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Overcoming Learned Helplessness
Dear Editor,

I read with interest the article “Overcoming
Learned Helplessness” by James Warn in your
September/October Journal. While I fully agree
that “leadership and a performance orientated
HR system are vital ingredients for overcoming
learned helplessness”, I think the author should
also have included two more important
ingredients.

Firstly, for Defence as a whole to work with
a sense of purpose, all Programs should be
working with the same collective sense of self-
efficacy. It is very disheartening to be actively
involved in a Program that is embarking on a
Leadership and Cultural Change program, only
to be laughed at by other Programs’ staff
whose leadership does not see the need for this

change. We need a program for change that
has the full support of all Defence Organisation
heads.

Secondly, it is very difficult to overcome a
sense of helplessness when your efforts to
achieve are regularly smothered by mountains
of baffling bureaucracy. Perhaps the
overcoming of learned helplessness will see an
attitude of cooperation, instead of job and
comfort zone protection. 

I genuinely hope that in the future Defence
Heads enact the positive ideas expressed by Mr
Warn in his article so we can become an even
better Defence team.

M.J. Kelly
SQNLDR 

OICAOSF Townsville

Letters to the Editor
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Over the past 20 years, the ADF has made
great strides in its capability to plan and

conduct joint operations. This joint approach
is reflected in strategic guidance, in the ADF
command structure and, increasingly, in the
way we structure the force. The effectiveness
of these arrangements has been tested in an
ongoing program of major exercises and
operations, which indicate that, while there
are always improvements to be made, the
basic approach is both sound and successful.
The operations in East Timor provide the most
recent and prominent example. 

ADF and single-Service doctrine give
primacy to a joint approach while recognising
that the professional mastery of the single
Services is the key to the creation of an
effective joint capability. At the strategic and
operational levels, the various doctrinal
publications are in close alignment in their
coverage of the nature of conflict, strategic
policy, the operational art, and the various
aspects of campaign planning and
implementation. Indeed, there is considerable

repetition of these themes in the joint
Australian Defence Doctrine Publication
(ADDP) series and the strategic level maritime,
land and aerospace doctrine publications.1

The maritime, land and aerospace doctrine
publications, however, also include strategic
concepts from the Maritime, Continental and
Air Schools of Strategic Thought, such as sea
and air control. These concepts are important
in understanding how to employ military
capabilities as part of a coordinated joint
campaign, yet they are not covered in joint
doctrine or the Australian Military Strategy
(AMS),2 either individually or in an integrated
way. The concepts are covered in the
Australian Command and Staff Course, but
again not in a particularly integrated way. 

Doctrinally, the ADF has a situation where
joint, maritime, land and aerospace concepts
are expressed in four different languages,
which are not necessarily well understood
across the ADF. Moreover, the structure of
our doctrine could be taken to imply that the
maritime, land and aerospace concepts are

The Integration of Joint and Single-Service
Doctrine – Ensuring Maritime, Land and
Air Concepts are Understood and Applied

By Captain P.D. Leschen, RAN

Australia’s single Services have a long history of joint operations, dating back to the expedition
to capture German New Guinea in 1914. During World War II, joint Australian operational
activity involving units from all three Services reached its peak during the final operations in the
New Guinea-Bougainville-Borneo areas. Notwithstanding this evidence of interoperability there has
been a parallel tendency towards independent operations, albeit often as part of a larger allied
force. 

In the aftermath of the Vietnam War, it became clear that the level of independent planning
was inconsistent with the future needs of Australian security. Although each Service argued that its
planning assumptions were the product of endorsed strategic guidance, each was also working from
different doctrinal foundations. The push for a more coherent defence organisation in the 1970s,
combined with the move towards greater defence self-reliance, has resulted in a greater focus on
joint operations. 
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single Service rather than joint in nature. In
fact they are all joint to a greater or lesser
extent. This is a significant shortfall, which
flows through into our strategic and
operational guidance. The aim of this article
is to develop an outline structure that shows
how the various concepts are related, and
why they need to be integrated.3 With further
development, such a structure could have
considerable implications for joint doctrine,
strategic and operational guidance, and force
structure decision-making.

Joint Doctrine and Concepts
ADF strategic and operational concepts

and doctrine are contained in a number of
publications and documents. Strategic
guidance is provided by the White Paper,
Defence 2000–Our Future Defence Force. The
Strategy Section of this document includes
chapters on Australia’s Strategic Interests and
Objectives, our International Strategic
Relationships, and Australia’s Military
Strategy. The chapter on the AMS notes that
the key to defending Australia is to control
the sea and air approaches to our continent,
and places this in the context of a
“fundamentally maritime strategy”, but one
which “includes a vital and central role for
land forces”.4 The AMS is further developed in
a classified document of the same name. 

At the operational level, the Commander
Australian Theatre has published an interim
publication called Decisive Manoeuvre –
Australian Warfighting Concepts to Guide
Campaign Planning.  Doctrinally, this
document is supported by ADFP 6,
Operations, and by the three environmental
supplements. The Air Supplement, however,
has already been withdrawn, replaced by the
RAAF Operational Air Doctrine Manual, and
the Maritime and Land Supplements are also
due to be replaced by equivalent RAN and
Army publications.

Decisive Manoeuvre and ADFP 6 have a
strong focus on the operational art and on

campaign planning and execution. In the area
of operational art, some of the key concepts
are: 

• Operational Objectives and the End State
• Centre of Gravity
• Critical Vulnerabilities
• Decisive Points
• Command and Control Warfare
• Manoeuvre
• Tempo

Discussion of Campaign Planning and
Execution includes the planning sequence,
stages of a campaign, logistics and coalition
operations. Throughout these documents there
is an emphasis on the need for a manoeuvrist
approach to warfare, which recognises the
need for excellent C4ISREW capabilities and
encompasses ideas such as “decision
superiority” and “precision strike”. Using the
latest terminology, these ideas might be
summed up as maintaining the “knowledge
edge” and conducting “Effects Based
Operations”.

Single-Service Doctrine and Concepts
The single Services have each produced

strategic level doctrine publications,5 which
explain the strategic concepts that come from
the Maritime, Continental and Air Schools of
Strategic Thought. These concepts are crucial
to understanding how each Service thinks
about operations in its particular environment
– sea, land and air respectively.

To a greater or lesser extent, each of these
publications includes discussion of the joint
concepts that have already been mentioned.
They set out to describe how the
environmental strategic concepts relate to the
operational art and campaigning, and to show
how these ideas apply in their particular
environment. These publications therefore
span both the strategic and operational levels
of war.
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For the purposes of this article, however, it
is the various maritime, land and air strategic
concepts, and the relationships between them
and joint doctrine, that is most important.
Before discussing the relationships between
the concepts, it is necessary to briefly
summarise them. 

Maritime Strategic Concepts
Australian Maritime Doctrine, RAN

Doctrine 1, summarises a number of
important strategic concepts, which have
been developed and enunciated by a variety
of maritime theorists over more than a
century. From this perspective, a “maritime
strategy” is about directing all aspects of
national power to achieve national strategic
goals and, of fundamental importance, about
using the sea to influence events ashore.
Before it is possible to use the sea, however, it
is necessary to exert some degree of control
over the area that you wish to use.

Sea Control, therefore, is “that condition
which exists when one has freedom of action
to use the sea for one’s own purposes for a
period of time and, if required, deny its use to
an opponent”.6 Conversely, a maritime power
may wish to prevent an opponent from using
the sea to achieve its own ends. This leads to
the concept of Sea Denial, which is “that
condition which exists when an adversary is
denied the ability to use an area of the sea for
his own purposes for a period of time”.7

Achieving either sea control or sea denial
requires capabilities to conduct Air, Surface,
Undersea and Electronic Warfare, so as to be
able to operate in all parts of the maritime
battlespace. 

Seeking to control or deny the sea may be
significant in its own right, resulting in the
destruction or neutralisation of enemy forces,
or preventing them from being reassigned to
other areas of operation. Achieving control or
denial, however, is more important for what it
enables a maritime power to use the sea for.

There are two crucial uses of the sea. First,
keeping Sea Lines of Communication (SLOC)
open is of vital importance to a maritime
nation like Australia, with its dependence on
overseas and coastal trade. Likewise, any
expedition mounted against Australia would
depend critically on sea communications.
Second, an ability to control the sea enables
the Projection of Power ashore, through
missions such as maritime mobility and
amphibious operations, support to operations
on land, and land strike. 

History is full of examples that
demonstrate the importance of both aspects.
The Battle of the Atlantic in World War II is
perhaps the best known example of a denial
campaign to cut SLOCs, against a control
campaign to keep them open, but an
equivalent battle was fought off Australia’s
east coast in 1942–44 in support of the
campaign in New Guinea. The American
amphibious operations across the Pacific in
the Second World War, and at Inchon in the
Korean War, are classic examples of the
power projection role of maritime forces, and
again have their smaller local equivalents in
New Britain, Borneo and, more recently, East
Timor.

This explanation greatly oversimplifies the
nature and modern understanding  of
maritime strategy which, as one theorist
explains, is not purely a naval preserve, but

...involves the other functions of state
power that include diplomacy; the safety and
defence of merchant trade at sea; fishing; the
exploitation, conservation, regulation and
defence of the exclusive economic zone;
coastal defence; security of national borders;
the protection of offshore islands; as well as
participation in regional and world-wide
concerns relating to the use of oceans, the
skies over the oceans and the land under the
seas.8

Nevertheless, the essential point is that
maritime forces have great utility in a wide
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range of combat operations at and from the
sea and, through a credible and persistent
presence, in diplomatic and constabulary
operations in situations short of war.9 The
aspects described are the key concepts that
guide the employment of maritime power
and, notwithstanding new terminology such
as “Battlespace Dominance”, they have stood
the test of time very well. 

Air Strategic Concepts
The RAAF Air Power Manual describes

five core air power capabilities, which are of
great importance in the implementation of
any strategic or operational concept for
Australia’s defence. The primary air power
capability is Control of the Air, which “is the
ability to use the third dimension and the
surface below it without being threatened or
attacked effectively by the enemy’s air
power”.10 Achieving control of the air requires
Offensive and Defensive Counter Air
(OCA/DCA) operations.

Control of the air can be an end in itself,
as defensive operations to deny enemy
control of the air can prevent or neutralise air
attacks against a nation’s people,
infrastructure, lines of communication and
military forces. It is, however, also a means to
other ends, as control of the air will almost
always be a prerequisite for other defensive or
offensive military operations. 

The second and third air power
capabilities are Precision Strike and
Engagement. Precision strike “is the ability to
use air power to destroy or neutralise targets
and to undermine the enemy’s will to fight
through the application of firepower with a
high degree of lethality, discrimination and
accuracy”.11 It is central to the idea of Effects
Based Operations. Precision engagement is a
similar concept that differs in that it does not
involve the application of firepower;
examples include tracking a potentially
hostile submarine, and some surveillance and
reconnaissance missions. These operations

include Land and Maritime Strike,
Interdiction of lines of communication, and
Offensive Air Support, both at sea and on
land.

The fourth air power capability is Rapid
Force Projection, which “is the deployment of
military power to locations in or near an area
where the government wishes to increase
significantly its strategic influence on the
basis of force”.12 The force projected could be
any form of military capability, including air
squadrons and their support, or elements of
land forces. Airlift, Control of the Air and
secure forward bases are key enablers of rapid
force projection.

The fifth air power capability is
Information Exploitation, which focuses on
the contribution that air platforms make,
through surveillance, reconnaissance and data
analysis, to the overall battlespace awareness
of the military commander. It closely parallels
the focus on achieving the knowledge edge in
joint, maritime and land doctrine.        

Land Strategic Concepts
Perhaps the essence of what land forces

do is that “they have the capacity to capture,
occupy and hold terrain, and maintain a
continual presence. Land forces also provide
the capabilities to help prevent conflict,
stabilise collapsing societies, and provide
enduring influence in the subsequent peace”.13

In some respects, it is more difficult to
summarise the key strategic concepts of The
Fundamentals of Land Warfare than the
maritime and air equivalents. Focussing
particularly on the section on Australia’s
Military Strategy,14 the doctrine focuses on the
Army’s contribution to Warfighting, Military
Support Operations and Shaping the Security
Environment. This leads to discussion of land
force tasks, grouped under the headings of
Manoeuvre Operations in a Littoral
Environment, Protective and Security
Operations on Australian Territory, and



Precision strike
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Contributing to Coalition Operations
Worldwide.

Under these headings are a number of tasks
concerned with shaping the environment
through relationships and interoperability with
other nations. There are also tasks to protect
Australian nationals and assist civil authorities
and the community in a range of
circumstances. Lastly, there are the warfighting
tasks: contributing to surveillance, intelligence,
strike and denial operations; protecting
offshore territories and resources; defeating
military incursions into mainland Australia;
and protecting centres of population, industry
and Defence infrastructure throughout
Australia from attack.

Comparison of Joint and Single-Service
Doctrine

This summary demonstrates the different
terminology that is used to describe military
operations in the maritime, air, land and joint
environments, even when they are describing
operations that are conceptually similar. It is
also striking that joint doctrine makes almost
no mention of the most important concepts
from single-Service publications. As a result,
there is no publication where these concepts
are described and analysed to show how they
work in a complementary way. In today’s
joint ADF this seems to be a significant
omission, although a survey of various
overseas doctrine publications suggests that
other defence forces are in a similar position.
The AMS does use the strategic concept of
control in a way that is quite similar to that
of Sea and Air Control, but the linkages with
these concepts are not then developed. Yet in
a truly joint strategy, these concepts must be
properly understood and integrated. 

It is possible to make some general
observations about the single-Service
concepts. In some instances, such as sea/air
control and precision strike/power projection,
the conceptual similarity and
complementarity of the ideas is quite obvious.

It is not so easy to perceive and describe the
links between Air/Maritime and Land
doctrine, although they are no less important.
Perhaps this is because, at the most
fundamental level, armies defend or seek to
capture territory or specific objectives.
Historically, and guerilla warfare
notwithstanding, opposing armies have
tended to face each other along reasonably
clear fronts.15 In this situation capture and
control are almost synonymous, which is in
distinct contrast to maritime and air warfare,
where there are no well-defined fronts.
Rather, the opposing forces are likely to
engage in a struggle for control over a large
area of operations, in which both friendly and
opposing forces will be operating
concurrently. Only when, or if, a high degree
of control is achieved in a particular area will
opposing air and maritime forces be
effectively excluded from that area. 

Comparing the various concepts in more
detail, they can be divided into three groups:
Joint Concepts; Enabling and Preventative
Concepts; and, Purposive Concepts. Joint
doctrine and concepts have already been
described, and relate to the employment of
forces in all environments. This doctrine
provides guidance to strategic and operational
level commanders, describing the sort of effects
we want military operations to achieve, but it
does not indicate how forces will be employed
to achieve them. Achieving a manoeuvrist
approach to operations is dependent on the
intelligent and innovative application of the
other two groups of concepts.

Enabling and Preventative Concepts 
Enabling and preventative concepts are

those which make it possible to take the war
to the enemy, or prevent the enemy taking
the initiative against us. They might include
sea control and denial, air control, and some
aspects of precision strike, precision
engagement and rapid force projection. 



THE INTEGRATION OF JOINT AND SINGLE-SERVICE DOCTRINE 11

Sea control, sea denial and air control
have the closest and most obvious conceptual
similarities. All are focussed on controlling
the battlespace so that it can be used for our
own military purposes, or to prevent the
enemy from using it against us. They reflect
the nature of the maritime and air
environments, where you can contest control
over an area but you cannot hold it in the
way that territory ashore can be held.

Achieving control or denial brings
together a number of different means to
achieve the end. In the air environment,
Offensive and Defensive Counter Air
operations are crucial to success but
insufficient on their own. At sea they are
complemented by the Air Warfare (including
Electronic Warfare, surveillance capabilities
and integral C3I capabilities) and Anti-Ship
Missile Defences of ships, and ashore by the
Air Defence capabilities of Army units. Thus
in the air environment there are a series of
concepts which, together, provide a mix of
offensive capabilities and layers of defence.

