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Letters to the Editor

Restructuring the Australian Army
Dear Editor,

Restructuring the Australian Army: The Seeds of
Future Crisis, by Major C.J. Shine in the July/August
issue of the Journal was a most impressive article.
Not only was it well written and researched, but more
importantly it presented some very thoughtful and
appropriate arguments.

The key as the article points out, is to accurately
determine for what circumstances the Army is being
restructured. If we adopt the narrow focus, to use the
author’s terminology, we will inevitably end up with
the wrong structure and less effective unit and task
force organisations. On the other hand, a broad focus,
which encompasses the capacity to deploy into the
region as the most likely requirement, at the same
time adequately addressing the defence of continental
Australia, should produce effective and responsive
organisational structures from the current trials.
Development of organisations compatible with those
of our principal allies is essential in any circumstances
as the article points out.

At the same time the capacity to mobilise
adequately needs to be revisited. Planning costs little,
but the price of planning failure is incalculable.

Major Shine has presented an interesting and
accurate assessment of the current situation and has
done much to further this most important debate.

A. Clunies-Ross

Air Power
Dear Editor,

I read with interest Wing Commander Steinbach’s
article in your July/August edition. Although
appreciating the author’s focus on the parliamentary
debate on air power, the reader might easily be left
with a rather lop-sided view of threats to Australia
and the birth of the Royal Australian Navy. Expert
opinion consistently argued that Australia’s interests
were most vulnerable – and could be attacked by a
hostile power most decisively – through the
interdiction of maritime commerce. It followed that
Australia’s overriding defence concern was not local
measures within sight of the coast – where land-based
aircraft might play a role – but the blue-water
protection of her seaborne trade. Although local ports
might be subject to raids, invasion was always highly
unlikely.

The linkage between the RAN and “dreadnoughts”
is also misleading. Armoured and unarmoured
cruisers formed the core of the Fleet Unit and acting
alone or in conjunction with the Imperial Fleet these
were designed to ensure the safety of Australia’s
commerce against hostile cruisers. The cruisers were
in turn supported by destroyers and submarines, and
these were suitable for local defence. Acting together,
the Fleet Unit was expected to make the possibility of
an enemy threatening Australia’s ports ‘so remote as
to be hardly worth considering’. As subsequent
events proved, merely the existence of the RAN’s
first flagship, HMAS Australia, deterred the German
Pacific Squadron from carrying out its pre-war plans
for commerce warfare on the Australia Station.
Australia, it could be argued, repaid her investment
many times over, and without firing a shot.

Finally, it would be wrong to think that the RAN
was ignorant of aircraft capabilities. Accepting that
existing machines had neither the range, armament,
nor manoeuvreability to threaten vessels at sea in
1913 the naval staff instead developed plans to use
“water planes to act as the eyes of the fleet”. In 1914
the RAN took a keen interest in the trials of the first
float plane in Australia, and in November that year
two machines were embarked in HMAS Una for
combined operations in German New Guinea.

David Stevens
Maritime Studies Program

Command and Leadership
Dear Editor,

Whilst agreeing with some of the leadership
requirements detailed by Lieutenant-Colonel David
G. Blackwell (ADFJ No.130 May–June 1998), I
think that his prediction “Australia has not had a war
for over 30 years and the possibility of being involved
in a major conflict is diminishing as time goes by” is
not consistent with the “offensive spirit” which is the
prerequisite of any effective army. What’s the point
of training combat troops and telling them at the same
time they’re not likely to be involved in battle?

As a former businessman, frankly I don’t think the
top executive in civilian life necessarily has anything
to offer the army in leadership training. The best
business leader does not make decisions when under
immediate threat and in personal physical danger.
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In any sub-unit of an infantry battalion, the
commander has to be totally fit, dogged, able to lead
by personal example, sum up his options in seconds
and determine tactics that will succeed. He doesn’t
need a tertiary education, nor can he worry about
“achieving quiet pride and personal satisfaction”, nor
can he afford to learn from his mistakes, as very often
his first mistake is his last.

Surely our army must be training for war. Combat
units should be subjected to constant, intensive
weapon training and using them in field operations
where a risk factor is every present. Exercises under
near-battle conditions can help in the selection of
junior officers and NCO’s with the right leadership
qualities. Such a leader may well have little formal
education, his grammar may be imperfect, but he will
be intelligent, aggressive, decisive and courageous.
Because he leads from the front, always gives
encouragement and cares for the welfare of his men
under all conditions, they will follow him anywhere.
The ultimate test of leadership training is in battle –
theories end there.

M. L. Roberts
Captain (Retired) 

Laws of the Environment
Dear Editor,

I would wish to approach Major Sharp’s article on
“International Peacetime Laws of the Environment
and the Australian Defence Force” from the maritime
viewpoint that Defence and Navy particularly might
be considered as being in the vein of environmental
protection and precaution – rather than “dragging the
chain” in many activities as might be inferred from
the article.

There are many classic examples of environmental
considerations and procedures eg, Modernisation of
Garden Island Dockyard NSW; Construction of the
Fleet Base at Woolloomooloo Bay Sydney;
Construction of the Fleet Base at HMASStirling
Garden Island at Cockburn Sound WA,
Modernisation of HMASWaterhen Waverton NSW;
the as yet unresolved issue of a new Armament depot
replacing some of those facilities in and around
metropolitan Sydney – Point Wilson; Eden;
Gladstone…; and undoubtedly other but omitted
examples of environmental issues.

From a marine standpoint the article appears to
discount MARPOL 73/78 with its carriage into
domestic legislation as “Protection of the Sea
(Prevention of Pollution from Ships) Act No 41
1983” as amended; addressing in various Annexes –
Oil; Noxious Liquid Substances in Bulk; Harmful
Substances Carried by Sea in Packaged Form;
Sewage (not yet in force internationally); Garbage;
and more recently new proposed/agreed Annexes on
Emissions from Ships; and Ballast Water; with further
developments on ship anti-fouling paints. Now whilst
MARPOL 73/78 is by Convention Article3 not
applicable “to any warship…” and this exemption has
been consciously carried through to the Act; Navy has
a stringent Defence Instruction [DI(N)Ops 19-1]
which clearly details CN’s requirements for
compliance with the substance of relevant MARPOL
73/78 Annexes and the enjoinder at Convention
Article 3 (3).

A significant capital equipment project (SEA
1160) has been underway for some years retrofitting
ships in service to achieve compliance in Oil;
Garbage; and the not yet in force Annex IV Sewage.
New ships and ships being modernised/converted are
also built to achieve compliance.

Navy ABR 6111 (2 volumes) RAN Environmental
Manual also provides wide direction and guidance on
environmental matters and this is not confined to
maritime issues. Maritime operations can place ships
in adjacent compliance/behavioural regimes of
differing requirements/limits; and for these
considerations one need not go too far past
Queensland State; Queensland Ports; GBRMP Act;
and the “nearest land” aspects of MARPOL 73/78 as
at Annex I Reg 1(9); Annex IV Reg 1(5) and Annex
V Reg 1 (2).

Major Sharp may wish to consider these points in a
later article outlining progress on the ADF approach
to Environmental compliance and friendliness in the
ADF operations.

John Ferrier
Assistant Director Marine Pollution Control

Directorate of Naval Platform Systems Engineering
Naval Materiel Requirements Branch
Support Command Australia – Navy

The Board of Management and Staff of the Australian Defence Force Journal

Wish you a Merry Christmas and a Happy and Prosperous New Year



By Lieutenant Genevieve Ebbeck, RANR

It’s a messy world out there. Since the cold war’s
demise, there’s been no end to conflict. From
Azerbaijan to Zaire, disorganised military forces
need help. And for second-rate dictators trying to
extend their reigns or Third World countries
trying to protect first-class mineral deposits, the
market for private military assistance is
ballooning.1

In May 1997, Time magazine reported that the
market for private military assistance is ballooning.

However, whilst demand for their services might be
on the increase, the use of mercenaries remains
unacceptable to many Governments. Australia is not a
country which has experienced major difficulties with
the activities of mercenary soldiers; there have been
only a handful of Australian citizens/residents who
have been convicted in the last two decades for taking
part in, or making preparations for the taking part in,
hostile activities within foreign countries.2 However,
despite the seeming unimportance of mercenaries
within the Australian context, in July 1997 the
Australian Government announced that Australia
would take steps to accede to the International
Convention Against the Recruitment, Use, Financing
and Training of Mercenaries (“the Mercenaries
Convention”).3 This Convention establishes a
framework of international cooperation for preventing
the recruitment and use of mercenaries.

The Australian Government’s announcement
gives rise to a number of questions.
• Has Australia shown world leadership in rejecting

the “dogs of war”, or is its action merely a knee-
jerk response to the recent Sandline/Executive
Outcomes mercenary crisis in Papua New Guinea?

• Aside from Australia’s position on the issue,
should the mercenaries, or “military consultants”
of the 1990s be outlawed?

• If the answer is “yes”, they should be outlawed –
will the Mercenaries Convention be an effective
weapon against mercenary soldiers and corporate
mercenary organisations?

This article examines the position of the
mercenary soldier within the framework of the rules
of International Humanitarian Law (“IHL”). Broadly
speaking, the term “IHL” is used to refer to the rules
of international law governing the means and
methods of warfare and the protection of victims of
armed conflict.4 These rules are said to have derived
“from established custom, from the principles of
humanity and from the dictates of public
conscience”.5 Briefly, it can be said that the rules
governing the means and methods of warfare provide:
1. There is an overriding principle of necessity and

proportionality – the right of Parties to a conflict
to choose their means and methods of warfare is
limited to that which is necessary and
proportionate to a legitimate military objective;6

2. There is a prohibition on using weapons and
methods of warfare which cause superfluous
injury or unnecessary suffering;7

3. A distinction must be drawn between the civilian
population and combatants, and between military
and civilian objectives;8

4. It is prohibited to employ means and methods of
warfare which cause widespread, long-term and
severe damage to the natural environment.9

The rules governing the protection of the victims
of armed conflict deal specifically with combatants
who are wounded, sick and/or shipwrecked, with
prisoners of war and with civilians. Fundamentally,
such persons are to be respected and treated
humanely.10

Within this broad framework of the regulation of
armed conflict, mercenary soldiers have been
particularly singled out for “special treatment”. This
article examines why it is that mercenaries have been
isolated, and considers the international legal regime
governing the recruitment and use of mercenaries.
The legitimacy of the on-going treatment of
mercenaries is questioned. It is argued that the
attempted outlawing of mercenary soldiers by the
international community (and African nations in
particular) has been a failure. It is also argued that the
mercenary soldiers of the 1990s, if they are attached
to high profile corporate mercenary organisations, are
more likely than not to be in the position of being able
to actively promote compliance with IHL whilst
training the armed forces of client-states. It is thus
submitted that the regulation, rather than the

Introduction

Mercenaries and the “Sandline Affair”



outlawing, of mercenary organisations is preferable if
those mercenary organisations are clearly identifiable
and willing to take responsibility for compliance with
the rules of IHL.

Before analysing the legal regime applicable to
mercenaries, it is necessary to define what is meant by
a “mercenary”. The colloquial meaning of
“mercenary” is reasonably clear; very broadly, the
term refers to a volunteer who fights in a foreign
conflict or within a foreign armed force for monetary
reward or other private gain. Legal definitions of a
“mercenary” are, however, quite technical. Article 47
of Additional Protocol 1 defines a mercenary to be
any person who: 
1. is specially recruited locally or abroad in order to

fight in an armed conflict; 
2. does, in fact, take a direct part in the hostilities;
3. is motivated to take part in the hostilities

essentially by the desire for private gain and, in
fact, is promised by or on behalf of a Party to the
conflict, material compensation substantially in
excess of that promised or paid to combatants of
similar ranks and functions in the armed forces of
that Party;

4. is neither a national of a Party to the conflict nor a
resident of territory controlled by a Party to the
conflict;

5. is not a member of the armed forces of a Party to
the conflict; and

6. has not been sent by a state which is not a Party to
the conflict on official duty as a member of its
armed forces.
These six criteria are cumulative. The definition

of “mercenary” in Article 47 is thus very narrow. The
first requirement operates so as to exclude volunteers
who enter service on a permanent or long-term basis
in a foreign army, such as members of the French
Foreign Legion or the Ghurkhas who serve with the
British Army. By virtue of the second requirement,
foreign advisers and military technicians are excluded
from the definition of “mercenary”. The fourth
requirement enables foreign residents of a country
who fight in an armed conflict to avoid being
considered mercenaries. In addition, there are other
ways in which “private soldiers” who in a broad sense
would be considered mercenaries can avoid being
found to be mercenaries under Article 47. One can,
for example, escape meeting the definition of
mercenary by adopting the nationality of a Party to

the conflict (thereby not meeting the fourth
requirement of the definition) or by nominally
becoming a member of the armed forces of a Party to
the conflict (thereby not meeting the fifth requirement
of the definition).

There is a major incentive for soldiers to avoid
being classified as mercenaries within the meaning of
Article 47: Article 47(1) provides that a mercenary
does not have the right to be a combatant or Prisoner
of War. Thus, for example if a mercenary soldier is
captured by a state in circumstances where Article 47
is relevant and applicable, that mercenary soldier is
denied the fundamental rights accorded to prisoners
of war. Prisoners of War possess a number of rights
under IHL, encompassing rights to humane treatment,
to protection against acts of violence, to retain their
personal property, to be interned in certain quarters, to
receive sufficient food and clothing rations, etc.11

Denial of these rights is extremely significant, and
would have an enormous impact upon captured
mercenaries.

The key features of the Article 47 definition are
nationality and motive. Placing to one side the ability
to evade the definition, one of the major criticisms of
the definition is the emphasis on motivation. The
criticism arises largely because of the difficulties with
proof.12 The 1976 Diplock Report,being a report of
the Privy Council commissioned to inquire into the
recruitment of mercenaries, considered that any
definition of mercenary which required positive proof
of motivation would either be unworkable or so
haphazard in its application between comparable
individuals as to be unacceptable.13

Despite such criticisms, all but one feature of
Article 47’s definition of “mercenary” were
maintained in the Mercenaries Convention of 1989.
Article 1(1) of that Convention defines a mercenary in
precisely the same terms as does Article 47, except
that the requirement “does, in fact, take a direct part in
the hostilities” is omitted.

In addition, Article 1(2) of the Mercenaries
Convention provides that a mercenary is also any
person who, in any other situation:
1. is specially recruited locally or abroad for the

purpose of participating in a concerted act of
violence aimed at:
(i) overthrowing a Government or otherwise

undermining the constitutional order of a
state; or

(ii) undermining the territorial integrity of a state;
2. is motivated to take part therein essentially by the

desire for significant private gain and is prompted
by the promise or payment of material
compensation;

Meaning of the Term “Mercenary”
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3. is neither a national nor a resident of the state
against which such an act is directed;

4. has not been sent by a state on official duty; and
5. is not a member of the armed forces of a state on

whose territory the act is undertaken.
This additional definition broadens the concept of

“mercenary” to include persons recruited by, for
example, secessionist groups or revolutionaries who
intend to use violence to achieve their ends.

These strict definitions of “mercenary” can be
contrasted with the much broader definition adopted
by the Member States of the Organisation of African
Unity (“OAU”) in their OAU Convention for the
Elimination of Mercenaries in Africa 1972. As is
discussed later, mercenaries proved to be a particular
problem in Africa during the 1960s and 1970s; the
Member States of the OAU perceived mercenaries to
represent a grave threat to their “independence,
sovereignty, territorial integrity and harmonious
development”. Accordingly, the OAU determined to
“eradicate from the African continent the scourge that
the mercenary system represents”.14

Article 1 of the OAU Convention classified a
mercenary to be:

anyone who, not a national of the state against
which his actions are directed, is employed,
enrols or links himself willingly to a person,
group or organisation whose aim is:
(a) to overthrow by force of arms or by any other

means the government of that Member State
of the Organisation of African Unity;

(b) to undermine the independence, territorial
integrity or normal working of the institutions
of the said state;

(c) to block by any means the activities of any
liberation movement recognised by the
Organisation of African Unity.”

The OAU thus targeted any non-national who was
involved with certain persons, groups and
organisations regardless of whether or not the non-
national purported to enlist in any armed forces and
regardless of whether or not the non-national was
motivated by financial gain. Adoption of such a broad
definition certainly overcomes some of the difficulties
with the Article 47/Mercenaries Convention
definition. However, its breadth was driven by the
particular problems faced by African countries during
the 1960s and by the linkage of mercenaries with
racism and neo-colonialism. Such a definition was
quite properly not adopted in Additional Protocol 1,
in light of the consequence of being found to be a

mercenary (namely a denial of the status of combatant
and the status of Prisoner of War). If the
consequences of being found to be a mercenary are to
be so severe, then a precise definition of what
constitutes a mercenary is warranted. More is said
about Article 47 later in this article.

A brief consideration of the history of mercenaries
is also beneficial to a subsequent analysis of the
Mercenaries Convention. Mercenaries “have been
used in wars down the centuries, and until the growth
of the modern nation state with its standing army and
universal conscription they were an essential
component of any war”.15 They were, for example,
used on a large scale by the Roman Empire and by
the Byzantine Empire; individual princes and nobles
used mercenaries to fight their wars during the Middle
Ages; and the English used mercenary soldiers during
the Revolutionary War with America. Mockler traces
their decline in status to the French Revolution when
over a million Frenchmen took up arms in four
months. “Until the French Revolution it had seemed
both logical and acceptable that the professional
soldier should fight while the ordinary citizen stayed
at home… After the French Revolution it was
considered correct that every man should fight for his
own country and dishonourable that a man should
serve under another flag.”16

Over the course of the nineteenth century, the
notion of universal conscription spread, and the
citizen-soldier replaced the hired soldier. The use of
mercenary soldiers came to be rejected as their use
“outrages the basic myth of the nation state that
patriotism is the only justification for taking up
arms”.17 One can of course question the assumption
that only a standing army, identified with a state, is
morally supportable; but whether or not one agrees
with the assumption, it is fundamental to understand
the almost universal dislike of mercenaries.

International attention came to focus upon
mercenary activities during the 1960s and 1970s, as
they resurged in strength particularly in Africa. The
development of large-scale mercenarism in Africa

The 1960s and 1970s - Growing
International Condemnation 
of Mercenaries

An Ancient “Profession”

7



coincided with the process of decolonisation.18

Mercenary forces were used by ex-colonial powers,
often against national liberation movements, and thus
mercenaries came to be identified with racism and
neo-colonialism.

Mercenaries were used by various political
factions fighting for control of the Congo – they were
utilised not only to support a secessionist movement,
but by the central government to put down a
challenge by an extremist faction and, in addition,
were employed in an attempt to overthrow the central
government itself.19 Many of the same mercenaries
fought in all three operations, which tended to
highlight their lack of “moral commitment” to a
struggle and their financial motivation for
involvement. The mercenaries were successful in the
Congo because of superior training, organisation and
weaponry. When they were finally beaten, it was by
forces enormously superior both in numbers and
equipment.20

Mercenaries played a more minor, yet still
significant, role in the Yemen and Biafra. White
French mercenaries assisted the Royalists in the
Yemeni civil war.

“[T]he mercenary in the Yemen never exercised
the sort of influence that they did in the Congo; they
were specialists whose job it was to train the Royalist
forces in the use of modern weapons, much in the
way of an ordinary military mission such as any
major military power might send to help train the
army of an underdeveloped country – though indeed
such military missions do not usually make their
appearance at the height of a civil war.”21

The role played by these French mercenaries is
similar to that undertaken by the military consultant
of the 1990s – specialist training for a Party’s armed
forces. The more limited role of the training specialist
was not, however, the usual role adopted by
mercenaries in the 1960s and 1970s. It is this limited
specialist role which could be utilised to promote the
principles of IHL, as is discussed later.

By contrast with the mercenaries in the Yemen,
the mercenaries employed in Biafra were directly
involved in the fighting. Biafra seceded from the
Federation of Nigeria on 30 May 1967 and fighting
broke out five weeks later.22 The Biafrans hired
French mercenaries, an experience which “cost Biafra
dear both in lives and money, and was a total failure
throughout”.23 Swedish mercenaries subsequently
hired proved to be more successful, as they brought
with them sophisticated aircraft for use in the fighting.

