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THE SANDLINE AFFAIR
Dear Editor,

Lieutenant Ebbeck’s article (ADFJ 133,
November/December 1998) was a most interesting,
wide-ranging and informative discussion of the
mercenary phenomenon. I would like to add just three
points about the Sandline contract with the Papua
New Guinea Government for their illumination value.

The weaponry provided by Sandline suggests that
the company’s concept of counter-insurgency
operations is faulty. Attack helicopters and the sort of
indiscriminate firepower  provided by air-launched
57 mm rockets, automatic grenade launcher’s and
heavy machine-guns also indicated a faulty
appreciation of PNG’s physical environment and the
mobile and dispersed tactics of the insurgents. One
could also conclude that the Sandline concept of
operations, far from a commitment to International
Humanitarian Law, was indifferent to the need for
discrimination between insurgents and neutral or
friendly non-combatants.

Secondly, Clause 4.3 of the Sandline contract
effectively indemnifies its employees from any action
taken in pursuit of its objectives. Moreover the
language employed not only makes no mention of
IHL but describes its operations in such wide terms as
to validate practically any action taken by a Sandline
operative. Clause 4.5 then give any Sandline
operative absolute freedom to leave  PNG’s
jurisdiction “free from hindrance at any time”.

Finally, the business elements of the contract are
so widely drawn in Sandline’s favour that, in effect,
the contract is open-ended as to cost to the PNG
Government. As one example, the contract has a life
of 90 days. If, after 45 days, the PNG Government
does not formally advise its intention not to renew,
the contract is automatically renewed for a further 90
days on the same financial terms (Clause 1.2). Given
that Sandline – or anyone else – would be incapable
of either retraining the PNG Defence Force or
destroying the BRA forces in 45 (or even 90) days,
this provision smacks of fraudulent misrepresentation
of the company’s product and an attempt to extract
substantial funds from a poor and inexperienced

government. Other provisions (e.g. Clause 4.7)
commit the PNG Government to the provision on
demand of substantial additional services at costs not
covered by the contract.

Michael O’Connor
Executive Director, Australian Defence Association

AIRBORNE FORCES
Dear Editor,

Major Basan’s article on airborne forces in your
November/December issue offers a simple argument
for the continued importance of airborne forces. This
argument reads something like: the new world is a
dangerous place, a crisis will occur and we will need
forces a long way away quickly and therefore
airborne forces are needed to dominate the battlefields
in these far off places. This argument fails because
these crises only rarely require the use of airborne
forces which are by definition ready to engage in
combat immediately on leaving the aircraft
(ADFP39). Major Basan cites a number of examples
of strategic deployment involving airborne forces
which either were ably conducted by conventional
light infantry strategically deployed by air
(Cambodia, Somalia, Rwanda), or could have been
conducted by conventional infantry (Gulf War).
Interestingly, the 82nd Airborne Division forces
deployed to Saudi Arabia in 1990 as the lead forces of
Desert Shieldwere considerably heavier than
Australian airborne forces yet anecdotally saw
themselves as nothing more than a “speed bump” if
the Iraqis chose to invade.

Major Basan cites a number of past airborne
operations to support his argument that airborne
forces “offer the optimum fighting systems for this
new military political reality”. Many were outright
disasters (Grenada, Holland 1944) and others were
very Pyrric in nature (Crete). It is interesting to note
the use of a Fallschirmjaeger quote at the beginning
of the article. I assume this was formulated before the
Fallschirmjaeger were withdrawn from airborne
operations after Crete.

S. Edgar
Major

Letters to the Editor





Change, People and
Australia’s Defence Capability

for the New Century

BY 

ADMIRAL C.A. BARRIE AO RAN Chief of the Defence Force

“Among all forms of mistake, prophecy is the most gratuitous and it is with no
little humility that one approaches the task of describing tomorrow’s wars.”

George Eliot1



I made a number of key points at the National
Press Club. Firstly, I said that it was my judgement
that Australia’s strategic circumstances had
deteriorated significantly over the preceding 12
months due to the pressures generated by the financial
and economic crisis in Asia, including particularly:
the political consequences of the change of leadership
in Indonesia; the potential for uncontrolled
proliferation of nuclear weapons following the
underground testing conducted in India and Pakistan
in May 1998; the burdens created by the peace
process in Bougainville; and finally, Australia’s
commitment to the elimination of weapons of mass
destruction in Iraq.

Secondly, I said that all Australians could be
proud of their Defence Force. Over the last eight
years or so, the ADF had repeatedly shown itself to be
a highly professional military force which could
undertake a wide variety of tasks, including combat
operations (Gulf War), peace enforcement (Somalia),
and peacekeeping (Cambodia/Bougainville). These
activities are quite apart from the spectacular
Southern Ocean rescue of Tony Bullimore, or the
highly successful law enforcement operation in the
deep Southern Ocean to help protect our Patagonian
Toothfish fishery. I also pointed out that the ADF had
established a unique reputation for itself in our
Region. Not only was its military professionalism
admired, but also its capacity to undertake
humanitarian missions such as Tsunami relief near
Aitape in PNG, or the drought relief operations
conducted separately in PNG and Irian Jaya. All of
this has established a record of world-class
performance, which is based on the skills and
capabilities of Australia’s young people, and our
strong motivation to do what we know is right.

Thirdly, I pointed out that, despite our wonderful
record in operations, there were still many things over
which we could not feel the same sense of pride and

achievement. In the eyes of the Australian
community, matters such as our apparent inability to
deal successfully with problems of sexual harassment
and unacceptable behaviour, the tragedies of the
Black Hawk and WESTRALIA accidents, and too
many stories of poor project management, waste and
inefficiency, continue to diminish the value of our
fine operational record. Not only do I consider these
matters of concern to me as CDF, and I hope to all
members of the ADF, but it is my view that they are
matters of concern to the Government and the people
of Australia as well.

Fourthly, I emphasised that the vision for my term
in office was to create an Australian Defence Force of
which the whole Australian community could be
proud. I wanted to capitalise on the brilliant record of
success in operations and eliminate those hurtful
things that damage and tarnish our image. To achieve
this outcome would require strong committed
leadership at all levels and a continuing emphasis on
the values which are so important to us:
professionalism, fairness, quality and integrity. I also
emphasised the importance of our people and their
individual contributions to the overall objectives we
set ourselves.

Finally, I announced that I would do my best to
get around the ADF and speak about many of these
issues. By the end of 1998, the Secretary and I,
together and separately, had spoken personally to over
twelve thousand members as part of our commitment.
We have underscored the importance of the Defence
Reform Program to the enhancement of our combat
capability, through finding efficiencies in our
organisation. We need to do this to deliver up
resources that can then be reallocated to higher
priority areas. We also spoke of the pain of change,
and the need to ensure the highest quality
communications throughout the organisation as well
as resolving uncertainty, if we were to deal
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When I took up the responsibilities of Chief of the Australian Defence Force (ADF) on 4 July
1998, the Secretary of the Department, Mr Paul Barratt, and I gave a very high priority to

establishing a new frame of reference for the management of the Defence Force. At that time I also
committed myself to delivering a nationally televised address at the National Press Club on 22 July
1998. This event was advertised widely in my assumption-of-command message, in the expectation
that those personnel who could watch ABC television on the day would want to see the presentation
live. I thought that I needed to deliver some key messages to all members of the ADF early in my
tenure so that there could be no doubt about my agenda.



successfully with people’s concerns. We also
promoted the need for us to become a high-
performing organisation if we are to be successful in
dealing with the challenges ahead of us.

This contribution to the Australian Defence Force
Journal gives me the opportunity to emphasise once
again the importance of our work to Australia’s
security and the need to be clear-sighted about the
priorities we have set ourselves. I want to encourage
you to think about the key issues and to make a
contribution to the further development of these
important matters. As I have always said “the best
ideas do not live in CDF’s head; often the best ideas
come from the most unexpected sources, but mostly
from the people who work within the organisation!”
And what better place to do this than in the pages of
the Australian Defence Force Journal.

For most of our modern history, Australians have
looked at the geography of the Asia-Pacific region
and viewed it as a source of threat or insecurity. The
size of Australia’s large continental landmass and its

isolation from Great Britain – what has been
memorably called the “tyranny of distance” – was
seen as a point of vulnerability. Australia appeared
distant from friends and allies, alone in a region of
quite different ethnic and cultural composition, and
with relatively few people. Australian defence and
security policies sought to remedy these
vulnerabilities by promoting strong alliances with
Britain and, after 1942, the United States. From the
early 1970s, contact with the countries of Asia was
cautious and took a long time to grow.

In the post-Vietnam conflict era defence self-
reliance became a central theme in Australian defence
planning and the debate about military priorities has
been divided between those focussed on protecting
the mainland – “fortress Australia” – and advocates of
“forward defence” who would fight off-shore to
prevent any threats of invasion emerging. Throughout
most of this time Australia maintained small forces
designed to fit in with larger coalition forces under the
alliance in vogue at that particular instant. These
forces performed well at the tactical level of war, but
there was very little experience in Australia of
strategic and operational level decision making.

Australia has now moved the debate about our
strategic policy beyond the confines of “forward

A Context for the Debate
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defence” versus “fortress Australia”. A number of
factors – the last decade of policy thinking, the impact
of globalisation, technological change and the effect
of the Asian financial crisis – have combined to bring
the need for a radical recasting of our security
outlook. Revolutions are easier to identify in
hindsight and, as with all processes of sweeping
change, some caught up in these aspects of
Australia’s defence revolution do not understand the
scale and importance of these developments. The
truth is that our defence policy is being significantly
recast with the Government endorsement of
Australia’s Strategic Policy2 in 1997, which I
commend to your reading. But there are likely to be
further changes needed if we are to capitalise on the
opportunities opening up to Australia because of these
continuing developments in technology, and regional
and global security.

The process of change can be considered in four
related areas. First, there is the legacy of the last
decade of policy development which has done much
to make the Australian Defence Force a flexible,
modern and highly capable organisation. This is the
Defence Force we have witnessed achieving high
levels of performance in operations over recent years.
It is also a Defence Force more suited to Australia’s
particular circumstances than ever before.

Second, the impact of globalisation is making it
possible for Australia to define its future not by the
“tyranny of distance” but by the opportunities to work
with partners created by new forms of commerce and
communications. Globalisation is changing the way
Australians work, think, learn and deal with each
other and the international community. At the same
time we have developed close ties with our regional
friends and neighbours which now makes it possible
for Australia to define its security in and with the
Asia-Pacific, not separate from the region. These
changes create opportunities for the ADF to build
closer links with our international partners, our
regional neighbours, and our own community.

The third area, technological change, will
dramatically recast the way advanced countries equip,
supply, command, and fight with their armed forces.
It is a fact that Australia cannot match the United
States in all the dimensions of the Revolution in
Military Affairs (RMA). But we must think carefully
about the RMA, for we can (and indeed must) exploit
the RMA to our own needs. We have security
responsibilities for about one-tenth of the earth’s
surface and only a small population base, so we need
to build a force which is as at home in cyber-space as
it is on land, sea and in the air. The Government has
placed a high priority on the RMA, and we must

carefully think through all the implications of the
RMA for Australia, as we build our forces for the
next Century.

The last area is the impact of the Asian financial
crisis on regional security. There is no question that
the Asia-Pacific has become less predictable and
more complex for defence planners over the last 18
months or so. But this should not be taken to mean
that Australia’s security is under threat. Our military
and other links in our region provide an opportunity
for Australia to play a major constructive role in
helping to build peace and stability – setting the
foundation for a region which is open, pluralist,
focussed on growth and promoting common security
interests.

Taking all these developments together we can be
cautiously optimistic about the future for Australia’s
security, with the ADF playing an enhanced role in
promoting peace and stability. It is our obligation to
seek out and make the most of these opportunities.
Australia, and Defence in particular, cannot afford to
ignore the impact of regional developments, the RMA
or globalisation more generally. The penalty for doing
so would be to undermine Australia’s security. We
might consign the ADF to a lengthy period of relative
decline, particularly when our region regains its
prosperity. Despite the discomforts of significant
change these are the reasons why we must stay at the
forefront of reform, if we are to perform our national
role of deterring or defeating attacks on Australia or
its interests, and remain a vital national institution.

A turning point in changing the way Australians
have seen their security began in the mid 1980s. The
Dibb Report3 and the subsequent Defence White
Paper of 19874 were in many ways benchmarks, not
only in defence policy development but also in
establishing the potential of the politico-military
dimension in Australia’s international relations5. A
very significant aspect in these and subsequent policy
papers however was the underpinning concept – that
defence of Australia, as distinct from the requirements
of possible operations elsewhere, was the primary
driver of our force structure decisions.

Concurrent with these developments in our
security planning, Australia’s foreign policy began to
pursue a divergent path. On the one hand the
Government sought to engage with the Region with
all the resources it could bring to bear. While on the
other hand we developed a security policy that

Current Security Policy – A Starting
Point
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seemed to reinforce our traditional feelings of
insecurity and vulnerability by concentrating on the
defence of Australia from behind the so-called moat –
the sea-air gap.

The 1997 Defence Policy Paper Australia’s
Strategic Policy, will be seen as an important turning
point in the development of Australia’s security
policy. Paul Dibb’s view is that it “…reflects a
different strategic approach by the Howard
Government – which sees forward regional military
operations as more likely”.6 I would differ slightly
with this view – I think this change in policy reflects a
certain degree of realpolitik7, and maturity in our
strategic thinking. We now recognise the broader
requirements of our security and the utility of a strong
Defence capability within the broader canvas of
Australia’s diplomatic dialogue, together with all the
other resources we can bring to bear to safeguard our
affairs in the Asia-Pacific Region. While there is no
doubt that our core business is to provide traditional
military options to Government, the Defence Force
has also become an important resource which
provides Government with a range of options not
associated with force-on-force considerations. The
important issue for us now is to look to the future to

ensure the Defence Force is shaped appropriately to
be able to support a potentially broader range of
Government objectives.

The central role of the State in international affairs
has come under increasing pressure since the end of
WWII. National interests are no longer solely defined
in terms of territory or geography.8 Some experts such
as Jessica Mathews have suggested that the
Westphalian system of States as the ultimate
repository of power is dissolving.9 Today we see a
range of non-state players involved in various forms
of organised crime including drug trafficking, large-
scale illegal immigration, abduction for prostitution,
illegal timber harvesting, gemstone collecting and
fishing which is of increasing concern to states and
their national interests. Other cross-border issues
involving violent acts, include ethnic conflict,
environmental decline, poverty, state collapse, and
government corruption. Organised crime and crimes

A Step into the Future – The Changing
Nature of War and Australia’s Operating
Environment
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against humanity are of profound concern to all
decent people in the international community. I
believe this is of special concern to Australians
because so many of the victims of crime have not had
a fair go.

In addition, the perfectly legitimate activities of
global corporations have also had a profound influence
on the affairs of states. This raises the other aspect of
our external environment which has an increasing
potential to contribute to inter-state tension – the
impact of globalisation and the role of the state versus
the corporation.10 The volatility in world capital flows
that comes with the competitive environment
concomitant with globalisation has produced the
situation in which the domestic economies in some
countries can be rapidly destabilised, thus affecting the
economic and social stability of the nation-state. This
leads to the kind of uncertainty we have witnessed
recently within our Region.

We need to be concerned that these potential
sources of instability are now being shaped by
influences, which have little or no regard for political
boundaries. Thus it could be argued that the traditional
“state-on-state” approach to war which has provided
the analytical and policy foundation for defence
planning for the greater part of this Century may no
longer be appropriate.11 I think it is too early to be
absolutely certain about how we should respond to this
phenomenon, but this general shift in the nature of
conflict will at some time challenge countries to
examine the basis upon which they structure their
military forces, possibly in the near future.

To this challenge I would add the concern that the
weapons that are used to wage war are also changing
in capability and sophistication. They are already
widely available. Weapons distribution will continue
to increase in the absence of global controls. Non-
state players with sufficient funds will be able to buy
the latest in weapons technology. On top of this
possibility, an issue of significant concern is that the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and
other forms of advanced technology will increase the
potential capability and influence of terrorist groups
and other criminals. The March 1995 sarin gas attack
on the Tokyo underground railway by the Aum
Shinrikyo Sect provides a graphic example of this
point. Equally, the technical sophistication and
military capability of some of the South American
drug cartels demonstrates the potential influence of
non-state players with access to large amounts of
capital. Another example is the Bin Laden network.

All this could mean that the type of conflict we
may need to deal with in the future will vary from
relatively simple crime on a widespread scale to a

more sophisticated war-like action between well-
armed groups. We will need flexible, but nonetheless
capable, systems to respond appropriately, especially
if we are to remain the only legitimate users of armed
force to secure Australia’s interests.

The role of non-state players as a source of threats
may continue to increase, while the traditional “state-
on-state” wars may become localised, and between
smaller states. The role of the UN, or other regional
bodies, as organisations who coordinate combined
responses to “threats to international peace and
security” seems likely to remain, given the now well-
established propensity of the Security Council to
declare a formal threat.12 Notwithstanding these shifts,
military power will continue to be linked to national
power, which will be a significant driver of capability.
As a consequence states will remain the global
entities most able to raise and sustain armed forces.13

For this reason, the capability of other states will have
a continuing relevance to how we shape, equip and
train the Australian Defence Force.

The implications for the design of military forces
to support the nature of future conflict will primarily
centre on the need to provide the widest range of
military options to governments. Increasingly,
governments will see a need to structure against a
broader range of threats rather than focussing solely
on traditional “state-on-state” – based war.14 While
there will be a continuing need to respond to narrowly
defined national security needs,15 priority will be
given to broader national security requirements.
Therefore it is likely that a country that seeks an
ongoing role as an international player would need to
retain the ability to project flexible forces quickly and
effectively. The role of military forces is also likely to
include constabulary type activities as an explicit task
even though our focus will remain on high-end
technology and power. Therefore the challenge will
be to design a force that is centred around the primary
role of defending or deterring attacks against
Australia or its interests, but which possess strategic
reach so it can be deployed quickly to operate at other
levels of conflict.

Within this context of future conflict Australia’s
external environment has also shifted from one of
relative predictability16 where planners could
confidently place priorities on future force
development based on a relatively straight-line
assessment,17 to one of unpredictability. Economic
pressures exacerbated by rapid shifts in currency
flows have quickly evolved into social and political
tensions which in some situations have quickly
threatened the very political structures that
underpinned much of the Region’s economic growth.
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Australia has weathered the storm remarkably well,
and through our financial support and advocacy to
institutions such as the IMF on behalf of the Region,
we are left well positioned to influence post-
meltdown recovery within the Region.

Although there is a need to tightly focus force
structure planning, the shape of future conflict will
challenge Australia’s traditional approach to force
structuring. There is a growing urgency to balance the
investment we make into the future force with what
we invest in the current force of force-in-being. The
proposition of “structuring for war and adapting for
peace”, invites us to think carefully about how we
balance these  competing demands.

The challenge to achieve these dual demands will
place increasing demands on the budget. The Joint
Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and
Trade’s investigation into the funding of Australia’s
Defence recognised this challenge. It concluded that
funding levels for Defence would need to be reviewed
in the near future if the ADF was to be able to provide
the range of capabilities that enabled it to provide the
quality and timeliness of responses that we have come
to expect.18 In my view, the Australian people and the
Government have the right to expect our high level of
performance to continue, and we must work towards
making sure of this outcome.

Internal – Transitional Management
Australia’s domestic environment has also

changed in the last ten years and these changes have
impacted on the way Defence is managed. The need
to manage change, while preserving and enhancing
operational capabilities, is at the forefront of planning
and administration with Defence. The demands
Defence is facing, in terms of budgetary pressures and
the ever-increasing demands for modernising
capabilities, compel us to improve further the way we
do business, including the way we make decisions. I
think that we have to do a great deal better with what
we have got, and this would be a fundamental
precursor to any future consideration of funding
increases. People must come to see us as a value-for-
money organisation.

Although leadership remains the fundamental
ingredient in any defence force there is also a need to
recognise that we need to make a number of
significant management decisions to ensure that
Defence is organised to achieve the best effect.

Leaders cannot remain good leaders for long if they
lack good management skills. In our case we need to
address the reality that we are facing “third wave
demands” in technology, strategy and organisational
structures with a “first wave” approach to
management. Although we in Defence are now
focussed on the management implications of issues
such as globalisation, the private sector has been
grappling with them for over a decade.

The essence of the challenge for business has
been the ability to respond to the convergence of
political, economic, and social forces that make up the
phenomenon we now know as “globalisation”. There
is a considerable body of literature indicating that the
most significant impediment that these managers
faced was not the intellectual understanding of the
new environment they faced, but the incapacity of
their organisations to implement the profound
changes that were necessary for corporate survival. In
my opinion, this has striking similarities to the
challenges facing Defence. Like private sector
executives worldwide, our leadership faces the
challenges of developing structures that will best
serve our strategy, while learning to assimilate
fundamental shifts in technology, changes in our
governance framework, and rapidly shifting
relationships with suppliers and partners. On top of
these demands we all have the need to adjust
personally to an information-intensive environment.
The sad experience of many private corporations has
been that their managers were simply unable to adapt
to these converging demands. When private
enterprise fails the firm goes to the wall in bankruptcy
or takeover; when we fail we imperil the security of
our country, which could be very costly in people’s
lives.

In their research on this matter Bartlett and
Ghoshal concluded that the traditional strategy-
structure-system doctrine of management had
established a culture within organisations which
encouraged rules and rigid control mechanisms rather
than encouraging quite the opposite culture.19 In turn
organisations became fragmented by funding
specialised units, justified by the continuous
improvement of ongoing operations. But key
questions about ongoing operations were not asked.
This is very much the difficulty we face in Defence.
On one hand we have the critical need to encourage
innovation and adaptability which has been the
hallmark of our operational reputation, but on the
other hand we have to do it within a regulatory
structure which has evolved in response to the
demands of public sector accountability. To my
thinking the solution to this problem seems to lie in a

A New Agenda – Some Initial Thoughts
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more people-centric approach or a “purpose-process-
people-based management philosophy”.20 This
approach recognises that in 21st Century organisations
the scarce resources will be information, technology
and in Australia, people. One of the first steps to
achieving this more people-centric approach will be
undertaken in February 1999 when Defence’s senior
leadership group will be brought together in seminar
to try and ensure that there is alignment for what we
need to do at the top, and create the sense of strong
and committed leadership throughout the organisation.

Technology and People
Beyond these fiscal challenges which all defence

forces will face there is also the challenge, both
conceptually and intellectually, to set out our
warfighting concepts for the next Century. This
activity would be a cornerstone of our doctrine, which
I believe must be developed to meet Australia’s
unique circumstances. Warfighting concepts lie at the
heart of our doctrine and they should act as a unifying
influence over all aspects of our efforts throughout
Defence. It is therefore important that these concepts
are not simply plagiarised from work done by other
defence forces, but developed to take full account of

Australia’s geo-strategic situation, our small
population, and the way we can use technology to
overcome these difficulties. Much work has begun on
this front, but it must be an ongoing process.

Earlier I wrote about some of the challenges
posed by the Revolution in Military Affairs. This was
thinking that came as one of the aftermaths of the
Gulf War with the belief that a new era in warfare had
commenced. The RMA has been variously called
cyber warfare or Toffler’s Third Wave War, but there
was a genuine feeling that a new epoch was
unfolding. As a consequence, many defence forces
sought a qualitative edge in capability based on
technologies emanating from these and similar
concepts. The reality, however, is that few defence
forces will ever be in a position to gain anything like
the benefits promised by the US military academia.
Alistair Irwin reinforces this point when he describes
the United States as the benchmark for information-
age forces, but warns that “…surrounding this
advanced epicentre is a mass of forces whose
organisations and equipment owe more to the past
than the future”.21 Australia simply cannot allow itself
to be one of these countries that have fallen behind.
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In addition to the RMA, other concepts such as
increased tempo, demassification,22 and increased
agility are now military truisims that do little to
provide any framework for developing a long-term
approach to warfighting. It should be of no surprise
therefore that critics have suggested that the RMA and
its descendent concepts have become nothing more
than military clichés which, rather than offering a real
capability edge, would result in wasted investment.

