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"One-a-Penny, Two-a-Penny . . ." 
Air Power in the Defence of Australia — United or Divided? 

By Wing Commander B.L. Cavanagh, RAAF 

T HE debate over the role air power should 
play in the defence of a nation is one that 

has ebbed and flowed since the beginnings of 
air forces as we know them. Today, among na
tions of the Western World and certainly within 
Australia, the discussion is no less lively than it 
has been in the past. While informed debate on 
the most effective use of one of the service arms 
of the Australian Defence Force is encouraged, 
all too often in these days of increasing joint-
ness and integration amongst defence forces, 
discussion centres unduly on the part air power 
should play in supporting the roles of the other 
services. At the same time there appears to be 
little understanding of air warfare or apprecia
tion of its history to realise there are other 
equally valid and compelling strategies for the 
employment of air power than helping to win a 
land or sea battle. While there is no doubting 
the importance of essential mutual support 
among the three services in achieving the war 
aim, some balance in the debate needs to be 
restored in order that we in Australia might be 
aware of the full potential of that enormous 
power we possess, called air power, and the 
part it should play in the defence of this nation. 

In any appreciation of air power in 
Australia's defence the first logical question we 
might ask ourselves is why should air power 
play a prominent role, and indeed any role, in 
the defence of this country. There will be few 
antagonists who see no part at all for an aerial 
capability — the question is rather one of what 
contribution to the Australian military equa
tion should air power offer as compared with 
the more traditional land and sea powers. More 
explicitly, how should this latest form of com
bat power be employed and managed when it is 
interacting with land and naval forces? The 
issue then becomes one of command and con
trol of air power and distribution of its assets; it 
is one of the more pressing defence issues 
within Australia today. 

The very fact that distribution of air power is 
such an important issue within the ADF is 

testimony to air power's relevance to Australia, 
yet the intricacies of its proper employment are 
poorly understood within all arms of the ser
vices. Certain recently endorsed practices for 
air power employment are testimony to that. 
This article is an attempt to explain the best use 
of air power for Australia and the fundamental 
need for unity of air power. It will do so by 
substantiating the importance of air power to 
our national defence, by explaining the concept 
of unity of air power from first principles, and 
by analysing the consequences of divided air 
services for this country. 

Air power's Relevance to Australia 
The most conspicuous reason why the use of 

the air is essential for Australia is the nature of 
our Continent; its geographical position, 
topographical profile, distribution of people 
and resources and its lack of adequate lines of 
communication. Suffice it to say, the nature of 
the Australian Continent demands a force that 
can respond quickly, over thousands of 
kilometres, with a flexibility to rapidly change 
roles, against a variety of targets in locations 
often inaccessible by surface means. The type 
of force needed is self-evident. Only by posses
sion of an effective air component of our 
military force can we ever hope to exert in
fluence within our region at a time and place of 
our choosing during periods of hostilities and, 
for that matter, in peacetime. 

Linked with geographical realities is a 
defence policy recently adopted by this country 
which gives priority to stopping an aggressor in 
the sea-air gap, and especially to the north. The 
underlying military concept is that of defence in 
depth. Such a defence policy is as expedient as 
it is sensible, because in most contingencies this 
buffer zone must be crossed by any aggressor, 
and here he is most vulnerable, particularly to 
attack from the air. Also, Australia can ill af
ford a major lodgement. It is politically unac
ceptable, but more pragmatically, our relatively 
low population discourages manpower inten
sive warfare. For these and other more obvious 
reasons, Australia would avoid a major land 
battle, except as a last resort. Consequently, if 
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the will of this nation is to do all it can to pro
tect offshore assets and prevent a hostile lodge
ment, air power will be needed. In most cases 
air power will be the initial, and most likely the 
principal tool that would be used. 

This is not stated lightly. For any strategy 
of defence in depth air power is needed 
throughout. It is a primary element in 
surveillance of and intelligence gathering in the 
sea/air gap, in controlling the sea/air gap in 
times of threat, and in defeating an enemy 
should he attempt to cross the seas or land on 
our shores. In short, using the words of the 
Chief of the Air Staff, Air Marshal Ray Fun-
nell, air power in Australia " . . . is needed to 
win the air battle, it is needed to win the 
maritime battle, and it is needed to win the land 
battle."' 

Beyond its immediate importance to fun
damental defence aspects of this nation, air 
power provides the best entree to the world's 
high technology defence development. Aviation 
is arguably the fastest developing arm of 
defence industry today; it is also the industry 
that offers a force the greatest flexibility, 
responsiveness and mobility, which are all 
necessary characteristics for waging modern 
warfare over long distances against a range of 
possible threats. 

These then are the reasons why air power is 
important for Australia. If this nation is to be 
defended in the most effective way and is to 
field the best possible deterrent forces, it cannot 
help but maintain credible, operationally effi
cient and state of the art air forces which are 
powerful by regional s tandards . Our 
geography, manpower and economic resources 
and access to technology all attest to that, as 
does an Australian defence policy of self-
reliance achieved through defence in depth. 
Most strategists and defence thinkers in 
Australia today will endorse these sentiments. 
What many of them forget however is that, if 
the ADF is to be afforded optimum military ef
fectiveness, air power, as with any other form 
of combat power, has to retain some unity of 
action and purpose within the total force. As 
we shall see, unity of air power is the cardinal 
tenet of air power doctrine, and yet paradox
ically is being challenged in Australia today 
most vehemently. This is perhaps because of a 
reluctance on the part of surface force com
manders with little or no appreciation of avia
tion, to understand unity of air power, or to ap

preciate any use of the air beyond their own 
interests. 

The Concept of Unity of Air Power 
There is nothing mysterious, nor particularly 

difficult to understand about unity of air 
power. It evolved from hard-learned historical 
lessons, namely that the operational and 
organizational processes of using the air for 
war fighting should be commanded and con
trolled at the highest practical level and by a 
single agency with the best expertise to do so. 
Nor is the concept of unity unique to air power. 
Indeed, with each form of combat power, that 
is land power, sea power and air power, opera
tional and organizational unity are necessary if 
each is to contribute fully to military effec
tiveness. Historically, land power and sea 
power were co-ordinated, organized and com
manded centrally, each within its own dimen
sion of the land or sea for best effect. This 
traditional responsibility for its own dimension 
was indeed the rationale for the evolution of ar
mies and navies. As the air is a separate and in
dependent dimension, air power also needed a 
unity of co-ordination, organization and com
mand, along environmental lines, for its most 
effective use. Thus, the third dimension provid
ed a similar basis for the evolution of centrally 
commanded air forces. 

While unity of each form of combat power is 
simply a set of conditions, the application of 
these conditions generates internecine argu
ment, because the application is really about 
command and control. Bluntly put, the debate 
centres on who within the total force should 
own and employ the resources of each in
dividual form of combat power while ensuring 
the unified action of each is retained? Each ser
vice will argue that for best effect its own tradi
tional combat power demands a command and 
control that should be firstly at the most ap
propriate level, and secondly, within the most 
appropriate service. The arguments in each case 
substantiate the fact that unity of combat 
power proclaims two dictums, common to 
land, sea and air power. These are command at 
the appropriate level, and command within the 
appropriate military discipline. 