OCA reduces or destroys the enemy’s air
capabilities on the ground or in its own
airspace, before an attack on friendly forces
can be mounted. However, these operations
may not be possible or fully effective, so
defences are also required. Should an attack
eventuate, the various defensive layers come
into effect. Each layer destroys or neutralises
some enemy forces, with the cumulative
result that the attackers cannot effectively
prevent our own operations. None of these
layers is adequate on its own; it is the
cumulative effect that makes control of the
air possible.

In the surface and undersea maritime
environments, similar dependencies exist in
efforts to exercise control or denial of the
battlespace. Maritime platforms will include
surface combatants and their helicopters,
submarines and mine warfare forces, all
engaged in a variety of operations to conduct
surface and undersea warfare. Maritime patrol
and strike aircraft, both fixed and rotary
wing, use their precision strike and

Land forces
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engagement capabilities through maritime
strike, interdiction and offensive air support
(ASW and ASuW) to complement the
operations of ships and submarines. In some
areas of the world, maritime strike and
interdiction capabilities may come in the form
of missiles launched from sites ashore, and
the role of mine warfare as a means for both
the control and denial of specific areas can
never be underestimated. Finally, the role of
strategic strikes against enemy ships in port,
and against port infrastructure itself, can be a
very effective way of neutralising a potential
threat before it can be fielded. 

Purposive Concepts
The purposive concepts are those which

are either fundamental to our own survival,
such as maintenance of Sea Lines of
Communication and land force protective
operations, or enable us to take the war
directly to the adversary. These include power
projection in all its forms: maritime mobility,
rapid force projection, amphibious operations,
precision strike, and almost all aspects of land
operations, noting that “the ultimate
determinant in war is the man on the scene
with the gun”.16

Maintenance of SLOCs is primarily
concerned with allowing our maritime trade
to continue safely, but also allows military
cargoes and forces to be transported safely on
or over the sea. The military involvement in a
campaign to maintain our SLOCs, or sever
enemy SLOCs, is mainly limited to sea control
and denial operations and the equivalent
aerospace doctrinal concepts. The changing
nature of merchant shipping and port
arrangements is introducing a variety of new
factors that may reduce this emphasis in the
future. For example, it may be more effective
to disrupt the container trade by disabling the
handling arrangements of some of the
region’s hub ports than by conducting a
protracted campaign to interdict shipping. The
impact of such possibilities is not clear at the

moment, but it seems unlikely that these
developments completely invalidate long
historical experience of campaigns to disrupt
or maintain SLOCs.

A second theme of these purposive
concepts is strategic strike. Air power
doctrine focuses heavily on precision strike,
which is a key means of achieving effects
based operations. Indeed, the ability of air
power to bypass the frontlines and strike
directly at the heart of the enemy has been
one of the key ideas of air power, almost
since its inception. The means of conducting
strike have, however, diversified
considerably in recent years. Often the
presence of a pilot may be a crucial part of
strike capability, but the advent of cruise
missiles, which can be launched from air or
sea platforms and land sites, provide a range
of other options. Special forces also have the
potential to create these kinds of effects in
some circumstances.

The last theme of the purposive concepts is
land operations, both offensive and defensive.
Mobility is a crucial element of land
operations, achieved through maritime
mobility (sealift), rapid force projection (airlift)
and highly mobile land forces. Mobility
enables forces to move into and around a
theatre to defend our own territory or project
power ashore through amphibious operations.
Forces ashore can be provided with Naval Fire
Support and Offensive Air Support (Battlefield
Air Interdiction and Close Air Support), and
can be supported logistically by air and sea.
The necessity for this kind of support was very
clearly demonstrated in East Timor recently.
Fundamentally, however, all these concepts
exist to support the various forms of land
battle.

Other Forms of Warfare
The analysis in this article has focused on

the concepts that have developed from
“traditional” state on state conflict. It has not
considered revolutionary warfare concepts or
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terrorism. Nor has it discussed the many
constabulary operations that are increasingly
involving all parts of the ADF. These include
peace support operations, resource protection
and controlling immigration, to name just a
few of the most topical issues. Lastly it has
not considered the impact of technological
developments, and the possibility of creating
a Revolution in Military Affairs. In some of
these instances, doctrine has evolved to keep
up with changes in military operations; peace
operations and resource protection might be
examples. In other areas there is much less
certainty about the potential impact of
changes. It is often unclear what the military’s
role should be; some aspects of the RMA,
such as cyber warfare, provide good
examples, as does the extent of the military’s
role in combating terrorism. 

Nevertheless, it is doubtful that any of
these developments invalidate the main
concepts currently enunciated in ADF
doctrine. It is more likely that these
challenges demand the development of new
ideas and approaches that will coexist with
existing doctrine. The need to better
understand and integrate existing doctrine is
still, therefore, an important issue. 

Conclusions
This article has attempted to summarise

the key concepts of  ADF joint and single-
Service doctrine, and show how they relate to
each other in a highly complementary way.
Moreover, it argues that this doctrine is not
currently presented in an integrated way, and
that this hinders our understanding of the full
potential of joint operations.

There are three important reasons why an
attempt should be made to integrate these
concepts more effectively than we presently
do. First, the process of developing such
doctrine, and any publication that might
result, should enhance the understanding of
the ADF officer corps of the interrelationships
involved in joint operations. In particular, it

should help officers of the different Services
to better understand the differences in each
other’s thinking. This is very different to
suggesting that all ADF officers should think
the same way about operations. To quote Rear
Admiral J.C. Wylie again, “Asking why they
do not agree is quite a different matter to
asserting that they should agree. On the
contrary, these differences of judgement,
these clashes of ideas, these almost
continuous pullings and haulings among the
Services, are the greatest source of military
strength the nation has.”17

Second, the development of more
integrated understanding of our doctrine
should enable us to develop a more effective
Australian Military Strategy and operational
level campaign concepts. In turn, this should
ensure that the ADF can make best use of all
its combat capabilities in the most
complementary way, and that the priorities
for the allocation of scarce resources are well
and widely understood.

Third, it should also inform our force
structure decisions more effectively than is
presently the case. Too often, capabilities are
argued in competition with each other, when
they are really essential complements to each
other. There may be good budgetary reasons
for this, but the strategic or operational
arguments for such competition are rarely
convincing.

This leaves the question of how or where
these concepts should be brought together. It
is important that the single Services continue
to enunciate their own views on the conduct
of warfare. Their doctrine publications are
central to their professional mastery, and
provide the clearest guidance on what it is
possible to do with particular military forces. 

It is suggested, therefore, that the place
to bring these concepts together is in the
AMS and subordinate operational concepts,
and in joint doctrine. These documents
should draw more heavily on single-Service
concepts to show how they are applied in
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joint operations. In this way, our strategic
and operational level guidance could
provide a better understanding of both what
is to be achieved, and how it is to be done
with the forces available, now and into the
future.

NOTES:
1. Formerly Australian Defence Force

Publications.
2. Maritime, land and aerospace strategic

concepts were covered in the three
supplements to ADFP 6, Operations, but these
supplements are now being replaced by
single-Service doctrine publications. 

3. The article will not attempt to describe each
concept in detail, except as necessary to
demonstrate its relationships with other
concepts. Details of the various concepts are
available in joint and single-Service doctrine
publications. 

4. Defence 2000–Our Future Defence Force,
Commonwealth of Australia, 2000, pp. 46–7.

5. RAN Doctrine 1,  Australian Maritime
Doctrine, RAN Sea Power Centre, DPS 2000.
Land Warfare Doctrine 1, The Fundamentals
of Land Warfare, Doctrine Wing, CATDC,  DPS
1998.
AAP 1000, The Air Power Manual 3rd Edition,
Air Power Studies Centre, 1998.
AAP 1002, The Operational Air
Doctrine Manual, 1st Edition, Doctrine and

Development HQAC, 1999.
6. RAN Doctrine 1,  Australian Maritime

Doctrine, RAN Sea Power Centre, DPS 2000, p.
39.

7. ibid.
8. J. Hattendorf, “What is a Maritime Strategy”,

in D. Stevens (ed.), In Search of a Maritime
Strategy, Canberra Papers on Strategy and
Defence No. 119 (Canberra: SDSC, 1997), p.
13.

9. ibid., p.57. See the “Span of Maritime
Operations” diagram.

10. AAP 1000, The Air Power Manual 3rd Edition,
Air Power Studies Centre, 1998, p.36.

11. ibid., p.38.
12. ibid., p.40.
13. Land Warfare Doctrine 1, The Fundamentals

of Land Warfare, Doctrine Wing, CATDC,  DPS
1998, p.2-16.

14. ibid., pp. 3-13 to 3-21.
15. This may be less true today, where military

operations in situations short of war, such as
Services Assisted or Protected Evacuations,
Peacekeeping and Peace Enforcement, may
result in potentially hostile groups being
mixed up across an Area of Operations. 

16. RADM J.C. Wylie USN,  quoted in The
Fundamentals of Land Warfare, p. 2-16. 

17. RADM J.C. Wylie, “Why a Sailor Thinks Like a
Sailor”, 1957, included in Classics of Sea
Power, Military Strategy, p.150. Edited by J.B.
Hattendorf and W.P. Hughes, US Naval
Institute Press, Annapolis, Maryland, 1989.

Captain Peter Leschen joined the RAN College in 1974 as a 15 year old entry.  After graduating from the College and
the Bachelor of Science program at the University of NSW, he received training in several RAN and RN ships,
culminating in the award of a Bridge Watch Keeping Certificate. Following time as an officer of the watch, he
specialised as a Navigator and Principal Warfare Officer, serving in HMA Ships Torrens, Wollongong, Vampire,
Sydney, Brisbane and Stalwart.  Following the RAN Staff Course, he worked in Navy Office before rejoining Brisbane
as the Executive Officer. He then served on the staffs of the RAN and Joint Services Staff Colleges and the USN Naval
Doctrine Command, before taking command of HMAS Brisbane. Since then he has been the Director Maritime Combat
Development and the Director RAN Sea Power Centre.  Captain Leschen took up his current posting as Chief Staff
Officer to Chief of Navy in December 2001.



15

Introduction

The ADF is increasingly pressured to “do
more with less” whilst adapting itself to

the complex post-Cold War world. Up to
now, the focus of change has been on
efficiency and structural change. This has put
great pressure on units and individuals.
Many members probably feel that they are
working harder than ever before and that
they have reached their limits to improve;
and they are almost certainly correct on the
first point, if not the second. This, however,
cuts no dice in the never-ending quest for
organisational improvement. (And nor should
it: the Services have as much obligation to
deliver increasing value to the nation as any
other public agency.) The next logical step
for Defence therefore is to find different,
innovative and “smarter” ways to manage
individual performance, by re-structuring
careers and by better management of the
“softer” aspects of organisational behaviour.

Admiral Barrie reflected this sentiment
when wrote in this journal in early 1999 that
the ADF has:

a critical need to encourage innovation
and adaptability which has been the
hallmark of our operational reputation,
but… 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 more people-
centric approach… One of the first steps
to this more people-centric approach will
be [the program for Defence’s senior
leadership group] to try to ensure that
there is alignment for what we need to do
at the top to create a sense of strong and
committed leadership throughout the
organisation.

[A] significant and often overlooked
aspect of the knowledge edge is the
quality of the people who ultimately direct
and fight the battles… The highest quality
and most capable people we can 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
(bold added).2

Leading Thirsty Horses to Water: 
High Performance Cultures and ADF

Capability1

By Nick Jans and Judy Frazer-Jans, Management Consultants

This article examines the characteristics of work environments that are associated with high
performance, and how such work environments can be created and sustained in the ADF. The
analysis was based on surveys in 1999 and 2000, involving 280 middle-level officers and nearly
1300 Other Ranks and junior officers from all three Services. Members’ performance was
significantly likely to be “above average” when they (1) have a clear idea of their common purpose
and their role in it, (2) are empowered to act on their initiative, (3) feel they are supported by other
organisational groups, and (4) are encouraged to learn from their individual and group experiences.
Whether or not such a “high performance culture” exists in a work place depends on its prevailing
leadership style. Thus one of the best indicators of “good leadership” is the presence or absence of a
high performance culture. The findings point clearly to an ADF performance improvement strategy
that can be effected quickly, cheaply and with little political and cultural risk.
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The Admiral’s incontestable propositions
actually raise more questions than they
answer (which was probably his intention).
One of the most important of these is just
what the ADF should do “to maximise this
potential advantage”. The CDF mentioned
only one: the program to develop
“alignment” in top leadership. Important
though this is, there are obviously other
processes, many of which will target middle
and junior levels of the institution. What
should these be? And will they necessarily be
“new and innovative”, or might they be
familiar friends with whom we have lost
touch in this frantic global-business-at-the-
speed-of-thought world?

The article is based on two studies, in
1999 and 2000, of how performance is
influenced by career factors and the work
environment.3

Three fundamental questions are
addressed in the article: 
1. What characteristics of unit work

environments are associated with high
levels of performance? 

2. How can such work environments be
created and sustained in the ADF?

3. What are the implications for ADF
personnel policy?

Individual Performance in the ADF 
As in all other professions, work in the

contemporary military has become markedly
more complex. Contemporary military
organisations grapple with professional,
political, technological, social and financial
issues of a considerably higher order of
magnitude than those of even a generation
ago. Today’s high performance is tomorrow’s
“just adequate”. All organisations, whatever
their nature, must improve continually or be
called to question.

What factors affect how a person
performs in any given professional role?
Skills, experience and talent matter, of
course. Our data show that “highly skilled”

officers and members (defined as either
having an advanced degree or having been
to Service staff college, or as having post-
secondary qualifications, respectively) out-
perform less qualified colleagues by a
significant margin.4 And, in the previous
article, we showed that members in the third
year of an appointment significantly out-
perform those in their first and second years.5

But the person’s work environment
matters too – and much more than many
would believe. In fact, it is our contention
that the major reason why some teams
perform better than others is that they
happen to be part of “high performance
cultures”, rather than just because of the
distinctive skills of their members. And since
– as we will show – high performance culture
development is considerably cheaper and
more reliable than individual skill
development, developing high performance
cultures is a very sensible and responsible
organisational strategy.

High Performance Cultures
Management research has, for many

years, shown that certain kinds of work
environments are conducive to sustained
high performance. Consistently successful
organisations, we have been told, are
successful because they do things differently.
In particular, this is because they manage
people differently. Such organisations make
it easier for their members to do a good job
by how they treat staff: by the ways they
reward employees, share rewards and
information, develop managers, organise
teams and/or some other way of people
management. Thus one of the keys to
business success, it is said, is to find the right
management strategy for a given
organisation that will give it the “right” kind
of “culture”. 

Managers in all sectors of the economy
have been exhorted to do just this. The
management consultancy industry had a
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field decade in the 1990s as it attempted to
help its benighted clients to lift their
performance from the mundane to the
superior. As management consultants
ourselves, we were able to observe the mixed
effects many of these programs at close
hand. At the end of the decade,
commonsense was beginning to prevail.
Many managers were realising, thousands of
management-training-days later, that
organisational culture is more than a
“management style”. Equally, it is rarely the
outcome from a few big ticket, high profile,
one-off flashy programs. Rather,
organisational culture is an “organisational
style”. It is a way of thinking that pervades
the organisation’s day-to-day routine
decisions as to what is “done” and what is
“not done”. Culture is more about what
people decide to focus on – what goals to set
and what solutions to use – than it is about
getting them to work “harder”. And what is
the “right” culture is often a matter of values
and of circumstances than of standard
prescriptions.

But the basic premise is correct: the work
environment does make a difference to how
people perform. And for every organisation
there are certain ways of managing people
that will produce high performance
standards. It is the responsibility of an
organisation’s managers to identify and
develop the features of the “right” culture for
that organisation – however difficult this
might be. 

High Performance Cultures in the ADF
A “high performance culture” in the

military context is characterised by four
distinctive features: 
• goal clarity and focus, 
• empowerment to act, 
• teamwork and cooperation, and 
• an emphasis on innovation and “learning

from doing”. 

First, it is difficult for any person to
perform well if they are not clear on the
organisation’s goals and what is expected of
them. (The first principle of war reminds us
of this.) So a high performance culture is one
in which people are clear about what they
have to do to contribute to organisational
goals; one in which they know what they
have to do and can get the information they
need to get on with it; one in which they feel
they are “in the picture” and that they know
their part in how goals are to be tackled.