I believe this is a very important issue for
Australia. Given our budget pressures and the
magnitude of the task we cannot afford to pursue
outcomes that promise much but deliver little in the
way of real capability improvement. We have already
identified the “Knowledge Edge” as a key element of
our defence strategy. Because we are a medium-sized
force, and to do our job effectively, we will need to be
able to produce the best intelligence possible, and
fight smarter than any enemy we could possibly face.
We need to have high technology equipment and to
use it innovatively to even the odds. In simple terms
our aim as a defence force is to be capable of rapidly
deploying joint forces and decisively applying
superior combat power where and when it is required.
And we must do this better than anyone else.

In addition, a significant and often overlooked
aspect of the knowledge edge is the quality of the
people who ultimately direct and fight the battles. The
private sector is seeking ways to value the intellectual
capital of individuals as assets. This involves
transferring tactic knowledge – that is knowledge held
by the individual – into structural knowledge.23 Over
the years we have used instruments like doctrine as an
attempt to capture individual experience. This has
served us well, but I am of the view that it does not go
far enough in our present circumstances and
underestimates the importance of the skills and talents
of individuals in our organisation. The highest quality
and most capable people we can obtain and grow
through learning in the defence context will be our
competitive edge; we must ceaselessly explore new
and innovative ways to maximise this potential
advantage.

External – Regional Leadership
The economic demands that have faced our

regional neighbours and the resultant pressures that
are now increasing on governance generally present a
new set of challenges for Australia. These challenges
centre on the issue of leadership and how we are
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viewed within our Region. The appropriate style of
leadership will be one that is sensitive to the needs
and norms of our region, yet is founded in the
confidence that we have the ability and capacity to
assist others as a long-term friend. This approach goes
to the heart of the broader definition of security – a
whole of government approach. The security debate
in Australia has had its limitations but since the early
1980s I think it has matured considerably. It is
therefore timely for us to think about using all the
means at our disposal in seeking to shape and
influence post-meltdown regional development by
understanding the importance of our military
capability, and using it to best advantage.

A framework for this type of debate has three
basic elements I believe. The first is our domestic
agenda. In my opinion there will always be two parts
to this in peacetime. The first part will focus on the
way in which the rule of law underpins our military
professionalism. In this context I reiterate an earlier
point that I made – members of the ADF are the only
people who can lawfully use force to secure our
national interests. The second part will always focus
on the adequacy, or otherwise, of the defence budget.
With today’s uncertainties, there is a growing focus
on the needs of the force-in-being, which provides the
range of options available to a government to support
its foreign policy needs. But this is a demand which is
inevitably in conflict with the demands of investing in
the future force, especially against a limited overall
budget. We cannot have one without the other. There
is little doubt that current capability is the foundation
stone upon which our nation’s leverage will be built.
The important issue is that any growth in the defence
budget will, in the end, turn on the public’s
recognition and the government’s acknowledgement
of the role of the military dimension of foreign policy
to further advance Australia’s international position.

The second aspect of any potential regional
positioning is to use the growing importance of the
politico-military aspect of a “whole of government”
approach to Australia’s relationships in our Region.
Defence has over a number of years established a web
of regional military-to-military relationships. Our
credibility provides a reliable entrée which, when
coupled with a growing enthusiasm from the private
sector, provides the means for developing a more
forthright and well-accepted national approach within
the Region. An example of this approach was the recent
proposal from the Business Council of Australia to take
a national approach to assisting Indonesia to rebuild its
economy. Another example is the CDF/Pangab Forum
to be conducted in Indonesia, which will be an

opportunity to discuss with our near neighbour the
evolving role of military in the 21st Century.

The third aspect of our regional leadership is the
significance of the linkage Australia can provide
between the US and regional militaries both on a
regular basis and in any future coalition. This will
provide many leadership opportunities and very many
challenges. Amongst these challenges will be the
potential “gateway” we will be able to provide into
the US inner circle of planning and capability. We
also provide a knowledge base for US involvement
within the Region.

To summarise, we face a number of challenges.
Firstly, we need to adjust our management approach
to ensure the organisation is agile enough to adjust to
the ever-increasing and diverse demands of the future.
This we began in mid 1998 and we will build on it in
early 1999 with the senior leadership gathering to
ensure a consistency of approach and a clear view of
the future. All of you should be confident about your
participation in building our force for the future and
ability to make your contribution in practical ways
during your work, as well as by putting forward your
ideas for consideration and debate. Secondly, we need
to continue to investigate new and dynamic
warfighting concepts. This has been an on-going task
with the development of Headquarters Australian
Theatre, but will take on more momentum with the
establishment of the Office of the Revolution in
Military Affairs during 1999. We must have our own
Australian doctrine that reflects our unique
requirements. Lastly, we need to progress and
develop new methods of ensuring our regional
participation is well placed as we enter the new
century. This will be achieved through initiatives like
the CDF/Pangab Forum that will be conducted in
Indonesia in March 1999.

In conclusion, we have come a long way in recent
years. The future is full of opportunities that we are
well positioned to exploit. I believe that the race to
achieve our objective will be propelled by  innovative
and enthusiastic people throughout the ADF and the
Department.
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Since the announcement of the Force Structure
Review (FSR) in May 1991, and the earlier

introduction of the Commercial Support Program
(CSP), the Australian Army has gone from a
permanent force of some 31,000 troops to around
25,800 in financial year 95/96 (Defence Personnel
Picture, 1995-96). Recruiting increased slightly when
the combination of FSR driven downsizing and the
end of the recession resulted in more people opting to
discharge in 92-93. However, the overall trend is
clear. The Army, and the Australian Defence Force
generally, will continue to operate in a constrained,
even declining manpower environment for the
foreseeable future. More than ever before the Army
must act to reduce inefficiencies in its human resource
management, and work to get the best possible value
from the people it enlists.

Although personnel are often described as the
Australian Army’s most valuable resource, the recent
emphasis placed on downsizing has diverted attention
away from how well the Army is performing as an
employer. Ironically, the value of our personnel has
never been higher precisely because we now have to
perform the same role with far fewer people. Yet the
Army tends to lose its most highly trained and
employable personnel, and continues to accept an
unhealthily high wastage of trained junior soldiers.

The purpose of this article is to look at some of
the human resource issues that concern soldiers, and
particularly soldiers who serve in combat units. The
maintenance of a high degree of combat effectiveness
must be the cornerstone of any assessment of whether
we are getting the best value for our defence dollar.
The fact that in the recent past we have had difficulty
finding sufficient soldiers to send one Infantry
battalion overseas, seems testament to the problems
being experienced at the sharp end. The recent
Defence Efficiency Review and Defence
Restructuring Program have attempted to overcome
this problem. The “Army Plan” proposes to employ
65 per centof the full-time personnel strength in the

Combat Force. However, if the underlying causes for
higher wastage in Arms Corps units are not
addressed, it is conceivable the rate of soldiers exiting
the Army is only likely to increase.

Various studies have tried to isolate exactly what
it is that encourages a young person to think about the
Defence Force as a career. Bergin (1994), in his study
of enlistment trends, found that the majority of
applicants were seeking occupational goals, such as a
good job with good pay, with almost half
(43 per cent) wanting to make the military their
career. According to AMR:Quantum’s (1994)
research into recruiting trends, the predominant
“advantages” of joining the ADF were job security,
career, excellent training, on the job experience, high
technology, meeting people, travel, allowances, as
well as the more institutional factors such as doing
something for the country, personal development and
the excitement of a soldiering career. Similarly, a
continuing study into enlistment motivation (and
employment motivation generally) sponsored by the
Directorate of Defence Force Recruiting, has found
that the top motivators for a Defence Force job
include occupational training (84per centof top 5
responses), some physical work (83per cent), being
able to work in a team (80per cent), opportunities to
learn leadership and management skills (79per cent)
and opportunities for interstate travel (76per cent)
(Rahmani, 1998)

Although various factors are linked to the decision
to enlist in the ADF, the importance of occupational
training, job security and job satisfaction are
reinforced throughout the research. The fact that
occupational training, whether on the job or via
formal courses, consistently appears very close to the
top of the motivational pile, emphasises the weight
given to this aspect of service life by those who
contemplate enlisting. At the end of the day,
applicants who join the ADF want to serve their
country and do exciting things, but they also want
recognisable skills, qualifications and experience as
the quid quo profor having served. It is debatable
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whether four years service in combat employment
provides the kind of training to meet this expectation.

One way of achieving a greater insight into
retention in the Australian Army, is to examine Army
separation rates by corps, length of service prior to
discharge, and reasons for leaving. Over the 10 years
since financial year 87/88, RAInf has lost 1919
soldiers who have served only 4 years or less (Figure
1) (SCMA figures). When this is compared with the
rate of separation for junior soldiers in all other corps
(see Table 1), it is evident that RAInf suffers
markedly higher wastage of junior enlisted personnel.
For example, until recently RAAOC has had a
comparable personnel strength to RAInf (see Table
1), yet RAAOC lost only 607 junior soldiers during
this 10 year period. The significance of this difference
is highlighted when one considers that RAAOC
employs female soldiers. Female soldiers tend to
serve for a shorter duration than men (approximately
62 per centof female Army personnel serve for less
than 10 years, compared to 50per centof male
personnel who discharge in this time frame (Defence
Personnel Picture, 1995 -96)), thus a higher

separation rate in RAAOC would be expected. The
fact RAInf lost more than three times the number of
junior personnel than RAAOC, only emphasises the
magnitude of the problem.

It may be argued that the loss of these junior
combat trained soldiers is not a complete waste to the
military, because many may subsequently transfer to
General Reserves. However, this does not appear to
be supported by figures from SCMA. Although 3326
soldiers with more than four years service have
transferred to the General Reserves since F/Y 92/93,
only 184 soldiers with four years service or less have
transferred in this time. Only 12 of these were RAInf
personnel (SCMA figures, 1998).

It could be the case that RAInf has a high
personnel turnover because young people no longer
enlist in the Army to become soldiers(i.e., a man
with a rifle as opposed to a uniformed tradesman).
The 1995 results of the Soldier Attitude and Opinion
Survey (SAOS), specifically looking at career
management and job performance issues, found that
40per centof private soldiers were either dissatisfied
or undecided about their corps allocation. The figure
for LCPL/CPL equivalents was 30per cent, for
SGT/SSGT it was 26per centand for WO the rate
was 17per cent. The author of the survey concluded
that the comparatively high rate of indecision or
dissatisfaction with corps allocation amongst junior
soldiers, reflected the fact that “large numbers of
recruits are placed in corps such as Infantry and
Artillery which is often not the soldiers desired
preference” (Salter, 1996).

Interestingly, however, this result contrasts with
recent allocation data from 1RTB held at 1 Psych
research Unit (lPRU). Table 2 shows the percentage
of soldiers who were allocated in accordance with
their first preference in 1997 (lPRU GE data base).
Leaving aside corps enlisted recruits (AABC and
RAEME), over 80per centof recruits allocated to
Arms Corps’ (excluding AAAvn) had wanted the
same corps as their first preference. The corps’ with
the lowest proportion of soldiers who had chosen
their eventual allocation as a first preference were
RAAOC, AAAvn and RAAMC.

It is possible recruits are encouraged to choose a
corps they are likely to be allocated to at 1RTB, either
before they commence training or once they arrive.

Satisfaction with Allocation

Retention in the Australian Army
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Soldier Asset for RAInf and RAAOC since FY 92/93

Corps 92/93 93/94 94/95 95/96

RAInf 3,887 3,797 3,664 3,931

RAAOC 2,509 2,159 3,011 3,122

Table 1



Nevertheless, it is equally possible that many seek
more combat related employments when they enlist in
the Army. This latter alternative is supported by the
range of first preference nominations for soldiers
allocated to RAAOC. Although 127 recruits allocated
to this Corps wanted Ordnance as a first preference,
16per cent(29 recruits) of RAAOC allocated recruits
had nominated an Arms Corps as their first
preference. Overall, 63per centof soldiers allocated
at 1RTB in 1997 had an Arms Corps as their first
preference, and 66per centof all soldiers were
allocated to an Arm. These results at least raise the
possibility that soldier dissatisfaction with corps
allocation is not solely due to being allocated to a job
they didn’t want.

Percent of Soldiers Allocated to Their 1st
Preference at 1RTB in

1997*

Corps %1st Number Corps %1st Number
Prefs allocated Prefs allocated

RAAC 80% 100 RAA 86% 117

RAE 92% 104 RASIGS 81% 115

RAINF 84% 561 AAAVN 75% 4

RACT 84% 136 RAAMC 77% 44

RAADC 100% 3 RAAOC 68% 185

RAEME 100% 101 AACC 93% 30

AABC 100% 4

Table 2

*lPRU figures

If combat soldiers are not discharging in large
numbers because they are dissatisfied with their corps
allocation, then we need to know what does prompt
them to leave. In 1989, LT M.D. Collins a Platoon
Commander at 2/4 RAR, was sufficiently concerned
about the exceptionally high wastage rates at his unit
to write a paper identifying potential causes. In a unit
of only 700 men, 162 soldiers had discharged and 30
more were applying for discharge (almost 30per cent

of the unit) in 18 months; 90per centof these men
had served a maximum of three years. Collins (1992)
interviewed all 62 soldiers who discharged in 1990,
and found that many of these soldiers had a poor
understanding of the demands of life in an infantry
battalion prior to enlistment. Additionally, few were
motivated for this type of work, most could see little
future in remaining in RAInf, many were poorly
educated and 11 were discharged because their
continued service was not in the interest of the Army.

LT Collins (1992) discussed a number of
complaints the soldiers had about the Army. These
concerned boredom, poor resources (i.e. limited
ammunition, etc.) and poor leadership. However, he
concluded that “the most common[my italics]
complaint heard about the Corps, from the soldier
within it, is that he has no qualifications for further
employment once he leaves it”. (Collins, 1992; p.14).
This same conclusion was made by Graco (1978)
almost 14 years previously in his report on the
attitudes of RAInf Initial Employment Trainees
(IET’s). He stated that “those trainees who initially
had a negative attitude [to being in RAInf or
maintained a negative attitude toward the Corps did
so because they saw the training they were receiving
as being worthless in regard to their future life”
(Graco, 1978, p.19).

Previous Research on RAInf Discharges
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Five most frequently endorsed SSQ items that had
a “very considerable influence” on the decision to
discharge for soldiers aged between 18 - 26 years

% Endorsed 

SSQ Items RAInf All Other Corps
“To make a career 
change while still 64% 51%
young enough” 
“Insufficient reward 55% 46%
for overtime”
“Lack of excitement
and action in a 48% 16%
peacetime Army”
“Limited career 35% 21%
opportunities”
“Experience of abuse 35% 24%
of power”

Table 3



For a number of years the Army has surveyed
personnel who are exiting the service in order to
identify reasons for discharge. Although the SSQ
does not ask specifically about the desire to find
civilian recognised qualifications as a reason for
discharge, there are questions that give an indication
of this intention. Table 3 lists the five items most
frequently endorsed by junior (between 18 - 26 years)
RAInf soldiers discharging in 95/96, as having a
“very considerable influence” on their decision to
leave. For the 162 Infantry soldiers who completed
the SSQ in this period, the desire “to make a career
change while still young enough” was the most
widely endorsed reason for seeking discharge.
Although this item does not specifically target a lack
of satisfaction with current training, the desire to
change careers after only a short time in RAInf does
not disconfirm the conclusions reached by both
Collins (1992) and Graco (1978).

One point that has not been dealt with thus far, is
the perception of increased risk of personal injury for
combat soldiers in the course of their normal duties.
Many of the RAInf soldiers I have interviewed for
corps reallocation have stated, that although they enjoy
their combat careers, they cannot ignore the physical
risks associated with their employment. This concern
is not unfounded (Figure 2). Substantially more
soldiers are discharged as medically unfit from RA Inf
than any other corps in the Army (SCMA figures).
Although a number of these soldiers are removed from
Infantry Initial Employment Training (JET) due to
injury, Infantry work itself must also be viewed as an
occupational hazard. For a soldier who opts to remain
in a combat unit longer than his initial engagement, the
odds of eventually being injured will increase.

This is particularly the case for those soldiers who
serve in 3 RAR, where the risk of serious injury from
parachuting accidents is well known. These soldiers,
and others I have spoken to over the years, are acutely
aware of the risks of serious injury. Those that are
injured, soon learn that corps reallocation for a
downgraded “Grunt” is an up hill battle. For example,
in 1997/98 104 junior (<= 4 years service) RAInf

soldiers were discharged, 45 were assessed as
medically unfit for service, almost 4 times the number
for RAAOC (SCMA figures).

Whilst there is still relatively high youth
unemployment, and the Army continues to downsize,
meeting enlistment targets should remain achievable.
However, leaving aside the obvious expense of
continually replacing people who are already trained,
the Army is unlikely to be portraying itself in an
attractive light if it fails to deliver on promises made
in marketing campaigns. Trust is not a renewable
resource. Future recruiting will depend on the Army
being seen as a good employer by both the general
public, and, more importantly, by people who have
served. If we continue to discharge large numbers of
combat soldiers who are either injured (and left
unemployable within the military), or who feel there
is little future in continuing with military careers, it
seems unlikely they will promote the Army as a good
career to their friends, relatives or children.

For the Army to sustain a recruiting base, it must
begin to address the issues that concern soldiers most.
In the current climate of prolonged peace, where
combat skills are perceived as having a very limited
utility (despite their centrality to a Defence Force),
vocational training and job satisfaction for Combat
Arms troops should be issues of vital concern.

RecruitmentRisk of Injury

Results of the Soldier Separation
Questionnaire (SSQ)
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The following sections of this article look at three
different approaches to dealing with allocation
and wastage issues in the Army

Option 1. Mustering
One strategy being proposed by the Army as a

solution to problems with wastage, is to corps enlist
recruits along similar lines to the RAAF and Navy.
Such a strategy would remove much of the
uncertainty experienced by new recruits who enlist
into the Army. Nevertheless, there are potential costs
for the Army. At present all recruits who enlist are
soldiers first. They enlist in the knowledge that they
could be posted to a fighting unit and be deployed on
operations. Mustering risks undermining this aspect
of service, in that applicants enlist to specific trades
and are more likely to see themselves in terms of that
trade. Although the importance of operational duties
can be emphasised at recruiting, it is at least
conceivable that mustered soldiers will balk at having
to do duties they don’t perceive as part of their job
specification.

At the heart of the move towards mustering is the
belief that soldiers become disillusioned with service
life because they did not choose the corps they were
allocated to at basic training. However, as noted
earlier in this article, dissatisfaction with one’s corps
allocation is only part of the problem facing military
planners. High wastage occurs amongst junior combat
soldiers because they are either injured in the course
of their duties (and are not subsequently rehabilitated
and reallocated), or because many see no future for
themselves in these trades. If the “Army Plan”
succeeds in putting 65 per centof soldiers in the
Combat Force, there seems little doubt that the
number of soldiers leaving the Army will increase. In
this scenario, it is very unlikely that mustering will
overcome the problem of wastage; in fact, it is more
probable that such an approach will reduce the
number of available applicants for the combat arms.

Option 2. Payment of Retention Bonuses
The Army could try offering retention bonuses to

soldiers at the point of discharge, to encourage them
to stay. This system has been tried overseas (i.e. US
Army Retention Bounties), where defence budgets
are capable of funding such an approach. A similar
system is used by the ADF to keep pilots in the
military. Although retention bonuses are likely to be
popular with soldiers already intending to remain in
the service, it is doubtful whether they would be the
approach of choice for the ARA. Leaving aside the
costs involved, the choice to offer retention bonuses
does not address the problems currently being faced

by combat soldiers. Individuals who are injured
would still be discharged, and soldiers who fear
becoming financial conscripts are less likely to accept
financial inducements to stay. Furthermore, it may be
the case that the Army actually wants older soldiers to
leave the Combat Arms anyway, retaining only
young, fit soldiers in these employment areas.

Option 3. Mandatory Arms Training
The third proposal is to make initial service in the

Combat Arms mandatory for all GE applicants, prior
to re-allocation to another corps (this would also
apply to trade employments which would no longer
be offered to civilians). In other words, all soldiers
joining the Army (regardless of gender) would have
to be suitable for Arms training, be motivated for this
type of work, and be aware that this would be their
job for a specified period. By marketing the
excitement of being a soldier early in a soldier’s
career (as was done for the Ready Reserves), the
Army would be cashing in on its high profile and
would also be able to advertise precisely what new
recruits would be expected to do. Soldiers who enlist
under this scheme would then be free to re-allocate
after they have completed their training. In the event
of injury, every effort toward rehabilitation in a less
physical employment would be made. In this way the
Army meets it’s promise to provide occupational
training and a viable career.

The need to make enlistment to the Arms a
mandatory requirement for all GEs, is highlighted by
the experiences with a similar scheme in the Canadian
Forces (CF). The CF introduced the Land Operations
Trade Reassignment Program in the late 70s
(subsequently called the Land Operations Transfer
Program (LOTP)), in an effort to increase manpower
in combat units. This scheme promised preferential
trade re-allocation to soldiers after four years in an
arms corps role, however, it was less successful than
hoped and ultimately dropped as a form of enlistment.
Basically, the LOTP was unsuccessful because not all
CF enlisted personnel were recruited under this
scheme. When the young combat soldier reached the
stage where he could re-allocate, ongoing shortages in
combat personnel and the lack of vacancies in other
trade streams made re-allocation very difficult. Units
were reluctant to part with their trained men, thus
finalising a transfer could take years. Furthermore,
applicants were not always advised of their
employment suitability at the time of enlistment.
When they applied to re-allocate they were frequently
disappointed by the choices on offer. In the end many
of the soldiers who enlisted under the LOTP felt
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disgruntled and betrayed by the system (MacIntyre,
1997).

Not only does the concept of mandatory Arms
service work to overcome the ongoing problem of
under-manning in Arms Corps units, but it also
ensures a higher level of basic military skills
throughout the Army. Given the fact that the number
of personnel in the Army is shrinking, it is imperative
that all soldiers have sufficient military skills to
defend themselves. In a time of funding cuts and
downsizing, priority for field and weapons training is
generally given to Arms Corps personnel. However,
the recent employment of support troops for
potentially hazardous, international peacekeeping
duties highlights the fact that these soldiers also need
to feel confident in their military skills. Such
confidence is only achieved through intensive
training. It is doubtful whether soldiers who spend a
minimum of time each year out bush or on the range
develop this confidence.

It may be argued that a scheme which defines
Arms Corps service as temporary may itself
undermine the morale and effectiveness of combat
units, and this issue must be addressed. There are
potential problems in employing everyone in a
combat related role. Nonetheless, just as Ready
Reserve soldiers saw their combat training as simply
a phasein their careers, it is hoped that GEs will also
adopt a phased careers approach. If soldiers are made
aware that their future employment opportunities
(including retention in the Army) are dependent upon
their performance in their initial combat employment,
morale and effectiveness may actually improve under
the proposed new scheme. Ultimately, continued
service in an Arms Corps unit could become
“selective”, thus, the general status of the Profession
of Arms is likely to increase.

On the negative side, there is the issue of the
added expense of additional employment training
after the initial phase of combat service. However,
this training would have been undertaken by new
enlistees anyway so it is debatable if there would be
significant additional costs. Furthermore, most
soldiers being trained on re-allocation would be
seasoned troops with up to 2-3 years to decide on
their future career. A number will already have begun
preparation for the Adult Trade Training Scheme,
others may have participated in work experience
programmes to give them an insight into the various
jobs on offer. The very fact they have committed
themselves to completing combat service, would
suggest they are likely to need less overall training, be
more motivated and be capable of assimilating
training more readily than IETs direct from 1RTB.

Although the introduction of a mandatory Arms
training model would result in everyone enlisted
being exposed to similar physical risks, the main
difference between this model and others is its focus
on re-allocation. At present Infantry soldiers who are
injured are discharged in greater numbers than
soldiers in any other corps. Although this may reflect
the seriousness of the injuries suffered (or the
seriousness by which they are judged by Medical
Officers working within RAInf), it is also possible
that other corps’ are reluctant to take on medically
downgraded soldiers regardless of their ability to do
the job. In a mandatory Arms training model, medical
assessments would need to have a more global
approach. Current and future capacities and
incapacities would be taken into account, with
attention paid to the individual’s options across the
Army. Wherever possible emphasis would be towards
retention, rehabilitation and re-allocation to the most
suitable employment, either temporarily or
permanently. As injuries recover, movement back
into a career of the soldier’s choice should be made
available.