The historical experience of air power ac
cords with the two dictums; thus air forces 
argue, in line with armies and navies in defence 
of unity of their own combat powers, that unity 
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of air power means air assets must be retained 
under the highest practical level of centralised 
command and control, and that they must be 
commanded by a leader experienced in the ap
plication of air power. Air forces, in fact, are 
adamant about this because historical ex
perience also showed that the impact of unity of 
air power has even greater consequences fo 
military effectiveness than the impact of unity 

• of the other combat powers. Similarly, ex
perience and logical analysis showed that air 
power, divided, produces disproportionately 
large reductions in military effectiveness in 
comparison with the effects of disunity in land 
or sea power. Aviators understood this adverse 
consequence and they argued tenaciously for 
the "invisibility of air power", a term 
synonymous with unity of air power: both 
terms mean that air power assumes its greatest 
strength when it is applied holistically as a 
distinct entity, rather than simply in a collection 
of roles. Air power theorists and practitioners 
arrived at this conclusion for a number of 
reasons, and these self-same reasons also ex
emplify unity as the cardinal tenet of air power. 
These reasons warrant further analysis. 

Air power can be employed in a number of 
strategies at any one time, but it can only do so 
successfully if its forces are unified under ap
propriate command. At the introduction to this 
article the suggestion was made that support for 
the other services was only one of the strategies 
available to air power. There are two other 
distinct but interactive aerial strategies which 
have direct application for air forces and 
which, in their own right, can have direct and 
independent influence on the outcome of the 
war. One is to attack an enemy's war fighting 
capacity; that is, to inflict moral or material 
damage directly on his homeland. The second is 
to oppose and defeat his air forces. These 
strategies are termed Strategic Strike and Air 
Superiority respectively. The three strategies of 
air power are not independent actions whereby 
one follows another in some battle campaign 
sequence — all three are interactive and, in 
reality, would be pursued simultaneously. Their 
hierarchy of importance at a particular time, 
which can be termed air power employment 
doctrine, must be determined in the light of 
strategic as well as tactical considerations.2 For 
this reason it must be determined by a supreme 
commander taking the advice of a commander 
with full knowledge of air power employment, 

which for Australia can only be a RAAF 
officer. 

The second reason for unifying air power is 
that unity achieves the greatest advantage air 
power has to offer, which is the ability to con
centrate its force rapidly in time and space. 
Whether to mount offensive actions against an 
enemy or defend against his initiatives, air 
power's strength lies in its innate ability to con
centrate vast amounts of firepower in combat. 
Concentration enables a force to be decisive. If 
need be, the whole weight of the air power force 
can be employed together against a single most 
important target, or alternatively, against an 
array of lesser targets. Used properly, which 
means in accordance with the correct employ
ment doctrine and concentrated in time and 
space, air power can be singularly decisive in af
fecting the outcome of the war, rather than 
merely influencing the land and sea battle by 
piecemeal application. 

The ability to use concurrent aerial strategies 
and to concentrate air forces rapidly indicate a 
completely different perspective of time and 
space within which air power is employed in 
comparison with land and sea power. The dif
ferences are substantial and deserve closer ex
amination if we are to fully understand the 
aviator's concern over misuse of air assets 
which could lead to division of air power and 
diminution of its effect. If we look at the tradi
tional evolution of command and control of 
weapons systems the relative perspectives of 
time and space will be more evident. 

Firstly, any extent of military command and 
control is commensurate with the combat 
radius of action of the weapons system involv
ed. For example, the combat radius of action of 
an infantry platoon, depending on the time 
frame, is a day's march or the trajectory range 
of small arms munitions. Therefore it would 
make no sense to take divisional artillery 
weapons, with ranges of 50 kilometres or more 
and divide them up under command at bat
talion level or lower. As we know this is not 
done; artillery assets are commanded at the 
highest possible (divisional) level, where the 
'big picture' is more evident. 

What sense then does it make to break up, in
to penny packets, a force with a combat radius 
of action of hundreds and perhaps thousands 
of kilometres, which can be used against a 
variety of targets by re-roling or re-equipping, 
and which can have a 'big picture' of strategic 
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proportions compared with the more tactical 
view by surface-locked combat units. Even 
Navy fleet units at sea with speeds of advance 
of less than 40 knots and combat radii of action 
limited to radar horizons and surface launched 
weapons ranges are, within realistic time 
frames, tactical units. Air Force combat units 
are capable of being used in the macro 
(strategic) sense, whereas most other combat 
units belong to the micro (tactical) 
environment. 

Linked directly with combat radii of action, 
or the 'space' perspective, is the difference in 
appreciation of time between air power forces 
and surface forces. Surface forces, by virtue of 
their speed and mobility limitations think more 
in terms of days and weeks to react to a threat, 
to manoeuvre or to redeploy their forces. Air 
power operates in much shorter time frames; its 
commanders think in terms of hours and even 
minutes to complete a task. Again, what sense 
does it make to allocate sections of a highly-
responsive force to commanders who trad-
tionally wage war at a much different pace? 
The quantum difference in appreciations of 
time and space between air forces and surface 
forces is the underlying, basal premise for unity 
of air power.1 

There is yet another, unassailable reason why 
air power should not be divided within the total 
force. Today's modern air assets are capable of 
more than one role. An anti-tank weapon 
within an army is an anti-tank weapon; an anti
tank weapon within an air force is also a bat
tlefield air interdiction weapon, perhaps an of
fensive counter air weapon and even an air 
defence weapon. Dividing up these flexible 
assets to meet narrow, specific requirements 
means in essence that they are not available for 
re-roling. A pertinent example is the P3 aircraft 
in the RAAF today. If P3 aircraft are per
manently assigned to the Navy for Fleet Sup
port functions, they will not be readily available 
for other, first echelon, layered defence roles of 
Out of Area Reconnaissance and Surveillance, 
as well as additional roles including Electronic 
Warfare, Search and Rescue, general transport 
and airborne command and control. The result 
from this and other examples is a reduction in 
multi-role flexibility which decreases the effi
ciency and application of the assets and 
diminishes national military effectiveness. 

The foregoing are the operational reasons 
why air power theorists and practitioners argue 

that unity of air power is vital to national 
military effectiveness. In addition to these 
operational aspects there are two other impor
tant factors which also attest to the unity of air 
power. They are the relevance of critical mass 
and the importance of expertise and continued 
professional development to air power's 
application. 

The term critical mass, when used in this con
text, means the size of the entire body of an in
dependent force needed to support its fighting 
edge; that is, the total infrastructure within the 
force which, together with the operational com
ponent, makes for an effective war fighting en
tity. The critical mass concept is especially rele
vant for air forces because air forces have an in
herently high "tail to teeth" ratio, therefore 
their critical mass is high. For example, it takes 
the whole force of about 22,000 permanent ser
ving members in the RAAF today to maintain 
an organization whose sole aim in a war is to 
launch a few hundred individuals in a lesser 
number of aircraft to meet a hostile threat. This 
is a difficult concept for many to grasp both 
within and outside the ADF. What they also 
fail to realise is that should these few hundred 
operational assets be divided among different 
agencies, these agencies then each require an in
ordinately disproportionate support 'tail' to 
maintain their own limited air power capability, 
compared with the size of the 'tail' required for 
a single air force. 

