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Strategy must determine resourcing
Key interim decisions stemming from the DefenceCapability Review (DCR) are covered in the feature articlein this issue. One important and long overdue decisiontaken, to finally modernise the Army�s tanks, is exploredin more detail in our new �The Sharp End� section.As is common in what too often passes for public debateon defence issues in Australia, media coverage of what theDCR announcements mean has included several articlespresenting wildly contradictory interpretations.Articles by some former defence officials, in academicor strategic �think-tanks�, even posited that the DCR wasfully consistent with the Defence of Australia (DOA) policyof the 1980s and early 1990s. Much other commentarydetected a refreshing change from DOA strictures.Several members of the academic-bureaucratic circlewho used to play the �what the government wants to hearline� are now embarrassed by DCR decisions. This isprimarily due to the review�s emphasis on balance andversatility in the ADF. It rejects the previous prescriptiveconfiguring of the ADF to match pet theories aboutAustralia�s strategic circumstances, the probability andnature of future events, and, hopefully, the long-term canardof making strategic assessments fit budget limits.The modern Joint Force strategy and conceptsunderlying the DCR have also proved somewhat confusingto those used to the narrow �Service Stovepipe� terminologyand approach long favoured by the Department�s largecivilian bureaucracy�to buttress its policy of dividing and

conquering the Services in order to preserve its own powerand influence.Some uninformed criticism of the DCR was inevitablefrom those with Service-centric biases or platform �hobbyhorses�. This group includes some older or long-retiredADF personnel, and academics and journalists with no on-the-ground military experience or feel.Many commentators missed or undervalued one majorDCR announcement, perhaps because it did not involvephotogenic hardware issues. This was that the government�sdecisions in the DCR had drawn heavily on the advice ofthe CDF and Service Chiefs. For anyone with knowledgeof the pre-1974 structure of higher defence management,or indeed with knowledge of how other comparablecountries do this, the statement (if true) was particularlyencouraging.Hopefully this development signals an end to the silly anddestructive habit whereby strategic advice to government hasbeen the ruthlessly protected preserve of Australia�s largecivilian defence bureaucracy, rather than more broadlyinformed and constituted groups and processes.Most importantly, it may finally be that our intelligenceassessment, strategy formulation and capabilitydevelopment processes can become intellectually andprofessionally robust ones, incorporating the best expertadvice available�including the considered professionaladvice of our senior sailors, soldiers and aviators. This hasnot been the case in recent times. The two most recentDefence White Papers, for example, were developed byprocesses that deliberately excluded the Service Chiefs andtheir staffs as much as possible.The flawed DOA policy in particular was a result of aprocess that was corrupt politically, intellectually,professionally and constitutionally. It was essentially afigleaf to disguise a defence strategy that was wronglydriven, and unduly constrained, by the funding thought tobe available. Although always shortsighted, such a policywas able to gull the uninformed and uninterested duringtimes of relatively benign strategic circumstances. Ourcontemporary, much more fluid, strategic circumstancesrequire integrity and a robust approach.The amount of our national resources to be allocated toour national security is not unlimited but it must be primarilydictated by the situation we face�both now and in the future.Short-term political perceptions and concerns, and our three-year federal electoral cycle, have too much sway. We needmore maturity in assessing the threats to our national securityand in deciding how we respond to them. We must also avoidin future the perennial situation to date where the fundingpromised in Defence White Papers is never delivered. Thegap, since only 1987, is now at least $107 billion.We must have a robust process whereby the strategyand the forces we need to execute it drive the resourcingallocated not vice versa. u
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Sir: Why, when the ADA puts so much effort into being non-party political, did you include an article by Tony Abbott, acontroversial minister in the Howard Government, in theSpring 2003 issue of Defender?
Susan RyanNew South Wales

Editor�s note: Any Australian can contribute to �Defender� andpoliticians are not necessarily excluded. We will continue to publishsuch articles if it is considered they further public debate onnational security issues. To allay any undue concern about theADA�s long established bipartisan approach, this issue includesan article by senior Labor frontbencher, Mark Latham. Mr Abbottand Mr Latham are both frontbenchers without direct portfolioresponsibilities for national security matters, and both are regardedas �thinkers� in their respective parties and more widely. Theywere invited to contribute philosophical analyses on Australia�sbroad range of national security challenges rather than just morepolitical �tub-thumping�. �Defender� readers can be confident that�puff pieces� from political or commercial sources will not bepublished.
Sir: With the addition of Tom Magee and Alan Collier to joinNeil James on the Association�s Board of Directors, the boardis starting to look very like the executive of the DuntroonLabour Club circa 1975. I hope this does not mean any dilutionof the ADA�s longstanding and hard-earnt bipartisan status?Rick MooreAustralian Capital Territory
Sir: Tony Abbott makes some very good points about the needfor the �West�, as both a civilisation and a pluralist liberaldemocratic philosophy, to continue to fight hard against therubbish spouted by the likes of Ayatollah Khameni, OsamaBin Laden, Abu Bakar Ba�asyir and other bigoted evangelistsfor terror (Defender, Spring 2003).Their hate-filled and often hysterical threats againstWestern civilisation surely go down a treat at the �all-you-can-eat scorpion bar� that is now the favoured meeting placeof Al Qa�eda�s remaining leadership in the mountainous wildsof northern Pakistan. What remains disappointing, however,is their acceptance and even support by those who do or shouldknow better.What is it that stops many in the �West�, and far too manyMuslims worldwide, from recognising such threats asintellectually empty, spiritually barren and morally bankrupt

rhetoric. How can any normal human cheer out loud or undertheir breath when fully laden passenger planes are flown intoNew York skyscrapers or car bombs target tourist attractionsin Bali?The test for us in Australia is to remain strong, vigilant andprepared. We set a good example as peacekeepers in bothCambodia and East Timor where the force commanders wereAustralian professional officers of the highest calibre leadingwell-trained Australian troops as part of a wider multi-nationalforce. Such examples demonstrate to the world our ability tobe a force for good.Given time, one would hope the same type of communitieswe helped rebuild in those two countries can be emulated inIraq. To see that country prosper now that the bloody Ba�athparty murderers are gone and Saddam is living beneath a rocksomewhere would be a truly great gift to all mankind.Simon KentNew South Wales
Sir: I thought the feature article in the Spring issue �Rethinkingthe Defence of Australia� by Dr Paul Monk was outstanding,and easily the most informative of that edition.It was perhaps the most thorough dismantling I have readto date of the mainland defence mantra which has clearlydogged the proper development of the ADF for so long. DrMonk was also successful in revealing the extent of influencethat personalities�rather than sound policy and capabilityanalysis�have had on the shaping of Australia�s approach todefence.The so-called �gatekeepers of strategic doctrine� wereexposed for their part in creating the hollowness and virtualoperational irrelevance of the ADF that has taken place overthe last 15 years.It was also most enlightening to read the author�s rationaleof our still evolving defence policy and the capacity of thepending and forecast capabilities to be acquired under theDCP to meet current and emerging requirements.Just one question, though. Who exactly is Paul Monk? Afew details about his professional background would beappreciated. J. MitchellNew South WalesEditor�s note: Dr Paul Monk received his PhD in internationalrelations from the Australian National University in 1990 andthen worked for six years as a senior East Asia analyst in theDefence Intelligence Organisation. He is a co-founder of

The letters pages are an important part of Defender�s role in furthering public debate on nationalsecurity issues. Letters to the Editor of Defender are submitted on the condition that the AustraliaDefence 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.

))
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�Austhink� <www.austhink.org>, a Melbourne-based thinkingskills group engaging in research, education, training andconsulting focused on critical thinking, especially argumentmapping�the use of software-supported graphical techniques forhandling complex argumentation.
Sir: My congratulations to Paul Monk for a cogently arguedpin pricking of the narrowly defined defence of Australia(DOA) dogma. For far too long debate on this orthodoxy hasbeen stifled, including a tendency for its principal defendersto resort to ad hominem tactics such as disparaging critics as�retired brigadiers� and �only a former Army captain�.The prime purpose of the ADF is to defend Australia frommilitary attack or coercion not just against invasion of mainlandAustralia. The exercise of sovereignty (and our freedom)includes protection of our interests and responsibilities notjust our physical territory.It also seems clear that an ADF structured, equipped andtrained to handle more complex matters can easily handle lessdifficult crises but that the opposite is not the case.As one of the world�s oldest democracies we also haveboth a duty and a clear self-interest in making sure that theinternational system works fairly and effectively. This toomeans us resorting to considered military force at times inpartnership with similar countries, as in Korea, East Timor,Solomon Islands and Iraq (twice).It seems to me that the DOA dogma conveniently ignoredeverything but the remote possibility of invasion, whoseremoteness was then used to justify minimal defence spendingfor reasons of political convenience. This was an intellectualand moral blind alley because the money wrongly thought tobe available ran the strategy, rather than sober assessments ofour strategic situation and needs, driving real assessments ofthe money required. Peter StandishSouth AustraliaSir: Dr Paul Monk�s article on �Rethinking the defence ofAustralia� (Defender, Spring, 2003) is not a rethink but a rehashof the war in defence academia between Dibb and the defenceof Australia traditionalists on the one hand, and Dupont andthe new age global engagement advocates on the other.A genuine rethink would start with a statement of the primeobject of our defence effort, which is, put simply, to preventthe direct use of military force against Australian sovereignty.That the threat of such an attack is remote is a measure of thesuccess of our current defence policy, which has the defenceof Australia at its core.Further, it is this security at home that has allowed theAustralian government over the past decade to commit theADF to a series of overseas deployments, generally in supportof allies and of global security.The events of 11 September 2001 and the war on terrorhave in no way changed Australia�s basic defence positionand the consequent need to pay attention to the defence of

Australia. Our current capability to defend the sea�air gap isstill at the heart of our military deterrent posture, which, inturn, is an important element in ensuring that the threat ofdirect military attack remains remote. Take away that capabilityand you change, quite significantly, the threat equation.While the most likely employment for the ADF over thenext decade will remain overseas deployments in support ofallies, the prime role of the ADF must remain the defence ofAustralia. It is this latter role that must remain the prime forcestructure determinant, with such additional capabilities as maybe desired for overseas deployments being add-ons.Thus the JSF needs to be judged against its contribution tothe defence of Australia through control of the air in the sea�air gap, rather than merely as a big ticket item in the defencebudget, the dropping of which will release funds to build abigger and better overseas deployment capability.Norman AshworthWestern Australia
Sir: As, hopefully, the ADF looks like getting new tanks, aVietnam history, published two years ago, makes appositereading. If you haven�t already read Jungle Tracks: AustralianArmour in Vietnam (by Gary McKay and Graeme Nicholas,Allen&Unwin, 2001�about $21) take the trouble to go toyour local library. The book did two things for me�it showedthe intensity of the conflict in Vietnam and the value of armourin a tropical, sometimes jungle, environment.In Vietnam armour was involved in almost every action.Infantry used the cavalry�s M113 armoured personnel carriersto reach their operational areas and the carriers alsoundertook their own patrols, particularly along some of themain roads that ran through the Australian zone ofresponsibility. Add to the intensive hours on operations thelong hours of maintenance the armoured vehicles requiredand you are awed at effort the black berets put in.The second factor, the value of the tanks, was a surprise.The Centurions were not by any means the right vehicle touse with their petrol engines and interior designed for smallertroopers�for Europe rather than tropical Asia. But after someinitial doubts, the infantry had no trouble in working withthem in the types of pacification operations required.The tank�s big gun, obviously, provided flat-trajectory, bunker-busting fire support and also useful anti-personnel fire. The infantryliked the way the 52-tonne tanks could ride up on a bunker androtate on their tracks, crushing the fortifications. The speed andshock they provided was also well appreciated.After a while, the enemy began to avoid action when tanksaccompanied the infantry�so they had a deterrent tacticaleffect as well.The most telling tribute to the value of the tanks came whenthe Centurions were withdrawn to Australia before theinfantry�prematurely the authors say. In one of the finalactions of the Vietnam War we incurred five soldiers killedand they probably would not have been lost had the tanks
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been available. If, as some claim, new tanks will cost $400million, what is the value of the lives they will save in anyfuture conflict? John StackhouseNew South Wales
Sir: Goh Chok Tong�s remark that �purists� might say Australiacannot be regarded as a part of the region until its populationis at least 50 per cent non-white cannot be allowed to pass�or should I say Goh�without comment.Our official response�that Australia was not about to haveits immigration policy set by the demands of other countries�was appropriately forthright but there is a further point to bemade. If Goh�s purists, whoever they are, are to be consistent,they will have to apply their racist reasoning across the board.It would follow, as I see it, that Singapore could not beregarded as a good neighbour to Malaysia and Indonesia untilat least 50 per cent of its population was non-Chinese. It wouldalso follow that Indonesia could not be regarded as part of theAsian region until at least 50 per cent of its population wasIndian, Chinese or Japanese.Isn�t this so? This might be an imaginative cosmopolitanidea, but on purely practical grounds it is surely a no-Goh. Ialways thought of the Singaporeans as eminently practicalpeople. Perhaps the Singaporean Prime Minister was carefulto differentiate between himself and the anonymous puristsbecause he recognises that the idea he attributed to them wassheer nonsense? But in that case, why did he raise it at all?Paul MonkVictoriaSir: Australians perhaps more so than most tend to live forthe present and avoid thinking too deeply about the future.This tendency is marked where potential future events aredreadful to contemplate but of lower overall probability.Australians are also generally confident to rely on gut instinctand commonsense when making important decisions incomplex circumstances.Both these traits are very relevant when we consider whatshould and would Australia do if the authoritarian (if no longercompletely totalitarian) communist government in mainlandChina tried to use military force to conquer Taiwan. Despitethe possibility that it might not be in Australia�s short or evenmedium term interests to be involved, most Aussies wouldsurely be very uncomfortable at abandoning a fellowdemocracy in such circumstances.This gut instinct on moral grounds would be reinforced,of course, by the high probability that the US and at leastsome other democracies are not likely to stand by and letChina attack Taiwan. The only exception might be if Taiwanunwisely provoked an invasion or could plausibly beaccused of doing so. The longer any attack can bepostponed of course the better for everyone. With enoughtime and encouragement even mainland China willeventually democratise to the extent that it will no longerbe feasible to contemplate resolution of the China�Taiwanissue by force. The irony is that a China willing to, in theirterms, �let Taiwan go� would be the type of China mostlikely to woo Taiwan back into some type of political oreconomic fold.

This is why it so important that the world�s democraciesreinforce not weaken the status quo by continuing tosupport Taiwan. Taiwan is currently strong enough inmilitary, political and moral terms to defeat any invasionbut will not remain so if it cannot modernise its armed forcesat least at the same rate as the Chinese communist regime.Taiwan is not as strong to beat threats to its seaborne tradeor attacks on its territory by ballistic missiles.The world�s democracies must resist Chinese bullyingintended to weaken international support for Taiwan andthe right of the Taiwanese people to be the free and solearbiters of their future.Despite inevitable howls of rage from the currentChinese regime, perhaps Australia should consider helpingthe USA to provide Taiwan with the means to defend itself.Long-range, diesel-electric submarines spring to mind.In the long term, once China joins the ranks offunctioning democracies, future Chinese governments willthank and respect us. They will appreciate Australia helpinghasten China�s democratic evolution and in preventing awar prompted by emotion, dogmatism and communistsubterfuge rather than good Chinese commonsense.Mike StephensonVictoriaSir: I enjoy the contribution of Australis in all her guises.The sub-article on our commitment to Iraq, �Casting stonesfrom grimy glasshouses� in the last issue caught my eye. Iagree with much of its comment�the hypocrisy of our self-laudatory triumphalism, the refusal to concede our inabilityto do more and the hollowness of the ADF this reveals, butmuch of the argument hangs on a statistic that irritates me.Yes, if we had contributed proportionally to the British ona per capita basis we would have deployed 15,000. This isnot however, the point. We made a contribution to acoalition campaign but in a theatre outside our area ofstrategic concern. It was though, well within that of Britain�sconcern. While I imagine most Australian strategistsapplauded the intent of the coalition I believe most wouldfeel Australia had no obligation to be involved beyonddemonstrating our solidarity.If the same statistical interpretation as that used abovefor our involvement in Iraq were applied to the Britishcommitment to East Timor it would have demanded thedeployment of almost the entire UK defence force; or inthe instance of the Solomons to a force of 6000 to supportour endeavours to sort out a post-colonial British shambles.All of which goes to prove once again the old aphorism oflies, damned lies, etc. Pat BealeSouth AustraliaEditors Note: Australis advises that the point being made wasthat the Australian contribution was much smaller than it shouldhave been because we were incapable of contributing more.The comparison with the British commitment was for illustrativepurposes to highlight this point, not necessarily to suggest thatwe should have sent 15,000 personnel. Australis also advisesthat surely Iraq is a major world problem and just as much anAustralian strategic concern as it is a British one, whereas EastTimor and Solomon Islands are regional concerns. u
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current comment
by Australis

Australis is a collective name for a number of individual contributors to Defender.

current comment

Intelligence inquiryThe ADA continues to receive strong support for itssubmission and subsequent testimony to the inquiry intoIraqi WMD assessments by the Joint Statutory Committeeon ASIS, ASIO and DSD. Rarely a day goes by withoutfavourable comment from serving or retired staff from oneof Australia�s intelligence and security agencies, or currentand past customers of their product.The Association seems to have struck a very responsivechord and tapped a strong feeling among the professionalcareer staff in all six agencies. Interestingly we have alsoreceived quite favourable comment from seniormanagement staff without any professional intelligencebackground. This is encouraging for the success of thereforms clearly required.For those who may care to read the Association�s 13-page submission, it can be downloaded from theparliamentary website at: <http://www.aph.gov.au/house/committee/pjcaad/WMD/subs/sub11.pdf>.The Hansard transcript of the Executive Director�ssubsequent oral testimony to the inquiry may bedownloaded from the same website at: <http://www.aph.gov.au/house/committee/pjcaad/WMD/official.pdf> (pp 53�62).Weighting the balance in ourfavourToo many Australians still appear to fear their ownpoliticians and officials more than the terrorist groupsdetermined to kill them in large numbers. As the ADA hasnoted on several occasions over the last two years as theterrorist threat worsened, our national security continuesto be unnecessarily endangered by our seeming nationalinability to apply goodwill to negotiations about, andcommonsense solutions to, pressing national securityproblems.Several key High Court judgements throughout the 20thcentury confirmed the principle that the heads of powercovering defence matters in the CommonwealthConstitution wax and wane with the seriousness of thethreat to our national security. In simple terms, temporarylaws and regulations governing national security measuresthat might be unconstitutional during �peace� areconstitutional when the threat justifies it.Whether we like it or not, Australia is involved in the

international struggle against transnational terrorism byextremist Islamic groups. No matter how calm and normalour day-to-day lives may superficially appear, or no matterhow governments seek to assure us of normality, or nomatter how we ignore the problem, we are no longer livingin peacetime. The recent case of Willie Brigitte, unable tobe effectively identified or detained under existinglegislation, should finally shatter the illusions of even themost complacent.In both international and Australian law, �war� is amaterial fact not a legal term. A war exists because it does,not because a national or international authority necessarilydeclares it does or does not. This principle, based on theUN Charter, underlies much of our internationalhumanitarian law, the laws of armed conflict and theprotection afforded to combatants and non-combatantsunder the Geneva Conventions and Protocols.With this in mind, we need to decide how we can bestfight terrorism by banning terrorist organisations inAustralia, stop them disseminating propaganda andrecruiting, and prevent a small minority of Australians fromwilfully or inadvertently donating money to terrorists andtheir front groups. Currently the banning of an organisationrequires its specific designation. This is despite thesegroups having amorphous structures and titles by nature,their frequent mutation in both fact and name, and theircommon spawning of numerous and separately named frontgroups. Most terrorist groups also purport to have separate�political� or �charitable� wings, arms, support groups orallegedly separate organisations.Currently, terrorist organisations cannot be banned inAustralia unless each specifically named organisation is firstbanned by the UN, or identified as a terrorist organisation byan Australian court, or banned by parliament throughlegislation. Even ignoring the unworkable in practice specificidentification mandated, none of the three methods ofidentifying and banning terrorist organisations is workingproperly or can work properly.The UN continues to avoid banning obvious terroristorganisations because some UN members sympathise withthem or claim that they are somehow not terrorist.Australian courts have yet to rule on the matter because norelevant terrorist case has yet made it to trial (in itselftestimony to our lack of effective legislation), and such amethod would be time consuming at best and easily
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circumvented. Banning terrorist groups by legislation remainsfraught with difficulty, especially when political parties of allpersuasions ignore the public interest and prefer to play politicsor curry favour with voters based on their ethnicity, religion,political beliefs or other sectional interest.As two cases in point, both Hezbollah and Hamas areterrorist organisations that operate behind various frontgroups. In both cases, Australian legislation bans only partsof each organisation rather than the umbrella controllingbody and the whole organisation. As the �parts� banned donot exist separately in practice, this is just silly. As the ADAnoted in the Winter 2003 issue of Defender, all politicalparties in Australia contributing to this situation shouldrevisit their professed positions and expedite commonsensemeasures without further delay.A strange way to run a railroadAs covered elsewhere in this issue, the revised DefenceCapability Plan has much to commend it, especially in thecontinuing improvement being directed towards hardeningour land forces and improving amphibious and sealiftcapabilities. Perhaps commendation is too strong a word;for this is no more than a belated attempt to overcome someof the worst features of past neglect; it represents a valuablerebalancing of military capabilities but a concurrentdecrease in overall capability.Politically, the revised DCP represents a flat refusal touse the federal budget surplus to overcome years ofaccumulated deficiencies. That surplus is clearly beingreserved for next year�s electioneering and this will giveheart to the noisier interest groups around the country.Given the lack of firm commitments in the revised DCP,and the absence of any serious organisational reform inthe Department of Defence, the government has signalledthat these growing deficiencies could get worse.The apparent pursuit of a cost-neutral solution overallwill lead to the guided missile frigates Adelaide andCanberra being taken out of service without replacement.This is, in itself, a false economy because while it is easyto take ships out of service, the financial savings will comemore from the consequent personnel reductions. Personnelconstitute the largest cost element in a ship in service.Significant savings will only be achieved if the trainedpersonnel involved are made redundant or new crews forships under construction are not recruited. This is, at leastpartially, an exercise in �smoke and mirrors�.In the late 1960s the RAN�s Operational Research groupcalculated that 23 surface combatants were required tosatisfy all the potential calls on Australia during a conflictof higher intensity. Even the cost-driven 1991 ForceStructure Review identified a need for 16 destroyers orfrigates compared with the 15 then in service. By the timethe 1994 White Paper was published, the approved numberhad dropped to 14�six FFG and eight ANZACs. Thisrevised Capability Plan will reduce this figure further to12 in the short term�four FFG and eight ANZACs. Evenif the ADF gets the three anti-air warfare destroyers (andthat will likely be ten years in the future), there will still

only be 15 major surface combatants with under half ofthem being proper Tier 1 combatants.Coupled with the reduction of the number of patrol boatsfrom 15 to 12, the overall maritime warfare capabilitydeclines in real terms. While there is no doubt that thereplacement patrol boats are more capable�as will be thoseof any potential adversaries - there is no substitute for hullsin the water. This is especially so given the vast area ofAustralia�s maritime responsibility, and the apparentlyendless range of naval commitments ranging from theMiddle East through border protection to the SolomonIslands and, potentially, to the interdiction of merchantvessels suspected of trafficking in weapons of massdestruction. This is even before we consider the protectionof exports along our sea lanes of communication.Further, when one considers ships out of service formaintenance, the numbers of destroyers, frigates and patrolboats actually deployable for operations and training in2003 comes back from 29 in service or under constructionoverall to just 18.The table below sets out the numbers and classes ofvessels in these categories actually in service or underconstruction over the next decade. These figures assume amodest level of maintenance that could be reduced byoperational requirements, and that the decision making andconstruction plans will be implemented on time (one forever lives in hope).
Ship class 2003   2006   2009   2012