Certainly such an approach involves greater
expense, administration and effort, there is no
apology for this. However, one is compelled to ask
how long can we continue to afford the alternative?
In this author’s opinion, the benefits to be gained in
terms of increased morale and faith in the Army from
the soldiers within it are beyond any price value. For
too long the phrase “our people are our greatest asset”
has had a disturbingly hollow ring in the modern
Defence Force. By taking better care of ordinary
soldiers the Army would demonstrate that loyalty
isn’t a one way street.

Combat effectiveness constitutes the only
criterion by which any Defence Force can be judged.
The cornerstone of this effectiveness is the quality of
the personnel who do the fighting. Unfortunately, the
ARA appears to have substantial problems in the
employment of combat troops. Trained personnel
leave the Army in unacceptable numbers, taking with
them the experience and expertise that are essential to
the maintenance of combat effectiveness. The most
evident problems seem to be the perception that
Combat Arms skills have a limited utility, and that
serving as an Arms Corps soldier is not a long-term
career option (both because of the risks of injury and
the unlikely employment in a combat role in the
foreseeable future).

Conclusion
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The purpose of this article has been to discuss the
introduction of a radically new approach to the
employment of soldiers in Arms Corps units. By
making service in such units mandatory for all GEs,
prior to re-allocation to a support role, the Army
stands to gain in a number of ways. Not only will
manning in combat line units cease to be a problem,
but the increased presence of better trained, and
potentially more dedicated soldiers in support units
will enhance the combat effectiveness of the military
as a whole.

There are potential costs of this programme,
nevertheless, it is debatable whether the Army can
continue to afford the unnecessary wastage of trained
soldiers after only brief periods of service. Not only
are the high costs of recruiting and recruit training a
burden on the Defence Budget, but the potential bad
press that results from dissatisfied enlistees may
eventually undermine the Army’s ability to attract
future recruits. It is hoped that this proposal will
stimulate debate, and hopefully encourage planners to
look more proactively at the problems facing today’s
Arms Corps.

NOTES
1. The Ready Reserve Scheme involved one year of full-time

service in the Combat Arms, followed by three years part-time
service in the General Reserves. Potential recruits were made
well aware at enlistment that they were most likely to be
allocated to an Arms Corps. Because of the brief period of full
time service involved, and the generous financial benefits for
students who enlisted, the Ready Reserve scheme generally
attracted a healthy stream of applicants. These soldiers were
typically brighter and better educated than many GE applicants,
and anecdotal evidence suggests that the majority enjoyed their
twelve months full-time duty. Now that the scheme has been
abolished, it is difficult to determine the costs or benefits of
such an approach to the ADF.
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By Corporal Matthew N. Davies, AUST INT

Recent and ongoing unrest in our near neighbour
Indonesia has given onlookers an unprecedented

amount of journalism touching on matters perhaps
otherwise the preserve of government, defence and
diplomacy.  Much of the televised and print media
has saturated audiences with an often numbing
redundancy of “news” and images, such as that carton
of mie instantnoodles pillaged at first in Bandung,
and subsequently ad infinitum in TV networks and
living rooms around the world!

However, a new emphasis may have arisen in the
case of some media commentary which saw fit to
speculate on rumoured power struggles within the
senior echelons of Indonesia’s military.  While such
speculation may well have been just as unreal, or
“hyperreal”, as the visual infotainment proper, it
ought well prompt a reappraisal of how our
neighbour’s military structure functions.  In the
context of emergency levels of civil disorder,
Indonesia’s vast military intelligence apparatus
deserves our attention, just as it is no doubt given
special consideration by both its masters and subjects
in Indonesia itself.

This article is intended to provide a brief overview
of the structure and roles of intelligence functions and
commands of the Armed Forces of the Republic of
Indonesia (ABRI), early formative historical
influences, and some associated issues arising in
recent events.  An effort will be made throughout to
identify the following key characteristics of ABRI’s
intelligence apparatus:
• Centralised Multiplicity of Bureaucracies /

Command & Control Mechanisms – In
examining intelligence agencies, popular wisdom
has often preferred to highlight potential rivalries
in a perceived dualist bureaucratic structure, e.g.,
KGB – GRU, FBI – CIA, Abwehr – SD, and
BAKIN – BIA.  However, ABRI intelligence (as
with other nations’ systems) has a greater
complexity with several participating agencies, a

great many of their members and sources non-
military, and all ultimately responsible to the
Presidency itself. 

• Intensive and Universal Engagement of Society
– Intelligence tasks assume priority across all
ABRI commands and formations (there is no
distinct intelligence corps).  The entire Indonesian
society is targeted for involvement across all
classes via thorough infiltration amongst various
organisations, most of which have no ostensible
intelligence function.

• Authority to Perform Activist / Interventionist
Functions – Domestic surveillance is a routine
ABRI task not usually requiring any outside
“watchdog” check or approval from the judiciary,
while interventionist operations in civil matters
receive irregular judicial scrutiny.  Generally,
ABRI can carry out its missions of political
intervention and repression within an environment
of internal hierarchical accountability.
The driving purpose behind this account’s largely

descriptive treatment is to emphasise some striking
differences between ABRI’s evolving intelligence
infrastructure and comparable Australian institutions
we know today, and to reaffirm the need to examine
foreign orbat in the context of its own particular roles
and operational environment.  Given the limited space
available, any comparisons will be only cursory, and
it is hoped that the target readership naturally makes
its own more specific comparisons as part of a self-
consciously reflective process.

Attention will focus on the army and police, by far
the two largest of ABRI’s four services.  Air and
naval elements mostly contribute in a joint service
capacity under the aegis of the various intelligence
bureaucracies, besides their internal service roles.
Not surprisingly, there are no detailed sources
available on the subject of ABRI’s overseas
intelligence resources, and references focus on the
more intensive sphere of internal procedures and
operations.  A glossary is attached to assist those
unfamiliar with the more relevant terms from the
acronym-rich ABRI lexicon. 

Long before Australian involvement in counter-
insurgency conflicts in Southeast Asia, the
Netherlands East Indies had experienced Dutch
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methods of suppressing internal uprisings and dissent.
The Korps Marachausseerecruited native line
infantry, scouts and agents from as far afield as
Sumatera and Ambon for the colonial war against the
Sultanate of Aceh, for example, earning them
considerable infamy with the local populace and even
metropolitan Holland.1 The KNIL (Koninklijk
Nederlands-Indisch Leger)had a direct influence until
Japanese occupation, with such notable members as
the junior officers A.H. Nasution and Kawilarang.2

KNIL NCO Suharto was one of the few exceptions to
receive both Dutch and Japanese training.3

Dutch rule is often described as having been
characterised by “divide-and-rule” policies, especially
along lines of ethnicity, class and religion.4 The
Dutch East Indies’ intelligence arm PID has been
credited with sponsoring youths to infiltrate
Indonesian nationalist-Islamic groups such as
Muhammadiyah.5 This volatility of social divisions
has persisted as a major issue in Indonesian political
discourse, either in government rhetoric and action
promoting unity and the Pancasila ideology, or in
opposition criticism accusing the authorities of
manipulating precisely such divisions.6

Generally keen to be regarded as the liberator
from colonial oppression, the invading Japanese
military commands established indigenous forces in
accordance with their pan-Asian militarist ideology,
and the yet more pressing concerns of their war’s
defensive phase.  Relatively broad volunteer
participation was encouraged under the Japanese,
especially in the more populous Java, Madura and
Bali,7 and in contrast with the more selective colonial
Dutch mercenary system.  

The large proto-nationalist volunteer army Peta
was itself the creation of the Japanese Beppan
intelligence agency in Java, and intelligence training
was a feature from the start.8 The Japanese Army
trained Zulkifli Lubis in intelligence, prior to his work
in establishing the Indonesian intelligence system
from 1945 – Lubis himself influential in this field into
the 1970s.9 Also, from 1943, the Kempeitai counter-
intelligence body put to use local agents drawn from
Heiho auxiliaries.10 The post-war Indonesian
equivalents of the Heiho formations are to be found in
the Hansip (Civil Defence) and Wanra (People’s
Resistance) auxiliaries, normally under control of the
Home Affairs Ministry, but available to ABRI
command when circumstances deem it necessary.11

In a more radical development from Dutch
precedents, the Japanese 16th Army Command
headquartered in Bandung actively fostered the
creation of mass organisations such as the anti-
colonial “Three A Movement”, the youth organisation

Putera, and Miai (later in the war to become
Masjumi, an Islamic movement which survived into
the 1970s prior to incorporation into the PPP, or
United Development Party, and currently undergoing
a revival).  Free of the European distrust and fear of
Islam or Hinduism, Shinto-Buddhist Japan conversely
made no such collaborative efforts in the more
Christianised (and navy-controlled) eastern Indonesia,
also assumed to be more sympathetic to the Dutch
colonizers.12

The local underworld, too, was not exempt from
this active collaboration.  Sendenbu, 16th Army’s
psyops section, embraced indigenous, ethnic Chinese,
and European-descended Indonesians to form secret
guerilla groups with the sinister names “Black Fan”,
Chin Pan,and “Black Snake”, respectively.13

Japanese manipulation of street-gang thugs and
vagabonds clearly anticipated the present era’s
shadier side of Indonesia’s internal security, when
many accept as fact claims that some ABRI elements
regularly exploit such an unscrupulous human
resource to create sensational “diversions”, or to
effect more openly harsh and violent repression of
dissent.14 The ABRI influence is sometimes quite
obvious.  In 1990s Jakarta, gang members released
from prison are known as newly-promoted
“corporals”, while many associates of a well-known
East Timorese PPM thug, are themselves former
army auxiliaries once used in operations in the
troubled eastern province.15

As an adjunct to the Peta army, which trained so
many future Indonesian leaders, this extra socio-
political and para-military emphasis by the Japanese
in central Indonesia could be said to have had a wider
and more profound impact on the development of a
distinctly Indonesian intelligence culture.  Nowadays
these “ground-level” organisations, with their less
formal hierarchies, aid and augment military and
police elements, and can provide quite vast networks
of human intelligence (HUMINT).  Although hastily
conceived and activated during wartime occupation,
they may even be Imperial Japan’s most enduring
legacy in Indonesia.  This possibility was apparent in
the creation of the Hizbullah movement by First Task
Force guerilla command and Sendenbu.16 Fifty-
thousand strong by 1945, Hizbullah earned a
reputation as some of the most unrelenting
independence fighters against the Dutch.

The history of ABRI intelligence in the Soekarno
era deserves a whole separate treatment.  As part of
ABRI’s post-war development, rather than early
formative influences,it will not be examined in this
article.  Some aspects of recent New Order history to
be mentioned in passing are: the political tensions
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starting in the 1970s surrounding the rise and fall of
the powerful Opsus (“Special Ops”) under Ali
Murtopo in challenging Sumitro’s KOPKAMTIB;
Opsus” supplanting by BAKIN and the similarly
powerful Opsus successor under Moerdani’s
KOPKAMTIB of the ‘80s; the later attempt to curtail
KOPKAMTIB power in the creation of
BAKORSTANAS and; the change from BAIS to
BIA.  Detailed studies by Tanter and Bourchier in the
bibliography are two Australian examples well worth
further reading.

Recent defence cooperation has given ADF
members the chance to view ABRI indoctrination up
close.  The Indonesian Army Infantry Centre’s pocket
manual Buku Pinter, roughly an equivalent of the
Infantry Commanders Aide-Memoireand Staff Duties
in the Field,describes battalion intelligence section
duties very familiar to its Australian counterpart.
However, ABRI’s model places the battalion
Intelligence section (S-1), ahead of Tactical (S-2),
Personnel (S-3), and Logistics (S-4).  The “tactical”
staff appear to perform much the same duties as our
own operations staff, but are only described this way
in conjunction with their intelligence staff colleagues
in the staff planning phase.17 Also, whereas the
Indonesian battalion’s intelligence section is
responsible for coordinating with all collection
assets18, the tactical section directly coordinates
reconnaissance activities,19 in an obvious contrast with
its Australian (Ops) counterpart.  It is assumed that
the above would also hold true for the all-arms
KOSTRAD and its eighteen infantry battalions, its
armoured, engineer and artillery assets, as well as to
its brigade- and division-level staff elements. 

The above aspects go beyond the mere semantic
distinctions of staff nomenclature at battalion level,
and the difference from the Australian tradition of an
interdependent battalion Int Cell-Recon Platoon.20

The primacy enjoyed by ABRI battalion intelligence
personnel indicates the wider central role of
intelligence staff in ABRI compared with
conventional western defence force models.

A closer comparison can be made with our own
“low-level warfare” doctrine, but in this respect ABRI
has certainly had a head start.  Tactical symbols used
in ABRI map-marking reflect the extent to which
low-level operational priorities have already been
adapted to fit otherwise standard NATO
conventions.21 Separate police symbols feature

prominently and, together with army-specific
markings, cover all manner of social conditions and
events, be they political, ethnic, industrial- and
economic-related, criminal and other deviancy, and
even types of natural disasters and other geographical
anomalies.  Although the ADF has been long
acquainted with how to mark a map depicting
mechanised formations in, say Central Europe or the
Persian Gulf, low-level conditions have long been
less developed, often depending more on marginal
text than pictography.

The Buku Pinter gives another clue as to why
ABRI’s intelligence personnel have such a relatively
more central role than their western counterparts.
One of the battalion intelligence section’s stated tasks
is “protecting battalion members” loyalty towards the
Pancasila ideology”.22 This may equate to the
commissar’s role in Warsaw Pact model armies.
Hence, the implicitly wider political importance
attached to ABRI intelligence functions, consistent
with Indonesia’s history and contemporary socio-
political environment.

The cornerstone of ABRI’s infrastructure is the
system of territorial commands covering  every
province and special area.  Ten KODAMs head
military hierarchies parallel with, and complimentary
to, local civil administration at the levels of province,
regency, district / municipality, sub-district, and
village / township.  Most KODAMs cover several
provinces.  KOREMs, at the next echelon down, may
cover a separate province or regency, while the lower
KODIMs match the boundaries of a district or
municipality.  Below KORAMIL at the sub-district
level, NCOs are responsible for direct monitoring,
liaison and interaction within the civil community at
the furthest reaches of the territorial apparatus.
Additionally, each KODAM contains from three to
twelve infantry battalions, plus other arms units.23

Complimenting the KODAM’s territorial
intelligence structure is the Denintel (Int Det), as in
the East Java KODAM V Int Det HQ allegedly
involved in the Marsinah case,24 or Lowry’s study of
the West Java KODAM III organisation, which has
the Int Det at battalion minus strength.25 These
detachments should not be confused with the Satgas
Intel, which will be discussed later.

The territorial intelligence chain-of-command
runs from the Asintel at KODAM staff level, through
the KOREM – KODIM intelligence sections, and on

The Nationwide Army Territorial
Intelligence “Core”

Infantry Battalion / KOSTRAD
Intelligence
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to the KORAMIL and the Baurkonsos which, in turn,
administer the Village Guidance NCOs, or Babinsa.
As then Brigadier General Sjafrie Sjamsoeddin
explained in September 1997, the Babinsa works as
the “eyes and ears” with partners who add to the local
knowledge.  These partners may be businessmen or
academics, for example.  Sjafrie describes this close
liaison as the basis of the Sistem Hankamrata,or
Universal People’s Defence and Security System.26

The concept of intelligence staff operating in near-
exact parallel with the local civil administration is not
a new one, as seen from Australian Army doctrine of
the 1960s, or in Kitson’s command during the
Malayan emergency.  Also using the term
“territorial”, 27 the 1965 manual Counter
Revolutionary Warfarespecifies that “a single
integrated intelligence organisation must be built by
incorporating both civil and military...intelligence
elements (which) should where possible be based on
the government administrative structure...‘.28 Joint
operations-intelligence rooms were to be “established
at territorial, regional, provincial and district levels”.29

Interestingly, in an echo of ABRI’s Babinsavillage
security system, the manual discusses the importance
in consolidation psyops of “the values and attitude
systems that provide the binding force in village
life”. 30

The numerous Police Regions (POLDA) parallel
the civil administration more closely than the army
territorial structure, especially since ABRI’s 1985
reorganisation.  ABRI Commander-in-Chief
(PANGAB) delegates national command and
coordination via the KAMTIBMAS (Public Order
and Security) staff, who also manage the large
civilian reserves when required.  Directly below the
President, MENKOPOLKAM, the Coordinating
Minister for Politics and Security, assists in wider
coordination outside the services.  The key point to
note is that for non-routine security purposes, POLRI
effectively comes under command and control of
ABRI (army) staff, as in the recent arrangements in
Jakarta, where Jakarta’s Police Commander became
the deputy to Jakarta’s KODAM Commander.31

Police intelligence assets can also be brought into
coordinated operations with their army counterparts.
INTELPAMPOL, Police Intelligence and Security,
has units at POLDA level, and is said to have
undergone recent expansion.32 It has some degree of
involvement in investigating cases of urban unrest, as

in April 1996 gang violence in Medan.33 Since each
KODAM commander has local BAKORSTANAS
authority, subordination of police resources can be
determined in accordance with local army
requirements, as with PHH (riot control) and
BRIMOB (Police Mobile Brigade) formations.
Police intelligence and detective branches would be
no exception. 

Formed in 1988 out of the KOPKAMTIB system
last headed by General L.B. Moerdani,
BAKORSTANAS was set more confined arbitrary
powers.  These arbitrary powers effectively provide
PANGAB with responsibility to coordinate the
activity of civil agencies in dealing with unrest, but
only calling on direct military supervision when
matters are outside the capacity and role of their civil
partners.  Former head of POLRI Sanoesi has alluded
to the jurisdictional discretion exercised by police in
referring cases of student dissent to higher
coordination by BAKORSTANAS.34 Inspectors
represent BAKORSTANAS’ security concerns in all
government departments.35

The provinces see BAKORSTANAS powers
delegated to KODAM level via BAKOR-
STANASDA, whose powers may be temporarily
passed on further to KOREM or KODIM in
exceptional circumstances.  BAKORSTANASDA
powers include the command of local satgas, lit. task
units, for intelligence duties alongside, but
independent of, the organic KODAM apparatus.  The
flexibility implied in BAKORSTANAS’ duties
would suggest satgas composition and structure as a
matter determined by local KODAM staff, as is
consistent with the term satgas itself.  Its
KOPKAMTIB precursor had a satgasintel under
command of a KODAM Asintel appointee,36 and this
arrangement probably remains.  Otherwise known as
Satgas Bakorstanasda,these units deploy throughout
a KODAM as required, bypassing normal chains-of-
command at lower levels.

Satgas Bakorstanasda Jaya,37 or Satgas Inteldam
Jaya,38 has been noted in the arrest of PRD
(Democratic People’s Party) members39 and in the
questioning of Sofyan Wanandi over the Tanahtinggi
bomb case.40 The case was politically too sensitive
and volatile for normal army territorial or police
work, but the bomb case shows at least initial police
involvement in detaining PRD affiliates.41

BAKORSTANAS

POLRI – Indonesian National Police
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Another aspect of the Satgas Bakorstanasdais the
use of questionnaires to obtain data on socio-political
attitudes, as seen in Tanter’s examples from 1980s
KOPKAMTIB Satgas Intel Labour dispute
interventions.42 Such questionnaires are common to
lower echelons of the apparatus, and are probably
essential in determining the level of security
appropriate to a particular area.  But as Tanter points
out, citing European cases, their longer-term use
cannot be ruled out as retrievable data on individuals
for later surveillance.43 Several of the questions seem
to aim at subjects tolerant of dissenting views, in a
remarkable contrast to the questionnaires made
famous in the Berkeley research begun in 1943 by
Adorno’s team using typologies to ascertain
ethnocentric and fascist psychological trends.
Whereas the former base their questions on a premise
of authoritarian submissiveness as “normal”, the latter
sees in this the “negative” type – less tolerant of
difference and creativity.  Indonesia’s ethnic and
religious diversity, and indeed Pancasilaideology,
may be at odds with such a mindset, and
questionnaires of that nature may be damaging to the
nation’s future development.

The acronym BAKORINDA implies some
connection to BAKIN – the expansions of each differ
only in the former being regional and the latter
national.  The possible BAKIN link is yet to be
confirmed, and may be mere coincidence, but it
would indicate a significant external involvement in
business otherwise exclusively ABRI-controlled via
BIA and the KODAMs.  BAKORINDA is a rather
problematic part of this study, because so much of its
structure is unknown to existing sources.  However,
Lowry describes BAKORINDA as the local
Intelligence Coordinating Body comprising
“representatives of the four services, as appropriate,
the Social-political Directorate of the Ministry of
Home Affairs, and the public prosecutor’s office”.44

Lowry’s description of the organisation is in the
context of local coordination of territorial assets, i.e.
KODAM intelligence assets.  Given the presence of a
police representative, this would likely involve
coordination of local police intelligence also.  These
may include intelligence staff down to KODIM (and
POLRES levels), or organic intelligence detachments
and police security investigation teams.  It is most
likely that BAKORINDA works at provincial level as
similar acronyms would suggest, but a descending

chain of command and control may also operate.  Of
course, flexibility in response to local conditions may
well determine unique variations.  BAKORINDA’s
relationship to BAKORSTANASDA is also unclear,
but its staff composition hints at external “watchdog”
status.

The ABRI Intelligence Agency (BIA) was
originally directly subordinate to PANGAB, but since
1995 has been headed by an appointee to the ABRI
General Staff.  As with BAKIN, BIA is responsible
for overseas matters and business involving foreign
nationals.  In addition to analysis of information
passed via the territorial commands to its sections,
BIA operates its own independent collection units, or
satgas, as attachments to the major commands.45

Coordination is possibly achieved via local
commands or BAKORINDA to avoid compromise or
duplication of effort, though this aspect of BIA’s
functions remains unclear, since duplication of effort
may in fact be one of its other functions in providing
higher command with a means to check the reliability
of its various other intelligence branches.   

BAKIN’s influence has waxed and waned since
its creation in 1968, especially after the political
volatility surrounding the Opsus – domestic special
operations – run by former BAKIN deputy Ali
Murtopo until the late ‘70s.  Lowry assesses BAKIN
as having the most responsibility in strategic
assessment.46 Its several directorates manage overseas
intelligence in accordance with its operational
authority and, as its name specifies, coordination of
domestic (national) intelligence matters.47 The latter
is done via the various government departments,
including Foreign Affairs (DEPLU), Home Affairs
(DEPDAGRI), the State Cryptographic Institute
(LSN), Attorney General (JAKGUNG), as well as
ABRI and the Defence and Security Ministry.48

State Cryptographic Institute (LSN)
Junior Attorney General for Intelligence
(JAMINTEL) 
Socio-Political Directorate Ministry Home Affairs
(DITSOSPOL)

In referring to LSN’s budget allocations, Lowry
assesses that LSN probably has very limited strategic

BAKIN

BIA

BAKORINDA
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signals intelligence capability, and that its main
functions are likely security-oriented in the encryption
of national communications, and ECCM.49

Tanter’s research indicates that the Junior
Attorney General for Intelligence is responsible for
coordinating the intelligence apparatus in the legal
aspects of intelligence matters, especially as they may
pertain to investigation, detention and prosecution.  In
respect to “the entry of foreign intelligence contrary to
Pancasila and the Indonesian nation”, Tanter sees a
possible disinformation role,50 but this could be just
specifically political censorship.

Home Affairs’ Socio-Political Directorate liaises
with ABRI Socio-Political Affairs staff and assists in
the conduct of elections.51 It also watches over the
variously categorised ex-political prisoners52 (and
perhaps also their families), based on information
passed from the furthest echelons of the civil
administration at the neighbourhood level (RT/RW).  

Best known as the Indonesian equivalent of
SASR and other special forces, KOPASSUS has
undergone expansion from the mid ‘90s.  In yet
another indicator of the diffusion of intelligence
responsibilities amongst senior command, Lowry’s
research finds KOPASSUS’ internal security roles as
falling within the responsibilities of ABRI’s
Operations (Asops)and Socio-Political (Kassospol)
staff.53 It is unconfirmed whether ABRI’s Air Force
(PASKHASAU) and Navy (KIPAM & PASKA)
special forces equivalents are managed the same way.

The Special Forces arm now has five groups, one
of which, Group IV based in Cijantung, Jakarta,
works specifically as an intelligence unit.54 It is
uncertain whether the co-located counter-terrorist
Group V (previously Detachment 81) participates
directly in intelligence operations when not tasked
with an identified terrorist contingency.  From 1971,
KOPASSUS’ precursor KOPASSANDHA
comprised two commando and two intelligence
groups55.  In light of the similar high strength states of
1971 KOPASSANDHA and 1997 KOPASSUS, and
the nature of the counter-terrorist role, it is quite
possible that Group V also performs an intelligence
function, either specific to its own mission or as
directed in support of other formations.