Next, a high performance culture is an
environment in which people can, within
reason, get on and do things without having
to wait for permission: in the jargon, one in
which they feel empowered to act. It is an
environment where initiative is rewarded; or,
perhaps more importantly, an environment in
which people are not sanctioned for doing
things without always having to get
permission. And, whilst this all sounds very
commonsense, it is often more honoured in
the breach than in the observance. Many of
us will have worked for “zero-defects” bosses
who have been frightened to let their staff
use their initiative in case they made a
mistake; and we would have noticed how
this dampened what the team was able to
address and achieve.

Thirdly, in a high performance culture,
people feel that they are not acting alone.
They feel themselves to be supported by both
the other members of the group and by other
groups, directorates and units. Again, this is
“commonsense”; but, again, agencies in
bureaucracies and even many business
organisations do not always act in a spirit of
mutual interest. 

The final feature of a high performance
culture is that its members feel that it is
acceptable to question existing practices and
to experiment with better ways of doing
them. People feel “safe” in “having a go” and
risking mistakes, as long as those mistakes
are used as a means of learning about
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themselves and the working environment.
This feature is related to the earlier point
about empowerment and the “zero-defects”
mentality. An organisation cannot advance
in the contemporary world without making
some mistakes, so an obsession with
maintaining an unblemished record will
inevitably impede progress.

These elements tend to be common
outcomes that occur together. A workplace in
which people have a clear idea of their
common purpose is one in which people are
also empowered, supported by others and
learn to learn from their individual and
group experiences.6

“High Performance Cultures” and High
Performance

So far, so theoretically good. But, in
reality, do the hypothesised performance
differences exist? That is, are members whose
workplaces have the above features
“superior” performers? To test the hypothesis,

we developed a seven item Performance
Culture scale to measure unit work
environments. Service members responded to
a number of items which tapped the above
four dimensions of high performance culture.
Examples of the items include “I clearly
understand what is expected of me in this
job”, “I have been given the authority I need
to do my current job effectively”, “My work
area gets the cooperation and assistance it
needs from other parts of Defence/the ADF”
and “People in this work area are encouraged
to learn from their mistakes”. Responses were
of the “Strongly agree-Strongly disagree”
type. Scores on each item were summed and
averaged to give a Performance Culture
score. Table 1 shows the details of the scale.

Our measure of performance was the Job
Performance scale, which was explained in
the earlier article on job rotation and
performance. This was a seven item scale, in
which members assessed their own

Table 1: Measurement scales

Performance culture 
I clearly understand what is expected of me in this job
I get enough information to do my current job
I have a clear understanding of what I have to do to contribute to my unit/branch goals
I have been given the authority I need to do my current job effectively
My work area gets the co-operation and assistance it needs from other parts of Defence/the
ADF 
In my current work area, people are encouraged to examine what they do and to find ways
to do it better
People in this work area are encouraged to learn from their mistakes
* Coefficient alpha = 0.75

Leadership
Senior officers in my work area provide clear direction and leadership 
Senior officers in this work area are forward thinking and progressive
Senior officers in this work area are aware of most of the challenges that their people face 
Senior officers in this work area take time to talk to their staff
When people in this work area have good ideas, senior officers make use of them
* Coefficient alpha = 0.84
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effectiveness and performance, using five-
point response scales, of the “Strongly agree-
Strongly disagree” type. Examples of the
items include “I do my current job well”, “I
am one of the better performers in my
current work group/directorate” and “Overall,
my work team produces high-quality services
and outputs”. Scores on each item were
summed and averaged to give a Job
Performance score. Table 1 shows the details
of the scale.  

Figure 1 shows that, consistent with our
hypothesis, those who work in high
performance culture environments out-
perform those who don’t. And the contrast is
quite dramatic.

Members in “High” performance culture
environments are much more likely to score
in the “above average” range than those in
“Low” performance culture environments.8

Even compared with those in “average”
performance cultures, the difference is about
two-fold.

A word of caution in the interpretation of
these findings. On the one hand, these
differences are almost certainly exaggerated

by statistical and psychological factors. If
there really was a five-fold margin in some
ADF work places over others, it would not
require a special survey to notice it. Being
from comparatively small samples, these
statistics are subject to sampling errors (even
though the differences are highly statistically
significant). And there is probably some
psychological effect influencing members’
own assessment of their performance levels:
those in a “high” performance culture
probably feel more positive about their
contribution than those who are not, and this
will affect their ratings. Having made these
caveats, however, there is little question that
the essential differences are valid. And, even
allowing for these effects, the differences are
still remarkable. There are plainly substantial
advantages for the individual – and for the
organisation – when they are in a certain
kind of environment, a certain kind of
culture. 

As well as performing better, people in
high performance culture environments tend
to be highly satisfied with their work and
careers (Figure 2). This is not surprising. Few

Figure 1. High performance culture and performance
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of us enjoy being in a work situation where
we are unsure of what our purpose is, are
restrained in doing what we believe to be
necessary, feel that we will get little
cooperation from others, or are unable to
innovate when conventional methods are
proving inadequate. This applies to most
people but it applies especially to the kinds of
committed and capable people who comprise
today’s Defence Force. And beyond this,
skilled people find it deeply gratifying to use
their skills and to accomplish things. Success
is its own reward.

In terms of how job satisfaction is
affected by being in a high performance
culture, there are interesting differences in
the middle-level officers between unit work
and staff work. We interpret this as showing
the differences in officers’ preferences for
particular kinds of work. As a general rule,
officers’ preference is for “core business”
work rather than being a staff officer. Thus
the opportunity to do such work is satisfying
– as long as the performance culture
situation is not unfavourable. Conversely, it
could be said with only small licence that

many officers find staff work to be
dissatisfying – except when the performance
culture situation is favourable. That is, staff
work seems to be satisfying only when
people are in a situation where they feel that
they can perform well.

High Performance Cultures and Leadership
The strong interrelationship among the

elements of high performance cultures
suggests that they have a common cause. Our
research shows that this is indeed so – and
that the common cause is “leadership”. That
is, whether or not a high performance culture
exists is strongly dependent on the leadership
style in that work area.9 The questionnaire
items that comprised the Leadership scale are
shown in Table 1.

The effect of good leadership is shown in
Figure 3. Here, the leadership scores are
divided into top- and bottom-third zones.
Members with “top-third” leaders are
significantly more likely to be in high
performance culture environments than those
with “bottom-third” leaders.  This is
especially so for junior officers and OR.

Figure 2. High performance culture and job satisfaction
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This gives a clear indication of one of the
major ways that good leadership is translated
into good performance. Leaders make their
impact, in part, through the kind of
performance culture they create. Good
leaders engender high performance through
high performance cultures. Good leaders
clarify goals, focus and support action,
engender teamwork and encourage people to
innovate and to share their experiences. One
of the best indicators of unit leadership is
thus the presence or otherwise of a high
performance culture in that unit. 

This has considerable practical
significance. It strongly reinforces the
“leadership-is-learned” theory of leadership
behaviour. The creation of a high
performance culture in an officer’s work
group/unit represents that grey behavioural
zone between “leadership” and
“management”. It suggests that the kind of
work environments officers create tells us
much more about their effectiveness as
leaders than almost any other criterion we
could envisage. 

In summary, Figure 4 illustrates the
relationships explored in and confirmed by
this article.

Discussion
The findings of the study should provide

considerable encouragement to those who
seek speedy improvements in ADF
performance and productivity. The findings
point clearly to a performance improvement
strategy that can be effected quickly, cheaply
and with little political and cultural risk.

The relevant performance improvement
strategy is derived from the following
deductions:
• The key to improving performance of ADF

members of the current generation has little
to do with changes to skill development
programs; it has much to do with how they
are managed and led. ADF members are
already well skilled. For example, nearly
three-quarters of officers have at least a
bachelor’s degree (on top of their military
professional qualifications) and nearly one-
fifth have advanced degrees. If they haven’t
the essential skills now, then no tinkering

Figure 3. Leadership and high performance culture 
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with career development programs is going
to change that situation significantly. A
considerable investment in human capital
is simply not being exploited in terms of
the superior individual and organisational
performance that the ADF needs right now. 

• Next, this study reminds us that middle-
management/leadership in the ADF is as
important as the top level in improving
organisational performance. The day-to-
day performance of the vast majority of
members is affected much more by what
happens in their ship or unit than by what
happens in Canberra and at Service
Command HQs. The key players here are
the unit COs, ships’ captains, sub-unit
commanders and warrant officers and, in
HQ/staff units, the branch heads and
directors. It is their influence that really
matters to the performance of the average
Service member.

• Moreover, this process will be as much
about creating a “learning organisation”
culture as it is about improving
performance. The term “learning
organisation” has become hackneyed and

devalued because, in most organisations, it
is used to mean little more than “lots of
people doing lots of training”. We strongly
believe that it has a deeper meaning than
this, in respect of the high performance
culture described above. A “learning
organisation” is a place where performance
is used as a means of learning from, and
learning to learn from, individual and
group experiences.

• A performance improvement program in
the ADF based on particular ways of
structuring the work environment will not
be difficult to introduce. For a start, many
middle and senior leaders are already
practising its principles. It would be
strongly aligned to the Services’ cultures
because it would be concerned with
behaviours, which are central to the
Services’ concept of leadership. Such a
program would thus be pushing on an
open door. 

• Finally, such a program would be
extremely popular in the ADF because it
will be seen to benefit all stakeholders.
Members will gain because it would help

Figure 4. How leadership develops high performance culture
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them to be successful – and success (or
personal performance) is a major driver of
job satisfaction, even in relatively
unpopular career areas like staff work.
Their leaders will gain because they too will
be successful. The ADF will gain because it
will be more effective. And the Government
and the public will gain because of the
ADF’s improved capability. Nor need such
a program be expensive. It does not, for
example, require the construction of
another grandiose palace of formal
learning somewhere in Canberra, whose
product might begin to be making some
impact on organisational effectiveness in
five or so years time. Rather, it is about
giving leaders the same kinds of
opportunities that we want them to give
their people – clear goals, information on
how to reach them, freedom of action and
the chance to “have a go” and to learn
from the process.

Conclusions
This article is a response to the CDF’s

implicit challenge to the ADF to give him
some ideas on “new and innovative ways to
maximise [the] potential advantage” of
having “the highest quality and most capable
people in the ADF”.11

Many readers will regard the above
findings as “commonsense”. They will
question whether the leadership-high
performance culture connection is really any
different to what the military still often call
“good man management”. So much the
better. But let us do things that make
“commonsense” more “common”. Let us get
back to the basics of organisational
leadership and management, for the good of
the ADF, its members and the taxpayer. 

A recent study of leadership development
in the ADF noted the dominance of the
“development” paradigm in ADF thinking.12

The study pointed out how, when faced with
a performance problem, ADF thinking seems

automatically to focus on “development” as
the solution. Thus lists of competencies are
drawn up, staff colleges are re-structured,
new training schools are set up, the
curriculum of ADFA is re-examined yet
again, and senior officers are sent on
expensive external management/leadership
programs. All of this is done on the implicit
assumptions that performance deficiencies
arise from skill deficiencies and that if
leaders can be only given more or better
skills, they will be better leaders. 

This article throws this fixation with
“development strategies” into serious
question. Improved performance does not
require a further major investment in
training, education and career development.
What is needed is to identify the leadership
behaviours that are associated with high
performance (and this study is a start to that)
and then to reinforce them when they
happen.

The vast majority of ADF members,
whatever their rank, are skilled in their basic
professional craft and often have additional
skills which they itch to practise and develop.
If we lead these horses to the water of a high
performance culture, we can expect them not
only to drink but also to swim. And, if we
know what a high performance culture
organisation looks like and how to create it,
is any other kind acceptable?

NOTES
1. This is the second of two articles dealing

with performance issues in the ADF. (See
Nick Jans and Judy Frazer-Jans, “Job
Rotation and Military Capability: Benefits,
certainly – but is anyone counting the
cost?”, Australian Defence Force Journal,
No. 146, Jan/Feb 2001, pp. 47-59.

2. Admiral C.A. Barrie, “Change, People and
Australia’s Defence Capability for the New
Century”, Australian Defence Force Journal,
No. 134, Jan/Feb 1999, pp. 5-15.

3. The two studies were parts of consultancy
projects for the Head of the Defence
Personnel Executive, to test the relationship
between performance, culture, leadership
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and job rotation. The data was gathered
from questionnaire surveys of middle level
officers and junior officers and OR from all
three Services. The surveys are outlined in
the companion article to this.

4. The criterion of performance here is the
percentage of people in the “above average”
performance category for each type of
professional qualification. For junior OR,
27% of those without post-secondary school
qualifications, were in the “top-third” Job
Performance Grade, compared with 43% of
those with post-secondary school technical
or tertiary qualifications (Chi-square=14.66,
df=4, p<.005). For middle-level officers, 45%
of those who had attended staff college were
in the “top-third” Job Performance Grade,
compared with 29% of those who had not
(Chi-square=10.24, df=2, p<.006); and 43%
of those with advanced degrees were in the
“top-third” Job Performance Grade,
compared with 33% of those with first
degrees only (Chi-square=10.00, df=4,
p<.04). 

5. This analysis showed that those few officers
who are able to continue into a “third year”
out-perform their colleagues by a considerable
margin, in terms of the proportion that fell
into our “above average” grade.

6. Similar findings were identified by a
systematic study of “team empowerment” in
American business organisations (Kirkman,
B. L. & Rosen, B. “Beyond self-management:
antecedents and consequences of team
empowerment”, Academy of Management
Journal, 1999, pp. 42, 58-74). 

7. We developed a number of indications of the
validity of the Job Performance scale.
Firstly, Job Performance correlates strongly
with rank: by comfortable margins in each
case, Senior OR outscore Junior OR and
major (E) outscore more junior officers
(F=17.00, p<.0000). Secondly, Job
Performance Grade correlates strongly with
personal assessments of marketability. This
applies to all rank categories. For the total
sample, for example, among those with a
mean score of 3 (out of 5) for marketability,
29% were in the “top-third” Job
Performance Grade, compared with 46% of
those with a mean score of 5 for
marketability (Chi-square=68.70, df=8,
p<.000). Thirdly, Job Performance correlates
with educational level (but only for junior
OR): among those without post-secondary
school qualifications, 27% were in the “top-

third” Job Performance Grade, compared
with 43% of those with post-secondary
school technical or tertiary qualifications
(Chi-square=14.66, df=4, p<.005). Finally,
for middle-level officers, 45% of those who
had attended staff college were in the “top-
third” Job Performance Grade, compared
with 29% of those who had not (Chi-
square=10.24, df=2, p<.006); and 43% of
those with advanced degrees were in the
“top-third” Job Performance Grade,
compared with 33% of those with first
degrees only (Chi-square=10.00, df=4,
p<.04).

8. The criterion of performance here is the
percentage of people in the “above average”
performance category in each type of work
environment. If the work environment had
no effect on performance – if, say,
performance was entirely due to skill, talent
or some other individual difference – we
would expect to find 33% of members in
each of the “performance culture” score
levels. However, for OR for example, we note
that only 18% of members are in the lower
third of the “performance culture” score
environments: well below expectations.
Similarly, 53% of members are in the top
third of the “performance culture” score
environments: well above expectations. The
Chi-square test is the appropriate indicator
of differences and its value is a whopping
145.24. Even with such small samples, the
probability of this not indicating a true
difference is less than one in 100,000.

9. Officers will be seen by their people to be
“effective leaders” when they: provide a
clear direction and way ahead for the
organisation, with clear goals and a well-
articulated “vision”; are forward thinking
and progressive, seeking opportunities for
their part of the ADF to make a contribution
to the Service and using new ideas
intelligently; make themselves available and
take time to get out and talk to their staff;
are aware of the challenges that their people
face; and make use of their people’s ideas
and ask for advice from all quarters. The
correlation between officers’ assessment of
the senior leadership in their area and their
assessment of the high performance culture
situation is 0.45 (p<.001). “Leadership” was
measured by officers’ scores on six items,
e.g., “Senior officers in my work area
provide clear direction and leadership,
“Senior officers in this work area are
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forward thinking and progressive” and
“When people in this work area have good
ideas, senior officers make use of them”. The
scale has a coefficient alpha value of 0.84.