AAW destroyers     -      -        1         2
FFG     6     4        3         2
ANZAC frigates     8     8        8         8
Fremantles   15   10        5         -
New patrol boats     -     3        9       12
Less refits/constr   11   16        9         9

Total operational   18     9      17       15

The figures indicate that in 2006, the navy will be in asdisastrous a state in terms of availability as it was in recentyears as ships were paid off and construction programsdelayed. If all goes to plan, major surface combatantnumbers will peak at 12 in 2009, with the last two FFGfacing retirement within five years at the most. Very likely,four of these 12 will be in refit or under construction.By that time, the new patrol boat program will beapproaching completion but any remaining Fremantles willbe hard pressed to maintain availability. Even so, 2009 willsee the RAN�s effective surface combat fleet (inclusive ofpatrol boats) at a peak of 21. This is compared with the 30envisaged in the 1991 Force Structure Review when theADF�s operational commitments were substantially lessthan they are today. Even so, the ensuing five years willsee a further decline unless radical new building programsare set in train. Given that destroyers, frigates and patrolboats are always among the hardest worked on operations,this seems to be a strange way to run a railroad.
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That sinking feelingIn a masterful piece of understatement, The AustralianSubmarine Corporation�s annual report published inOctober said, �Regrettably, ASC�s relationship with itsformer major shareholder, who held technical managementrights, has deteriorated�.The dispute between the Swedish company, Kockums(now owned by the German firm HDW) and Australia overthe ASC, now before arbitration, has a large number oflongstanding and more recent causes. These include:� few Western designs for ocean-going, long-range,diesel-electric submarines (due to US and Britishconcentration on nuclear propulsion and German, Swedish,French and Dutch preference for shorter-range, coastalprotection type boats);�  the consequent adaptation of a Swedish design;�  the resultant technological orphan status of the CollinsClass (a problem that has badly affected the ADF in manyother areas as well);� the consequent numerous, complex and expensivetechnical problems experienced by the boats early on;� Kockums possibly extracting too much value from itsASC holding too early, exacerbating project and costdifficulties;� problems with the welding of the bow section of thefirst-of-class boat, HMAS Collins (which was constructedin Sweden);� ideology and bureaucratic reputation protection, ratherthan the needs of Australian defence strategy, drivingpersistence with the full original program when the costsskyrocketed and circumstances changed;� electoral �pork-barrelling� that saw the ASC located inSouth Australia and then protected from pressure torestructure, or move or close part of its activities;� the government�s desire to align development of thesubmarine�s systems with its overall objective of increasinginteroperability with US for strategic purposes;� consequent security problems because US entities werereluctant to share technological secrets with non-UScommercial competitors, and the US government was asreluctant to share official secrets outside US�UK�Australia�Canada arrangements;� the government�s subsequent decision to purchaseKockums remaining half share in the ASC in November2000; and� doubts over the ownership of the project�sintellectual property now Kockums is no longer directlyinvolved with ASC.Now all six Collins-class submarines are in service, theASC is probably capable of fulfilling its 25-year contractfor their refits and through-life support. Its ability to providethe full range of design support will be handicapped withoutKockums involvement, although ASC has entered into acapability partnership agreement with a US submarinebuilder, The Electric Boat Company (the name is anhistorical carry-over and it has been a builder of only

nuclear powered boats for many years). Kockums isunderstood to want to remain involved for commercial,safety and product liability reasons.Hopefully the dispute with Kockums can be resolved.There are clear operational and operational safetyadvantages in Kockums remaining involved, even if onlyas some form of technical adviser. Kockums, on the otherhand, is not without blame for the situation.The government will face difficulty in selling all or partof its equity in the ASC until the dispute is resolved. Thisaffects the commercial future of the corporation. It alsohampers and delays the ongoing rationalisation of navalshipbuilding in Australia that is needed to maximiseflexibility and minimise overall costs for several programsfor at least decades to come.There are, however, clear lessons for the future for othermajor ADF capability development programs.Insufficient hard stuffIn 1930s Malaya, the RAF built its airfields in locationsbased solely on their suitability for flying and ignoredmilitary advice as to their defensibility from ground (andair) attack. This contributed greatly to the swift defeatof the Commonwealth forces in Malaya when theJapanese struck.This lesson was thoroughly absorbed by the ADFleading to its operational requirement that airbases innorthern Australia be strategically located (in allrespects) and tactically configured. This lat terrequirement entails, among other things, dispersal,hangar protection, runway and taxiway redundancy,underground command, control, communications andrefuell ing facil i t ies,  and locating residentialaccommodation outside battle damage range of militaryfacilities.To the minds of many in Australia�s defencebureaucracy, these tactical requirements were justviewed as an expense rather than an investment and, ifthe bases were attacked, an occupational health andsafety responsibility towards the ADF personnel andtheir families stationed on them.Despite the hype that the DOA policy of the 1980sand early 1990s made about the need to �defend thenorth�, narrow bureaucratic perspectives and �pennypinching� vetoed the thorough tactical configuration ofnew airbase construction. It also adversely affected thechoice of some locations. ADF advice to locate marriedquarters and l iving accommodation away fromoperational areas was disparaged as �just a desire forpeace and quiet� (not an unreasonable aspect even iftrue) and too often rejected because it cost more.In yet another of the now regular operational�kickbacks� from the flawed DOA policy, it has becomepublic knowledge, through a Boeing tender document,that some of the airbases constructed across northernAustralia do not have enough runway length, and/orpavement strength, to accommodate the new generationof tanker aircraft being procured for the RAAF.
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The concept for the bases was always quite sound, itwas the penny pinching over their construction and theignoring of commonsense ADF advice over theirlocations and configuration that has spawned thisproblem.It will now cost much more money to extend andstrengthen runways and related facilities than it wouldhave cos t  to  const ruct  them to  the  opera t ionalstandards required in the first place. This debaclewould not have occurred if the needs of our defencestrategy drove the resourcing allocated rather thanthe other way around. It would also not have occurredif senior ADF experts had been listened to instead ofignored by the Defence bureaucracy.Struggling for purchaseThere continues to be little real defence debate inAustralia, especially outside those intimately involvedwith national security issues. Excluding officialparticipants, those who participate in what passes for anational defence debate still mainly comprise smallgroups of academics, activists and retired militarypersonnel. Their deliberations are virtually ignored bythe political, bureaucratic and media leaderships whoset the agenda for national policies. If this judgementseems harsh, consider the following examples drawnfrom recent public discussions.� Our leading national newspaper, The Australian,managed to editorialise approvingly on the need for a newIraqi army of some half a million troops but was not ableto draw a parallel with the dismal state of the AustralianArmy, a mere 25,000 regulars.� The Prime Minister, Mr Howard, recently claimedon national television that Australia did not have thecapability to send more troops to Iraq. No Oppositionpolitician commented on this public admission of adisgraceful failure of public policy. Of course, theOpposition is just as culpable and appears currentlybereft of anything resembling a coherent nationalsecurity policy.But neither did the national political media, muchof it bitterly hostile to the prime minister, take up theissue, even in the context of a debate about how todispose of a significant budget surplus. Comment onthat debate was reserved for every community interestgroup except defence.All too often, journalists refer to official documents,such as the latest White Paper, but merely regurgitatedetails without any sort of contextual analysis in a rapidlychanging strategic environment. Similarly, wheninterviewing supposed experts they allow some of thenon-government (sort of) defence gurus in academia tojust simply defend their outdated ideas, all too often ina crudely ad hominem style.Somewhat earlier, there was some discussion of analleged need to mothball some existing ADF capabilitiesso as to pay for upgrades of some of the more noticeably

obsolete capabilities in the force. But the discussion,based, as it was on what appeared to be leaks frominterest groups within the bureaucracy, failed to analysethe medium to long-term effects of such mothballing.The notion that Australia can sustain a capable defenceforce in the long run by mothballing equipment islaughable. As usual, the proponents of this fallacy wellknow that the cost saving comes by cutting personnelnumbers but ignore the reality that trained personnelcannot be whistled up in an emergency even if hardwarecan be put back into service.The notion,  often peddled by poli t icians andbureaucrats, that there is some sort of justified trade-offbetween machines and people in a defence force isfundamentally flawed. The machines�ships, aircraft,vehicles and weapons�are nothing more than the toolsof trade for the people. People, highly trained inaccordance with up-to-date doctrine, create combatpower. Whether that power can be used in the service ofa given challenge, be it peacekeeping or high intensitycombat, depends upon quality people supported by theproper equipment. Australia�s real policy too oftendepends upon a few flash weapons systems, andrelatively small numbers of obsolete weapons, alloperated by too few people.With exceptions that can be counted on the fingersof one hand, Australia�s media lacks both interest andability on national security issues. As one of Australia�smost respected journalists, Frank Devine, put it in theNovember issue of Quadrant: �The present system ofinformation being trickled out to journalists  bypoliticians and officials as a favour, in return, over time,for reciprocal favours corrupts both participants andobfuscates the realities of government policy andadministration�.The trade-off notion is a product of fundamentallyflawed thinking that insists that defence capability is aproduct of the funding authorised rather than strategicneed. This has led Australia to the dotty idea that wecan defend Australia�s interests with token and low costcontributions to large coalition operations. These mightwin ephemeral political points but nothing more.Hopefully, the prime minister�s statement on a lackof capability was an attempt to persuade his Cabinetcolleagues that Australia is welshing on its obligationsand its allies. After all, too many members of Cabinet(and their Opposition counterparts) are manifestlyuninterested in national security. And the less said aboutmost of their backbench colleagues, the better.Defence  po l i cy,  e spec ia l ly  in  th i s  new andchallenging strategic era, should be about creatingflexible military options. Recent DCR announcementsgive cause for hope but we are not through the woodsyet. Too many actual and would-be defence policymakers seem wedded to dogmatically creating a forcestructure suitable for this�or maybe last�year �schallenges but without the options that would allowus to confidently deal with those of the future. u
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Major Furphy
The reformation of Russell
Despite the fact it was Monday, it felt good to be alive. Thesun was shining, Barney (my boss, Barney Stoush, theVCDF) would be away for the next three weeks on leaveand there were no hassles on the horizon. I was looking forwardto putting my feet up while gazing out over Mount Pleasantand Canberra�s massed blossom trees. I actually whistled ahappy tune as I marched down the hallway to my office.All good things come to an end, of course, and mycheerful Monday morning was no exception. On going intothe VCDF Suite, I came face to face with a strange femalein civvies sitting at my workstation and using my computer.She greeted me politely: �Good morning, may I help you?�In my instinctive assumption that some dirty work wasafoot, I was a bit short. �That�s my desk�, I said.�Oh, hello, you must be Major Furphy. Didn�t they tellyou that you�ve been moved?� At least, she did have afriendly smile.Of course, THEY never tell you anything around hereso I asked the obvious question. �Are you DEPSECStrategy�s new assistant?��Oh, no�, was the astonishing reply. �This is now theexecutive suite of GLOP, the Grand Logistics OrganisationPanjandrum. Air Marshal Stoush and the office of VCDFhave been moved to somewhere in the basement.�While absorbing this shock and being somewhat curious,even after long service in Russell Offices, I asked, �whatdoes GLOP do?� The answer was perhaps predictable.�Well, it�s early days yet. At present, we are workingout the reporting lines, matrix management responsibilitiesand staffing establishment. Then we�ll look at the officeaccommodation requirements. It looks at the moment asthough we will need the top three floors of Russell 1 andpart of Russell 2. The plan is for the CDF to join the opscrowd in the basement as well, although I�m not quite surewhere he�ll go because VCDF is there already. CA issupposed to be going to Duntroon, CN to Garden Island inWestern Australia and CAF to Curtin in WA when thedetention centre there is cleared.�Once we have worked out the establishmentrequirements and the accommodation issues, we will beinitiating a major program of reviews to define our task.That will need a major PR effort to tell the Australian peoplehow GLOP will solve all of Defence�s problems. Luckilywe will have all of PACC to help.�I mused that that would be a major task in itself. Afterall, we have had a multitude of these reshuffles, each ofwhich was meant to solve Defence�s problems.�Can you do it�, I asked, �solve all the problems, I mean?��I�m sure we can�, she answered brightly. �All we needis enough people and funds and proper processes. At the

moment, we are planning for a staff, Australia-wide, of10,246 public servants and as many as 54 junior militarypersonnel. We have a budget of $2 billion for administrationand travel, and $500 million for purchase of new equipmentand stores.Gesturing at the glossy ADF Capability Fact Book onher (my) desk she added, �of course, we�ll recover all ofthe $500 million plus some profit when we sell some stuff�.This was a new one. �Whom do you sell it to? I thoughtthis equipment was for the ADF.��Oh yes it is, we sell mainly to the ADF. Normally theADF is our sole customer but occasionally we get a betteroffer from outside�disposals stores and the like. They payquite well and the minister likes to see Defence earningmoney instead of just spending it on the excessive numberof uniformed people we have.�One thought occurred to me�how did this stuff getdeclared for disposal. After all, Cabinet has to specificallyapprove any purchases, even for 100 pairs of boots, if it�sfor the ADF. Surely disposing of it is as well controlled. Iposed the question to my new young friend.�Well, we already have a well-staffed Capability AnalysisDivision (CAD) which rigorously examines everything wehave in stock. They have the authority to declare fordisposal anything that they believe the ADF does not need.��What if the ADF says it does need the stuff?��Oh, please,� she sniggered, �you can�t trust the militaryto know what it needs. They believe they know what theythink they want, but you must have gatekeepers to ensurethat they get only what they need, otherwise they�d be outthere touting for lethal�and expensive�things like shipsor tanks or aeroplanes. There has to be some control�.�After all�, she went on, �our business managementinvestigations show the busiest unit in the ADF is theFederation Guard and no one has made a submission to usthat it should have lethal weapons. In fact, we�re lookingat taking their bayonets off them and giving them de-activated World War II rifles. GLOP himself commentedthe other day that their drill would be more attractive. We�reeven putting out a contract for refurbishing the old rifles andthe Guard has put in a tender so they can pay for their travel.�The only problem we�ve come across is that all the olddrill books appear to have been pulped but GLOP thinks hecan remember enough of it from his National Service days.�Being the polite and good-natured gentleman I havealways been, I thanked the young lady and departed withheavy heart and step to find my new subterranean domain.My current task was to set up a program of daily randomdrug testing for all ADF personnel. I thought the need wasbecoming ever more urgent. u
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The reception to President Bush�s recent visit toLondon was evidence of the strategic mistakes hehas made in prosecuting the war on terror�and themistake the Howard Government has made in followingthe Bush strategy.Bush�s visit to London was conceived two years ago,shortly after the attacks on Washington and New York. Itwas supposed to be an expression of solidarity betweentwo great English-speaking nations at war. Instead, becauseof Bush�s flawed strategy, and especially because of hisdecision to invade and occupy Iraq, the visit became asymbol of the divisions between Britain and America thatwill make the war on terror even harder to win.This must be a war against terrorists, not the womenand children of nation-states. The best way of ensuring thatweapons of massdestruction are not usedfor terrorism is to rid theworld of terrorists. Thisshould have beenAmerica�s strategypost-September 11�totarget,  f ight andeliminate the terrorists.But instead, President Bush has squandered much of theinternational goodwill for the United States by following astrategy of regime change and pre-emptive war, under thepoorly conceived banner of an �axis of evil�.This is the wrong strategy for the internationalcommunity and it is the wrong strategy for Australia. Iraqshould not be the frontline in the war against terror, notwhile Osama Bin Laden remains at large, or while al Qa�edacontinues to operate in Pakistan and throughout the MiddleEast, or while terrorist networks continue to grow in South-East Asia. Our first priority must be to clean out the terroristnetworks, not wage war against nation-states.In truth, the United States was unaware and unpreparedfor September 11, and two years later it remains ill equippedto deal with the new and different threat of terrorism. Morethan two years ago, writing in the Atlantic Monthlymagazine in September 2001, former CIA officer ReuelMarc Gerecht said this about the US capacity in counter-terrorism: �I would argue that America�s counter-terrorismprogram in the Middle East and their environs are a myth�.He went on to quote a former senior Near East Divisionoperative who said: �The CIA probably doesn�t have a

single truly qualified Arabic-speaking officer of MiddleEastern background who can play a believable Muslimfundamentalist who would volunteer to spend years of hislife with shitty food and no women in the mountains ofAfghanistan. For Christ�s sake, most case officers live inthe suburbs of Virginia. We don�t do that kind of thing�.Gerecht  concluded his  comments  by  saying:�Unless one of  bin Laden�s foot  soldiers  walksthrough the door of a US consulate or embassy, theodds that a CIA counterterrorist officer will ever seeone are extremely poor�.This is the unhappy truth of the US capability againstterrorism. Australia cannot rely solely on the judgement ofAmerican leaders. Nor can we rely solely on the capabilitiesof American forces. We need to develop our own capacityand defences.Bali shouldhave taught usthat Australia isnot an observer inthe war againstterror. As JohnCurtin said in1941: �only thestars are neutral now�. But the frightening reality is thatthere is no evidence we are winning this war. And whenthe Government is confronted by this fact, instead ofchanging strategy, it changes the subject.In the Spring Defender, Tony Abbott wrote: �The waron terrorism is not primarily a test of military technologyor of social service delivery. It�s a test of character�.This is a typically suave formulation from a politicianwho writes much better than he thinks. In fact, Abbott�sassessment is a fallacy�one that is leading our countryaway from victory and closer to defeat.Of course, the war on terrorism will test our character,both at an individual and national level. But we will notwin this war by being better people. We will win this warby being better warriors. War is not primarily a test ofcharacter. It is a test of our ability to seek out and engagethe enemy, to kill or capture him, and to repel his attack.It�s not just that Tony Abbott has nothing to say abouthow to defeat terrorism as a military threat. More than that,he effectively argues that defeating terrorism as a militarythreat is not the point. Instead, Abbott writes in generalities:that Western leaders need more �conviction and clarity�

Reversing our march of folly
Mark Latham

‘But we will not win this war by being better people. We
will win this war by being better warriors. War is not
primarily a test of character. It is a test of our ability to
seek out and engage the enemy, to kill or capture him, and
to repel his attack.’
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while Western populations need to be more �dedicated toenhancing civilised life��and perhaps what is required are�sterner and higher virtues�.Abbott�s  � trumpets and torches�  rhetoric is  asubstitute for a genuine engagement with the military-strategic challenge of terrorism. He even writes thatIslam would respect Western civilisation �if  thecontemporary version had less emotional distancefrom Burke�s notion of society�. In other words, amore politically conservative Australia would havefewer terrorist enemies. I don�t take that seriously andI don�t imagine that the Anzacs would have either.I believe there is a new nationalism in this country�the sort of nationalism that says that Australia shouldbe part of the international community and part ofinternational engagement, but on our terms. It is the sortof nationalism that says that we should engage with othercountries but with a very clear sense of our interests.Australians are saying that we are not a baby nationanymore. We are not some little colony or junior nation.We are a nation that takes a mature view about ourinterests.  And we need to defend those interests, aspart of a balanced defence and security relationshipwith the United States. If our relationship with theUS means anything, it means we should be able tospeak clearly and honestly to American leaders aboutthe failings in their strategy.Equally, John Howard and his Government should behonest enough to admit their own mistakes and be

prepared to change strategy. In her outstanding book TheMarch of Folly, the American historian Barbara Tuchmanlooks at the reasons why nations and governments oftenact in a manner contrary to their self-interest. She writesthat throughout human endeavour:Government remains the paramount area of follybecause it is there that men seek power over others�onlyto lose it over themselves�.For Tuchman, persistence in error is the problem:the march of folly, as governments defend theirmistakes and failings instead of defending the peoplethey are supposed to protect. This is our problem inAustralia today.Tony Abbott wants to talk about character. I say listento the words of Barbara Tuchman: �In the search for wisergovernment we should look for the test of character first.And the test should be moral courage�.The Australian Government has a responsibility torediscover its independence of judgement and itsindependence of action. It should redirect our strategyin the war against terror away from regime change andpre-emptive war and back to cleaning out the terroristnetworks in South-East Asia and protecting againstattacks at home.This is the only test of character that really mattersfor the Australian people. u
Mark Latham is the federal Opposition Spokesman onTreasury Matters.Conference Calendar

ADA members and other Defender readers may be interested in the following public conferences
scheduled over the next few months:

Royal Australian Navy Sea Power Conference 2004
‘Positioning Navies for the Future’
Sydney Convention and Exhibition Centre, Darling Harbour
03–05 February 2004
Enquiries: (02) 9248-0894 or www.tourhosts.com.au/seapower2004