Size — critical mass — is a fundamental con
sideration to the control of air assets, par
ticularly with small, independent armed ser
vices such as Australia's. Small, independent 
armed services do not have organizational 
structures large or flexible enough to properly 
train personnel and operate equipment to its 
maximum capacity in more than one primary 
area of activity. Nor are their infrastructures 
capable of providing adequate, independent 
maintenance of, and logistic support for, divid
ed air assets. The resources needed to meet such 
a challenge would be of an order of magnitude 
that is available only in a service of the propor
tions of the United States Navy. Only then 
would a service, not normally inclined to 
operating in the air, be capable of maximising 
air power, ensuring its continued logistic sup
port and providing a natural progression of 
professional air power development. 

The ADF, now that it is committed to self-
reliance and if it is to achieve maximum 
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military effectiveness, must be fully aware of 
both sides of the 'teeth to tail' equation before 
dividing up assets. This was not so crucial in the 
past when Australia conveniently neglected the 
support aspect of critical mass, as it so often 
did, because its historical reliances on and 
alliances with the UK and US would counteract 
any imbalance. That is no longer the case. The 
ADF can no longer rely on superpower sup
port, nor should it continue to model its 
defence forces on nations with vastly different 
resource bases and national objectives. As with 
other small, independent forces Australia must 
develop an appropriate infrastructure to sup
port the fighting edge of combat power or, con
versely, reduce the size of the fighting force. 
Dividing up air assets demands a larger base of 
support and, if the support is not provided, ef
fectiveness is reduced. Realistically the ADF 
must compare its force structure and division of 
roles and assets with other small, independent, 
but proven forces such as Israel, rather than 
continuing the traditional approach of half-
copying the forces of larger allies, particularly 
those of the United States. 

The notion of professional expertise is also 
interwoven within the unity of combat power 
argument, and it is from this notion that the se
cond dictum originates, that is that command 
must be located within the appropriate military 
discipline. The notion is simple. Each service 
must exercise a professional ability within its 
own combat power whilst at the same time 
acknowledging and respecting the others' ex
pertise to best operate and manage its own com
bat power assets within the total force. No one 
service can afford to do otherwise. In Australia 
today the Army and Navy frankly do not have 
the expertise to properly employ the air power 
which may be placed under their permanent 
command. Nor, conversely, does Air Force 
have the expertise to optimise land or sea power 
for its own use should such a situation arise. 
This is the position today, but will the situation 
change, and what of future professional 
development to ensure continued expertise? 

Few will disagree that the Army is naturally 
inclined to concentrate on the land as its 
primary area of activity, just as the Navy looks 
to the sea for its present and future operations. 
The best Army and Navy officers will naturally 
be those most proficient in their particular ser
vices' respective environment; and rightly so, 
professional expertise develops along en

vironmental lines. Just as some officers need to 
be trained to operate in the land environment or 
to operate at sea, others also need specialist 
training within the third dimension, the air, as a 
primary medium for concentration. It calls for 
different strategic and operational thinking as 
well as specialised skills, and it will continue to 
do so into the foreseeable future. Therefore, if 
the nation is to be served by the same quality of 
professionalism within the air environment, it 
must not allow air power to become divided 
and thus subordinate to other combat powers. 
A curtailment of professional development 
within the air environment would ensue because 
Army and Navy officers would be preoccupied 
with their primary environments, resulting in a 
gradual erosion of air power expertise within 
this country. 

In summary, unity of air power constitutes a 
cardinal tenet of basic air power doctrine from 
which all Air Force command and control 
thinking emanates. In principle, its evolution is 
no different from unity of other forms of com
bat power, but it contributes more to military 
effectiveness than does unity of land of sea 
power. This is because its application allows 
concurrent prosecution of the three in
dependently decisive air power strategies, 
Strategic Strike, Support for The Other Ser
vices and Air Superiority; it enables a force to 
concentrate firepower rapidly in time and 
space; and it offers a nation all the benefits of 
multi-role flexibility. Its conclusions that com
mand of the air must be retained by an airman 
at the highest practical level and within an in
dependent air service is based on three 
premises: the practicalities of controlling 
weapons systems with radically different com
bat radii of action and reaction times, the 
critical mass needed to properly apply air power 
in a high technology force, and the requirement 
to generate the highest possible level of 
specialist professional expertise within each in
dividual service. 

The Employment of Air Power within 
Australia 

Yet given all this, air power today is seen too 
often and by too many only as a force to be 
carved up among the other two services, often 
in the name of jointness, but more often in 
order that the Navy and Army may better 
achieve their individual tasks. It is a line of 
reasoning oriented primarily to tasks or 
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capabilities, whereby one thinks in terms of the 
optimum weapons or force mix, either bi-
service or tri-service, to achieve a task or pro
vide a capability within the joint force. It is also 
a line of reasoning which takes little account of 
the interaction within individual services of the 
various tasks each can achieve.4 With sensible 
application, force-mixing has a valid place 
within our strategic thinking; after all, air-
power, like land and sea power, cannot alone 
win the war. Each component of combat power 
is complementary. But force mixing must not 
be allowed to dominate our thinking to the ex
clusion of those hard-learned lessons of history 
which vindicate a continuing need for three in
dependent fighting arms of a defence force. If 
we need to integrate a force from independent 
armed services to complete a task or mount a 
capability, we need to carefully weigh up the 
benefits of this action against possible disunity 
among the parent services. 

Disregard for single-service unity is evident in 
Australia today. There is a persistent and irra
tional trend within the ADF to parcel out 
packets of air assets as each new requirement 
for Joint Service capabilities is identified. 
Either in supporting the fleet at sea with a par
ticular task such as maritime strike operations, 
or meeting a close air support requirement of 
the land commander, permanent allocation of 
air seems to be the inevitable cry — and damn 
the consequences. Often this is considered with 
little thought for the integrity of the Air Force 
as a unified force or for the best use of scarce 
air power resources. In fact today, in the in
terests of meeting not even a joint capability 
but a perceived single service need, we have 
gone to this extreme. The transfer or the Bat
tlefield Helicopter to the Army is the prime ex
ample. Here, the question must be asked of 
consequences — will the Battlefield Helicopter 
retain its multi-role capability in its new livery? 

For the reasons we have seen, the practice of 
dividing air power is not effective. Air power, 
divided, suffered in the past. At the first battle 
of Kasserine Pass within Operation TORCH in 
North Africa in February 1942, the US Army 
suffered heavy losses as a result of dividing its 
air among Corps commanders. Following the 
regrouping of US Army Air Force assets, the 
outcome of the second battle was radically dif
ferent. The cost of dividing air power was not 
just confined to the allies in WWII. Packaging 
of Luftwaffe assets rather than concentration, 

set in train Germany's defeat in the Battle of 
Britain and also contributed to the failure of 
the Eastern Campaign in Russia. These lessons 
were relearned in the early stages of the Korean 
War when the efforts of US air power forces 
were unco-ordinated and relatively ineffective 
because of a neglect of the principle of cen
tralization of air power, caused for the most 
part by interservice rivalries. On the other 
hand, the Battle of Khe Sanh between 
December 1967 and February 1968 showed the 
success of a unified air power operation, where 
centralized control and co-ordination was exer
cised appropriately by one man, General 
Momyer, through US 7th Air Force Head
quarters in Saigon. 