The recent considerable increase of three to three-
and-a-half thousand new personnel56 indicates the
likely creation of new battalions or detachments in
both the Commando Groups I and II, as well as the

two specialist Groups IV and V (Group III is the
training group).  Besides television footage showing
conspicuous red-bereted soldiers known to be
KOPASSUS, black-clad troops with no identifying
insignia in Jakarta and Pontianak may well have been
members of Groups V attached in direct support of
local KODAMs.57 Typically for counter-terrorist
troops, the black garb worn by KOPASSUS
personnel in photos reveals no rank or unit insignia.58

Quoting several sources, Bourchier points to
KOPASSANDHA’s prominence in the extra-judicial
death-squad killings of the 1980s, or Petrus
(“mysterious shootings”).59 Adding to this “dirty
tricks” image is the rumoured connection between
former KOPASSUS Commander Prabowo Subianto
and the afore-mentioned East Timorese PPM trusties
led by Hercules.60 A Dili-based KOPASSUS sub-unit
has been mentioned as the SGI (Satuan Tugas
Intelijen, lit. “Intelligence Task Unit”),61 which would
follow the usual flexible ABRI method of forming a
satgas outside of formal structures to meet specific
task requirements.  The East Timorese Gardapaksi (a
pro-integration youth group) has been said to have
assisted SGI operations by conducting infiltration and
“ninja” terror in East Timor.62 Four hundred
Gardapaksi were rumoured to have undergone
KOPASSUS training in Jakarta in 1995.63 Another
rumoured Prabowo link is the controversy
surrounding Sofyan Wanandi in the Tanahtinggi
bomb case.64 Several activists, and academic George
Aditjondro in an SBS TV interview, have confidently
asserted that KOPASSUS personnel were “behind the
disappearances” of prominent students beginning
early 1998.  Some have claimed that KOPASSUS
must have been responsible for the shootings at
Trisakti campus in May.  Sheridan relayed such
claims against KOPASSUS, “...especially its
intelligence unit...” in an article published not long
after the presidential succession in May 1998.65

Sheridan expanded on these suspicions “based on
reliable sources” claiming that in mid May PANGAB
General Wiranto had deployed thousands of troops
from KODAM III to face off impending challenges
from forces commanded by then KOSTRAD
Commander, and former KOPASSUS chief,
Lieutenant General Prabowo.66 Sheridan’s “reliable
source” may be one of disinformation for certain
political ends, sensationalism for personal gain, or the
most accurate account yet of how near Indonesia
came to civil war at that time.  As Sheridan himself
cautions at the article’s beginning: “...much of what
happens is never known.”

KOPASSUS and Rumours of a 
Military Elite “Mafia”
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In a system largely dependent upon human
intelligence, it can be said that ABRI forms the
hegemonic part of a pervasive Indonesia-wide
HUMINT network.  The environment is of an activist
nature, in which ideas, opinions and beliefs, or even
the apparent lack thereof, become the key terrain in
the overall operational struggle, whereas organised
political society becomes the vital ground – in a true
weltanschauungskrieg.Addresses, personal data,
contacts, etc., amount to the routine tactical details
most important to functionaries working at the front.
This applies equally to the more “military” areas of
counter-insurgency operations in East Timor, Irian
Jaya, and Aceh.  In short, an environment
overwhelmingly devoted to counter-intelligence
activity.  So widespread is the apparatus’ influence
that even modern Indonesian slang has a word for it –
pentium – in a play on corporate computer branding.67

One major difficulty analysing ABRI’s
intelligence apparatus is the ever-present bureaucratic
overlap between military and civilian affairs as a
result of ABRI’s dwifungsi, or dual functioning role
in society.  The ruling GOLKAR party’s active ABRI
support has been an officially-acknowledged reality
since the early ’70s.  Serving and retired ABRI
members participate in many civilian circles,
including government, the judiciary, civil service and
industry, to the extent that comparisons with the ADF
often seem meaningless.

The influential State Secretariat (Sekneg) controls
and vets all civilian personnel in departmental
appointments on behalf of the President.68 But the
ubiquitous presence of ABRI personnel, even in
Sekneg itself, could also involve Sekneg in ABRI
intelligence matters.  A 1995 report to the President
alleging corruption by the Transport Minister –
allegedly leaked by Sekneg – referred to a BIA file on
a prominent BPPT and ICMI figure.69 Some claimed
that a Sekneg-Department of Defence and Security
faction was competing with a BPPT-ICMI faction.70

These factors should not be underestimated when
considering the ABRI intelligence apparatus’
potentially vast influence in Indonesian politics.

At lower socio-economic levels, too, ABRI’s
engagement of Indonesian society ensures that less
empowered third parties can act as de factoagents or
“soldiers”.  Some are lured by employment prospects
or other opportunities, or concerned about the
consequences of not conforming to the “national
interests” defined by the state leadership, but critical

local observers more often address the latter fear of
consequences.71 Fear and paranoia in the community
of any highly-bureaucratised state can cause people to
automatically identify with the state’s priorities before
even thinking in terms of a distinct civil society.  This
danger is especially apparent in totalitarian states,
from Renaissance Venice to this century’s fascist /
Stalinist regimes, and is an important recurring theme
in Indonesian political discourse.72

Another point to address is the intelligence
apparatus’ activist or repressive roles in society,
besides its surveillance and other collection tasks.  As
Tanter says referring to Donner’s study of US models,
one potential role of intelligence systems is “political
intervention, either...in overt repression or covert
action”,73 as Tanter amply clarifies in his study of
ABRI intelligence.  Overt repressive measures are
obvious in reports of arrests, interrogations, and
pencekalan(black-listing), and formal trial and
imprisonment of dissidents.  Covert action is the
domain of infiltration, kidnapping, petrus killings,74

and manipulated mob violence often accused by
human rights activists as being ABRI’s stock-in-
trade.75 The territorial apparatus’ command and
socio-political elements, in particular, are alleged to
have conducted political intervention during election
periods, as claimed in legal actions over the 27 July
1996 chaos at the Indonesian Democratic Party (PDI)
headquarters in Central Jakarta.76 Whether one
regards such events as wayward anomalies or actions
sanctioned by the highest authorities, the very
perception of ABRI involvement suggests an
“intelligence state” not averse to using terror to
achieve its aims.

We could often assume that other nations’
military intelligence organisations are, by their nature,
necessarily quite similar organisms to our own – a
process described by Eliot Cohen as “mirror-
imaging”.77 On the other hand, there is the equally
dangerous temptation to regard a foreign model’s
apparent bureaucratic complexity as some indication
of disorder, or even ineptitude and amateurish
operational and administrative capabilities.  Some
might see in the ABRI intelligence model’s more
elaborate higher-echelon command and control
arrangements the signs of innately authoritarian and
inflexible tendencies in their leadership culture.

Notwithstanding such possibilities in any
organisation anywhere, it ought to be remembered

Conclusions

An “Intelligence Culture”
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that ABRI’s intelligence apparatus has, from its very
inception, continually applied its skills in an ongoing
engagement of the wider Indonesian society.  Most
importantly for a nation’s body politic used to internal
threats, the many intertwining strands of Indonesia’s
military intelligence apparatus may well provide the
state leadership its most durable source of strength in
a crisis, i.e., political durability.  Conversely, a single
loose thread in ABRI’s intelligence braid could cause
the fraying of the services’ broader cohesion, and
therefore of the entire fabric of Indonesian society.  In
this respect, the overlapping presence of military (and
civil) authorities inside the various branches of the
apparatus appears to have evolved as a check to such
a danger.

Ironically, much-vaunted western liberal-
democratic models of the state, with inbuilt “checks
and balances” and “separation of powers” may in a
crisis be more vulnerable to undue influence from
their own relatively untested intelligence services than
are developing democracies, such as Indonesia, to
their own systems, longer experienced in monitoring
and repressing radicalist challengers.  In such extreme
situations, perhaps Indonesia’s thoroughly tested
intelligence bodies are more adequately bound than
our own by elaborate structural checks and balances.
The May 1998 presidential succession further
indicates such self-regulation, despite persistent
media speculation about command rivalries,
impending coups d’etat, civil war, etc.

This is hardly to imply that more stable developed
states should activate their domestic intelligence arms
on a much wider scale in preparation for such
unforeseen crises.  Rather, a western democracy
facing internal threats in the future may find itself
referring to developing-world models already suitably
evolved from such experience.

In the Indonesian case, though, it would be
extremely careless to understate the potential for any
future challenge to the state by elements of the
intelligence apparatus, especially as that state attempts
to withstand severe social and economic pressures.  In
light of Indonesia’s recent internal unrest
accompanied by urgent pleas and demands for
sweeping political reform, greater accountability, and
restriction on the executive bodies’ power, decisions
within ABRI’s intelligence bodies could become even
more crucial to the nation’s future direction.

The Indonesian political scene is arguably more
delicate now than in the mid 1960s.  This still
unresolved history of transition clearly demonstrates
that ABRI is no stranger to quite radical restructuring,
and the current reformasi era represents a major
challenge as much to ABRI as to the civil
administration.  This important reform phase may go
unnoticed by those observers more attentive to overt
displays of armed might and the often opposing
demands for new interpretations of such concepts as
“security” and “justice”.
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The Indonesian Intelligence Complex
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(1) Broken lines show main coordinating links, while solid lines show authority in the intelligence context.
(2) Separate service chiefs, KOSTRAD, and other ABRI staff appointments omitted for clarity.
(3) Community liaison as examples only, and may occur laterally and at higher levels, as required.
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GLOSSARY 
Asintel: Asisten Intelijen – Assistant for Intelligence (to Chiefs of
Staff)
BAKIN: Badan Koordinasi Intelijen Negara – State Intelligence
Coordinating Body
BAKORINDA: Badan Koordinasi Intelijen Daerah – Regional
Intelligence Coordinating Body 
BAKORSTANAS(DA): Badan Koordinasi Pemantapan
Stabilitas Nasional (Daerah) – (Regional) Coordinating Body for
the Consolidation of National Stability
Babinsa: Bintara Pembinaan Desa – Village Guidance NCO
(village / township liaison)
Banpol: Pembantu Polisi – Police auxiliary / assistant
Baurkonsos: Bintara Urusan Kondisi Sosial – NCO Managing
(local) Social Conditions
BIA: Badan Intelijen ABRI – ABRI Intelligence Body
Kassospol: Kepala Staf Sosial Politik – Chief of Socio-Political
Staff
KasumABRI: Kepala Staf Umum ABRI – ABRI Chief of General
Staff
KODAM: Komando Daerah Militer – Military Area / Region
Command
KODIM: Komando Distrik Militer – Military District Command
KOPASSANDHA: Komando Pasukan Sandi Yudha – Special
Action (lit. “warfare”) Forces Command
KOPASSUS: Komando Pasukan Khusus – Special Forces
Command
KOPKAMTIB: Komando Operasi Pemulihan Keamanan dan
Ketertiban – Operational Command for the Restoration of Order
and Security
KORAMIL: Komando Rayon Militer – Military Sub-District /
Sector Command
KOREM: Komando Resort Militer – Military Resort / Provincial
Command
KOSTRAD: Komando Strategis Cadangan Angkatan Darat –
Army Strategic Reserve Command
MENHANKAM: Menteri Pertahanan dan Keamanan –
Defence & Security Minister
Ormas: Organisasi Massal – ”Mass” Organisation (including
PP, PPM, etc.)
POLDA: Kepolisian Daerah – Police Area / Region
POLRES: Kepolisian Resort – Police Resort (Precinct)
POLSEK: Kepolisian Sektor – Police Sector
Satpam: Satuan Pengamanan – Security Guards (Private Sector)
Siskamling: Sistem Keamanan Lingkungan – Environmental /
Neighbourhood Security System
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By Professor Paul Dibb, Australian National
University

“The comparative advantage that now counts is
the application of knowledge”

Peter Drucker

This article is part of a longer study into the
revolution in military affairs and security in the

Asian region.1

Australian defence thinking is undergoing an
important change. It recognises that, if it is to fight
and win in the combat environment of the 21st
century, it must have a decisive advantage. That
advantage will no longer lie in the sophistication of
our military platforms but – so official policy
proclaims – it will rest with “the knowledge edge”.
What is meant by this catchy term? Does it provide
credible guidance for the future force structure? Are
we putting too much emphasis on this idea and
risking some of our more traditional force structure
priorities? How comprehensive is the concept of the
knowledge edge as a force structure priority? Can it
form the basis for the ADF’s operational doctrine?
And what are its implications for the organisation,
structure and education of the ADF?

This article is not concerned with describing the
technological characteristics of the future. Rather, it
focuses on the defence policy issues of what is
important, and what is unimportant, in planning the
ADF for the next century.

Australia has long sought to have a margin of
military superiority over any credible military threat.
Invasion has long been judged to be incredible. But
less serious military contingencies, involving direct
threat to Australia or its vital interests, have been at
the core of Australian defence planning for more than
two decades. The Howard Government’s defence
policy also envisages regional contingencies further

afield, and at higher levels of conflict, that could have
an influence on force planning.2

In all these potential situations, it is recognised
that Australia could not afford to take heavy
casualties in combat or lose substantial numbers of
platforms. The relatively small size of our population
base, and the demanding nature of Australia’s
geography, have placed a premium on having a small
but potent defence force on regional standards.

But ever since the late 1970s, at least, defence
planners in Canberra have recognised that our
traditional advantage – in terms of the sophistication
of the ADF’s platforms – was being eroded. For
example, the 1976Defence White Paper,stated that
Australia should use “suitably high technology” in
our weapons systems, equipment, training and
support and that we should aim to maintain our
“present relatively favourable position, and be
prepared to increase selectively the technological
level” of our forces.3

The 1987 Defence White Papergave priority to
the concept of defence in depth and observed that in
many cases “the ability to apply advanced technology
effectively provides the only real solution to many
aspects of defending our vast continent and our
interests in surrounding maritime areas”.4 It went on,
however, to note that this does not always imply the
acquisition of the most advanced “state-of-the art”
equipment: Australia should favour advanced
technology where it confers an operational advantage,
reduces manpower or life-cycle costs, avoids early
obsolescence or the need for additional equipment,
simplifies operation and support, or where it is
otherwise particularly suited to Australia’s strategic
circumstances.5 The White Paperwarned that the
cost-effective use of technology requires specialist
expertise to discriminate between alternative
technological options, to modify equipment and in
some circumstances to develop indigenous
equipment.6

The 1987 Defence White Paperacknowledged
that there are some important Australian defence
requirements not readily met by systems available
overseas. For the first time, the indigenous
development of intelligence, surveillance and sensor
equipment, together with associated command and
control systems, were identified as a priority.7 But the
White Paperfailed to give clear guidance in this
regard when it came to force structure priorities.

The Knowledge Edge  and Australian
Defence Planning

Introduction

The Relevance of the Knowledge Edge



Thus, whilst intelligence and surveillance were given
the first priority for the Australian Defence Force
(ADF) and its development, command, control and
communications came last and there was little
attention to the details of how Australia was to retain
a technological advantage as distinct from having
superior combat aircraft, submarines, surface ships
and battlefield helicopters.8

The 1994Defence White Paperfocused heavily
on the economic growth of Asia and what this
implied for the technological capabilities and military
potential of the region and for the scale and intensity
of combat which could be sustained against
Australia.9 It was foreshadowed that the range of
military options available to many regional nations
would grow quite quickly.10 And, as a result, the
planning and development of Australia’s defence
effort would need to take account the increased
capabilities which could be brought to bear against
Australia.11 This focus on capabilities rather than
threats enabled the ADF to give priority to the
demands of so-called short-warning conflict, as
capabilities in the region increased. Planning was
based on the judgement that increasing military
capabilities in the region would be maintained, and

may accelerate. In particular, “the greater accuracy
and lethality of weapons systems demands greater
attention to stealth, deception and self-defence
capabilities, particularly of key assets”.12 It was noted
that the range at which engagements can occur is
increasing, that the demand for accurate and timely
information is becoming greater, and that effective
command and control of force elements will be
necessary for survivability (and that the vulnerability
of essential command and control systems to
countermeasures is increasing).13

The 1994 Defence White Paperstressed that
because of these developments Australia could no
longer sustain a technological edge over the full range
of capabilities that could be brought to bear against it.
Therefore, the ADF would have to become more
selective about identifying those areas in which it
needed to maintain a decisive lead and give priority to
them.14 Among the key areas where excellence
needed to be developed, and which were needed to
give Australia a “decisive edge where it counts most”,
were:15

• intelligence, evaluation and distribution;
• surveillance and reconnaissance;
• command and control;
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1987 1994

1. Intelligence & surveillance 1. Command, control and communications
2. Nuclear, biological and chemical warfare 2. Intelligence collection and evaluation
3. Strike and interdiction 3. Surveillance of maritime areas and northern

Australia
4. Maritime warfare 4. Maritime operations
5. Air warfare 5. Air defence
6. Land warfare 6. Land operations
7. Command, control and communications 7. Strategic strike

8. Support of the Force

1997

1. The Knowledge edge
a) intelligence
b) command arrangements and command support systems
c) surveillance of maritime approaches

2. Defeating threats in the maritime approaches
a) air superiority
b) defeating ships

3. Strike

4. Land Forces
a) defeating hostile land forces
b) surveillance of land targets
c) response

Table 1: Comparative Force Structure Priorities in the 
Defence White Papers for 1987, 1994 and 1997



• key weapons and sensors; and
• electronic warfare.

In particular, command, control and
communications were seen as areas in which
Australia needed to maintain a high degree of
excellence.16

The military trends identified in the 1994 Defence
White Paperwith regard to potential regional
capabilities were emphasised even more in the new
Government’s 1997 Defence policy document,
Australia’s Strategic Policy.17 Maintaining Australia’s
relative strategic standing is seen in this document as
“an historic challenge” because of the growing
economic strength of regional countries and the
expectation that this would give rise to strongly
growing defence budgets and greatly improved
military capabilities.18 As in the 1994 Defence White
Paper,these trends were seen as having an impact on
the scale and intensity of combat which could be
sustained by regional forces, which would widen the
range of military options available to them.

This was seen as significant for Australia’s force
planning and gave rise to an important change in
force structure priorities (see Table 1). Greater
emphasis is given in the 1997 Defence policy
document to defeating attacks in Australia’s maritime
approaches and less emphasis is given to defeating
attacks on land.19 More priority is given to strike and
amphibious operations and air power is given much
greater emphasis. All this reflects a different strategic
approach by the Howard Government (which sees
forward regional military operations as more likely),
but it also shows serious concern about technological
developments in the region and the capacity of
putative adversaries to operate with greater intensity
in Australia’s neighbourhood. Hence, combat aircraft,
submarines and surface combatants (in that order),
supported by well-developed intelligence,
surveillance and command and control systems, are
seen as Australia’s first line of defence and its highest
priority.20

Which brings us to the concept of the so-called
“knowledge edge”. This term, which was first used in
public in the 1997 Defence policy document,
Australia’s Strategic Policy, is meant to be different
from the American concept of the Revolution in
Military Affairs (RMA). The US concept of the
RMA, which Admiral Bill Owens and Joseph Nye
have described as “the system of systems”,21 is an

extremely high technology, expensive and
comprehensive approach to modern warfare. It was
demonstrated, but in a fairly primitive way, in the
1991 Gulf War. Since then, both the technologies and
the concepts of using precision, real-time weapons
have moved on considerably.

But it needs to be clearly understood that the US
concept of the RMA/system of systems is not
necessarily wholly relevant to Australia’s strategic
circumstances, even as a scaled-down version. Every
Australian defence planner needs to remember that
there are limits to Australia’s defence capability and
that marching down the American RMA path, except
in a highly focused and discerning way, will lead to a
force structure that is too ambitious and too
expensive. As usual in defence planning, it all comes
down to affordable priorities.

The 1997 Defence policy document recognises
these challenges by referring to the need to set
benchmarks based on the military capabilities likely
to exist in the region over the next 15 years, as a
reasonable guide to the types of military capabilities
Australia should be able to counter.22 The traditional
assumption that Australia’s forces will have an
automatic technological edge over others in the region
is no longer plausible. Individual platforms and
weapon systems will now need to be carefully
assessed against the leading regional capabilities
likely over the next 15 years or so.

But we cannot expect to be the leader in
everything: for example, Australia does not need to
excel in heavy armoured warfare if it does not expect
to operate in that environment, either in the north of
Australia or overseas. Australia’s Strategic Policy
identifies two key areas where Australia needs to
prevail:
• having the capability to deny our sea and air

approaches to any credible regional force; and
• maintaining a strong regional presence as a

maritime power.23

In both of these areas the key to maintaining an
Australian superiority is having better intelligence,
surveillance and command and control arrangements.

Australia’s Strategic Policyin fact gives the
highest priority to these three force elements. It
identifies Australia’s ability to use and manage
information technology as one of the areas where we
can maintain and aspire to continuing excellence.24

My own research shows that, compared with other
countries in the Asia-Pacific region (except the US),
Australia can aspire to excellence not only in these
areas but also in systems integration skills and
Integrated Logistic Support (ILS).25 These are two
little understood but crucial areas if a country is to

The Knowledge Edge and the RMA
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succeed in the RMA. And, in general, the region is
highly deficient in these skills: to excel in systems
integration and ILS, regional countries will have to
encourage a much more challenging and innovative
approach to defence. In Japan and Singapore there
seems to be some recognition of this fact, although
there are deep-seated social (and political) factors
resisting the kind of radical change that is needed.

One of the major policy problems for Australia is
that as America’s closest ally, and the country in the
Asia-Pacific with the most advanced military and
technological skills in these key areas, we need to
keep up with the demands of interoperability with US
forces. There is a balance here between the demands
of interoperability and the priority task of the defence

of Australia and our own vital interests. The latter
may not always be synonymous with those of the US.

Australia’s defence policy recognises that
achieving the lower levels of interoperability can be
relatively inexpensive and need have no direct
influence on wider capability development
decisions.26 But it will only deliver a modest capacity
to cooperate and limit the combined capability of
cooperating forces. Close cooperation with the US
will require a wider range of communications links
and, at the higher end of cooperative engagement
concepts, common or compatible systems and
platforms and shared logistic capabilities. Developing
interoperability with US RMA-capable forces will be
expensive, particularly in communications, sensors
and signal processing.
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The 1997 defence policy document notes that as
combat capability is increasingly tied to continual real
time communication of intelligence, surveillance,
command and control, the interoperability of these
systems will become more important to achieving
effective tactical cooperation, especially in air and
naval forces.27

Britain is already finding it demanding and
expensive to maintain interoperability with US forces,
as the pace and complexity of US investment in such
systems continues to grow. Although Australia is
clearly prepared to make significant investments to
sustain interoperability with the US as new systems
are introduced, it is far from clear what this means for
our own force characteristics. For example, how far
do we go with upgrading our combat aircraft now
(F/A-18s in particular) as distinct from taking a
decision to replace them sooner than planned? How
capable should be the upgrades for our surface fleet
(FFGs and ANZACs) and how survivable will they
be when operating with US forces in high intensity
theatres? Is it worth investing Australia’s scarce
defence dollars in current platforms, or should we
wait a while and make a technological leap forward to
a new generation of capabilities (incorporating stealth,
long-distance cruise missiles, and UAVs)?

Crucial decisions about Australia’s force structure
priorities will depend to a significant extent on
assessments about our future strategic environment
out to about 2015. Obviously, there is a great deal that
is unpredictable about looking forward through such
long time frames. If, for example, we look back an
equally long time – to the early 1980s – we see a
different world. In the early 1980s Australia’s
strategic assessments were overwhelmingly
concerned with the apparently relentless rise of the
Soviet Union’s military power. Official assessments
were predicting that the USSR would become a
greater military power than the US.28 Australian
defence planning was struggling with how to balance
these questions of the apparent rise of Soviet global
military power with the need – for the first time in its
history – to develop independent concepts for the
defence of Australia.

During this period of great global tension, it was
apparent that Australia needed to contribute more to
alliance burden-sharing by developing more modern
forces and being able to contribute more effectively to
the security of its own region. As already mentioned,

there was a realisation that this would become more
difficult as Australia’s advantage in military platforms
was being eroded. The need for a “knowledge edge”
can be traced back to that time of considerable
strategic turbulence.