Australian Defence Magazine Inaugural Conference
‘Mapping Defence’s New Business Environment’
National Convention Centre, Canberra
24–25 February 2004
Enquiries: (02) 9080-4307 or www.ibcoz.com.au/adm2004

Rowell Profession of Arms Seminar
‘Ethics, Moral Values and the Australian Military Profession in the 21st Century’
Telstra Theatre, Australian War Memorial, Canberra
15 July 2004
Enquiries: (02) 6265-9890

Royal Australian Air Force Conference 2004
‘The Future of Air Power: Network-Enabled Air Forces’
National Convention Centre, Canberra
16–17 September 2004
Enquiries: (02) 6287-6563
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With the passing of all but a literal handful of thelast Australians who fought in the Great War of1914�18, �Remembrance Day� has lost its humanface and some of its poignancy. But this has not diminishedits importance. The conflict left a deep scar on the youngnation and few Australian families were untouched bygrief. On my appointment as Anglican Bishop to the ADFin June 2001, I inherited a large collection of liturgiesincluding a �Service of Thanksgiving for the Cessationof Hostilities and Commemoration of the Sons of theChurch who have Fallen in the War�. It was producedby the Diocese of Sydney and authorised for use inNovember 1918.The liturgy expressed sentiments of gratitude for�the gradual worldwide triumph of the cause ofrighteousness� and a petition that Australians wouldbe made �more worthy of the sacrifices made on ourbehalf �. It is almost as if the war reflected a holy causethat ennobled military service and rescued all thedeath and destruction from pointlessness and futility.While some sense had to be made of the carnage, howdid the Churches interpret the Great War and assessi ts  moral  s tanding? And what  comparisons andcontrasts can be drawn from Church attitudes towardsthe recent war in Iraq?The reasons for the British Churches,  and byextension those in Australia, being enthusiastic aboutthe 1914�18 war are the subject of spirited scholarlydebate. In The Last Crusade: The Church of England inthe First World War, Albert Marrin has argued thattowards the end of the nineteenth century, the AnglicanChurch in Britain saw itself as the �guardian, theprotector, the educator and the exponent of the nationalconscience�. The Church was effectively a check on theexercise of temporal rule (meaning politics). As theChurch possessed a high view of the State�s right toimpose obligation on individuals and a low view of �anti-social behaviour �, �Anglican opinion was almostunanimous in rejecting pacifism�. Alan Wilkinson, in TheChurch of England in the First World War, cites a number

of attacks by Churchmen on �wrong-headed pacifists�and �the false teaching of pacifism�. But what the studiesof Marrin and Wilkinson failed to identify was a spiritualdimension to their support for the war.In his study entitled God, Germany and Britain inthe Great War: A study in Clerical Nationalism, A.J.Hoover hinted that the Churches might have seen thewar as a means of opposing the notion that God hadblessed German militarism. �Germans have had nodifficulty at all in fitting war into God�s world order.God has used war for thousands of years to accomplishhis will�. He shows that German pastors were fond ofpreaching from Scripture passages that implied that Godcontrolled the world through warfare. There is noevidence of any explicit German teaching on the moralityof military service. However, in a more general sense,the German Churches believed that because Christ andthe Bible were not openly against war they could not beagainst military service. But Hoover is not able to showany direct connection between the tacit support of theGerman Church for militarism and the attitude of theBritish Churches towards the war.John Moses first identified the connection in 1987.He was able to show in relation to Anglican attitudes inBritain that the Great War was seen as a struggle betweenconflicting religious notions of the nature of the State.Whereas German Lutheran theology had envisaged thatthe German state and its military power was the meansby which God would influence world affairs, BritishAnglicanism upheld, as Marrin has shown, the role ofthe State as the national conscience.This is a persuasive argument because it separatesthe purposes for which the governments in London andBerlin resorted to war from the basis on which theChurches took such an active role. The Anglican Churchwas not, of course, obliged to see the war as the Imperialgovernment saw it. If the spread of German apostasycould only be opposed by the war, the Anglican Churchhad reason enough for supporting the war. More recently,John Moses has tried to show that similar perceptions

 Remembrance Day:then and now
Tom Frame
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of the Great War were held in Australia. Citing the roleof Canon David Garland, an Anglican priest in theDiocese of Brisbane who coordinated the firstecumenical Anzac Day liturgies, Moses has argued thatAnglican support was based on the premise that �therecould be no compromise with Prussianism�. Moses� workrepresents a challenge to the widespread notion thatAustralian Churchmen who were enthusiastic about thewar were simply �blimpish Empire patriot[s]�.The churches greeted the Armistice in 1918 withthankfulness to God whom they believed had vindicatedthe righteousness of the Allied cause. In the years thatfollowed, the churches proclaimed the dawning of a newcivilisation. Western society had been taken to the edgeof a moral abyss and Church leaders were appalled bywhat they had seen. They also hoped that the Germanpeople had appreciated the consequences of what theyhad unleashed in 1914. A determination to avoid anyrepeat marked the next decade. While there waswidespread support for the League of Nations and theprinciple of arbitrating international disputes, theorganisation wasdenied the means ofenforcing i tsresolutions.  Thismeant the Leaguewas effectivelypowerless toprevent the spread of left- and right-wing totalitarianismand the aggressive warfare these regimes waged againsttheir neighbours. By 1939, another world war wasinevitable.There are four readily discernible differences inreligious attitudes towards the Great War and the 2003Iraq war. First,  there is widespread suspicion ofgovernment (as distinct from political parties) and ageneral lack of trust in public institutions. Whereas thepress and people were prepared to take on trustintelligence assessments of threats to Australia�s securityand to accept official explanations of the need formilitary action in 1914, they now expect the intrusionof economic self-interest in resorts to force and suspectthat political parties will seek electoral advantage fromparticipation in armed conflict. By way of illustration,it was alleged that the Iraq war was purely about Westernaccess to Arab oil  reserves while the HowardGovernment apparently sought the electoral advantageof �incumbency� during a time of international hostility.Second, those against whom Australians fought in 1914�18 were considered aggressive and brutal. They could onlybe stopped through the legitimate use of discriminate force.Once the war was over, Germany needed to be punishedand denied the means of waging warfare. Since then, a moreoptimistic view of the capacity of individuals and states toact morally has developed alongside a more confidentattitude towards the prospects of non-violent conflictresolution. Despite the twentieth century providingabundant evidence of persistent human depravity in

continuing instances of genocide and ethnic cleansing,there is a widely held belief that the evolution ofinternational law and the establishment of forums toresolve disputes will advance human civilisation andeventually make military force redundant.Third, there has been a clear resurgence of interestedin and adherence to pacifism. The Reverend Tim Costelloclaimed in the Sydney Morning Herald (�A churchmancannot serve two masters�, 4 June 2003) that the Churchwas indeed pacifist. In a letter to the editor, I took issuewith this unhistorical assertion.From the time of St Augustine when the Churchproperly accepted a share of responsibility for preservingtemporal peace and protecting civil order, the majorityof Christians have acknowledged that force may berequired to restrain evil and restore justice both withina nation and between neighbouring states.The pacifist tradition has always been a minority one.The official formularies of both the Anglican and RomanCatholic Churches permit their members to bear armswhen directed to do so in pursuit of just ends.While resorts toforce by either thepolice or the militaryare alwaysregrettable, failureto deal withlawlessness andoppression is just as repugnant. In such matters thechoice is rarely between good and evil but between badand worse. The followers of Jesus must, therefore,struggle with the tensions and the obligations createdby his reminder that they were in the world but not of it.No one has clean hands.Fourth, there is an increasing unwillingness to acceptthe loss of life involved in the application of force.Between 1914 and 1918, 59,000 Australian men werekilled and many more permanently wounded in body,mind and spirit. In World War II, the death toll was34,000. Since 1945, less than 1,000 Australian men andwomen have been lost in active service. Sergeant AndrewRussell was the sole battle fatality in Afghanistan andno-one has died in Iraq as yet and hopefully none will.This has not prevented some Church leaders arguing thatone Australian death in either campaign would be onetoo many.In the past, Australians have shown a willingness tooppose tyranny and totalitarianism whatever the cost.But what of Australia�s present readiness to accept theconsequences of using force to uphold moral values andprotect human rights? To date, deployments to Somalia,Cambodia, East Timor and the Solomon Islands for thesepurposes have not been challenged in terms of the humancost. But one suspects that a handful of Australiancasualties might expose the extent of this nation�s self-interest and the shallowness of its commitment topreventing human rights abuses committed by oppressiveand illegitimate governments.

‘The pacifist tradition has always been a minority one. The
official formularies of both the Anglican and Roman
Catholic Churches permit their members to bear arms when
directed to do so in pursuit of just ends. ’
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It is frequently claimed that religion is the causeof more war than any other single factor. While Iwould dispute this on factual grounds, I am inclinedto the view that an informed Christian perspective ofthe kind offered during the Great War can and doesdeliver a certain stance on a range of issues relatingto the war and its conduct.Christian notions of the dignity of individual humanpersons and the sanctified nature of life are integral tonotions of social harmony and prescriptions for theproper exercise and limits of political authority. In termsof analytical method, a consciously Christian ethicaloutlook would, for instance, insist that we consider theseconcerns in the context of broad community discourse,both within the Church and in public conversations, asthe nation state is a contingent entity lacking specificdivine sanction for its actions.

The simplistic, over-confident, and naïve assertionsand accusations of many Christian �commentators�,before and during the Iraq war, hurt the Church, thecommunity and the ADF. They would do well to ponderthe more thoughtful analyses of those who understoodthe individual and institutional evil that led to the warfarethat was waged on a national scale after 1914. That sameevil has yet to be banished from the human heart. u
Dr Tom Frame is the Anglican Bishop to the ADF and aprominent naval and church historian. This article is a modifiedversion of an address delivered by him at the Anzac MemorialChapel of St Paul, Duntroon, to mark �Defence Sunday 2003�(the Sunday closest to Remembrance Day). Dr Frame�s nextbook, �Living by the Sword? The Ethics of Armed Intervention�,will be published by the University of NSW Press on AnzacDay 2004.

Vale Lawrie Clark
As we noted in the Spring 2003 issue of Defender, thisyear brought the passing of the last survivor of our threefounders,  the redoubtable Jim Harding. As theAssociation finishes its 28th year we record the passingof our first national president, Colonel L.G. (Lawrie)Clark, MC, on 07 November 2003.Lawrie joined the ADA in its earliest days in the mid1970s because he had a deep commitment to Australia�snational security. His leadership skills were soon put togood use in the original State branch in WesternAustralia. When the ADA went fully national in 1981,Lawrie stepped up from the presidency of the WesternAustralia branch to be our first national president. Hewas a source of much sage advice on the national counciland held the presidency until 1989 when he was forcedto retire only through ill health.Although Lawrie�s ill health plagued him for the next14 years he remained a staunch supporter of the ADAand was a particularly close reader of Defender. At JimHarding�s funeral in July this year, although not at allwell, Lawrie insisted on representing the Associationand saluting Jim�s passing. This dedication to duty, inpractice, form and spirit, was typical of Lawrie�sapproach to life.An outstanding junior infantry leader in Korea, helater served in Vietnam, including with the AustralianArmy Training Team (AATTV). He was officercommanding 1st Special Air Service Company, Royal

Australian Regiment, from 12 September 1960 to 23 June1963, and later commanding officer of the Special AirService Regiment (SASR) from 13 December 1969 until25 January 1972.Lawrie�s other community commitments wereextensive. He was a dedicated member of Rotary and along-time staunch member of Legacy, the SASAssociation and the AATTV Association. He also servedas a councillor for the shire of Busselton.His funeral at Karrakatta Cemetery in Perth on 13November 2003 was attended by a very large group offamily, friends, Army comrades and admirers, andincluded a representative of the Governor-General, aclose friend. The SASR saw him off in fine style, both atthe funeral service and at the celebration of his life heldlater at the SAS Association House at CampbellBarracks, Swanbourne.The Association was represented at Lawrie�s funeralby his successor as President of the Western Australiabranch, Noel Monks, and by other longstanding membersincluding Joan Dowson, Andrew Fraser Hobday andKevin Bovill. The Association has also passed itscondolences on to Lawrie�s wife, Pat, and family.Our continuing tribute to Lawrie is the work of theAustralia Defence Association and the cause hechampioned, as our National President for nearly adecade and as a dedicated member for another two. uasso
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On 7 November 2003 the Minister for Defence,Senator Robert Hill, confirmed the Government�sresponse to the Defence Capability Review (DCR),which had been underway since late 2002. The Ministerpitched his announcement as an �interim� response to theGovernment�s fuller expression of the whole revised 2003�2013 Defence Capability Plan (DCP), which is expected tobe publicly released by the second quarter of 2004. He hasalso stressed that new capability decisions to date sought toembody the themes reflected in the 2000 Defence White Paperand Defence Update 2003 (released in February 2003), aswell as lessons from recent ADF operational experiences inEast Timor, Afghanistan and Iraq.In announcing the first tranche of DCR decisions,Senator Hill also noted that in undertaking the review theGovernment had drawn heavily on the advice of the Chiefof Defence Force and the Service Chiefs. Such an utterancewould be unsurprising in most comparable Westerncountries. In the Australian context it reflects almost arevolutionary change. In recent times, more often than not,strategic advice to government has been the jealouslyguarded preserve of the upper echelons of Australia�s largecivilian defence bureaucracy.As an �interim� measure, there is obviously more to comeas the next federal budget (covering the 2004�05 financialyear) is framed in the months running up to Budget nighton 11 May 2004. Senator Hill noted that, in this process,the Government needed �to factor in importantdevelopments of the last few years, in particular, globalterrorism, [the] proliferation of weapons of massdestruction, and some deteriorating circumstances withinour own region. We also needed to factor in the experiencesof [the] high operational tempo of recent times�.In releasing the DCR the Minister acknowledged it was�three years on from the 2000 Defence White Paper andthe [then] DCP attached to it, (and had incorporated) moremature costings in relation to some projects, particularlyprojects that were some years out� in terms of timing, inthe first DCP. �We therefore said that we would do a review

of the DCP, and hoped to have that concluded in October.It�s still not quite complete, but nevertheless, theGovernment has taken a number of decisions this week�.Where is the money comingfrom?In terms of funding undertakings for new capabilityacquisitions coming out of the DCR, Senator Hill stated�we developed this project on a budget-neutral basis,recognising that we�re receiving a three per cent realincrease per year. Because only seven years of the ten yearsremain, we�ve taken it out an extra three years. So the newDCP, when it�s released, will be for a 10-year block again�basically starting from this year. And with the savings thatwe were able to make, and with some improvement ofprojects�that�s some of the detail that we�re settling atthe moment�it�s obviously our view that we can achievethese outcomes within the budget�.Senator Hill�s comments therefore sought to addressearly scepticism concerning the DCR, which has centredon the validity of the Government�s confidence that therevised DCP, or indeed any effective modernisation of theADF, can be achieved without a larger real increase indefence funding. In coverage since the reviewannouncement, few commentators believe it can, especiallyif our strategic circumstances continue to deteriorate andthe ADF is forced to maintain a high operational tempo.Accordingly, the overly optimistic financial managementhabits of the 1980s and 1990s, when Australia�s strategicsituation was relatively benign, are proving hard for manyto shake.A �sea change� for the ADFAt the DCR announcement Senator Hill acknowledged heis unlikely to be the responsible minister when some of thecritical capability funding decisions in the later parts ofthe program would be required to be taken. He claimed,however, some provision for this had already been built

Defence capability review:
a summary

Trevor J Thomas
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into the plan, given close to $A1 billion of approved fundsremain unspent (and are being held by the Department ofFinance in a special drawing account). According toSenator Hill, �provided the government is prepared toreschedule money that it is anticipated to spend in the firstfew years for the tasks further out, [the DCP] should beadequately covered, and (in the past) the government hasbeen prepared to do that�.At the heart of the shift in ADF operational focusrecognised in the DCR is a big emphasis on developing ajoint-force approach, rather than three interrelated Service-centric ones, under what Senator Hill describes as�rebalancing� of overall defence capabilities. This is thefirst step in a wholesale shift by the ADF involving:adapting the Navy�s prime function of open-sea,maritime warfare to make it a force better honed tooperate away from Australia or in support ofamphibious operations (also involving land forces);better integrating land forces into Australia�s overallmaritime defence strategy through modernising andhardening various land force elements and integratingthem with maritime, air transport and strike elements;relying on unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) for the bulkof future broad-area maritime surveillance; andmoving away from specialised, manned platforms forlong-range strike to �new generation� missiles on arange of platforms.Rather than being this specific, the Defence Minister,instead, preferred to describe the shift in DCR outcomesvia deference to the conclusions of Defence Update 2003,which more specifically noted global terrorism, the spreadof weapons of mass destruction, and instances of regionaldeterioration now demanded new prominence in the ADF�sfrontline capability. Senator Hill nevertheless conceded theDCR process had identified �an increased requirement tostrengthen the effectiveness and sustainability of the Army,to provide air defence protection to deploying forces, toenhance the lift requirement for deployments, and toposition the Australian Defence Force to exploit currentand emerging Network Centric Warfare advantages�.Enhancing the ability to operatein the regionThe DCR has therefore re-emphasised the Government�sdesire to ensure an ability to safely deploy, lodge and sustainAustralian forces offshore. This means Australian forcesneed to be better protected, with Senator Hill stating, �wedo see the threat that�s associated with long-range missileslaunched from the air as a growing threat. And we see noother alternative, in order that we are able to answer thatthreat, but to move to this new capability�. As such, thegovernment has accepted advice to strengthen the Navy�sdefensive air warfare capability.The RAN lost its area air warfare capability when thelast of the three 1960s vintage Charles F. Adams-classguided missile destroyers (DDG) was retired in 2001. Underthe DCR this essential capability is now to be regained from

2013, with the construction (preferably in Australia) anddelivery into service of the first of three new Air WarfareDestroyers (AWD). Navy insiders apparently prefer thenomenclature�Sea Control Combatant or Air WarfareCapable Destroyer�to emphasise the vessels are multi-functional not unitary platforms and will therefore becapable of a broad range of military, constabulary anddiplomatic tasks.Through the DCR the Government has further agreedthat such vessels will be equipped with a US-designedcombat system, most likely to be a variant of theLockheed Martin Aegis system�said by the Ministerto be able to track or simultaneously destroy numbers ofaircraft or missiles at ranges in excess of 150 kilometres.Initially, this decision appears to be using the same SM2missile proposed for incremental upgrades to fourexisting guided missile frigates (FFG), although SenatorHill latterly confirmed �there is the possibility in thefuture for upgrading to that type of capability (SM3), ifthe need is there�.In anointing the Aegis system, the Government hasapparently decided to limit options to American systemsfor interoperability purposes and to avoid anothertechnological orphan of the type that have bedevilledAustralia with other �adapted� projects. Senator Hillconsidered the decision to limit combat system choice toUS air warfare systems, probably mean �a derivative of theAegis system, but there are some other possibilities in thatregard, and work has already commenced on anexamination of those alternatives�. The Minister furtherconfirmed adherence to the original project schedule (firstship ready in 2013) saying, �the timelines we have for theseships are really quite demanding, but we�re going to makeevery endeavour to stick to those time lines. It�ll meandecisions in relation to designers will have to be settled inthe very near future.� Senator Hill added, �while notsurprisingly they (AWD) were a little more expensive thanwhat we might have first thought, we have factored thatinto the revised (capability) plan�.Responding to media questioning regarding the needfor a new air warfare destroyer, the Senator replied �they�renot commonplace, but they�re becoming morecommonplace. As you know, apart from the Americans now,the Japanese have them, the Korean�s are getting them, theSpanish have got them, and the Norwegians have got them.I think they�re becoming really an essential and affordablecapability, and that�s why we have firmed-up on thatdecision.� The decision is fully consistent with the overallthrust of the DCR. Few serious defence commentatorsquestion the need for a strategically and operationallymobile ADF to have some ability to flexibly operate outsidethe range of shore-based air cover.In terms of the current program to improve the war-fighting capability of Australia�s guided missile frigate(FFG) fleet, the Government has decided the SM1 missiledefence capability of the four youngest vessels (Sydney,Darwin, Melbourne and Newcastle) will be upgraded bythe installation of SM2 missiles by 2007 (at an estimated
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cost of $A500m). Such an approach can at best only offeran interim solution as the FFG do not currently possess a3-D radar fit to fully utilise the SM2 in an area air defencerole. According to Senator Hill, �whilst recognising thatupgrading the SM1 missiles to SM2 versions on the FFGis a challenging project, we�re going to apply it to four ofthe FFG to provide an interim capability towards theintroduction of new air warfare destroyers�.Corresponding savings offsets will see the two oldestFFG (Adelaide and Canberra) paid off from 2006, whenthe last of the eight new Anzac-class frigates is scheduledto be delivered.Big improvements toamphibious and sealift capacityThe East Timor deployment in 1999, although relativelyclose to Australia, is acknowledged by many asdemonstrating the clear need for the ADF to be much betterprepared to operate in our region. Even though it helpedwhen Kanimbla and Manoora subsequently came on line,further experiences, and more likely than not contingencies,in the region have strengthened the requirement tosubstantially modernise and upgrade ADF amphibious,sealift and sustainment capacity.As a result of DCR decisions, the Government isproposing to replace the 5700-tonne (full load) Tobruk(which has been in service since 1981) with a much larger,20,000-tonne plus, amphibious vessel by 2010. Such avessel is seen, at a minimum, as being much more capableof satisfying ADF operational requirements to lift abattalion group and be able to tactically deploy an infantrycompany (with some attached elements) at any oneparticular time, using the simultaneous operation of at least5�6 utility helicopters of the type to be acquired underProject Air 9000.In effect, the broad functional specification for newamphibious vessels now being expressed by theGovernment resembles closely the characteristics ofmodern landing platform dock (LPD) and Landing PlatformHelicopter (LPH) ship designs. It may very well be that theupper tonnage limit of these vessels may have to increaseto the 25�30,000-tonne range, especially if more advancedtechnologies (UAV, JSF) were to be accommodated.Interestingly the Chief of Navy, Vice Admiral ChrisRitchie�in response to media questions regarding thebasing of VSTOL-type aircraft on such ships�said, �no,this is an amphibious capability, and the purpose of it is toprovide lift in the first case for a battalion, and to providethe transport ability ashore to a company at the time�.The Government further proposes a second largeamphibious ship to be acquired in time to replace the olderof the current 8500-tonne (full load) landing platformamphibious (LPA) ships (probably Kanimbla, which wasbought second-hand in 1993, commissioned in 1994 andthen substantially modified before entering operationalservice in late 2000). The second LPA, Manoora (of similarvintage), will also be replaced around 2015, not by a large