The most widely reported case of the use of
mercenaries occurred during the Angolan Civil War
at the end of 1975, in which over 1000 mercenaries,

from the United Kingdom, United States and South
Africa, were recruited to fight against the Popular
Movement for the Liberation of Angola (“MPLA”).24

The MPLA received significant arms support from
the Soviet Union and combat troops from Cuba.25

Western countries including the United States and
Britain provided financial, material and military
support for the two other major political groups
fighting in the war, the National Front for the
Liberation of Angola (“FNLA”) and the National
Union for the Total Independence of Angola
(“UNITA”). Mercenaries enlisted by the FNLA and
UNITA to fight against the MPLA were reportedly
paid in “crisp, consecutively numbered American
$100 bills”.26 The internal struggle was thus a struggle
between the Cold War superpowers.

The Soviet/Cuban backed MPLA won the civil
war, and thirteen white soldiers were publicly tried for
being mercenaries. Tried before the People’s
Revolutionary Court of Angola were nine British, one
Irish and three American soldiers. All were convicted;
four were sentenced to death and subsequently shot
by a firing squad, and the remaining nine men were
sentenced to prison terms ranging from 16 years to 30
years.27

George Lockwood QC was a Canadian who was
invited to be a member of the International
Commission of Enquiry on Mercenaries, which was
convened by the Angolan Government to, inter alia,
observe the trial of these mercenaries in Angola.
Upon his return to the United States Lockwood
published an individual report on the trial.28 He
concluded that, from a purely procedural point of
view, the trial was fair.29 However, he thought that
much of the evidence was hearsay, irrelevant and/or
worthless. Lockwood formed the view that two of the
defendants were “properly convicted of murder”.30

Interestingly, they had participated in the murder of
13 British mercenaries who, upon their arrival in
Angola, had sought to return to the United Kingdom.
Perhaps the most contentious charge against all men
was the (alleged) crime of being mercenaries. A
strong argument could be mounted that the crime of
being a mercenary did not exist in Angolan Law, and
hence all the defendants were unjustly convicted on
that count.31

The Angolan mercenaries were tried in June
1976. One year later, in June 1977, Additional
Protocols 1 and II to the Geneva Conventionswere

The Next Development: Article 47 of
Additional Protocol 1
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adopted. As mentioned previously, Article 47(2) of
Additional Protocol 1 defines a mercenary, whilst
Article 47(2) states that a mercenary shall not have
the right to be a combatant or a Prisoner of War. The
denial of the benefit of this aspect of IHL has been
strongly criticised.

To forbid the right to be a combatant or Prisoner
of War to an individual or a group is the most
severe sanction of international law in armed
conflict.
In the main it was African nations which pursued

the policy of isolating mercenaries during the
negotiations of the Protocols. Some academics have
been particularly critical of the motives of the African
nations which fought so hard to distinguish
mercenaries from guerrillas and terrorists. Armstrong
writes:

It is clear… that the initiators and supporters of
Article 47 anticipated that the national liberation
movements involved would have views politically
compatible with their own, and that all
mercenaries would probably belong to a party
adverse to the national liberation movements.32

He argues,
In an era in which the Third World is advancing
the claim that guerrilla and terrorist freedom
fighters should benefit from the extension of
humanitarian law to all kinds of conflicts and to
all groups of belligerents, one should be sceptical
of proposed reductions.33

On the other hand, however, it must be
acknowledged that mercenarism has been a peculiarly
African problem in recent decades, and African
countries “have suffered considerably as a result of
the activities of mercenaries”34 The question which
arises is whether the outlawing of mercenaries is the
appropriate response to the problem.

Criticism can also be made of Article 47 on the
basis that it flies in the face of the general trend for
humanising the laws of armed conflict. Denial of the
status of combatant/Prisoner of War hardly
encourages mercenary forces to comply with the rules
of IHL. There is a need to offer incentives to such
irregular movements to encourage their compliance
with IHL.35

Perhaps the greatest concern surrounding Article
47 lies in its precedent value. Article 47 operates to
create two classes of participants in an armed conflict,
with there being a denial of certain basic rights to one
of those classes. Now that the precedent has been set,
the denial of certain basic rights can be extended to
others in an armed conflict. Differentiation need not
stop at combatants, either; it can extend to victims of

an armed conflict. For this reason, and also bearing in
mind the need to encourage all participants to comply
with IHL, it is submitted that Article 47 should be
abandoned.

Article 47 targets individual mercenaries, and
aims to both penalise existing mercenaries (by
depriving them of certain protections) and to deter
others from becoming mercenaries. It can thus have a
significant impact upon the treatment meted out to
individuals. Its focus is, however, limited to
individuals and does not extend to affecting states.
The International Commission which observed the
trial in Angola, which was comprised of 51
Commissioners drawn from 37 different countries,
published the Declaration of Luandaon 10 June
1976. The Declaration states,

It is clear that the recruitment, travel and
equipment of mercenaries could not be
accomplished without the tacit agreement of the
governments in the countries where they are
recruited and equipped. More particularly, in as
much as the intervention of the mercenary is
directed against the liberation of peoples from
colonial and neo-colonial domination, there can
be no doubt that they act in the service of those
who would like to suppress or prevent their
liberation.36

The concern about repression of national
liberation movements, and the use of mercenaries to
prop up colonial governments, was highly topical in
the 1960s and 1970s whilst the decolonisation of
Africa was occurring. It is clearly of far less
significance in the 1990s – which is also a reason for
considering whether a departure from the policy of
outlawing mercenaries is now warranted. In any
event, what remains relevant in this extract from the
Luanda Declarationis the recognition of the need for
countries to prevent recruitment of their nationals, and
to refrain from using mercenary forces, if any
outlawing of mercenaries is to be effective. Article 47
did not address this matter; the broader movement
against mercenaries, incorporating obligations upon
state Parties, was subsequently addressed in the
Mercenaries Convention of 1989.

Articles 3 and 4 of the Mercenaries Convention
are, like Article 47 of Additional Protocol 1, aimed at
individual mercenaries. Article 3 provides that a
mercenary (as defined) who participates directly in
hostilities or a concerted act of violence commits an
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offence. Article 4 then makes it an offence to attempt
to participate in hostilities or a concerted act of
violence, and also makes it an offence to be an
accomplice to someone who commits such an
offence. The rest of the Convention, however, is
aimed at state Parties:
• Article 5 provides that state Parties shall not

recruit, use, finance or train mercenaries and shall
prohibit such mercenaries; it also specifically
provides that state Parties shall not recruit, use,
finance or train mercenaries for the purpose of
opposing the legitimate exercise of the inalienable
right of peoples to self-determination as
recognised by international law. The latter aspect
of Article 5 reflects the on-going concern of
African and other developing nations to ensure
mercenaries are not used by colonial and neo-
colonial powers.

• Article 6 provides that state Parties shall take all
practicable measures to prevent preparations in
their respective territories for the commission of
such offences, whether within or outside their
territories, including prohibiting the illegal
activities of persons or groups that encourage,
instigate, organise or engage in the perpetration of
such offences. 

• Article 7 provides that state Parties shall co-
operate in taking the necessary measures for the
implementation of the Convention.

• Article 8 obliges any state Party having reason to
believe one of the aforementioned offences has
been, is being or will be committed, shall
communicate the relevant information to the state
Parties affected.

• Article 9 requires state Parties to take such
measures as may be necessary to establish its
jurisdiction over any of the aforementioned
offences which are committed in its territory or on
board a ship or aircraft registered in that State, or
by any of its nationals, or where an alleged
offender is present in its territory.

• Article 10 provides that a state Party in whose
territory an alleged offender is present shall take
him/her into custody or take such other measures
as are necessary in order to enable proceeding
with criminal or extradition proceedings. Certain
requirements to notify other relevant state Parties
are imposed. The offences created by this
Convention are deemed to be included as
extraditable offences in any extradition treaty
existing between state Parties: Article 15.

• Article 12 provides that, if a state Party chooses
not to extradite an alleged offender, it shall be
obliged “without exception whatsoever and

whether or not the offence was committed in its
territory” to submit the case to its competent
authorities for the purposes of prosecution.

• Article 13 obliges state Parties to afford one
another the greatest measure of assistance in
connection with criminal proceedings brought in
respect of offences under the Convention,
including the supply of all evidence at their
disposal necessary for the proceedings.

• Article 14 obliges the state Party where the
alleged offender is prosecuted to communicate the
final outcome of the proceedings to the Secretary-
General of the United Nations.
Certain rights are afforded an alleged offender.

Article 10 provides that a person taken into custody is
given the right to communicate with a representative
from his/her state Party, and with the International
Committee of the Red Cross. Article 11 provides that
persons in respect of whom proceedings are being
carried out shall be guaranteed at all stages of the
proceedings “fair treatment and all the rights and
guarantees provided for in the law of the State in
question”. Applicable norms of international law are
also to be taken into account.

Article 16 (b) provides:
“The present Convention shall be applied without

prejudice to:
…(b) The law of armed conflict and international

humanitarian law, including the provisions
relating to the status of combatant or of
prisoner of war.”

The Mercenaries Convention is thus clearly
intended to supplement Article 47 of Optional
Protocol 1. Article 47’s denial of the status of
combatant and Prisoner of War to mercenaries is
preserved.

The Mercenaries Convention was opened for
signature in 1990. To date, only 11 states have
become Parties to it – Barbados, Cameroon, Cyprus,
Georgia, Italy, Maldives, Seychelles, Surinam, Togo,
Ukraine and Turkmenistan. No major power has
become a Party. The Convention will not come into
operation until 22 states have become Parties. The
reasons underlying the lack of interest in the
Convention are, no doubt, varied. The issue of
mercenaries may be only of remote relevance and
interest to some countries. The Australian
Government only announced its intention to take
steps to become a Party shortly after the Sandline
incident in Papua New Guinea (discussed later); there
was no obvious commitment to the Convention in the
period from 1990 to early 1997. Certain countries
have an on-going use for mercenary troops, and hence
becoming a Party to the Convention would hardly
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seem attractive. Finally, the above-mentioned
obligations imposed by the Conventions on state
Parties may appear to be unduly onerous vis-a-vis the
minor/non-existent difficulties mercenaries cause in
many countries.

Underlying the idea of state responsibility
encapsulated in the Mercenaries Convention is the
concept of territorial sovereignty. A sovereign state
possesses rights of independence and territorial
integrity; however, the corollary to possession of
these rights is the obligation to respect and protect
those same rights possessed by other states.37 In other
words, if a state wishes to have its independence and
territorial integrity respected, it must accord the same
respect unto other states. Furthermore, it is recognised
that the actions of individual members of a country
can impact upon these sovereign rights of other states.
The activities of mercenaries are said to violate the
independence and territorial integrity of those states
within which they operate.

Also underlying the idea of sate responsibility is
the assumption that the governments of states have
the capacity to police activities within their own
borders.38

The obligation on a state to respect the
independence and territorial integrity of other states is
said to extend to require a state to control the activities
of its nationals, both within and outside its own
territory. However, the degree of responsibility placed
upon states whose nationals are found to have
engaged in mercenary activities overseas, in
particular, is quite contentious. It is one thing for a
state to control activities which occur within its own
territory; however it is more difficult for a State to
control the activities of its nationals overseas.

It is often said that mercenaries are a threat to the
sovereignty of states. This is a difficult issue. When
mercenaries are used in an internal conflict, by rebels
against the lawful Government, then the threat to
sovereignty is obvious. However, this is not obviously
the case if a state’s Government chooses to use
mercenaries.

In his September 1996 Report to the UN General
Assembly, Mr Enrique Bernales Ballesteros, the
Special Rapporteur on the question of the use of
mercenaries, referred to the use of mercenaries by
private security companies contracting with African
Governments, and wrote:

If such contracts are, indeed, being concluded, the
Governments signing them must be doing so on

the basis of a sovereign decision; but is not
responsibility for a country’s internal order and
security an inalienable obligation that a State
fulfils through its police and armed forces? Is it
not a grave infringement of that State’s
sovereignty to hand over such responsibilities to
companies registered in third countries which sell
security services staffed by foreigners, presumably
mercenaries, who are recruited for operations in
countries with which the company has signed
contracts? Who will be responsible for any
repressive excesses that the security company may
commit against the civilian population, especially
where representatives of the political opposition
are concerned? Who will take responsibility for
any violations of international humanitarian law
and of human rights that they may commit?
Ballesteros looks at sovereignty in terms of

responsibilities as well as rights. His approach to
sovereignty is, in this respect, unusual. Sovereignty is
traditionally conceptualised in terms of plenary
power, and the ability to do certain things (as opposed
to the inability to do certain things).39 It is certainly not
usual to mount an argument which purports to be
bolstering a state’s sovereignty by reference to
obligations requiring a state only to provide policing
and security by particular means (namely through its
own police and armed forces and not by the voluntary
hiring of privatised forces). Indeed, the notion of
responsibility has increasingly been relied upon to
curb sovereign power in domestic contexts.

One could argue that Ballesteros’ reasoning is
contrary to ordinarily understood notions of
sovereignty; and adopting Starke J’s formulation in
Polites v Commonwealth,

[s]o to limit the constitutional power of sovereign
States or their subordinate authorities denies the
supremacy of those States within their own
territory, which is contrary to the principles of the
law of nations itself.40

To criticise Ballesteros’ reasoning is not to deny
that there are sovereignty considerations underlying
the international concern about mercenaries.
However, the international concern should perhaps be
understood as, very simply, the desire to preserve to
states the right to wage war, to raise armies, and to
hire and use soldiers. In the midst of a growing move
towards according non-states a personality, this is a
province which states wish to retain unto themselves.

From the end of World War II there has been a
growing emphasis placed on the role of international
organisations and individuals in international law. In
1946, for example, the International Military Tribunal
at Nuremberg asserted that “crimes against
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international law are committed by men, not abstract
entities”.41 There has not been just a focus on the
obligations imposed on individuals by international
law. International attention has also increasingly
become directed towards the rights of individuals,
with (for example) formal statements such as the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights 1948 and,
later, treaties imposing obligations concerning human
rights. Under the First Optional Protocol to the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights,42

individuals even have the right (in countries which
have acceded to the Protocol) to communicate
directly with the Human Rights Committee, alleging
denial of certain human rights.

In contrast with the trend particularly in the sphere
of human rights law, there has been a steadfast refusal
to recognise a role for individuals and private
military/security organisations such as, for example,
Executive Outcomes (discussed later) in the sphere of
the law of armed conflict and international
humanitarian law.

The question which must be asked is whether the
wish of some states to outlaw private armies and
mercenary soldiers is, objectively, a goal which
should be pursued. The question is raised: which
would better serve the goals of IHL – the outlawing of
mercenaries and private armies, or their regulation?

“International Humanitarian Law is the collection
of rules for humanising the brutality of war.”43 As a
body of law, IHL,

intends to impose limits on the use of violence,
even in times of armed conflict, by insisting on
certain basic humanitarian principles which
protect those not directly engaged in hostilities
(civilians, Prisoners of War and so on), allow the
sick and wounded to be collected and cared for,
prohibit weapons or methods of warfare that
cause unnecessary losses or excessive suffering,
and contain the effects of violence in the
attainment of the military objectives of the
conflict.44

Will the banning of mercenaries be effective in
ensuring the protection of civilians, Prisoners of War
and the injured, and in ensuring prohibited weapons
are not used and methods of warfare which cause
unnecessary losses or excessive suffering are
avoided? Or are these goals more achievable if the
international community recognises certain
mercenary organisations and works with them to
promote IHL? These questions necessitate an
examination of the mercenary of the 1990s.

Mercenaries have existed for thousands of years.
Mockler argues that “any attempt to ban mercenaries
or mercenary recruitment appears doomed to be
ineffective ... the mercenary world is permanently
awash with activity.”45 One must,

reflect on the extraordinary flexibility of this
profession, which has always known how to
adjust itself to meet new market requirements
caused by the evolution of the art of war and of
political relations, also in the most backward
corners of the earth.46

The name a mercenary may now choose to be
known by is that of “military consultant”, or even
“privatised peacekeeper”. The 1990s have seen the
proliferation of private military companies staffed by
(in the main) men who conduct their business in the
language of private enterprise, investment and
efficiency, and who reject the comparison with the
“old style” mercenaries of Africa in the 1960s.

Perhaps the most well-known modern mercenary
army is Executive Outcomes (“EO”), a South African
company which was established in 1989. In its
Internet “Homepage”, EO describes itself as being a
company “made up of men and women who share a
common vision – to ensure that EO remains the most
effective company of its kind in the world”.47 The
men employed by EO are primarily ex-South African
Defence Force (SADF), ex-South African National
Defence Force (after 1994), ex-South African Police
(SAP) and ex-African National Congress (ANC)
members. The EO Homepage states that the criteria
for prospective employees are that they must:
• have had military or police training;
• be South African citizens or have served in the

SADF, SAP or ANC’s military wing;
• have been honourably discharged;
• have no criminal record or criminal investigation

pending; 
• be prepared to work outside of South Africa;
• carry “no political baggage”; 
• be prepared to work in high-risk environments; and
• remain loyal to the company and its clients.

In the main, EO’s officers are white and its
soldiers are black. This fact does tend to be used
against EO, raising the question of continuing racism
within mercenary organisations.

EO claims that, due to the massive “down-sizing”
of the South African Armed Forces, it can draw on a
large professional workforce and can call on over
2,000 men at very short notice.

Today’s Mercenary Soldiers
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EO’s first major contract was Angola in 1993. EO
was initially approached to provide a security team to
protect the on-shore oil facilities in the coastal town of
Soyo whilst millions of dollars worth of oil-drilling
and related equipment was being recovered. EO was
then awarded a contract by the Angolan Government
to train the Angolan Armed Forces, which had been
fighting a long battle against the rebel forces of
UNITA (the National Union for the Total
Independence of Angola).48

From Angola, EO moved into Sierra Leone to
participate in the country’s bloody civil war. The
conflict was being waged by the Revolutionary
United Front (RUF), against the National Provincial
Ruling Council (NPRC). By January 1995, the RUF
had overrun the three most important mining sites in
the country. The rebels had also attacked church
missions, aid organisations and threatened to execute
17 Western hostages.49

In spite of military assistance from Nigeria,
Ghana and Guinea, the undisciplined, untrained
and often unpaid 12,000-strong Republic of
Sierra Leone military forces (RSLMF) proved
incapable of halting, much less reversing, RUF
gains. Exacerbating the already chaotic security
situation were bands of army deserters, known to
have been responsible for looting villages and
massacring the inhabitants under the guise of
RUF rebels. Desperate to halt the spreading
anarchy, the NPRC approached a number of
private security companies to provide assistance.50

EO arrived in Sierra Leone in April 1995,
reorganised the RSLMF into a proper military
structure and retrained the soldiers. The RSLMF was
in serious need of attention. Following significant
RUF gains in late 1994 and early 1995, thousands of
youths had been conscripted by the Government to
serve in RSLMF units. They were sent to fighting
units after only a few days basic training. To make
matters worse, RSLMF conscripts received a daily
ration of marijuana and local rum.51

RSLMF units trained and advised by EO inflicted
more losses on the RUF in 5 months than in the
preceding 3.5 years.52 With military successes giving
them credibility, the potential must surely have
existed for EO to combine its military training of
RSMLF soldiers with training in the rules of IHL.
Such training was certainly needed. The RUF had
gained a reputation for committing atrocities. Venter
wrote in November 1995,

Terror has played a significant role in this war.
Unquestionably, government successes, to date,
have stemmed from rebel excesses. The RUF has
subjected the civilian population to wicked

brutality. Few civilians who have been caught in
the cross-fire have been spared. Tortures inflicted
by Sankoh’s peoples routinely involved the cutting
off of hands, arms, ears and genitals, or the
gouging out of eyes. Many victims have been
eaten.
One young RUF rebel captured in battle in the
east and interviewed on television said he had no
idea how many people he had killed and that he
had eaten the livers and hearts of some of his
victims. He was barely 14 years old.53

Ignored by Western nations, fighting a war
involving child soldiers and faced with rebels
committing such atrocities, an untrained national
army and insufficient and ineffective military aid
from Nigeria, Ghana and Guinea, is it any wonder
that the Government of Sierra Leone turned to EO for
mercenary assistance?