One of the key force planning tools that was used
was to analyse the abiding nature of Australia’s
geography – particularly the vast geographical
expanse of the north of the continent and the
archipelago stretching down from Southeast Asia to
the South Pacific – to see what characteristics it
would generate in terms of the demands of range,
endurance and mobility for the ADF.29 Another
planning tool was to concentrate more on generic
regional capabilities than on specific threats or
contingencies. Thus modern combat aircraft, surface
combatants and submarines were being acquired by
regional powers, together with more capable missile
systems. And it was envisaged – correctly – that this
trend would continue, and probably accelerate,
through the 1990s. A policy decision was made that
Australia should seek to maintain an advantage,
where it was cost-effective.

The question arises whether a similar
methodology can be used in terms of applying the
knowledge edge through to 2015. The answer is that
it probably can but that the task facing the ADF is
going to be much harder. First, geography itself is
changing under the impact of higher-speed, more
accurate missiles, which will effectively reduce the
time taken to traverse and locate targets in Australia’s
northern approaches. Second, the ready availability of
satellite photography with a resolution of 1 metre will
enable any country to identify and classify military
platforms. (Synthetic aperture radar will provide a
less accurate picture but at night and through foliage).
These trends in satellite capabilities, together with the
availability of long-range and high altitude UAVs and
advanced long-range radars (OTHR and surface
wave) will make Australia’s land mass and maritime
neighbourhood much more transparent. We will still
have a distinct advantage in key areas of intelligence,
surveillance and reconnaissance but Australia will not
be so immune from the lack of regional capabilities as
in the past. Our geography will become more
compressed and more transparent, although the vast
approaches to our north will still provide crucial
defence in depth, if we manage our response
effectively.30

One of the important elements in our response
will be to monitor key technological developments in
regional military capabilities, so that we are not
surprised when new capabilities are fielded. This will
become more challenging as the region acquires more
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sophisticated capabilities (such as overhead satellites,
supersonic cruise missiles, and ballistic missiles with
chemical or biological warheads) and has much more
ready access to foreign military technology.

One of the more disturbing trends in the post-Cold
War era is the readiness of foreign military suppliers
to transfer previously highly classified and/or high
performance military capabilities to any purchaser
with financial means. It is, of course, still the case that
the most sensitive military technologies are restricted
for domestic use, especially in the US. But Russia in
particular faces a desperate economic situation and
arms exports will loom even larger as one of the few
areas where it has a comparative advantage.

Already, we have seen the importation into the
region of Russian supersonic cruise missiles and
wake-homing torpedoes, as well as advanced beyond
visual range (BVR) air-to-air missiles. In the future,
technologies such as high-powered microwave
weapons, offensive lasers, advanced submarine
detection technologies, phased array radars and
millimetre radars, as well as ballistic missile
technologies, will probably be exported from Russia.
Over the next decade, China, Israel, European
countries and the US will have to compete with this
Russian challenge in the region, as well as with each
other.

For Australia, maintaining our access to weapons
systems from the US and the UK, as well as some
European suppliers, will remain vital to developing
our knowledge edge. In the past, we have not had
ready access to the source codes that enable us to
change the performance characteristics of weapons
purchased from our closest allies. All that will have to
change if the self-reliance aspect of the so-called
knowledge edge is to have any meaning at all.
Building-up our own defence industry capabilities in
this key area, in cooperation with the Defence Science
and Technology Organisation (DSTO), should be a
clearly identified strategic priority.

The most difficult challenge in analysing the
future strategic environment is identifying the range
of credible outcomes facing Australian defence
planners out to 2015. Strategic history over the last
two decades should have taught us not to rely on
comfortable, straight-line extrapolations of the past.
The collapse of the USSR and the Warsaw Pact and
the Asian economic crisis (as well as the removal of
the Suharto regime) suggest that Australian defence
planners need to encourage a greater diversity in
forecasting the future.31 Predicting a single strategic
future – which Australia has tended to do in the past –
is no longer acceptable. This must not be an excuse,
however, for speculative, worst-case scenarios.

Part of the knowledge edge should lie in
Australia’s more skilful strategic analysis and relating
our assessments about credible alternate futures to
what these could mean for our force structure
priorities. Performing the latter with the same sort of
intellectual rigour as has been applied over the last 20
years to determining force structure priorities for the
defence of Australia will not be easy. The reasons for
this are simple: the number of possible permutations
for force structure options rises directly in proportion
to the number of regional scenarios, the intensity of
conflicts considered credible, and the different
geographical and operational conditions pertaining in
each case. Having said that, the realities of limited
resources and the small size of the ADF will
discipline those who dream about aircraft carriers and
expeditionary forces for high-level conflicts.

None of this is to argue against serious
deterioration in Australia’s strategic circumstances.
Possibilities exist for the economic collapse of the
entire region, as well as for a radical shift in the
balance of power.32 Australia cannot merely plan on a
benign strategic outlook, where cataclysmic events
never occur. Even a peaceful and stable region may
not necessarily be in Australia’s defence interests if,
for example, it means domination by a regional
hegemon or a strategic partnership between the US
and China. As Donald Kagan has observed:
perceiving the source of a new war in a time of peace
is a difficult task.33 A stable international order has yet
to be built in Asia: who is to argue that the power of
nationalism based on linguistic and ethnic ties will not
destroy the peace here as it has done elsewhere in the
world? Unexpected changes in the balance of power
have occurred throughout recorded history: conflict
between the major powers in Asia may be hard to
conceive but not incredible.

This is not the place to analyse such scenario
planning techniques. It is sufficient for our purpose to
note their relevance to Australian defence planning
and the knowledge edge. I do not accept the sort of
overly optimistic view of the future that is reflected in
the argument that there has been a paradigm shift in
international affairs, which foresees that low level
conflict and terrorism has replaced major war as the
defence planning tool of the future.34 Lawrence
Freedman, argues that a “revolution in strategic
affairs” has taken place in which major powers appear
less likely to go to war with one another than they are
to intervene in conflicts involving weak states, militia
groups, drug cartels and terrorists. Freedman
concludes that the RMA may be less suited to
conflicts such as these.35 In fact, of course, RMA-type
capabilities in such areas as situational awareness and
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precision attack, do have relevance for military
operations other than war – not least by reducing
collateral damage. But the more important point is
that Freedman’s narrowness of strategic vision
overlooks the fact that major war could well occur in
Asia – for example in Korea and across the Taiwan
Straits – in which the US and its allies would almost
certainly use RMA warfighting capabilities and
cooperative engagement concepts (CECs). Moreover,
for a regional middle power, such as Australia, the
knowledge edge offers precisely the sort of military
advantage that most regional countries lack – and will
continue to lack.36 The fact that Australia is America’s
closest ally in the entire Asia-Pacific region, and that
the most advanced elements of the RMA will not be
widely disseminated outside the alliance, only
strengthens this argument.37

Where Freedman has an important point – to
which Australian defence planners need to give more
attention – is the prospect of a regional adversary,
which is not RMA capable, resorting to such
asymmetric responses as chemical and biological
warfare and the use of ballistic missiles.38 One
methodology that could be used here is to consider
non-standard contingencies and so determine where
ADF force responses might be deficient.39

So far, we have considered the nature of the
knowledge edge and the relevance of its technologies
for Australia. The previous section suggested that an
integral element of the knowledge edge requires
giving more careful attention to analysis of
Australia’s future strategic environment. We must not
be caught by surprise by having inadequate forces for
the regional tasks that lie ahead. Given the likely
recovery of the region economically,40 and therefore of
regional military capabilities, Australia needs to be
careful not to proceed with upgrades to existing
platforms now that could be leapfrogged
technologically by regional capabilities in 2015.

Naturally, considerable attention is being given at
present to acquiring the enabling technologies for the
knowledge edge.41 Expenditure in these key areas
(including control systems, communications,
information and surveillance systems, electronic
warfare projects and a range of new, smart weapons),
is planned to be quite large: about 30-35 per centof
future investment (see Table 2). This excludes
platform improvements for combat aircraft, surface
combatants and submarines. It is difficult, therefore,

to place a precise figure on the costs of the knowledge
edge in terms of equipment, hardware, sensors and
software. The fact is that the so-called knowledge
edge will account for a varying slice of most future
ADF acquisition programs and should be seen as a
“whole of ADF” output.

The other key area that is difficult to quantify with
any precision is how much the knowledge edge is
costing not just in information systems but in
reorganising and training the ADF. For example, the
creation of key positions such as Commander
Australian Theatre, and other operational commands
such as NORCOM, are designed to improve not only
unified command authority but also quicken decision-
making. Similarly, the ADF Imaging Centre and the
Joint Intelligence Support Environment project are
designed to improve the intelligence analysis and
advice cycle, which is mirrored by the ADF Joint
Command Support Environment Project (JP2030).42

There will have to be some trial and error. The
ADF already ranks as the most jointly operated force
in the region: it has a clear advantage already here.
But a new area of focus is how to also achieve
superiority in the military and political decision-
making cycle. The knowledge edge will provide real-
time information and precision in military operations
but this will be to no avail if appropriate, timely
decisions are not taken. The knowledge edge is
critical to attaining decision superiority: a concept that
has been termed “knowledge operations”.43

Knowledge operations depends on two main
concepts: the availability of accurate, timely
information and the ability to make appropriate
decisions quicker than the decision-making cycle of
the adversary. This in turn can be enhanced by a
range of knowledge management mechanisms,
including training, simulation, technical reforms (for
example, Integrated Logistic Support) and
organisational reforms (such as Joint Force
Headquarters). Knowledge operations requires not
only information superiority in the C4ISR area but
also an advantage in information operations. The
latter involves protecting sensitive Australian
information and also the ability to influence or deny
the adversary’s information (i.e. defensive and
offensive information operations).44

This implies that knowledge operations will need
to extend to Australia’s overall national capabilities
(not just those of the ADF), including the National
Crisis Management Machinery: decision superiority
in the military/defence area will need to be paralleled
by decision superiority at the national strategic level.
What will have to be avoided, however, is any
temptation for politicians to reach down into military

Organisational Change and
Operational Imperatives
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1. Command and Control, Communications and Intelligence Projects
DEF 7013 Joint Intelligence Support Environment
JP 42 PARARE Digital Topographical Support
JP 65 PARAKEET Communications Network for Mobile Deployed Forces
JP 2008 MILSATCOM Satellite Communications
JP 2025 JORN Over the Horizon Radar Network
JP 2030 Joint Command Support Environment
JP 2043 HF Modernisation
JP 2044 Space-Based Surveillance
JP 2047 Wide Area Communications Network
JP 2056 Deployable Joint Force Headquarters
JP 2065 Integrated Broadcast System
JP 2067 Personal Communication System (L-Band LEO)
JP 2068 Defence Communications Network Operations Centres (NOCs)
JP 2069 Speakeasy Replacement (secure telephony)
JP 5408 GPS Enhancement
JP 8001 Headquarters Australian Theatre
LAND 75 AUSTACSS (automated tactical command support system for land forces)
LAND 128 CURRAWONG (combat net radios)
LAND 131 CARNKA (EW for Army)
SEA 1430 Digital Hydrographic Database
SEA 1442 Maritime Communications and Information Management Architecture

Modernisation (MCIMAM)

2. Land Force Projects
JP 129 Airborne Surveillance for Land Operations
LAND 125 WUNDURRA (the soldier as an integrated combat system)
LAND 134 Combat Training Centre

3. Maritime Projects
AIR 5276 P3-C Enhancement (EW Self-protection and IR protection)
JP 2045 Maritime Mining
JP 2070 Lightweight ASW Torpedo
SEA 1100 Low Frequency Active/Passive Sonar
SEA 1412 Maritime Warfare Training Centre
SEA 1418 Maritime Ranges
SEA 1424 New Generation Minesweeping
SEA 1428 Evolved SEASPARROW Missiles
SEA 1429 Heavyweight Torpedo
SEA 1432 Acoustic Mine Imaging System

4. Air Defence Projects
AIR 5333 Air Defence Command and Control System
AIR 5375 Air Defence Ground Environment
AIR 5400 Air to Air Weapons (BVR)
AIR 5405 Replacement Mobile Control and Reporting Unit

5. Strategic Strike Projects
AIR 5391 EW Self Protection for Aircraft (F-111s)
AIR 5398 Stand-Off Weapons (land and maritime strike against hardened targets and multi-

purpose targets)
AIR 5409 Bomb Improvement Program (improve accuracy and range)
AIR 5412 F-111 WVR Missile Capability

6. Support Projects
AIR 5413 Manned Simulation Facility (real time simulation for aircrew and aircraft systems)
Source: Defence New Major Capital Equipment Proposals, 1998-2003 

(Canberra: DPUBS, 1998), pp.21-56.

Table 2: Knowledge Edge Related New Projects, 1998-2003



operational decisions. The tendency will be there –
given the availability of real-time information and the
transparency of the theatre of operations – for
politicians (and bureaucrats) to run the tactical battle.

Which brings us to the associated issue of
organisational hierarchies. Military structures are
traditionally highly hierarchical and conservative:
there is a recognised chain of command and authority.
The ability of the ADF’s hierarchical structure to
respond to a technology that relies on networking is
perhaps a bigger challenge than absorbing the
technology.45 Traditional views of lines of command
will need to be rethought as Australia moves into
knowledge operations:

The new structure of warfare integrates and
synchronises redundant, multiservice warfighting
systems in simultaneous attacks on the enemy
throughout his entire depth and in the space
above him as well. All of this means that in future
conflict the three levels of war, as separate and
distinct loci of command and functional
responsibilities, will be spaced and timed out of
existence.46

Australia must be careful, however, not to let the
US preoccupation with the RMA drive our own force
doctrine – although that will be difficult to avoid if
coalition operations are seen to be Australia’s defence
priority. Australia cannot afford to have two forces:
an RMA-high force for coalition operations in
mid/high intensity warfare and a knowledge
operations force for the defence of Australia and
lower level regional contingencies in our more
immediate neighbourhood.

In either case, however, there will have to be
organisational change with flatter hierarchies and
more responsibility given to operational commanders
in the theatre, who will need to analyse real-time
information and react with force in compressed time
scales. Headquarters staffs in Canberra will have
access to the same data and will need to refrain from
the temptation to micro-manage the battle. Equally,
however, modern warfare will be rarely exempted
from the need for firm political direction and
sensitivity to targetting (a precision strike that misses
a military target and creates large civilian collateral
damage is a case in point). Naval and air combat
engagements will be easier to manage in this regard
than those of land forces.47

In this modern, information age the education
demands on officers and other ranks will increase.
This may well have implications for the size and
structure of reserve forces, especially as the military
will be competing with the civilian sector for
precisely those technically educated people who are

in high demand for the knowledge edge. This should
involve some more flexible arrangements between the
industrial/commercial world and the ADF.
Distinctions between the civilian and military sectors
will be blurred.

Operationally, the ADF will have to make sure
that its current preoccupation with the operational
level of war and devising yet another new “military
doctrine”, and its tendency to create new
Headquarters and Theatre staffs, do not end up
building the wrong sort of structures and hierarchies
for fast-moving knowledge operations. An opponent
who uses information and communications networks
to co-ordinate dispersed activities, perhaps without
any formal organisation or even central headquarters
leadership, will deprive Australia of strike and
decapitation attacks. Rather, the opposition may
assume the role of fighting networks with “swarms”
of attacks coming in from different directions and
with different forms of attack, rather than a direct
offensive.48

In Australia’s case, a tension arises between the
sort of higher intensity operational demands which
are perhaps more likely in coalition operations at
some distance from Australia and the prospect that for
some considerable time to come our putative regional
adversaries are more likely to operate in less
conventional ways. Being highly knowledgeable
about regional trends in this regard – which involves
much more than just knowing about the
characteristics of military platforms – is an essential
part of the analytical knowledge edge that was
highlighted earlier in this article.

This article has argued that Australian defence
planning needs a more complete concept of “the
knowledge edge” than appears in the government’s
1997 document, Australia’s Strategic Policy.There,
the knowledge edge is discussed in terms of
intelligence, surveillance and command and control
systems. These are certainly key elements for
Australia’s future force structure and they must be
given appropriate emphasis compared with the ADF’s
more traditional concerns with acquiring new or
replacement platforms. In Australia – as elsewhere –
combat platforms will be retained in operational
service for much longer and, as a result, there will be
very substantial expenditure on upgrading them.49

We have argued here that as important as C4ISR
and sensor capabilities are to the ADF, they will not

Conclusions: The Need for a 
Holistic Approach
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provide Australia with the advantage it seeks – even
when accompanied by enhanced combat platforms –
if a more overarching approach is not taken to the
entire question of the knowledge edge. The
knowledge edge for Australia must include
organisational and operational changes that will be as
revolutionary in their impact on the ADF as the
hardware and software demands of the RMA. This is,
perhaps, obvious, but bringing about change in these
areas against entrenched, conservative interests will
not be easy.

Not so obvious is the need we have referred to for
superiority in Australia’s analytical capabilities in
relating the demands of the future strategic
environment to the knowledge edge and in a manner
that is affordable.

We have also argued that Australia must have
superiority in its decision-making, both at the military
operational level and at the national crisis
management level. This too will require important
change. The new systems will bring with them the
danger of information overload: information must not
be confused with knowledge. And although the call
will be, rightly, for flatter structures and more
devolution of command authority, it must never be
forgotten that war is a political act.

For Australia, as a middle power with limited
defence capacity, there are a number of key policy
issues to which this review of the knowledge edge has
drawn attention. They include:
(i) Deciding which elements of the force structure

need to advance the most into the higher realms
of the knowledge edge. Obviously, this will
include sophisticated sensors and advanced,
secure communications but what about decisions
regarding the replacement of our fighter aircraft
and the survivability of our surface combatants?
Having a combat advantage means that the ADF
cannot afford to lose many platforms in conflict:
therefore, the balance between upgrading and
replacing is a tricky one for our future force
structure.

(ii) The demands of interoperability and cooperative
engagement concepts with the US, at the higher
end of the knowledge edge spectrum, compared
with the more modest requirements of the
defence of Australia and neighbourhood
contingencies will also require careful
management. (Interoperability with New Zealand
may become increasingly questionable as
Australia proceeds down the knowledge edge
path.)

(iii)By about 2015 there will be a severe conflict in
resource demands between the need to replace a

whole range of obsolescent ADF platforms (F/A-
18s, F-111s, supposedly by 2020, P3C Orions,
FFG-7s and – much earlier – DDGs, most Army
equipment) with what by then may well be
rapidly increasing demands of keeping in front
with the knowledge edge over a region that has
well and truly recovered economically.

(iv) Developing the organisational structures and
operational concepts that will allow Australia to
prevail in regional conflicts will be very
demanding. There is a tension between command
and control arrangements, which are hierarchical,
and information transactions, which are best
suited to networks. Attaining decision making
superiority will require a whole-of-government
approach, as well as further progress in joint
force and integrated departmental decision-
making structures.

(v) Australia will need better analytical techniques for
knowing potential adversaries and playing to
their weaknesses in knowledge operations.
Nicholson observes that cognitive mapping of the
opposition may well provide the ultimate
knowledge edge.50 Australia’s analytical edge
should enable us to identify our own critical
weaknesses, as well as being able to benchmark
the ADF precisely against regional military
capabilities.

(vi) The need for sophisticated and well focused
analysis will become more demanding as the
region becomes more disparate militarily. Some
regional forces will be quite mundane in the
sense that they will be equipped with
conventional forces not dissimilar from today’s.
Others will have moved some way down the
RMA/knowledge operations path but often with
hybrid force structures. Yet others will have
rejected the RMA path and will have focussed on
asymmetric responses, which will greatly
complicate Australian defence planning.

(vii)Australia’s defence procurement effort will have
to become more integrated with the national
effort as we become more dependent on software
specialists and systems integration engineers, and
as the information technology innovation cycle
becomes shorter than the defence procurement
cycle. These trends suggest a greater use of
commercial off-the-shelf technologies and a
more imaginative use of reserve forces.

(viii) The very complexity of Australia’s future
strategic environment and the range of
contingencies to which governments may want to
commit the ADF – ranging from lower level
operations to mid or even higher intensity
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conflict – suggest that Australian defence
planners need to plan more for non-standard
contingencies. This will demand the utmost
attention to the allocation of scarce resources if
Australia is to avoid falling into the trap of
having an overly ambitious strategic concept and
too few resources.

(ix)A stepwise approach to the knowledge
edge/knowledge operations might be needed
across the spectrum of likely conflict (see Figure
1). What is implied here is that the knowledge
edge will apply to the entire range of ADF
operations and force structure planning, but that
Australia – even with US assistance – cannot
afford to be “knowledge edge high” in everything
we do. Neither, however, is it the case that the
knowledge edge is of little relevance to low level
contingencies. Therefore, we need to adapt our
knowledge-edge force across the spectrum of
credible contingencies.

What all this suggests is that there is no one
simplistic solution to Australia’s knowledge edge
requirements. Planning for the ADF of 2015 will
require more consideration of a range of non-standard
outcomes than in the past. We also need a much more
integrated approach to the knowledge edge, which
embraces organisational change and operational
doctrine. This kind of adaptiveness in Australia’s
force planning will be far from easy, given the limited
financial resources that are likely to be available.51
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Brigadier Peter Leahy, 3rd Brigade, Australian Army
Mick Reilly, 3rd Brigade/LOD, DSTO

As identified in the Army Simulation Policy (DCA
Directive 30/97 dated 11 Nov 97), there is a

requirement for simulation to support combat
planning and mission rehearsal. This article will
outline a tactical commander’s requirements for
simulation in support of combat operations.
Simulation, so far little used at the tactical level, can
be utilised for individual and collective training, for
planning, rehearsals and during the actual conduct of
tactical operations. The area most likely to maximise
investment is for simulation to be applied to the
tactical commander’s decision–making process.

To be useful to a tactical commander, simulation
must be able to provide outputs in a timely, relevant
and accurate manner. Simulation can best be applied
to the Commander’s planning process (following the
Military Appreciation Process – MAP) to assist in
developing and validating/evaluating Courses of
Action (COA) and then to assist in the dissemination
of orders. Simulations should be closely and
extensively integrated into Unit and Formation level
training to ensure they are a seamless part of the MAP
when required.

This article highlights two areas that require
priority development and lists distinctive areas that
simulations should be capable of supporting

Simulation has been used by military forces
throughout history to plan great battles and
campaigns. From early examples of battle drills and
rehearsals to the use of the so–called “Jedi Knights”
in the Gulf War (Scales 1994), commanders have
evaluated their own options and those of the enemy.
These historical examples can be described as very
basic live and constructive simulations. The use of
computers and specialist staff by General
Schwarzkopf (Schwarzkopf and Petre 1992) to
evaluate his offensive options during the Gulf War,
show the promise that modern simulation holds for
the commander in the field. As yet, Australian land
tactical commanders have neither been able to harness

the simulation support that is available, nor provide
guidance to developers of what is required.

It is acknowledged that significant advancements
are occurring in the use of simulation for capability
analysis, individual and collective training. The
development of the Regional Training and
Mobilisation Centres (RMTC) by Training
Command-Army; the advancement of the Combat
Training Centre concept by Land Development; and
the Interim Combat Training Centre by Land
Command, are all indicators of moves in the right
direction. As yet these advancements have not made
their way into the field. Computers now offer the
opportunity to greatly enhance the use of simulation at
the tactical level and provide land tactical commanders
with a powerful tool to maximise combat power.

The 3rd Brigade of the Australian Army is the
Army’s ground combat formation held at the shortest
degree of notice to move and it forms the major
component of the Army’s Ready Deployment Force.
The Brigade’s mission is to provide ready and
deployable forces for operations in the defence of
Australia, for peace support operations and for United
Nations and humanitarian missions. All aspects of
this mission, from the maintenance of readiness and
deployment skills, to tactical operations could benefit
from the application of suitable simulation systems.

Aim
The aim of this article is to define the user

requirements for a simulation system that will support
tactical operations in the field. The article will
concentrate on the Commander’s decision–making
process.