All services have potential for disunity, but 
none so great as air forces, because unlike tanks 
or ships, aircraft are prominent in all forms of 
warfare and readily lend themselves to parcel
ling out. Air is also the pervasive medium in 
any surface or above surface conflict. Land and 
naval commanders are aware of the importance 
of air to the success of their own missions, and 
naturally are desirous of having within their 
own control tese flexible, responsive forces 
which can concentrate large quantities of 
firepower. If all demands are met discreetly, air 
power becomes divided. 

There are at times overwhelming temptations 
to divide air power assets. Succumbing to this 
practice does not guarantee a favourable short-
term result in the battle, but in the longer term 
it does inhibit flexibility and an ability to con
centrate your force. Lord Tedder, in a lecture 
to the Royal United Services Institute in Lon
don in January 1946 warned: 

"If your organization is such that your air 
power is divided up into separate packets and 
there is no overall unity of command at the top, 
once again you will lose your powers of concen
tration. Air power in penny packets is worse 
than useless. It fritters away and achieves 
nothing. The old fable of the bundle of faggots 
compared with the individual stick is abundant
ly true of air power. Its strength lies in 
unity . . . ' " 

The Consequences of Dividing Air Power 
in Australia? 

The RAAF today is a modern, reasonably 
well-balanced force with the capacity to employ 
all three air power strategies. It is also a force 
which has built up sufficient levels of expertise 
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and support to ensure that the ADF receives the 
best return for the heavy investment it has made 
towards a complete and credible air power 
capability. Any weakening of the balanced 
force or reduction of its levels of expertise by 
disunity and decentralisation of command will 
have implications far beyond normal single-
service, Air Force boundaries. Yet, this is hap
pening. There are some well-intentioned, but 
misguided individuals who see Australia's 
defence enhanced by the division of the combat 
air power of this country. 

As a middle ranking power, Australia has too 
few available resources and its defence force is 
too small to maintain and operate three 
separate air services. Should this trend continue 
important questions of efficiency and effec
tiveness demand answers. Will the ADF realise 
any savings in terms of manpower and 
resources by taking this route? Here one needs 
to carefully examine the real, total costs of cur
rent Army and Navy organic air. Will the ADF 
overcome unnecessary duplication of effort and 
wastage of resources in the future? More im
portantly, will divided air assets within the 
ADF offer the maximum military effectiveness 
for the defence of this nation? For all the 
reasons given in this article the answer to these 
questions is a clear and categoric no. It is 
patently inept to have three air forces in this 
country — Australia can ill afford it 
economically or militarily. 

What then are the most likely outcomes of 
allowing the evolution of what effectively are 
three independent air forces for Australia? The 
short term would see a weakening of Air Force 
capability and an increase in Navy and Army 
force structures to meet newly perceived 
capabilities. Air Force would have to re
examine its functions and roles and concentrate 
its limited capability into specialised roles such 
as air defence. Eventually each service would 
lay exclusive claim to its own air assets and 
specialised air power roles for retention within 
that service and not for the common good of 
Australia's defence. Even if they wanted to, 
and it is doubtful that they would, the three ser
vices could little hope to combine the three air 
service arms into a co-ordinated entity to con
centrate the force in times of conflict. The ex
periences of the United States defence force, 
with four air arms, support this. In the long 
term this would inhibit the use of flexibility and 
versatility to employ the total air power force in 

the best possible manner for the defence of this 
country, because each separate air service 
group would be anchored to its vested interests. 

Secondly, the ADF would experience a 
general degradation of expertise and efficiency 
in the way each service operated its air assets. 
This would be brought about by the reasons 
stated earlier that the Army and Navy organiza
tions do not have the necessary infrastructure 
size and depth for maximum development of 
air power trained personnel and most efficient 
use of the equipment, nor do they have a 
natural inclination to operate in the air environ
ment. As far as operational and technical ex
pertise are concerned, within the other two ser
vices air would eventually take a back seat. 

In all, should we not direct our thinking in 
this country more towards retaining unity 
within the most pervasive form of combat 
power available within our military inventory, 
the standard of air service provided by the 
Australian Defence Force will drop significant
ly. This will result in a weakening of our total 
air power capability and directly reduce the 
ADF's ability to protect this nation. 

Perhaps in these days of competing priorities 
and limited resources we need to occasionally 
go back to first principles. Let us then heed the 
words of Field Marshal Montgomery, one of 
the first senior military commanders to ap
preciate the essence of the unity of air power: 

" . . . the Air Force . . . . must be centralis
ed and kept under Air Force command. I 
hold that it is quite wrong for the soldier to 
want to exercise command over the air strik
ing forces. The handling of an Air Force is a 
life-study, and therefore the air part must be 
kept under Air Force command.6 U 

NOTES 

1. Funnell, Air Marshal R.G. "The Royal Australian 
Air Force A Small Air Force and Its Air Power", the 
1987 Sir Ross and Sir Keith Smith Memorial 
Lecture. 

2. For a much more detailed coverge of air power 
employment doctrine, see Wing Commander 
A.G.B. Vallance's "strategies approach" to doc
trine in "The Evolution of Air Power Doctrine 
Within the RAF 1957-1987", a thesis submitted to 
Queens College Cambridge UK, August 1988. 

3. The concept here is an extension of the idea of Air 
Vice Marshal Tony Mason, (RAF) of determining 
levels of command and control using comparative 
combat radii of action of weapons systems. The 
perspective of time to respond is added, thus com
mand and control can be analysed in the context of 
the two dimensions of time and space. 
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4. The "capabilities" versus "services" approach to 
total force structure is from a concept of Wing Com
mander A.G.B. Vallance (RAF) who used a doc
trinal development matrix with "the optimum mix 
of air/land/sea weapons systems" as the vertical 
perspective, and the "balance . . . and interaction 
between the various air power roles" for the 
horizontal perspective. In "Air Power Doctrine", 
Air Clues, May 1988, pp 163-168. 

5. Tedder, Lord. "Air Land and Sea Warfare", 
JRUSI, January 1946, p 61. 

6. Montgomery, Field Marshal, quoted in Terraine, 
John, "The Right of the Line: the Royal Air Force 
in the European War, 1939-45". Hodder and 
Stoughton, London, 1985, p 380. 

. 

Wing Commander kavanagh has been working on RAAF doctrine for eighteen months. 
After Air War College, he was posted to Air Force Plans — Doctrine, which led to his subse
quent position on the CAS Project for doctrine. Wing Commander Kavanagh has extensive and 
diverse expertise; a tour in Vietnam, flying maritime with both 10 and II Squadrons, Com
mands, including Commanding Officer of the Joint Communications Unit at Nurrungar, as well 
as staff positions briefly summarise over twenty years experience in the RAAF. He is the author 
of a book on water sources for desert survival in Australia; a result of his knowledge and exper
tise built up in working with combat survival for the RAAF. A research paper on the changing 
western alliance in the South Pacific written by Wing Commander Kavanagh was published by 
the USAF's Air University in 1987. 

NEW ARMY TRAINING AREA IN NORTHERN TERRITORY 

An 1,170 sq km Northern Territory property has been bought as an Army field 
training area. 

The purchase was announced by the Minister for Defence Science and Person
nel, Mr David Simmons. 

The Mary River Block of the old Mount Bundey Station, 120 km east of Dar
win, near Annaburroo, will be used for field training by NORFORCE. The property 
was bought on the open market after preliminary environmental and military 
assessments indicated its suitability. 