EO remained in Sierra Leone until February 1997.
Their departure was in accordance with a peace deal
signed in November 1996, between the RUF leader
and the elected Sierra Leonean President. EO’s
departure was not welcomed by all; many people
attributed the relative calm experienced in their
districts to the presence of the mercenaries. One
diamond miner is reported to have said,

Never did rebels attack Komo district in all the
years that Executive Outcomes were here.54

EO rejects claims that its role in these African
conflicts mirrors that of the mercenaries of the 1960s.
EO’s managing director, Eeben Barlow, claims,

We are a professional military advisory group ...
working only for recognised governments. Our
company’s goal in Sierra Leone – as it was in
Angola – is to give support to a country moving
towards democracy. No one can dispute that we
have been a stabilising factor in Africa.55

Barlow states that, were EO to participate in any
kind of anti-government revolt, either actively or by
training rebels, it would immediately be labelled a
“renegade organisation”.56 Those who defend EO’s
right to offer private military assistance place
emphasis on its stated policy of only fighting for
sovereign governments. [It should be noted, however,
that the issue of the legitimacy of a government is in
itself a very complex issue.57] Also standing in EO’s
favour is the fact it has a better record for upholding
human rights (i.e. complying with international
human rights norms) than that of the African armies
of many countries. If EO were to be “accepted” by the
international community (or at least tolerated, if not
approved of), its role in promoting IHL and educating
the forces of client-states could be explored.
However, the existence of provisions such as Article
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47(1) of Additional Protocol 1 are instead likely to act
as a disincentive to mercenary forces to impose limits
upon the means and methods of warfare they adopt
and train others to use.

Despite EO’s claims to legitimacy, there are many
critics of the organisation. EO is apparently bound
into a larger network of companies and the parent
company is the South African “Strategic Resource
Corporation”. EO’s most important corporate
relationship is with a mining company called “Branch
Energy”, which has interests in oil and precious
stones.58 Whilst EO itself has nothing to do with
mining, Eeben Barlow remains coy about the interests
of shareholders or directors of EO in mining activities
or mining companies.59

EO’s ties with mineral exploration companies
have,

been likened to a modern version of the British
East India Company that employed its own
security force to protect its economic interests in
India during the eighteenth century.60

EO’s economic success is also seen to be a cause
for concern because of the potential it gives EO for
exercising real power within African counties, “even
to the extent of keeping military regimes in being”61

[Cynically, of course, one can identify the interest of
major powers in preserving to themselves the right to
have influence within developing countries.]

It is undoubtedly very expensive to hire
mercenaries such as EO. The Sierra Leonean
Government signed three security contracts with EO
over the period they were in the country, for a total of
$35 million. On average, EO was paid more than $1.5
million cash per month for its time and efforts in
Sierra Leone.62 For a price, EO can supply a client
with significant military weaponry, including combat
aircraft and helicopters. Ground maintenance crews
are also available.

There is little incentive for a mercenary
organisation to prolong its stay if its client is unable to
pay. Once a private army/security company leaves,
the potential always exists for the gains made to be
lost. Of course the same can occur if allied countries
cease to provide assistance to a government in
trouble. EO left Sierra Leone in February 1997. Three
months later, the Sierra Leonean army ousted the
Government, which had been democratically elected
just one year earlier. The army invited the RUF, with
whom they had been fighting for the past three years,
to join them.63 The military overthrew the government
because it believed its position had been undermined
by the use of EO. As is discussed later in this article,
the military in Papua New Guinea also “turned on its

political masters”64, ostensibly because of the use of
mercenaries.

EO is only one of a number of “military
consultancy” organisations. Military Professional
Resources Inc (MPRI) is an American company that
has privatised training services traditionally offered
by the US military and is exporting its expertise to
governments around the world. MPRI was founded in
1987 by retired senior US officers. In the past three
years, MPRI has begun to train the armies of foreign
countries to fight a war. MPRI claims it can,

“help a foreign army restructure its defence
ministry, create a non-commissioned officer corps,
conduct war games, and provide instruction on how
best to position artillery or operate a tank”.65

MPRI advertises itself as a business characterised
by:
• values learned and practiced in the military
• professionalism
• integrity and a strict code of business ethics
• customer service through quality performance,

responsiveness, contractual flexibility, empathy
and loyalty

• respect for democratic principles.
It claims, “our integrity is our most treasured

asset”.66 Amongst its most prominent, executives is
retired four-star General Carl Vuono, who was in
charge of the US Army during Operation Desert
Storm.67 Its “Internet marketing” does not expressly
state that it promotes the values of IHL; however, one
can hope that the US forces are aware of, and trained
in, the rules of IHL. One can therefore hope that the
practice of teaching “values learned and practiced in
the military” encompasses the rules of IHL. In any
event, if formal regulation were to be imposed in
relation to organisations such as EO and MPRI,
certain standards could be set in relation to the
promotion of the principles of IHL and the carrying
out of practical exercises to demonstrate its
applicability

Interestingly, MPRI claims to receive US
Government approval for its foreign activities. All
military training contracts are apparently licensed by
the US State Department.68 MPRI also claims that it
will not accept a job that conflicts with US policy. In
1996, MPRI was awarded a renewable 13 month
contract with the Federation of Bosnia and
Herzegovina to train and restructure the Bosnian
army. The contract, valued by Bosnia’s UN
Ambassador at “tens of millions of dollars”, was
apparently financed by a number of Islamic
countries.69 The contract was approved by the US
Government. MPRI currently advertises on the
Internet for anticipated Bosnian vacancies.
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It is notable that articles discussing the legitimacy
and role of MPRI do not focus criticism on the cost of
hiring MPRI or the neo-colonialist aspect of a US
company gaining economic power in Bosnia. Instead,
there is an equating of MPRI with the US
Government, no doubt because of the State
Department’s role in overseeing contracts. Criticisms
instead focus upon MPRI and other such
organisations being vehicles for the US Government
to pursue its foreign policy without taking
responsibility for the consequences of MPRI’s
actions.

This is the age of privatisation. All across
America, communities are hiring for-profit firms
to perform the tasks that have traditionally fallen
to government – educating children, running
prisons, even building and maintaining highways.
There is one job, though, that seems to be an
unlikely candidate for outsourcing: executing the
foreign policy of the US. If that is not the business
of the Federal Government, what is? In Bosnia,
however, the US has a problem: there is one
particular aspect of its mission that is crucial but
that it is loath to carry out. So the very 1990’s
solution is likely to be hiring a private company to
do the job instead… By hiring consultant
mercenaries to do a messy job, it is easier for
Washington to ignore the consequences and fudge
the responsibility.70

There is also a suggestion that the US
Government has promoted the use of MPRI in certain
countries. It has been said,

The US government has played a direct role in
lobbying the Angolan government on behalf of
Military Professional Resources Inc. A US official
familiar with the deal said that the US Embassy in
Angola pressed Luanda to hire the Virginia
company… The Angolan government of President
Jose Eduardo dos Santos first got the
privatisation bug after hiring a South African
company, Executive Outcomes, to reverse the
military gains of Jonas Savimbi’s rebel UNITA
army. At a reported cost of about $60 million,
Executive Outcomes helped the government put
the rebels on the defensive. But while the company
was viewed as a saviour in the capital of Luanda
the US government charged that the organisation
was little more than a well organised band of
mercenaries. They pressured the Angolan and
South African governments to kick the company
out of Angola. In the meantime, they have sought
to bring in the private American contractor.71

MPRI has not received the same level of criticism
as has EO. The criticism levelled at EO may, or may

not, be justified. Certainly, however, there are some
mercenary organisations which have received almost
universal condemnation. In October 1996, Zaire’s
President Mobutu sought the assistance of
mercenaries to suppress a Tutsi rebellion. A
mercenary force known as the “White Legion” was
hired; it comprised two distinct elements, an extreme
right French element and a larger Bosnian Serbian
element. A Frenchman, Tavernier, had overall
operational command of the force. The Bosnian Serb
component was commanded by Lieutenant Milorad
“Misa” Palemis.72 Palemis had commanded,

a controversial commando unit during the
Yugoslav Civil War… [which] allegedly took part
in the massacre of civilians in Srebrenica in 1995,
although Palemis has said he was not in
Srebrenica at the time due to injury.73

Whilst there is relatively little criticism of the
military competence of organisations such as EO and
MPRI, questions were certainly raised about the
competence of many recruited for the White Legion.
The money on offer, “while a small fortune in Serbia,
was modest by French standards”.74 The war materiel
imported into Zaire was primarily of Eastern
European manufacture. Serb instructors gave courses
in unarmed combat, the use of small arms, mortars
and rocket launchers.

The instructors were under the command of a
man calling himself Colonel Dominic Yugo. A
Serb from the Kosovo region, Yugo fought in the
civil war in former Yugoslavia as an officer in the
Bosnian Serb forces. He was based at Lukavica
barracks on the southern outskirts of Sarajevo
and took part in the siege of that city. He has been
accused of carrying out atrocities in the
Kisangani area, including the murder of two
evangelical pastors.75

From a military perspective, the mercenary force
was a failure. The rebels marched inexorably towards
strategic towns and the Serbian mercenaries
ultimately fled.

If mercenary organisations were to be regulated
by the international community, those such as the
“White Legion”would probably be outlawed. Its
conduct appears questionable, and the record of
certain officers highly suspect. The setting of rigorous
standards which must be met, in order for a
mercenary organisation to fall within the scope of
lawful organisations under a regulatory regime, could
“weed out” such organisations. Whilst difficulties
would still exist in terms of enforcing their outlawing
(just as such difficulties now exist), the ability to hire
other, more acceptable alternatives may result in
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disreputable mercenary organisations being “forced
out of business”.

Furthermore, permitting “legitimate” mercenary
organisations to operate might make it far more
difficult for individual mercenaries to obtain work.
The use of individuals is almost impossible to police,
which is particularly unfortunate. Many such
individuals seeking to work as mercenaries are those
with criminal backgrounds (and hence are unwilling
or unable to obtain employment with organisations
such as EO or MPRI), or are desperate for money –
and hence are often the least likely persons to comply
with the rules of IHL.

The PNG Government’s recent foray into the use
of mercenaries was also a spectacular failure,
although for political and not military reasons. In
February 1997 it became public news that Sir Julius
Chan’s PNG Government had engaged mercenaries
to deal with the long-running secessionist movement
in Bougainville.The mercenaries hired were from EO,
which in turn had been sub-contracted by Sandline
International, the principal contractor with the PNG
Government.76 Sandline appears to act as a broker for
EO, sub-contracting military personnel and
equipment for particular projects.77

The agreement had been signed on 31 January
1997; it provided that Sandline,

a company specialising in rendering military and
security services of an operational, training and
support nature, particularly in situations of
internal conflict and only for and on behalf of
recognised Governments, in accordance with
international doctrines and in conformance with
the Geneva Convention, [emphasis added]

was to be paid $US36 million tax exempt to,
train the Papua New Guinea’s Special Forces
Unit (SFU) in tactical skills; gather intelligence to
support effective deployment and operations;
conduct offensive operations in Bougainville in
conjunction with PNG defence forces to render
the BRA military ineffective and repossess the
Panguna Mine,

and to provide follow-up operational support.78

On 17 March 1997, Brigadier-General Jerry
Singirok, commander of the PNG defence force,
announced on national radio that he would no longer
cooperate with the Government’s deal with Sandline.
He called for the resignation of the Prime Minister Sir
Julius Chan and the appointment of a caretaker

government whilst an independent Commission of
Inquiry investigated the dealings with Sandline. Chan
promptly sacked Singirok, accusing him of treason.
After days of rioting and demonstrations, Chan
stepped aside. What was to be the first Commission
of Inquiry commenced on 1 April 1997. It ultimately
exonerated the political leaders of any serious
wrongdoing. In the general elections held shortly after
the inquiry, however, Chan and a number of other
ministers lost their seats. A second Commission of
Inquiry was commenced.

Appearing before the first Commission of Inquiry
in Port Moresby in April 1997, Sandline director Tim
Spicer described his company as offering military
consultancy and related services. Spicer is a former
Lieutenant Colonel in the Scots Guard, “with
extensive operational experience in Northern Ireland,
the Falklands and the Gulf War, as well has having
been a senior UN peacekeeper in Bosnia”.79

Was the PNG Government doing something
“wrong”, or “reprehensible”, in hiring Sandline/EO?
Clearly the Australian Government thought so; Prime
Minister Howard strongly condemned the use of
mercenaries. However, Chan disagreed. Prior to
Singirok’s rebellion, Prime Minister Chan defended
his use of mercenaries, preferring to call them
“trainers”. He is reported to have said,

yes there is training going on at the moment –
training for our under-equipped, under-trained
and under-resourced Security Forces… I’m sick
and tired of our boys coming back in body bags.
This means only one thing – that it is about time
our troops were equipped physically and
psychologically to deal with the rigours of combat
situations. The team we have hired to train our
security force members are not cowboys – they
are a reputable professional company, who are
part of our many faceted strategy to reach a
lasting solution to this particular crisis, as well as
other matters of national security.80

Chan is also reported to have stated,
We have requested the Australians support us in
providing the necessary specialist training and
equipment… They have constantly declined and
therefore I had no choice but to go to the private
sector.81

The war on Bougainville has been going on for
nine years. It owes its origins to three basic factors:
• The people of Bougainville ethnically identify

more with the people of the neighbouring western
Solomon Islands than with the people of PNG;

• Many Bougainvilleans feel inadequately
compensated for the presence of the giant
Panguna copper mine, operated by the UK based

Sandline and Papua New Guinea
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Rio Tino Zinc (RTZ)’s Australian arm, Conzinc
Rio Tinto Australia (CRA); and

• Ecological degradation has been attributed to the
mine and to the large number of non-
Bougainvilleans recruited to run it.82

For ordinary Bougainvilleans,“there have been no
essential government services for nine years: no law
and order, no medical treatment and no medicines”.83

During those nine years the PNG Defence Force
proved to be unable to secure the Panguna mine or to
defeat the rebels. There has been loss of life on both
sides, and also significant civilian casualties. In
addition, the war has deprived PNG of significant
revenue from the copper mine.

Chan considered he was entitled to seek military
training and other assistance on the “open market”.
Ironically, the PNG Defence Force will now receive
the training Chan considered necessary, through
“traditional channels”. In the aftermath of the
“Sandline affair”, the Australian Government
announced that the Australian Defence Force would
provide the PNG Defence Force with training in
military planning, management and basic skills, at a
cost of more than $13 million.84

As highlighted, Sandline/EO contracted to
provide military training and assistance “in
accordance with international doctrines and in
conformance with the Geneva Convention”. It thus
expressly contracted to comply with the principles
and rules of IHL as encapsulated in the Geneva
Conventions.To what extent should one therefore be
critical of the use of these mercenaries, particularly
given the reports of atrocities having been committed
by both sides to the conflict in the past.85 If members
of the PNG Defence Force have breached the rules of
IHL, then there is a need to educate and retrain them
quickly. Sandline/EO could well have provided such
a service.

The “Sandline Affair” predated the Australian
Government’s announcement of its intention to
become a Party to the Mercenaries Convention. No
doubt the events in PNG encouraged Australia to take
steps to become a Party. However – to what extent
would the Mercenaries Convention have been
applicable, in any event, had PNG itself been a Party
to it?

As discussed earlier, Article 1(2) of the
Mercenaries Convention defines a mercenary to
exclude a person who is “a member of the armed
forces of a Party to the conflict”. The term “armed
forces” is not defined in the Mercenaries Convention;
it is, however, defined in Article 43(1) of Additional
Protocol as follows:

The armed forces of a Party to a conflict consist
of all organised armed forces, groups and units
which are under a command responsible to that
Party for the conduct of its subordinates, even if
that Part is represented by a government or an
authority not recognised by an adverse Party.
Such armed forces shall be subject to an internal
disciplinary system which, inter alia, shall enforce
compliance with the rules of international law
applicable in armed conflict.
Article 43(3) contemplates a Party to a conflict

incorporating a paramilitary or armed law
enforcement agency into its armed forces.

The contract document governing the use of the
Sandline/EO mercenaries in PNG revealed that they
were to be “sworn in as police officers but given
military rank”.86 As a consequence, the Sandline/EO
mercenaries would not have met the legal definition
of mercenaries contained in Article 1(2), as they
would have fallen within Article 43 of Additional
Protocol 1’s definition of “armed forces”. The
combining of PNG police forces and defences forces
was not in itself unusual;

the military and civilian arms of Papua New
Guinea’s security forces have periodically worked
together on internal security matters, including
crime control operations… This has included the
deployment of police mobile squads on
Bougainville during the current crisis.87

As Dinnen notes, “the joint deployment of the
police and defence force has increased openings for
military contractors by eroding operational
distinctions between these two branches of the
security forces”.88

By the relatively simple step of having the
Sandline/EO operatives sworn into the PNG police
force, and by incorporating the police force and the
regular defence force in a combined operation, the
requirements of “mercenary” as defined by the
Mercenaries Convention were avoided. The
Sandline/EO “affair” highlights the weaknesses of the
Mercenaries Convention.

It was not difficult for the PNG Government to
avoid its hired soldiers being labelled “mercenaries”
for the purposes of the Mercenaries Convention.
Another simple way to avoid meeting the criteria
contained in the definition of a mercenary in Article
1(2) of the Mercenaries Convention is for the hiring

The Regulation of Mercenary Forces
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state to confer citizenship upon foreign soldiers, even
if that citizenship is later to be renounced.

Arguably, the Mercenaries Convention could be a
success if it results in a state Party taking steps to
avoid its operation by enlisting mercenaries in its
armed forces or police force, or even conferring
citizenship. At least when these steps are taken, the
responsibility for violations of IHL can then be laid at
the “doorstep” of that state Party. The supposed
inability to hold mercenaries responsible for
violations of the principles and rules of IHL is one of
the fundamental reasons for the condemnation of
mercenaries. However, one could argue that, with
high profile corporate mercenary organisations such
as EO and MPRI, the potential exists for ensuring
they take responsibility for IHL violations.

As mentioned earlier, international law is
increasingly recognising that individuals and non-
state organisations have a role to play in international
law, which extends to possessing rights and being
subject to obligations. A more effective method for
ensuring compliance with IHL and the dissemination
of information/provision of training about IHL might
be for the international community to recognise and
offer an incentive to those “military consultant”
organisations which expressly recognise IHL
principles and act in accordance with them. The most
obvious incentive would be to extend to the members
of those organisations the status of combatant and
Prisoner of War. Another incentive might be to offer
peacekeeping work to those organisations.