10. This does not mean that ADF officers do not
need skills; it means that, in aggregate, they
don’t need more skills beyond those they
have now. Put it another way: if you had a

dollar to spend on performance
improvement in the ADF, you should spend
it on performance management, not skill
development.

11. Barrie, op. cit.
12. Brigadier K.J. O’Brien, PE 98/27623 The

provision of leadership development,
education and training within Defence.
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Ms Judy Frazer-Jans is the Managing Principal of Sigma Consultancy. She has been the producer or co-producer of a
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Introduction

While many of the world’s organisations
and institutions are coming to terms

with the current management trends of
changing and restructuring again and again, it
is now more important than ever for armies to
remind themselves of what makes them
different to civilian organisations and what
factors are critical to success in war.  It is self-
evident that leadership is critical to an army's
success in war. There are many books and
articles published that distil the principles of
military leadership. Yet it is fashionable for the
senior leadership of many Western armies to
apply contemporary management techniques
to the leadership of armies. This “management
culture” is likely to (if it has not already)
influence the training of junior officers. This
article will attempt to remind those involved in
officer training of the purpose of that training
in order to delay the negative effects of a
management focus by highlighting nine
fundamentals of junior officer training. 

Nine Fundamentals

One: Inculcate the Army ethos and values
We face a dilemma that armies have

always faced within a democratic society.
The values necessary to defend that society
are often at odds with the values of the

society itself. To be an effective servant of
the people the army must concentrate not
on the values of our [Western] liberal
society, but on the hard values of the
battlefield … We must recognise that this
military community differs from the civilian
community from which it springs. The
civilian community exists to promote the
quality of life; the military community
exists to fight and, if need be, to die in
defence of that quality of life. We must not
apologise for these differences.

General Kerwin, former US Army
Vice Chief of Staff2

General Kerwin understood that combat
requires a particular mental framework and a
particular organisation to effect it. The
profession of arms differs from other
professions in that its members accept death.
They offer up their lives for the society they
vow to protect. This requires, by necessity, a
particular culture, ethos, and set of values. To
lead people in the profession of arms requires
leadership methods that are completely
inappropriate in civilian society. For example,
military leadership is, by necessity, supported
by a system of military law completely
separate to the law of the wider society. 

The Fundamentals of Junior Officer
Training

By Captain C.R. Smith

Your mission remains fixed, determined, inviolable. It is to win our wars. Everything else in
your professional career is but a corollary to this vital dedication. All other public purposes, all
other public projects, all other public needs, great or small, will find others for their
accomplishment; but you are the ones who are trained to fight. Yours is the profession of arms, the
will to win, the sure knowledge that in war there is no substitute for victory, that if you lose, the
nation will be destroyed, that the very obsession of your public service must be duty, honour,
country. 

General Douglas MacArthur to a West Point graduating class1
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An army requires leaders with particular
values who embrace its ethos. These particular
values are admirable in any person and are an
agent of good in any society; however they are
a necessity for the military professional. That is
what separates military society from the wider
society. These values and ethos have a
functional purpose in military society. An
army that discards them in favour of the
fashionable values of the day is destined to
failure on the battlefield. 

Ethos can best be described as an
intangible force. It can only be observed
indirectly. Peter Tsouras observes that ethos is
like God and “is in many respects a matter of
faith and just as difficult to account for”.3 It is
that thing which will bind people together and
move them to give their lives for the sake of
the aims of their superiors. Without this
intangible force - this sense of community and
purpose - even the best-equipped and manned
army will fail in battle. 

Leadership is critical to the establishment
and nurturing of an appropriate ethos within
an army. Leadership promotes the values and
behaviours necessary for success in battle.
Leadership is, to a large degree, about setting
up a culture that encourages these necessary
values and behaviours. This can only be
achieved through personal example. Cathy
Downes observes: “Every leader's action - or
lack of action - is observed by followers. For
subordinates to be fully committed to
organisational goals and values, they must see
that their leaders are examples of commitment
to those same values and goals and live those
values in their daily lives”.4 This is vital for the
success of an army and is therefore the single
most important element of officer training, as
the primary purpose of junior officer training
institutions is to develop officer qualities and
inculcate the ethos and values of the army.

Two: Officer training is an art, not a science
I hope…I could not be accused of

wishing to make this art a mechanical

routine, nor of pretending on the contrary
that the reading of a single chapter of
principles is able to give, all at once, the
talent of conducting an army. In all the
arts, as in all the situations of life,
knowledge and skill are two altogether
different things, and if one often succeeds
through skill alone, it is never but the union
of the two that constitutes a superior man
and assures complete success.  

Antoine-Henri Jomini5

Jomini was aware that war is a human
enterprise and that armies are social
institutions. This being true it follows then that
the development of army officers is more
complex than the simple application of modern
competency-based training structures.
Modularisation and competency-based training
are neat, rational training structures that
provide quantifiable assessable outcomes.
Competency-based training in particular is
about skills and knowledge; and to a lesser
degree, attitudes. The necessary attitude
required to achieve competence in a given
training outcome does not necessarily imply
that a trainee officer possesses an appropriate
character suited to being an Army officer.
Therefore, officer-training institutions must not
blindly apply competency-based training and
modularisation at the expense of those less
tangible but vital elements of junior officer
development - character, ethos, and values. 

An army cannot rely on society to provide
young men and women with appropriate
values and an understanding of its ethos.
Trainees cannot be taught to be officers. The
training staff and the culture of the training
institution must shape them. Junior officer
training cannot be easily defined as a series of
modules or competencies. For example, ethos
and values cannot be taught as a module or
defined as a competency known as “Ethos and
Values”. It is a progressive thing that occurs
through immersion in an army's culture over
an extended period of time. Modularisation
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and competency-based training are about
teaching. Ethics and values on the other hand
are related to institutional culture, and it is the
institution’s job to nurture an appropriate
culture in which the trainee is immersed and
shaped into an officer. Therefore officer-
training institutions should acknowledge the
advantages of competency-based training and
modularisation while understanding that the
institutions themselves are greater than the
sum of their parts.

Three: Develop warriors, not managers
By 1945 heroic warriors and great

captains alike appeared creatures of the
past. The conduct of war had become a
problem of management. The mind-set was
reinforced in the West as military
establishments became more and more
civilianised. Relationships between armed
services, defence ministries and industry
evolved into symbiosis. Generals found the
transition from brass hats to bowler hats
increasingly easy. Robert McNamara [US
Secretary of Defense] is only the familiar
name among a long list of officials
determined to bureaucratise military
procedure. Their task was facilitated as
armies abandoned or modified the attitudes
which traditionally separated them from
civilian societies… Such a military
environment hardly favoured the serious
intellectual consideration of battles as
decisive events.

Showalter6

Showalter identified a culture of
management in the US Army of the 50s and
60s that contributed significantly to the poor
performance of the US Army in Vietnam. A
culture of management persists in most
Western armies today. Despite this, junior
officers must be trained as warriors, not
managers. The Chief of the Defence Force
stated in a speech to the Australian Institute of
Management that he subscribes “to the view

that to be a good leader these days, you must
also be a good manager”.7 This is not a
requirement for the junior officer. A junior
officer is primarily a leader. The job is to
motivate groups of men and women to impose
their will on the enemy, and although the
officer may use various resources to achieve
this, resources are useless without the will of
the team. Leaders impose their will on their
team and prevail because they understand the
human mind. They understand that war is a
human enterprise. Managers on the other hand
view people as a resource to be managed and
used efficiently. Managers do not view war as
a clash of human wills but as the application
of resources and technology to achieve
resource efficient outcomes. 

At a tactical level a management culture
leads to templated plans and a focus on
procedures and processes as opposed to results.
If an outside observer were to visit all the
leadership training institutions in the
Australian Army today and view the
assessment criteria for tactical command
and/or leadership he/she would discover
laundry lists of performance points, assessment
tools that focus on processes and procedures.
This generates leaders who are process driven,
who focus on ratios and ignore the advantages
of surprise, pre-emption, disruption and tempo.
In effect a management approach to officer
training will produce automatons as opposed
to freethinking and adaptable commanders
with the will and ability to defeat an enemy as
economically (in terms of loss of life) as
possible. 

Four: Encourage decision-making
The problem faced by all peacetime armies

is that of the “no defect” culture. “No defect” is
best described as a philosophy of excellence at
all times. It does not take into account the
essentially human nature of armies and war. It
demands excellence at every stage of training
and experience. It is about efficiency as
opposed to effectiveness. It is underpinned by a
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mentality of excessive cautiousness,
adaptiveness and routine thinking.8

In a “no defect” culture individuals will be
risk averse and avoid making difficult
decisions. To avoid making difficult decisions
is to avoid making mistakes. This is not a good
breeding ground for future leaders.9 Any form
of tactical leadership and command assessment
must be non-rigid. It must be based on trust in
the valued judgement of the instructor. Officer-
training institutions should establish and
nurture an environment in which risk is
understood and managed, not avoided. The
culture should encourage decision-making and
trainees should be held accountable within the
bounds of the training environment. Yet
mistakes should be viewed as learning
opportunities and used as such. Initiative,
ingenuity and innovation must be promoted at
all times. To punish a trainee for using
initiative and then making a mistake based on
inexperience is to stifle that initiative forever
and foster the “no defect” culture.

Five: Facilitate learning and development
Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Law in Physics

says that subatomic particles can never be
measured because the very attempt to measure
them will cause them to change. There is a
certain degree of correlation between
Heisenberg's law and the training of officers.
By the fact that when individuals know they
are being continually assessed they will alter
their behaviour from that which they would
naturally use in the same situation when not
assessed. Therefore assessment must be of a
low priority and low profile. Instructors should
adopt an approach similar to that of the
football coach. Just as individual footballers
are aware that the coach is interested in
training them to be their best in order for their
team to win the premiership, the trainees
should understand that the instructor is not an
obstacle to graduation but a facilitator of
learning and personal development. The
trainees must believe that the instructor has

some interest in producing a product of the
highest quality.  

The best way to define this philosophy is to
use an analogy. Imagine the instructor is a
carpenter and the trainee is a raw piece of
wood. The carpenter has collected the piece of
wood from the forest floor because some of the
features of that wood indicated that the wood
has potential to be carved into a thing of
beauty. The carpenter earns a living by
producing statues and selling them at the
market. The better the carving the more money
is earned. Often the carpenter is lucky and the
natural beauty inherent in the wood enhances
the statue. On other occasions the carpenter
makes mistakes and selects the wrong piece of
wood. The carpenter will continue to work at
the faulty wood with the same precision and
dedication as every other piece of wood up
until the moment a flaw is noticed. If the flaw
is such that the statue will not sell it will be
discarded back to the forest instead of wasting
precious time and energy working on the
statue any further. The instructor should adopt
the same attitude of this carpenter to the wood.

Let's expand the wood carving analogy a
little further. The village has many carpenters.
Each carves wood to produce a different
product. Some produce bowls, others furniture,
others lamp stands. There is every chance that
the piece of wood discarded to the forest has
the potential to be an excellent lamp stand or
bowl. The carpenter does not destroy the wood
but leaves it in the forest ready to be used by
another of the village's carpenters. Similarly,
although trainees may be removed from the
institution because they are not suited to
leading soldiers, they are not therefore bad
people and incapable of achieving anything of
any worth in the broader community.
Instructors must be careful of blaming trainees
for their failure. In doing so, at the point of
removal from the course, individuals will be
forced to redress the removal (and waste a lot
of time and money) through the legal system
since they are actually defending their personal
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worth. Instructors must have a more worldly
approach. One that says, “I have identified that
you are not suited to being a leader of soldiers.
You are inherently a good person with
unlimited potential to succeed in other
endeavours; however I cannot allow you to
lead soldiers. Good luck in the future”. This
approach does not put individuals on the
defensive and at the same time sets them up
for success in the future. This approach says to
all the trainees that the instructor is concerned
for their individual welfare, the welfare of
others, the organisation and the trainee's future
life. It demonstrates that the instructor is not
an obstacle to success but a facilitator of
success.

At no stage is it suggested that it is not
important to set high standards and expect
them to be met. Nor is it suggested that
individuals are not going to need a good
"rocket" to keep them on the rails. What is
suggested is an approach that aims to enhance
potential as opposed to an approach that erects
obstacles. 

Six: Separate the assessment of character from
skills and knowledge

Officer-training institutions should initially
assume that all trainees who negotiate
psychological and aptitudes testing to be
selected to attempt officer training are
potential officers and have what it takes to be
a good officer. Just like the piece of wood in
the analogy earlier, they have demonstrated
the potential to be a sellable product. Therefore
they need only be shaped. Officer-training
courses should not be seen nor structured as
selection courses. Trainees should simply be
trained and retrained if necessary until they
achieve the desired standards. 

Notwithstanding the above, what cannot be
fixed by simple training is an individual's
character. Character is developed during the
individual's childhood and teenage years. It is
virtually set in concrete prior to a trainee
attending an officer-training institution.

Therefore instructors should be on a constant
lookout in order to identify character flaws
that are not appropriate for a junior officer.
The instructor must ensure that those necessary
officer qualities are present and unacceptable
qualities are not. As the flaws are identified
swift action should be taken to remove the
individual from training. 

If a trainee is to be removed for poor
academic performance it should be done not
because of poor academic performance per se
but because the poor performance may be an
indicator of laziness; low intellect; or poor
attitude. These are basic qualities that define
one's character and as such are unchangeable
and inappropriate for an officer. Assessment
should be used to ensure consistency of
training across the institution and to identify
when retraining is necessary, not to remove
trainees from the course (an obstacle).

An effective assessment system must have
two parts. The first part should be a process
that assesses skills and knowledge. This process
is simple and functions by comparing
performance against training outcomes. It
should be used to identify whether someone
has achieved competency and requires no
further training or whether someone is not yet
competent and requires further training. This
will require an after-action review or debrief
which identifies a course of action that will
lead to an improvement in the observed
deficiencies. This is a simple process that
should remain discrete from the second part. 

The second part of an effective assessment
system is more important. This part of the
system determines whether a trainee embraces
the ethos and values of the Army, and
possesses the qualities of a professional officer
- the right character. Instructors should record
observed behaviours and the consequences of
those behaviours as they occur for every
trainee. There should be no assessment forms.
The instructor may debrief the trainee at any
given time. This may be at the end of a
particular activity, the end of a sequence of
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activities or at a time deemed suitable by the
instructor, and should occur as frequently or as
infrequently as is required. Debriefs on
observed behaviours do not necessarily have to
occur at the same time the trainee is being
debriefed for skills and knowledge. The trainee
should be advised of the observed behaviours
and consequences only. There should be no
pass/fail criteria for any training activity in
terms of ethos, values and character. This
should be the case whether the trainee is
placed in a position of command or otherwise.
This way the trainee realises that his/her
behaviour is not just relevant to a particular
activity but at all times. The institution is then
able to analyse a series of observed behaviours
and deduce from these whether an apparent
pattern demonstrates a character deficiency.

Seven: Make the instructor accountable
The instructor must be given physical

ownership of the raw material and made
accountable for developing quality officers.
Although this principle appears self-evident it
is often overlooked. Many officer-training
institutions are structured more like
universities than military training
establishments. These officer-training
institutions are structured in a manner that
spreads the instruction amongst a number of
“subject-matter-experts” and establishes two
discrete bodies - trainees and instructors. Like a
university, this separates the academic staff
from the student body. In such circumstances
no individual is clearly responsible for the
shaping of the trainees. It allows responsibility
to be shifted to the system and creates a “them
and us” mindset in the trainees. In such a
structure the trainee views assessment as an
obstacle to graduation - an end in itself. 

When the institution is structured similar to
a fighting unit with a clear and direct chain of
command the “them and us” mindset is
negated. When instructors are given
responsibility for developing a group of
trainees (a platoon or section) the trainees will

readily identify that the instructor and
therefore the Army has a vested interest in
shaping them into the best officers they can be.
Assessment is used to ensure that each group
of trainees are achieving the training standards
and to identify when retraining is necessary.
Instructors whose trainees consistently fail to
achieve training standards can be made
personally accountable. In this environment
the trainees will view their training as a means
to an important end and not as an end in itself.  