An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared by Kinhill 
Engineers Pty Ltd of Darwin, to address the long term plan required to develop the 
property as a training area. The draft EIS will be available for public comment in 
early 1990. 

"Particular emphasis is being given to the possible impact of the training area 
on the Kakadu Wilderness Heritage Area which it adjoins," Mr Simmons said. 



Medical Support to the Parachute Battalion Group 

By Captain G. B. Farrow, RAR 

Introduction 

W HILE the deployment of large numbers of 
paratroopers in airborne operations has 

become commonplace since World War Two, 
the Australian Army has only recently 
developed this capability. 

Australian soldiers first participated in 
operational parachuting when, in September 
1943, gunners from the 2/4 Field Regiment 
jumped into Nadzab, Papua New Guinea, in 
support of the United States 503rd Parachute 
Regiment. So successful was this operation that 
shortly after, the First Australian Parachute 
Battalion was formed, only to be disbanded at 
wars end. 

Thereafter parachuting remained the 
preserve of Special Action Forces and the 
Parachute Training School. In 1981 Delta 
Company, Sixth Battalion, The Royal 
Australian Regiment, was given the parachute 
role. In October 1983 the Third Battalion took 
over this role, and since then has developed the 
ability to deploy as a Battalion Group, using 
the simultaneous door exit technique, from the 
Hercules C-130 aircraft. 

The Battalion Group, in addition to 3 RAR, 
consists of: 
(1) A Battery, 8/12 Medium Regiment, 
(2) 2 Troop, 1 Field Squadron, 
(3) Detachment, HQ Squadron 1 Brigade, 
(4) Detachment 176 AD Squadron, 
(5) 39 ADE Maintenance Platoon, 
(6) Parachute Surgical Team. 

The total number of troops is 810, of which 
at least 450 would take part in the initial 
parachute assault phase of an operation. The 
Group is significantly larger than a standard 
Battalion, and therefore the medical support 
needs to be proportionally larger. The role of 
the Battalion Group may include securing a 
remote point of entry for the ODF, or indepen
dent operations involving off-shore territories.1 

In this article I shall avoid the operational 
considerations concerning the Battalion Group, 
and focus solely on the medical problems 
associated with the parachute role. In par

ticular, I will consider physical fitness to 
parachute, the injury rate and patterns of in
jury seen, drop-zone medical cover in 
peacetime, and the deployment of medical 
resources in war. 

Fitness to Parachute 
The disqualifying medical conditions for 

parachuting are well known, and can be found 
in the Manual of Personal Administration2, 
and the Manual of Army Training3. I will only 
comment on areas where problems regularly 
occur. 

Parachute Medical Examinations 
It is essential that ALL soldiers undergo a 

medical examination and sign a form stating 
their volunteer status, PRIOR to posting to 3 
RAR. One case concerned a soldier who arrived 
at 3 RAR three months after having a total knee 
reconstruction! Not only is he currently not fit 
to jump, but he will NEVER be fit, and has 
become an administrative liability to the unit. 
Six months later, despite the immediate 
reclassification medical board, and notification 
to CARO, he is still with us. A parachute unit 
on short notice to move cannot afford to have 
such soldiers. It seriously affects the opera
tional capability of 3 RAR. 

Back pain 
Spondylolysis, a defect of the lumbar 

vertebra, is said to be found in 5-6°7o of in
dividuals.4 It's cause is unclear, some maintain
ing that it is congenital, while others argue that 
it is traumatic in nature, similar to a stress frac
ture. What ever its cause it is a disqualifying 
condition from parachuting2, but because it 
often has no symptoms how are we to detect it? 
I have a number of patients now classified BMS 
(Below Medical Standard), either because of 
back pain caused by parachuting and found to 
be spondylolysis, or in one case, of a spon
dylolysis allowed to continue jumping, and pro
gressing to Grade 2 spondylolithesis requiring 
surgery* 

There are also numerous otherwise benign 
lumbar spine conditions, which are often first 
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discovered in soldiers with back pain after 
parachuting. An example is sacralisation of the 
fifth lumbar vertebra. These soldiers should not 
be allowed to continue parachuting, and I firm
ly believe that all volunteers for parachute 
training should have a lumbar spine X-ray, as 
part of their medical examination. Apart from 
protecting the individual, the savings in time 
and money with medical downgrading, ad
ministrative action and possible compensation 
claims are inestimable. 

The Injured Paratrooper 
If a qualified paratrooper becomes injured in 

the course of his duty, and is no longer fit to 
parachute, he ceases immediately to be of any 
use to the Battalion in parachute operations. It 
should be noted here that there are some condi
tions which allow a soldier to be FE (Fit 
Everywhere) , but prevent him from 
parachuting. Examples include CP-3 color 
blindness, joint reconstruction and vertebral 
body fracture. However, once such disabilities 
are discovered, there is no efficient mechanism 
for having these soldiers replaced. They 
languish in the Battalion, lose morale, and the 
Battalion loses an effective manpower position. 
My belief is that if a soldier is injured 
parachuting, we owe him the best possible 
medical care. But if his recovery is likely to be 
prolonged, or he will never be fit again, then he 
should be posted as soon as possible. A 
Parachute Battalion is no place to recuperate 
from a serious injury. 

To further emphasize the problem, over a 12 
months period we saw 37 serious injuries from 
parachuting of which 7 did not return to 
parachuting, or were restricted for more than 6 
months. Most of these soldiers are still with the 
unit.' 

PARACHUTE INJURIES AND INJURY 
RATES 

During a 12 month period between March 87 
and March 88 a prospective study was perform
ed at 3 RAR, documenting injury rate with dif
ferent types of jumps, and comparing results 
with the overseas experience.- The following 
table illustrates our injury rate per 1000 jumps, 
for all jumps, clean fatigue jumps, combat 
equipment jumps, and tactical jumps. Tactical 
jumps are defined as jumps into an exercise, 
c a r r y i n g c o m b a t e q u i p m e n t , u s ing 
simultaneous door exits, and after terrain hugg
ing tactical flying. 

The injury rate for simultaneous door exits 
alone, was 10.41 per 1000 jumps, not 
significantly greater than jumping with combat 
equipment. 

From Table One it can be seen that our 
overall injury rate is the highest, especially 
when compared to Kiel (USA)7. The injury rate 
for tactical jumps is comparable to that of the 
Israeli Defence Force6, but far higher than that 
seen by Essex-Lopresti8 in 1944. I believe the 
reason lies in the far heavier combat load car
ried by today's Infantryman. 

A soldier's equipment, including weapon and 
ammunition, can weigh up to 1501bs. By com
parison, Essex-Lopresti recorded the average 
weight of paratrooper's equipment as 951bs.s 

This extra weight greatly increases the soldier's 
vertical velocity under canopy, and even after 
the load hits the ground on its suspension line, 
there is little time left to slow down. It has been 
suggested that perhaps the suspension line 
should be lengthened, but this may result in in
creased oscillations and entanglements. This 
p r o b l e m would c e r t a i n l y be w or th 
investigating. 

Table 1. Comprising of Injury Rales per 1000 jumps. 