Objectives
The objectives of this article are to:
– Examine the application of simulation technology

from a tactical combat perspective.
– Identify requirements for simulations to assist

combat operations at the tactical level.
– Assist future developers of simulations systems in

identifying appropriate areas for the application of
technology.
The recent publication of the Defence (draft) and

Army Simulation Policies have provided impetus to
the use of simulation throughout Army. This article

Introduction

Simulation in a Tactical Environment: Requirements from
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seeks to further encourage the use of simulation at the
tactical level by:
– stating specific areas for priority development;
– encouraging the exploitation of technology; and
– seeking to influence Defence and Industry

developments in technology.

Background
Land tactical commanders operate in a complex

and dynamic environment where stress, danger,
incomplete information and conflicting requirements
are the norm. They are required to deploy and
command combat forces, often from different nations,
in time-critical life and death situations. At formation
level, these combat forces often number over 4,000
individuals who are armed and equipped with a
complex array of modern weaponry and equipment.
In the joint environment, the standard in today’s
operations, land tactical commanders are also
required to either utilise or command naval and air
assets. Commanders are increasingly required to
operate in an environment where non–governmental
organisations are present and where the demands of
international and humanitarian law, rules of
engagement and the international media are further
complicating factors. Clausewitz’s dictum relating to
“the fog of war” states that a greater part of the
information obtained in war is contradictory, a still
greater part is false, and by far the greatest part is
uncertain(Clausewitz in (Van Creveld 1985)) still
holds true today. The military have developed
systems and processes to help reduce this uncertainty
but the responsibility for the final decision remains
with the Commander.

In this complex environment commanders use
their staff officers to plan and conduct operations.
During the planning process, the staff is used
primarily to provide options from which the
commanders select their preferred Course of Action
(COA). Once selected, this COA is developed into a
formal plan, which is then implemented as an order.
Many of the steps taken to develop these options are
mechanical and lend themselves to electronic support
systems and aspects of constructive simulations.
Simulations will only be useful as a tool to support
the Commander in making decisions, not in replacing
the “command” factor. Other aspects of a plan will be
selected due to intuition or “gut feel”, with research
showing that intuition can be developed by training
and “broadening” experiences. Simulations
(combinations of live, virtual and constructive) used
effectively in both individual and collective training
has the ability to develop these experiences.
Eisenhower’s decision to go ahead with “D Day” in

1944 in spite of the adverse weather predictions, is an
example of a commander over–ruling technical
prediction (simulation) advice. In all military
simulations there must be room for an experienced
commander to over–rule the simulation based on
experience.

In discussing the applications of digitisation to the
US Army Force XXI AWE, Major General William
Wallace, 4th Infantry Division Commander, head of
the Army’s first digitised division’ commented that
“… it is a matter of not just having the information
but doing something with it. You know we talk about
information dominance. But information dominance
provides you very little unless you use it to … make a
decision. The information is just an input into a
decision–maker… . So I would hope that at least the
cognitive recognition of the power of the information
would provide me with a better feel … of how to
approach the fight.” (Gourley 1997). Simulation has
the ability to process and present this information to
the Commander in a way that will assist him in
approaching the ‘fight’ .

In the case of the 3rd Brigade there are three
primary areas where simulation and integrated
electronic support systems can be most usefully
applied. These three areas are:
– readiness (preparation and evaluation); 
– deployment; and
– operational planning.

Readiness and deployment are perhaps the
simplest activities to support as they are generally
developed and evaluated through a series of staff
processes, requiring certain defined inputs over time,
to achieve a desired result. These processes will act as
the base data or information for more complicated
simulations. This article will not deal further with
these two aspects other than to acknowledge that
currently, electronic and simulation support systems
in these areas are extremely limited at the tactical
level and further development must be considered.
The article will concentrate on tactical planning as the
most productive area for the development of
simulation tools in the tactical setting.

Military Appreciation Process (MAP)
The MAP (TIB 74) is a formal process which is

taught at military schools as doctrine and practised by
commanders and their staff in one form or another at
all levels of command. While differences in practise
will occur due to command preferences the

Planning Processes
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fundamentals remain the same. The MAP focuses on
the assigned mission and considers vital factors such
as Higher Commander’s intent, enemy, terrain,
weather and available friendly combat forces to
determine likely COA. COA are wargamed by the
staff (currently by a type of seminar wargame,
without any computer support in the field) and then
presented to the Commander with the advantages and
disadvantages of each, along with a formal
recommendation for the adoption of a particular
COA. The commander then selects a COA or a
combination of COA, usually with modifications, for
adoption. This COA is used to develop a plan from
which orders for combat are issued to subordinate
commands.

The processes within the MAP can be subdivided
in two ways; those that are mechanical or
mathematical; and those that require “military
judgement”. The mechanical processes of computing
range, intervisibility, fuel consumption, and water
usage lend themselves to computers and through them
to the application of constructive simulations.

Operations Analysis has well documented
techniques, formulas and equations to support
decision–making in complicated military
environments (Quade 1966; Group 1977). Few of
these have been adapted or applied at the tactical level
during the planning for operations in Australia. There
are potentially systems available that could be
adapted to support the planning tasks.

Other factors such as the assessment of morale,
likely enemy reactions, and the “fog of war” cannot
be so easily quantified, particularly in rapidly
changing environments such as peacekeeping, short
notice conflict and coalition warfare. The staff
involved in the MAP are highly trained officers who
use their experience and judgement throughout the
process to assess options and at certain times discard
some as unworkable. Their selection and training are
crucial to providing effective support to the
Commander making the decisions.

In a study that paved the way for the development
of its National Training Centre equivalent, the Israeli
Defence Force (IDF) decided, after an evaluation of
conflicts, that it was the commanders who failed in
combat and not the soldiers. It was believed that
live–fire exercises provided inadequate feedback for
the IDF commanders because of a lack of
force–on–force involvement (Kemp 1997). The
development of an Australian Combat Training
Centre (CTC) or Operational Readiness Centre
(ORC) to develop command experience is vital to the
future performance of Australian commanders and
the forces under their command.

The MAP is a very complex and dynamic process
which at formation level, for complicated tasks such
as attack or defence, may take up to 12 hours to
complete. Initial or large–scale deployments will take
even longer. This planning is complex and
demanding and is currently carried out with extremely
limited technology–based support. The formal and
mechanical nature of many parts of the MAP lends
the process to simulation support, as does the
requirement to evaluate different options. Figure 1
outlines a preliminary model of how and where
simulations could be integrated into the MAP.

If simulation is to assist the formation level
decision–making process then the following ten
characteristics are considered to be essential:

1. Timely
2. Portable
3. Robust
4. Accurate
5. Relevant
6. Low Personnel Cost
7. Flexible
8. Simple
9. Credible
10. Integrated

Characteristics provide distinguishing elements of
a system. These general concepts relate to the
application of simulation systems within a tactical
environment and should be applicable at unit and
formation level. Further examination will be required
to assess their applicability at lower levels.

Timely
In a tactical environment, Commander’s require

answers quickly. Formation planning staff will
usually be working 24 – 72 hours ahead of the current
battle. The entire planning process should take no
more than 6 – 8 hours to allow lower level
appreciations, reconnaissance and orders to be
conducted. Simulations utilised to evaluate COA
within the MAP must have results within 1 – 2 hours
to be useful. Inputs should be simple or indeed as
automatic as possible. with live data being used from
friendly forces and the all–sources cell providing
up–to–date terrain, weather and enemy/neutral force
data as available. The Australian Defence Force
(ADF) Chief Defence Scientist (CDS), Dr R. Brabin-
Smith highlighted that “…information is at the core

Ten Characteristics of Tactical
Simulation Systems
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Figure 2 identifies the same processes and highlights the spectrum of decision-making from the logical
to the intuitive side.

Current
Operations

Staff

Units
Flanking
Higher

Mission Analysis
Gross Error Check
• Constructive Simulation
• EST Evaluation

Decision and Execution
Select – Issue Orders
• EPSS – Formulated for dissemination

COA Development
Staff Develops
• Electronic Performance Support
System (EPSS)
• Input to Wargame

COA Analysis
Wargames
• Constructive Simulation
• Virtual Runs

MAP Simulation
Support System

Electronic
Staff

Tables (EST)

Supporting Staff
and Systems

(CSS. Engr. AD.
Air, Naval)

Planning Staff

Commander Human
Intuition

Technology
/Logical

Spectrum
of

decision
making

MAP Simulation
Support System

Figure 2 – Decision-making spectrum from logical to intuitive.



of effective Command and Control (C2). The timely
provision of relevant information, and the consequent
reduction of uncertainty, speeds up commanders’ C2

decision cycles, giving them, an advantage over the
opponent’s decision making cycle.” Simulations
integrated in the planning process must be able to
speed up the decision–cycle.

Portable
The system must be able to be integrated with

future support systems (BCSS) and be deployable in
light vehicles available at unit level. It must be
reasonably easy to move and reconfigure and be
transportable by strategic air and maritime assets.

Robust
The system, both software and hardware, must be

able to deal with the heat, cold, dust, humidity,
cross–country movement and combat environment
that the soldiers operating the equipment will have to
endure. A quote from a United States Marine Corps
Lieutenant Colonel, in a brief to senior officers
(Kotch 1996), highlights the environment in which
technology will be required to operate

A map with a bullet hole in it is still a map, a
computer ~with a bullet hole in it is better defined
as a door stop.

Accurate
The “Electronic Staff Tables” (EST) and models

supporting the simulation must be validated and
accurate. The entire Verification, Validity and
Authentication (VVA) process should be planned in
detail and responsibilities and resources allocated
early. Data, especially live data, must be validated
prior to entering the simulation to be effective.

Major General Anderson, US Army (Anderson
1997) in discussing future decision–making stated
that Future commanders will be able to dramatically
increase the speed by which they execute this
decision-cycle so that by using real time intelligence,
they will be to able continually observe, orient, decide
and act.Simulations could assist the decision–making
process by improving the speed and accuracy of the
process.

Relevant
The simulation must be able to model and display

results at the appropriate level of detail. Information
that is required by Unit Commanders will be different
to that of the Brigade or Task Force Commander. The
system must also be able to support the different cells
and battlefield operating systems with the feedback

they require to develop their own elements of the
plan.

Low Personnel Cost

The size and running costs of operating the
systems must be low. There is little space in current
command posts and no incentive to increase their size
on the modern battlefield.

Current planning staff should operate this system.
It should be maintained in the field by the Information
System trained soldiers in the Signals
Squadrons/Command Support Units. There may be a
case, in following the American lead, for deploying
civilian contractors to the field to assist in the
operation and maintenance of the system. This may
be acceptable at Formation level, but probably not at
Unit level in the Australian Army.

The individual training on the system should be
conducted wherever the MAP is taught, including at a
minimum: the Royal Military College, the Land
Warfare Centre and at Command and Staff College.

Flexible

The system should be able to adjust to the entire
scope of possible operations from ODA scenarios,
through UN deployments to Coalition Warfare.
Different levels of fidelity will be required at different
times within the MAP process depending upon the
mission.

As discussed previously, the system should be
adaptable to the different leadership and
decision–making styles of Commanders. In a similar
way to the Information Systems requirements
identified by MGinnis (McGinnis and Stone 1994),
the system must be flexible enough to meet the
requirements of different Commanders.

The system must be able to model and display
results in a format that is understood by Allies and
Coalition Forces. The US–led Joint Warrior
Interoperability Demonstration (JWID) series is
providing data to assist in this process, as are the field
exercises such as Tandem Thrust 97 and the Tasman
Eagle series.

Simple

There are enough real problems in planning for
combat without having to fight the supporting
systems. As Van Creveld (1985 p.13) quotes Moltke
…in war with its enormous friction even the mediocre
is quite an achievement.The final system should be
simple to operate and maintain.

SIMULATION IN A TACTICAL ENVIRONMENT: REQUIREMENTS FROM THE FIELD 53



Credible
The simulations must be useful and provide the

results Commanders and their staff requires. These
must be proved to be correct in order to establish
credibility with the soldiers. If the data is incomplete,
as it inevitably will be, this should be highlighted to
the decisionmaker’ so that a realistic interpretation of
the simulation outcome may be interpreted.

Integrated
Any simulation system should not only be linked

to the Headquarters C7 systems, it should also have
the ability to be linked to other supporting systems.
These types of systems may include intelligence
systems, MGI systems, logistic systems, with the
ability to take useful data directly from live feeds.
When connected to a local area network (LAN) or
Wide Area Network (WAN), it should allow input
from remote sources, both human and electronic, to
further develop the accuracy of the simulations.

Areas for Immediate Action
To assist developers and integrators, we have

identified two areas that should have a high priority
for development. We believe they have a significant
potential for assisting the land tactical commander.
The wargame conducted during the COA Analysis, as
a part of the Military Appreciation Process (MAP), is
employed as an extremely rudimentary form of
seminar wargame or simulation. It serves to evaluate
the possible alternatives with the limited resources
available at Unit and Formation level. The limitations
inherent in the wargame, centre around the lack of:
• detailed timely information to support

assumptions and decisions; and
• the lack of a dedicated opposing commander.

Timely Support Information
Assumptions are made throughout the entire

planning process. These are focused on certain types
of information provided by the entire staff (S1–S6
and specialists). They deal with issues such as: Will
the terrain allow me to undertake that COA and what
effects will the terrain have on the enemy? Will
weather change the terrain features and ground
trafficability, during the Northern Wet, for example?
Can CSS support this plan? What mobility assets do I
have to make this plan work, and can they deliver
enough combat power to the place it is required?
What is the enemy modus operandiand therefore
what can I extrapolate from the information I have?

Many of these questions are complex “number
crunching” The questions can be, and are currently
manually answered by examining staff tables, load

and weight diagrams and other variables and then
developing formulas to suit the particular situation.
The shortfall of this manual system is that it takes
time. On exercises in 1997, changes to complicated
formation size movements took up to 6 hours to
complete by experienced staff. A lack of experienced
liaison staff can also compound the difficulties in
obtaining accurate data. Many of the questions also
require a number of iterations. For example: What
force can be combat–loaded on this ship and therefore
how many C130 loads will I require to move my
force? How long would it take for that ship to sail to a
point where it can be unloaded? Does this meet my
higher commander’s timeline? Computers are very
good at “number crunching”. Basic lookup tables or
“Electronic Staff Tables” (EST) would greatly assist
throughout the entire planning process from the
development to the evaluation of COA. Systems have
been developed for pilots to plan air routes and these
could assist in serving as guides for land force
developments (Wilson 1997) as could the modelling
developed for the A21 Logistics Study.

Dedicated Opposing Commander
The current opposing force in the Commander’s

Planning Process is usually played by the S2. This
practice suffers from two major limitations:
– It is the S2 who has provided the original enemy

assessments and advice to the commander and he
is now about to act them out. As Moltke is
reported to have remarked to his aides the enemy
always seems to have three alternatives open to
him and he usually chooses the fourth.

– The Commander and planning staff are bereft of
the best intelligence advice during the wargame.

There is little scope to employ an officer within a
Formation to simply act as an enemy during the
planning process. It may, however, be worthwhile to
appoint one of the other senior S2 staff officers to
develop further expertise in this area and attempt to
distance him or her from friendly planning as much as
possible. Supported by semi–automated enemy forces
in a constructive simulation, this person should be
adequately able to fulfil the role of Opposing Force
Commander for the wargames.

Intuition
In the end, military decision making, like systems

analysis itself, is an art. After a certain stage
calculation may no longer be helpful.(Quade 1966).

Decision-making
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As discussed earlier, Military Commander’s intuition
is the crucial factor in decision–making. Simulation
can be employed to develop commanders (at all
levels) experiences by allowing them to practice
during peace and “what if” options during war.

The logical computer basis for currently
developing command support systems may be
potentially flawed. Van Creveld discusses the art of
command in the context of battle command:

So far I have spoken of command as if it were
soley, a rational (combination of) processes in
which information is used to orchestrate men and
things toward performing their missions in war.
This is not strictly true, however, since war is an
irrational business par excellence. (Van Creveld,
1985)
In developing a planning support system we must

consider the way in which military commanders
operate on the battlefield. Research into military
decision–making has identified two basic
decision–making processes; the analytic or
logic–based system, or the recognitive or more
intuitive method (Kerr 1996). As discussed earlier,
the MAP is best designed to support the former
process while the input and decisions from the
Commander are based upon the later. Psychologists
have dealt further with decisionmaking and have
identified that decisions are made, in complex
time–critical environment, generally following either
a recognition process or a story generation process
(Kaempf 1996). It is the intuitive process that often
comes into play in the time–critical land tactical
environment, even at the formation level. Simulations
should be developed in a way which acknowledges
this intuitive process. They should provide flexibility
in presenting information to Commanders and
examine options to support the Commander, not to
aim to replace the Commander. Can Artificial
Intelligence (AI) Programs replace the Commander?
Not for the foreseeable future.

Situational Awareness
There is currently much discussion in defence

circles throughout the world about the concept of
“situational awareness”. This term means different
things to different people throughout a military
organisation but at the tactical levels it includes:
• identifying the presence, magnitude and possible

intentions of any perceived threats (Naikar 1997);
• current position (including relationship with

threats and support) and defensive/attack
capabilities;

• locations of other friendly forces, neutrals and
their status; and

• environment (ground, air, weather).
Simulations can expand this definition by

assisting Commanders to visualise possible
developments in the operation that may impact on any
of these factors identified.

A simulation integrated with the C2 system has the
ability to significantly develop the Commander’s
situational awareness by allowing to “what if”
numerous situations and scenarios in a reasonable
time-frame. If this simulation is able to take live data
feeds from the C2 and other battlefield support
systems, then situational awareness must be
increased. This has the potential to leverage the
simulation to support both the planning of future
operations and the conduct of current operations.

While research is being conducted into 3D and
virtual interfaces (Wilson 1997), the ability to
enhance the picture of the current and possible
battlefields will assist Commanders in the future.
More information however is not the answer. General
William W. Hartzog, commander of the US Army
Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC),
described the use of technology on the battlefield as
having increased the amount of available intelligence
to the stage where reports can blacken the computer
screen with available information.

He continued by stating thatIt is our job to
harness these information technologies and the
information they produce… [and]… to make the most
of the challenges that all this change presents…
Information to a commander on the battlefield can
make the difference between success and failure,
between victory and defeat (Wilson 1997).

Simulation Capabilities
Simulations should be able to deal with the

complicated battlefield facing tactical commanders
and staff. Simulations should assist in considering the
different aspects that impact on decision–making
including being able to model:
– terrain (MGI) friendly forces (joint and

combined) enemy forces (allowing for different
factions within the definition of enemy and
possible enemy forces)

– neutral forces
– civilians
– Non Governmental Organisations (NGO) time (in

most cases they should work at much faster than
real time although there may be situations where
real time capability would prove more effective)

– logistics – linked into real systems including the
operational level
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– achievement of mission (linked to the operational
level and higher commander’s intent)

What does this simulation system look like? We
believe that, in the near term, it consists of a
constructive simulation (possibly with virtual aspects
to assist in visualisation) supported by electronic
planning tools. It is employed by the normal planning
staff at Formation/Unit level and is linked to the
BCSS system and other systems that can input data to
assist in the planning process. It is simple to use and
flexible in both its application (from Peacekeeping to
a Conventional War) and processes. It will have the
ability to run in “fast time” or real time as required for
different stages of the planning process, and will
allow stages to be skipped if required.

The system should support the Commander,
through the MAP and the staff officers who conduct
that process for the Commander. Underlying the
system should be fused data (from the All Sources
Cell) built upon a digital perspective of the terrain.
The system should model and evaluate possible COA
and provide advice on suitability in relation to other
COA.

It should provide an output of information,
formatted in a way that facilitates the issue of orders
and obviates the requirement to further process and
translate information into a broadly useful and
flexible format. The simulation system should look to

support, not replace, the trained military Commander
conducting operations. Finally the system should be
an 80 per centsolution delivered to field commanders
in the year 1999 rather than a 100 per centsolution in
2002. This can best be achieved by placing
development teams in the field with real planners and
the development of prototypes.

Simulation developers should be making strong
links with organisations such as the Combined Arms
Training and Development Centre (CATDC) and
with real field formations. This collaborative
approach will help reduce development time, improve
accuracy and usefulness in the final product and
improve combat performance in the short term.

There is an urgent requirement for simulation at
the tactical level to support the Commander’s
Planning Process through the MAP. The system
should address the characteristics identified in this
article and be integrated into individual and collective
training systems. The simulation should be able to
utilise real data feeds from other live battlefield
support systems in addition to its own electronic staff
tables. It should be simple to use and maintain. To
facilitate development a prototype should be issued to
high–readiness units as a concept demonstrator as
soon as possible and then be developed further with
immediate field–based user input.

Conclusion

Picture
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By Dr Jennifer Morrison Taw, RAND

The focus of most US defense planning since
World War II has been on conventional warfare.

Despite the end of the Cold War, there are no signs of
this changing. The US Army, for example, pays
rhetorical heed to Military Operations Other Than
War (MOOTW),1 but is nonetheless focusing the bulk
of its efforts on the development of Force XXI and
the Army After Next (AAN). The high-tech, rapid-
mobility, stand-off capabilities in development are not
appropriate for combating guerrillas, keeping the
peace, or providing disaster relief; they are explicitly
intended to enhance US conventional combat
capabilities in war. Indeed, for a while the Army was
calling those parts of the force which were not  being
outfitted with Force XXI upgrades the “Legacy
Force”, borrowing ingenuously from the business
community a term which had until then been used in
reference to obsolete computer hardware and
software. These “legacy forces”, by any name, are the
part of the Army most likely to conduct MOOTW.

Yet, despite the US Army’s apparent indifference
towards MOOTW – in contrast with its obvious
fascination with major theatre war (MTW) and the
associated assortment of increasingly sophisticated
and deadly gadgetry – the service began its history
with, and has continued to steadily conduct a variety
of MOOTW.2 The insurgent operations of the early
Americans against the British,3 the frontier wars, and
aspects of the US Civil War would be classified
today as MOOTW in US joint doctrine. The
special operations of World War II and the
counterinsurgencies, non-combatant evacuations
(NEOs), and security assistance of the Cold War
period, to mention just a few, would all be classified
as MOOTW. The “War on Drugs,” the humanitarian
assistance, and the flurry of peace operations and
engagement efforts from the late 1980s to the present
are all MOOTW.

Indeed, the category of operations is as broad as
its name suggests, defining specifically and rather

narrowly what the operations are not rather than what
they are. Thus, MOOTW include peacekeeping,
peace enforcement, counterinsurgency, foreign
internal defence, counterterrorism, NEO, arms
control, support to domestic civilian authorities,
humanitarian assistance, disaster relief, security
assistance (including, among other things, foreign
military sales and international military education and
training), nation assistance, shows of force, and
attacks and raids.4

The breadth of the category reflects the low
priority accorded to military operations other than
war.5 As the US military establishment focused
increasingly on preparation for big wars, everything
else became subsumed in a catch-all category of
“lesser-included cases” – those kinds of operations
that an Army resourced and prepared for major war
could do on the side. By the 1980s, this category was
called “low-intensity conflict,” or LIC. That term
proved problematic, however. Not only was its
meaning unclear, but the words themselves were
perceived by many as discounting the threat in some
of the more intense LIC missions (counterinsurgency,
foreign internal defence and counterterrorism, for
example) and according them lower priority. 

As the military became involved in bigger and
more conventional operations in the early 1990s, it
became clear that new doctrine and more precise
terminology were needed. The term LIC was
discarded in favour of MOOTW, though, in the
interim, several alternative terms were used and
ultimately rejected. Documents of the period therefore
may refer to nonconventional operations, noncombat
operations, peacetime contingency operations,
military operations short of war (MOSW),
humanitarian operations other than war
(HMOOTW), crises and lesser conflicts, lesser
regional contingencies (or conflicts), and, simply,
operations other than war (OOTW). In 1993 the
Army finally codified MOOTW as the official term in
Operations, Field Manual (FM) 100-5, followed by
Joint Publication 3-07, Joint Doctrine for MOOTW,
in 1994.6

Although MOOTW as a term is more palatable
than LIC, many of the same problems remain. The
category is simply too broad to guide planning. Not
all MOOTW share force structure, equipment, and

Definitions
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training requirements. Preparations for NEO, for
example, do little to prepare the military for
prolonged peace operations. Nor is planning for
attacks and raids relevant to security assistance
efforts.