EO, MPRI and other organisations are keen to
obtain peacekeeping work with the United Nations. In
its Internet Homepage, EO states:

A word wide tendency is currently the
privatisation of security/policing services. This is
mainly due to the scaling down of
military/peacekeeping budgets by not only the
major powers but also by countries across the
globe.
It is therefore foreseen that future
peacekeeping/refugee protection operations will
be conducted more and more by companies such
as EO.
EO sees itself as a major role player in these
developments due to its previous experience and
track record in such types of operations.
The major advantage of making use of companies
such as EO is one of impartiality. Organisations
such as the UN and OAU can make use of EO
without fear of having the possibility of partiality
negating the speedy resolution of conflict in a
country. Companies such as EO will be
contracted for a specific task and will have no

hidden agendas or vested interest as is more than
often found when a regional force/military is
employed for such a task.
The employees of EO are loyal to the company
and not to any party involved in a conflict.
International organisations will have no need to
keep a large manpower and capital intensive
force available as this can be provided by
companies such as EO.
In short, a company such as EO will be able to
provide a professional, cost effective force to
carry out a totally unbiased peacekeeping/conflict
resolution service throughout the worId.89

The fundamental puzzle of mercenary
organisations such as EO is whether they represent
“the privatisation of peacekeeping” or “the
privatisation of war”.90 It is possible that these private
armies can operate as a peacekeeping force of the
kind the international community has struggled to
itself provide? Shearer writes,

In Sierra Leone there is considerable evidence
that EO brought stability and the chance of
negotiations. Condemnation needs to be tempered
with the more tragic episodes in UN
peacekeeping, notably the behaviour of Canadian,
Italian and Belgian soldiers in Somalia. It also
compares favourably with ECOMOG efforts in
neighbouring Liberia, where 150,000 died. But
neither is it a panacea for all conflict.91

It is beyond the scope of this article to analyse the
conduct of UN peacekeeping troops, except to briefly
elaborate on the above quote. In Somalia, for
example, there were serious disciplinary problems
experienced with certain of the Canadian peace-
keeping sub-units. A subsequent Board of Inquiry
into the Canadian Airborne Regiment Battle Group
(CARBG) revealed the existence of “challenges to the
authority of unit and sub-unit formal leadership,
inappropriate initiation rituals, racist attitudes and
practices, steroid usage and a tendency to unharnessed
aggression”.92 The orders issued by the Canadian
commanding officer included, for example, the
instruction that any Somali caught in the perimeter
stealing equipment was to be shot – those individuals
were usually teenaged Somalis.93 The experiences in
Somalia taught the UN some valuable lessons. One
such lesson was obviously that members of the armed
forces of States were capable of acting
inappropriately, if not criminally. This should be
borne in mind when one evaluates the
appropriateness, or inappropriateness, of using private
military consultants" for such peacekeeping work.

If states are left to negotiate with mercenary
organisations themselves, keeping details of any deals
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quiet in order to avoid international condemnation,
mercenary organisations arguably have greater
potential to seek payment in forms which gives them
a permanent role in a client-state. The diamond
concessions gained in Africa by Branch Energy, a
company closely related to EO, have been mentioned
earlier. There are also suggestions that Sandline/EO
sought to obtain mineral concessions in PNG in
relation to the Panguna copper mine. If there were
international regulation of mercenary organisations
and strict control of the terms and conditions of
payment, such forms of payment could perhaps be
avoided.

It has been argued that the Mercenaries
Convention is doomed to failure. There are currently
very few countries that have become Parties to it, and
accordingly it is not yet operational. Even if it does
become operational, it is not difficult for mercenary
soldiers to avoid meeting the technical requirements
of the Convention’s definition of “mercenary”. As an
alternative to the current Mercenaries Convention, a
new Convention regulating the recruitment and use of
Mercenaries is proposed. The following points are
suggested as being appropriate for inclusion within a
new Convention (formulated as rough drafting
instructions):
• the express purpose of the Convention should be

compliance with, and the promotion of, the rules
of IHL by all participants within an armed
conflict, including mercenaries (as defined);

• an obligation is to be imposed on all participants
in an armed conflict to comply with the Geneva
Conventionsand the Additional Protocols thereto;
an obligation is to be imposed on all participants
to an armed conflict to comply with the provisions
of the certain weapon-specific conventions (eg
dealing with chemical weapons, biological
weapons, nuclear weapons) 

• provision is to be made for a mechanism whereby
additional obligations can be imposed on all
participants, to comply with the provisions of
future conventions (e.g. dealing with landmines)
when a sufficient number of state Parties so agree;

• a definition of a “mercenary” is required;
• definitions of “mercenary organisations” and

“accredited mercenary organisations” are
required;

• a mechanism is to be established for the
accrediting of mercenary organisations

(accreditation being selected as a tool for
“approving” mercenary organisations);

• Parties to the Convention undertake to only use
mercenaries from accredited organisations, and
not to use individual (“freelance” mercenaries) or
unaccredited mercenary organisations;

• a mechanism is to be established whereby non-
state bodies, such as the United Nations itself or
International Committee of the Red Cross, can use
mercenaries from accredited organisations for
peacekeeping missions or for security of their
members; 

• the minimum standards which must be met, in
order for a mercenary organisation to be entitled
to be accredited, must be prescribed;

• the minimum standards met are to include
express, and on-going, commitment to furthering
the principles of the Geneva Conventionsand
Additional Protocols thereto;

• reporting mechanisms are to be established,
imposing obligations on accredited mercenary
organisations to provide on-going evidence of
their compliance with the Geneva Conventions
and the Additional Protocols thereto; such
reporting mechanisms are to include provision of
information about members, recruiting
procedures, training provided to recruits, military
action undertaken by the organisation, weapons
used;

• there is to be provision for independent scrutiny of
mercenary organisations by the UN;

• breach of a provision of the Geneva Conventions,
the Additional Protocols thereto or weapon-
specific conventions is declared to be an offence;

• such an offence can be committed by an
individual mercenary soldier, a mercenary
organisation and/or a state Party which uses the
offending mercenary/mercenary organisation;

• penalties for offences must be prescribed;
• jurisdiction to try offences must be conferred;
• an obligation on state Parties to deal with

mercenaries or mercenary organisations breaching
provisions of the Convention is to be imposed.
A specialist Commission or organisation could be

established, with the function of accrediting
mercenary organisations. Consideration could also be
given to other clauses, dealing with (for example) the
types of payments which can lawfully be made to a
mercenary organisation by a state Party. There has
been concern expressed at the conferral of mineral
rights to EO by certain African nations. Payments of
this nature could be forbidden. On the other hand,
however, sovereign nations arguably have the right to
determine the type of payments their nations can

Suggestions for a New Convention
Regulating the Use of Mercenaries
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afford and are willing to pay – and hence it can be
argued that there should be no such restriction upon
types of payments.

Despite the Australian Government’s recent
announcement of support for the Mercenaries
Convention, it has received little support
internationally. There is indeed evidence to suggest
that the United States Government takes an active role
in supporting US mercenary organisations such as
MPRI whilst taking a somewhat hypocritical
approach to other mercenary organisations which are
not US organisations.

It appears to be relatively easy for a state to hire
mercenary soldiers and to avoid having those soldiers
labelled mercenaries for the purposes of Article 47 of
Additional Protocol 1 and Article 1 of the
Mercenaries Convention.

There are high profile corporate “military
consultant” organisations operating around the globe,
which profess adherence to IHL. The training of their
mercenary soldiers in the theory and practice of IHL
may indeed be significantly superior to that of the
armed forces of many client-states. There are other
mercenary soldiers and organisations which continue
to fit the mould of the 1960s and 1970s mercenaries,
with highly questionable records in relation to
adherence to the Geneva Conventionsand Additional
Protocols. Currently, a state seeking to hire
mercenaries is equally discouraged by the
international community from hiring from both broad
categories of mercenaries.

Furthermore, there is currently no incentive
offered to mercenary soldiers to adhere to the Geneva
Conventionsand Additional Protocols. Indeed, the
denial of the status of combatant/Prisoner of War may
result in mercenaries adopting means and methods of
warfare which are contrary to IHL principles, in order
to avoid capture by the enemy.

In light of these factors, it is suggested that Article
47(2) of Additional Protocol 1 be abandoned, and that
serious consideration be given to the option of
regulating mercenary organisations. Those
organisations which comply with the Geneva
Conventionsand the Additional Protocols thereto
could instead be recognised. New developments in
IHL, such as those evolving in relation to the banning
of land-mines, could also ultimately be incorporated
into the regulation of mercenaries. Those mercenary
organisations which are not clearly identifiable and

accountable for their actions, and which do not meet
the requisite standards of IHL, should be outlawed.

Finally, consideration should be given to the
option of using mercenary soldiers for peacekeeping.
Even if the option is to be soundly rejected, it
warrants exploration. To date, this exploration has not
occurred.

The effective regulation of mercenaries will not be
easy to achieve. There will, no doubt, always be
violations of the rules of IHL regulating the means and
methods of warfare, both by mercenary soldiers and
by regular forces. If such violations are the
responsibility of recognised mercenary organisations,
issues will arise surrounding the sanctions available
for non-compliance. It will also be difficult to police
the membership of private armies, in order to ensure
criminals and those suspected of abuses of human
rights are not recruited, without the cooperation of the
organisations themselves. Fundamental questions will
arise in relation to the use of mercenaries by non-state
Parties, for example rebels fighting an incumbent
government. However: such groups do, already, use
mercenaries and have done so in the past. If
mercenaries are to be used, it is preferable that they be
from organisations that respect the principles of IHL.

Many of the objections to the use of mercenaries
will remain, even if their use is to be regulated rather
than outlawed. The cost of hiring organisations such
as EO and MPRI runs into the millions, and their
soldiers will only stay within a client-state whilst
funds keep flowing. In addition, as has been identified
in relation to the use of MPRI, mercenary
organisations staffed by ex-soldiers from major
powers can be used by those powers to achieve
political ends without the shouldering of
responsibility.

However: the mercenary soldier has adapted to
major changes over the centuries. The response to
mercenaries since the 1960’s has been their
outlawing. The response has largely failed.
Accordingly, perhaps another response is now
appropriate.
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By Dr Johanna Granville, Department of Political
Science, Clemson University, USA

On 9 July 1997, NATO formally invited Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic to become

members of the alliance by the year 1999 (NATO’s
50th anniversary), thereby attempting, some say, to
eliminate the last traces of the Iron Curtain and extend
security commitments to former Warsaw Pact
countries. This article analyses the advantages and
disadvantages of NATO enlargement after briefly
reviewing events that placed NATO at this critical
juncture in its history.

The 1949 North Atlantic Treaty (known as the
Treaty of Washington)established NATO, originally
with twelve members. NATO was to provide a
collective military defence for its members; an attack
against one was to be considered an attack against all.
Although ostensibly formed with no named adversary,
the alliance planners hoped to contain an aggressive
Soviet Union. As permitted by NATO’s Article Ten,
other nations joined later, by the unanimous consent
of the original NATO members: Greece and Turkey
in 1952, West Germany in 1955, and Spain in 1982.
NATO currently has sixteen members.

With the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, NATO
began adapting to the end of the Cold War. Officials
at NATO’s 1990 London Summit declared that
Russia was no longer considered an adversary. In
Copenhagen, in 1991, the NATO alliance met to
create a “whole and free Europe”. At the Rome
Summit the same year, the alliance adopted a new
strategic concept, which reaffirmed the importance of
collective defence, but also moved toward new
security challenges such as out-of-area missions and
peacekeeping. Members also created the North
Atlantic Cooperative Council, which provided a
framework for security cooperation between NATO
and former Warsaw Pact nations.

Finally, and most importantly, the Brussels
Summit in 1994 launched the Partnership for Peace
(PfP) program, which provides for intense military-to-
military cooperation between NATO and former
enemies and neutrals, and is considered a first step to
membership. Moreover, at this time NATO decided
to consider admitting new members. It commissioned
a study, completed in September 1995, on expansion,
setting forth the rationale and process to be used. In

December 1995, NATO began discussions with
eleven nations which had expressed an interest in
membership. At the Madrid Summit, in July 1997,
NATO declared that Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic (the so-called “Visegrad countries”) would
be the first three states invited to join, but also stated
that other countries could join if they could meet
NATO’s stringent requirements. Under NATO rules,
admission can be granted only by the unanimous
consent of all existing members. NATO officials hope
that all members will ratify the decision, and that
admission will be granted in 1999 in celebration of
NATO’s fiftieth anniversary.

NATO expansion, to include former Warsaw Pact
nations, could be the most important event in U.S.
and European history since the end of World War II
and have far-reaching effects in the next century.
Enlarging NATO’s membership could result in a
stronger, more peaceful Europe and could prevent
wars both within the NATO alliance and outside it.
But it could also destabilise Russia, create new
dividing lines in Europe, and ignite a new Cold War.

Many commentaries and official pronouncements
lack dispassionate analysis of the pros and cons of
NATO expansion. Indeed, President Clinton has yet
to make a speech to the country or Congress devoted
to the issue, stating explicitly the reasons why NATO
expansion is in the U.S. national interest. One must
rely on his occasional impromptu comments to the
media.

On the positive side, according to the Clinton
Administration, enlargement could improve relations
among Central and Eastern European countries,
respond to requests by former Warsaw Pact countries
which NATO should not ignore, avoid a security
vacuum in Central Europe, and exploit a temporarily
weak Russia. Enlargement may also invigorate a
moribund NATO.

Europe has exploded into world war twice in this
century. Those conflicts cost America the lives of
over half a million citizens. The Cold War also started
in Europe, and involved an expenditure of over $13
trillion. According to Deputy Secretary of State
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Strobe Talbott, the enlargement of NATO is a key
part of America’s strategy to ensure that Europe is a
more peaceful place in the twenty-first century. If
Europe is safer and more prosperous, then the United
States will be too.1

This article will address a few key arguments for
enlargement. First, NATO enlargement may improve
relations among Central and East European countries.
Often, the debate about NATO expansion erroneously
reduces the alliance’s history to a one-dimensional
picture that downplays its relevance to today’s
challenges in Europe. While NATO’s Cold War
mission was to contain the Soviet Union, that is not
all it did. According to U.S. Secretary of State
Madeleine Albright, it provided the environment and
security that weak states needed to rebuild
themselves. As she stated,

It helped France and Germany become
reconciled, making European integration
possible. With other institutions, it brought Italy,
then Germany and eventually Spain back into the
family of European democracies. It
denationalised allied defence policies. It has
stabilised relations between Greece and Turkey.
All without firing a shot.2

Now an expanded NATO can do for Eastern
Europe what the older NATO did for the West:
“vanquished old  hatreds, promote integration, create a
secure environment for prosperity, and deter violence
in the region where two world wars and the Cold War
began.”3 In fact, this is already happening. Just the
possibility of membership in NATO has already
encouraged positive trends in Central Europe.4 As a
result of their desire to join NATO, numerous Central
European states have accelerated their internal reforms
and improved their relations with each other. Recently,
a plethora of agreements have been concluded among
these states and other NATO allies, “which will help
ensure stable borders, promote inter-state cooperation
and address mutual concerns on the treatment of
minorities.”5 Examples of harmonious agreements
include the creation of a joint peacekeeping battalion
by Poland and Lithuania, the agreement on historically
divisive issues like border recognition and the rights of
ethnic minorities between Hungary and Romania,
Romania and Ukraine, and Germany and the Czech
Republic.6 Other noteworthy agreements include the
Polish-Lithuanian treaty of 1994, the Hungarian-
Slovakian treaty of 1996, several agreements between
Poland and Ukraine in 1996, the treaty between
Hungary and Romania of 1996; and the treaty between
Germany and the Czech Republic of 1996 concerning
Sudetanland and other issues. The past achievements
and ongoing negotiations provide strong reasons for

believing expansion will continue to encourage
improved relations between Central and Eastern
Europe.7

A second argument for enlargement is that the
refusal to admit Central European states into NATO
may alienate them. As former Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger, pointed out, “The expansion issue
first arose because Hungary, Poland, the Czech
Republic, and Slovakia – all victims of Soviet
occupation – first sought NATO membership.”8 Not
only the leaders of the Visegrad states, such as Czech
president Vaclav Havel and former Polish president
Lech Walesa, but also other Central European leaders
have now requested admission to NATO. They have
emphasised the implications for credibility in the
process.9 Not to act positively on such requests could
undercut these reform leaders. It could suggest that
the West does not empathise with the vulnerable
situation of these states, and that the West does not
view these states as important members of the
European community.

Peter Rodman, a former member of the National
Security Council under four presidents, said, “The
newly independent Central European states –
particularly Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic and
Slovakia – consider themselves part of the West; they
categorically refuse to be relegated to a Russian
sphere of influence or to a no-man’s land between
Western Europe and Russia. After a 60-year
nightmare, they have finally had the chance to express
their free sovereign will: they are morally and
politically partners of the West, seeking membership
in the European Union for their economic well-being
and in the Atlantic Alliance for their security.”10

Moreover, according to Assistant Deputy
Secretary of State Strobe Talbott, we must consider
the impact on transatlantic security if we did not
enlarge the alliance. We would send the message that
we permanently endorse the dividing line Stalin
carved across Europe in 1945 and enforced through
occupation and terror thereafter. We would be
implying that, having been subjugated in the past,
these states are now disqualified for security in the
future – “an unconscionable form of double
jeopardy.”11 Furthermore, how can we say to Poland
or Hungary or the Czech Republic that Belgium,
Holland and Luxembourg are welcome members of
NATO because they were lucky enough to be on the
right side of the Iron Curtain at the end of World War
II, but that these Visegrad countries are forever
banned because they happened to be on the other
side?12 Also, we can reverse a millennial trend that
relegated Poland to a mere road between Moscow and
Germany.
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A third argument for enlargement is that it is
needed to fill the security vacuum in Central Europe
that resulted from the collapse of the Soviet Union. It
would be wise to include Central European states in
NATO rather than leaving them in a strategic “no-
man’s-land” where they might tempt Russia or
Germany to reassert their influence in the area. Thus,
expansionists argue, NATO enlargement can provide
stability to a vital area that has seen many wars
throughout the centuries, especially with the East.13

According to the retired Lieutenant General Odom,
former director of the National Security Agency,
conflict in Europe is already at hand and can be seen
in the fratricidal wars in the former Yugoslavia. The
historical focus of these struggles is mastery of
Europe; powerful countries tend to exploit their
neighbour’s weaknesses. Odom identifies Germany
as historically the main target of Western security
alliances. The main problem has traditionally been
not that Germany has been too strong, but that her
neighbours have been weak. Thus, instability and
power vacuums have been the real culprits.14

Henry Kissinger also cautioned against allowing a
vacuum “to develop between Germany and Russia,
which has tempted so many previous conflicts”. He
continued, “If this request is rejected and the states
bordering Germany are refused protection, Germany
will sooner or later seek to achieve its security by
national efforts, encountering on the way a Russia
pursuing the same policy from its side.”15 According
to Rodman, “If the history of this century proves
anything, it is that ambiguity about the status of these
small Central European states [ever since the collapse
of the Austro-Hungarian dual monarchy] is
exceedingly risky for peace. It would only invite
future revisionist temptations. In the interest of
European stability, the uncertainty should be
foreclosed by their admission to the alliance.”16

Fourthly, some argue that it would be much easier
now to expand NATO, while Russia is relatively
weak and preoccupied with issues at home and in the
near abroad, and while there is a relatively
cooperative leadership in Russia. Most believe it will
become much more difficult to pursue NATO
expansion if leaders that are more anti-Western
should come to power  in Russia or if Russia were to
become more assertive and powerful.17 Henry
Kissinger believes that if NATO expansion is delayed
until an acute Russian threat does appear, “Pressure
against NATO expansion will grow more insistent at
that point, compounded by the fact that a skilful
Russian challenge will be made to appear ambiguous.
It is not wise to defer obtaining fire insurance until the
house is actually on fire.”18

Also, former National Security Advisor Zbigniew
Brzezinski argues that “Westernists” are not gaining
in Russia and that a group is rising in Russia that
believes, “Russia is destined to exercise geopolitical
sway over Eurasia.” This group also believe that
Russia’s  “special political status must be asserted –
directly in Eurasia and indirectly in Central Europe.”19

Finally, former Senator Sam Nunn points out that
in the long term we cannot dismiss the possibility of a
resurgent and threatening Russia. Russia still possesses
over 20,000 nuclear weapons, at least 40,000 tons of
chemical weapons, plus the scientists and technicians
skilled in manufacturing weapons of mass destruction.
He further points out that Russia has inherited the still
dangerous remnants of the Soviet war machine, and
points out that, “even in its currently weakened
condition, Russia possesses great potential in human
and material resources. By virtue of its size and
strategic location, Russia exerts considerable weight in
Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. Meanwhile, Russia
has inherited the Soviet Union’s veto power in the
U.N. Security Council and therefore has a major voice
in multilateral decision making.”20 Peters adds, “For
the [Visegrad] states, the security guarantee in Article
5 is a much-sought-after hedge against the re-
emergence of Russian imperialism.”21

A fifth, and final argument for NATO expansion,
is that it can re-energise the NATO alliance. With
changes in the European community, the alliance
needs an infusion of new ideas and strategies that can
be gained by the admission of new allies. One of the
most important aspects of NATO is the interaction
with the most important allies of the United States.
This interaction takes place on a daily basis and keeps
NATO vibrant. The infusion of new Eastern European
nations into the alliance can give NATO planners a
new perspective and stimulate new strategies.