Eight: Focus on command and leadership in
combat

Officer training must focus on warfighting
and leadership and command in combat.
Despite the growing number of peacekeeping
missions, leadership training must focus on
acquiring skills at leading combined arms
combat. It is the basic structure for meeting all
other requirements.10 Leadership training must
focus on high intensity combat scenarios;
combat stress as opposed to workplace stress;
combat leadership as opposed to organisational
leadership; motivation and the maintenance of
morale in combat as opposed to barracks
counselling. Training should focus not on
change management but how to live and
decide in an environment of chaos and
uncertainty. 

Armies are social institutions and war is the
clash of opposing human wills. An
understanding of the human mind is vital for
success in war. Robert Leonhard goes as far as
to argue that “war should be studied as a
branch of psychology”.11 He argues that, “for
an army trained to think in quantifiable terms,
the psychological dimension of war must
remain a mystery. Rather than contemplate the
psychological phenomenon of defeating the
enemy, we are content to perform body counts
and tank-loss ratios”.12 As such junior officers
must understand what binds soldiers together
in chaos and danger. They must understand
why soldiers offer up their lives for their
country. They must understand human nature
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and its application to war as well as its
responses in war. They must understand these
things in order to use them to advantage in
battle. 

Nine: Assess command results, not command
processes and procedures

Instructors must understand how to assess
leadership and command in a complex and
fluid combat environment. There are many
variables in combat. There are many things
that a commander cannot control. Therefore
no decision is ever completely right or
completely wrong. One can do everything right
in combat and still fail. Therefore the
foundation for assessment should be leading
and command, not the processes or procedures
that produce decisions and action. 

An instructor's reasoning might be
different to the trainees reasoning when
confronted with the same problem with the
same set of complex and fluid circumstances.
The fact that one might delay making a
decision to act by a couple of seconds might
be enough to completely change each point
of view. A couple of seconds might see new
information come to light or the situation
might change in a way that could not be
predicted if the decision was made earlier.
Each will make different yet equally relevant
and correct assumptions. As such the
instructor's way of dealing with the situation
is likely to be completely different to the
trainee’s way, yet both may be right or
wrong. Both may fail or both may succeed.
To suggest that there is a single assessable
outcome to a fluid tactical problem would
demonstrate a complete lack of understanding
of combat. 

Instructors must remove themselves from
the situation and objectively identify the
critical elements of command. They must ask
themselves; “despite the chaos and uncertainty
of the situation did the trainees maintain
command of their force and lead it through to
an acceptable outcome?” An acceptable

outcome isn't necessarily the outcome that the
assessor had in mind at the start. An
acceptable outcome is determined by
understanding what the trainees knew; their
mission, their orders and the way events took
place. 

Instructors should provide situations not
choreograph situations. The focus must be on
results, on meeting the superior commander's
intent, not processes or procedures. When
combat training scenarios are choreographed
the trainees are unable to conduct a normal
combat appreciation since they become
acutely aware that their success is dependent
on how closely their responses correspond to
the responses anticipated by the instructor.
They will attempt to second-guess the
instructor, not develop a tactical plan based
on a sound appreciation of the situation. The
result is a trainee who knows what to think
and when to think it, but not how to think,
an individual who is good at following
tactical processes and procedures but unable
to think laterally.

Conclusion
The profession of arms requires men and

women with a particular type of character who
embrace its ethos and values. This is necessary
to achieve the type of organisation and
mindset necessary for success in battle. Officer-
training institutions must acknowledge that
war is a clash of human wills and that
leadership is the only means of directing the
efforts of men and women in order to impose
one’s will on the enemy. Officer-training
institutions must therefore produce warriors
not managers. Men and women who
understand how to make difficult decisions in
complex combat situations and have their will
prevail. This is achieved through an
understanding that the intangible elements of
officer training have primacy over transient
knowledge and skills and cannot easily be
defined as competencies nor taught in
modules.
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Introduction

Tumultuous changes over the past decade
have left business managers and employees

reeling from shock and searching for the Holy
Grail of management solutions. However,
many “new” management philosophies have
failed to deliver all they offer. The key to
success in a changing environment is not some
new technique or management trend – it’s just
not that simple.  Rapid change can cloud an
organisation’s vision, strategies and culture.2

Jomini emphasised that in a changing
environment, the key to success comes from
keeping forces focused on the attainment of a
single objective – the vision. 

The Australian Army has struggled with the
need for change for many years.3 It has
examined other organisations and
experimented with a variety of management
tools but has lacked the focus Jomini spoke of.
Identifying a simple vision has been the first
step in focusing the organisation on the task
ahead.  That task is to stay one step ahead in a
rapidly changing and increasingly dangerous
regional and international environment. To
keep ahead, the Army must embrace positive
and transformational change.  It must learn to
encourage knowledge, innovation and the use
of technology.4 To do this the Army needs a
simple strategy for change that encourages
new ideas while building on assets already
present within the organisation.

The aim of this article is to analyse and
develop strategies for the creation of a military
culture that embraces positive and
transformational change. The first step is to
define transformational change. The article will
then propose a model for transformational
change in the Army. The model will highlight
the key strategies required and demonstrate the
relationship between them. These strategies
will be analysed and their applicability to the
Army explained. The article will demonstrate
that the Army already has most of the
strategies required to embrace change. What it
lacks is a plan that brings those strategies
together and provides the focus and
motivation for change.

Transformational Change and the Australian
Army

Transformational change is the process of
moving an organisation to a higher plane,
leading it to become something qualitatively
different while retaining its essence.5 The
catalyst for transformation is generally a shift
in the environment requiring considerable
organisational refocus. Transformation can
involve dramatic, instantaneous and wide-
reaching change. It is for this reason that many
organisations, including Army, have fervently
resisted it. In fact, while transformational
change does require a dramatic paradigm shift
in organisational focus, the components of the
organisation will generally change
incrementally – one does not dismiss the other.6

Embracing Positive and Transformational
Change in the Australian Army –

A Bridge Too Far?
By Lieutenant Colonel D.J. McGuire

“The superiority of armament is only one element of success in war;… the ability of a general to
adapt to changes on the battlefield and to keep a hundred thousand men co-operating toward the
attainment of a single objective is the key to success.”

Jomini, The Art of War.1
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While organisational refocus must occur at
all levels, the pace and requirement for change
will vary throughout an organisation.
Everything does not have to change “over
night”.7 The challenge is to transform in
response to environmental change rather than
as the result of crisis, thereby maintaining the
initiative and competitive edge. The need to be
proactive will dictate the extent and pace of
change.  The key is, change must be focused
on the future, it must be substantive and it
must add value or it serves no purpose.8

The Australian Army’s most recent
experience with transformational change has
been the Defence Reform Program (DRP).  The
Australian Government imposed change upon
Army due to the Army’s resistance to do so
itself.  The challenge now facing the Army is to
seize the initiative and control the tempo and
direction of change. The aim is to move into
the future and create new standards of
operational effectiveness. The task will require
leadership that is vision led, team focused and

supported by a culture that encourages positive
change.  

For Army to develop a culture that
embraces positive and transformational change
it will require a simple model that builds on
existing strengths within the organisation.
Various authors have identified their own
strategies that, though they differ in name,
serve similar purposes.9

These strategies can be summarised in the
following:

a. a values-based culture;
b. focused leadership;
c. a clear and achievable vision;
d. empowerment; and
e. doctrine and training.

An Army Transformational Change Model
Figure 1 is a proposed model for

transformational change within the Australian
Army. The model is comprised of five key
strategies, or building blocks. Each building
block plays a key role, though once
constructed the model is self-supporting and
works as an integrated system. A systems

Figure 1. The Proposed Army Change Model (ACM)
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approach gives the model the strength required
to withstand the rigors of change.  The model
shows culture as the foundation on which to
build the new organisation. 

Leadership, shown as the construction
crane, acts as the builder that bonds everything
together and keeps the organisation focused on
the vision. The vision sits at the top providing
guidance, stability and direction. Finally
doctrine, training and directive control are the
building blocks that form the super-structure
of the organisation. All the components are
linked to provide the required strength and
durability. 

Culture - The Foundation
While most management “experts”

recognise the importance of culture in an
organisation, few clearly explain its
relationship to performance.10 Figure 2
summarises the key components of culture and
their relationship to organisational
performance. It shows that culture is not
immutable and is shaped by factors such as
leadership, vision and people. Culture affects
organisational behaviour and the decisions of
its people.  In turn, these influence the

performance of the organisation.11 Figure 2
shows the symbiotic relationship between
culture shapers, culture and culture outputs.

Organisational success is dependent upon
having a strong but flexible cultural
foundation, as emphasised in the Army Change
Model (ACM), proposed in Figure 1.  The
Army’s cultural foundation is a warfighting
tradition that upholds the values of teamwork,
initiative and courage.12 While important, alone
these values do not set the conditions for
transformational change. The Army needs to
encourage such values as creativity, innovation
and flexibility to help open up the Army to
new ideas.13 The cascading effect that outdated
cultural values may have on performance is
highlighted in Figure 2.

The DRP seems to have been successful in
prompting Army into action. It is also evident
that the culture still contains many hidden
barriers to organisational change.14 Cultural
change in the Army requires a sophisticated
approach, as it would be all too easy to “throw
the baby out with the bath water”. The new
Army culture must encourage creativity and
risk acceptance, as it is only through trying
new ideas that the Army will learn and grow.15

Figure 2. A Model for Understanding Cultural Performance
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The ACM depends upon the strength of its
culture to act as the foundation stone.
Leadership then acts as the builder to correctly
place and secure the remaining parts of the
model.

Leadership - The Builder
The Army places great emphasis on the

selection, training and education of its leaders.
Leaders are important as they contribute to a
climate of trust by demonstrating commitment,
moral courage, honesty, respect for human
dignity, and integrity.16 This fosters an
atmosphere that inspires creativity without fear
of failure. Leaders and subordinates are willing
to take calculated risks and learn from their
mistakes. In turn the organisation continues to
learn, grow and evolve, thus maintaining a
competitive edge.

An atmosphere of trust is not consistent
throughout the Australian Army. The Army’s
leaders must bear the majority of the
responsibility for this. Recent surveys infer that
many subordinates have a genuine distrust of
senior leaders across the Army.17 The
impression is that elements of Army’s senior
leadership would prefer to disguise or ignore
organisational shortfalls in order to gain self-
advancement. While such a perception may be
a gross generalisation, it nonetheless highlights
a potential weakness in Army’s leadership.
Without trust in its leadership, the Army will
not step outside its “comfort zone” and
embrace change.

The Australian Army’s leaders must
demonstrate a strong set of personal and
organisational values that complement the
culture and promote teamwork and trust.
Organisational values will, in turn, give the
Army a self-ordering quality, which provides
direction and stability in periods of turmoil
and stress.18 Leadership begins with values and
the Australian Army’s values of courage,
initiative and teamwork are a starting point on
which to build. The Army’s leaders are
responsible for enforcing these values and the

vision. It is only through leading by example
that trust will be established. 

Vision – The Focus
Leadership by example is vitally important,

but the leader and the organisation must know
where they are going. Further, it must know
the key milestones that mark success along the
way. Hence, the leader has a role in providing
the focus for transformational change.  Leaders
do three things:

a. they help create a vision for the 
future;

b. they communicate that vision to the 
organisation; and

c. they implement the vision.19

The Australian Army’s vision has been
imposed upon the organisation from the top,
reflecting its hierarchical nature. Senge argues
that the imposition of a vision can only
command compliance, not commitment.20

Building a shared vision relies upon leaders
who encourage members to develop their own
vision. Alternatively, a leader with a sense of
vision can communicate their vision in such a
way that others are encouraged to share in it.21

The Army’s leaders must play a critical role
in this regard. They must educate the
organisation about the strength, purpose and
intent of the Army’s vision. New leaders must
be inculcated with the Army vision and values
during training to further ingrain it into the
culture. Support for the vision will come
through sharing and investing responsibility
throughout the organisation using
empowerment.

Empowerment – The Key Building Block of Trust
Empowerment is about sharing the

responsibility and rewards of management. It
is not about power as much as investing trust
and delegating control. Empowerment appeals
to the intrinsic motivation of staff as they gain
a level of self-determination and responsibility
for their efforts. In turn, this promotes
teamwork, unity and helps focus staff on the
corporate vision.22 It requires leaders that are
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confident to take risks and accept mistakes in
order to develop the trust and confidence of
the staff.

The Australian Army’s principle of directive
control incorporates these ideals within the
military context. Directive control gives
commanders the capacity to adjust rapidly to
change and act decisively, often without higher
direction.23 It does not imply complete
delegation of power or any negation of
responsibility by the senior commander.
Rather, directive control enables commanders
to use their initiative to exploit fleeting
opportunities, adapt to battlefield changes and
predict enemy action.

While the strengths of this strategy are
evident, it is still not consistently or correctly
applied in the peacetime Army. The failure of
directive control is generally due to
commanders ignoring a few simple rules. The
commander must:

a. provide a clear statement of intent 
and mission;

b. allocate sufficient resources;
c. ensure subordinates have suitable 

responsibility; 
d. encourage risk taking, tolerate 

creative failure; and 
e. set a positive example.24

Directive control requires trust to be
successful. By its very nature it requires risk
acceptance and encourages creativity and
innovation at all levels. These traits are as
essential in peace as in wartime, especially in
an organisation that wishes to embrace
transformational change. These skills are not
natural and must be encouraged at all levels.
Most importantly, training should teach,
enforce and practise these skills. Further,
training must be underpinned by doctrine that
provides the platform and direction for future
development.

Adventurous training
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Doctrine and Training – The Investment in the
Future

Doctrine provides the strategic architecture
for changing the organisation’s critical
processes.25 Doctrine should provide the
intellectual link between where the Army is
today and where it wants to be tomorrow. In
short, it relates the ends to the means. Doctrine
must be aligned with the Army’s vision and
drive its training to ensure that effort is not
wasted and that transformational change is
continuous.

The Australian Army has taken some major
steps down this path. It has produced keystone
doctrine, The Fundamentals of Land Warfare,
which spells out the future direction of the
Army, including its priorities for training and
development. The doctrine is focused toward
the achievement of the vision. Other doctrine,
such as the All-Corps Officer and Soldier
Competencies, provide the template for future
training and education ensuring that it remains
aligned with the Army’s changing needs.

Training must encourage people to move
beyond the culture of risk aversion as this
stifles creativity and innovation. Training
should encourage creativity and innovation
through rewards and shared responsibility.
Recent doctrine supports this strategy and
encourages “adaptive learning”.26 Adaptive
learning requires trainees to be given the
freedom to make mistakes and learn from
them. This knowledge must then be fed back
into the organisation for others to learn from.
Army training is progressively moving down
this path, as trainers are educated in the
principles of adaptive learning.27

Ultimately, Army should strive to become a
true learning organisation. Learning would
become part of the daily routine rather than a
specific component of training. Army already
recruits young, devoted people and puts
considerable effort into turning them into team
members. The next step is to encourage them
to think freely, but with clear vision and
goals.28 Recruitment should not be stereotyped

toward particular personality types as diversity
helps develop creative tension. Creative tension
stimulates staff to learn more and embrace
change as a means of gaining new
opportunities. Becoming a learning
organisation will require the application of all
the strategies within the proposed ACM in
order to expand the current cultural paradigm
and embrace change.

Conclusion
The Australian Army has already made

efforts to embrace change. It has examined a
variety of other organisations and
management philosophies in an attempt to
identify all the strategies required to embrace
change. The Army has developed a vision to
provide organisational focus. What it seems to
lack is a means of drawing the strategies
together so that they complement and support
one another.

The Army Change Model developed in this
article demonstrates the synergy required. It
identifies five strategies for transformational
change and explains their relationship to one
another.  Culture is seen as the foundation on
which everything else is built. It must be
values-based and encourage creativity and risk
acceptance. Further, it should incorporate those
elements of Army that make it unique.
Leadership is portrayed as the builder
providing guidance to the organisation and
ensuring that focus remains on the vision.
Vision sits atop the organisation providing the
point of focus. Doctrine, training and directive
control completes the structure and provides
the means to achieve the Army’s vision. The
model’s strength comes from three
components: 

a. it incorporates the principal strategies 
of many other change management 
concepts;

b. the strategies it proposes complement 
and reinforce existing military
tools and characteristics; and 
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c. it demonstrates the necessary 
relationships and links required for 
the strategies to survive the rigours of
change.

