & Churchill
Won One War & Began Another

Jonathan Fenby

Reviewed by Dr Malcolm Kennedy

The history of World War II can be set in a chronology,
which gives the appearance of a series of logical events.
The League of Nations was ineffectual in controlling Italy
in Ethiopia and Japan’s war on China. Hitler used a series of
pre-emptive campaigns to absorb territory and neighbours
into the Reich. His attack on Poland led Britain and France
to declare war on Germany. Germany successfully invaded
France, Denmark and Norway. Britain decided to fight on.

Hitler attacked the Soviet Union bringing a major ally
to Britain, while Britain’s bombing of Germany, the Greek
and Western Desert campaigns subtracted troops from the
eastern war. America had been giving aid to Britain and
the Soviet Union, but it was the Japanese attack at Pearl
Harbour that brought the US into the war. ‘The Big Three
Alliance’ defeated the Axis powers on terms of unconditional
surrender.

Fenby uses this general framework, but he examines
dozens of steps along the chronology, which were far less
logical or simple than they appear. He teases out the intimate
details of the way the alliance operated, examining the
interaction of Roosevelt, Stalin and Churchill. Using records
of messages and anecdotes, and especially accounts of their
meetings, he shows the ebb and flow of the alliance; and
that every step involved difficulties, suspicions and hard
bargaining.

The personalities, policies and long-term goals of the Big
Three were major factors in how the Alliance was constructed
and sustained and why it finally crumbled. These topics are
the substance of Fenby’s book. They provide a fascinating,
and on many occasions, breath-taking account of the fears,
schemes, motives, ideas and misconceptions held by the
Allied leaders. The great strength of the book is the way in
which Fenby’s detailed research provides intimate details of
the private and public thoughts of each leader.

This inside account of the war shows that the actual
outcome was repeatedly in danger of being very different and
far less successful for the Allied cause. Indeed, Fenby shows
that the history of the war might have taken very different
directions. The leaders’ fears were often the motivation for
disagreement, evasiveness and ruthless calculation.

Stalin feared that Britain might come to terms with
Hitler, and one of Churchill’s nightmares was a peace treaty
between Hitler and Stalin. Roosevelt wanted the end of the
British Empire, while Churchill fought hard to preserve it.
American aid was vital to Britain and Russia, but Churchill
knew that the Americans had bought British assets cheaply.
In post-war Europe, would Stalin’s promise of democratic
elections hold? Stalin was a tough negotiator and eventually
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signed agreements, but could he be
trusted? Should Britain and the US
accept that Stalin’s real aim was
to have a controlled buffer zone
in Eastern Europe? These are but a few of the issues that
bedevilled the Alliance.

At the beginning of the Alliance all were experienced
leaders, Roosevelt was fifty-nine, Stalin sixty-two and
Churchill was sixty-seven. None of them were imposing
figures, but all believed in the ‘great man theory’ of history.
Yet, they all suffered from ill health, made worst by the
burdens of leadership and the huge quantities of liquor and
tobacco that they consumed at interminable dinners and
private talks.

Fenby reveals Roosevelt as a patrician populist, who
loved manipulation and plotting. Convinced that he could
reason with and influence Stalin more readily than Churchill,
he ignored evidence of highly placed Soviet agents in his
administration. Stalin, constantly demanding more aid and a
second front, was singular in his goal to create a buffer zone
between Western Europe and the Soviet Union. Churchill
the old warhorse, who saw his role as part of destiny, fought
desperately to preserve the empire and Britain’s standing.

This is a gripping account of how the Alliance won
the war, only to divide Europe and begin the Cold War.
Germany’s defeat gave Stalin the power to ensure east
European states were controlled by the Soviet Union and the
large and powerful communist parties in western countries
added to the fear of communism.

The Potsdam conference revealed the crucial cracks in
the alliance. The conference was designed to resolve the
post-war problems in Europe, the war against Japan and
the operation of the United Nations. The breakdown grew
from the failure to ensure the east European states had ‘free
expression’ in how they were to be governed. Stalin was now
seen as untrustworthy, but the West had no means of holding
him to his word.

The ‘iron curtain’ became the symbol of the ideological
division between communism and democratic capitalism. The
continued modernisation of US and Soviet forces, their huge
size, the added power of nuclear weapons and regional proxy
wars fuelled the Cold War for over forty years. As Fenby notes
‘the alliance had been for war, not for peace’. &

CHU

Jonathan Fenby, ‘Alliance: The Inside Story of How
Roosevelt, Stalin & Churchill Won One War & Began
Another’, Simon and Schuster, New York, 2007, Casebound
and jacketed, 464pp., RRP3A49.95.
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Command in Vietham: Reflections
of a Commanding Officer

Colonel F. Peter Scott, DSO

Reviewed by Brigadier John Essex-Clark

Amongst the many writings and well-illustrated histories
about Australian infantry battalions serving in Vietnam, too
few commanding officers have expressed their emotions,
background influences, motivations, and feelings about
leading Australian ‘diggers’ in that country and that war.
This crisply written and straightforward, compressed
autobiography, concerning Peter Scott’s command of the
Third Battalion, the Royal Australian Regiment, does just
that.