Peters states that there is some agreement within
the Atlantic Alliance that NATO must “go out of area
or go out of business.” He sees the out-of-area
capability as essential if the allies are to have a
credible raison d’etre.22 According to Strobe Talbott,
NATO does not need an enemy. Rather, it needs an
enduring purpose, “to undergird transatlantic security,
to provide mechanisms for coordinating mutual
defence, and to maintain the collective will and
capability to meet new threats.” He claims that U.S.
policymakers should want to do for the Central
Europeans what they did for Western Europe: to
make war in Europe impossible. This was the historic
project U.S. leaders started in 1949. Talbott
concludes, “If NATO did not take in new members,
the alliance would weaken as the Central and East
European countries scrambled to jury-jig security
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arrangements, no doubt often at each others expense –
and to the detriment of the continent as a whole,
certainly to the detriment of EU integration.23

Zbigniew Brzezinski recently stated that, “The
absence of a long-range design for Europe could
deprive it (NATO) of its historic reason for being.
Hesitation, inconsistency, and weakness will not only
discredit American leadership, but probably doom
NATO altogether.”24

Some analysts have concluded that much of the
intensity for NATO expansion comes from a
conviction by friends of NATO that the alliance
cannot survive the Cold War’s demise, unless it finds
a new and compelling mission. “Without a new
purpose, the transatlantic alliance is in danger of
drifting apart, especially because of the growing
economic friction among its members.”25 Secretary of
State Albright warned that a post-Cold War decision
to simply stand pat on its own ground would risk a
NATO, “stuck in the past, risking irrelevance and
even dissolution.”26

In sum, proponents of NATO expansion would
summarise their position as follows. NATO
expansion is a positive move for the United States and
Europe because it would improve relations among
Central European countries, reassure the newly
independent allies about possible threats from the
East, avoid a security vacuum, and revitalise the
alliance itself. The alliance needs to expand now,
before Russia can possibly rise again.

On the other hand, Albright, Kissinger, Rodman,
Talbott, Odom, Lugar, Brzezinski, and others
downplay or ignore key points that would suggest
NATO expansion is not in the U.S. national interest.

Handled incorrectly, expansion could lead to a
new Cold War. Forty-eight years ago thirteen nations
banded together to create NATO as a shield against
Soviet military aggression. Despite the breakup of the
Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact, NATO is now
determined not only to maintain its preeminent role in
Europe but to expand eastward. This is a provocative
and dangerous policy.

Again, this article will address only a few of many
relevant arguments against enlargement. First,
expanding NATO could have a negative impact on
Russia’s relations with the West, both in military matters
such as ratifying treaties, causing instability in Europe,
or threatening the fledgling democracy in Russia.
Second, modernising the Central Europeans’ militaries

would be very costly for NATO members. Third,
NATO expansion could create a new dividing line in
Europe between Russia and NATO, and between the
newly invited members and the excluded countries.
Fourth, the United States might bear the largest burden
in an alliance with junior partners, with much less
political, economic, and military power. Thus, admitting
weak states would not necessarily increase the security
of the other NATO members. Finally, the decision to
admit more member countries will commit the United
States and other NATO countries to defend places that
they might not care to defend.

To take the first point, NATO expansion could
create negative repercussions for the West such as the
redeployment of Russian tactical nuclear weapons,
placing in jeopardy the ratification of the Strategic
Arms Reduction Talks (START II) and the
Conventional Forces in Europe (CFE) Treaty. The
alienation of Russia could jeopardise peace in Europe,
and could weaken and perhaps destroy the fledgling
democracy in Russia. According to European Affairs
specialist Steven Woehrel, Russian policy toward
NATO expansion has taken two approaches. One has
been to warn the West of its negative relations with
Russia and threaten measures include “non-
ratification of the START II treaty, abrogation of the
CFE Treaty, increased defence spending, stationing of
tactical nuclear weapons on Russia’s borders,
targeting new NATO members with strategic nuclear
weapons, establishing a Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS) defence union or at least a
Russia-Belarus defence union, and forging alliances
with China, India, Iran, or other countries.27 A closer
examination of four of these areas should give
expansionists sufficient pause.

One potential cost that most advocates of enlarging
NATO are reluctant to consider is the possibility that
moving NATO closer to Russia’s border will trigger
the redeployment of Russian tactical nuclear weapons.
Nikolai Sokov, an arms-control expert from Russia’s
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, said “There is a very clear
perception in Russia that under current conditions the
only feasible military response to NATO expansion is
the deployment of additional numbers and types of
tactical nuclear weapons.28 Russian analysts have
concluded that the addition of Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic to NATO will increase its combat
potential up to 20 per centand place key Russian
military facilities within range of conventional
Precision Guided Munitions (PGMs) launched from
the territory of new NATO members. This presents
Russian planners with the problems of a NATO
conventional capability against targets once only
vulnerable to nuclear weapons. In the Russian
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parliament, suggestions to meet NATO expansion
with the deployment of Russian tactical nuclear
weapons in Belarus, Kaliningrad, and in the Russian
Baltic Fleet have great support. Senior Russian
officials have also suggested retargeting some strategic
nuclear forces against NATO’s new members.29

The threat of NATO expansion is seen by Russia
as a violation of agreements that ended the Cold War
and thus could jeopardise START II and CFE. A
broad political consensus exists in Russia, according to
Alexei Arbatov, deputy chairman of the Defence
Committee in the State Duma, that NATO expansion
runs counter not only to Russian security interests, but
also violates the agreements upon which the Cold War
ended. Arbatov believes that nobody took the trouble
to warn Russians that NATO, probably the most
powerful military alliance in the world, would start
moving toward Russian borders. Meanwhile, Moscow
was “agreeing to the reunification of Germany and its
continued membership in NATO, to disbanding the
Warsaw Pact and then the very Soviet Union, to
deeper reductions of nuclear and conventional forces
than in the West, to the hasty withdrawal of half a
million troops from comfortable barracks in Central
Europe to tent camps in Russian fields.30

According to analyst Jeffrey Record, the Russian
Duma (lower house of parliament) is “estranged by
NATO enlargement, and many Russians
understandably regard enlargement as a functional
violation of the CFE Treaty because of that treaty’s
implicit assumption that the then extant line of East-
West military division in Europe would remain intact.31

Susan Eisenhower, granddaughter of the late
president, maintains that, “The spirit of the Two Plus
Four Treaty, which unified Germany, implied that
eastward expansion of the Western alliance would
stop there. As the Warsaw Pact was still in place at
the time, the Soviets did not think to seek further
assurances. The Russians now know, to their chagrin,
that agreements with the West are worth nothing
unless every contingency is spelled out in writing.32

Former Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev thinks
that START II ratification is threatened by NATO
expansion since it is “a fundamental violation of
Western guarantees after Russia dissolved the
Warsaw Pact and agreed to German reunification.”33

An unratified START II Treaty, according to
Record, might begin a partial resumption of a nuclear
arms race. Such an endeavour would be bounded by
START I and thus present perhaps an incentive to
return to the START process. However, according to
a 1996 RAND report, a breakdown of the CFE
“would destroy the unique legacy that holds the post-
Cold War European security regime in place, and the

consequent damage done to mutual confidence
between Russia and the West in the wake of its
abandonment would be extremely difficult to
repair.”34 Michael Mandelbaum, a professor of
American foreign policy at the Johns Hopkins School
of Advanced International Studies, sums up the
problem nicely in stating, “NATO expansion” runs
the risk of creating a consensus within Russia that not
only this particular measure but the entire post-Cold
War settlement is arbitrary, unfair, and anti-Russian.35

Next, expansion could weaken and possibly cause
to collapse the fledgling democracy in Russia.
According to scholar Michael Miller, NATO
expansion could strengthen the position of radical
nationalist and political opportunists, who could use
NATO’s expansion to discredit the current leadership
and its pro-Western position. This could improve the
opposition’s chances of seizing power, either through
a coup or through the electoral process. It is no secret
that many of Russia’s leading figures and some of its
military leaders do not have a deep and abiding faith
in democratic rule. A return to authoritarianism could
consequently be more likely.36 Miller’s opinion is
shared by pro-Western Andrei Kozyrev, former
Russian Foreign Minister, who pointed out that
NATO expansion would delay the democratic
experiment in Russia.37

According to Woehrel, the most pessimistic
scenario would involve the “discrediting of reformers
and the eventual rise to power of leaders hostile to the
West.” While NATO expansion would not likely
cause such a change in leadership it could form part
of the opposition’s indictment against reformers. An
anti-reform movement made up of Communists,
nationalists, and industrialists might see domestic
political gains in trying to isolate Russia, despite the
long-term consequences. This policy could “involve
building up Russian military forces to the extent
possible and sharply increasing political, economic
and even military pressure against the Baltic states,
Ukraine and other former Soviet republics.”38

The prospects for the Russian democratic reform
process are at best uncertain. Given Russia’s long
history of authoritarian rule, it would not be safe to
assume that democracy will win. However, there is still
a chance it can win. Miller argues that the fate of the
reform process will be determined mainly by the
domestic situation, but external actions could play a
role as well. He continues with, “NATO expansion,
which would be characterised by radical nationalists
and opportunists as a devastating blow to Russian
national security and yet another humiliation of a once-
great power, could play an important role in the
struggle for power in Moscow. In the absence of a
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military threat, it would be foolhardy for NATO to take
steps that will hurt democracy’s chances in Russia.” He
concludes “If NATO enlargement brings radical
nationalists to power, they will by definition adopt a
more confrontational stance towards the West.”39

A letter from the Russian Duma to President
Karsten Voigt of the North Atlantic Assembly,
NATO’s legislative counterpart, stated, “We will
consider an enlargement of NATO as an unfriendly
move toward Russia.”40 According to Record, the
present rush to enlarge NATO, by alienating Russia,
will threaten to undermine the current peace and
stability Europe has experienced during the last ten
years.41 This position is clearly backed to the extreme
by Aleksandr Lebed of the Congress of Russian
Communities, who said that if NATO expands
“World War III would begin and both civilised and
non-civilised states would disappear.”42

The fact that peace in Europe could be jeopardised
is affirmed by a 1995 report in Komosomolskaya
Pravda,in which the Russian General Staff composed
a new draft military doctrine in part as a response to
the threat of NATO military expansion. The draft
doctrine foresees the immediate deployment of
Russian troops into Estonia, Latvia or Lithuania if
NATO confers membership on the Baltic states.43

What this really means is best summed up by former
Senator Sam Nunn who said, “We will not be doing
anyone in Europe a favour if, by taking certain actions
regarding NATO expansion, we end up giving an edge
in the political process to the most extremist elements in
Russia. Although the West cannot control events in
Russia, and probably can assist political and economic
reform there only on the margins, as the medical doctors
say, our first principle should be to do no harm.”44

NATO expansion would also come with a
sizeable price tag. Alliance officials including
Secretary General Javier Solana and President Clinton
have judiciously avoided this one point ever since
NATO leaders decided to expand the alliance. In a
time of downsizing, budget cuts, and “peace
dividends”, expansion to the east is going to cost
NATO membership billions of dollars that must come
from somewhere.

How much the expansion of NATO will cost
depends on whom one asks. Various estimates have
put the total cost of bringing three new members into
the alliance at anywhere from a low of $35 billion
over 13 years, which is the Clinton Administration’s
estimate, to a high of $125 billion, which is the
Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimate.45 Of
course, if other new members are brought in during
those years, as the United States assumes, the price
will go up. Whatever the real cost, it is significant

enough to have caused the weapons makers to start
lobbying Congress for expansion. The next logical
question is: what is included in these estimates?

The three main areas of costs, according to a U.S.
State Department report of NATO expansion, will be:
1. new member costs for military restructuring;
2. NATO regional reinforcement capabilities; and
3. direct enlargement costs.

The first area includes modernisation and changing
weapons systems from Warsaw Pact systems to
NATO systems. The Administration estimates this at
$1 billion per year.46 The second area is the regional
reinforcement capabilities. Current NATO members
may incur some costs to reinforce new members’ own
defences in case of an external threat. This would
cover deployability, logistics, and sustainment
shortfalls. The estimated cost is $8-10 billion over ten
years.47 Finally come the direct enlargement costs.
Costs directly tied to expansion would fall into two
areas: costs incurred to get initial capability by 2001
and costs incurred to achieve mature capability by
2009. Things included in the initial capabilities will
include command, control, communications and
information (C3I) and reinforcement reception
facilities, air command and control, and logistics.
These also would include air traffic control
capabilities, education in NATO languages,
interoperable aircraft avionics and interoperable fuel
facilities. The areas needing improvement in the
mature capabilities include improved communications
interfaces, a weapons engagement capability, and
improvements to airfields, road and rail links, ports
and staging areas, and enhanced fuel storage. If one
multiplies by four, the estimated cost is $9-12 billion.48

The cost amounts to between $1-3 billion per year, but
who is going to pay this bill?

Many believe the United States will end up
paying the lion’s share of the cost of expansion. The
Department of Defense assumes that 40 per centof
direct enlargement enhancements will be paid for
nationally and 60 per centwould be common-funded.
This breaks down to new members paying 35 per
cent, current (non-U.S. members) about 50 per cent,
and the U.S. 15 per cent.49 There are only two
problems with this idea. First, where are the new
NATO members going to come up with the dollars
necessary to pay this bill when they are trying to
rebuild economies shattered by 50-odd years of
communism? The second problem is getting current
NATO members to pay their share. Germany and
France, while embracing expansion, have said they
will not contribute funds. We should find small
comfort that the uncertainty in price is matched only
by the uncertainty of payment.
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Instead of moving toward a united and free Europe,
NATO enlargement that includes some but not all of
Central Europe could cause a new dividing line that
may result in the excluded countries either rearming,
being pushed back into a Russian sphere of influence,
or becoming weaker and needing even more NATO
support. NATO expansion will create dividing lines
between those admitted and those left out. Scholar
Charles Kupchan believes that moving NATO’s
boundaries eastward has the promise of resurrecting
Europe’s dividing lines, not erasing them. Scholar
Michael Brown concurs, stating, “A new line would be
drawn in Europe; a new Cold War would ensue, and
the West would have itself to blame for bringing this
about.”50 While allowing Poland to enter NATO would
certainly help the Poles feel more secure, Polish
membership would not reassure the Baltic states, given
their proximity to Russia. Senator Kay Bailey
Hutchison summed it up, saying, “The people of these
countries are unlikely to feel more secure if NATO
expands eastward, but stops short of their borders, in
effect, placing them in a buffer zone between an
enlarged NATO and a more paranoid Russia.”51

One possible result of being on the wrong side of
the dividing line is forced rearmament. Gueorgi
Aanie, Bulgarian Defence Minister, believes that the
excluded countries would become victims of anti-
integration processes which could bring about
unpredictable consequences.52 Allistair Millar claims
this could cause an arms race in Central and Eastern
Europe, citing a senior Romanian defence ministry
official who said, “failure to be admitted to NATO
would force Romania to revert to a national rather
than a cooperative defence strategy. This means
diverting many more resources into building national
armed forces and away from where they are badly
needed: the welfare of the people.53 Creating a new
dividing line could result in non-NATO members
being forced into a Russian sphere of influence.
Michael Brown believes that the eight states left out
of NATO would find themselves the victims of rising
Russian pressure: to join the Russian federation or
even to facilitate the federalisation of the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS). Many,
and perhaps all, of the states on the wrong side of the
dividing line could be drawn into Russia’s orbit in
ways that should be avoidable.54 NATO fought for
fifty years to pull away the iron curtain. Ironically,
NATO expansion could stitch a new one for the East.

Moreover, a new dividing line could cause
countries on the wrong side to deteriorate
economically, necessitating more aid from NATO
and the United States in particular. The further these
states fall behind their neighbours economically, the

more help they will need later to stay free of Russian
influence and to eventually join NATO. Meanwhile,
new investment in Central Europe will naturally flow
into the states which will be under the US nuclear
umbrella and NATO security guarantees. Some
investors may choose to invest in new NATO
members because of the perceived higher status, the
nuclear umbrella of the U.S., or simply as part of the
military build-up, which is already under way in some
candidate states. U.S. aid programs will probably
favour the new NATO members.

Some observers do not think NATO should
expand by inviting weak members. Recent examples
suggest this is a bad idea. Moreover, it violates the
cardinal principle of strategy. Finally, it always costs
the stronger members more. When great powers
acquire allies, the tug is going to be more on the
superior member than on the weak allies. These
stronger members inherit all the risks, instabilities and
liabilities of the weak allies, and one will have to
make good on these problems or face serious
consequences.55 Slowly the strength seeps away from
those who once possessed it.

Recent examples suggest it is not a good idea to get
into alliances with weak states. In the past, making
alliances with weak nations has proven disastrous for
the superior nation. One does not have to look very far
back in history to see the results. Germany’s alliances
with Austria-Hungary in World War I and with Italy in
World War II resulted in the diversion of significant
resources from both the Eastern and Western fronts to
shore up weaknesses created in the weak ally. Perhaps
Germany could have won World War I and even
World War II had valuable resources not been diverted
to weaker allies. In the course of supporting a weak ally
in the Vietnamese civil war, the United States spent
$120 billion, lost 58,000 human beings, and tarnished
its international reputation.56

In addition, allying with a weak state violates a
cardinal principle of strategy, namely minimising the
number of your enemies. Allies add to an alliance’s
enemies. One inherits an ally’s enemies, and their
problems become your problems. This also includes
internal enemies and problems. Since an alliance is a
legal arrangement with a governing structure, you
must pledge to support that structure. If the governing
structure changes – if the regime of one of the alliance
members changes – the alliance may take on a
different character. One’s credibility could now be
diminished, depending on one’s stance.57

Furthermore, alliances with weak states usually
cost the preeminent members more politically,
economically, and militarily. In the political arena,
weak states are more likely to get involved in both
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internal and intra-alliance disputes. The likelihood of
disputes increases as membership grows. Even in
defensive alliances such as NATO, alliance members
must decide if they will get involved, and on whose
side. One is forced to take sides, which can weaken
the alliance internally. And if hostilities break out
within an alliance, regional or global conflicts can
quickly ensue. Furthermore, economically, alliances
can be likened to blank cheques: somebody else fills
in the amount to pay and the due date, but it is your
credit rating that is at stake. In short, the larger the
alliance and the number of weak states in it, the
greater the risk to the alliance’s survival, especially to
its strongest members.

Finally, it is doubtful that members of the armed
forces of the United States and other current NATO
countries would be willing to risk their lives for
Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic, not to
mention the Soviet successor states.

Thus, opponents of NATO expansion would
summarise their views as follows. Expansion poses an
unnecessary risk at present. It threatens to poison U.S.-
Russian relations. The venture could cost as much as
$125 billion at a time of shrinking budgets. It may
create a new dividing line in Europe. It violates a key
strategic rule of not allying with weak states. And it is
unrealistic to expect citizens of the United States and
other NATO countries to risk their lives for countries
like Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic.

Probably the two most important arguments
against NATO expansion are the possible negative
impact on Russia both political and military, and the
high costs of expansion. These are the arguments
found in most literature and speeches by opponents of
NATO enlargement. With regard to U.S.-Russian
relations, critics of NATO expansion fear the
potential redeployment of tactical nuclear weapons in
Russia, a delay in ratification of the START II and
CFE treaties, and potential disruption of
democratisation in Russia. While it is true that most
Russian leaders oppose NATO expansion, they
agreed to sign the “Founding Act on Mutual
Relations”, which among other things creates a new
forum for arms control called the NATO-Russia
Permanent Joint Council. This document also
reiterated NATO’s promise not to deploy nuclear
weapons on the soil of new members and articulated
the desire to foster closer military-to-military
cooperation, as is the case in Bosnia. Recently,

President Yeltsin announced a cut in defence
spending from 5 per centto 3.5 per centof GDP and
a cut in nuclear weapons. These events could signal
that Russian leaders do not intend to escalate
militarily to counter NATO expansion.58 In all
likelihood, the success or failure of Russian
democracy will depend more on the state of the
economy, than on NATO expansion. Recent opinion
polls show that Russian citizens remain relatively
indifferent toward NATO expansion and do not view
it as very important.