Ironically, it also became clear that as dissimilar
as the MOOTW activities are from each other, they
are not altogether dissimilar from – indeed are
beginning to blend with – the one thing they are not
supposed to be: war. Technological development and
proliferation, and increased international
interdependence and oversight, have led many
MOOTW to be characterised by sophisticated
weaponry and internationalisation. Likewise,
urbanisation and population growth have politicised
and civilianised conventional warfare down to the
tactical level and imbued it with humanitarian
responsibilities. In both MOOTW and war, the US is
likely to operate as a coalition partner; civilian
agencies will be present near or on the battlefield,
refugees will require attention and care; and force
protection will be a key requirement. Thus, a category
classifying operations as everything but combat
actually draws far too sharp a line.

In recognition of this, with lessons learned from
operations as diverse as Just Causein Panama and
Joint Endeavor in Bosnia, the US Army developed
the concept of stability and support missions,
categories of actions to complement offensive and
defensive missions. Introducing this approach in a
draft version of FM 100-5, Operations (1998), the
Army acknowledged that many MOOTW and
combat activities have become inter-related and
interdependent, can be undertaken simultaneously in
the same operation, and require explicit planning and
preparation as such.7

If the US Army has always done MOOTW, why
is it suddenly important to plan for them more
seriously? The answer lies in a confluence of factors,
including the downsizing of US Army personnel,
resources and infrastructure; ongoing trends in the
nature of conflict in general; and, the changing
requirements of MOOTW themselves.

The US Army has been downsized between 1989
and 1998 from 16 active divisions to 10. The 10
extant divisions are, furthermore, understaffed –
institutional loyalty to force structure and flags means
that units were preserved during the downsizing
despite a shortage of soldiers to fill them.
Deployments of any kind thus have a ripple effect

throughout the force since personnel frequently must
be cross-levelled (shared across like units) to fill the
deploying units, leaving the lending units without key
personnel and, often, equipment.

Moreover, whereas the Army was stationed
worldwide during the Cold War, today it is a power-
projection force stationed mostly in the continental
United States (CONUS). In 1989, 42.3 per centof the
force was based outside CONUS (OCONUS). By
1997, only 24.8 per centwas based OCONUS.8 This
shift has implications for relative ease and costs of
deployments, as well.

Thus, one reason more attention must be paid to
MOOTW planning today is that there are simply
fewer available resources, constraining the Army to
make hard choices about how its resources are used.
Indeed, even as it is being tasked with increasing
numbers of MOOTW deployments, it is being
charged with “hollowness” by those concerned that it
is not adequately manned, trained, or equipped for
war.9 At a time when any deployment can undermine
primary mission readiness, the Army can no longer
afford to treat MOOTW as lesser-included cases. The
Army must carefully consider how to incorporate
MOOTW into unit mission-essential task lists
(METLs),10 how to resource them, and how to
undertake them as efficiently and effectively as
possible.

There are also trends in the nature of conflict
which make increased MOOTW planning important.
The Army cannot afford to be surprised by media on
the battlefield, by the presence of non-governmental
organisations, or by the influence of civilian agencies.
It needs to be prepared for politically-driven (as
opposed to mission-driven) operational requirements
(e.g. the decision to undertake a coalition effort where
a unilateral operation might be more rapid and
effective; ceilings on manpower and equipment
allowed in a theatre; pre-determined withdrawal
dates; or, force protection rules). It must be ready to
operate on urban terrain; it must anticipate the
presence of civilians in the area of operations; it must
bring adequate resources to respond to humanitarian
crises or compensate for inadequate local
infrastructure (or both); it must be able to coordinate
with foreign military contingents; it must be able to be
a “neutral” player; it must be disciplined and creative
enough to respond to rapidly changing circumstances
without over- or under-reacting.

Although the US Army has shown remarkable
flexibility in responding to these and other
requirements in the post-Cold War era, it can do more
long-term planning for them. It can now begin to
institutionalise lessons learned from operations

Why All the Attention to MOOTW?
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conducted over the last decade; it can determine what
skills must be in units’ METLs; it can write doctrine
that takes MOOTW seriously; it can begin to adjust
force structure to allow for MOOTW deployments
while minimising their effects on MTW readiness.11

The Army has already collected the data describing
the changing nature of conflict and the increased
political oversight. It is time, now, that it starts using
the information to plan deliberately for future
MOOTW.

There are, finally, trends in MOOTW themselves
which require the US Army to do more advanced
planning.12 In the past, most of the MOOTW the US
Army conducted were very specialised and required
that the Army employ mostly “fringe” capabilities
such as the special operations forces (SOF). The post-
Cold War however, introduced bigger, more
conventional, MOOTW. The peak number of US
Army soldiers deployed to Somalia for Operation
Restore Hope, for example, was 9,608; in Uphold
Democracy in Haiti, the Army supplied, at the peak,
11,563 soldiers; 3,530 US soldiers participated in the
UN mission in Haiti (UNMIH) between April 1995
and April 1996; and, between December 1995 and
August 1996 nearly 25,000 US soldiers were present
in Bosnia for Joint Endeavor.13

MOOTW are not only bigger and more
conventional: they are also more confusing. Many
MOOTW in the past were driven by the exigencies of
the Cold War ideological competition. Today,
however, the political imperatives are harder to
gauge; it is difficult to anticipate where and under
what circumstances US forces will be called upon to
respond. Moreover, once forces are engaged, it is
more difficult than in the past to determine when an
objective has been achieved, when the mission has
been successful, when, in the absence of victory, an
operation is – or should be – over. This, too, poses
challenges for the Army which must be anticipated in
planning.

Despite all this, however, the US Army’s
preference is still to treat MOOTW as lesser-included
cases and to maintain its focus on its primary mission:
fighting and winning the nation’s wars. The
motivating assumption is that being unprepared for
MOOTW involves much less risk to the soldiers and
the nation than being unprepared for MTW. While the
assumption is true, it ignores a basic fact: the Army
has been and will continue to be called upon to
conduct MOOTW, from engagement to
counterterrorism to peace operations to raids and most
of these deployments can no longer be undertaken
without affecting some aspects of the Army’s
readiness for MTW. Simply ignoring MOOTW in

favour of MTW will not work as it did in the past,
because in a more constrained resource environment,
MOOTW will eat into MTW capabilities. Moreover,
the shifting nature of conflict almost guarantees that
any MTW will also have a MOOTW component
which must be anticipated in force-planning and
preparation. The “lesser-included case” model has
been overtaken by events and the Army must now
begin systematic planning to ensure that it can
conduct both MOOTW and its primary mission.

Thus, the Army needs to plan for both MOOTW
and MTW at the same time; it needs to be able to
conduct one without vitiating its ability to do the
other. To this end it must consider the implications of
the trends outlined above for doctrine, force structure,
training, and equipping. It must think not in terms of
two sets of forces – Force XXI or AAN and the
“Legacy Force” – but in terms of a single, integrated
force capable of operating, in its own terms, across
the “full spectrum”.

Doctrine
US Army doctrine is intended not as an

operational template, but as a purveyor of lessons-
learned and analysis, as a training guide, and as a
planning resource. MOOTW has long been relegated
to the margin in Army doctrine. In the early 1990s, as
it became apparent that MOOTW were not only
changing, but also that the Army was being tasked
with more of them, Army doctrine began to focus on
MOOTW in earnest. One of the first documents was
FM 100-20/AFP 30-20, Military Operations in Low
Intensity Conflict (1990), followed quickly by FM 8-
42, Health Operations in Low-Intensity Conflict also
in 1990, and then, a couple of years later, by FM 63-
6, Combat Service Support in Low-Intensity Conflict
and FM 7-98, Operations in Low Intensity Conflict.
When FM 100-5 Operations, the Army’s keystone
manual, was updated in 1993, it included a brief
chapter (about 8 pages) on MOOTW. Then, as the
Army gained experience in MOOTW, it produced the
Centre for Army Lessons Learned (CALL)
Handbook for the Soldier in Operations Other Than
War (MOOTW) in July 1994, and, a year later, FM
100-23, Peace Operations. At the same time, the
Army was already in the process of reviewing and
rewriting FM 100-5 for 1998, in the early draft
versions of which it sought to replace the catch-all
MOOTW category and introduced in its place the
concept of stability and support operations (SASO).

MOOTW Planning Requirements

PLANNING FOR MILITARY OPERATIONS OTHER THAN WAR: LESSONS FROM US ARMY EFFORTS 59



Despite the strides the US Army has made in
incorporating MOOTW into doctrine, it continues to
struggle with balancing MOOTW and MTW
requirements. The 1998 version of FM 100-5 has
gone through numerous rewrites, capturing MOOTW
(or SASO, or stability and support missionsor
actions) in a variety of different ways, accorded a
variety of different levels of emphasis. The final
version is not due until the first quarter of 1999. In the
meantime, doctrine-writers have postponed
completion of the rewrite of FM 100-20, formerly
Military Operations in Low Intensity Conflictand
currently titled Stability and Support Operations,until
the concepts are formalised in FM 100-5. Indeed,
early draft versions of FM 100-20 were based on
Chapter 13 in the 1993 version of FM 100-5, and
appeared to have changed little but terminology: at
that point, SASO was being used almost
interchangeably with MOOTW.

In whatever form the doctrine finally arrives, it
should accomplish some new things with regards to
MOOTW:
1. it should acknowledge that MOOTW and MTW

may take place simultaneously as different parts
of the same operation;

2. it should be complementary to – and coordinated
with – other services, joint, and NATO MOOTW
doctrine;

3. it should address the trends in conflict that affect
all operations, whether combat or MOOTW,
including requirements for coalition operations,
the presence of the media, the presence of
civilians (both locals and non-governmental
organisations), political micromanagement at the
tactical level, and so forth; and,

4. it should identify precisely where MTW and
MOOTW requirements diverge, in terms of
intelligence, for example (human intelligence is
often more useful in MOOTW than electronic or
satellite intelligence), or in terms of basic tactics
and techniques, such as patrolling or room
clearing (patrolling in many MOOTW is an overt
activity intended to establish presence, whereas it
is usually covert in MTWs; room clearing in
MOOTW usually requires knocking on doors and
finding out who is in a room as compared with
room-clearing in MTWs, which is usually
accomplished with a grenade).
These recommendations are compatible with the

findings of an after-action review (AAR) held at the
US Army Peacekeeping Institute to examine the
planning and preparation, deployment, and early entry
operations of Operation Joint Endeavor (OJE) from a

US perspective. Among the findings of that AAR
were14:

Current Army doctrine may not be broad enough
to ensure the full integration of civilian
organisations, i.e., non-DOD, UN, International
Organisations (IOs) or Non-Governmental
Organisations (NGOs), into planning for peace
operations. Specifically, although units involved
with Haiti developed close relationships when
planning/executing peace operations, the same
cannot be said of OJE. This coordination and
‘mindset’ of bringing these organisations in early
during planning and execution does not appear to
be institutionalised throughout the Army. Also,
there appears to be inconsistencies in peace
operations doctrine between Joint, Army, NATO
(in draft), and UN publications. (Issue #4)

Problems experienced during Joint Endeavor
stem from a lack of staffs who understood third
party logistics, could plan for it and then
implement and manage it. This reflects not only
doctrinal deficiencies, but also deficiencies in
formal training for third party logistics planning/
employment/management. (Issue #7)

C2 and support of US service members serving
outside US sectors is extremely challenging. Our
current doctrinal roles of the operational and
service chains of commands may not be
appropriate for multinational peace operations.
Doctrine for providing Title 10 support for US
units and individual service members deployed
outside US sector is limited, poorly understood
and rarely, if ever, practised. (Issue #9)

A strategic level review of our force protection
policies and doctrine is required to ensure that we
have a proper balance of force protection and
operational freedom. (Issue #10)

We must continue to redefine and develop both
Army and joint civil-military doctrine. We should
consider adding the terms Civilians along with the
term Troops in doctrinal concept of METT-T
found in our capstone manual FM 100-5.
(Issue #13)

If FM 100-5 and 100-20 are rewritten to meet the
general requirements described above, and address
the specific issues identified during the OJE AAR,
then they – in addition to other relevant doctrine such
as FM 100-8 The Army in Multinational Operations
(November 1997) – will be effective tools to help US
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Army planners avoid past problems and incorporate
lessons-learned into future MOOTW.

MOOTW force structure requirements vary
substantially, from the limited specialised forces
required for non-combatant evacuation operations to
the thousands of soldiers necessary to conduct peace
operations. Yet, there are some consistent differences
between MOOTW and MTWs. All MOOTW require
tailored forces: the organisation of the US Army into
corps and divisions is optimal for MTWs, but
inappropriate for the specific needs of MOOTW
which are smaller, lighter operations than MTW and
need a different mix of skills and capabilities,
MOOTW also require more immediate access to
special operations forces and combat support/combat
service support (CS/CSS) personnel such as
engineers, doctors, and military police than do MTW
– but the force is structured for rapid access to combat
forces, with many of the SOF troops and support
elements in the reserves (there is only one active civil
affairs battalion, for example, with the bulk of civil
affairs residing in the reserve component) or
maintained at echelons above division or above corps
(such as the vertical construction engineers who are
necessary to many MOOTW).

These distinctions between MTW force
structuring and MOOTW requirements have
implications for MOOTW planning. The required
forces may not be immediately available, or may not
be available in sufficient depth to allow for rotations,
or may never be available in the appropriate force mix
(such as when there is no call-up of the reserves and
operations must rely on volunteer reservists). These
problems must be anticipated so that workarounds
can be found (reliance on private contractors, on
foreign military contingents for certain skills, on other
services, etc.) or so that they can be resolved in
advance of operations (through creative force-
tailoring, modularity, development of new reserve
call-up policies, etc.).

But there are additional force structure challenges
that may arise for MOOTW planners, especially in
peace operations or complex contingencies, the four
most important of which are (1) unclear objectives,
(2) a huge variety of possible missions, (3) potential
for prolonged operations, and, (4) politically-
motivated force structure decisions (such as troop
limits). That’s not to mention the two trends likely to
complicate planning for any deployment, MOOTW
or MTW: the need to conduct multilateral operations

(sometimes under the auspices of a regional or global
organisation such as NATO or the UN) and the
presence of civilians (governmental, non-
governmental, and local).

Planners therefore may not even know how many
forces will be employed, how long the operation is
likely to last, what other players will be involved
(with what implications for the US Army, such as lift
or logistics support, protection, command and control
coordination requirements, etc.), or even what ends
must be attained for the operation to be considered a
success.

These, too, were issues that arose during the
Army Peacekeeping Institute’s OJE review. For
example, participants looking at “Issue 3,” “Force
Design and Adaptation,” noted that:

Pol-Mil constraints hampered planners’ ability to
revise initial estimates and adjust the force to
reflect operational considerations.
The mission was not clear, the “enemy” did not
exist per se, terrain was difficult to recon,
available resources were unclear, and time-
available was not decided.
The political process delayed the provision of
necessary political guidance in a timely manner to
complete the plan. As a result initial estimates
were not refined before political approval was
given to the plan. Authority to execute the
Presidential Selective Reserve Call-Up (PSRC)
was delayed by the peace process which impacted
on the execution of the force package. The
Secretary of Defense (SECDEF) imposed a
limitation on the number of reserve component
(RC) personnel to be mobilised which placed
constraints on the commanders and the limited
flexibility of the force design.
Deliberate plans for peace should be developed to
enhance and assist the force design process as
current “war plans” may not suffice for this
purpose.
Other relevant observations throughout the course

of the AAR included:
Current Army force structure is based on Defense
Planning Guidance to respond to the two Major
Regional Conflict (MRC) scenario. Present Army
force structure is configured so that US Army
Reserve (USAR) and Army National Guard
(ARNG) combat support and combat service
support (CS/CSS) forces are essential to execute
any MRC. However, availability of these forces is
dependent upon both national will and a political
decision making process. Their use in
contingency operations is subject to the same
constraints. (Issue #8)

Force Structure
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Another problem is that these organisational and
structural concepts date from a World War II
design and thinking. We need to look at new ways
to organise and meet contemporary requirements.
(Chapter 5, Topic #1)
In the briefing we gave examples of how late
reserve units can effect deployment and planning
phases if the PSRC is not decided early. The
military could not be perceived as being “out in
front” of the political process. Media plays into
this. An RC/AC (Reserve Components/Active
Components) mix relook is the answer.
(Chapter 5, Topic #2)
Although similar issues were raised in AARs

from OJE, Operation Restore Hope in Somalia,
Operation Uphold Democracyin Haiti, Operation
Provide Comfortin northern Iraq, and even analyses
of Operation Just Causein Panama, most strategic
force structure planning continues to focus on big war
requirements. Optimistic assessments continue to be
made about the timing required to move forces from a
MOOTW to an MTW should that be required; and
very few plans actually integrate MOOTW and MTW
manpower requirements in the event that a
contingency with elements of each takes place. Force
XXI and the AAN, moreover, appear to be solely
combat-focused, with an emphasis on trading
manpower for force-multiplying technologies.
Nonetheless, if the 1998 version of FM 100-5 lives up
to its potential, there may be more impetus for
integrated MOOTW-MTW force structure planning.

There are a few central training issues relevant to
MOOTW: (1) how much and what kinds of training
soldiers require to be prepared for MOOTW, (2) how
much those kinds of training differ from MTW
training, and, (3) how much MOOTW training can be
incorporated into standard unit METLs.

Of course, the answers vary across kinds
of MOOTW but, for the most part, they are
reassuring. Some MOOTW (e.g. counterterrorism,
counterinsurgency, non-combatant evacuation
operations) demand specialised forces trained over
time in unique skills, but most MOOTW arguably
require little more than tailored pre-deployment
training since they share most of the same tasks with
MTW. Indeed, CS/CSS and SOF personnel are likely
to conduct the same tasks in MOOTW as in MTW
and even combat soldiers’ tasks are similar, including
identifying belligerents and equipment, preparing and
occupying an observation post, conducting

countermine operations, and so forth.15 The
fundamental requirement for success in MOOTW is
disciplined, professional soldiers.16

Such a disciplined force is all the more important
when compensating for the key divergences in MTW-
MOOTW training requirements: conditions and
standards. MOOTW, for example, may require
soldiers to conduct overt rather than covert patrolling
or to react with restraint rather than overwhelming
force to hostile contact.17 MOOTW are often highly
politicised (it is frequently noted that in MOOTW a
tactical decision can have strategic implications). In
MOOTW, objectives may be unclear or changeable;
there may be no distinction between “good” guys and
“bad” guys. MOOTW are also more likely to involve
civilians – local, governmental, and non-
governmental. These are the aspects of MOOTW
wherein the training – and planning – challenges lie.
As one soldier from the 1st Armored Division in
Bosnia said:

Our training was to manoeuvre and take the
enemy out. Here we’ve had to learn a different
concept. We had to learn not to shoot because you
don’t really know who your enemy is. You have to
sit back, watch, and try to keep the peace.18

In the US Army’s experience, such challenges can
be met, for the most part, through just-in-time
training, including: the use of Peace Operations
Training Support Packages at home station,
situational exercises, and rotations through exercises
such as the MOOTW rotation at the Joint Readiness
Training Centre (JRTC) or the Combat Manoeuvre
Training Centre (CMTC). Mobile training teams can
even be dispatched to the deploying unit to prepare it
for the specific requirements of the contingency.

All this requires planning, however. Despite
experience and knowledge gained in Somalia and
Haiti, the training system established for Bosnia was
ad hoc and, consequently, it was plagued until well
into the operation with inefficiencies and redundancy.
Moreover, it tended to focus on refreshing basic
combat skills rather than on more relevant topics such
as mine awareness, local politics, and operating with
civilians.19 The US Army needs to have in place a set
of planning guidelines for pre-deployment MOOTW
training; it needs to determine in advance which skills
cannot be imparted with just-in-time training and
therefore should be incorporated into various units’
METLs; and, it should consider standardising some
MOOTW training requirements across units.20

Again, these observations are borne out by
findings of the US Army Peacekeeping Institute’s
OJE AAR:

Training
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The Army should emphasise mission analysis,
estimates and assumptions for peace operations in
training, schools and exercises. (Issue #3)
It may be time for the Army to recognise the
peace operations are not going to “go away”.
Adding peace operations tasks to at least some
unit METLs will ensure the Army is better
prepared to conduct these types of operations in
the future. This would enable at least some units
to deploy in a crisis… exportable training
programs, with associated POI, would be
invaluable to units preparing for deployment.
Adding peace operations to the METLs of
selected units would not create specialised peace
operations units, but units with the appropriate
peace operations skills. (Issue #4)
We must improve our schoolhouse and unit
training on multinational operations to include
how to ensure that effective support and C2
relationships are developed. (Issue #9)
…in addition to unit training, there are programs
that must be vitalised, such as the Foreign Area
Officer (FAO) program, language training, and
exchange programs with civilian governmental
and non-governmental organisations that provide
individual training and experience valuable to
peace operations. (Theme #1, Chapter 4)
Or, as one of the observers at the AAR cogently

summed up the problem,
The Army strategy for Peace Operations training
currently is “train for war and adapt for peace”.
You need to have an adaptation game plan and
METL for that. The game plan needs to be
applicable to any Army unit. (Topic #1, Chapter 5)21

Some MOOTW, such as counterterrorism, have
unique equipment requirements.22 For most
MOOTW, however, standard equipment and/or over-
the-counter purchases are likely to suffice. For the US
Army, equipping for MOOTW has been problematic
not because of the types of equipment needed, but
because of how much is available, where it resides in
the force structure, and the implications for MTW
readiness of using it in MOOTW.

The first issue is typified by reverse-osmosis
water purification units (ROWPU), technology used
to make potable water. Such units are in short supply
– their procurement was based on anticipated
requirements for US soldiers involved in two near-
simultaneous MTWs, not for locals, foreign military
contingents, and others present during smaller-scale

contingencies in resource-scarce environments. In
planning for MOOTW, demand for such low-density
capabilities must be anticipated, gauged, and
addressed with procurement where possible, but with
alternatives when necessary. Several civilian
agencies, non-governmental organisations, and even
other militaries have ROWPU units, for example; the
Army can therefore plan in advance with these other
factors to coordinate their efforts in order to
collaborate efficiently on the ground in the provision
of water.

The second issue mentioned above is related, in
the US, to how the force is structured. Although most
MOOTW are small-unit operations (even the largest
are led by division-level task forces), some MOOTW-
relevant equipment resides at echelons-above-division
(EAD) and echelons-above-corps (EAC). Similarly,
unit-types are designed and outfitted for combat, not
for MOOTW; thus light infantry units have typically
been deployed for peace operations, but they lack
both sufficient vehicles and adequate engineering
equipment for such operations. Problems have
therefore arisen in recent peace operations, for
example, when divisions’ forward support battalions
did not have in stock parts required by attached EAD
units. Planners need to foresee these kinds of
problems, especially in relation to engineers, aviation,
artillery, air defence, and signal units, and should
identify resupply chains before deployment. This is
particularly likely to be important in peace operations,
humanitarian assistance, disaster relief, and complex
contingency operations.

The third MOOTW-related equipment issue
facing the US Army is how use of equipment affects
readiness for MTW. Equipment sustains wear and
tear and is also sometimes modified for MOOTW, so
not all equipment would be immediately redeployable
directly from MOOTW to an MTW.23 Moreover,
units have left equipment behind for follow-on units,
the UN, contractors, or even local use; these items
have not typically been replaced in a timely manner.24

Planning therefore requires recognition of lag-time
between deployments to MOOTW and MTW-
readiness, especially for engineering equipment,
helicopters, and ground vehicles.

MOOTW equipment challenges are likely to
increase, rather than decline, for the US Army,
especially as the “revolution in military affairs”
continues to take place. Plans for Force XXI and the
AAN involve the development of equipment with
little relevance to MOOTW. In contingencies where
human intelligence is more important than satellite
intelligence and where face-time is more important
than stand-off capabilities, the technological advances

Equipment
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the Army is currently developing will be out of place
(not to mention prohibitively expensive). The two
areas of technological development likely to be most
applicable to MOOTW are non-lethal weapons
(currently being developed under the proponency of
the US Marines) and defensive and clean-up
capabilities for use where weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) may be a threat. Tellingly, non-
lethal weapons continue to regularly fall off the
services’ procurement priority lists.

Equipment issues will also flow from the coalition
aspect of many MOOTW, in terms of interoperability
and – at the other end of the scale – some foreign
contingents’ and non-governmental organisations’
reliance on the US military for logistics assistance and
even the provision of some key kinds of equipment.