The analysis shows that these five strategies
are both suitable and applicable to the
Australian Army. They have the ability to
create a culture that embraces change and the
means to promote it throughout the
organisation. The DRP has shown the Army
that change is a necessary part of the future.
The challenge that now faces the Army is to
seize the initiative and control the tempo and
direction of change to regain “the edge”.
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However, there are a number of
misconceptions about what manoeuvre

warfare actually is. Manoeuvre is quite distinct
from battlefield movement – this is mobility. It
should not be merely equated with mechanised
or armoured forces, which have inherent speed,
or the potential for rapid movement. Nor should
it be equated with a rote tactical procedure such
as envelopment, which can be pulled out of the
commander’s bag of tricks – this is a battle drill.
The theoretical ideal of manoeuvre warfare is to
achieve the aim without the requirement for the
actual application of decisive lethal force. The
reality is that this will rarely be possible and that
there will be human and material cost. It is not
bloodless. There will always be the requirement
to close with the enemy over that last 1000 m.
There will be casualties on both sides, non-
combatants may suffer and there will be
collateral damage.5 It is not a means of avoiding
combat, but a means of seeking combat in a
way that is advantageous to us. 

There are many kinds of manoeuvre in
war, only some of which takes place on the
battlefield. There are manoeuvres to the flank
or rear. There are manoeuvres in time, in
diplomacy, in mechanics, in psychology: all
of which are removed from the battlefield,
but react often decisively upon it. The object

of all is to find easier ways, other than sheer
slaughter, of achieving the main purpose.

Winston Churchill6

The strict definition of manoeuvre limits it to
one of a spatial dimension, being positional, or
relational, with respect to the enemy.
Manoeuvre is more than this – it is not simply a
rapid movement around an enemy’s flank – it is
a state of mind. Manoeuvre incorporates an
intelligent approach to conflict that ruthlessly
exploits advantage, recognising the value of
speed. The only constant is change, real or
perceived, in order to gain advantage. The
central precept of manoeuvre is that it must be
oriented on the enemy, at all levels. Thus,
manoeuvre exists across the entire spectrum of
conflict. This article will discuss manoeuvre
across this spectrum; at the strategic, operational
and tactical levels of conflict.

Levels of Conflict
“The strategic level of conflict is that level of

war which is concerned with the art and science
of employing national power.”7 Essentially, this
“encompasses all military and non-military
agencies and capabilities which contribute to
national security and the prosecution of war”.8 

“The operational level of conflict is
concerned with the planning and conduct of
campaigns and major operations. Military

Manoeuvre
By Captain S. Davison

To manoeuvre is to move intelligently in order to create a favourable situation…
Raoul Castex1

Manoeuvre warfare is not new; its origins lie in the German and Russian philosophies of
warfighting. These philosophies seek to understand and exploit the characteristics of war.2 As an
operational art, it has encountered resurgence in discussion and robust debate amongst Western
armies since the end of the Cold War, and its attending policy of nuclear deterrence. This is due to
the move away from a “Flexible Response” from a NATO “Forward Defence” as pre-planned in the
“Grand Defence Plan”, to a new military strategy of collective defence based on the concept of
“Counter Concentration”.3 This shift in strategy emphasises movement of forces and gives impetus
to high technology manoeuvre warfare.4
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strategy is implemented by assigning missions,
tasks and resources to tactical operations within
a designated area of responsibility.”9 It is
characterised by a significant emphasis on
military capabilities as the means to achieve
strategic ends.10 The operational level of conflict
is where integration of joint assets occurs and is
the level at which decision can be achieved.

“The tactical level of conflict is concerned
with the planning and conduct of battle. It is
characterised by the application of concentrated
force and offensive action to gain objectives.”11

This level of conflict is focused on military
means to achieve operational or campaign ends.
It embodies ownership of assets in a relatively
defined battlespace for the achievement of
specific missions that contribute to the
campaign objective”.12

Strategic Manoeuvre
In order to understand strategic manoeuvre,

one must first understand the nature of
strategy. “Strategy is an art rather than a
science. It is an art because it involves: the
collision of adversarial wills, the clash of
asymmetrical forces, and is guided by imperfect
human beings.”13 Luttwak describes five levels
of strategy: “the technical (the interplay of
weapons), the tactical (the planning of battles),
the operational (the construction of campaigns),
theatre strategy (the execution of campaign
goals) and grand strategy (the integration of all
levels to fulfil national policy)”.14 Grand
Strategy encompasses war on two separate, but
interrelated levels. “That of method, in the
classical warfare tradition of seeking decision in
the field, and policy, as part of a broader war
strategy which may involve many non-military
factors.”15

“At the level of military method, strategic
manoeuvre concerns generalship (the collision
of military forces in the field) and operational
art.”16 Hans Delbruck, the German military
historian, argued that classical generalship was
dominated by two strategic methods.
Niederwerfungsstategiethe strategy of

annihilation, and Ermattungsstrategethe strategy
of exhaustion.17 Alexander and Napoleon were
proponents of the great encounter battle, and
thus characteristically attritionists, whereas
Frederick the Great was a proponent of battle
and manoeuvre, and thus characteristically a
manoeuvrist. However, manoeuvre warfare is
not about being a manoeuvrist opposed to an
attritionist. The British military historian, Brian
Holden Reid observed that “manoeuvre warfare
and attrition are complementary elements,
which contain both offensive and defensive
forms whether forces are on the move or at the
halt. Thus the elements of manoeuvre warfare
apply under both defensive and offensive
conditions”.18 

Strategic manoeuvre as a military method is
about moving one’s forces skilfully so as to
multiply their operational effectiveness. It is the
ability to inflict attrition by striking selectively
at a point and time of one’s choosing. This is the
essence of Liddell Hart’s strategy of the indirect
approach.19 Strategic manoeuvre as a military
method is only one of several means of
attaining the political ends of the war, however,
it is the level of conflict at which political
objectives are integrated.

At the level of policy technique, strategic
manoeuvre can be equated with diplomatic
manoeuvre, in which all actions are coordinated
in order to achieve a coherent national, or
international, approach to conflict.20 Andre
Beaufre argues that at this level strategic
manoeuvre ceases to be a pure military method.
“It broadens to include the full range of a state’s
power, including: diplomacy, economic pressure
and psychological factors that may be used –
directly or indirectly – with military force to
secure victory.”21 Beaufre defines the idea of
total strategy as “not something military, but an
essential government technique covering the
entire phenomenon of coercion in international
affairs”.22 He believes that the key to
understanding strategy as an essential technique
in statecraft lies in the mastery of the concept of
manoeuvre, especially at the level of strategic
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policy-decision. “The political process
establishes the acceptability of national aims
and sets the conditions for the use of military
power.   Military strategists must then determine
the appropriate strategic aims that adequately
support political ends.”23 “Historically, in most
Western democracies, strategic policy in
wartime has remained the province of the civil
leadership, advised by Chiefs of Staff.”24

However, “no amount of tactical and
operational virtuosity can redeem politico-
strategic miscalculation”.25 Australia’s strategic
aims and their relationship to the ADF are now
clearly articulated with the recent publication of
The Fundamentals of Land Warfare.

Australia’s military strategy is developed
from strategic policy that provides a holistic
view of Australia’s use of military force in
international affairs. … It is based on a
maritime strategy that is a military strategic
preference to achieve decisions in the
maritime environment. Australia applies this
concept proactively by endeavouring to make
a positive contribution to regional security.
The intention is to shape Australia’s strategic
environment by working cooperatively with
regional states to prevent threats arising or to
deal with them at a distance from Australia
when they do arise. … In supporting
Australia’s military strategy, the Army
provides the Government with options for
warfighting and military support operations
across the spectrum of conflict. The Army’s
contribution is designed to affect or shape the
strategic environment in a manner
favourable to Australian interests.

The Fundamentals of Land Warfare26

The actual employment of the Land Force
lies is in the realms of operational manoeuvre.

Operational Manoeuvre
“The main purpose of the operational level

is the transfer of a political input (strategic
inputs) into a military output (campaigns /
major operations).”27 The aim is to design a

campaign plan that is likely to achieve the
strategic objectives. Colonel Holger Mueller
states that “the dynamic combination of forces,
space, time and information, oriented on
strategic objectives, is the most adequate answer
to the politico-military requirements at the
operational level”. 28

Essentially, manoeuvre at the operational
level is the interpretation of the political intent
and the transfer of this into tangible factors
such as when and where in order to achieve
what purpose. In Australia there has been a
long period where a gap has existed between
the strategic and the tactical levels. This has
recently been bridged by the creation of the
position of Commander Australian Theatre
(COMAST), who has been charged with the
conduct of the operational level of war.
“COMAST is required to plan and mount joint
and combined campaigns to achieve national
military objectives. This is to be achieved as
part of the national security strategy of the
Australian Government.”29 In concert with the
creation of this position has been the
publication of the interim edition: Decisive
Manoeuvre; Australian warfighting concepts to
guide campaign planning. This doctrine defines
decisive manoeuvre as “the conduct of
synchronised operations using assets from and
within any or all environments to defeat the
adversary by positioning in time and space the
most appropriate force to threaten or attack
critical vulnerabilities, thereby unhinging the
centre of gravity and obtaining maximum
leverage”.30

The centre of gravity is not a new concept.
To quote Sun Tzu, “seize something he
cherishes, and he will conform to your desires”.31

Decisive Manoeuvre defines the centre of gravity
as “the key characteristic or locality from which
a military force, nation or alliance derives its
freedom of action, strength or will to fight at
that level of conflict”.32 It may be a capability,
such as decision-making bodies. It may be
functions such as economic, logistic or
information systems resources. Alternatively it
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may be a moral characteristic. In fact, it may
consist of a number of key elements at each
level of conflict. The key is to identify what the
Centre of Gravity is and its associated Decisive
Points (points from which a hostile or friendly
Centre of Gravity can be threatened). Once
identified, a Main Effort, or focus, can be
directed against it in order to attain a decision.
At the operational level the political intent is
transferred to the tactical level in order to
orchestrate the combination of forces in time
and space, with information. The aim is to
exploit tempo and mobility to achieve
manoeuvre. “For decisive manoeuvre to be
effective, however, commanders and their
subordinates must be willing to apply decisive
lethal force when required.”33

Tactical Manoeuvre
At the tactical level, manoeuvre is about

creating an advantage and exploiting it – it is
the how. At the tactical level, skilful manoeuvre
uses firepower to create or exploit advantage. It
is supported by a number of concepts such as;
decision superiority, mission oriented tactics,
main effort, surfaces and gaps, reconnaissance
pull and risk management.

Decision superiority is “the ability to make
and implement more informed and more
accurate decisions at a rate faster than the
adversary”.34 Manoeuvre is a function of both
space and time relying on the intelligent use of
force, rather than brute strength, to gain the
objective economically. Tempo can be created
through not only moving fast, but through the
ability to think, decide, act and react quickly.
With regard to the Boyd Cycle, relative speed
creates the advantage.  This  can  be  created
either  by  increasing  our  decision  cycle or
slowing  the enemy’s – thus we can seize and
maintain the initiative, shape the conflict and
dictate terms to the enemy. As stated, the basis
of manoeuvre is change. Change heightens the
enemy’s disorientation and is achieved by
tempo. The commander who generates a faster
operational tempo, switching fluidly from one

activity to the next and synchronising forces,
gains a significant advantage. The enemy is
overcome by events. The enemy’s cohesion and
ability to influence the battle is destroyed.
Ultimately, the enemy’s action is inappropriate
and becomes ineffective. Battle drills facilitate
tempo. Additionally, the commander making
intent clearly understood, using mission style
orders, and employing decentralised tactical
decision-making, contributes to tempo.

Auftragstaktik, or mission oriented tactics,
evolved in line with German infiltration tactics
during WWI, which relied upon small units to
probe for gaps and exploit opportunities. These
tactics required a fast decision cycle with
decentralised control because the focus was over
a dispersed front. Consequently, the articulation
of the commander’s intent, and the designation
of a Main Effort, are key elements of
manoeuvre.  

Schwerpunkt, or point of main effort, does
not necessarily equate to physical concentration.
An objective (dear to the enemy or useful to us)
is often terrain oriented, however, it may not be,
particularly with a mobile enemy. Focus is the
convergence of effort in some way – in space, in
time or in effort – so as to create a unified
effect. The German’s defined this as Angrifsziel
or aiming point. It is possible to be physically
dispersed and yet remain focussed on a
common objective.  The German blitzes into
Poland and France in 1939 and 1940 are
examples of multiple, broadly dispersed axes
with a common focus of shattering the depth
and cohesion of the enemy defences. There must
always be a designated main effort within the
capabilities of the necessary combat power. The
decisions of where to locate it, and when and
where to shift it, are amongst the most difficult
decisions commanders must make in combat.
Manoeuvre sees this aiming point against
enemy weakness, not strength.

Flachen and Lukentaktik, or surfaces and
gaps, is the principle that guides the main effort
to be directed against an enemy’s weakness, as
opposed to its strength. Due to technology, the
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modern battlefield is characterised by gaps.
Gaps, or enemy weaknesses, may take the
physical form of inferior mobility or firepower,
inefficient command and control systems, or a
poor night-fighting capability. Weakness may
also be temporal, such as discernible tactical
patterns, or a lack of initiative or flexibility on
the behalf of commanders. A weakness is any
identified characteristic that can be tactically
exploited.35 In order to exploit enemy
vulnerability, we must firstly avoid his
strength.36 To quote Sun Tzu, “an enemy may be
likened to water, for just as flowing water
avoids the heights and hastens to the lowlands,
so any army avoids strength and strikes
weakness. And as water shapes its flow in
accordance with the ground, so an army
manages its victories in accordance with the
situation of the enemy”.37 Manoeuvre warfare is
a fluid form of combat. Attacks follow the
course of least resistance. We may need to
create these gaps, or fix the enemy’s attention in
order to create an enemy’s front. This can be
achieved in a number of ways; through surprise,
deception, or through distraction. These are
forms of psychological manoeuvre. The
deception plan in 1944 deceiving the Germans
into believing the cross-channel invasion of
France would take place at Calais is an example
of surprise. This was contributed to by
deception. Deception is where we create
ambiguity in our operations through multiplicity
and variability in order to have no discernible
form or pattern, whilst maintaining  an  effective
organisation.  Distraction  follows  the  principle
of Cheng and Ch’i espoused by Sun Tzu –
placing the enemy on the horns of a dilemma
through using the extraordinary force. The effect
of fixing the enemy’s attention, denying the
enemy’s freedom of action and using the
leverage of the mobile force to destroy the
enemy. The Germans termed these supporting
attacks as Stosstruppentaktika sequence of
suppression, assault and exploitation. Once a gap
has been created, it may be necessary to launch
limited attacks perpendicular to the line of

advance in order to keep gaps open long enough
to exploit. The Germans termed this Aufrollen.
Manoeuvre, in all these forms, follows the
principle of reconnaissance pull, as opposed to
command push.

Reconnaissance pull is to exploit tactical
opportunities developed, or located by,
subordinate units – thus the battle is shaped
from below. To quote Sun Tzu, “the enemy does
not know where I intend to give battle. For if he
does not know where I intend to give battle he
must prepare in a great many places.  And when
he prepares in a great many places, those I have
to fight in any one place will be few”.38 Utilising
reconnaissance pull, we are able to create
favourable combat ratios at that particular time
and place. It is predicated on opportunism and
the acceptance of risk in order to create, as John
Boyd describes, unequal distribution. 