The second major argument critics raise – the cost
is often countered by the assertion that collective
defence is more cost-effective than national defence.
Alliances can often save money. As Vaclav Havel put
it during a visit to Washington, “Even the most costly
preventive security is cheaper than the cheapest
war.”59 Moreover, peace and security do not come
without a cost. Expansion requires NATO to extend
serious security guarantees to new allies. Current cost
estimates range from $35 billion to $125 billion over
thirteen years. NATO has not provided an official
estimate yet, but has promised to have one completed
by the end of this year and has hinted that the cost
could be far less. Nevertheless, even when one
accepts the high estimate, which could amount to
roughly $3 billion per year, the U.S. share would be
15 per centor approximately $450 million per year.
That is less than two-tenths of one per centof the total
U.S. defence budget over this period, expansion
advocates claim, and it is a small price to pay for
increased security and peace in Europe. But critics
say they fear the United States will have to pay the
lion’s share of the cost, much the same way the
United States is expected to pay larger dues to the
United Nations.

In short, there are strong reasons for and against
NATO expansion. This topic should be studied
thoroughly by policy makers and citizens to ensure
that a correct decision is made. Just as decisions made
during World War II had lasting effects for forty-five
years, the decision about NATO enlargement could
have the same impact.

NOTES
1. Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott, prepared statement

on NATO enlargement at Atlantic Council, Washington, D.C.,
May 20, 1997, 4. A few years earlier, Senator Richard Lugar
expressed similar ideas: “The United States cannot afford to
allow Europe to unravel for the third time this century.
Projection of stability to the East is a prudent investment to
secure the peace in Europe.” Senator Richard Lugar, “Admit
Poland as a NATO member?” The Washington Times,
September 19, 1993, B4.

2. Madeleine Albright, “Why Bigger is Better,” The Economist
342, no. 8004 (February 15, 1997): 21.

Conclusions

AUSTRALIAN DEFENCE FORCE JOURNAL NO. 133 NOVEMBER/DECEMBER 199832



SHOULD NATO ENLARGE? THE PROS AND CONS

3. ibid.
4. Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott, “The Case for

Expanding NATO,” Time 150, no. 2 (July 14, 1997): 60.
5. Department of State, Report to the Congress: Enlargement of

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization: Rationale, Benefits,
Costs, and Implications(Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1997), 17.

6. Talbott, “After the Madrid Summit,” 15.
7. Department of State, 7.
8. Henry Kissinger, “Expand NATO Now,” The Washington

Post,December 19, 1994, A27.
9. James W. Morrison, NATO Expansion and Alternative Future

Security Alignments,McNair Paper 40 (Washington, D.C.:
National Defence University, April 1995), 29.

10. Peter W. Rodman, “4 More for NATO,” The Washington Post,
December 13, 1994, A27.

11.Talbott, “Speech on NATO Enlargement at Atlantic Council,” 5.
12. Talbott, “A NATO Expansion Architect Makes His Case,”

Christian Science Monitor,October 27, 1997, 15.
13. Morrison, 30. RAND analysts also posit that the security

vacuum [between Germany and Russia] “threatens to undercut
the fragile new democracies in East-Central Europe by
rekindling nationalism and reviving old patterns of geopolitical
competition and conflict, thereby endangering the historic gains
of the end of the Cold War.” See Ronald D. Asmus, Richard L.
Kugler, and F. Stephen Larrabee, “NATO Expansion: The Next
Steps,” Survival 37, no. 1 (Spring 1995): 9.

14. Maj. Gen. Edward B. Atkeson, “NATO Expansion,” Army46,
no. 1 (June 1996): 38.

15. Kissinger, op. cit.
16.Rodman, op. cit. John Peters, a researcher at the RAND

Corporation, also argues that it is reassuring to states in
“historically disputed territories” that others support their
existence and continued independence. See John F. Peters,
“Issues of Alliance Expansion for NATO: Growing Membership,
Changing Needs,” Strategic Review, Fall, 1995, 19.

17. See, for example, William Safire, “Strategic Dilemma,” New
York Times,December 1, 1994, 32. Safire asserts that “the time
to push the protective line eastward is now, while Russia is weak
and preoccupied with its own revival, and not later, when such a
move would be an insufferable provocation to a superpower.”

18. Kissinger.
19. Zbigniew Brzezinski, “NATO – Expand or Die,” New York

Times,December 28, 1994, 15.
20. Sam Nunn, “The Future of NATO in an Uncertain World:

Expansion Deserves Thorough and Careful Consideration,”
Vital Speeches61, no. 19 (July 15, 1995): 583.

21. Peters.
22. Peters.
23. Talbott, “Speech on NATO Enlargement at Atlantic Council.”
24. Brzezinski, op. cit.
25. See, for example, Jeffrey Record and Julia Woodbury,. NATO

Enlargement: Two Views(Atlanta, Ga.: Georgia Tech Research
Corporation, 1997), 30.

26. Albright.
27. Steven Woehrel, NATO Enlargement and Russia,CRS Report

for Congress (Congressional Research Service: The Library of
Congress, May 28, 1997), 2

28. Quoted in Tim Zimmermann, “Russia’s Ace in the Hole,” U.S.
News and World Report 122, no. 21 (June 2, 1997): 43.

29. ibid.
30. Alexei Arbatov, “As NATO Grows, Start 2 Shudders,” New

York Times, August 26, 1997, 4.
31. Record and Woodbury, op. cit., p. 42.
32. Susan Eisenhower, “Russia and the Cold War Warhorses,”

Washington Post, March 20, 1997, sec. A.
33. Record, op. cit., 42.
34. ibid., 43.
35. ibid.
36. Michael E. Brown, “The Flawed Logic of NATO Expansion,”

Survival 37, no. 1 (Spring 1995): 41.
37. Maj. Gen. Edward B. Atkeson, “NATO Expansion,” Army 46,

no. 1 (June 1996): 34.
38. Woehrel, 5-6.
39. ibid.
40. Atkeson.
41. Record, 41.
42. Atkeson.
43. Stephen J. Cimbala, “NATO Enlargement and Russia,”

Strategic Review24, no. 2 (Spring 1996): 53.
44. “NATO Expansion: Flirting with Disaster,” The Defense

Monitor 24, no. 9 (November/December 1995): 4.
45. Bruce W. Nelan, “Nyet to a New NATO,” Time149, no. 13

(March 31, 1997): 49.
46. One should add a factor of four to match the CBO estimate.
47. Again, one should multiply by a factor of four to reconcile

Administration and CBO estimates.
48. Department of State, Report to the Congress: Enlargement of

the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation: Rationale, Benefits,
Costs, and Implications (Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1997), 17.

49. ibid.
50. Michael E. Brown,“NATO Expansion: Wait and See,” The

Washington Post, December 26, 1994, A29.
51. “NATO Expansion: Flirting With Disaster,” 5.
52. Allistair Millar, “NATO Expansion and the Excluded

Countries: A New Division of Europe,” Global Beat,July
1997, http://www.nyu.edu/globalbeat/nato/nets.html.

53. ibid.
54. Brown, “The Flawed Logic of NATO Expansion,” 41.
55. Grant T. Hammond, Air War College, interviewed by author,

November 5, 1997.
56. ibid.
57. ibid.
58. Michael R. Gordon, “Yeltsin Dismisses Top Defense Aides for

Resisting Cuts,” New York Times,May 23, 1997, p.A1.
59. Quoted in speech by Madeleine Albright before the Senate

Appropriations Committee on October 21, 1997 in Washington
D.C., “NATO Expansion: A Shared and Sensible Investment.”
See U.S. Department of State Dispatch,November 1997, Vol.
8, issue 9, p.12.

33

Johanna Granville rceived her B.A. from Amherst College and MA and PhD from Tufts University (The Fletcher School of Law
and Diplomacy). She received the American Council of Teachers of Russian Grant (1992-3) and a Fulbright Grant
(1994-5) to conduct research in the former Soviet Union. She is one of the first American scholars to work in the Communist
Party Central Committee archives in Moscow. Her work focuses on international security, diplomatic history, and foreign policy
of the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. Her dissertation examined Soviet military decision making in Hungary (1956),
Czechoslovakia (1968), and Afghanistan (1979). She is currently working on a book on the Soviet intervention in Hungary.



AUSTRALIAN DEFENCE FORCE JOURNAL NO. 133 NOVEMBER/DECEMBER 199834

HERITAGE OF THE ROYAL AUSTRALIAN AIR FORCE
1999 ANNUAL RAAF HERITAGE AWARDS

In 1912, just nine years after the Wright Brothers made the first powered, heavier-than-air
flight, Australia’s military aviation heritage began with the formation of the Central Flying
School (CFS) at Point Cook, just outside Melbourne. Part of the Army, CFS was renamed
the Australian Flying Corps (AFC) in 1914, and during World War I fought in Mesopotamia,
Egypt and on the Western Front.

Shortly after the War, the Government decided a separate, independent Australian Air Force
should be established in recognition of the growing importance of air power in armed
conflict. Thus, on 31 March 1921 the Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF) was formed.

At the outbreak of World War II the RAAF comprised only about 3,000 men and a handful
of obsolete aircraft. By the end of hostilities, however, it had become the fourth largest air
force in the world (after the USSR, USA and United Kingdom), with about 180,000 men and
women, and 5,500 aircraft. Australian airmen and airwomen had fought with distinction in
almost every theatre of the War, and had suffered almost 14,000 casualties.

Major actions since 1945 have included the Occupation of Japan, the Berlin Airlift, the
Malayan Emergency, the Korean War, the Vietnam War and numerous demanding and
dangerous “peacekeeping” operations with the United Nations. In peacetime, the RAAF has
served the nation and Australia’s neighbours in natural disaster relief, aeromedical
evacuations, search and rescue and other similar activities.

Artistic, photographic and written records have formed an integral part of the RAAF heritage
since 1921. To enhance the existing records of its activities and to foster and encourage
interest in its heritage, the RAAF has established the Annual Heritage Awards. Through the
acquisitive nature of the Awards, the RAAF has added many paintings and photographs to its
collection, and numerous manuscripts have been published as books.

There are three categories of Heritage Awards – Art, Literature and Photography – with prize
moneys totalling $12,000.

Entries for the 1998 RAAF Heritage Awards close on 31 January 1999. Winning entries will
be announced in March 1999 during Air Force Week. Entry forms are available by
contacting the RAAF Air Power Studies Centre as follows:

Air Power Studies Centre Tel: (02) 6287 6563
RAAF Base Fax: (02) 6287 6382
FAIRBAIRN ACT 2600 E-mail: apsc@pop.cc.adfa.oz.au



By Major T. Basan, RA Inf

“You must grasp the full purpose of every
enterprise so that if your leader be killed you can
yourself fulfil it.”

Ten Commandments of a Fallschirmjaeger

Airborne forces made their first combat
appearance during the Second World War. From

that moment, the ability to “leap” or vertically
envelope an enemy or terrain has provided nations
with the means to suddenly and decisively, confuse
and confound an adversary’s system of war. Airborne
troops have demonstrated their capability to act in
concert with ground forces or to conduct independent
operations. When cooperating with ground forces,
airborne forces can vertically envelop to seize and
hold decisive terrain; for example, the German
operations in Holland in 1940, the German operation
to seize the Corinth Canal in 1941, the Allied landings
in Sicily in 1943, and the Allied landings in
Normandy in 1944. Independent operations or actions
that are only loosely linked to a campaign are
illustrated by the German capture of Crete in 1941;
the Australian/USA operations in the Markham
Valley, New Guinea in 1943 and the British raid on
Bruneval in 1942.1

In more modern times airborne forces have struck
at Kolewsi, Congo; Cassinga, Angola; Grenada,
Panama and the 1990-91 Gulf War. The key to
airborne operations is the technological, tactical and
visionary ability to undertake strategic air transport
and landings with units ready for combat, units that
possess high mobility, adequate protection and
overwhelming striking power. Airborne Forces offer
government the ideal capability to undertake military
missions in support of national political objectives,
within very short time frames. By using the ability of
airborne troops to deploy rapidly over long distances,
free from the interference of terrain or man-made
obstacles, governments can selectively dominate any
point of direct military interest on the globe.

This article discusses the relevance of airborne
forces on the modern battlefield. The article will
cover the changing world security environment, the
characteristics of airborne forces and the four key
aspects of airborne forces: the ability to act effectively
in crisis situations; rapidly dominate a selected point
of direct military interest; conduct close cooperation
with other military actions; and the ability to conduct
independent operations, to seize a fleeting politico-
military opportunity.

For government, defence of our territory and
interests is the first priority.2 Australia’s defence
policy, capability, organisations and training has to be
relevant to the strategic circumstances at the time.
With the end of the Cold War the strategic
circumstances have changed. Unfortunately, for
Australia these changes have not necessarily made the
Asia-Pacific region a safer place.3 The current, and
foreseeable environment is full of uncertainty, chaos
and the knowledge that current solutions are not
necessarily relevant.4 The last ten years has seen a rise
in non-state war and is predicted to continue and
eventually be the primary reason for armed conflict,
whilst, state versus state war will probably decline, as
the likely reason for armed forces to fight.5

Since the Cold War, we have seen armed conflict
occur from the Atlas Mountains of Central Asia to the
Andes of South America. Even the streets of major
cities have seen organised combat, though at low
level of intensity and tempo. The main protagonist
have been ethnic groups, gangs, tribal clans, and other
non-state groups who are willing to wage war against
all. There seems to be no shortage of people willing to
take up arms for a cause, and to fight to the death,
often as unpaid volunteers. This has placed the soldier
of the major powers in a position of uncertainty,
unfamiliarity and danger.6 For Australian troops,
recent experiences have brought home the reality of
the new security environment. Personnel deployed to
Somalia and Rwanda experienced the conditions of
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clan warfare, and witnessed the raw violence of gangs
and tribal conflict.

The transition from a bi-polar world, where each
security bloc held some sway over its members, to a
multi-polar world, where states are freer to act in their
own interest has created the situation where armed
conflict becomes a more attractive option. This has
been reinforced by the proliferation of all types of
weapons due to the breakdown of various state
controls and the selling of excess weapons,
ammunition and equipment. Within our region, MIG
aircraft are being procured by the Malaysians; ships
excess to German requirements, by the Indonesians;
and surplus F111s by Australia. Though acquisition
does not singularly indicate a threat, these and other
regional acquisitions will increase the potential scale
of any future conflict within our region.7

Given the changes in the geopolitical
environment, the amount of warning time, assessed to
be available, before conflict starts has undergone
renewed analysis. When the current security
environment is integrated with the state of
technological development, it is possible to suggest
that the time is ripe for a new optimisation of fighting
systems. This has lead to the formation of rapid
deployment forces amongst the major nations of the
world, such as the German Crisis Reaction Forces and
the American Rapid Deployment Force. Within the
ADF, warning time considerations have lead to the
introduction of the concept of short-warning conflict.8

Unfortunately, Defending Australia 1994only
focuses on the warning time that will be available for
the direct defence of the nation; however, similar
considerations apply to our greater security interests.
Our deployments to Somalia and Rwanda, are interest
based deployments rather than defence based; and
occurred with limited notice and preparation. The
intensity, tempo and duration of conflict has changed.
Therefore, the force mix best suited to deal with
conflict is also changing. Conceptually, airborne
forces inherent flexibility now offer the optimum
fighting systems for this new military reality.

An “Airborne Force” is defined in Australian
Defence Force Publication 39as “a force composed
primarily of grounds and air units organised,
equipped and trained for airborne operations”; and
“Airborne Operations” is defined as “an operation
involving the movement of combat forces and their
logistic support into an objective area by air for the

execution of a tactical or strategic mission, when the
forces involved may be required to engage in combat
immediately on leaving the aircraft.9 Or more
simplistically – air and ground units raised, organised,
equipped, trained and ready for immediate combat
after air transportation.

Airborne forces are characterised by their ability
to move rapidly from a remote location to an
objective. This enables the application of decisive
force at an enemy’s centre of gravity.10 To achieve
mission success, airborne forces must focus on six
key issues: air superiority; highly trained, motivated
and led fighters; organised, manned, equipped and
active in peace, rapid mission execution; mission
templates; and meteorological support.11 Air
superiority is critical to the success of the air
transportation phase. Ideally, air superiority should be
achieved early and maintained throughout the
conflict. However, it is only essential for air
superiority to be achieved at those critical times and
places required by the operation.12 Airborne
operations require superb soldiers eager for action,
able to act independently and toughened for combat.
The intense conditions found in airborne operations
and the possibility that support may be unable to
arrive necessitates combatants of the highest calibre.13

Fighting power is an important issue in airborne
forces. Due to weight, space and material limitations
of the air element, most airborne ground combat
elements are light in striking power, protection and
mobility.14 This is essentially a technical problem, one
that can be overcome. An excellent example of
overcoming technical restrictions, is the German
development of the Wiesel family of vehicles, combat
vehicles specifically designed for air transportation,
landing and mechanical ground combat. Since
airborne forces require specialised training,
equipment and organisation it is essential that they are
fully formed during peace. In this way, the skills,
knowledge and attitudes required to conduct airborne
operations will not be lost and only later recovered
through hardship and blood.15 Airborne operations,
whilst rapid in striking an objective consume
significant amounts of time in preparation. They are
also difficult to change once launched. To minimise
these issues, detailed planning in peace and the
development of templates for all conceivable
operations, which can be modified as required by the
detail of the situation, will reduce the launching time
and enhance operational flexibility.16 Metrological
data is critical to all forms of airborne operation and is
overlooked at one’s peril.17 Weather cannot be
defeated, but can be avoided by reconnaissance,
surveillance and long-range forecasting.

Airborne Forces Characteristics
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To achieve excellence in each of the six
categories consumes vast resources, but produces a
flexible, long-reaching and permanent land
dominance option for government.

A strong airborne capability allows the military to
support national objectives within very short time
frames, by utilising the ability to deploy rapidly over
long distances, free from man-made and terrain
obstacles, to selectively dominate any point of direct
military interest. There are three significant strengths
that an airborne force has in comparison to the other
potential combat mixes. They are the ability to be
employed quickly as a crisis action force; the ability
to rapidly dominate a battle area through air
transportation, and the capacity to act in close co-
operation with other naval, military or air actions in a
combat theatre.

Issues requiring a military response can arise
quickly.18 Military action is initiated by a range of
political, economic, military, and or social forces,
which are affected by deliberate planning,
miscalculation or natural disaster. With the changing
nature of the geopolitical environment, crisis action
operations are both conceivable and likely.19 At the
lower end of the conflict spectrum, these missions can
be either United Nations initiated, such as Rwanda;
multinational, such as Somalia; or independently
initiated, such as the evacuation from Cambodia in
1997. Whilst the higher end of the spectrum is amply
demonstrated by the Gulf War. Since it appears likely
that there will be many crisis action missions in the
future; forces will need to be structured, organised,
equipped and trained to deal with short notice
situations. These units must be maintained at high
states of personnel readiness and equipped with
excellent materiel, in order to deal with action
throughout the spectrum of conflict.20

Since crisis actions are both conceivable and
likely, preliminary planning and the development of
contingency blueprints is necessary. The key to
dealing with crisis situations is to think and act in
terms of time rather than space.21 Time is of the
essence in order to recover from a surprise. As
Suvorov stated “I act not by laws, but by minutes”.22

With the current world security environment, the ideal
force to act by “minutes” is an airborne force.
Airborne forces are able to operate at speeds, orders
of magnitude faster than other forces, offering the
ability to quickly concentrate, to deal with the crisis.
An example of the use of airborne forces in a crisis
situation was the early deployment of the US 82nd
Airborne Division to Saudi Arabia during the 1990-
91 Gulf War.23 The US 82nd provided an immediate
response, when no other permanent presence option
was available. The Australian operation to facilitate
the evacuation of prescribed persons from Cambodia
also illustrates the flexibility of airborne force
elements.