Long-term MOOTW planning will require
attention to a variety of equipment issues:
maintenance of state of the art specialised equipment
stocks; advance efforts to ensure access and adequate
support in cases of force-tailoring; early coordination
with allies, potential coalition partners, and myriad
groups of civilians (including the United Nations, US
governmental agencies, and non-governmental
organisations) in planning for the provision of
logistics and low-density equipment types; and,
recognition and consideration of MOOTW
requirements as the Army modernises.25

None of these observations regarding MOOTW
planning requirements are new. Each of them could
have been made in reference to previous operations in
Panama, northern Iraq, Somalia, Haiti, and Rwanda.
Many of them even pertain to earlier operations, such
as the one in Lebanon, despite the much larger US
Army and different international security environment
then in place.

With a wealth of data and experience over the past
decade, US Army planners can now be fairly certain
what problems are likely to arise in MOOTW. Their
challenge is to find ways to resolve or work around
them within daunting constraints: the relatively low
priority accorded such operations within the US
Army, from training to budgeting to force structure;
the political imperatives affecting many MOOTW
(including requirements for coalitions, neutrality,
limited-to-zero civilian or even military casualties,
limited infrastructural damage, etc.); and, the
uncertainties pervading such operations (how long
they will last, what outcome will be satisfactory, who

will join a coalition with what criteria, how the public
will react, what political limitations will be placed on
the operation, etc.).

Unfortunately, the first constraint can be
paralysing. Most US Army planning – like most US
military analysis overall – continues to be bifurcated:
the bulk of attention and long-term strategic planning
is focused on MTWs; there is some limited
operational planning for MOOTW. Fortunately, if
FM 100-5 lives up to its promise, that hurdle, at least,
will be lowered. Army planners will be given leave to
finally think in terms of operations rather than war
and everything else.Whether budgets and
procurement and force structure will fall into place is
doubtful, at least in the short-term, but minor,
marginal adjustments in leader education and unit and
individual training should allow for more foresight
and creativity in meeting MOOTW requirements.26
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to the sale and lease of these items the Army, which owned most
of the items, studied the impact of these transactions on unit
readiness and concluded that they would not lessen unit
readiness.” US General Accounting Office, Peace Operations:
Withdrawal of US Troops from Somalia, Washington, D.C.:
General Accounting Office, GAO/NSAID-94-175, June 1994.
Nonetheless, the author’s own research and other literature
suggests that, at least in some cases, unit readiness is degraded
for some time. See, for example, LTG Henry Shelton, “Impact
of Operations Other Than War on Training and Readiness as
Related to Recovery Time,” unpublished memo to GEN Dennis
J. Reimer, 22 February 1995, pp.5-6.

25. Equipment issues were only peripherally discussed at the
Army Peacekeeping Institute’s OJEAAR, and tended to focus
exclusively on coalition and military-civilian logistics issues.
The key findings along these lines were: “Review current
logistics relationships with NATO, other international
organisations, Partners for Peace, and other potential coalition
partners. Simplify.” (Issue #6) and, “Recognise third party
logistics as an integral part of both deliberate and contingency
operation planning processes.” (Issue #7)

26. For more on MOOTW planning, see: Joint Pub 3-07, op.cit,
Chapter IV, “Planning for Military Operations Other Than
War,” pp.IV-1 to IV-12; Paul K. Davis, ed., New Challenges
for Defense Planning: Rethinking How Much is Enough,Santa
Monica, California: RAND, 1994, especially chapters 7
(Richard L. Kugler, “Nonstandard Contingencies for Defense
Planning”), 9 (Jennifer Morrison Taw and Bruce Hoffman,
“Operations Other Than War”), 15 (Bruce W. Bennett, Sam
Gardiner, and Daniel B. Fox, “Not Merely Planning for the
Last War”), and, 17 (Margaret Cecchine Harrell and Robert
Howe, “Military Issues in Multinational Operations”). This
book, interestingly, reflects the very bifurcation mentioned
above. There is a single chapter on MOOTW; there are many
on MTW; and, there are a few which describe operations in a
more integrated fashion.
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NOTHING IS FOREVER 2/3 COMMANDOS –
Publisher/Distributor: Ron Garland, 109 Bilga
Crescent, Malabar Heights NSW 2036. Telephone
(02) 9661 52981. Also available from AMHP,
13 Veronica St, Loftus, 2232. Telephone (02) 9521
6513. Cost $A45 plus postage and packing. PP cost
in NSW is $5. Hard back, 444 pages, contains
nominal roll of all members, 240 photos, many by
Damien Parer, Artwork by Ivor Hele and
members, 14 maps, honour roll, war graves,
recommendations for decorations and other
annexes plus barcode.

A gripping true story of Australia facing Japanese
aggression and fierce, close-quarter fighting in
mountainous jungle country from Wau to Salamaua
in New Guinea. Told in graphic and readable form by
a decorated officer of the unit. It covers major World
War II events, formation of secret, suicide
Commandos in 1941, three overseas tours by 2/3 and
relevant stories up to 1997. It tells of outstanding
achievements against heavy Japanese odds. In eight
months of constant warfare from Wau to Salamaua in
1943, 2/3 suffered over 60 per cent battle casualties
including one captain and eight lieutenants killed in
action out of only ten lieutenants on establishment.

2/3 went to New Caledonia in 1941 to counter
pro-Japanese Vichy French and wage guerrilla
warfare against anticipated Japanese invasion, as the
2/2 later did in Timor. This invasion was averted and
the unit ordered to New Guinea. The Japanese made a
drive to capture the vital Wau airstrip in January
1943. The newly arriving 17 Brigade was forced into
perimeter defence of the strip as 2/3 flew in on 31
January. 2/3 Commandos launched a counter-attack,
defeated the Japanese and pursued them, waging
guerrilla warfare on all their withdrawal tracks to
Mubo.

They then crossed the 10,000 feet Double
Mountain range and waged guerrilla warfare behind
Japanese lines in the Salamaua area. During this
period, with only one platoon and no supporting fire
or air support, they captured the vital Bobdubi Ridge,
close to Salamaua, and threatened the Japanese
operations in the total area. They held it for about two
weeks until forced to withdraw in the face of massive
Japanese ground and air force attacks. 

Later behind Japanese lines, without artillery or
air support they attacked with two platoons and

captured the Japanese heavily defended position at
Ambush Knoll which covered vital approaches to
Salamaua. Although isolated and surrounded by the
Japanese, they then stubbornly held this feature for
four days against 20 deliberate attacks by vastly
superior numbers, who were supported by artillery
and mortars, until the AIF 2/6 Battalion could break
through and raise the siege. This was probably the
most courageous defensive battle fought in modern
military history. They fought many other classic
battles until Salamaua fell. The unit later participated
in the successful invasion and capture of Balikpapan.

A LITTLE BIT OF HOPE Australian Force –
Somalia by Bob Breen, Allen & Unwin, 1998. 499
pages including photographs, maps and 150 pages
of Appendixes.

Reviewed by Lieutenant Colonel Alistair Pope
(Retired)

What a surprising book! I offered to review it with
misgivings as the little I knew of the Somali
Operation had been gleaned from the press several
years before and the idea of reading it appealed to me
about as much as reading Standing Orders. Somalia
had not caught the public imagination and had not
received a great deal of publicity. If very little had
happened then what was there to write 500 pages
about?

Well, I have to say that I was most pleasantly
surprised. Bob Breen has written a thorough and
nicely balanced account of the 1RAR deployment
which has combined the “nuts and bolts” of complex
military operations, a good description of the land and
the Somali people and the human element of a
Battalion Group on active duty.

Fortunately, the book has been structured well
enough to ensure that the reader’s interest is quickly
engaged. The first chapter reads almost like a novel as
it sets out the background political and social context
and the machinations of international power politics
as a range of possible scenarios that could involve an
Australian military deployment were constantly
devised and revised. I have to say that the description
of Somalia and its society did nothing to encourage
me to donate to the next inevitable famine appeal. But
without that detailed description right up front I doubt
that the remainder of the book could have retained
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enough appeal for most readers to continue for
another 400 pages! It was also nice to see that the
little things that have niggled Australian soldiers are
still there, probably still in the same bureaucrats in-
tray awaiting action. Australian soldiers existed on a
shoestring while In contrast … Australians working
for UN Agencies and NGO’s in Mogadishu enjoyed
far better working conditions and participated in a
lively Western social circuit. (Page 15) in air-
conditioned facilities, while Greg Jackson and his
men did not even have a refrigerator!

The story of “ramping up and getting there” is
well told and contains many of the same lessons
experienced on the last deployment of this type, to
Vietnam 28 years before! Why are we no better?
Well, suffice to say that despite computers, databases,
instant communication and the full support of
everyone who could put his oar in the initiative of the
officers and soldiers on the ground made it all work
on the day – and the ships sailed on time.

I did find it surprising that it was an afterthought
to deploy a recce party from 1RAR ahead of the
landing. This was not an assault across a hostile shore
as many US troops were already in Somalia. As the
cliché “time spend in reconnaissance is never wasted”
was close to being elevated to a principle the
omission in the deployment plan was a curious one.
Secondly, it is hard to believe that, once the
deployment was certain, better intelligence could not
be obtained. The Battalion Group were thinking in
terms of conventional operations… Possible perhaps,
but it pitched the expectations and attitudes of the
soldiers on the wrong level. This could have had
serious consequences when operations turned out to
be more akin to those of Northern Ireland.
Fortunately, the soldiers reacted (and behaved) well
given their rather limited role of capture, disarm and
release the perpetrators of even the worst crimes.
Fortunately, there were enough incidents with Somali
gunmen to retain the soldier’s interest for the duration
of their deployment.

The description of the operations, the contacts and
incidents is well handled in sufficient detail to make it
both readable while remaining factual. Bob has an
ability to make one feel the tension of the incident.
This section is the most interesting. Unfortunately, the
effort and professionalism of the Diggers did not have
more than a limited effect even while they were there
and certainly none after their departure. For example,
When they captured bandits, the Australians had
expected that they would be brought to justice or at
least prevented form returning to banditry. They were
disappointed on both counts. (Page 344). Well, if

nothing else it was great training on a two-way firing
range!

This is a thorough book, an excellent reference
works and can easily be read in parts rather than as a
whole. It therefore has something for those who were
there, professional military planners looking to learn
and improve on last time, the general reader and the
curious who want to know what the Australian
involvement in Somalia was all about.

Although it does not reflect on the book, one of
today’s “hot potatoes” (as it has been before) is the
subject of awards. Unfortunately, I found it somewhat
disturbing that officers received 12 awards, the senior
NCO’s seven and the other ranks only three. I must
have misread some of the incident reports lead by fine
young corporals and backed by well trained soldiers.
It appeared to me that they were the ones at the
cutting edge going beyond their level – and that is
what awards are for, not just doing your job well.

In summary, an enjoyable read but the Somalis
will be waiting a long time for my donation.

AUSTRALIA’S SECURITY IN THE 21ST
CENTURY edited by J. Mohan Malik, Allen and
Unwin, Sydney, 1998, RRP $29.95, 284 pages.

Reviewed by Lieutenant Colonel Ian Wing

On a warm and clear December day last year, on a
beach just south of Ulladulla, I began reading Australia’s
Security in the 21st Century. Five hours later, and despite
being hit by a beach ball and distracted by some
impressive bird life, I  finished this excellent collection
of essays on Australian security and defence policy.

Malik’s introduction sets an ambitious agenda for the
book:
“…to provide an understanding of the evolution of
Australia’s defence and security policies , especially
changes in Australia’s defence strategy, alliance
relationships, the advantages and disadvantages of
Australia’s burgeoning ties with the Asia-Pacific region,
the challenges of force structure planning in the light of
RMA, nature of military contingencies and alternative
security strategies available to Australian defence
planners.”

Malik points to the apparently unavoidable
incongruity of preparing the ADF to defend Australia
when it is more likely to be employed in multinational
collective security, constabulary tasks, resource
protection and humanitarian relief operations. The
contradictions which are inherent in Australian defence
and security policy form a recurrent theme of the thirteen
essays presented in this collection.

A strength of the book is its organisation which
enables it to be read sequentially with several chapters
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expanding on information and analysis presented earlier.
Following Malik’s introduction, David Lee reviews the
development of Australia’s defence policy and Stewart
Woodman analyses its underlying strategies and
concepts. Alliance relationships and the security
environment then receive attention from Thomas-Durrell
Young, Mohan Malik, Craig Snyder and Stuart Harris.
Detailed consideration is given to defence decision
making (Graeme Cheeseman), personnel issues (Hugh
Smith), military hardware (David Horner) and capability
planning (Stewart Woodman). The book concludes with
a consideration of some dissenting viewpoints by David
Dalby and David Sullivan, and a final chapter by Malik
which draws together several of its major themes.

The book is particularly strong in its consideration of
the evolution of Australia’s alliance relationships and the
development of Australian defence policy since the
Vietnam War.

My seaside idyll demonstrated that the book is easily
read and it is free from the abstractions of much
contemporary literature on defence and security. This
makes it highly useful for military professionals who
seek and up-to-date and comprehensive discussion on
the topic. The book is a “must have” for postgraduate
students working in the field of defence and security
studies. Thoroughly recommended.

UP TOP – ‘The Royal Australian Navy and
Southeast Asian Conflicts 1955-1972’ by Jeffrey
Grey, Allen and Unwin, AWM, Sydney, 1998, 380
pages, ill., $59.95.

Reviewed by Michael Fogarty

This long awaited book is the seventh volume in
the official history series of Australia’s Involvement
in the Southeast Asian Conflicts 1948-1975. The
author is an associate professor of history at the
Australian Defence Force Academy and in this book
he continues to make a distinguished contribution to
Australia’s military history. Under the general
editorship of the Official Historian, Dr Peter Edwards,
this book archives the same high standard as its
predecessors. Dr Grey has co-authored with Dr Peter
Dennis a previous volume on t he Emergency and
Confrontation – Australia’s Military Operations in
Malaya and Borneo 1950-66. Thus he is well
credentialled to review the ancillary naval as a sub-set
of the same era.

It is well that the Navy now has its own stand-
alone volume to cover the events of the Far East
Strategic Reserve, the Malayan Emergency,
Confrontation with Indonesia and the Vietnam War.
Here for the first time is an account of the experience

generations of sailors still call “Up Top”. The term
itself is a metonym for the naval operational
deployment into Southeast Asia and afar. Indeed, for
many years, the enticement of service overseas
figured heavily in recruiting campaigns. After
enlistment, within a year, many general service
recruits were visiting those very countries to which
the recruiting posters has beckoned them. It was not
all leisure and pleasure for many young sailors and
officers who soon found themselves on to operational
service, on their first visit – Up Top.

While Australian ships were nominally under the
operational command of the Commander Far East
Fleet, political considerations often meant that
sensitive decisions on their use (including the
protection of British registered shipping) had to be
referred to Canberra for approval. In late 1957, during
the Emergency, the Australian Commissioner’s
Office in Singapore reported to Canberra that “…
Admiral Gladstone remarked that our two Australian
destroyers in Singapore waters ought to be at his
disposal. Their role could not be  to provide congenial
drinking companions, occasional rugger teams and
opportunities to pay diplomatic calls in foreign ports –
which appears to do less than justice to the conception
of a strategic reserve”.

Dr Grey puts this episodic and thematic naval
history in its correct political and diplomatic setting.
Without an adequate study of the prevailing
environment, which conditioned naval operations,
both domestic and international the book would not
make sense. A linear operational history would be one
dimensional in not achieving the required analytical
framework such an official history demands. Then as
now it is a given situation – naval operations as much
as any force projections overseas are properly
subordinated to overall government control. Those
senior officers, whether service or civilian, who
misread that influence, were often publicly educated
at considerable personal discomfort. It is for that
reason that many of the successful service
commanders obviously learned that distinction earlier
in their careers.

To be sure, a resource straitened Navy faced
competing challenges in maintaining a balanced
operational fleet. A Navy has many missions – the
overseas profile being but one.  The equal demands of
the Australia station had to be met to their fullest
expression – too numerous to be repeated here but
generally understood by those who have served in
those roles. Clearly, the priority to task warships
abroad in meeting FESR and SEATO commitments
put a strain on funding. There was a continuing
requirement to train men and man ships with skilled
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personnel amid chronic shortages of technical
specialists. This was necessary as many of the older
ships had high maintenance needs. “Service at sea in
the tropics was arduous, and occasionally dangerous.”
The author also notes that “… (the) Darings were
cramped and uncomfortable ships on which to serve,
especially in Southeast Asian waters”. Despite all of
this, RAN personnel served Australia well, coping
with “… the increased physical and psychological
requirements of service in warships”. (Army News 9
July, 1998). As the author notes, “… service in the
Strategic Reserve brought many rewards
professionally, but it had its share of frustrations”. At
the end of the Emergency in 1960, the then Minister
for Defence (Athol Townley) stated that “… Australia
can be fully proud of the high record of achievement
maintained by our forces in Malaya, who have further

demonstrated the practical friendship which exists
between Australia and Malaya”. 

The naval contribution to the FESR began on 2
July 1955 and ended on 31 October 1971. During that
continuum, HMA ships served in Southeast Asia
during the Malayan Emergency (until 1960) outside
of the Brunei Rebellion (1962) and with increasing
involvement during the latter half of Confrontation
(1964-66). FESR service continued after that conflict
had concluded until the formal contribution ended in
1971. As events in Vietnam escalated, with the
deployment of a warship to that conflict from 1967
through to 1971, RAN vessels serving in the FESR
also carried out logistical support for HMAS Sydney
which ferried troops and stores on regular trips to
Vung Tau.
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End of Confrontation – Major General G. H. Lea, Director of Operations and Commander, Land
Forces, Borneo, inspects a guard of honour from HMAS Parramatta during a naval ceremonial
parade held at Labuan on 6 September, 1966. The parade was held to mark the withdrawal of
RN, RNZN and RAN ships from Malaysian Borneo at the cessation of hostilities on 11 August

1966. Commander J. Matthew is shown with one of Parramatta’s officers.
(Photograph – AWM Navy 10934).
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Special attention is given to Australia’s support
for the nascent Federation of Malaya Navy. That
included the appointment of a senior RAN officer to
command the RMNM – replacing a RN officer – a
break with the past. The selection of Captain W. J.
Dovers was an inspired choice as he was considered a
future Chief of Naval Staff. Clearly, RAN
representation at such a high level had obvious
strategic implications for Australia.

The Pentagon was not slow to note that the end of
Confrontation allowed available Australian units to be
freed for other commitments. Beyond lay Vietnam.
The Australian Ambassador in Washington reported
to Canberra in late 1966 that “… (Bundy) hinted that
we might not receive a specific request for an
additional contribution but the Administration hoped
that we would reach our own judgement as to what
additionally needed to be done in Vietnam”. The then
Head of the Australian Defence Staff, Rear Admiral
Crabb, produced some high quality assessments of the
impact of the war on Washington, which accurately
portrayed the gravity of the situation. At the same
time, the Embassy also reported that “… virtually
every office in the Pentagon is being combed for
replacements and reinforcements for the Vietnam
War”. It was in this climate that the RAN became
actively involved in supporting the US presence in
Indo China.

The book gives appropriate coverage of the
participation by HMA ships rotated to the gunline –
integrated with the USN Seventh Fleet off the coast of
Vietnam. Denis Fairfax fully described that
operational phase in his earlier (1980) book – Navy in
Vietnam. To compare and contrast the adequacy and
extent of both accounts is outside the range of this
review. That should be left to those with personal
experience of such activities who would be better
placed to comment on the emphasis and balance
required in describing RAN operations in Vietnam.
Dr Grey also pays due tribute to the naval logistical
support effort – which in its representation made a
vital contribution to the overall Defence mission.

What does emerge from these pages is the sense
of professionalism the Navy sought to assert in the
Vietnam War. That is, to demonstrate the operational
capability of the newly acquired Charles F. Adams
class destroyers as they entered the RAN Fleet.
Again, the senior commanders were equally keen that
they should not be over zealous or unrealistic in force
contributions lest any deficiencies be exposed. It is for
this reason that the earlier enthusiasm for the wider
use of HMAS Melbourne with its new aircraft
inventories, patrol craft and minesweepers had to be
restrained. After all, a markedly smaller Navy with a

predominantly British silhouette could only do as
much as the logistical backing would allow. It is to its
credit that an Australian-built Daring, HMAS
Vendetta, could overcome such obstacles and provide
a unique gun platform – the deployment of a three
twin turret destroyer with six 4.5” guns. The DDGs
had two 5 inch (5”/54) rapid fire guns in single
mounts. Vendetta’s 1969 deployment was not as
insuperable as first thought. In the end, training,
tactics and logistics can be all modified and
accommodated. It remains; material differences aside,
the crew of any warship is the ultimate weapons
systems.

Dr Grey concludes with a memorable quote from
Admiral Sir Louis Hamilton, RN, and a former Chief
of Naval Staff, on his departure from his RAN
appointment. “… A Navy does not drop from the
clouds. It is a miraculous and delicate instrument, a
creation of nerves as well as steel, united with blood
as well as rivets; it is in many ways the greatest
expression of a nation’s genius”. While many would
blush at this accolade, those same sentiments could
equally apply to an Army or Air Force which, after all
is just as much a creature of similar endeavour.

This is an interesting book with much to offer.
Written in a pleasant style, it provides useful insights
into those troubled years. While it often has positive
things to say about the RAN, it falls short of being the
anthem that many naval veterans would seek. The
author interprets the issues and brings to light many
events which need to be understood – in their
particular context. It is anticipated that it will provide
the impetus so necessary for the continuing study of
Australian naval history. The folkloric tradition has it
that the Navy is often referred to as the Senior
Service. That said, Dr Grey’s timely work reminds us
all that the RAN, despite being the orphan of
conventional military history, does not always need to
be a Silent Service.

BOMBERS VERSUS BATTLESHIPS by David
Hamer, Allen and Unwin, Sydney, Softcover, 399
pages, RRP $35.00.

Reviewed by Group Captain Mark Lax

Given the  rather catchy title, the reader can expect an
interesting book that does not disappoint. Sub-titled The
Struggle between Ships and Aircraft for the Control of
the Surface of the Sea, this publication is divided into
twenty chapters, and with the exception of two, each
describes a now famous naval-air engagement. The
chapters trace the history of the ascendancy of air power
over the leviathan battleships that once ruled the world’s



oceans and follows the race to adopt both carrier borne
aviation and smaller, fast attack helicopter frigates.

The book follows a chronological sequence, starting
with the very beginnings of air power. It covers the rapid
development of naval aviation during World War I, but
one famous pioneer of naval aviation known as “Rutland
of Jutland” for some reason is not mentioned. This
chapter does set the scene well and is a good summary
of the early days. Chapter two covers the “Between the
Wars” era which was the time of the air power theorists,
particularly Mitchell, and the development of aircraft
carriers. Unfortunately, and possibly because we are
small players by world standards, the development of
early Australian naval aviation is not covered. The
remaining chapters with the exception of the last cover
specific World War II engagements. The book
concludes with a chapter on post-World War II
developments which at only 16 of the 341 pages of text,
tends to sell itself short when the Falklands campaign is
only briefly covered compared with some of the World
War II battles so described. There is also no mention of
naval operations or naval aviation’s contribution to the
various crises in the Middle East and surprisingly, no
mention of the missile attack on the USS Stark, which
had a profound affect on USN Gulf deployments.
Nevertheless and despite the overwhelmingly 1939-45
focus, the book covers the topic admirably.

I discovered when reading this book, that the author
is an Australian and a retired specialist gunnery officer,
fighter director and naval pilot. Having fought in three of
the battles described certainly gives him a unique
perspective and the credibility to pass a value judgement
on the topic he describes. In later life, he went into
Australian politics and served as deputy President of the
Senate for many years.

Published by Allen and Unwin in their usual style,
the paper is high quality making the book quite heavy
and thus, tiring to hold for several hours at a time, but is
printed clearly and well bound. Containing 52 B&W
photos and 39 maps, the book is suitably illustrated,
although not all locations named in the text are
illustrated on the applicable maps. I found this somewhat
frustrating when trying to follow the description of
sequence of events chapter by chapter, but the well-
written narrative helps to alleviate this somewhat. No
doubt because of costs, the book is printed in Singapore
and endnotes, bibliography and index are also included.

David Hamer has presented a thorough examination
of the struggle between ships and aircraft, a struggle that
continues to this day. Overall, the book is very readable
and even-handedly portrays the evolution of aircraft
versus ship tactics. Highly recommended.
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