amphibious vessel but by a new class of sea-lift ship.Senator Hill noted �the form of that ship is not a decisionthat�s been taken to date. There are a number of differentoptions in that regard�.Summing up in regard to amphibious capabilities, theMinister said that overall the DCR announcements embody�a very significant increase in the Navy�s capability totransport troops and, in conjunction with the air warfaredestroyers, will significantly increase the capability ofprotecting those troops during the course of deployment�.Marking time in afloat supportTo help offset the costs of the three new amphibious orsealift ships, the 40,800-tonne (full load) fleet oiler,Westralia, is to be replaced by a second-hand vessel thatmeets International Maritime Organisation maritimepollution regulations, chiefly a double-skin hull, to beintroduced in 2009. This vessel will be refitted in Australiato RAN requirements. Senator Hill says the new vessel�described as a �substitute oiler��and expected to be inservice in 2006, will be �a less ambitious replacement thanthat envisaged by the White Paper, and therefore, there�llbe some savings from that decision�.This �substitute oiler� can surely be only an interimsolution to a major problem facing the Navy. There isunderstood to be disappointment within senior ranks thatWestralia is being replaced with �just another oiler�, ratherthan a substantive underway replenishment ship capableof also resupplying bulk petrol, oils, lubricants and water(POLW), munitions, and dry and refrigerated cargo. Havingto rely on only one underway replenishment ship (Success)continues to be a major constraint on ADF flexibility. Thelong-term requirement remains that when Success, whichentered service in 1986, and the second-hand replacementoiler are retired, they will both need to be replaced by at leasttwo (possibly three) modern underway replenishment vessels.Modifying the minecountermeasures forceDCR-driven savings will also lead to the mothballing oftwo of the six Huon-class coastal mine hunters (MHC), onthe basis that should strategic requirements change, suchvessels could be mobilised and brought back into servicequite quickly. If savings do need to be found, this approachis a sensible compromise, and reflects the Navy�s increasingembrace of mobilisation principles and practices longaccepted in comparative defence forces around the world.Given overseas experiences, it may also be possible, atsome future time, to bring the mothballed MHC back intolimited service as a naval reserve capability. There is nodoubt that a mine warfare capability remains essential tonational defence. Australia�s economic reliance on bulkexports from widely dispersed mainland ports, often thenpassing through noted regional chokepoints such as theLombok, Sunda and Malacca Straits, means the nationneeds to retain a reasonable ability to keep sea lanes openfrom a threat well within both regional, and potentially even
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terrorist, capabilities.Still, the Huon-class construction program was onlyrecently completed, with all six ships being commissioned inthe May 1999 to December 2002 period. Rather thanmothballing older vessels, the RAN might alternatively chooseto mothball the newest two ships (Diamantina and Yarra)commissioned in 2002, thus providing an ability tosubstantially increase the overall life-of-type of the class. Thedecision to mothball two MHC does, however, slightly reducethe ADF�s ability to supplement the patrol boat force, whenrequired, or employ MHC in a general support role as withDiamantina in the Solomon Islands deployment.Hardening and modernisingland forcesAs recognised by substantial equipment supplementationprograms since the East Timor deployment, theGovernment�s DCR conclusions continue to supportinitiatives for the Army to become more sustainable, betterprotected and more lethal in close combat. As such, theGovernment continues to view the combined-armsapproach favoured by Army Chief, Lieutenant GeneralPeter Leahy, whereby infantry, armour, artillery, aviationand engineer elements work together to support and protecteach other, as being �the best way of achieving rapid successwhile minimising friendly casualties�.Much public attention has focused on the DCR decisionto replace the Army�s relatively small number of agingLeopard AS1 tanks, which are 1960s technology introducedinto service in 1978, with more modern (but still perhapssecond-hand) ones. The contenders are the AmericanAbrams, the German Leopard 2 or British Challenger 2.[For further information see Ian Bostock�s article p. 30.]According to Senator Hill, �which tank, and how many, aredecisions yet to be made, but we intend to move thatdecision-making process now really quite quickly. Thisdecision has largely been based on experience in recentoperations, and the importance that tanks have played inthe protection of forces�particularly forces on the ground�.The decision to replace the Army�s tanks, however,should not be looked at in isolation from the need to�harden� the Army across the board. As several recentdeployments have shown, Australia cannot continue to relyon just maintaining an Army of predominantly light infantryforces, which, in reality, have changed little in structureand basic equipment types for over 50 years. The increasedlethality of modern combat, even low-intensity conflicts,requires the Government to fund a substantial increase inthe protection, mobility, firepower and communications ofour land forces for joint operations.Not all are agreed on this, however. Some subsequentpress comment about the utility of tanks in South-East Asiaand the South Pacific, or in campaigns against terrorism,appear to have been driven by ideological and academicfixations rather than understanding of modern warfare.They also tend to ignore the ADF�s successful operationalexperiences when using tanks in the region since the early

1940s, in New Guinea, Bougainville and South Vietnam,during a range of high-intensity and low-intensity conflicts.Recent papers by the Land Warfare Studies Centre bringthese observations out in more detail.Senator Hill also confirmed Government support for theraising of new projects to �rapidly acquire� combatidentification (IFF) for Australian ground forces, morecapable communications (including to increase inter-operability with allies), and increased purchases of night-vision equipment. Such additional capabilities, says theMinister�along with the introduction of the Tiger-armedreconnaissance helicopter and additional troop-lifthelicopters, to equip current (and future) amphibioustransports�will result in a force �significantly hardenedand better networked�.The Army has often been described as the �poorrelation� in ADF equipment procurement priorities overthe last  thirty years.  The DCR announcements,encompassing lessons learnt from East Timor onwards,along with other recent initiatives, are a long overduerecognition of this state of affairs.Focus on the JSF and newgeneration airbornereconnaissance-surveillancecapabilitiesOngoing decisions on restructuring the air force appear tobe based, in particular, on firming confidence in theassumption that Australia faces little likelihood of a majorinvasion in the next 10 years. In its DCR conclusions theGovernment notes it remains satisfied with advice fromthe Chief of Air Force,  Air Marshal Angus Houston, forcontinued investment emphasis on �a balanced and flexibleAir Force comprising intelligence, surveillance andreconnaissance, air combat, strike aircraft and combatsupport elements�.Consistent with May 2003 announcements regarding theneed for all future ADF investment programs to be governedby a Network Centric Warfare (NCW) �Road Map�, SenatorHill noted the Air Force �must be networked, flexible andadaptable with modern versatile, multi-role capabilities thatcan contribute to joint and combined operations across thespectrum of conflicts. The Government is of the view thata sound pathway to the future has been laid�.The ADF currently has in train plans to acquire up to100 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) aircraft with the key decisiondate being 2006. New Airborne Early Warning and Control(AEW&C) aircraft are also in production, and a tender hasbeen released for new air-to-air refuelling aircraft.According to Senator Hill, the ADF, �also has plans for theacquisition of Global Hawk unmanned aerial vehicles, anda replacement for the AP-3C [Orion] under the furthermaritime patrol and response capability� (Project Air 7000).Air Marshal Houston noted at the DCR press conference,�I think into the future unmanned vehicles will proliferate�they really will. As to whether that�s the end of manned
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combat aircraft, I wouldn�t want to make that prediction atthis stage. I think it�s too early to tell. In terms of a UAVthat we might get for surveillance, I think we needsomething of the Global Hawk type�it can stay up for over24 hours, and with two Global Hawks, or that sort ofplatform, you can do the work of five, six or seven P3swith much reduced manpower. So it�s a very persistent wayto provide a surveillance capability�.Air Marshal Houston continued by saying, �we are veryfocused on the JSF for the future of the Air Force, and indeedthe future of the ADF. I think the JSF will be effectivelynetworked with not just Air Force capabilities, but also theair warfare destroyer, and all the other capabilities we�re goingto get into the ADF into the future. I think it�s exactly the rightsort of multi-role platform that a relatively small nation likeAustralia needs�it will be highly flexible, very adaptable, andideally suited to the network warfare of the future.� He added,�obviously a lot of studies have to be conducted to determinewhat our (numerical) requirements are into the future�.Air Marshal Houston also remarked, �we spent areasonable amount of money upgrading the P3 to AP3standard, but the reality is that the airframe will only lastuntil about 2015, and we will then have to have some formof replacement. Now the way of thinking at the moment isto go for a mix of unmanned and manned platforms. Sowhat we�ll be looking at is some sort of project where themix of unmanned aircraft is probably about five, andsomewhere in the order of eight (in terms of) mannedplatforms. The manned platform would be capable of doingall the operational tasks the AP3 currently do�underwaterwarfare and also anti-surface warfare.�Earlier retirement of the F-111 fleetGiven Air Marshal Houston�s summary of the RAAF�soverall outlook, Senator Hill surprised many defencecommentators by stating that the Government had adoptedAir Force advice that, �by 2010�with full introduction ofthe AEW&C aircraft, the new air-to-air refuellers, (and)completion of the F/A-18 Hornet upgrade programs�including the bomb improvement program [Project Air5409], and successful integration of a stand-off strikeweapon on the F/A-18s and AP-3C [Project Air 5418]�the F-111 could be withdrawn from service.�Supporting Senator Hill�s announcement, Air MarshalHouston added, �what will dictate the retirement of the F-111will be the achievement of a suitable capability to replace theF-111. Now we think that will be somewhere from 2010onwards. We�re very much focused on the capability the JSFwill provide. And of course, what you�ve seen in recent timesis the increasing fragility of our F-111 capability. By 2010 itwill be almost 40 years old, and our studies suggest that,beyond 2010, it will be a very high-cost platform to maintain.And there�s also a risk of losing the capability altogetherthrough ageing aircraft factors.�From the whole-of-defence perspective, Senator Hill addedthat, �in light of the increasing strike capability that�s going tobe attached to principally the F/A-18s, but also the Orions,it�s believed that the retirement date of the F-111 can be brought

forward a few years. That�s guidance that�s been given togovernment by the Air Force, and guidance the Governmenthas accepted.� It is understood that elements of the RAAF�sclassified report to the Government on the future of the F-111s are now being reviewed for public release, and willcontain full details of which planned F-111 upgrades willnow be cancelled.The Government�s decision is to concentrate investmenton sustainment and enhancement of the FA-18 fleet as it awaitsdelivery of the new JSF in the years after 2012, and not replaceor upgrade current-generation weapons. Plans will insteadconcentrate on new-age weapons common to the JSF programsuch as the Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM), SmallDiameter Bomb, Joint Advanced Stand-off Strike Missile(JASSM), Storm Shadow and Joint Stand-off Weapon (JSOW).In the meantime, the RAAF will maximise savings (estimatedas at least $A500 million per year and probably much more asthe aircraft ages) that otherwise would have been required tooperate the F111s through to the 2015 plus life-of-typeoriginally envisaged in the 2000 Defence White Paper.Overall thrustIn a subsequent media interview Senator Hill summarisedthe DCR by noting, �we believe that these changes, notsurprisingly, will lead to enhanced capability for the ADF,well into the future. They provide for a balanced force,which we think is necessary in these times of greatuncertainty, and times when it�s very difficult to predictthe threat that we might face, particularly the threat intothe future, to any extent.�The overall thrust of the DCR reflects the large and coherentinput of the CDF and Service Chiefs. The �end user� languageof the review also reflects more of an integrated, joint-forceapproach to capabilities and the strategic, operational andtactical concepts driving their employment.The DCR appears to be a firm step forwards inacknowledging the need to match the strategic fluidity of thetimes by maximising balance and versatility in the forcestructure of the ADF, and in adopting an integrated approachto executing defence strategy. It also appears to be a longoverdue rejection of the repetitive and unimaginative �platformreplacement� thinking that has for too long dominated the morehidebound parts of the Services, much of the Defence civilianbureaucracy and some elements of defence industry. u
Trevor J. Thomas is a specialist defence industry journalist andthe Managing Editor of Business Communications Group, whichpublishes �Australian Defence Business Review� magazine<www.adbr.com.au>, and the weekly �Defence Industry andAerospace Report� email newsletter at <www.diar.com>. Trevorhas also prepared a chart summarising the major capabilityenhancement and/or disposition decisions announced thus far. Thechart matches their previously designated project numbers withnew project numbers, understood to be aimed at pooling majorprocurements of similar capabilities under ADF defenceacquisition reforms stemming from the Kinnaird Review. A copyof the chart can be requested by emailing<busicom@ozemail.com.au>.
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In the wake of the Bali bombing commemoration on 12October, many Australians probably have the impressionthat most Indonesians share our distress at the tragicconsequences of terrorism, and that they strongly supportthe US-led international campaign against terrorist groupssuch as Jemaah Islamiyah. This impression is largely dueto the Australian media�s focus on the responses of thepredominantly Hindu Balinese, and on sympatheticcomments by several senior Indonesian officials.Images of grief-stricken Balinese dominated mediaportrayals of �local reactions� and the press featuredinterviews with Balinese from various sections of society.Nearly all of those featured expressed dismay and anger atthe terrible human and economic toll of the bombing anddenounced the perpetrators.A closer look at the public debate in Indonesia suggests,however, that Balinese responses may not fully representthose of the broader Indonesian community and that thereare important differences between Australian andmainstream Indonesian reactions to the bombings. Forexample, few Australians would doubt that the Balibombing was the work of Jemaah Islamiyah (JI) and thatthis group is centred in Indonesia and led by Abu BakarBa�asyir. They would also accept that the US and Australiancampaign against transnational terrorism targets violentextremists only and is not aimed at Islam per se or its law-abiding adherents.By contrast, a majority of Indonesians appear not to believethat JI is an Indonesian organisation, nor are they convincedthat the Bali bombers came from JI. This is hardly surprisinggiven that most government officials and Islamic communityleaders publicly assert that there is no evidence JI exists inIndonesia. The Minister of Religious Affairs, for example,instructed the media in August 2003 not to mention JI whenreferring to terrorists within Indonesia.Most Indonesians were genuinely shocked, however, bythe Bali bombings and do accept that terrorists are activein their country. But they seem to believe that JI operativesare recruited and commanded by outsiders. ManyIndonesians are also very sceptical about the �war on terror�and believe that the �West� is using the internationalcounter-terrorism issue to oppress Islam and keep Muslim-majority countries, such as Indonesia, subservient to�Western� strategic and economic interests.Evidence of public scepticism about JI and the terrorism

issue can be found in opinion surveys. Shortly after theBali bombing, 72 per cent of respondents to a Detik.compoll said that the CIA was responsible for the attack. InSeptember of this year, a survey by the current affairsjournal, Gatra, showed 52 per cent of those polled thought�JI was a creation of the US�.The comments of a wide range of prominent Islamicleaders are even more telling. Vice-president Hamzah Haz,who is also chairman of the second-largest Islamic party,has flatly asserted that JI exists in Singapore and Malaysiabut not in Indonesia. He has also called President GeorgeW. Bush �the king of terrorists�. Hamzah has a long recordof provocative anti-Western remarks and capturedheadlines in September 2001 when he said the 9/11 attackwas expiation for the United States� sins.Of more concern to Western countries are the views of�moderate� Muslim leaders such as Hasyim Muzadi, thechairman of Indonesia�s largest Islamic organisation, NahdlatulUlama. In September 2003, he declared that JI was part of aUS strategy to �force Islam into a corner� and he called on theIndonesian and foreign governments to refrain frommentioning Jemaah Islamiyah because of the unease thiscaused among Muslims. His statements on this matter arenoteworthy because he is a well-known champion ofinterfaith dialogue and religious tolerance, and he is afrequent visitor to Western countries (including Australia)where he is praised for his stand against Islamic extremism.Solahuddin Wahid, a prominent human rights officialand younger brother of former President AbdurrahmanWahid, stated that JI had been trained by the US and thatforeign agencies were �steering� the Indonesian police intoblaming JI without adequate evidence.Similarly, the deputy chairman of Muhammadiyah,Indonesia�s second largest Muslim organisation, Dr DinSyamsuddin, claimed that JI was a foreign creation designedto �stigmatise Islam� and make it easier to bend Indonesiato the will of the US. He believed the US had instructed�its JI� to undertake the Marriott bombing as a way ofjustifying new measures against Islamic groups in Indonesia.These views were echoed by the head of the IndonesianMuslim Intellectuals� Association (ICMI), who warnedMuslims not to trust �Western-engineered� reports on JI.Part of the problem is the generic nature of the termJemaah Islamiyah (literally �Islamic congregation�). Thereare probably many thousands of �Jemaah Islamiyah� across

 Indonesian ambivalencetowards terrorism
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Indonesia, nearly all of them informal and committed topeaceful religious activity. Thus, when Western leadersrefer repeatedly to Jemaah Islamiyah, it is liable to be seenas a broader attack on Islam itself. As an analogy, RomanCatholic Australians would be uneasy if a terroristmovement called itself �The Catholic Congregation� andgovernment officials repeatedly condemned such anorganisation. Whether by design or good fortune, theleaders of JI have chosen a name that arouses a strongdefensive reaction in the Islamic community.But there are other reasons for Indonesian scepticismon the terrorism and JI issues. Political expediency isundoubtedly a factor. Parliamentary and presidentialelections will be held next year and Indonesian politiciansare already jostling for advantage. In the case of Islamicparties, being seen to defend the Muslim community is asure way to burnish their Islamic credentials in what is likelyto be a closely fought election. President Megawati is alsovulnerable on Islamic issues. Her Islamist rivals are keento exploit the JI issue to portray Megawati as compliant toWestern demands on terrorism and as not protectingIndonesia�s Islamic community.A further element is the strong sense in Indonesia thatthe world has become far more hostile in recent years.Suspicion of powerful Western nations and their perceivedexploitative tendencies has long historical roots in theIndonesian national psyche. But this sentiment hasintensified in last six years.In 1997, Indonesia became the country most severelyaffected by the Asian financial crisis. Many Indonesians,both at the elite and the grassroots levels, laid blame forthe crisis largely on the �West� rather than home-grownstructural, political and social problems. They believed that�predatory� international financial markets had manipulatedIndonesia�s currency and that the prescriptions of Western-dominated multi-lateral agencies, such as the IMF, servedto increase the country�s vulnerability and suffering. Theseparation of East Timor in 1999 was also seen as the resultof �Western� (particularly Australian) interference in theprovince�s affairs. Since then, some Indonesians haveaccused the �West� of intervening in other trouble spots,such as the Muslim�Christian conflict in Maluku, and theseparatist movements in Aceh and Papua.All of these issues have created a sense of external threatmore powerful than at any time since the early 1960s, whenIndonesia challenged the formation of Malaysia as a �neo-colonial plot� by Britain (and Australia). Many Indonesiansnow regard the world as a more hostile place, and believethat powerful forces have a vested interest in keepingIndonesia internally divided and biddable to Westerndictates. Indeed, there is once again a proclivity to blamemany of the country�s present economic, political andsecurity problems on external rather than internal factors.These are the political, religious, economic and socialcontexts in which the terrorism issue should be placed. Formany Indonesians, the US-led �war on terror� is but thelatest instance of the West pursuing a self-serving agenda underthe guise of international cooperation and mutual benefit.