The capacity of airborne forces to deploy rapidly,
in crisis situations, is enhanced by their ability to
overfly ground obstacles. This is especially important
in areas with poor road networks or infrastructure.
Additionally, air transportation offers 360 degrees of
approach to an objective, whilst ground based support
is restricted to relatively obvious lines of
communications. When resupply needs to occur
under the threat of direct fire, air transportation’s
vulnerability to air-defence weapons is apparent.
However, the exposure to this danger can be
minimised by mission planning, advanced counter-
measured suites and using the aircraft’s characteristics
of speed, range and approach flexibility. The result is
less troops and equipment required to face the danger,
thus minimising the number of possible casualties.
The growing number of humanitarian missions can
also be handled by a force that can move, strike or
defend rapidly.

With the heightened probability of crisis
situations, a rapid reaction component is needed to
deal with the situation. The crisis situations that have
occurred around the globe, have not required the full
weight of military power, but the selective display
and use of force. Airborne forces are especially suited
to undertake these missions. They have the ability to
concentrate fighting power in time and space, as no
other forces can. This ability to act promptly has seen
their use in combat situations by French, American,
Soviet and South African forces since the end of the
Second World War and has established them as the
lead elements of rapid deployment forces.24

Permanent dominance of a land mass is the
underlying mission of armies. Dominance can be
achieved through the use of a number of military

Rapid Dominance

Crisis Action

Relevance to the 21st Century
Battlefield
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techniques. Techniques that vary in time, space and
resources. In those instances where rapid dominance
of an objective area is essential, air transportation of
ground forces offers the ability to rapidly dominate.
To achieve this form of dominance the airborne
force’s structure must be such that it is able to rapidly
dominate its battlespace. In order to rapidly dominate
battlespace, force packaging is critical and must
successfully cross all battle operating systems to
generate a self-contained fighting system. Rapid
dominance requires the ability to generate a high
order of mobility to concentrate rapidly and
economically at the decisive point in both time and
space.25 Airborne forces offer the ideal vehicle to
achieve rapid dominance of an objective.

Rapid dominance of an objective is gained
through the free manoeuvre of combat functions;
permitting asymmetric attack, defence or movement;
in order to impose one’s will on an adversary, through
awe of our capability and shock in our actions.26 An
excellent example of this philosophical approach is
the US invasion of Panama, in which simultaneous
attacks across the entire country and throughout the
range of centres of gravity paralysed the Panamanian
forces.27 Simultaneous rather than sequential action
offers the potential to confound an enemy’s command
system. The capacity to simultaneously concentrate in
time and space on a number of objectives with
overwhelming force, both physical and psychological,
generates the awe necessary to deter potential
adversaries from acts of aggression or considering the
possibility of interfering with our aims. When combat
is necessary, the inherent reach of air transportation,
striking power of the weapon systems and protection
through manoeuvre, creates sufficient shock to
surprise an adversary. The key to achieving shock and
awe in an adversary is the ability to conduct
asymmetric action, that is, to render his actions or
strengths irrelevant to the situation. A simple example
is the defeat of Crassus’ Roman Legion by Parthian
archers. Crassus’ homogenous force was destroyed by
a complex mixed force, because he was unable to deal
with the combat dilemma that he faced.28 Modern
examples are the ability of attack helicopter to
disproportionately kill armour and an airborne force’s
ability to render conventional ground obstacles
obsolete through vertical envelopment. Thus, the
combined effect of both material and psychological
factors can reduce the potential for conflict or
minimise the cost of any combat.

The higher order of mobility generated by
airborne forces allows for the rapid movement of
fighting power. An airborne force can simultaneously
strike a number of objectives separated by

considerable space. This ability to strike and move
rapidly, across considerable distance within short
spaces of time, generates the surprise essential to
rapidly dominate an adversary.

Close cooperation with naval, military or air
actions is a common role for airborne forces. From
their beginning airborne forces offered the
opportunity for vertical envelopment. Vertical
envelopment was seen as a solution to the problems
of horizontal envelopment. Modern mass armies are
able to fix their flanks on difficult terrain, making
horizontal envelopment near impossible. Vertical
envelopment offers the opportunity to surprise an
adversary in time and space, and thus defeat likely
countermeasures. The consequent psychological
impact is immense.29

Close cooperation is considered the most decisive
use of airborne forces.30 Seven key tasks have been
identified linking airborne operations to terrestrial
action: seize and hold decisive terrain, attacks in rear
areas, disrupt enemy reserves, pursue fleeing forces,
and reinforce ground forces.31 When launched, these
tasks exploit the power of surprise and the very threat
of launching has the positive effect of locking up
large bodies of enemy reserves.32

Seizing and holding decisive terrain is a core
airborne force task. By seizing decisive terrain an
advance can be accelerated by aiding a breakout or
controlling defilades vital to the operation. Actions
such as the German capture of the Belgian forts in
1940 or the Allied landings in Holland in 1944
illustrate this task. Attacks in rear areas focuses on
disrupting the command, control and logistic
arrangements of an army. The best illustration is the
German landings in Holland in 1940. Pre-emptive
action to disrupt enemy reserves was the task of the
Allied landings in Normandy in 1944. By dislocating
the German reserves the Allies protected their flanks
and allowed the sea landings to develop successfully.
Pursuing and overtaking a fleeing force has been a
problem that an advancing force has had difficulty in
overcoming. Airborne action offers the capability to
out pace the fleeting force and fixing them in order to
finish their combat effectiveness. The German assault
on the Corinth Canal illustrates this option. The
reinforcement of ground forces, when hard pressed or
successful has presented a commander with a
dilemma. The fly-in of reinforcements to exploit an
opportunity was used successfully by the Germans in

Close Cooperation with Ground Action
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Crete in 1941, whilst, reinforcing hard pressed troops
was conducted by the Allies in Salerno in 1943.33

Even in modern times, the possibility still exists
for airborne forces to cooperate with naval, military or
air action. The US landings in Grenada and Panama
clearly illustrate this potential.

Independent action, is military operations not
closely related in place and time to other ground
actions, but only bound to the latter by the general
connection existing between all military operations in
a theatre of war.34 Independent actions are closely
related to crisis action operations.

The significant difference is in the focus; the
ability to seize opportunities, to be pro-active and thus
to shape the combat environment to one’s favour. In
conventional war, independent missions attempt to
exploit an opportunity by using surprise to reduce
enemy interference. They seek to concentrate in time
and space faster than an adversary, to capture centres
of gravity in difficult terrain before an adversary can
manoeuvre, reinforce or withdraw. Historically,
airborne forces have captured islands under the cover
of air superiority or operated in difficult terrain where
enemy resistance is ineffective.35

Independent missions can be divided into five
main types: seizing centre of gravity, raiding,
harassment, internal security, and political impact.
Seizing and holding centres of gravity against light
opposition is the primary independent mission. This is
characterised by the capture of Crete in 1941, where
air superiority allowed a parachute assault to seize
objectives and the defender was restricted from
generating sufficient combat effect from
reinforcements and reserves, by the terrain. Airborne
forces are an excellent vehicle to conduct raids. Their
inherent range and speed, allows an insertion, strike
and withdrawal, whilst an adversary is still overcome
by shock. Airborne forces have raided to rescue
prisoners, capture material and to destroy installations.
Harassing is generally considered a special forces task,
however, airborne elements can support guerilla
campaigns, if required. Strategic mobility allows
airborne forces to be held centrally and deployed when
required. The UK Middle East Land Forces developed
extensive plans to use this option. When held
centrally, airborne forces can generate greater
momentum and attack from any direction, in stark
contrast to similarly positioned ground bound forces.
Political impact can be generated by airborne forces

seizing a fleeting opportunity, in order to gain a
significant political advantage. Examples of this type
of action are the capture of Athens in 1944, the
securing of Copenhagen in 1945, and the occupation
of Tokyo in 1945.36

During independent missions airborne forces are
reliant on their own capacities. In order to be
effective, self-contained fighting packages having the
right mix of combat, combat support and combat
service support are essential. The mix must also be
complex in the number and type of fighting systems,
to allow a commander the potential to conduct
asymmetric attack, defence or movement; to achieve
the objective. These capabilities must then be capable
of rapid transition from aerial to land manoeuvre and
return, to be time efficient and generate time
dominance over an adversary.

Airborne forces are still relevant, and will
continue to be so, under the current geopolitical
situations. They can rapidly dominate an adversary,
undertake independent operations and conduct crisis
action missions at long range and short notice.
Airborne forces offer the capacity to attack from any
direction; in order to strike otherwise inaccessible
objectives, by over-flying ground obstacles in their
path – thus achieving surprise. The ability to rapidly
deploy permits concentration of force in both time
and space, at the decisive point. Complete airborne
forces provide a flexible, full-spectrum combat
capability, designed for aerial movement to undertake
close combat tasks throughout the range of conflict,
levels of warfare and geopolitical situations. Such a
force must take into account national geographic
reality, demographic dispersal, level of national
power, treaty obligations, national political objectives
and geo-political factors. Given these factors, only an
airborne force offers this capability.

Since it is likely that future wars will no longer be
confined to the customary state versus state conflict, a
change in military emphasis is required. Battle will
feature opposing idealogies such as: national
movements, resistance movements, revolutionary
organisations, issue motivated groups or anarchist
elements, which in an age of dying nationalism cut
through all states. These changes create favourable
conditions for large-scale airborne landings deep in
the enemy’s hinterland and for maintaining those
bases. Assuming that there is a sufficiently strong air
transport force, the future of airborne landings by

Conclusion

Independent Action
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large bodies of troops for independent missions is the
future of airborne warfare. With proper preparation
and modern technology, it is possible to form bases
by airborne landings far in an enemy’s safe area, in
areas where no threat from ground troops is expected
and from which independent military operations, of
any scope, can be undertaken. To supply the logistics
requirements, by air, for the necessary time is
essentially a technical problem, which can be solved.37

The independent commitment of tough, resolute
and well equipped airborne soldiers offers
government an effective method of suddenly and
decisively defeating the enemy’s system of war.
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By Major Andrew Drayton, RAEME

Small in numbers and well-trained, particulary in
anti-guerrilla warfare, the Australian Army was
much like the post-Versailles German Army in
which even men in the ranks might have been
leaders in some less capable force

General William Westmoreland
Commander US Forces Vietnam until 1969

Australia’s involvement in the Vietnam War began
in July 1962 when 30 instructors, the Australian

Army Training Team Vietnam, AATTV, were
committed to help train the armed forces of the
Republic of Vietnam (RVN). This commitment
originated from the desire of the Australian
Government to support and encourage US
involvement in Vietnam. After the initial deployment
of the AATTV, the size of Australia’s contribution
progressively increased. In May 1965, the First
Battalion, Royal Australian Regiment, was deployed
and operated as a part of the US Army’s 173rd
Airborne Brigade. 

In May 1966, the Australian Government
increased the size of the force to a Task Force,
including two infantry battalions, Australian and New
Zealand artillery units, armoured personnel carriers,
elements of the Special Air Service, and a squadron of
helicopters from the RAAF. It was considered that a
Task Force of this size would be able to operate as an
independent tactical unit controlling operations in an
independent area of operations. An area of operations
was selected and the Australian Task Force (ATF)
commenced operations in, and assumed military
responsibility for, the province of Phouc Tuy. At no
time did the ATF become responsible for the civil
administration of the province. The ATF was the
major Australian contribution to the Vietnam War in
terms of the number of men involved and the
resources expended. It became the main focus of the
Australian effort.

Since the end of the Vietnam War there has been
considerable debate about the role of the ATF in
Vietnam. This debate has revolved around two issues:
firstly, whether the role assigned to the Task Force
was too ambiguous or just plain flexible; and
secondly, whether the Task Force actually achieved
anything during its time in Vietnam. This article will
evaluate the role of the ATF in relation to these two
questions. It will argue that the role was both
ambiguous and flexible and that this combination
allowed Task Force Commanders the ability to
change the focus of the Task Force as the
circumstances dictated. It will also argue that even
though the Task Force accounted for itself well on the
battlefields, the long term benefits of these efforts
needs to be considered in the overall context of the
Vietnam War. 

The Australian Task Force carried out operations
in Vietnam from May 1966 to November 1971 during
which time there was three distinct phases. The first
phase, from May 1966 to the end of 1967, was a
period during which a two-battalion sized Task Force
operated almost entirely in Phuoc Tuy province itself.
During this phase, the Task Force primarily
concerned itself with “pacification”. The central
objective was to provide security to the main
populated areas. The second phase, from January
1968 to May 1969, saw the size of the Task Force
increased by a further battalion. In this phase, the
Task Force operated for considerable periods of time
outside the province of Phuoc Tuy and became
involved in operations against the National Front for
the Liberation of South Vietnam (NLF) and the
People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN) main force units.
The third phase, commenced in June 1969 and ended
with the withdrawal of the Task Force in November
1971. This phase saw the Task Force return to similar
duties as were carried out during phase one and once
again the Task Force operated mainly in Phuoc Tuy
province against smaller guerrilla units. It also started
to train RVN forces in order to allow the RVN to take
over control of the province upon the ATF’s
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departure from Vietnam. This latter process, known
as “Vietnamisation”, brought the ATF’s involvement
in the war to an end. Throughout the period of the
Task Force’s involvement in Vietnam it is therefore
clear that the Task Force performed a number of
different tasks.

Many Australian military historians have argued
that the role given to the ATF in Vietnam was an
extremely ambiguous one. This ambiguity caused
many problems for the commander of the ATF as he
attempted to fulfill competing and often divergent
operational requirements. According to David
Horner, once the Task Force had established its
operational base at Nui Dat it was required to conduct
two types of operations, conventional and
pacification, both requiring a major effort from the
ATF. The conventional operations were more likely
to be directed by the US II Field Force and conducted
in the less populated areas of the province, whilst the
pacification operations had to be conducted in
conjunction with the South Vietnamese authorities,
and took place around the towns and villages. The
requirement to carry out both of these tasks caused
problems. Frank Frost and Greg Lockhart agree with
this assessment.

On the other hand, Ian McNeill argues that the
role of the ATF should not be described as ambiguous
but as inherently, and deliberately, flexible. Even
though commanders had to make compromises about
which tasks they would pursue because they did not
have sufficient forces to carry out all tasks
simultaneously, the role afforded a significant amount
of autonomy to the commander on the ground so that
priorities could be altered as circumstances changed.
The general nature of the directive given to
commanders was welcomed as they sought as much
independence as possible. The change of focus of the
operations of the Task Force over the years it spent in
Vietnam, as described in the introduction, illustrate
this flexibility afforded to the ATF. 

Like all questions about military history and
politics, there are various different opinions about the
suitability of the role of the ATF in Vietnam. In order
to evaluate the role of the ATF it is therefore
necessary to define what that role was, and it is also
necessary to consider how the proponents of each side
of the argument have derived their conclusions. By
considering both sides of the argument a judgment
can be made about whether the role of the ATF
should be seen as being ambiguous or flexible.

Most references to the Task Force’s involvement
in the Vietnam War refer to the following passage
when defining the role of the ATF:

The general mission of the ATF will be to carry
out operations in coordination with and in support of
the Republic of Vietnam Armed Forces and the
United States Forces. ... Any of the following tasks
may be assigned to units under your command: 

Australian Task Force  (1) To secure and
dominate the assigned tactical area of
responsibility in the Phuoc Tuy Province; (2) To
conduct operations related to the security of
Highway 15 as required; (3) To conduct other
operations in Phuoc Tuy Province as required;
(4) To conduct operations anywhere in the Army
of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) III Corps
Tactical Zone and subsequently in the area of the
adjacent Province of Binh Thuan in the ARVN II
CTZ as agreed between yourself and
COMUSMACV.

(F. Frost, 1987, pages 64/65)

This passage is derived directly from the directive
given to the Commander, Australian Force Vietnam
by the Chiefs of Staff Committee, signed by the
Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee on the
20th January 1969.

Debate about the role of the ATF revolves around
the question of whether or not this role was
sufficiently precise and whether it clearly delineated
exactly what was required of the Task Force on the
ground. An evaluation of the role given to the Task
Force can be based upon answering whether the role
gave rise to problems because of ambiguity, or
whether this role provided flexibility.

Frank Frost argues that many of the dilemmas
confronting the ATF in Vietnam arose directly from
the fact that forces were deployed with an imprecise
role into an environment which was not adequately
understood. He argues that the reason why the role
was so imprecisely defined was that Australia’s
decision to deploy forces was based upon the desire to
extend diplomatic and political support to the US and
RVN Governments rather than because of concern
over a direct military threat to Australia. Australian
forces were expected to make a useful contribution
because of their tactical skill, training and experience
in operations in South East Asia, however, these
forces in themselves were never regarded as being of
decisive military importance in the overall conflict.
The political decision to deploy forces to Vietnam in
the interests of Australia’s perceived security and

An Element of Both?
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foreign policy interests did not readily translate into a
coherent or effective military role on the ground in
Phuoc Tuy. To support his arguments, Frost refers to
a number of pieces of evidence, each of which are
outlined below.

Firstly, Frost highlights the fact that an official
account of the Task Force’s role in Vietnam given by
the Defence Minister, Mr Fairhall, in his statement of
9 August 1966 neglected to define in military terms
exactly what the area of operations of the ATF was in
Phuoc Tuy and that it failed to indicate what the
precise military role was to be:

... the Task Force was now responsible for its
operational base area in the South-Western
portion of Phuoc Tuy province, together with a
surrounding tactical area agreed with the
American and Vietnamese authorities.
Domination of this tactical area of responsibility
by the Task Force would contribute to the security
of the port of Vung Tau, and several key
communications routes, and would protect the
more populated areas of the province.

(F. Frost, 1987, page 64)

He also argued that the official directive issued to
the overall Australian commander in South Vietnam
(COMAFV) by the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff,
outlined above, was also very broad and failed to
provide any definitive direction to the commander of
the Task Force. He says that this directive, and one
other relating to the requirement to implement a civic
action program “subject to operational requirements”
were the only two directives given to the Task Force
commander. Neither directive succinctly identified
the primary role of the Task Force. 

Frost also cites criticism of the Australian
Government made by Peter Samuel, an Australian
journalist, as support for his argument. Samuel
concluded that: 

The Australian Government would appear never
to have thought in depth about the role of
Australian forces or formulated a strategy for the
Task Force in particular.

(F. Frost, 1987, page 65)

Frost refers to interviews with one of the Task
Force Commanders, General Pearson, (Commander 1
ATF - October 1968 to August 1969) to support
much of his argument about the ambiguity of the role
given to the Task Force. He says that General Pearson
“felt that the Government’s failure to develop a
detailed concept for a specific function for the Task
Force was indeed a substantial problem”. He quotes
Pearson as saying that the Government had three

main options when deploying the Task Force: to
conduct operations in depth against the North
Vietnamese Army and Viet Cong mainforce units; to
conduct pacification operations in and around the
villages to secure them from local Viet Cong units; or
to conduct a combination of both. According to
Pearson, any of these options would have required a
far larger force and the Government should have
specifically directed the Task Force to carry out
specific operations rather than provide such a broad
mandate.

Finally, according to Frost, not only was the role
of the Task Force ill-defined but the Government’s
lack of understanding of the situation confronting the
Australian forces also contributed to the difficulties
they faced. The Australian Government’s
understanding of the situation in Vietnam was
simplistic - that the south faced a communist threat
from the north. The role of the Task Force was
therefore to counter this threat. This failed to take into
account the reality that Phuoc Tuy province had been
the scene of many years of resistance against
colonialism and that much of the threat to the South
Vietnamese Government came from within the
villages themselves. As Robert O’Neill explains,
“guerrilla warfare had flourished in Phuoc Tuy
province since 1945 such that by the time of the
arrival of the Australian Task Force, most of the
province ... was in communist hands”. The National
Front for the Liberation of South Vietnam (NLF) had
a well-established political organisation with cadres
and adherents in almost every village.