TYPE OF 
JUMP 

All jumps 
Clean fatigue 
Combat equip 
Tactical 

1 

7.51 
4.39 

10.20 
13.43 

: 
6.26 
2.18 
— 

13.18 

3 

3.1 
— 
— 
— 

4 

5.0 
— 
— 
3.5 

5 

5.0 
— 
— 
— 

1. 3 RAR Survey (5) 
2. Hallel and Naggan (6), Israeli Defence Force. 
3. Kiel (7), United States Army. 
4. Essex-Lopresti (8), British Army. 
5. Pirson and Verbiest (9), Belgian Parachute School. 



MEDICAL SUPPORT TO THE PARACHUTE BATTALION GROUP 13 

The apparent higher risk of simultaneous 
door exits is not supported by clinical data. 
However, the combination of a heavy combat 
load, tactical flying and simultaneous door ex
its pushes the injury rate up to 13.43 per 1000 
jumps. Further, all injuries caused by airsteals, 
mid-air collisions and entanglements in this 
series occurred in tactical jumps. 

83.8% of injuries occurred on landing, com
paring with 87.7% in civilians10 , and 90% in 
the Israeli Defence Force." Consider Table 2:. 

Table 2. Mechanism of Injury. 

1 Ml 

Flight 
Landing 
Total 

Number 
5 
1 

31 
37 

°7o 

13.5 
2.7 

83.8 
100.0 

It can be seen that the majority of injuries 
(83.8%) occurred on landing as expected. 
When other factors in the flight or exit were 
considered, it was found that only 62.2% of in
juries were due solely to the landing impact. 

Table 3. landing Injuries. 

FACTORS 
Landing alone 

Other factors 
Malfunction 

INJURIES 

23 
7 
1 

PERCENTAGE 
62.2 

21.6 

Table 4: Causes of landing Injuries 
LANDING ONLY 

Poor position 4 
Surface 2 
Obstacles 2 
Equipment 5 
Wind 10 
Total 23 

OTHER FACTORS 
Exit 1 
Collisions 2 
Airsteal 2 
Entanglement 2 
Malfunction 1 
fotal 8 

Tables 3 and 4 show the causes of injury, and 
bring out a number of points. Firstly, a quarter 
of landing injuries were caused by an occur
rence in flight, such as an entanglement. An ex
ample of this is a soldier who had multiple colli
sions with another canopy during his decent. 
He was poorly prepared for landing, and sus
tained a Colles fracture. While he was injured 
on landing, the reason for his injury was poor 
flight drills. Injuries sustained due to airsteals, 
collisions and entanglements tended to be more 

severe, with two upper limb fractures and three 
lumbar spine contusions. This can be explained 
in general by a poor landing position, at in
creased velocity, often with equipment 
unlowered, and emphasizes the importance of 
good flight drlls in the prevention of injury on 
landing. 

Secondly, one malfunction and subsequent 
fatality was recorded in the survey. The cause 
was a malfunction of the T-10-B/D main 
canopy, and subsequent reserve entanglement. 
This was the first such incident in Australia 
with the T-10. The Parachute Training School 
has conducted well over 250,000 jumps without 
a fatality, while Kiel" quotes a fatality rate of 1 
in 50,000. We have an enviable safety record. 

The cause of death was ruptured superior 
vena cava, with right haemothorax; a classic 
deceleration injury. Interestingly, Kiel7 record
ed 77 fatalities of which half died of ruptured 
viscera or major blood vessels. In 1986 a 
paratrooper from 3 RAR survived a fall from 
850ft onto hard ground, due to a malfunction 
of his MC-1 parachute. Because he landed in a 
feet together position, sustained multiple frac
tures to his legs, pelvis and vertebra, absorbed 
the shock of the impact, but did not sustain a 
catastrophic deceleration injury, he survived." 
It is possible to survive malfunctions, providing 
a good landing position is maintained. 

Other parameters considered included wind-
speed and injury, and as expected, injury rate 
markedly increased at winds greater than 10 
knots, particularly when other factors were ex
cluded. Consider Table 5: 

Table 5: Injury and VVindspeed 
SITE OF 
INJURY 
Lower Limb 
Back 
Upper limb 
Head and 
neck 
TOTAL 
Excluding 
other factors 

knots knots knots 
5 5-10 10 
9 1 1 
3 1 0 
0 4 7 

1 0 4 
13 6 12 

4 3 9 

TOTAL °7o 

11 35.5 
4 12.9 

11 35.5 

5 16.1 
31 100.0 

16 48.5 

Lower limb and back injuries together made 
up 48.4% of injuries, compared with 80.4% in 
civilians.10 Further, our injuries were mainly 
sprains and contusions, with only one lower 
limb fracture, and no vertebral fractures. More 
than half the civilian injuries were lower limb 
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and vertebral fractures1", and this says much 
for the rigorous training in landing technique 
received at the Parachute Training School. 

Upper limb and head and neck injuries ac
counted for 51.6°7o of injury, and were more 
severe in nature, with a number of limb frac
tures, three dislocated shoulders with 
associated fractures, and two closed head in
juries with loss of consciousness. The majority 
of these injuries occurred in winds of greater 
than 10 knots, the force of the wind "whipp
ing" the soldier into the ground, without allow
ing him to execute a proper parachute roll. 
Note that no upper limb injuries were recorded 
at winds of less than 5 knots. Consider Table 6: 

Table 6: Comparison of Upper l i m b Injury 

IDF 
UK 
AUST 

% of total injuries 
2.5 
8.5 

21.6 

For the purpose of comparison, only disloca
tions and fractures were included. A number of 
AC joint sprains noted at 3 RAR were exclud
ed, as this injury was not identified in other 
studies. Nevertheless, our injury rate remains 
high, and is of serious concern. 

Note also from Table 5 that the least 
numbers of injuries occurred in the 5-10 knot 
range. This agrees with the general feeling that 
it is better to have some wind, to give positive 
drift, and allow a good landing with a 
parachute roll. Note also that as wind speed in
creases, the site of injury moves up the body 
towards the head, and the severity of injury 
increases. 

In summary, clinical data indicates that while 
our injury rates are comparable to the IDF, 
they are still high compared to other defence 
forces. While simultaneous door exits alone do 
not increase injury rate, the combination of 
"sim-doors", heavy combat loads, and tactical 
flying do increase injury rates. The distribution 
of injury differs from that seen in civilians, but 
of particular concern is the high rate of 
shoulder and upper limb injury, especially at 
winds greater than 10 knots. I believe a review 
of wind limits for tactical jumping in 
peacetime, is indicated. The importance of 
good (Tight drills and observation is emphasized 
by the fact that a quarter of injuries on landing 

were, at least in part, due to mid-air 
occurrences. 

DROP-ZONE MEDICAL COVER 
The general requirements for drop-zone 

cover can again be found in the Manual of Ar
my Training14, which basically states that for all 
parachuting, an ambulance with a medical 
assistant should be present ON the DZ. Since 
the development of the Parachute Battalion 
Group, parachute operations have become 
more complex, and the MAT fails to address 
adequately the cover needed for mass drops of 
Company size or greater. 

At 3 RAR we have developed our own SOP's 
for this", and I would like to offer the follow
ing observations, for those involved in the plan
ning of future operations. 