Indonesian governmentresponsesGiven the widespread ambivalence within Indonesiansociety regarding the terrorism issue, the Indonesiangovernment�s response to counter-terrorism has beensurprisingly, indeed uncharacteristically, resolute.Immediately after the Bali bombings, it took theunprecedented step of allowing foreign police andintelligence agencies to join the Indonesian police ininvestigating the attacks. Two weeks later, newretrospective anti-terrorism laws were introduced that gavethe police and judiciary special powers in tracking downand prosecuting suspected terrorists. These included theability to use raw intelligence data in prosecuting allegedterrorists. Importantly, the government took the rare stepof giving its unequivocal support to the police and courtsin carrying out their tasks.The speed and rigour of the investigation and trialprocess has surprised anyone familiar with Indonesia�scorruption-ridden and inefficient legal system. Twenty ofthose charged with involvement in the Bali bombings havenow been tried. All have been found guilty and three�Amrozi, Imam Samudra and Mukhlas�have beensentenced to death. It is doubtful that Australia�s policeand judicial system could have acted with such dispatch iffaced with a case of this magnitude. At least another 30 JImembers are in detention awaiting prosecution.In contrast to its operational successes, the Megawatigovernment has failed dismally to lead or nurture thepublic debate on Islamic extremism. The President hadto be persuaded by her advisors to go to Bali the dayafter the bombings and she refused to act on offers fromkey mainstream Muslim leaders to help the governmentcampaign against religious extremism. Indeed, she laterdeclared that responsibility for combating Islamicmilitancy rested with the Islamic community, not thegovernment.Furthermore, few of Megawati�s ministers havesought to engage in public discussion on terrorism-related issues, though in private, many are reportedlyconvinced of JI�s centrality to the country�s terrorismproblem. A good example is the Co-ordinating Ministerfor Politics and Security, retired Lieutenant GeneralSusilo Bambang Yudhoyono. On recent visits toAustralia and the United States he spoke candidly aboutthe challenge of terrorism, referring directly to JI. Hiscomments to the Indonesia media, however, have beenextremely cautious and have avoided naming JI. Evenministers with a good knowledge of Islam have failed tooffer counter arguments to extremist Islamist doctrines.As a result, much of the burden of presenting informationto the public and rebutting the extremist position hasfallen to the police, and to leaders of Muslim socio-religious organisations such as NU�s Hasyim Muzadi andMuhammadiyah�s Syafii Maarif. Foreign funding hasnow made possible large-scale public informationcampaigns regarding moderate interpretations of the faith.
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Australian responsesThe sensitivity of the terrorism issue has obviousimplications for Australian policy regarding Indonesia. TheAustralian government has stated that the Bali bombinghas led to a new level of bilateral cooperation betweenIndonesia and Australia. In a narrow sense, there is somejustification for this judgement. The close workingrelationship established between the Australian FederalPolice and the Indonesian police (Polri) is a developmentthat few might have thought possible prior to October 2002.Polri has relied heavily on AFP technical expertise inforensic analysis and electronic surveillance of suspectedterrorists. The capture of the senior JI figure, ImamSamudra, for example, was made possible by AFP officerstracking his mobile phone signal to a village in West Java.There are also extensive intelligence and defence exchangesbetween the two countries focusing on counter-terrorism.Viewed more broadly, however, the bilateral relationshipis strained. Anti-Australian sentiment (directed largely atthe government rather than individual Australians inIndonesia) remains high. This is especially so within thecountry�s political and diplomatic elite. In Jakarta, JohnHoward continues to be one of the most disliked foreignleaders and few of his senior ministers appear well-regardedby their counterparts in Jakarta. Some of this irritation withthe Howard government is a legacy of Australia�s role inEast Timor in 1999 and the boatpeople crisis of 2001.Canberra�s handling of the terrorism issue has, however,added to the tension. Key Indonesian officials see theHoward Government as pushy and at times insensitive onterrorism and related Islamic questions. They sense thatHoward plays to his domestic audience rather than followsdiplomatic protocols. Indonesian officials complain aboutlearning of new Australian initiatives via the media ratherthan through diplomatic channels.Moreover, Australia is often criticised in the Indonesianmedia for being too close to the US and as one of thecountries engaged in undermining Indonesian unity andindependence. No credible evidence is offered to supportthe latter proposition, but it remains a persistent andcommon belief among Indonesians.For its part, the Howard Government has reason to bedissatisfied with aspects of Indonesia�s anti-terrorismmeasures. The Megawati Government has been slow to acton flows of terrorist funds and has also been hesitant inimplementing the UN-sanctioned ban on JI. The complexityof Australia�s strategic relationship with Indonesia ishighlighted by the simple fact that most Indonesian complaintsabout, and negative perceptions concerning, Australia aremirrored by similar frustrations and viewpoints in Australianpolitical and official circles about Indonesia.Both sides apparently feel there is too often a lack ofgratitude and reciprocity in their cooperation.Despite their frustrations, Australian leaders shouldcontinue to be circumspect in their public remarks onterrorism and Indonesian radical Islam. Mr Howard�s ownstatements shortly after the 5 August Marriott Hotelbombing in Jakarta that JI had carried out the attack drew

sharp criticism from some Indonesian commentators. Theyasked how the Prime Minister could be so sure when thepolice investigation was only in its initial stages. Theyquestioned Australia�s motives in so quickly asserting thatit was an �Islamic� terrorist group that was responsible. Infact, many Indonesian officials and most Jakarta-based andforeign observers assumed that JI was responsible and saidso soon after the bombing. Subsequent police investigationsand research by the International Crisis Group have shownJI was indeed responsible.Similarly, the Australian Federal Police commissioner,Mick Keelty, has spoken on several occasions of the needto address problems in the Islamic education system inIndonesia. Most scholars of JI regard Islamic education asa critical factor in the perpetuation of terrorism. This is,however, a highly sensitive issue in Indonesia. Most Islamicschools do not teach extremist versions of the faith andthere are only a handful of schools with close links to JI.Commissioner Keelty�s remarks carry the risk of being seenby many Indonesian Muslims as �Christian meddling� inthe affairs of their country. Hence, such statements caneasily have a counterproductive effect on the broader fightagainst terrorism in Indonesia.The terrorism issue will continue to dominate andcomplicate Australia�Indonesia relations for many yearsto come. Most scholars of JI believe that the organisationwill remain a serious threat. There is some evidence that thechildren of current JI leaders are now being educated in schoolsnoted for their militant jihadist teachings. It is also apparentthat JI has an in-built capacity to evolve and adapt to changingsecurity conditions. This will require ongoing bilateral co-operation in order to deal effectively with this threat.Although Australian officials may be exasperated bywhat they see as the poorly informed public debate inIndonesia on JI and terrorism, they have little option but toaccept that community opinion has an impact on theMegawati Government. In Indonesia�s renascentdemocracy, no political leader can afford to ignorecommunity sentiment even if it is uninformed or misguided.On the other hand, robust civil society will not flourish inIndonesia without genuine debate among Indonesians.To win the campaign against transnational terrorism byIslamic extremists, both across the world and regionally,Australia needs to avoid actions that may deepen thescepticism and ambivalence towards the terrorism issue inthe world�s largest Muslim country. Hostile Indonesianpublic sentiment would be a severe setback for thecampaign against terrorism, both regionally and generally.  u

Dr Greg Fealy is a research fellow and lecturer in Indonesianpolitics in the Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies atthe Australian National University. He is co-editor of �LocalPower and Politics in Indonesia: Decentralisation andDemocratisation�, Institute of Southeast Asian Studies,Singapore, 2003.
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Australia remains attached to disarmamentdiplomacy, but we need to think realistically aboutwhat happens when it fails to work. There is now aserious threat of a break-out from the Nuclear NonProliferation Treaty (NPT). North Korea defied the�international community� by proceeding with a clandestinenuclear weapons program while still a member of the NPT.North Korea then kicked out inspectors from theInternational Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and left theNPT. North Korea, having flouted the Treaty, and flauntedits nuclear weapons program, now says it is legally entitledto leave the NPT and so should not be held accountable forwhat it did when it was a party to the Treaty.Yet the Security Council has not even met on the issue.1So much for the so-called �international community� inwhich so many Australians evince a touching faith. Worse,North Korea�s successful defiance is highly encouragingto other would-be clandestine proliferators, notably Iran.What would it mean for us if the �NPT regime� was seen tobe breaking down? We can hardly fail to notice, forexample, that in Japan it is no longer taboo to talk aboutnuclear weapons. That is a consequence of the Japanesepublic�s growing fear of North Korea�s nuclear ambitionsand its missile program.2North Korea�s Nodong missiles, whose numbers grewfrom zero to some two hundred on President Clinton�swatch, need not be accurate in order to create panic inJapan�especially if they were thought to have chemicalor biological warheads.  And it seems unwise to assumethat Pyongyang is incapable of putting a nuclear warheadon a missile.Moreover, some in Seoul make no secret of the fact thatthey would like to inherit the North�s nuclear program, oncethe peninsula is reunified, and point it at Japan.  If thatwere to come to pass, how long would Japan be willing tocontinue to shelter under the US �nuclear umbrella�?In Australia, clear thinking in this matter is not helpedby our history of naïveté in relation to nuclear arms control.Indeed, most of those responsible for Australia�sdisarmament diplomacy misread the history of the ColdWar.3  They never understood that most of the nuclear armscontrol agreements�products of US strategic paralysisfollowing the Vietnam War and the Watergate scandal that

destroyed the Nixon presidency�played greatly intoMoscow�s hands. Indeed, throughout the Cold War, theUSSR sought to paint American nuclear weapons as themain source of danger. That was because the abolition ofnuclear weapons would have left Moscow withunchallenged hegemony over Eurasia as a consequence ofits overwhelming conventional power.True, the �NPT regime� is something of an exception tothis sorry tale of arms control during the Cold War. Indeed,the NPT did help stability because it helped convince theaggressors of World War II, Germany and Japan, that theydid not need nuclear weapons for their security.Then the winning of the Cold War restored equilibriumto the western end of Eurasia. It is now unthinkable thatGermany, reunited under eastwardly expanding NATO andEU umbrellas, would be likely to seek security in nuclearweapons. That is basically because the collapse of the USSRmade great power war unthinkable in Europe. But Japanlives in a much more dangerous region, where indigenousstrategic conflict was not resolved with the end of the ColdWar. Indeed, North Korea has become more dangerous.4Currently, the United States is keen to reassure Australiathat Japan will remain its strategic dependant�not least inorder to maintain Australian confidence in the US nucleardeterrent. But that should not relieve us of the need to dosome hard thinking about our security.The disarmament mantra: Agarlic necklace to ward offvampires?We won�t get far by repeating the mantra, so popular withmuch of the Australian Left, that because nuclear weaponsare the source of danger, all problems would be resolved ifthey were abolished. Nuclear weapons exist and cannot be�disinvented�. Moreover, the seven declared nuclearweapons states�US, Russia, China, Britain, France, Indiaand Pakistan�have no intention of giving up theseweapons, whatever they may say.Nuclear weapons may not be usable in anger, but theyremain the ultima ratio of states�the final answer.Moreover, the five states that were declared nuclearweapons states before India and Pakistan tested in 1998
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are also permanent members of the UN Security Council.5When the P-5 close ranks in order to protect their sharedinterests, there is no power on earth that can make them doanything they do not want to do.In any case, does Australia really want America toabandon its nuclear weapons? As the old Chinese sayinggoes, �be careful what you wish for�.The essential bargain of the NPT, which entered intoforce in 1970, was that states that did not possess nuclearweapons would choose to give up any nuclear ambitions.In return, the non-nuclear states would be given help withtheir civilian nuclear programs, which were to be monitoredby the IAEA.  The five nuclear weapons states also pledgedthemselves to move towards total nuclear disarmament.True, the spread of nuclear weapons has been muchslower than was expected in 1968. Currently, all but fourcountries (India, Pakistan, Israel and North Korea) areformally committed to the NPT. But who can say how muchthe NPT itself was responsible for the unexpectedly slowpace of proliferation during the Cold War?�Superpower collusion� duringthe Cold WarAn alternative explanation is that the spread of nuclearweapons was slow because this was one of the few interestsgenuinely shared by the Cold War superpowers. They wereable and willing to enforce discipline within their blocs�and, in America�s case, to provide nuclear protection toWest Germany and Japan.�Superpower collusion� took off after Khrushchev gaveChina help with its missile and nuclear programs, and thispolicy backfired when China tested a nuclear weapon in1964.6 That meant that nuclear weapons were no longerthe preserve of the strong. Indeed, at different times, bothsuperpowers contemplated taking out the Chinese nuclearfacilities, and then thought better of it. Their sharedsuperpower interests thus led to the NPT.7As long as the Cold War lasted, none of the Sovietsatellites dared to harbour nuclear ambitions. (In any case,their military and intelligence apparatus were thoroughlypenetrated by Moscow.) The United States also crackeddown on would-be proliferators among its allies, such asSouth Korea and Taiwan.8Post Cold War optimismIn the early 1990s, optimism about the �NPT regimeincreased as many undeclared� nuclear weapons statesabandoned their nuclear ambitions. These included theformer members of the Soviet Union that had been �bornnuclear� (Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan). In addition,South Africa was persuaded to give up its nuclear weapons,which were irrelevant to its needs anyway after the end ofthe Cold War and the collapse of the white minoritygovernment. Brazil and Argentina were also persuadedagainst �going nuclear�. The NPT did help in giving thesestates the confidence that they could get rid of their nuclearweapons. That was because the NPT held out some rewards,

and encouraged these states to examine whetherproliferation would really increase their security. Butoptimism about proliferation started to fade in 1998, whenIndia and Pakistan engaged in tit-for-tat nuclear tests.Optimism fades: India andPakistan testIn fact, India had staged a so-called �peaceful nuclearexplosion� in 1974, and many Indians had long railedagainst �nuclear apartheid��why should authoritarianChina be �entitled� to nuclear weapons, while democraticIndia was not? So India and Pakistan refused to sign theNPT. And their nuclear tests in 1998 heralded the end ofoptimism about the non-proliferation regime.Those states that have opted for nuclear weapons havedone so for a variety of reasons�power, status and security.Of these, the most important is security. India was deprivedof any prospect of great power protection when the SovietUnion collapsed. Then India was faced with a �rising� Chinathat was arming India�s arch-enemy Pakistan with missileand nuclear technology.9Now even those who believed (rightly, in my view) thatthe existence of nuclear weapons did much to keep thepeace during the Cold War�because it made head to headconfrontation simply too dangerous�now had cause toworry. The two superpowers had had no previous historyof conflict. To the contrary, they had been allies in the twoworld wars. Moreover, they had no territorial dispute, andwere geographically distant.10 (The roots of their strugglelay in the fact that the outcome of the World War II had leftthe USSR in a near-hegemonial position in Europe, andthe United States came to realise that Soviet assertions ofhegemony over Eurasia represented an intolerable threatto America�s own security.) Yet the fact that nuclearweapons had done so much to help the Cold War fromturning hot did not mean that we could assume that nuclearweapons were a �good thing� in all hands and in allcircumstances.That�s what made the Indian and Pakistan �tit for tat�tests so worrying. These were states that had beenestablished on the basis of religious differences, in bloodycircumstances. They had a territorial dispute over Kashmir,and had fought three wars. Indeed, Pakistan, as the weakerparty, had a history of pre-emption. Moreover, they shareda long border. Indeed, in 1971 India (with Soviet backing)had exploited Pakistan�s crackdown in East Pakistan toachieve the dismemberment of its rival when East Pakistanwas detached (as Bangladesh.)Perhaps there is some consolation to be sought in thefact that both India and Pakistan are democracies, of a kindat least.  But the risk on the subcontinent is of accidentalexchange, which was the great concern during the crisis inthe (northern) summer of 2002.  There is also the risk thatMusharraf could fall, and be replaced by an Islamist regime.And whatever shreds of hope are to be found in the�democracy� argument, few observers think that it is a �goodthing� to have nuclear weapons in the hands of �rogue�
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regimes that terrorise their own people and threaten theirneighbours�such as Saddam Hussein�s Iraq.Iraq: Saddam�s fatal errorBy the early 1990s Iraq had a nuclear weapons programthat was not detected by the International Atomic EnergyAgency (IAEA).11 There is no point in blaming the IAEAfor this, because the Agency had been given no mandate todiscover and frustrate secret weapons programs.Eventually, in early 2003 the United States disarmed Iraqby invading it and removing the regime�though the triggerfor that invasion was not so much anything happening inIraq itself, but rather the terrorist attack on the United Statesin September 2001.12  For America, 9/11 raised theintolerable threat that Iraq might link up with terroristgroups such as al Qa�eda.But other rogue states had already learned the �wrong�lesson�that Saddam�s fatal error had been to invadeKuwait before he possessed a credible nuclear deterrent.It was soon apparent that the lesson had been well learnedin Pyongyang�if you wish to defy Uncle Sam, get a nuclearweapon.Iran: Learning From Saddam�smistakes?Iran also seems to have taken the lesson to heart. It�s hardto believe that Iran, with the world�s third largest oilreserves, as well as the second largest reserves of gas, needsnuclear energy for civilian purposes. Ever since the IAEAcame to suspect that Iran had an illegal uranium enrichmentplant, Iran has played fast and loose with the �internationalcommunity�. Now Iran says it will sign the �additionalprotocol� demanded by the IAEA, but only in relation toits declared nuclear sites. IAEA inspectors will not be givenunfettered access.13  That tells us all we need to know.A glance at the map shows why Iran might think it needsa nuclear weapon.14 Israel, an undeclared nuclear weaponsstate, is a sworn enemy. (How could it be otherwise, whenIran sponsors terrorist groups such as Hezbollah, IslamicJihad and Hamas?) Moreover, Iran has borders with fifteenother states, none of which it can call a friend. And to Iran�ssoutheast lies less than friendly but nuclear-armed Pakistan,which has close links with fellow Sunnis in Saudi Arabia.Concerns about political stability in Pakistan must registerin Tehran.And now the United States has invaded both Afghanistanand Iraq, and installed pro-American governments there.Even the so-called moderates in Iran, where political poweris contested, now seem to believe that nuclear weaponswill enhance their security. They are unlikely to reflect onthe fact that if Iran �goes nuclear�, others will follow�andthat may not enhance Iran�s security in the longer run.The United States is making no secret of its alarm atthese developments, and urged the Europeans to take atough line when the IAEA board met on 20 November.One reason of course for US alarm is that an Iran armed

with nuclear weapons could exclude Western naviesfrom the Gulf, and thus plant its foot on much of theWest�s oil pipeline.Who�s next?Candidates for proliferation include Saudi Arabia, whichhas long helped to finance Pakistan�s nuclear weaponsprogram. Yet as long as Pakistan retains control of thenuclear weapons it might station on Saudi soil, Riyadh canclaim that it remains in compliance with the NPT.15 Otherpossible candidates are Libya, Syria, Algeria, Turkey andEgypt. There are even new question marks about Brazil.16What about Japan?Currently, there is no shortage of alarmist reports aboutJapan.17 Much attention is focused on Shintaro Ishihara,the populist Governor of Tokyo. For the last thirty years,Ishihara has argued that Japan cannot afford to rely onAmerica for its nuclear security, and should go it alone.Any country that relies on another, Ishihara says, risks beingabandoned in a crisis.That remains very much a minority view in Japan.Indeed, Japan�s strategic needs are best served by what ithas now�extended deterrence, its own �virtual deterrent�and means of delivery, and the prospect of missile defence,which is non-nuclear and defensive.  Moreover, �goingnuclear� would be highly divisive at home.18Still, the growing threat from North Korea has ended�head in the sand� pacifism in Japan. Ishihara is notmistaken when he says that far from being a disinterestedbroker, China has proliferated missile technology to NorthKorea. The Peoples� Liberation Army also winked whenPakistan proliferated nuclear technology to North Koreain a missiles-for-nuclear technology exchange.19 WithoutChina�s help, North Korea could hardly make a bicycle.Moreover, the connection that Ishihara draws betweendistrust of allies and the imperative to go it alone is notunique to Japan. Indeed, the French strategist Pierre Galloisalways argued that there can be no true alliances in thenuclear age. That�s because the smaller ally that wassupposed to benefit from �extended deterrence� could neverbe sure that it would not be abandoned by its great powerprotector in a crisis. Would the United States really riskNew York in order to save Paris? Gallois�s fears were sharedby at least some in Australia in the late 1960s.Australia�s nuclear temptationin the late 1960sGiven the strategic circumstances of the time, Australia�sattraction to a nuclear option was hardly surprising. Mao�sChina, at the time in pursuit of a revolutionary foreignpolicy aimed equally at Moscow and Washington, tested anuclear weapon in October 1964. A year later, China madea concerted attempt, via the Indonesian communist party,to control the succession to Sukarno. For his part, Sukarnowas shouting from the rafters that he wanted nuclearweapons.20  In addition, soon after Confrontation, the UK
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was retreating �East of Suez�. And by 1968, the UnitedStates was signaling retreat in Vietnam. Moreover, in thewake of China�s nuclear test, there was much speculationthat Japan might follow suit.21And in John Gorton, we had a nationalist if somewhatmaverick prime minister (1968�71) whose personalexperience just before the fall of Singapore in 1942 led toan abiding distrust of allies.22 So Australia did not say itwould sign the NPT until the last minute, and then onlyafter Japan had actually signed. But it seems likely that itwas Indonesia, rather than Japan, that Gorton had in mindas a possible proliferator.Australia�s nuclear attraction faded after Gorton lost office.The mainstream conservatives believed there was little to begained, and much to be lost, if we isolated ourselves by refusingto join the non-nuclear club. Even so, it was left to the incomingWhitlam Labor Government to sign and ratify the NPT in1973. So it�s all ancient history now.Or is it? The nuclear attraction diminished, but neverquite died. That led to some notable contradictions. Forexample, the former Labor Foreign Minister and subsequentGovernor-General, Bill Hayden, shared Gorton�s nuclearattraction and distrust of allies, even though he alsosubscribed to the ALP�s traditional attachment to nucleardisarmament. Like Gorton, Hayden saw Indonesia as apossible proliferator. In Hayden�s 1996 memoirs, he notedhis worries about Indonesia�s plans to build nuclear powerplants in Java.23 (Those plans are now on hold as aconsequence of Indonesia�s 1998 economic and politicalcrisis, which saw the demise of Suharto.)The wider contradiction, of course, was that the LaborParty sought the benefits of extended deterrence, butpursued policies of nuclear disarmament thatundermined it. Moreover, that was a legacy that JohnHoward did not disavow. To the contrary, soon aftercoming to power Howard�never a slouch when it comesto outfoxing the chattering classes�seized theopportuni t ies  presented  by  the  outgoing  Laborgovernment �s  e s tab l i shment  o f  the  Canber raCommiss ion.  The Commiss ion was  se t  up  as  aresponse to the furore in Australia in the wake of theresumption of French nuclear testing in the SouthPacific. So Howard seized the chance to outflankLabor from the left by extolling the virtues of nucleardisarmament. But such expediency creates hostagesto fortune. Indeed, the Canberra Commission becamean icon that has helped to muddle strategic thinkingin Australia ever since.24Future options?So what might happen in Austral ia today if  weconcluded that the nuclear attraction was growing inJapan?Some would see that as an invitation to developour own nuclear weapons, and remember why we keptour options open, including by retaining the nuclearreactor at Lucas Heights in Sydney.25