Not one to wax lyrical about his personal achievements,
Peter Scott succinctly covers his fascinating developmental
experiences in both Korea and Vietnam in only 160 pages,
including interesting appendices and an adequate glossary
and index. He describes the extraordinary pressures on him
when commanding an infantry battalion in what we now
are wont to term asymmetric warfighting. Scott recounts
these experiences in an easily readable, chronological story
supported by pertinent illustrations, but the book would have
benefited by the inclusion of more maps and diagrams than
the lone one of Phuoc Tuy Province.

Obviously a very sensitive yet pragmatic man, and with
an occasional dry sense of humour, Peter Scott manages to
take his reader smoothly with him through his formative years
as a Duntroon cadet and his initial experiences as a young
officer in the occupation force in Japan after World War II.
The professional focus then shifts to his combat experiences
in the cauldron of Korea after the North Korean and Chinese
invasion of the South; and then finally into Vietnam.

Peter Scott’s command of ‘Old Faithful’, 3RAR, on their
second tour of Vietnam in 1971, was for only seven months,
a relatively short period compared with the twelve-month
tour of duty of the other battalions and their commanders.
Also, enemy activity in Phuoc Tuy Province during Scott’s
time there had been much reduced by the aggressive efforts
of the many battalions preceding his unit’s deployment. So,
the enemy was not the threat it had been in the 1966-1970
period of Ist Australian Task Force operations.

Nevertheless, Scott’s 3RAR was constantly on operations
from the time they arrived until the moment they left, and
he well describes his thoughts about the major operations
of PHOI HOP through BRIAR PATCH and OVERLORD,
to the final run-down period ending Australia’s combat
involvement in South Vietnam. During his time in Vietnam,
Scott was faced by few tactical problems as a CO because,
as he states, it was then a platoon commander’s war. His
major tactical task was retaining a mobile reserve should
things go awry.

The major and enduring command task facing him in
Vietnam was administering and provisioning his men, and
maintaining their morale. In doing this, Scott also shows a
special admiration and a respect for the quality of National
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Servicemen in his battalion, as
he does also for his battalion’s
supporting artillery, armoured,
engineer and aviation elements.

Peter Scott also describes the
many problems he faced with
the training and administrative
preparation of his battalion before
they deployed to Vietnam. He even
covers the tricky complexities
of forming the battalion’s pipe
band. Most of the key players in
his battalion team and his senior
commanders are mentioned. They appear to have all been a
very cohesive and happy group compared with some other
battalions who experienced frictions from within and without
their number. This was probably due much to Scott’s previous
experience and what comes across in the book as his sensitive
and understanding leadership style.

To students of leadership in war, Scott provides a telling
and pertinent analysis of the differences between his
command in the unconventional low-intensity war of Vietnam
compared to that of his commanding officer in the higher-
intensity conventional war in Korea. This is based on his very
close observations of the then CO 3RAR, the redoubtable
Lieutenant Colonel Frank Hassett (later to become General
Sir Francis Hassett and Chief of the Australian Defence
Force Staff). What Scott leaves unmentioned is how
politically-inspired rules-of-engagement, and an end-of-the-
war withdrawal syndrome, may have hamstrung his tactical
options in Vietnam to an extent that Hassett’s never were
during Operation COMMANDO in Korea.

The author’s analysis of his application of the principles of
war to his thinking and his battalion’s activities in Phuoc Tuy
Province makes most interesting and challenging reading,
especially his assessment of the application of offensive
action. This chapter could prove to be the most controversial
in the book.

This is a straightforward, no fuss, interesting and educative
book written by a steadfast but quiet and unemotional warrior
of the old school. It is not a history but is very much, as the
title indicates, his ‘reflections’. As David Thomson states
in his foreword, it should be recommended reading for all
aspiring young officers. To which I would add, especially
those who aspire to command an infantry battalion in
politically-inspired, rules-of-engagement-restricted, modern
asymmetrical warfare.

My simple criticism would be of the uncropped cover
photograph. This depicts the happy and dog-tagged, pistol
and pack-carrying warrior-commander going to battle holding
an aluminium folding stool, with a naked soldier in the
background — all rather disconcerting. This, however, would
probably not have been the decision of the author and in no
way reflects the contents of this cameo of command. ¢

Colonel F. Peter Scott, DSO, ‘Command in Vietnam:
Reflections of a Commanding Officer’, Slouch Hat
Publications, McCrae, Australia, 2007, Casebound, 160pp.,
RRP $449.95.