A fast decision cycle, achieved with mission
style orders, accompanied with decentralised
tactical decision-making responsibility, gives
subordinates the freedom of action to achieve the
commander’s intent. However, this also involves
a degree of risk.  Mission style orders (should)
only contain the degree of detail needed to ensure
necessary coordination. The articulation of these
orders relies on the strength of a commander. The
interpretation of the intent relies on the
intelligence (and training) of a subordinate. In
training subordinates must be allowed to make
mistakes so that they will not be afraid of using
their initiative in time of war. When fighting a
numerically superior enemy the commander must
be willing to take prudent risks, especially when
there is the opportunity for significant gain.
Importantly, risk does not equate to chance. This
capacity is contributed to by a commander
leading from the front, being located well
forward in order to make effective and timely
decisions based on first-hand knowledge of the
situation. The key to manoeuvre warfare is to act
boldly and decisively in order to dislocate the
enemy. In the spirit of Blitskrieg tactics, we must
not only accept confusion and disorder, but also
generate it. Concurrently, we must also have the
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capacity to operate successfully within it.
Predictability will allow the enemy to get inside
our decision cycle. 

The principle of maintaining a reserve is also
in accordance with our management of risk. The
greater the unknown, the larger the reserve
should be to deal with the unexpected.   The
reserve is the trump card, used not to reinforce
failure, but to bid for victory. For when the
reserve is committed, the commander has
committed to violent, decisive engagement.

Conclusion
There are a number of misconceptions

regarding what manoeuvre warfare actually is.
Importantly, it is not confined to the spatial
dimension. It is an approach to warfare that seeks
to identify an advantage, at all levels of conflict,
and ruthlessly exploit it in order to achieve
decision. At the strategic level, manoeuvre
encompasses the selective movement of forces so
as to multiply their operational effectiveness,
combined with diplomatic manoeuvre in order to
achieve a coherent national or international
approach to conflict. At the operational level,
manoeuvre is the transfer of a political input into
a military output likely to achieve decision in
support of the strategic objectives. It is the level at
which decision can be achieved. At the tactical
level, manoeuvre is achieved through tempo and
mobility. Skilful manoeuvre uses firepower to
create or exploit advantage. Manoeuvre warfare
at this level is taking advantage of the fleeting
opportunities evident in the chaos of battle,
taking advantage of the enemy’s forced and
unforced errors. It is also attacking the enemy’s
mind. It is contributed to by concepts such as
decision superiority, mission oriented tactics,
designated main effort, surfaces and gaps,
reconnaissance pull and risk management.
Fundamentally, manoeuvre warfare is a state of
mind, relying on the intelligent use of force,
rather than brute strength, to shape the battlefield
and gain the objective. However, once battle is
joined, manoeuvre and attrition are
complementary. A fitting analogy is the ambush.

The ambush is a method of outmanoeuvring the
enemy. It allows an unknown and unsuspecting
enemy to put itself at an overwhelming
disadvantage – and die.
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Introduction

Countries with advanced military capability
have long (although often interrupted)

histories of defining, developing and
enhancing military capability through readily
identifiable “military experimentation”
processes. For example, the US, UK, Germany,
and the USSR experimented using field trials
during the “inter-war years” following the First
World War to determine the impact of
“motorisation” on military activities.
Additionally, wargames were used by the US
and Japanese navies to develop tactics and
organisations for amphibious and carrier
warfare in the Pacific during the 1930s. The
development of advanced technologies, such as
robotics, pervasive computing, and micro
electro-mechanical devices are now driving a
new period of military experimentation. We
will develop an argument that there is a

distinct difference between the method of
scientific inquiry for evaluating the impact of
computerisation on warfare and measuring the
impact of specific computer technologies.

While the processes used in military
experimentation have differed, a common key
characteristic is a generally iterative process
that challenges established thought through
exposure to novel concepts and capabilities,
and uses innovations to promote further
“exploration”. The primary goal of these
activities is to acquire knowledge about
military operations in a scientific (and
therefore defensible) fashion to guide decisions
about an uncertain future, while coping with
fundamental system characteristics such as
non-linearity, intangibles and adaptive
behaviour. The primary means of achieving
“scientific rigor” is by supporting military

Innovation and Exploration:
The Purpose and Characteristics of Military

Experimentation
By Dean K. Bowley and Michael J. Brennan, DSTO, Edinburgh, Australia

“…The only way to discover the limits of the possible is to venture a way past them into the
impossible.”

Arthur C. Clarke

Australia has an active program in military experimentation (concept development) for the land
force, and has recently begun to broaden the basis for this type of experimentation to the other
Services and the joint arena. This article is based on a presentation to the INCOSE 2001 systems
conference and discusses military experimentation from the Australian perspective, highlighting
points from Australia's most comprehensive military experimentation program to date; namely a
program to help determine the form and function of the future Australian Army concepts and
capabilities. This program started in 1995, and is continuing. As familiarity with military
experimentation has increased across the ADF with exposure to experiments and trials many have
formed their own views on the purpose and nature of military experimentation. To support the
broader understanding of the power and limitations of the processes being introduced across the
ADO, this article discusses a role for “military experimentation” in force development. A definition
of military experimentation is proposed and the purpose, principles and characteristics are
described, based on an analysis of current overseas and Australian programs. 
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judgement with scientific inquiry through an
integrated matrix of complementary studies. 

The framework for military
experimentation described in this article was
developed during the Restructuring the Army
Task Force Trials and has since formed the
basis of the AEF (Army 1999), Air 87 analysis
(Unewisse 2000) and an evolving System of
Systems experimentation methodology
(Grisogono and Teffera 2000, Seymour et al
2000a, Seymour et al 2000b).

Definition and Purpose
[Military experimentation is] the process

of exploring innovative methods of
operation, especially to assess their
feasibility, evaluate their utility, or
determine their limits.  (Worley 1999)

The term “Military Experimentation”
usually encompasses large “field based”
activities such as the US Army’s Advanced
Warfighting Experiments and US Navy’s Fleet
Battle Experiments. While this description
focuses attention on field trials that, arguably,
have the most validity with the military user, it
is too narrow to be useful for force
development. A broader definition can be
derived from the components “military” and
“experimentation” that the Macquarie
Dictionary defines as follows: 

“Military” 6. –n soldiers generally; the 
armed forces, 
“Experimentation” –n the act or practice 
of making experiments,
“Experiment” 1. –n a test or trial; a 
tentative procedure; an act or operation for
the purpose of discovering something 
unknown or testing a principle, supposition
etc.
Literally then, the definition could be “the

practice of discovering something unknown
(but useful) about the armed forces”.

The US Institute for Defense Analysis (IDA)
definition, quoted above in italics, refines the

literal definition to be relevant to force
development, and this is adopted as the
definition of military experimentation in this
article. This definition includes the two key
words needed to understand the purpose of
military experimentation: innovation and
exploration. 

The purpose of military experimentation as
defined is therefore to acquire knowledge for
force development by exploring innovative
concepts and identifying the capabilities
required. While the detailed definition of these
capabilities and the identification and
development of possible solutions may be
other outcomes of military experimentation
these activities are outside the scope of military
experimentation per se. This is the realm of
capability development, although scientific
process and analysis clearly has a role here.
Exploration through experimentation
determines capability requirements from
concepts; capability development determines
solutions for capability deficiencies.

Military experimentation is explicitly
focused at investigating systems of systems
and especially at identifying emergent
properties (properties of the system that are
characteristic of the “level” of the system – the
capabilities of a unit “emerge” as the integrated
capabilities of the sub–unit components). For
example it is more likely that the variables and
parameters in military experimentation
programs will be environmental factors such as
terrain, and vegetation, the enemy forces, or
whole capabilities like helicopter pairs or
squadrons and the emergent properties will be
the tactics, techniques and procedures required
to exploit the new force element and how they
may change across the enemy and physical
environment.  The aim is to establish measures
for qualities such as flexibility, adaptability
and robustness; qualities that are useful in
determining the worth of a capability within a
force structure.
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“Scientific Inquiry” within Force Development
A simple model of force development is

appropriate for this article and consists of four
elements: context, concept, the capabilities
required to achieve the concept, and the
solutions to those capabilities (see Figure 1). The
context is the strategic circumstances in which
the military concepts are developed. The
concepts are possible broad solutions to the
problems arising from an analysis of the
context and can be articulated by a mission
and intent, mission essential tasks, capability
requirements and assumptions and
vulnerabilities. The capability requirements are
descriptions of what is needed, not possible
solutions to achieve the concept within the
context of the strategic environment, and the
“basket” of solutions are clear equipment,
doctrinal or organisational changes to meet the
capability requirement. We have found that it is
useful to split the capability box between
capability needs and the detailed capability

description required for capability development.
The context will change due to changes in
technology, the geo-political circumstances and
changes in government policy (for example exit
strategies and casualty avoidance).

It is important here to make a distinction
between scientific inquiry and the
experimental method. Many references discuss
the nature of science,1 and in essence scientific
inquiry is a structured path towards knowledge
enhancement that is based on the analysis of
data and open criticism and review. The
experimental method is well understood in the
capability development environment and is
manifest in the techniques of operational and
developmental test and evaluation (OTE/DTE). 

An important goal of scientific inquiry is
exploration, the other two goals being
verification and the documentation /
dissemination of results. The process of
verification is part of the process of “normal
science” (as opposed to “scientific revolution”)

Figure 1. A Simple Model of Force Development
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described by Kuhn 1996.2 In brief, normal
science consists of the incremental validation
of theory within an accepted paradigm (an
agreed basis or reference for discussion /
improvement). Revolutions occur in science
when the accepted paradigm no longer
satisfactorily explains observations and a new
paradigm is proposed to explain the
observations. (For example the special theory
of relativity and later the general theory
overturned Newtonian mechanics as a
description of phenomena observed concerning
the speed of light.) As the accepted paradigm
begins to break down, the goal of science
changes from verification (of the old) to
exploration so as to discover / establish a new
paradigm.

A useful analogy might be made drawn
between science (as described by Kuhn) and
force development. When there is an accepted
strategic framework and concept of operations
(environmental paradigm), then force
development is “normal” (iterative force
development). An example is the incremental
improvement in the principal platforms that
form capabilities (e.g. tanks and helicopters)
that formed part of the air-land battle concept
for NATO in opposition to the Eastern Block.
Such development focuses on determining the
best solution for capabilities. In this case
existing capability is replaced by better (e.g.
M60 A1 by M60A3 by M1A1 by M1A2 etc).
The so called scientific method supports
“normal force development” primarily through
the process of verification and the technique of
hypothesis testing.

When there is no accepted environmental
paradigm then force development has to be
revolutionary (innovative force development).
This parallel concept focuses on identifying the
capabilities needed to achieve a novel concept.
This is required because changes in technology,
the geo-political environment and / or
government policy create an environment
where the current incremental equipment
replacement force paradigm begins breaking

down as the concept of operations and
strategic environment diverge, and “normal”
force development is ineffective for capability
identification. Scientific methods support
innovative force development primarily
through exploration and the technique of
heuristic searching. This is the goal of what we
have established as military experimentation.

From the analogies above we can see why
military judgement is ideal and sufficient for
problem definition in the normal force
development regime:- because of the existence
of a deep, relevant, real-world experience base.
It will be argued later that the selection of test
scenarios is an important product of the early
stages of an experimentation program because
this will provide the new experience base for
military judgement. 

The evolving strategic environment that we
now find ourself in demands that we examine
force development as a whole, rather than as
improved capability packages. In addition to
R&D technology enhancements, we seek to
add the scientific process into the choice of
development paths. When the strategic
environment is uncertain, and the impact of
technology unknown, the experience base is
usually too narrow to confidently conduct the
problem definition. Therefore, to explore
innovative concepts of operations, the process
of scientific inquiry is added to increase the
confidence in scenario and question selection;
this in essence is military experimentation.

Characteristics of Experimentation
Military experimentation is difficult to

characterise because in practice it is an
amalgam of a selected group of techniques,
task organised for specific studies. However, it
is useful to consider military experimentation
as part of a continuum of analytical
techniques, Figure 2. At one end of the
continuum are unstructured, unrepeatable,
qualitative observations: arguably purely
experiential learning. At the other end are
structured, repeatable, quantitative
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observations of the sort associated with
laboratory experiments. Some way along this
axis are two techniques, the first is convergent
interviewing (described below), the second OTE
(the placing of equipment in an operational
environment for test). These two techniques
bracket the characteristics of military
experimentation. That is to say, military
experimentation is more structured and
repeatable than convergent interviewing and
less so than OTE.

Convergent interviewing is a technique
used in social sciences when the problem is ill
defined. Within the social sciences,
unstructured interviews collect broad
information, and can encompass almost all of
the contributing factors, but the results can be
hard to interpret. Structured interviews on the
other hand collect focussed information
efficiently, but question selection is critical to
achieving useful analysis. Convergent
interviewing techniques combine both and
start with a round of loosely structured
interviews in order to discover the underlying
issues. This is followed by a sequence of
interviews where the questions of each
interview are based on answers from the
previous one. Each round of interviewing is
analysed and the results used to focus the
interviews of the next round. 

OTE techniques are used to collect data on
the performance of a system within its
operating environment. The purpose is to test
the system in a realistic environment and the
entire system is tested. Normally combat or
training conditions are created (with live or
synthetic environments) and the results
observed and measured where possible. Every
attempt is made to control the data collection,
however, the tests are generally not repeatable
(though the measurement framework is) and
the interactions are usually unique. There is a
constant trade-off between achieving a realistic
operational environment and the desire to
control the environment so as to use statistical
techniques to analyse the data and determine
causal relationships. The process is generally
driven through a question dendritic and the
evaluation criteria is normally in the form of a
hierarchy of measures.

For a military experimentation process to
be useful to explore concepts in a dynamic
and/or ill-defined strategic environment, the
process must be able to evaluate and optimise
a real, complex “soft” system. The problem has
to be reduced to a manageable level, using the
principles of convergent interviewing but with
a range of analytical tools, whilst retaining
critical elements thus ensuring that the results
of the evaluation/optimisation are still

Figure 2. Analytical Techniques
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applicable, relevant and useful. An appropriate
mix of auditable and defendable qualitative,
and repeatable quantitative results (such as
those derived through OTE) must be provided
to enable decisions to be made with an
acceptable level of risk.

Military experimentation should be
characterised by the co-evolution of
organisation, doctrine, equipment and
leadership and the related changes in
personnel, support and training. The concepts
should be developed both top-down and
bottom-up, this promotes innovation while
retaining relevant invariant principles. The
stakeholders should be prepared to accept
tolerance for surprise and “failure” of
concepts in the experimental setting; the goal
must be to explore concepts not demonstrate
them.3

The process of exploration should be
iterative, continuous and non-linear; as
things are discovered they must feed back
into the original concept, modifying it, then

allowing the concept to be re-tested. The
process should make extensive use of an
adversary force that is free to develop tactics
to defeat the concepts. This is known as “Red-
Teaming” and is simply achieved in
wargames of all types. The “players” in
seminars or wargames must be fully
immersed in the environment, to the point
that pre-conceived ideas are challenged with
credibility. The same environment must be
persuasive to the stakeholders.

An analysis of these attributes leads to a
number of essential requirements for
experimentation. First, it is essential to
challenge the established paradigm. It is
especially important to challenge doctrine, and
in particular combat related doctrine as combat
is where the primary defeat mechanisms are
exercised and is the basis of the bulk of our
military capability. Secondly it is essential to
ensure there is innovation. This means a wide
variety of concepts and capabilities should be
assessed, tempered by the observation that it is

Figure 3. The Iterative Nature of Military Experimentation Processes
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likely that only a limited set of concepts may be
reasonably tested in any one activity. It is
therefore likely that a progressively more
rigorous analytical process will be used, and
perhaps more than one cycle, will be required
to ensure all innovative solutions are tested to
some degree, Figure 3. An observation common
to contemporary military experimentation
programs is that one of the potential pitfalls of
experimentation is for the sponsor to become
an advocate for the solution instead of for the
process. High level advocacy for a solution has
the capacity to stifle innovation within the
program. Advocacy, combined with the
persuasive nature of wargames, simulations and
simulators, can cripple a program of
experimentation because the scenario and task
selection will be biased, and the
experimentation is at risk of devolving to
demonstration of the sponsor’s advocated
solution.