Communications. 
The size of drop-zone required for a Bat

talion drop is approximately two kilometres 
long, by 500 metres wide. It is not physically 
possible to see from one end of the DZ to the 
other, and it therefore follows that it is not 
possible to see all the casualties, from the cen
tral DZ Safety Officers position. This can be 
solved in two ways. Firstly, medical assistants 
are spread along the DZ at 200m intervals, or at 
least within eyesight. It follows that at least 10 
medical assistants will be required for a Bat
talion drop. 

Secondly, as well as their medical kit, each 
medic has a hand held radio, with which he may 
communicate with the central aid post. This net 
is separate from the DZSO net, so as not to in
terfere with ground-to-air communications. All 
casualties can be reported to the central aid 
post, and their condition relayed to the DZSO, 
who must then decide whether to "stop drop" 
to retrieve the casualty, or to continue. 

This method ensures adequate first aid is 
rendered, while avoiding unnecessary delays. It 
has been used on many Company sized drops 
this year, and is the method used by the British 
Parachute Regiment.15 

Aeromedical Support. 
Many drops are carried out in isolated loca
tions, far from medical facilities. Evacuation to 
hospital needs to be swift and comfortable for 
the patient, and we have a limit of 30 minutes 
evacuation time from hospital, for any 
parachuting. The use of rotary wing aircraft ex-



MEDICAL SUPPORT TO THE PAR AC HI H II \ I I \ l ION GROl P 15 

tends the distance from hospital we can 
operate, before needing to pre-position a 
surgical facility. It can also assist in DZ 
clearance of casualties after a drop has occur
red, by flying up and down the DZ looking for 
missing soldiers. Further it is the "vehicle of 
choice" for the evacuation of lumbar spine in
juries and priority one casualties. 

What needs to be remembered however, is 
that an AME team is just that, an evacuation 
team. They take no part in retrieving casualties 
from the DZ, they have only limited ability to 
resuscitate, and cannot evacuate injured until 
they are at least stabilized. Moreover the 
presence of rotating blades in close proximity to 
a DZ can cause a parachutist some concern, so 
that the AME team must be positioned a safe 
distance away, with engines off. The team is 
therefore not in a position to provide adequate 
DZ cover without supplementation. The provi
sion of an AME team is NOT the panacea for 
DZ medical support. The DZ must still be 
covered by adequate personnel to retrieve and 
resuscitate casualties, and an ambulance is still 
required to transport injured about the DZ. 

Personnel. 
Having demonstrated the need for adequate 

numbers of personnel on the DZ, when should 
a RMO be present, and when should he be sup
plemented by a Surgical Team? 

A RMO is required at all jumps of Company 
size and above. Further if multiple aircraft are 
dropping paratroopers in the one pass, the 
chance of collision and entanglement is higher 
and a RMO should be present. Whenever a 
RMO is on the DZ he should set up a small aid 
post, with the ability to resuscitate casualties, 
and this should be co-located with the am
bulance and the DZSO (Drop Zone Safety 
Officer).'3 

The RMO needs to be supplemented when, 
despite AME, he is still outside the 30 minute 
range from a hospital. This support can take a 
number of forms, but in general needs to have 
the ability to perform limited life saving pro
cedures and anaesthetics. This lesson was first 
learned in the Cocos Islands in 1986", and 
surgical support was provided for the Battalion 
exercise last year in Far North Queensland. The 
formation of the Parachute Surgical Team will 
formalize the support needed by the Battalion, 
both in peacetime and in war. 

Medical Support to the Battalion Group 
in Operations 

The role of the Battalion includes operating 
in isolation, without re-supply or evacuation, 
for up to 72 hours. This will place great em
phasis on the first-aid skills of the Infantryman, 
forcing him to look after himself. It also means 
that medical support will have to be self suffi
cient, and individuals will need to be highly 
proficient. In this section I will describe the in
trinsic medical elements of the Battalion, and 
briefly touch on the Parachute Surgical Team. 

Intrinsic Medical Elements. 
The allocation of RAAMC personnel to 3 

RAR is the same as for any other Infantry Bat
talion. This has brought the need to train 
RAINF soldiers in first aid, and to equip them 
with quite sophisticated first aid kits, including 
intravenous fluids. They have been trained to 
administer these either rectally, or where possi
ble intravenously. I will consider each element 
in turn. 

Stretcher bearers are RAINF bandsmen, all 
with a formal Army First Aid qualification. As 
well as a first aid kit including IV fluid, they 
carry non-rigid stretchers which roll up to the 
size of a bum-pack. In addition they carry he 
normal load of first line ammunition, mines, 
mortar bombs etc. In an operation they deploy 
so that all land in two groups, at either end of 
the DZ. After rally procedure, their role is to 
clear the DZ by extended line, remembering 
that there is no DZ safety party to greet them. 
Any casualties are picked up and brought back 
to the central RAP. 

Platoon medics are again RA Inf riflemen, 
with formal Army First Aid qualification. They 
are allocated on the basis of one or more per 
platoon. Some platoons, such as Recon, require 
more highly trained first aider, and we have at
tempted, with little success, to have these 
soldiers included in the SASR med aid course at 
Portsea. Recon are required to operate in isola
tion for up to three days prior to the Battalion's 
arrival, and then for a further 72 hours after 
that. The need for better training is clear. 

The platoon medic is supervised by the 
RAAMC Company medic, and is expected to 
work in the RAP from time to time. His role is 
the treatment of minor illness within the pla
toon, and immediate first aid of injured. He 
also has the ability to administer fluids IV or 
rectally. 
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Diagram 1: Medical Support to the Battalion Group. 
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The remainder of medical personnel are 
similar to any other Battalion. 

The details of how each element deploys can 
be found in Battalion SOPs' \ but in general 
each element jumps in with that part of the Bat
talion it supports. For example, Recon will be 
accompanied by one RA Inf first aider, each 
Company will have its full complement of pla
toon medics and one RAAMC Cpl medic, and 
the RAP staff jump with Battalion Head
quarters. As all Rifle Companies and BHQ 
jump with the first assault, this ensures that 
level one and two medical support is on the 
ground early in the operation. 

The major problem faced is how to get ade
quate medical supplies on the ground in the 
assault phase. There is no landrover and trailer 
awaiting the RMO, and all stores must be car
ried on the man. Intravenous fluids are 
distributed one litre per soldier, and each medic 
carries at least two, and in the case of the RMO, 
four litres of plasma expander and Hartmanns. 
Further, the equipment necessary to intubate 
casualties, perform limited life saving pro
cedures including chest drainage, and splintage 
of fractures must all be carried on the man, and 
therefore need to be light weight and compact 
where possible. The current medical haversacks 
in use are inadequate, and we are currently 
trialing a British pack, which is more rigid than 
the Alice pack, and has sidepockets for stowage 
of emergency equipment. These side pockets 
can be detached and zipped together to provide 
a hand carried "doctor's bag". 

Further supplies can be packed on wedges, or 
heavy dropped, but one must never rely on the 
arrival of equipment that is not firmly attached 
to one's own suspension lines.! 

The Parachute Surgical Team (PST) 
The PST is still under development at this 

time, and no doubt others will wish to write on 
that subject in detail. I wish only to introduce 
the reader to the overall concept of the PST, 
and describe its projected capabilities. 