Others would see any nuclear option for Australiaas  l ikely  to  det ract  f rom our  secur i ty.  Nuclearweapons might be the �isolationists� dream�, but would itreally be in our interest to encourage the United States topursue its own isolationist options? That�s even more of arisk now that the Cold War is over, and missile defenceoffers the US new possibilities for homeland defence.Those influenced by the disarmament lobby would arguethat nuclear weapons themselves were the sources of danger,and so become even more determined to get rid of them.In considering our options, we would also have to thinkabout the likely knock-on effects if we were to acquire ourown deterrent. As noted, states are more influenced by theexample of their rivals proliferating, as well asconsiderations of their own ability to follow suit, than theyare of the need to think about the downstream consequencesof their own actions.The most likely consequence of Australia�s developingnuclear weapons would be if Indonesia were to follow ourexample. Would we be more secure then? But the worstcase we would face might be if Indonesia developed nuclearcapability for reasons that had nothing to do withAustralia.26 We�d still be under great pressure to followsuit�even though doing so would be likely to reduce oursecurity because of its impact on the US alliance.These are not happy thoughts. But there seems littledoubt that the �NPT regime� is now under threat. Whilenegotiations and six-party talks go on, North Korea isbuying time with which to develop its nuclear weapons.27Iran can be expected to do the same. Having been caughtin violation of its obligations to the NPT, Iran is nowbacktracking�in order to gain time, and drive wedgesbetween the US on the one side, and Europe on the other.Both China and North Korea have proliferated missiletechnology to Iran. It suits China, of course, to have theUS distracted, not least because of the growing Iranianmissile and nuclear threat to Israel. There are alsosuspicions that North Korea has proliferated nucleartechnology to Iran.28 Can that have been done without theknowledge of China�s Peoples� Liberation Army, if not itspolitical leaders? Yet China is one of the great beneficiariesof the NPT regime, which among other things, has helpedreassure Japan that it does not need nuclear weapons.One might hope that, in relation to North Korea andIran in particular, that the five declared nuclear weaponsstates on the UN Security Council would combine indefence of their interests�in order to prevent theweapons of the strong from becoming the weapons ofthe weak. But states do not always pursue their bestinterests. That�s why strategic history is the story ofcalculation and miscalculation.And that�s why we need to think through the likelyconsequences for us if disarmament diplomacy fails to work. u
Robyn Lim is professor of International Relations at NanzanUniversity, Nagoya, Japan, and the author of �The Geopoliticsof East Asia�, RoutledgeCurzon, 2003. Her e mail address is<rjlim@sf.starcat.ne.jp>.
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Endnotes:
1. Mostly because South Korea, for fear of war and afraid of the costs of absorbingthe North, actively discouraged it. That meant China did not even have tothreaten a veto.2. Japan�s military is more focused on the longer-term threat from China,not least with a Taiwan contingency in mind.3. See Patrick Glynn, �Closing Pandora�s Box: Arms Races, ArmsControl, and the History of the Cold War�, New York: Basic Books,1992. Especially chapter 8, �The Age of Arms Control�.4. North Korea was �orphaned� by the end of the Cold War because itcould no longer play off China and Russia to its own benefit. Moreover,it was threatened by the economic supremacy and democratic legitimacyof South Korea. So North Korea has developed missile and nuclearcapabilities as means of extortion and blackmail, and thus of regimesurvival.5. That is, the five declared nuclear weapon states before the 1998 testsby India and Pakistan.6. The Moscow�Beijing relationship, which always had its nuances,started to go downhill after the two Taiwan Strait crises of the 1950sprecipitated by China. The USSR saw no interest at stake in the TaiwanStrait that justified the risk of nuclear war with the United States. China,for its part, saw that the nuclear umbrella was leaking, and wentgangbusters to acquire nuclear weapons.7. These were shared, but not identical, superpower interests. The UnitedStates chose to rely on nuclear weapons to contain the USSR. TheSoviet�s first preference was for complete nuclear disarmament, so theycould maximise their strategic advantage in conventional power. Thusfrom the Soviet viewpoint, nuclear weapons plus the superpowercondominium were second best.8. South Korea had a nuclear attraction as a consequence of the fearsfor its security induced by the Nixon Doctrine, and the US strategicparalysis induced by Vietnam and the Watergate scandal. Taiwan hadreason to fear that it would be abandoned by the US after Nixon madethe opening to China in 1971, so it also had a secret nuclear weapons�program.9. China was not really �rising� in the sense that it had suddenly becomemore powerful. It would be more accurate to say that China was nowenjoying much greater strategic latitude as a consequence of the collapseof the USSR, so was starting to feel its oats.10. True, their distance looked much greater on a Mercator mapprojection than on a polar one. Flight times of a Soviet ICBM to theUS, and vice versa, would have been about thirty minutes, with a reactiontime of fifteen minutes.11. In 1981, Israel attacked Iraq in order to destroy its nuclear weaponsfacility at Osirak.12. The US and UK had been in effect at war with Iraq since 1991, forexample by their enforcement of Kurdish sovereignty in northern Iraq,and the enforcement of �no fly zones�, by military means, against thewishes and interests of the government in Baghdad.13. An Iranian diplomat said, �it�s not going to be like Iraq, withUNSCOM (arms inspectors) kicking down doors and this kind of thing�.AFP, 9 November 2003.14. See Assad Homayoun, �Iran and Nuclear Weapons: A Review ofImperatives and Options�, �Defense and Foreign Affairs Daily�, Vol.XXI, No.53, 25 September 2003.15. Henry Sokolski, �Pyongyang: The Case for Nonproliferation withTeeth�, �Arms Control Today�, May 2003.16. See Daniel Koik, �Brazil Prepares to Enrich Uranium for Reactors�,�Arms Control Today�, November 2003. President Luiz Inacio Lula daSilva has criticized the NPT as discriminatory. It is also worth notingthat Lula has been courting Cuba, where China now has a foothold atthe old Soviet facility at Lourdes. Some see this as the beginning of aBrazil�China alignment pointed at the US.17. See for example, Eugene A. Matthews, �Japan�s New Nationalism�,Foreign Affairs, November�December 2003, pp.74�90. In my view, it�snot �rising nationalism� we should worry about, but rising insecurityand its likely consequences.18. The �Hiroshima Cult�, the cult of the �unique victim�, has served the

interests of most factions in Japanese politics. It was started as a Moscowoperation, run by the Japanese Communist Party. Throughout the ColdWar, of course, the USSR sought to convince others that America�snuclear weapons threatened world peace, rather than Soviet hegemonicambitions. But the Japanese right wing soon came to see utility in theHiroshima Cult, because it diverted attention from the enormity of whatJapan had done in the �Holy War� in China, and then in World War II.19. See Mohan Malik, �The Proliferation Axis: Beijing�Islamabad�Pyongyang, �The Korean Journal of Defense Analysis�, Vol. XV, No.1,Spring 2003, pp.57�101.20. See Robert M. Cornejo, �When Sukarno Sought the Bomb:Indonesian Nuclear Aspirations in the Mid-1960s�, TheNonproliferation Review, Summer 2000, pp.31�43.21. Eisaku Sato, Japan�s prime minister, said in December 1964 that �ifthe other fellow has nuclear weapons, it is only common sense to havethem oneself.  The Japanese public is not ready for this, but would haveto be educated. Nuclear weapons are less costly than is generallyassumed, and the Japanese scientific and industrial level is fully up toproducing them�. Kase, �The Costs and Benefits of Japan�sNuclearization�, pp.58�59.22. Gorton had been a fighter pilot, evacuated just before Singaporefell. He had been badly burned, and his face reconstructed.23. �Bill Hayden, An Autobiography�, Angus and Robertson, Sydney,1996, p. 404.24. Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons,Report, August 1996.25. Japan has also hedged in a number of ways, including by ensuringthat its three �anti nuclear principles� are not in the constitution, whichis difficult to amend. To be noted in this context is that neutralSwitzerland, despite signing the NPT in 1970, maintained a secretstockpile of uranium for 400 nuclear warheads that could have beenmounted on aircraft, artillery and guided missiles� systems. Thisprogram was maintained from 1945 through 1988. Avery Goldstein,�Deterrence and Security in the 21st Century: China, Britain, France,and the Enduring Legacy of the Nuclear Revolution�, Stanford Ca:Stanford University Press, 2000, p.256. No doubt, the Swiss never forgotWest Germany�s strong nuclear attraction in the 1960s, and that KonradAdenauer had gone to his deathbed still railing against the NPT.26. Indonesia, greatly weakened since the fall of Suharto, has no greatpower protector. It is also now faced with two rising and rival Asiannuclear powers, India and China, which are both manifesting bluewater ambition.  The prospect of future clashes between Chineseand Indian warships in the South-East Asian straits cannot be ofmuch comfort to Jakarta, not least because of its own maritimeweakness. It is not unthinkable that Indonesia would one day cometo believe that nuclear weapons might enhance its security.27. Japan�s concerns about this are palpable.  See MasashiNishihara, �North Korea�s Trojan Horse�, �The Washington Post�,14 August 2003.  Professor Nishihara is President of Japan�sNational Defense Academy.  US Secretary of Defense DonaldRumsfeld, just before he arrived in Japan in mid-November 2003,his first visit as Defense Secretary (in the Bush administration),sought to reassure Japan that any US security assurances to NorthKorea would not undermine US commitments to Japan�s nuclearsecurity. While no doubt sincerely meant, these reassurances willnot convince sceptical Japanese that the US will not cut a deal withNorth Korea if its own interests demand it, via some kind ofmultilateral figleaf, especially since the Bush administration doesnot have a viable military option against North Korea.  With theoccupation of Iraq going poorly, Bush�s priority in relation to NorthKorea now is to�kick the can� down the road until after the USpresidential elections next year.28. John Larkin and Donald Macintyre, �Asia: Arsenal of The Axis�,�Time�, 14 July 2003.  According to some reports, the number ofNorth Korean weapons experts in Iran is now so large that theyhave their own seaside community. Henry Sokolski, �The Wall StreetJournal�, 19 August 2003.
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Now that the Australian Army�s search for animproved tank capability has been endorsed, it isappropriate to conduct a paper evaluation of themateriel solutions currently under consideration to fulfillthis essential requirement.  At time of writing (late November), no decision hadbeen announced as to the government�s preferred optionfor a new tank capability. If, however, a source selection ismade in the interim, the following will still be of relevancein comparing the chosen platform with the other twosystems on offer.M1 AbramsCurrently in service in four countries, including some8000 in use by the US Army and US Marine Corps(USMC), the M1 Abrams is widely considered anexcellent main battle tank (MBT) in all the key areas:protection, mobility and firepower. It would appear thatfrom a platform perspective the M1 Abrams is at leastas capable as the Leopard 2 and Challenger 2.Protection: Recent combat experience in Iraq wouldsuggest that the M1 Abrams is very well protected and ableto survive kinetic energy projectile attack during closecombat across a variety of battlespaces. The M1 Abramswas the spearhead of the US advance into the Iraqi interior�an operational environment as complex as any�and itsurvived under medium- to high-intensity conventionalwarfighting conditions and some asymmetric attacks aboutas well as can be expected. No other armoured fightingvehicle (AFV) used by the US afforded the same level ofbattlefield protection.  The well-sloped glacis plate and frontal turret armourseem sufficient to prevent penetration from RPG fire and23mm cannon fire from any angle. And, of course, it shoulddo that and more at a combat weight of 65 tonnes (M1A1version). The rear-mounted engine grille is reportedlyvulnerable to armour-piercing (AP) rounds fired fromcannon of 25mm calibre and above, but then again, howoften does a tank (used in a combined arms battlegroupand supported by mechanised infantry as the AustralianArmy would) come under attack from behind?

  As in all late-generation MBTs, the turret roof of theM1 Abrams remains vulnerable to overmatch from topattack anti-tank guided weapons, of which there existnumerous types in widespread use.  Given that the Australian Army tends not to use itstank force for tank-on-tank missions, precisely how muchemphasis should be placed on the M1 Abrams� ability toabsorb punishment from enemy tank guns needs to beaccorded the proper priority. However, it is significant tonote that its base level frontal armour proved imperviousto Iraqi tank (T-54/55 100mm gun; Type 59 100mm gun;

 Army spoilt for choicein tank quest
Ian Bostock

The deal...
It is understood that the model on offer to
Australia is the M1A1 AIM (Abrams Integrated
Management). This upgrade has seen the oldest
M1A1s (around 770 vehicles in all) rebuilt to an
‘as new’ standard. The AIM program seeks to
improve fleet readiness and reduce life-cycle
costs. These vehicles are digitally capable and
thus also referred to as M1A1D (‘D’ for
digitised).

  It should come as no real surprise given
strategic circumstances and the excellent
relationship between the two countries, that the
Americans are offering the M1A1 AIM Abrams
at ‘mate’s rates’, thereby negating the typically
higher unit cost of the type over the Leopard 2
and Challenger 2.

  From the information available, the
Americans are proposing the closest thing to a
true package deal, which includes not only the
gun tanks but extensive provisions for local in-
service logistic support, ensuring that the
capability is actually able to be deployed and
sustained on operations, a distinct weakness
within 1st Armoured Regiment currently.
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T-62 115mm gun; Type 69 100mm gun and T-72 125mmgun) fire during the 1990�91 Gulf War.  M1A1 Abrams tanks produced after 1988 incorporatesignificantly improved armour consisting of steel-encaseddepleted uranium in vital areas.  The M1 Abrams� armoured side skirts are a stand-outfeature of this vehicle and appear to be at least 60mm thick.Unlike the rubber-armoured skirts fitted to Army�s currentLeopard AS1, these skirts are all armour and would clearlybe effective in stopping AP heavy machine (HMG; 12.7-14.5mm) rounds and RPG fire from close range.Firepower: While it is common knowledge that the 120mmtank gun equipping late generation Western tanks issuperior in every ballistic sense to 105mm ordnance in thetank-on-tank role, a chief concern for Army will be to ensureit has access to a variety of 120mm ammunition naturesbetter suited to providing direct fire support to infantry thanhigh explosive anti-tank and armour-piercing fin-stabiliseddiscarding-sabot (APFSDS) rounds. These include highexplosive squash head and canister rounds; the latter provedso devastating against enemy infantry in Vietnam.  One firepower advantage the M1 Abrams has over theLeopard 2 and Challenger 2 is the secondary armament arrayat the crew�s disposal. Together with the standard M2407.62mm machine guns mounted alongside the main gun andat the loader�s hatch, a 12.7mm M2 Heavy Machine Gun(HMG) weapon station is installed in front of the commander�sstation. With a 360-degree, electrically-powered traverse and1000 rounds of 12.7mm ammunition stowed on board, thecrew is able to engage a wider selection of targets ofopportunity without resorting to use of the main armament �particularly crew-served weapon teams, exposed infantry, soft-skinned and light armoured vehicles. American crews fightingin Iraq found the versatility of the M1 Abrams� secondaryarmaments highly effective, particularly when ranges were tooshort to use the main gun or when its use was restricted due tocollateral damage considerations.  Total main gun ammunition loads stowed onboard theM1 Abrams and the Leopard AS1 are 40 x 120mm roundsand 59 x 105mm rounds respectively.Mobility: There have been no adverse reports concerningthe mobility of the M1 Abrams, at least none that this authorknows about. Like all modern tracked AFVs it is safe tosay that the M1 Abrams enjoys superb cross-countrymobility across a variety of terrain types.  Of more interest to the Australian Army is how well theM1 Abrams will perform in the varied but typically confinedterrain of Australia�s immediate region of interest. Clearly,there are those who believe that a tank of this weight cannottraverse the jungle and tropical terrain encountered across ourregion (in spite of Australia�s success at operating the 50-tonne Centurion in Vietnam). But it should be borne in mindthat the M1 Abrams is a highly manoeuvrable platform with agood power-to-weight ratio (better than that of the Challenger2 but not as high as the Leopard 2A5) and will be operated bya unit (1st Brigade�s 1st Armoured Regiment) noted for itsexpertise in operating in close country.  Those who have operated with tanks in the bush will know

that most tank movement is carried out deliberately andcautiously and that difficult terrain or obstacles are approachedwith a view to ensuring both the crew and vehicle come outthe other side. It is impossible to leave the human factor outof any discussion on tank mobility, since it is the expertise (orotherwise) of the crew that often determines where a vehiclewill or will not go. It has been the author�s experience thatyoung AFV drivers invariably acquire an affinity with theirvehicles and learn how to get the most out of them as a mobilityplatform. Whichever tank is selected for Australia, the driversand crew commanders will quickly get to understand the limitsof that vehicle and know where they can and cannot go withit. Just as crews operating ASLAV and M113 have alreadylearnt to do and those to be allocated the new Bushmasterwill soon discover.  While the M1 Abrams is wider than Army�s legacyLeopard AS1 (by about 25cm overall), it will make mincemeat of �track bashing�. Same goes for the Leopard 2 andChallenger 2.  Interestingly, the 406 M1A1 Abrams of the USMC arefitted with a deep-water fording kit for amphibious operationsand additional tie-down points for ship-to-shore movementin landing craft.Deployability: With the new tank (regardless of type) likelyto be in service within 12�24 months at the very latest, theway in which the ADF�s existing infrastructure and supportequipment will accommodate and cope with theintroduction of a larger and heavier tank will become anissue. Army will most certainly need new low-loader tanktransporters. Each tank squadron will need new recoveryvehicles able to lift and winch the new tank. Rail rollingstock will need to be assessed as to its ability to carryheavier tanks, where vehicle width will also be a factor.Same goes for rail and ground infrastructure such astunnels, bridges, crossing points and road surfaces aroundbase and training areas.Despite being the heaviest tank under consideration (theChallenger 2 is longer and the Leopard 2 is wider), the M1Abrams is, in fact, no less deployable than the Leopard 2 orChallenger 2, as has been widely assumed in the mainstreammedia. Whether a tank weighs 55 or 65 tonnes is of littlerelevance; it�s the support equipment and infrastructure adeployable force has in place that makes the difference.Compatibility with the RAN�s existing amphibious transportvessels is certain to be one area where remedial work willneed to be undertaken. Again, this will be irrespective of whichtank is selected. For example, the rear ramp of an LPA is ratedto only 50 tonnes. Basically, this enables the ramp to supporta 50-tonne load unsupported (i.e. relying on its support chainsand own structural strength). Given that the last of the LPAs(probably Manoora) is not due to pay off until 2017, this willneed to be rectified. From an engineering perspective, it isunderstood that beefing up the structural strength of the rampis achievable; the RAN recently made similar changes toensure the LPA stern ramp could support the 42-tonneLeopard AS1.Perhaps more difficult to achieve will be any design changesthat may be required to the Army�s six new amphibious
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watercraft carried by the LPA, the first of which is currentlyunder construction by ADI Limited at its Newcastle yard.These medium landing craft were designed to be able to carrya single Leopard AS1 tank and so have a maximum payloadcapacity of around 50 tonnes. Just how adaptable the designis to modification to support the extra weight of the chosennew tank is unclear, but no doubt some form of contract changeproposal will be required before work can commence on theremaining five craft. This will inevitably incur a slippage tothe right in the construction/delivery timetable, but will beentirely necessary if the newly equipped 1st ArmouredRegiment is to be deployable by sea using RAN assets.There is some (consistent and persistent) suggestion withinArmy itself that the infrastructure of the kind found acrossAustralia�s immediate region of interest cannot support roadtraffic of the size and, in particular, the weight of the M1Abrams. Concurrence with this theory varies depending uponwith whom one talks, but clearly washaways during monsoonalwet seasons, which presented a hazard to light AFVs in EastTimor (both ASLAV and M113), will also prove troublesometo tank movement. It could be argued that until a heavy MBTunit is actually deployed to such environments, the jury willprobably remain split down the middle over this issue.Supportability: This is an area where the M1 Abrams hasit all over the other two contenders, with the enormousproduction quantities in US service alone resulting inunbeatable economies of scale for the original equipmentmanufacturer (General Dynamics Land Systems) andassociated sub-contractors, and therefore M1 Abrams users.The depth of supporting industrial infrastructure,investment in research and development, ongoing productimprovement and the reliability of suppliers are unmatched.The US offer of the M1 Abrams to Australia isunderstood to involve a fully optioned package that includesopen and ongoing access to US Army and USMC M1Abrams upgrades and rolling technology insertion programsout to 2020 and beyond. This will enable the AustralianArmy to tap into the product improvement initiatives forthe US M1 Abrams fleet throughout life-of-type � pickingand choosing those most applicable to our strategiccircumstances and capability requirements, including thoseimplemented as a result of the most recent combatexperiences.The AGT 1500 1500hp gas turbine engine � or morestrictly speaking its poor fuel economy � continues to bea weakness of the M1 Abrams. Feedback from experiencedtank commanders in 1st Armoured Regiment suggests thatthe fuel consumption of the gas turbine is so heavy that adedicated fuel tanker vehicle will be required within eachtank squadron to ensure that the gun tanks have adequatetactical endurance. The fact that the engine uses aviationfuel (kerosene) and not diesel, like the M113-equippedartillery forward observers and logistics echelons, and tankvariant recovery vehicles, attached to each sub-unitformation no doubt presents a challenge that will take somefiguring out, not least of which when vehicles in a tacticalsetting move to get refuelled at a forward arming andrefuelling point.

According to General Dynamics, there are moves afootto improve the fuel efficiency of the M1 Abrams� gasturbine through component modification. German enginemaker MTU markets a drop-in replacement diesel enginefor the M1 Abrams that has been trialled, but this has yetto be adopted by any user. It could be an option, however,for the Australian Army as part of a future upgrade. Whileproduction of the AGT 1500 engine ceased in 1992, astockpile is maintained.Industrially, General Dynamics has a significant localpresence in Australia, which would auger well for theprovision of through-life support of the capability.Leopard 2Current German Army plans call for the existing Leopard2 fleet to be rationalised down to 852 tanks by 2006. Thisis to consist of 350 of the latest 2A6 variants and 502 ofthe older, non-modernised, 2A4 models.   With the Leopard 2A5/A6 currently the dominant MBTdesign in Europe, further development will likely continuevia the recently established Leopard 2 Working Groupformed by Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden andSwitzerland, which have a combined total of around 580Leopard 2A5/2A6s in service. Spain, which plans tointroduce 219 Leopard 2A5s, may also join the group. InMarch 2002, Greece signed up for 170 Leopard 2A6s.Protection: Even the oldest Leopard 2A4 enjoys betterall-round armour protection than the Leopard AS1,particularly over the critical hull and turret front andsides. The Leopard 2A5 features additional passivearmour on the front hull sides and in a wedge-shape overthe turret front and gun mantlet. The Leopard 2A6 hasthe same armour package but a new 120mm, 55-calibresmoothbore gun, which grants increased engagementranges and lethality against enemy armour.
The deal...
The 2A4 is believed to be the baseline
Leopard 2 version under consideration. It
is available in large numbers from surplus
stocks, and so is the cheapest with regard
to unit cost. The upgraded 2A5 and 2A6
variants are also on the list, with 70 ex-
Dutch Leopard 2A6s recently becoming
available, although Norway and Turkey have
both expressed early interest in snapping
these up.