A21/RTA/AEF as an Example
The Army has adopted the “Army

Experimental Framework” (AEF, Army 1999)
to guide the intellectual evolution of the Army
After Next through concept-led, capability-
based force development; this process maps
onto the force development model in Figure 1.
This framework was developed as a result of
the analytical framework developed for the
RTA Phase 1 Trials (Bowley and Lovaszy
1999). Central to this framework was the
“Battlelab” Process,4 a term and concept that
originated in the Land 125 work in 1995 in
part to draw on the then emerging US Army
battlelabs. The Battlelab Process became the
experimental engine for RTA Phase 1, and
while evolving, retains this place in the AEF
(itself a management tool for the process).

The Restructuring of the Army (RTA)
program provided for the progressive transition
of the current force to the force envisioned in
the A21 Review. A fundamental aspect of this
restructuring was the conduct of trials and
evaluations to confirm the force structures. The

trials were designed to identify, in a
measurable way, the strengths and weaknesses
of the A21 Task Force organisation in a joint
environment, with particular emphasis on the
ADF command and logistics arrangements.
While the process was called a trial for lack of
a better term within defence at the time, with
hindsight we can identify the end result as
experimentation due to the nature and
magnitude of the changes investigated and the
uncertainty in the initial A21 Study. The
process has much in common with the
approach taken by the USMC during their
Hunter and Urban Warrior programs and the
principles can be clearly seen in the Joint
Advanced Warfighting Program (JAWP) of the
Institute of Defense Analysis (IDA) and the US
Joint Forces Command (JFCOM). 

The complexity of military operational
systems and processes means that it is
impossible to analyse all issues and a normal
reductionist approach would not analyse the
interactions and emergent properties of the
systems of systems [Curtis and Bowley 1997].
Therefore the method is specifically designed
for focusing on those elements or tasks that
provide a clear indication of the performance
of the overall system. OTE uses the normal
reductionist approach of dividing the problem
into a number of critical issues and then seeks
to design tests to gather data addressing those
issues. When the primary scientific purpose is
exploration we need to begin the investigation
at a higher level; at that higher level we seek
the critical tasks and the vulnerabilities of the
concepts to focus subsequent evaluation. That
is discovering the fundamentals of what
warfighters will be doing rather than
specifically measuring how well they are doing
them;5 recognising the unexpected not
measuring the expected.6

Initially, a problem definition phase is
conducted to understand the whole problem
and to explore answers to the “right”
questions. The problem definition constrains
the problem space, establishes the context and
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environment for the evaluation, and refines
the aims and objectives of activities. From the
analysis viewpoint, the outputs of the
problem definition phase are a clear
description of what the military operations
system has to achieve, its identified or
perceived potential weaknesses and the
important questions to be answered to both
validate assumptions and to “optimise” the
system. A conceptual model is developed and
the military system is typically described by a
concept of operations, mission essential tasks
and capability requirements, the weaknesses
by critical areas and issues, and questions to
be answered by objectives.

There are three key differences between the
military experimentation process and OTE.
First is the use of scientific inquiry and
analytical techniques to support the problem
definition phase in military experimentation,
second is our approach to the systematic
refinement of the problem through a matrix of
complimentary analytical tools, and finally
using every analytical activity as the basis for
an “After Action Review”.

Scientific inquiry is used in support of
military judgement to select tasks and
scenarios during the problem definition phase
in a military experimentation program. Critical
issues (those issues defining the performance
of the system) usually drive OTE, and data
elements are collected on these issues. Early in

the problem definition phase of RTA it was
identified that the problem space was too ill-
defined, and the range of critical issues too
great, for an OTE approach to be useful.
Consequently the method of driving the
program through identified required, or
fundamental, tasks was devised. This
experience can now be generalised and we
note that where a problem is ill-defined the
analysis is best driven by observing and
“measuring” against identified tasks, to
provide information against the critical issues.
Where the problem is better defined,
resolution of critical issues drives the
evaluation program and tasks and scenarios
are selected to answer particular questions.
This again emphasises the critical difference;
that of recognising the unexpected and
measuring the expected.

During the RTA “Phase 1” study, this
approach was applied by focussing the initial
refinement process on those tasks that must be
evaluated in order to provide a basis from
which military judgement could be used to
“optimise” the Task Force. These tasks were
selected on the basis of the impact they would
have on the effectiveness of the Task Force
(Land Command 1997). The method of
selecting tasks to be analysed from the concept
of operations, Figure 4, was developed from
the analytic framework used in the LAV-25
Trials conducted by 2nd Cavalry Regiment in

Figure 4. Selection of Tasks
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1990/91. In this trial, evaluation resources were
very limited and, to gather as much
information as possible, key tasks were
conducted by an M113 troop and by a LAV-25
troop. Teams of experts observed the conduct
of these tasks. These observations and the
military judgement (opinions) of the
participants formed the basis of the reports. 

An important aspect was that, despite a
large number of questions to be answered in
RTA (of the order of 200), there were relatively
few OTE style tests focussed on single
questions. The vast majority of the information
was from observations of tasks.

A second key innovation is the systematic
refinement of the problem space through
multiple iterations and layers of analytic and
training tools, Figure 5. The pivotal tool was a
war gaming environment of sufficient fidelity
to challenge existing organisational and
doctrinal paradigms — in effect the building of
a synthetic experience base, supported by
carefully selected field experiments and real
world operational experience as validation for
the synthetic experience. Each level of analysis
provided three outputs: answers to specific
questions, the context for the next level of
analysis and confirmation of the results of
previous layers.

As we have suggested earlier, the choice of
test scenarios is of critical importance to proper
refinement of the problem and indeed
resolution of the issues. Arguably three
primary aspects must be considered in the
choice of test scenario. The most important is
that the test scenario produces circumstances
in which the identified and required tasks are
in fact tested. That is, the required experience
base is established. In addition, the test
scenario chosen must have sufficient credibility
and detail to engage the participants in a
“challenging problem”. Throughout the RTA
Phase 1 work and in HE99 and HE00, the test
scenarios were deliberately chosen to engage
“stress” the force elements nominated against
required tasks. The choice of “stress” as a basis

for test reflects the OTE genesis of the RTA
process (OTE methods require tests against
most stressful, least stressful and most likely
components of the performance envelope) and
a limit on the resources and time for
conducting the study. The approach explicitly
assumed that a Task Force “optimised” for
warfighting against a basket of stressful
scenarios could adapt across the performance
envelope.7

The AEF framework accordingly places a
significant emphasis on problem definition and
the choice of so called “stressful scenarios”.
The experiments that have been conducted to
date have received some criticism that the
choice of scenarios was unrealistic - in
particular the notion that Australia might
commit as a lead nation in a mechanised war
against a large army with a powerful armoured
capability (modelled as T80 tanks in the war
games). While this is indeed unrealistic and
unlikely, the experiments were designed to
stress the concepts and the ORBATs in order to
investigate the limits of applicability to
improve the concepts and capabilities. To
achieve this analytic requirement the concepts
proposed were examined out of the “normal”
contexts in which they were conceived. This is
an acknowledged weakness of the experiment
design, and caused some difficulty in assessing
the concepts against the BOS requirements, but
in principle provided a powerful analytic
construct. Because of the criticism, scenario
designs are now tailored to provide “stress
within context” for the concepts and
capabilities under consideration. This is likely
to be a design feature for the experiments
conducted under the evolving Defence
Experimental Framework.

Figure 5, and the “stressful scenarios” in
which to test the concepts, was developed from
the build-up training conducted by 1st Brigade
in preparation for Exercise Predators Advance
90. In preparation for this exercise the
commander trained the brigade staffs firstly
with a TEWT; the “best” solution to the TEWT
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problems formed the basis for the CPX used to
train the brigade headquarters. These tasks
were then the basis for the field exercise, the
idea being that tactical and procedural training
was completed without “wasting” the resources
of a field exercise. This idea of the trade-off
between efficiency and depth of training was
directly translated to the RTA Trial.

A third key innovation is using each
analytical activity as the basis for an “After
Action Review” (AAR). The AAR, Figure 6, is a
reconstruction of the events taken directly
from training techniques used for war gaming.
The Janus war game has a built in AAR
facility. The aim of the reconstruction is to
determine the reason for events occurring
during the activity. The observations of the
subject matter experts and the measurement of
the analysts are combined with the impressions
of the players. In the RTA Trial this war
gaming technique was to be extrapolated to all
analytical activities.

Conclusion
“Military experimentation” as described

here can be conducted at any level of conflict
from strategic through to tactical, where the
aim of the research is exploration, not
validation and while this article uses a tactical
land example, the principles are applicable
across the operating environments and levels of
command. The process proposed in this article
has a number of characteristics. It explores
problems through a focus on activity
observation and the conduct of a matrix of
complementary activities based on specific
analytical tools. Each of the activities provides
information for an “after action review”, and
has three general objectives; to validate the
results of tools with less fidelity, to answer
specific questions, and to provide the context
for higher fidelity activities. The key component
of the process is the war gaming phase, and the
essential requirement of the war game is to
provide an environment that immerses the
players and challenges current paradigms. 

Figure 5. Hierarchy of Analytical Tools
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Within this environment, a synthetic
operational experience is gained by the
players, which is subject to their experience
and assessed by military judgement in the
AAR in a similar manner to a “normal”, or
real operation. Common throughout the work
to date in the land environment has been the
harnessing of established collective training
tools to the analysis process. The rationale has
been that these tools are familiar and provide
a “natural” synthetic experience to the
military participants. An aspect that remains
for future research is a study to evaluate the
relative benefits of more “immersive” methods
to enhance the synthetic operational
experience and hence improving the quality or
“completeness” of the military judgement.

Military experimentation should not be
seen as a replacement for professional military
judgement, OT&E or strategic analysis utilising
decision support tools, but as complementing
these established areas and filling the gap
between the strategic context and capability
solutions. The primary role of military
experimentation is to explore innovative
concepts of operation so as to determine the
capability requirements for future forces; that

is to recognise the unexpected not measure the
expected.

NOTES:
1. See Worley et al 1999 for a discussion of the

application of the scientific method to military
experimentation.

2. Normal science explores an accepted paradigm,
for example Newtonian physics, and attempts
to determine significant facts, match facts to
theory and to articulate the theory. Within a
paradigm, which guides and limits problem
selection, detailed research can be conducted in
the verification phase. Revolutions in science
occur when the current paradigm starts to
break down under the weight of conflicting
evidence. The revolution occurs when a new
paradigm is proposed, for example Einstein’s
theories, and then the process of verification of
the new theory begins again.

3. The differences between types of collective
training, demonstration, and experimentation
may be illustrated by the presence and role of
an OPFOR and the target audience of the
activity. In collective training drills, there is no
need for an OPFOR. The goal of the activity is
proficiency through repetition of drills. The
audience is clearly the trained team. In force
on force training, the role of the OPFOR is to
provide threat stimuli in a known (doctrinal),
but realistic, fashion (usually through “free-
play”) for the team being trained. The audience
is again the trained team, no particular benefit
is expected for OPFOR. This is characteristic of
Live Combat Training Centres – OPFORs often

Figure 6. After Action Review Process
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win, but the subjects of the training learn from
the experience. In a demonstration, the roles of
both sides are choreographed to a certain
extent. The audience is external to the
participants in the demonstration, no benefit
accrues to the participants. In experimentation,
the role of both teams should be essentially the
same as that on operations – to attempt to
defeat the other. In this way the synthetic
experience is built up. Thus the target is both
teams, and AARs extract the military
experience to evaluate the concept under test.

4. The Battlelab was distinct from the physical
entities of the US and was a term used to
describe the process (Bowley 1999).

5. Measurements that relate to performance are
inevitably made, but are used to key the
analysts to activities of and relationships
between entities performing the “unexpected”.

6. Personal correspondence from R. Worley.
7. It should be noted that field trials in particular

using stressful scenarios inevitably involved a
delicate balance (not always achieved) between
the stress of the scenario and the best military
judgement of commanders who justifiably
argued that “I wouldn’t do it that way, it isn’t
the best approach etc.”
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TRACY by Gary McKay
Published by Allen & Unwin, 5 October
2001;
RRP $24.95, Softcover.
Reviewed by Ms Fiona Caspersz.

Tracy is a book about
ordinary people thrust
into an extraordinary
situation which
demanded their all and
gave them nothing but
devastation in return. 

Gary McKay was
sent to assist with the

clean-up operation after Cyclone Tracy tore
through Darwin on Christmas Eve 1974. In
Tracy he has brought together the stories of
those who survived the nightmare.  

Cyclone Tracy wound her way from an
inauspicious start in the Arafura Sea through
the centre of Darwin and destroyed all in her
path. No one, apart from the weathermen,
took the gathering storm too seriously until it
was upon them and there was no escape.
Everyone was busy with their Christmas
preparations and, in the midst of cooking
turkeys, last minute shopping and festive
drinks, she was upon them wreaking havoc,
panic and destroying all in her path. The
Territorians weren’t complacent or foolhardy,
they’d simply seen it all before: cyclones
always started out at sea then headed south
west along the coast keeping well away from
Darwin. A few days of strong winds and
heavy rain were the worst they expected and
with the holiday season upon them no one
was concerned about the storm brewing out at
sea. In some ways this lack of panic saved
them; natural instinct was to protect their own
because no one believed the storm had hit
anywhere other than their home. Those who
survived the onslaught were mentally and

physically scarred and their city was destroyed
beyond belief. They looked out to see if Santa
had visited during the night and saw instead a
bleak landscape littered with debris.

In Tracy Gary McKay paints a vivid picture
of events which led to the cyclone hit on
Darwin, the ease with which lives were wiped
out and the horrific aftermath which
confronted the survivors that Christmas
morning. Tracy is well written and so easy to
read it’s difficult to believe it’s a record of fact
and not fiction. The book is only 205 pages, a
wet weekend or a couple of sunny afternoons
in the garden will see it through; no one who
starts Tracy will be able to put it down half
finished. Read it and read it again to fully
absorb the horror of the time; this is the stuff
of a movie-maker’s imagination, not the result
of a natural phenomenon. 

CODE BREAKERS – THE INSIDE STORY
by F.H Hinsley and Alan Stripp (Oxford
University Press)
Reviewed by Colin Blair

For those who have
delved into the
fascinating world of
wartime code breaking,
this is essential reading.
Code Breakers is actually
a collection of essays
written in varying styles
by the people who

played a part in successfully “cracking”
German and Japanese communication codes
throughout the Second World War.

The dedicated men and women who
worked in utmost secrecy at the Government
Communication Headquarters at Bletchley
Park, a former stately home outside London,
arguably helped shorten WWII by two or more
years.
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Thanks to their efforts in breaking the
primary German encryption coding system,
based on the mysterious Enigma machine (an
example of which resides at the National
Museum in Canberra) the Allies were
intercepting, decoding and circulating
important enemy operational signals (code-
named Ultra intelligence), sometimes before
the messages reached their intended
recipient!

Code Breakers is not a cold, analytical
description of the achievements of the up to
10,000 people who worked at Bletchley Park
(known at “BP” to those who were there). It
gives a unique insight to the personalities of
those who attacked and “broke” the
formidable Enigma encryption system.

There are several “layers” to this book of
personal accounts. Those who relish the
technical details of how the codes were broken
will be well satisfied. The amazing insights to
how effectively “BP” and its out-posted
“crypto” teams gave the Allies a huge strategic
and tactical advantage over the Germans and
to a lesser extent the Japanese, also is well
documented and explained.

The book is easy to read, well illustrated
and leaves one totally amazed that the
Enigma/Ultra code breaking operation
remained such a tightly held secret until the

first details were published, by one of the
BP team, in the early 1970s. Certainly,
Germany, her Axis partners and Japan had
no idea that much of their secret operational
communication had been compromised
throughout the conflict, more particularly
during the latter years of the conflict.

One is also moved to ask how the Enigma
secret – Churchill described it as his “most
secret source”- artificially elevated the
reputations of British and US military
commanders who orchestrated and won major
campaigns and/or battles against the enemy
while holding such a huge advantage.

In fact, as Code Breakers explains, great
effort was expended in disguising the source
of such accurate and timely Top Secret
information in order to avoid compromising
the BP operation.

Code Breakers makes a sobering
concluding point, that the Germans were
moving to introduce a much more challenging
encryption coding system shortly before the
conflict ended in Europe. An interesting
thought is whether, given more time, the loss
of the Ultra advantage and the impact of new
German warfighting technology would have
changed the final outcome?

Probably not.