Greg Lockhart seems to have agreed with Frost’s
hypothesis about the lack of a clear role given to the
ATF. He highlights the manner in which the Task
Force was given its directive. He explains that the
command relationship was arranged such that the first
Task Force Commander, Brigadier Jackson, took his
directives from the Commander of the American II
Field Force who simply told him to “take over Phuoc
Tuy”. Lockhart also highlights General Pearson’s
observation that Vietnam was the first war ‘without
an aim’. He quotes Pearson as having said that “the
government’s failure to develop a clear concept of the
Task Force’s functions was a serious problem”.
According to Lockhart, the instruction that outlined
the tasks envisioned for the Task Force by Canberra
was not very meaningful because of the unworkable
relationships the Task Force had with both the
Americans and the local authorities. 

In addition to these arguments, Lockhart says that
the Government’s refusal to acknowledge the nature
of the war never permitted it to clarify properly the
Army’s role in Vietnam. In summing up the
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ambiguity of the situation facing the Task Force
Commanders, Greg Lockhart states in Vietnam
Rememberedthat Commanders were “caught in a
web of strategic dilemmas” . 

In summary, these arguments were used to
convey the picture that there was a large degree of
ambiguity in the role assigned to the Task Force. An
evaluation of the role given to the Australian Task
Force in Vietnam based on these arguments would
suggest that the role was poorly defined, that the
Government failed to consider in any detail how the
Task Force would operate, and that the Government
was more concerned about securing diplomatic
relations with America than it was about committing
military forces.

Despite these arguments there is at least one
historian who disagrees with the assertions made by
Frost and Lockhart. An earlier work by Ian McNeill
written in 1980 for the Defence Force Journal, “An
Outline of the Australian Military Involvement in
Vietnam, July 1962-December 1972”, suggests he
agreed whole-heartedly with Frost and Lockhart.
However, McNeill’s later publications suggests
otherwise. 

In 1991 McNeill wrote an essay for a book called
Vietnam Days: Australia and the Impact of Vietnam,
in which he contests that the role given to the Task
Force was “appropriate...and that sufficient freedom
of action was given to Commanders who sought as
much independence as possible and found satisfaction
with the operational flexibility” afforded them.
McNeill argues that many of the assertions made by
Frank Frost were overstated and derived from a
misunderstanding of his interviews with one of the
Task Force Commanders, General Pearson. McNeill
says that Frost misquoted Pearson when he said there
were three options available to the Government in
relation to the role allocated to the ATF during the
Vietnam conflict. According to McNeill, both
Pearson and his predecessor, Brigadier Hughes, had
no difficulty working with the directives given to
them.

The central theme of McNeill’s thesis is that
whilst the role given to the Task Force may have been
somewhat open-ended, the generalised nature of the
directive given to ATF Commanders actually
contributed to the effectiveness of the Task Force.
Whilst there had been a number of different tasks that
the Task Force could be required to carry out as a
part of its role, the Task Force was never asked to
take on the full responsibility for all for these
functions - a compromise would have to be made by
taking an area role which involved both mainforce
and pacification roles. Furthermore, McNeill argues

that this arrangement was in keeping with the
agreements made between Vietnam and its allies,
whereby the Vietnamese would retain full
responsibility for the populated areas.

McNeill also refutes Lockhart’s argument that the
Task Force was caught in a “web of strategic
dilemmas.” He says that Lockhart refers to a one line
extract from the writing of Captain Robert O’Neill, a
historian who served as the Intelligence Officer in 5
RAR during its tour to Vietnam in 1966. Lockhart
relates an observation of O’Neill’s that scarcely a
week goes by during which his commanding officer,
Lieutenant Colonel J.A. Warr, “did not ask me what
our aim in Phuoc Tuy was and then proceed to debate
the matter for half an hour or so”. McNeill argues that
Lieutenant Colonel Warr’s constant debate focused
on the problem of finding the most appropriate
methods of bringing the war to an end in the shortest
possible time with the least number of casualties
rather than debate over the role of the force, and that
O’Neill had been misquoted.

McNeill summarises his thoughts about the role
allocated to the commander of the Australian Task
Force during Vietnam by saying that:

Within the considerable latitude he was given, the
commander had to choose between operations
against the mainforce, pacification operations, or
if the conditions were propitious, a combination of
both tasks. It devolved upon the Task Force
Commander to establish his priorities without
interference from his national headquarters in
Saigon or from Canberra. He was the man on the
spot. The exception to this was when the Task
Force was ordered on specific operations outside
the province by Commander II Field Force
Vietnam

(I.McNeill, 1991, page 57)

In summary, McNeill argues that the ATF’s role
was well defined and that even though there may
have been difficulties, the Commander of the ATF
had sufficient flexibility to carry out the tasks that
were most appropriate at the time. He says that the
ATF managed to carry out all of the tasks assigned to
it with a good deal of success. McNeill goes as far as
quoting the last Commander, Australian Force
Vietnam (COMAFV), Lieutenant General D.B.
Dunstan who said in reference to the achievement of
the Australian war effort that “Undoubtedly we had
achieved a great deal... and undoubtedly we made a
major contribution to the security of the people of
Phuoc Tuy”.

In considering the pertinence of the role assigned
to the ATF, it seems that an element of ambiguity was
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associated with the role. However, this ambiguity
allowed a certain amount of flexibility for
commanders. It would be wrong to say that the
Government totally neglected to consider the role of
the Task Force, rather, the Government understood
the constraints that it placed upon the Task Force
when it limited the Task Force’s role and numbers.
The Government made its decisions about the role of
the Task Force based upon the desire to gain political
leverage over the United States at the same time as
attempting to attend to the military needs of the Task
Force.

Having explained the two opposing views about
the role assigned to the ATF in Vietnam it is now
time to consider what the Task Force actually
achieved during its time in country. Once again there
is considerable debate about what the Task Force
actually achieved. Was the Australian effort
worthwhile or was it futile? Consideration of this
question will provide an evaluation of what the ATF
achieved as a part of its role.

The concluding remarks made by Frost in his
book, Australia’s War in Vietnam, leave the reader in
no doubt about Frost’s thoughts on the achievements
of Australia’s involvement in Vietnam:

The Australian forces operated with cohesion and
withstood the many difficulties involved but
professional military skills could not transcend
the political problems and dilemmas of operations
in the environment of Phuoc Tuy. Ultimately, the
only conclusive way of avoiding these problems
would have been not to have deployed the forces
in the first place.

(F. Frost, 1987, page 182)

According to Frost, although the ATF may have
made a contribution to the war effort, none of the
gains made by the ATF were long-lasting or
sustainable. Frost argues that no sooner had the ATF
withdrawn from Phuoc Tuy, the PAVN and NLF
forces took control of the province. The ATF clearly
experienced considerable success in its tactical
engagements with the NLF and PAVN forces and it
caused severe losses to local NLF units in Phuoc Tuy.
However, the outcome of the Task Force’s operations
was strongly affected by its allied relationships.
Whilst the ATF conducted many proficient operations
against the armed units of the NLF and PAVN, no

concerted allied operations confronted the NLF’s
cadres. 

Frost argues that the commitment of the ATF to
Phuoc Tuy embodied a series of intractable problems.
Accordng to Frost, any valuation of the role of the
Task Force must take into consideration the context in
which the Task Force operated. Firstly, the absence of
any effective RVN program in the province allowed
the NLF to maintain its political organisation.
Secondly, the ATF was restricted in its ability to
develop close and effective contacts with the local
administration and the local forces by its own
resource limitations and by the need to coordinate
with the US advisory structure. Finally, Frost argues
that the Australian effort in Vietnam was ultimately
futile because the size of the Australian contribution
was too small to affect the outcome of the war greatly
one way or the other. Ultimately, the fate of Phuoc
Tuy was to be determined by forces outside the
province. 

In summary, Frost argues that the ATF may have
achieved success in confrontations with NLF and
PAVN units and it may well have restricted the
influence of the communist forces in Phuoc Tuy
during its deployment. However, the success of these
actions was short-lived. According to Frost, any
evaluation of the ATF’s role must take into
consideration the eventual outcome of the war and the
circumstances surrounding the ATF’s efforts. Frost
cites a comment made by one officer in relation to the
situation in April 1972, who served with the Task
Force in 1966 and who witnessed the decline of
government control in this period,

it was for all the world to see as it had been in
1966 at the very beginning...as if we had never
really been there

(F. Frost, 1987, page 162)

Ian McNeill argues otherwise and says that it is
wrong to judge the efforts of the ATF in relation to
the overall outcome of the war. He says that an
assessment of the contribution made by the Task
Force can only be made in relation to the tasks that it
was given. He argues that an evaluation of the role of
the Task Force should consider the effectiveness of
the Task Force. McNeill refers to the specific tasks
given to the Task Force in the original directive from
the Chiefs of Staff Committee, outlined above, and
suggests that the Task Force performed well and
achieved the required results in relation to all of its
assigned tasks.

In relation to the responsibility of securing and
dominating its Tactical Area of Responsibility in
Phuoc Tuy province, the Task Force achieved

What Did the ATF Achieve in Vietnam?
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resounding victories such as Long Tan and Binh Ba
which forced the enemy away from the battlefield. In
relation to the task of securing Highway 15, McNeill
says that the opening of Highway 15 was a notable
feature of the security of Phuoc Tuy. The conduct of
operations outside Phuoc Tuy province under the
direction of Commander II Field Force Vietnam also
allowed the ATF to display its strength and capability.

Finally, in order to provide the security necessary
for the South Vietnamese Government to reassert
control over the province, the Task Force also made a
significant contribution. Even though the Task Force
could not wipe out communist influence altogether
and it could not eradicate the Viet Cong cadre in the
villages, it nevertheless greatly reduced the influence
of the Viet Cong during its operations. McNeill
quotes the commander of the D445 Battalion in 1969,
Lieutenant Colonel Nguyen Duc Thu, as having said
that “with the presence of the Australian and
American troops in Phuoc Tuy, the Government of
South Vietnam in Phuoc Tuy province managed to
control the population. But after the withdrawal of
these troops we turned the tables”. 

In summary, according to McNeill it is unfair to
judge the role carried out by the ATF in terms of how
much influence it had over the overall outcome of the
war. Any judgement about the Task Force should not
be based upon factors beyond its control, because this
adds little understanding of any distinctive part the
Task Force may have played.

In considering the achievements of the Task Force
in Vietnam, Frost and McNeill have highlighted
important issues. However, both tended to argue the
extreme case. Frost highlighted the fact that the Task
Force was never in a position to make a significant
contribution to the war effort but draws the
conclusion that given that this was the case, the Task
Force should never have been deployed in the first
place. This evaluation neglects to consider the
contribution the Task Force may have made in
securing American support to Australia in the future.
McNeill focusses on the achievements of the Task
Force in a task orientated fashion within a limited
framework and draws the conclusion that both the
role of the Task Force and the way it fulfilled that role
were appropriate. This evaluation fails to consider the
fact that in the end Phouc Tuy province and the rest of
Vietnam fell into communist control despite the fact
that over five hundred Australians lost their lives
attempting to prevent such an occurrence. This
analysis would suggest that an evaluation that
considers both view points provides a more
comprehensive understanding of the role of the Task
Force.

The role assigned to the ATF was ambiguous but
at the same time provided a degree of flexibility for
the commander of the day. On the one hand, the
Government did not spell out in any great detail the
exact role that the Task Force was to play and this
caused some difficulties for the Task Force, especially
in dealing with allied forces and when trying to fulfill
competing tasks. On the other hand, this flexibility
afforded the various commanders of the Task Force
an opportunity to adapt to changing and variable
circumstances. Whilst one commander chose to
pursue elements of the enemies main force units
during one period, another commander chose the
pacification role during another period.

In evaluating the achievements of the Task Force
it is therefore reasonable to conclude that the Task
Force achieved limited overall success in the long
term. This assessment must be balanced against the
Task Force’s short-term victories. The Task Force
was never large enough to be able to exert any real
influence over the outcome of the war but for the
most part the Task Force carried out its activities very
well. Frank Frost concluded that the only way of
avoiding the problems the Task Force faced would
have been not to deploy the forces in the first place.
This solution neglects the Government’s
preoccupation with the long-term security of Australia
and the perceived need to keep a powerful friend
engaged in the region. Ian McNeill’s assessment of
the situation is probably focussed too narrowly on the
short term military successes of the Task Force and
fails to take into consideration the fact that in the end
over five hundred Australians were sacrificed.
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THE FLIGHT OF THE PIGTHE FLIGHT OF THE PIG

The Flight of the Pig, a full colour publication
depicts the F111 fighter aircraft in all its glory.
The book traces the history of the aircraft over
its 25 years of faithful duty with the RAAF.
Defence Photographer Mal Lancaster, who has
had an affinity with the F111 since its arrival in

Australia has spent the best part of his career
photographing the “Pig” as the F111 is
affectionately known.

The book is available through the office of the
Australian Defence Force Journalat a cost of
$29.95.

Australian Defence Force Journal – Mail Order Form

THE FLIGHT OF THE PIG
Please send order to Australian Defence Force Journal,

B-4-26, Russell Offices, CANBERRA ACT 2600

Name:

Address:

I enclose a cheque or money order payable to the Receiver of Public Monies for $                         
being payment for                  copies of The Flight of the Pig.



TO THE LAST RIDGE by W.H. Downing, Tower
Books, RRP $16.95, 220 pages

“The Australian equivalent of All Quiet on the Western
Front.”Patsy Adam-Smith, The ANZACS.

This book contains the moving World War I
memoirs of Walter Downing, a Melbourne law student
who fought on the Western Front, last published in
1920. Unlike most such memoirs, these are extremely
well written and avoid excesses of enthusiasm. They
provide a direct and disturbing account of the horrors
and heroism of the ordinary soldier’s experience of the
trenches. This is far more than just another Anzac Day
book.

Downing was involved in most of the battles
Australians fought in France. The book contains an
appendix with the names of all the men who fought in
Downing’s 57th Battalion.

Downing’s book is possibly the best account of
Australians at war. The experience of France was
horrific, and not just because of the fighting.

“In that dark winter the armies thought mud, ate
mud, lived in a sea of hundreds of square miles of
it. Europe failed many times to break the hearts of
the men of the Antipodes, but was never nearer
succeeding than then… A greatcoat, wet and
muddy, weighed forty pounds or more. Soaked
equipment laden with one hundred and seventy
rounds of ammunition and two or three bombs felt
like the load of Atlas. The rifle-sling over the
chest, when the rifle was carried diagonally
across the back, strangled our panting breath. If
hung from the shoulder, the strap repeatedly
slipped to the forearm, the butt bumped
awkwardly against the legs, and fell continually in
the mud. At the most inconvenient moments rifles
became entangled in the thousands of old
telephone wires festooned across and along the
trench in a mesh of tentacles which reached out
and grasped the labouring men, became
entangled in the equipment, knocked helmets in
the slime, caught men under the chin and tripped
their feet as they lifted them within the mud. The
way was complicated by coils of barbed wire
unwound beneath the surface of the slush, which
tore flesh and clothes.”
When arriving at a new trench, his battalion found:

“The dead lay everywhere. The deeper one dug,
the more bodies one exhumed. Hands and faces
protruded from the slimy, toppling walls of
trenches. Knees, shoulders and buttocks poked
from the foul morass, as many as the pebbles of a
brook.”
After the battle:
“The bays and traverses were jammed with dead
and wounded lying head to foot for two miles, in a
treble row, on the fire steps, beneath them, and
behind the blockhouses. Wounded came crawling
in, rolling over the parapet and sprawling to the
bottom. A white-faced boy, naked to the waist,
was being led along the trench, a hole in his side.
He cracked some joke, then, ‘I think I’ll spell a
minute; it’s all going dark.’ He sat down. An hour
later someone shook him, but he was stiff
and cold.”
“And the sandbags were splashed with red, and
red were the firesteps, the duckboards, the bays.
And the stench of stagnant pools of the blood of
heroes is in our nostrils even now.”
To the Last Ridgeprovides a moving account of

one of the high points in Australian history. In the
words of Downing’s commander, Brigadier-General
Harold “Pompey” Elliott, it provides: “The true
picture – the monument we still want for our ‘rich
dead’ whose memory is ours and our children’s
greatest heritage.”

SHIPMATES. Illustrated tales of the Mascots
carried in RAN Ships and Establishments
by Vic Cassells
Reviewed by Lieutenant Commander Greg Swinden

While many Naval historians are concentrating on
the larger issues of maritime policy, doctrine or where
the Navy fits into the big picture, there are others who
are looking at the minor details. Vic Cassells recently
published book on the mascots carried in RAN ships
and establishments is certainly one of the latter. His
book describes in detail the many and varied animals
which have seen “service” in the RAN particularly
during World War II.

The carrying of mascots in ships has now become
very much a bygone event as the nature of modern
warfare and minimum manned ships effectively
prevents this type of activity, although mascots in
Shore Establishments have persisted until fairly recent
times. Up until the end of World War II, however, no

Book Reviews
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self-respecting cruiser, destroyer or corvette went to sea
without some form of mascot, which was often carried
as a good luck charm. In fact the attempts by HMAS
Perth’s ships cat “Redlead” to leave the ship, just prior
to the cruiser being sunk in the Battle of Sunda Strait
with the loss of over half the ship’s company, were
seen by many onboard as a very bad omen.

Vic’s book lists the mascots in ship alphabetical
order and is very well illustrated with over 200
interesting photographs and contains a wealth of
information on the mascots which have “served” the
RAN well. These include the standard Naval issue
bulldogs, cats, birds, a plethora of monkeys and the
occasional koala and crocodile.

Shipmates is an A4 laminated paperback book
available for $30.00 (which includes postage) from the
author Vic Cassells PO Box 229 Paradise Point QLD
4216 and cheques/money orders should be made
payable to Vic Cassells. This book is another welcome
addition to the rich and varied history of the RAN and
one that all keen Naval historians should invest in.

THE VUNG TAU FERRY, HMAS SYDNEY and
Escort Ships (Vietnam 1965-72) by Rodney Nott
and Noel Payne

Reviewed by Lieutenant Commander Greg Swinden

1998 has certainly been a bumper year for
Australian Naval histories concerning the Vietnam
War. Firstly we had In the Oceans Dark Embraceby
Lex McAulay which described the role of Clearance
Diving Team 3. Then came Up Topby Jeffrey Grey
(the RAN’s history as part of the Official History of
Australia in South East Asian Conflicts series) and last
but by no means least The Vung Tau Ferry. Effectively
the number of books written about the RAN in the
Vietnam War has doubled in the space of a year.

The Vung Tau Ferrydetails the involvement of the
Fast Troop Transport HMASSydney in her 25

voyages to South Vietnam between May 1965 and
November 1972. The book also includes details on her
escort ships (Frigates or Destroyers) and the voyages
made by the MV (later HMAS) Boonaroo and the MV
(later HMAS) Jeparit.

This history describes the events which lead up to
Sydney being used as Fast Troop Transport, her time in
South Vietnamese waters and there are a number of
interesting stories from several of her crew and soldiers
who were transported to and from Vietnam. The book
also goes into depth concerning the lengthy fight, by
the Vietnam Logistic Support Group, to gain official
recognition for the role played by Sydney, and her
escorts, which culminated in the issue of the Vietnam
Logistic and Support Medal in 1992.

This later fight for official recognition makes
interesting reading and reminds me of a story told to
me by one of my high school teachers who had served
in Sydney as a Naval Reservist. He claims that several
Sydney sailors attempted to have Australian troops
ashore fire on the vessel, in order to strengthen future
claims that the ship had served in a “War Zone”. Who
knows, but why in this case, let the truth spoil a good
story.

This hardcover book is well illustrated with several
interesting and very clear photographs and also
includes a comprehensive list of all personnel who
served in the RAN during Logistic Support Operations
during the period 1965-72.

The Vung Tau Ferryis available for $29.95 (which
includes postage) from the author R.T. Nott of
6 Shillington Place, Wishart QLD 4122 and cheques/
money orders should be made payable to R.T. Nott.
This book is an excellent addition to the Navy’s history
of the Vietnam War and one which all keen Naval
historians, and those interested in Australia’s role in the
Vietnam War should have on their bookshelves.
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