The newest Leopard 2A4 vehicles (Batch
8) were manufactured between January 1991
and March 1992. The Leopard 2A5 was
modernised during 1996–97, while 2A6
versions were upgraded very recently, some
less than 12 months ago. Any deal for surplus
Leopard 2 tanks would likely be a government-
to-government arrangement.
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It is interesting to note that while the Leopard 2 usercommunity has clearly embraced the need to up-armour itstanks in the face of modern threats, the M1 Abrams� armourhas remained unaltered since introduction of the M1A1version more than a decade ago. Does this signify a higherlevel of baseline armour protection in the M1 Abrams overother competing tank designs? An underbelly add-onarmour kit for the Leopard 2A6, to provide improvedprotection against anti-tank mines, is under development.The latest variants of the Leopard 2 MBT family(particularly that entering service with the Swedish Army)are fitted with add-on armour, which is at the forefront ofMBT armour technology development in Europe. This isprovided almost exclusively by German firm IBDDeisenroth Engineering.Firepower: The Leopard 2A4 and Leopard 2A5 sport thesame 120mm smoothbore gun as the M1 Abrams. TheLeopard 2A6 upgrade, however, includes replacement ofthe old 44-calibre ordnance with the new high velocity 55-calibre 120mm gun from Rheinmetall.The secondary armament of all variants of the Leopard2 gives away its design origins in the middle of the ColdWar when the Soviet tank threat predominated. As such,only a 7.62mm coaxial machine and 7.62mm MG3 machinegun mounted at the loader�s hatch are fitted. This cannotbe considered ideal for a vehicle tasked with providingintimate fire support for infantry as any Leopard 2 acquiredby Australia would be. The total number of 120mm roundscarried on board is 42.Mobility: The Leopard 2 family of MBT, like the Leopard1 series before it, is highly mobile and more than a matchfor either the M1 Abrams or Challenger 2 in this area.Typically sound German automotive and mechanicalengineering has resulted in a platform with no knownmechanical or performance deficiencies.Of note is the lower ground pressure figures of both theLeopard 2A4 and 2A5 (0.83kg/cm2 and 0.89kg/cm2respectively) compared to those of Challenger 2 (0.90kg/cm2) and M1A1 Abrams (1.08kg/cm2). This infers a slightadvantage in cross-country mobility over soft ground orsand for the Leopard 2A4/2A5. As an aside, Army�s currentLeopard AS1 has a ground pressure of 0.88kg/cm2.Deployability: Coming in around five tonnes lighter thanthe M1A1 Abrams, there is likely to be little difference inthe nature and scope of challenges encountered inintroducing into service a late variant of the Leopard 2.Contrary to media reports, Army will still require new tanktransporters, recovery vehicles and modifications to itsexisting infrastructure and the RAN will have to modifythe LPA ramps and perhaps the new Army watercraft.Supportability: It is claimed that from a logistics standpointthere is some commonality between the Leopard AS1 andLeopard 2, although this is difficult to see considering thetwo were designed some 10�15 years apart and areseparated by light years in terms of capabilities. Enginesare from the same manufacturer (MTU) but from a differentseries. Transmissions are from different manufacturers.Despite feedback from some long-serving members of

1st Armoured Regiment to the effect that there is a degreeof cross-over between the overall design and workings ofthe Leopard AS1 and Leopard 2 series that would helpalleviate the initial training burden and facilitate a rapidtransition between the two types, complete re-training ofinstructors, vehicle crews and maintenance/supportpersonnel would still be necessary. So too would theacquisition of new training simulators and the modificationof live fire gunnery ranges to cater for and exploit the longerengagement ranges inherent in the 120mm ordnance.One area of concern with adopting the Leopard 2 is thepossibility, however remote, of the German governmentwithholding, interrupting or otherwise interfering with theprovision of spare parts and logistic support should it takeissue with the ADF�s intended use of an Australian forcedeployed offshore equipped with Leopard 2. Although thisassumes that spares holdings of mission essential itemswould be so low that non-delivery of a single shipmentwould jeopardise a 1st Armoured Regiment deploymentand/or its ability to sustain combat operations.As far-fetched as such a proposition may sound, it doeshave considerable precedent. Not the least two examplesof which, include the time when Sweden refused to supplyammunition for the Australian Army�s Carl Gustav 84mmrecoilless rifles for use in Vietnam, and the threatenedFrench boycott of logistics support for the RAAF�s Miragefighters during the same period.Challenger 2The UK�s only MBT, the Challenger 2 has a solid reputationand reportedly performed very well during recent combatoperations in Iraq. Receiving the last of its 386 vehicles inFebruary 2002, the British Army intends to keep itsChallenger 2s in service until at least 2025. Oman operates38 Challenger 2s.
The deal...
The only known surplus Challenger 2s
available are those earmarked to be made
redundant under British Army plans for a
family of Future Rapid Effects Systems
vehicles. This is to involve a total of around
40 vehicles; not enough to equip 1st
Armoured Regiment with or without an Army
Reserve tank squadron. It is unclear when the
40 surplus Challenger 2s will  become
available.

While the baseline Challenger 2 is a fine
tank, it is understood that to bring the vehicle
up to the E (export) configuration should a
user wish to do so, would cost around A$2.3
million per unit. This would make for an
expensive upgrade option considering the
improvements in some areas are marginal.
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Protection: There are no known accounts of any Challenger2 being penetrated by enemy fire in Iraq, except for a blue-on-blue incident where a Challenger 2 crew mistookanother Challenger 2 for enemy.  Based on photographs and footage of Challenger 2soperating in Iraq fitted with additional armour, theBritish Army clearly feels the need to improve theprotection levels of the vehicle�s baseline armour. Thisadd-on armour consists of explosive reactive armour�bricks� over the nose (known as ROMOR A) andceramic/composite passive armour panels on theglacis plate and hull sides. It is the same armour kitinstalled on British Challenger 1 tanks during the1990�91 Gulf War. Presumably this provides an evenhigher level of protection on top of the Challenger2�s still largely classified Dorchester baseline armour(a more advanced form of the composite Chobhamarmour) in those areas of the tank most susceptibleto enemy fire. The weight penalty this extra armourincurs is estimated at several tonnes.Firepower: The Challenger 2 is armed with a L11 120mmrifled gun. While a superbly lethal weapon in itself, theBritish Army now acknowledges the drawbacks of adoptingrifled tank gun technology, an area where little or noresearch and development resources are being directed andammunition is becoming increasingly expensive. In aneffort to achieve better interoperability with its allies(particularly the US), the British Army seems certain toretrofit its Challenger 2 fleet with a 120mm smoothboregun. However, those Challenger 2s to be made surplusunder the current transformation plans will still have the120mm rifled gun, leaving the new owners with anordnance orphan. The total number of 120mm roundsstowed onboard the Challenger 2 is 50.Mobility: From all accounts the Challenger 2 is a highlymobile tank, with no known deficiencies in this area. Itspower-to-weight ratio is sufficient to enable all-up weightto be increased (due to the fitting of extra armour) withouta significant degradation in performance.  It must be said that like the M1 Abrams and Leopard2, the modest maximum range of the Challenger 2 is alimiting factor in its operation as part of a fast movingand far-ranging armoured battlegroup. For the twoformer vehicles this is another leftover from the tankwarfare-centric approaches taken to design of WesternMBTs during the 1970s and 1980s. But with a designhistory dating back only about 15 years, the Challenger2 should possess better endurance than it does.  According to the British Ministry of Defence�s �FirstReflections� lessons learnt report from Iraq, theChallenger 2 achieved an availability rate of more than90 per cent. u
Ian Bostock is an independent defence analyst and theAustralian correspondent for the Jane�s range of defencejournals. He is also a director of the Australia DefenceAssociation.

M1 Abrams
Manufacturer: General Dynamics Land Systems,
USA
Users: USA, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait
Combat Weight: 63 tonnes (M1A2), 65 tonnes
(M1A1)
Max. Road Speed: 68km/h
Max. Road Range: 450km
Combat Pedigree: 1990–91 Gulf War; Balkans
(peace enforcement); Iraq (ongoing)
Unit Price: Approximately A$7 million (new)
Comment: Aside from its very thirsty gas turbine
engine, the M1 Abrams is hard to fault. If one was
to judge the type of tank Australia should procure
based on whichever platform a potential enemy
would least like to face, the M1 Abrams would
probably be it.

Leopard 2
Manufacturer: Krauss-Maffei Wegmann, Germany
Users: Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden,
Norway, Spain, Greece
Combat Weight: 60 tonnes (2A5/A6), 55 tonnes
(2A4)
Max. Road Speed: 72km/h
Max. Road Range: 500km
Combat Pedigree: Balkans (peace enforcement)
Unit Price: Less than A$2 million per tank for used
2A4 models
Comment: A fine tank in whatever version is offered.
Would, however, make sense to acquire the latest
version now rather than face the need to upgrade
in the near future.

Challenger 2
Manufacturer: Alvis Vickers Defence Systems, UK
Users: United Kingdom, Oman
Combat Weight: 62.5 tonnes
Max. Road Speed: 56km/h
Max. Road Range: 450km/h
Combat Pedigree: Balkans (peace enforcement),
Iraq (ongoing);
Unit Price: Unknown, but the cost to upgrade to the E
(export) standard is around A$2.3 million per tank.
Comment: While an outstanding AFV, it is quite
possible the Challenger 2 has been thrown into the
mix of MBTs under consideration simply to give the
impression of an even contest and that a wide
selection of types were evaluated.the s
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From Gallipoli to Gaza: TheDesert Poets of World War I
Jill Hamilton

Reviewed by Michael Thwaites
The heroism and horror of war have been a theme of poetryfrom Homer to the present day. Jill Hamilton�s work does notattempt an historical or literary survey but weaves the poetryinto brief accounts of the campaigns that inspired them.Her choice of poetry is limited to the writing of thosewho were present and actively engaged in the Gallipoli,Palestine and Mesopotamian campaigns. It is anaccumulation of �I was there� evidence�somecompellingly vivid, like Harley Mathews� account of thelanding on Gallipoli Beach.ANZAC rightly remains central to the story of Australia�snationhood, as Alan Moorehead and many others haveestablished. But Jill Hamilton adds an importantperspective. She argues that to write off Gallipoli as a heroicbut total defeat is misleading.�Gallipoli was not a failure, for its aim was eventuallyachieved.� The four years of costly and fluctuating fightingthat followed the withdrawal from Gallipoli included theLight Horse capture of Gaza and Beersheba, opening thedoorway to Palestine and the Holy Land to western powersfor the first time since the Crusades. The Ottoman Empirefinally surrendered on 31 October 1918 because it wasoutflanked and beaten by these campaigns.Wavell called it �the greatest exploit in the history of horsedcavalry, and possibly their last success on a large scale�. Thepoet Banjo Paterson played a key role. Too old to be acceptedinto the army, he was put in charge of the Remount Service(nicknamed the �Horse-dung Hussars�), which trained anddeployed 50,000 horses and 11,000 mules. A genius withhorses, the author of �The Man From Snowy River� providedthe main means of mobile desert transport for the allied forcesin Egypt, Palestine and Syria.Among the best-known poets featured in the book isRupert Brooke, who died of blood poisoning on his way toGallipoli. His heartfelt Englishness spoke to a whole nation.But he marked a boundary, a faith and idealism that couldnot be sustained. Lyrics like: �Now God be thanked whohas matched us with His hour, And caught our youth, andwakened us from sleeping� could not survive the holocaustyears ahead. Siegfried Sassoon in contrast savagely voicedthe horror, disillusionment and waste of war. Living onuntil 1967 he wrote fiercely against callous complacentsnobbery in the officers and all who from secure Base

positions sent young men to their death.The greatest English poet of World War I, Wilfrid Owen,burned for the truth to be known about war�s reality, its bestand worst. He was killed weeks before the Armistice.As well as these deservedly known poets Jill Hamilton hascollected a variety of lost verse. Little of it is distinguishedpoetry. I found nothing of the quality of Slessor�s �BeachBurial�, one of the best Australian poems of World War II.But there are names like Gellert and Deamer who were widelyacclaimed in their day. In the case of Gellert he is undergoingsomewhat of a renaissance as a result of the book. At thededication of the new Australian War Memorial on Hyde ParkCorner in London on Remembrance Day this year Gellert�spoem, �The Last to Leave�, about the evacuation of Gallipoli,was recited by a representative of the 27 Australian veteransand war widows present. Its inclusion in the ceremony wasrecommended by staff from the Australian High Commissionwho had read it in Jill Hamilton�s book.Even the uninhibited jog-trot doggerel is contemporarydocumentation of how soldiers spoke and thought in the midstof campaigning and battle. Humour and Aussie irreverenceare common, with care and spontaneous compassion forfriends and even foes�and little cynicism.Light Horseman Ross Smith, later founder of QANTAS,wrote to his mother of men who were �happy as kings becausethey are going to face bullets, and I bet half of them couldn�ttell you what started this war�. The book includes a little-knowncomic verse by Rupert Brooke about being �on the run� withdysentery, and a Kiplingesque tribute by Paterson to the toilingunsung �Army Mules�.Jill Hamilton has done real service in assembling this livelycollection. The book would be improved by the addition of asystematic assessment of the post-Gallipoli campaigns. Itwould also be much improved by better maps that clearlyindicated names and places covered in the text.A percentage of the royalties from the book will flow to an�Animals in War� statue being commissioned for theAustralian War Memorial.uMichael Thwaites� poem, �The Anzac Graves on Gallipoli�, isread each year at the service at �Lone Pine�.Jill Hamilton, �From Gallipoli to Gaza: The Desert Poets of WorldWar I�, Simon & Schuster, Sydney, 2003, pb, 277pp, RRP $29.95.
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Horseman, Pass By:The Australian Light Horse inWorld War I
Lindsay Baly

Reviewed by Neil James

Lindsay Baly�s book of the Middle East campaigns foughtby the Australian Light Horse in World War I is a delightfulread. It is even more enjoyable when read in conjunctionwith Jill Hamilton�s recent book on the desert poets of thesame theatre and war (also reviewed in this Defender). Thetitle of Baly�s book comes not from a light horse drillcommand but from the inscription on the grave of WilliamButler Yeats:
Cast a cold eyeOn life, on death.Horseman, pass by.

Baly begins his account by noting that the last lighthorseman, Trooper Albert Whitmore, died in July 2002 justshort of his 102nd birthday. In his preface Baly gives asuccinct but sensitive and illustrative summary of why theAustralia that produced the light horsemen is a differentcountry to the Australia of today. He quotes his mother, �...they were prototypes that stopped with that one breed andwere no more. ... it had something to do with confidenceand a capacity to engage the grand, princely gesture whenothers might dither�. The book as a whole provides someinteresting insights into why the post-war psychology andculture of World War I veterans from the European andMiddle Eastern theatres were often so different.The author adopts a workmanlike approach from thebeginning and includes an outline of what constitutes Armyunits and formations, and what are the metric equivalentsof imperial weights, measures and currency. Having taughtmilitary history to the often uncomprehending secondaryschool students of today, I can swear to the value of thiscommonsense approach. The maps used throughout arebasic but cover most of the accounts described and are clearand easy to follow. The black and white photographs usedillustrate the text and are not just �fillers�. The only majorimprovement that could have been included was an outlineorder-of-battle of the Light Horse divisions, brigades andregiments, and their commanders, throughout the war.The book is a well-paced and easily understoodchronological account of the static campaign at Gallipoliand the later mobile campaign in Egypt, Sinai, Palestine,Lebanon and Syria. It is told primarily from the perspectiveof the Light Horse formations and units employed. Each

chapter summarises an important phase of campaigning inthe Middle East theatre. These are well interspersed andillustrated by accounts drawn from the letters of individualparticipants, especially the author�s father, Sergeant Byron(Jack) Baly, MM; Major Nathaniel Barton, MiD, CBE; andMajor Jack Davies, MC. The author has also drawn deeplyat the well of the personal and unit records held by theAustralian War Memorial in Canberra, and much early andmore recent scholarship and memoirs concerning thecampaigns and battles discussed. This book could probablyhave only been written so well in recent times when therewas so much to draw on when setting the letters (and hisfather�s stories) in context.Interestingly, Jack Baly served in Nat Barton�s squadronfor some time but neither mentions the other by name intheir letters, perhaps because of censorship. Theircomplementary accounts of the same actions, notably thebattle of Amman in 1918 (where Baly won his MilitaryMedal), present a fascinating view of several actions fromdifferent tactical and personal perspectivesThe book starts with Jack Baly sailing from Sydney inJune 1915 as a reinforcement for the 7th Light HorseRegiment. Gallipoli is disposed of by Chapter 2. The next21 short chapters cover the key events of 1916�18. Thebook culminates with six chapters, broken up on a day-by-day basis, covering the �sleepless fortnight� in lateSeptember and early October 1918, when the BritishCommonwealth forces fought their way through northernPalestine and across Syria in a series of hard-fought, mobilemanoeuvres. This fortnight broke Ottoman military andpolitical power outside its Anatolian heartland for ever. Thebook ends with the surrender of Aleppo in northern Syria,when the armistice with the Turks came into force on 31October 1918, the post-war consolidation operations andthe return to Australia.Lindsay Baly�s Horseman, Pass By is a story told withgreat feeling and understanding, but it is not just one man�stribute to his father and his father�s comrades. It is athoroughly researched, well written and very readableaccount of the exploits of the Australian Light Horse in theMiddle Eastern campaigns of World War I. uLindsay Baly, �Horseman, Pass By: The Australian Light Horsein World War I�, Kangaroo Press (Simon & Schuster), Sydney,2003, pb, 337pp, RRP $29.95.revie
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The Spirit of the Digger:Then & Now Patrick Lindsay

Reviewed by Dr Malcolm Kennedy
In my teenage years, I began a life-long interest in militaryhistory. In doing so I was, at first, alarmed and concerned thatin the big fat books about the Boer War, World War I andWorld War II there seemed to be very little evidence of anysignificant role played by Australia. General Ludendorff,Commander of the Germany forces in World War I, devotedonly one brief comment to the ANZAC forces. This wassomething of a shock, given that his work was made up oftwo fat volumes.In contrast to the neglect of Australia in the big historiesproduced by British and European historians, it was reassuringto dive into the massive detail of the official histories ofAustralia�s involvement in the two major wars. Bean�s effortsto celebrate the incomparable qualities of the digger caughtme up and was, in part, a motive for me to join the AustralianArmy. Being a �digger� and an officer tempered these idealisticviews. It is important to bring, to any major attempt to defineand describe the phenomena of Australian military service,the tests of empirical realism and unsentimental evaluation. Itis with this approach that I review this book.The central thesis of Lindsay�s study is that regardless ofthe circumstances the Australian soldier, or �digger�, hasremained the same. He argues that there is an unbrokencontinuation of fundamental characteristics and qualities thatwere first made manifest at Gallipoli, the Somme and Ypres,which have been exhibited by all the Australian troops whoserved in North Africa, New Guinea, Korea, Vietnam, EastTimor, Afghanistan and Iraq.Lindsay has collected an impressive range of vignettes andquotations drawn from interviews of officers and men. Heclaims that this material supports, or perhaps, proves hisassertion that there is a unique nature to the Australian digger.He argues that the particular �spirit of the digger� is acquiredin the raw material of the recruit, and then developed throughthe additions of thorough training, good leadership and thedynamics of operational experience. Moreover, he seeks todemonstrate, through the selective review of variouscampaigns, battles and operations, that the unique �spirit ofthe digger� has been unchangingly exhibited on all occasions.In historic, sociological and military terms, this is a brave,if not foolhardy exercise. It is not this reviewer�s intent todiminish the long-term reputation and achievements of themembers of the various Australian armies and forces that haveserved the nation so well for over a century. It is, however,important to make scholarly appraisals of what we haveachieved and to be honest about our weaknesses and failures.The primary weakness in the many attempts to demonstratethe unique qualities of an Australian �universal soldier� or�amateur warrior�, so assiduously crafted by Bean in his historyof the First AIF, is that the claim ignores the members of thenavy and the air force. The extension of the digger qualitiesand martial experiences to these arms does not provide asatisfactory fit. Lindsay makes no convincing attempt to deal

with this major issue. He notes that large numbers ofAustralians volunteered and served in the RAAF and RAFbut fails to show how their behaviour in the various aircampaigns exhibits the qualities of the �digger�.Equally, the nature of Australian naval service is verydifferent to that of the various armies Australia has raised. Itis fair to say that there has always been the common basis ofthe contemporary Australian experience and social ethos inthe three armed services. It is important, however, to note thateach has always had its special nature, its own battle honours,its own forms, rituals and modes of conduct. Over the lasthundred years our armed forces, have been recognised byothers as being distinctly Australian, but the RAN and theRAAF have also been seen to be more technocratic and morelike the RN and the RAF.The central difficulty with Lindsay�s thesis is that heattempts to make an absolutist case, for a very long-runphenomenon, which involves sustained and continuouschange. The book is far too dependent upon selective use ofevidence and reporting, and fails to deal with the long-runevidence that does not fit the author�s conclusion.The book covers a vast sweep of Australian military historyand too often uses statements that require qualification, rangingfrom the minor detail through to almost total revision. Thereare too many occasions where the author accepts �receivedpublic knowledge� as if it were proven evidence. There arenumerous sloppy assertions, such as 60,000 Timorese killedby the Japanese, two-thirds of 100,000 volunteers wanting tojoin the RAAF, the use of Russia when discussing the SovietUnion; and exaggerated claims such as an Australian successin North Africa was the key to turning the war around. Theseall undermine his case.The book is full of examples where the author seeks tomake his case by using comparisons, which are, in fact, casesof comparing unlike events. The context, nature and magnitudeof the events compared are too often different. One of themost alarming aspects, of a commendable attempt to identifya very elusive aspect of our history, is the repeated misleadinginterpretations given to events. This ranges from the too readyacceptance of the comment given in an interview, to the lackof discussion of counter evidence.The treatment in many places is ahistorical. Lindsayprovides no adequate evaluation of unlawful behaviour byAustralian troops, the murder of officers and NCOs in Vietnam,or the combat failure of units in various campaigns.The members of the RAN, RAAF, and the men and women�diggers� of today are part of a long-run tradition, whichexplicitly seeks to have them internalise key values andnational myths. It is the blend of tradition, myth, training andexperience, which forms the �unit spirit� of the variousbranches of our armed forces at any time and in any particularcircumstance. There is nothing absolute or unchanging aboutour military ethos. It is composed of differing forms, which,in different situations, may bring our nation shame or glory.Australia has been well served by the men and women of ourarmed forces, and we might be wise, to pray and work hard toensure that each generation produces those who will put mateand duty first. uPatrick Lindsay, The Spirit of the Digger: Then & Now,Macmillan, Sydney, 2003, paperback, 314pp, $30.00.
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The First World War: A NewIllustrated History
Hew Strachan

Reviewed by Neil James

This book is one that any student of strategy or militaryhistory will have trouble putting down once taken up. Evenmost general readers from secondary students up in ageand interest will find it absorbing reading.The author, Hew Strachan, is the Chichele Professor ofthe History of War at Oxford University. This one-volumework of summary is based on some twenty years of researchfor his three-volume history of World War I, the first volumeof which, To Arms, was published in 2001. The ten chaptersof this book provide the narrative framework for anaccompanying ten-part television series produced byChannel 4 in Britain but yet to be shown in Australia.His central theme is that World War I shaped the worldfor the rest of the 20th century and �was emphatically not awar without meaning or purpose�. A key supporting themeof the work is that it was truly a world war, both ingeographical extent and in why it was fought betweenglobal and would-be global powers.He is particularly impatient with those historians whobelieve World War I was just a European civil war, andwith those who dwell on the extent of death and allegedfutility of this and any conflict. Professor Strachan arguesthat the belief of the time that the war was a struggle forthe survival of liberalism has stood the test of time. Heargues that the �Great War�, as it was originally called, was�a great war because it was a war fought over big ideas�.Much of his view that World War I was truly a worldstruggle will more readily find resonance with historiansand readers from countries of the �Old Commonwealth�than among his fellow Europeans. It is for this reason thatparts of the book, both in research and argument, are sodisappointing in their coverage of the contribution by, andstrategic views of, the Dominions.As can be expected in such a wide-ranging work someerrors of fact creep in to the narrative. Australian readerswill notice some that many overseas readers may miss, andthe same will probably occur among Canadian, NewZealand and South African readers. His account of the navalbalance of power in the pre-1914 Pacific includes a fewfaults and some arguable interpretations. He assumes,wrongly, that the battleship HMS New Zealand wasintended for service in the Pacific whereas although shewas built with money provided by New Zealand she was afully integrated unit of the Royal Navy and always intendedfor service with the main battle fleet. He also wrongly givesthe impression that the RNZN was created before World

War I when this was not the case.Professor Strachan states that Dominion concerns forstrategic buffers were just �sub-imperialism� and fired by�territorial ambitions�. He implies that racism aloneunderpinned Australian concern about Japanese longer-term intentions. Both are highly questionable arguments atbest and reflect the over-simplification to be expected in aone-volume summary of this magnitude. He claims that thebattlecruiser HMAS Australia was intended for the �closedefence of [Australia�s] ...own territory�. Her main role wasactually to provide general deterrence to Germany�s Pacificcruiser squadron, a role she played so successfully that thesquadron quickly withdrew from the Pacific in 1914, andconsequently Australian troop convoys to Europe and theMiddle East required no naval escorts after 1915.But these are minor quibbles about a major work ofscholarship and easily amended for the next edition. Notso easy to reconcile is Professor Strachan�s apparentreluctance to acknowledge Dominion contributions to theallied war effort. The 1st AIF is rarely mentioned andheavily patronised when it is, with descriptions such as�they earned a reputation for mayhem and indiscipline,mingled with combativeness and high morale�, and by hisallegation that (only) the Australians �massacred� Turkishprisoners at Gallipoli. The �mingled� particularly grates andthe view of supposed �indiscipline� is so very English. Heeven downgrades the importance of the successfulwithdrawal from Gallipoli by claiming it was �... hardly inthe Turk�s interests to prolong the allies� departure or toincur further losses needlessly�. This could be easilydisputed on both tactical and strategic grounds and wasnot a view widely held, if held at all, by those involved.Professor Strachan even tries to paint the incompetentBritish General, Sir Frederick Stopford, as a scapegoat forinaction at the Suvla landing and not one of its prime causes.His account of Gallipoli and his assessment that the Anzacs�fought not for Australia or New Zealand but for the �oldcountry�, with which they still had strong ties ...� is surelytoo much of a simplification at best. According to this viewAustralian losses at Gallipoli (8709) were �a low numberby the horrific standards of the war ... New Zealand�s losseswere smaller still, 2721�. No account is taken of theproportionality and no mention is made of thedisproportionate casualty rates of Australians and NewZealanders, compared with say Britain, in the war overall.Later he recounts the �capture of Vimy Ridge [in 1917]revie
ws
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was a national triumph for Canada, a more auspiciouscoming of age than the mismanaged landings at Gallipolihad been for Australia�. It is almost as if he is implyingthat the mismanagement was the Australian�s fault. Lateragain, Canadian participation in the �100 days� in 1918 isbriefly mentioned but the Australians do not figure at all.In fact from this book you would hardly know thatAustralians fought on the Western Front. The vitalcontribution of Anzac troops to the Palestine and Syriancampaigns is also ignored.The final two chapters covering the situation from thetreaty of Brest-Litovsk in March 1918 onwards reflectresearch and thought outside traditional Anglo-centrichistorical patterns. Professor Strachan�s theme of a trulyglobal struggle allows him to give full rein to examiningthe problems of coalition warfare, especially those facedby the Central Powers, rather than the traditionalconcentration on Germany�s worsening weakness andeventual disintegration. His discussion of the benefitsenjoyed by the allies being a coalition of relative equals, atleast in contrast to their opponents, is very well done. Henotes that the number of allies kept growing throughoutthe war in both numbers and global spread, but that afterBulgaria, in September 1915, no country sided with theCentral Powers.Although it has faults, Professor Hew Strachan�s TheFirst World War is a book that will be sought after bygenerations of history students and general readers seekinga wide-ranging, well-written and generally well-arguedsummary of the complex international struggle that shapedthe modern world. u
Hew Strachan, �The First World War: A New Illustrated History�,Simon & Schuster, Sydney, 2003, casebound and jacketed,360pp, RRP $49.95.

The Third Force: ANGAU�s NewGuinea War 1942�46
Alan Powell

Reviewed by Michael O�Connor
Arguably, the most ubiquitous and perhaps the mostneglected unit of the Australian Army�s World War II New

Guinea campaigns was the Australian New GuineaAdministrative Unit (ANGAU). The Army History Unitdeserves commendation for sponsoring this latest, excellentvolume in the Australian Army History Series, especiallyas at a time when the need for a modern civil affairscapability in the ADF is readily apparent.Alan Powell is Emeritus Professor of History at theNorthern Territory University. His other contributions toAustralian military history have included the highlyregarded War by Stealth, a study of Australians in the AlliedIntelligence Bureau.At the outbreak of the Pacific War, Australiaadministered two territories in New Guinea quite separately.Papua was an Australian territory, acquired from Britainin 1906 and maintained at absolutely minimal cost to theAustralian taxpayer. The Territory of New Guinea had beencaptured from Germany in 1914 and was administered as aLeague of Nations Mandate. Thanks to large golddiscoveries and an expatriate-controlled plantation industry,New Guinea was wealthier but was administered mainlyin the interests of the expatriate community. The PapuanAdministration was largely indifferent to the expatriatecommunity and pursued a remarkably benevolent andpaternalistic policy towards the Papuan community; in NewGuinea, the reverse was generally the case.History tells us that Australia and the Army in particularwere quite unprepared for the Japanese challenge in PapuaNew Guinea. This was certainly true of the two civiladministrations. In New Guinea�as with the small Rabaulgarrison�a sauve qui peut mentality prevailed. Anexcessively legalistic policy promptly disarmed the civilpolice and, in many cases, simply abandoned them.In Papua, a clash between the civil administration andthe Army led to the dismissal of the former and theestablishment of martial law. Some of the field personnelof the Administration were told that they were out of a job;others were simply ignored.For its part, the Army with no experience of militarygovernment had made no preparations for administeringa population assumed to number some hundreds ofthousands, many of them in enemy-controlled territory.Its most urgent task was to stem the Japanese advancein country largely beyond vehicular transport. For this,they needed labourers (carriers) to logistically supportthe trained troops and supplies that were slowlybeginning to trickle in to Port Moresby.The 8th Military District Commander was Major GeneralBasil Morris, a regular gunner not very highly regardedby his peers. Morris did, however, try to make a silk pursefrom a very tatty sow�s ear. Part of the manufacturingprocess was to establish ANGAU.ANGAU�s priority task was to recruit labourers tocarry for the Army. Somewhat to its surprise, the Armyfound that the transport infrastructure of the New Guineaof 1942 was almost totally unfamiliar with the internalcombustion or steam engine.  Supply from, andevacuation to, bridgeheads, airheads and roadheads forthe forces in contact with the enemy depended upon the
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broad backs and stamina of thousands of ill-nourished,poorly clothed, usually unpaid and overworked Papuansand New Guineans. These were normally conscripted ina fairly ruthless process that ANGAU was only slowlyable to ameliorate as the emergency diminished.Powell suggests that this labour conscription wasunfair if only because the people of Papua New Guineaowed little or no loyalty to Australia. That may be but itcan also be said that Australia owed an obligation ofjust treatment to the people of Papua New Guinea andthat defeating the Japanese was the best way to achievethat objective. Indeed, this is the strongest argument forthe late war operations in the northwest, New Britainand Bougainville, criticised by many as unnecessary andwasteful. Powell�s discussion of the loyalty question issubstantial and well balanced.After the Japanese defeats in Papua, ANGAU steadilydeveloped as a broad-based military government. Powellnotes that the labour administration section alwaysaccounted for around half of ANGAU�s total strength of366 officers and 1660 other ranks, not including the 2700strong police or the still larger indigenous labour force.ANGAU was also responsible for such tasks as civillaw enforcement, district administration, health servicesand coastal shipping. Many of the key personnel,especially in the District Services Branch, were formeradministration officials but, equally, many were drawnfrom volunteers sought from Army units.The District Services personnel - the �kiaps� - andtheir colleagues of the Royal Papuan Constabulary whobest knew the country and its peoples were increasinglydrawn into active military operations against theJapanese as advisers, scouts and guides. ANGAU waspartly responsible for the administration of the alphabetsoup of irregular units that operated in enemy-occupiedterritory. Indeed, many of the personnel were sointerchangeable that some of my own superiors in post-war PNG freely admitted that they were never quite surewhom they worked for at any given time.Powell describes a wide range of ANGAU operationsas well as devoting two excellent chapters to ANGAU�speople, one on the Australians and the other on the PapuaNew Guineans. He touches only briefly on the role ofColonel Alf Conlon�s Directorate of Research and CivilAffairs, an organisation that played the principal role inestablishing the comparatively radical post-war nationalpolicy for Papua New Guinea as a single entity. This is apity but it may well have been considered outside the scopeof his study. Nonetheless, the job was done largely by theArmy under the benevolent direction of the Commander-in-Chief, General Blamey, often in spite of the traditionalpolitical indifference to Papua New Guinea. From theArmy�s perspective, this study of ANGAU reinforces thenot well-understood view that ending the fighting does notguarantee the peace.Professor Powell has given us an excellent and balancedstudy of a unit that was as well known as any to those whoserved in New Guinea but the scope of whose operations

was seriously under-estimated, both at the time and since. u
Alan Powell, �The Third Force: ANGAU�s New Guinea War1942�46�, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, 2003,casebound and jacketed, 292pp, $55.00.
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D-Day: The Greatest Invasion�A People�s History
Dan Van Der Vat

Reviewed by Dr Malcolm Kennedy
In the early hours of 6 June 1944, the gunfire from 700warships signalled the arrival of a force of 5,000 ships, 8,000aircraft, 130,000 men and 20,000 vehicles off the coast ofFrance. The invasion of Nazi occupied Europe had begun.Operation Overlord, which took years in the planning andcreating, was at last launched across the beaches of Normandy.Even with the massive military force brought to bear thelodgement hung in the balance. At the end of the first twenty-four hours�the �longest day��the fate of Western Europehad been tipped towards freedom.Only the application of massive military, economic andlogistical force was able to wage war sufficiently powerful todestroy the vile Nazi regime and bring peace to Europe oncemore. The stakes were enormous. This was a key turning pointin world history.If the invasion failed an unacceptable consequence wouldhave been a long and increasingly bloody campaign throughItaly into Germany; and if the German eastern armiescollapsed, there was the highly probable advance of Stalin�sdictatorial regime into Western Europe. This would have meantthe replacement of one murderous tyranny with another. Afailure on D-Day would have probably added another year tothe war. Dan Van Der Vat has produced a magnificent tributeto the men and women who filled the widest imaginable rolesin the preparation and execution of the invasion of Europe.This book revitalises our knowledge and understanding of D-Day and prepares us for the sixtieth anniversary of the daythat changed the fate of millions of people.The author has produced a well-written text, a superbcollection of black and white and colour photographs, clearmaps, paintings, interviews, an index, bibliography, andweb sites, which make this book a fitting tribute to thosewho died and those who survived D-Day. For our part, wecan respect and celebrate their sacrifice by reading andlearning from this account.It was a drama in which the elements of nature, sea, windand sky, almost conspired to harm the passage of the greatarmada as much as the fierce resistance of the well-preparedand skilled German troops, who crouched behind their heavydefences protected by numerous ingenious devices preparedto kill or wound the invaders. Van Der Vat has provided thereader with a feast of new material, maps, diagrams, smalland novel stories, accounts of ideas and equipment, deceptions,tricks and training, all of which were brought to bear to make
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On the offensive: TheAustralian Army in the VietnamWar January 1967�June 1968
Ian McNeill and Ashley Ekins

Reviewed by John Essex-Clark
This clearly written and impressive book, the eighth volumein the Official History of Australia�s Involvement inSoutheast Asian Conflicts 1948�1975, follows on from ToLong Tan, the account of the Army�s involvement inVietnam from 1950 to 1966.This volume is well presented with quality paper, goodmaps and a balance of good colour and black and whitephotographs. Its writing has involved vast research by theauthors and their teams. Unfortunately Ian McNeill, one ofthe two authors and a Vietnam veteran himself, died duringthe book�s production. This obviously caused a heavyburden on the other, Ashley Ekins, especially as he did nothave the advantage of McNeill�s comprehensive andintimate knowledge of the personalities and operationsinvolved, or of the ethos of the Army of that era.As in any history based on coupling the memories of menwith written records it contains areas of contention. It is,however, a masterpiece of writing about a war that had somany critics and numerous political twists and turns. The bookdescribes well a war that appeared to have no easily identifiablestrategic objective in Australia�s national interest and whoserationale and prosecution was subject to much vilification inAustralia. This account helps to clarify the quandary faced bypoliticians attempting to balance their perceptions of strategicinterest against political reality, and also the militaryoperational needs of the campaign concerned against theeconomic and political costs.The volume accurately describes the differencesbetween US and Australian methods of fighting the warand their differing political objectives; for example wasthe overall mission to defeat the communist forces or restoredemocracy and South Vietnamese government control? Italso explains the dichotomy between those two missionsand the cultural canyon between East and West. RudyardKipling was right when he said �never the twain shall meet�.The discussions with former Viet Cong opponents andresearch into communist Vietnamese histories add much

the landing, and holding of the beachheads, more likely. Henotes the massive level of force and firepower, which wasnecessary to begin, establish and sustain the landings.The account of the development of the Overlord gives usvital lesson of the difficulty and risk involved in opposedamphibious landings. These are lessons that ought not to beignored as the ADF moves to develop a greater maritimeoperational capacity.The disaster of the Dieppe Raid, a �reconnaissance in force�in August 1942, was an object lesson on how an inadequatelyprepared invading force would be destroyed. Some 252 shipscarried 6100 troops and 30 tanks across the channel to attackand hold the port of Dieppe. The engagement was a disaster.In a single day 4100 were killed, wounded, missing or capturedcompared to German losses of 314 killed, 294 wounded and37 captured. The allies lost all the tanks, one destroyer, threelanding craft and 99 aircraft compared to the German loss of48 aircraft. This brutal lesson tempered the thinking ofLieutenant General Morgan, who took four months to preparethe first draft of Overlord. This plan was refined and fleshedout from July 1943 to its execution on D-Day in 1944. Theessentials remained the same. A massive assault in Normandyfollowed by the rapid capture of major ports to facilitate thehuge supply train needed to support the allied forces liberatingFrance and advancing into Germany.The apparent simplicity of Overlord was, as Van Der Vat,notes contrasted by the final details. Even though AdmiralRamsay, who carried out the Dunkirk operation, was put incharge of the naval planning, his demands for more and moreshipping delayed D-Day. The naval operational orderseventually took up a thousand pages, detailing the deploymentand operations of 1212 warships, over 4000 landing craft,and over 1500 ancillary support ships. The planning involveda curious range of lateral thinking activities. Concrete caissonssome 255 foot long and weighing 6000 tonnes, called�Mulberries� and scuttled block ships, called �Gooseberries�were used to create artificial harbours. The Pipe Line UnderThe Ocean, or PLUTO, provided the tens of thousands ofgallons of fuel consumed each day and removed the need forvulnerable tankers. Van Der Vat covers the important airbornelandings, and refutes the nonsense, left in the minds of manypeople, by various films on D-Day. He shows that while therewas occasional confusion, the operational control andapplication of the airborne forces was particularly effective insecuring their objectives. The naval and air force attacks showthat support of the landing was an especially complexoperation, which demanded the very best of the skills of thecrews and their commanders.About a quarter of the text is devoted to the actual day ofthe landing, and this is a heart-stopping section of the narrative.It is a must read. The course of the invasion is followed to thebreakout stage and the author ends his account with theCanadian Army liberating his home town in Holland. He notesthat��For my family and me, and for millions of WesternEuropeans, it was freedom � the gift of life itself.� uDan Van Der Vat, �D-Day: The Greatest Invasion - A People�sHistory�, Allen&Unwin, Sydney, 2003, casebound and jacketed,176pp, $49.95.
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to knowledge of how the war was fought by both sides.The influence of Australia�s participation in Vietnamon social and political activities �back home� where ourinvolvement created much harsh debate, politically andsocially, is shown. The authors cover the effect of the waron Australia�s domestic scene, and the influence that it hadon the Australians fighting in Vietnam. Perhaps the neattransfer of the consequences of the war onto the shouldersof the military, rather than to the politicians who sent ourforces there, could have been described more forcefully.Central to the book is the theme of the development ofthe 1st Australian Task Force based in, and operatingprimarily throughout, Phuoc Tuy Province with occasionalforays elsewhere. During the period covered the task forcehad three different commanders with each having a differentmethod of achieving the objectives set for 1 ATF. The term�task force� was a legacy from the then recently and happilydiscarded �Pentropic� organisation, but often confused USand other allied forces. What we had in Vietnam was, infact, a �brigade group� and the term �task force� too oftendiminished impressions of the scale of our effort�eventhough we were very small when related to the total alliedforces �in Theatre�.The ill-fated minefield south of Nui Dat and the post-Tet 1968 battles at Coral and Balmoral are coveredcomprehensively. The political pressure that plagued ArmyHeadquarters to adopt the cheaper �individual replacementsystem� instead of the tried and tested �unit replacement�are too lightly covered. Fortunately, the unit systemprevailed and our example has been subsequently adoptedby the US Army since Vietnam.The title On the Offensive is possibly somewhatoffensive to some because it intimates that previousoperations such as Crimp, Rolling Stone, Bribie, Long Tanand many other tough operations may not be considered�officially� as offensive operations. This said; allworthwhile operational and logistic activities concerningAustralia in Vietnam during the period are well covered.The book also deals with the success of our nationalserviceman as soldiers. Our diggers, whether nationalservicemen or regulars, come out magnificently andagain display the traditional high value militarycharacteristics that one expects from them. The authorsshow that they match the quality and attitude describedin many other accounts over the last century and makeus all, once again, proud of them and our nation.In a wide-ranging volume such as this it is alsodifficult to give due attention to the myriad activitiesundertaken by the Australian Army Training Team�Vietnam (AATTV) and the SASR. While the separatesemi-official histories of AATTV and SASR, written byIan McNeill and David Horner respectively, do coverthis aspect very well there should perhaps have also beenan official history.Some mild criticism had been directed at the long timeit took to finish and publish this volume. Consideringthat Ekins had to take over McNeil�s research papersand delve back into that research it seems understandable

that this entailed some delay. Unfortunately the timetaken has allowed other books to be produced aboutmajor events of the period, such as Lex McAulay�sexcellent The Battle for Coral, and this has stolen someof the �thunder� and uniqueness that is due to On theOffensive.Since publication there has also been criticism aboutthe portrayal of some incidents, most notably thecontroversial episode of 106 Field Battery, 4th FieldRegiment, Royal Australian Artillery at Fire SupportBase Bravo. Many feel that Ekins was, perhaps, notcritical enough in his historical portrayal of the event,which is largely confined to what was recorded at theCourt Martial involved. Unfortunately the challenges toEkins� account have only highlighted the poor disciplineat that  Fire Support  Base during that  period.Complaining about the truth cannot bring back to lifeLieutenant Robert Birse, nor ameliorate the tragiccircumstances that led to his death.In the media, and in the official magazine of theAustralian War memorial, Wartime, Ekins has subsequentlyresponded convincingly to criticism of his account; as hasthe memorial�s director, Major General Steve Gower (anartillery officer in Vietnam). Gower wrote: �An officialhistorian�s role is to record his views free of political orinstitutional interference. It is difficult to comprehend howthe incident at the Fire Support Base could be ignored,irrespective of the battery�s performance, which is wellcovered in the volume, before and after.� Gower added,�there was undeniable evidence of uncontrolled drinkingon the operation before the officer died. This, by anystandard, is totally unacceptable�alcohol and artillery firesupport don�t mix�. Gower�s comments would be applaudedby all professional soldiers and are applicable for any typeof combat operation.Finally, it is a pity that the Australian �End of War�awards, gazetted in May 1998, were not added to thelist of awards in Appendix D to the volume. None knowthe reason why these awards were so late and how theywere adjusted to match the nearest contemporaryAustralian equivalents. Ashley Ekins has advised thesewill be included in his final volume on the war, CombatOperations, that is near to completion.Ashley Ekins and his team have done a daunting andcomplex task well. Also daunting is the price of the bookbut unfortunately that is the cost of producing a book ofthis quality and magnitude these days. This volume is,however, a comprehensive and valuable portrayal of animportant episode in Australian history that is worth farmore than the price. The descriptions are forthright, andthe writing is clear and concise. This is a book for bothwarriors and students of military history. u
Ian McNeill and Ashley Ekins, �On the Offensive: TheAustralian Army in the Vietnam War, January 1967�June1968�, Allen&Unwin in association with the Australian WarMemorial, Sydney, 2003, casebound and jacketed, 650pp,RRP $80.00.
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