The PST will fill a gap in the support to the 
Battalion Group. Currently we have parachute 
qualified gunners, engineers, drivers, signallers 
and of course riggers providing necessary sup
port to a unit which must be largely self suffi
cient from a larger Brigade or Division forma
tion, for up to 72 hours. With no Field Am
bulance of Field Hospital in support, the Bat
talion Group must provide for itself level three 
medical support, and this is the role of the PST. 

The PST will be capable of performing 20 
surgical cases, and holding them post
operatively for a further 72 hours, until evacua
tion become available. All members of the PST 
must be parachute qualified, including the 
surgeons and anaesthetist, as in a worst case 
scenario, the entire unit will be parachuted in. 
Therefore all equipment is fully air-portable 
and parachutable. 

The problem currently to be considered with 
the PST is at what phase in an operation should 
it be deployed. The rifle companies with their 
intrinsic medical support will perform the in-
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itial airborne assault, and it is not envisaged 
that the PST will be committed at this phase of 
the operation. Rather, essential personnel will 
be parachuted in, and will be able to provide 
advanced life support until the arrival of their 
equipment in the support phase. This may be 
delayed by as much as 24 hours. The personnel 
need only be a Surgeon, Anaesthetist, Medical 
Officer, and operating theatre technicians, 
known as a FIRST. They would carry most of 
their equipment on the man, but might be sup
plemented by a wedge. 

The arrival of the remainder of the PST in 
the next "support phase" would in all pro
bability be air landed, as a typical operation 
would involve seizing an airfield. Once this was 
secure all equipment would be air-landed, but 
of course, depending on the location, there 
would be rearward AME. Therefore a full PST 
with operating facilities may not be required in 
all operations. A decision would have to be 
made as to whether patients would have surgery 
at the airhead, and therefore need to be 
postoperatively cared for some days before 
evacuation. Alternatively if level three support 
was close, then ideally all soldiers requiring 
operation would be evacuated prior to their 
surgery. 

If the preceding paragraph confused you, 
then it has served to illustrate the many types of 
operation that a PST could find itself. The 
equipment and personnel of the PST will have 
to be categorised into manpacked and wedge 
dropped (assault phase), heavy dropped or 
airlanded (support phase), and what is finally 
needed to provide the best third level support 
possible. The decision as to what components 
of the PST deploy will rest with Land Com
mand, and will require a full knowledge of the 
type of operation, and the availability of rear
ward casualty evacuation. 

Conclusion 
With the development of the Parachute Bat

talion Group, a number of problems have 
arisen in providing medical support. All poten
tial parachutists should have a lumbar spine X-
ray, as part of their parachute medical ex
amination. This examination should be carried 
out well in advance of posting, so that un
suitable soldiers are not posted in to become an 
administrative problem. 

Injured paratroopers deserve (and receive) 
the best medical care available, but once iden
tified as no longer suitable to parachute, must 
be posted out of 3 RAR. 

The current injury rate at 3 RAR is high 
when compared to a number of other Armed 
Forces. Simultaneous door exits alone do not 
increase injury rate, but when combined with 
heavy combat loads and tactical flying, the in
jury rate does increase. Consideration should 
be given to ways of lessening loads carried when 
parachuting. 

The incidence of upper limb fracture and 
dislocation is very high, when compared to 
other Armed Forces and civilians, and strong 
consideration must be given to decreasing wind 
limits, when tactical jumps are carried out. 

The provisions of proper drop zone medical 
support is essential in peacetime, and lessons 
learnt on Cocos Island in 1986, and in Far 
North Queensland in 1987, will be addressed 
with the formation of the Parachute Surgical 
Team. 
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Captain Farrow joined the Army Undergraduate Scheme in 1981, graduating in Medicine 
from the University of Melbourne in 1983. After two years as a Resident Medical Officer at the 
Royal Melbourne Hospital, he was posted to 1 Field Hospital in 1986. He completed two years as 
Regimental Medical Officer at 3 RAR. 

He is currently Officer Commanding 3 Camp Hospital. 

Major Milestone for Jindalee Project 

The Minister for Defence, Mr Kim Beazley, announced recently that a contract 
worth a total of $15 million had been awarded to GEC Australia Limited for the 
supply and installation of eighteen high powered, high frequency transmitters at the 
Jindalee Over-The-Horizon radar facility at Alice Springs. 

The contract represents another milestone in meeting the Government's plans 
announced in 1986 to upgrade the experimental radar at Alice Springs to provide a 
test bed for scientific, engineering and operational development. 

This will enable the testing of important new features planned for incorporation 
into the network of operational Over-The-Horizon radars now being developed to 
provide broad area surveillance of our northern approaches. 

In addition to the installation of the new transmitters the upgrade of the radar 
at Alice Springs included the installation of advanced computers and the conversion 
of the complex computer software, as well as the refurbishment of technical equip
ment and the construction of new operational, technical and domestic facilities. 

Under the contract signed with GEC, 50 per cent of the capital cost of the pro
ject will directly involve Australian industry. GEC Australia will establish a produc
tion capability for the Jindalee transmitters at their Milperra plant in NSW. 

For this project GEC has teamed with Marconi Communications Systems 
Limited of the UK and Mathew Hall of Sydney. This phase of the upgrade to the 
Alice Springs radar is expected to be completed in late 1991. 

Mr Beazley said Jindalee was a unique Australian development which has plac
ed Australia at the forefront of Over-The-Horizon Radar technology. The project is 
a major undertaking and the Government places a very high priority on the capabili
ty it will provide in the defence of Australia. 



Should Australia Ratify the 1977 Protocol 1 Addendums to the 
1949 Geneva Conventions? 

By Captain David Craig, RACT 

In discussing the above question the follow
ing areas will be discussed, the background to 
the 1977 Geneva Protocol, its advantages for 
the development of international rules of war, 
and the potential problems generated by its ap
plication to the modern battlefield. 

Introduction 

L EGISLATION is currently before Parlia
ment to ratify two Protocols which are ad

dendums to the Geneva Conventions of 1949. 
Protocol I concerns itself with the protection of 
victims of international armed conflict, while 
Protocol II deals with the protection of victims 
of non-international armed conflicts. These 
Protocols were drawn up by the International 
Conference of the Red Cross (ICRC) in the late 
1960s early 1970s to reaffirm and develop the 
1949 Geneva Conventions. 

In 1974, the Swiss Government convened, in 
Geneva, the Diplomatic Conference on the 
Reaffirmation and Development of Interna
tional Humanitarian Law Applicable in Armed 
Conflicts. This conference attended by 124 na
tions and held over four years (one session each 
year) formally adopted the two Protocols addi
tional to the Geneva Conventions of 12th 
August 1949, which were opened for signature 
in Berne on the 12th December 1977. 

As at December 1978, 67 nations had signed 
the Protocols with 11 having fully ratified them 
at that stage.1 The Australian Government 
within the next few months will formally decide 
whether or not to ratify these Protocols by 
passing the appropriate legislation through 
parliament, officially adopting them into our 
military forces. 

Background 
The Hague Conventions of 1907 and the 

Geneva Conventions of 1949 were important in 
their day for regulating the methods and means 
of war, as well as protecting the victims of war 
(especially the wounded, sick, Prisoners of War 
(POW) and civilians who fall into the hands of 

the enemy). These agreements however were 
not dynamic. Solf and Grandison wrote that an 
update of international humanitarian laws were 
required due to the rapid change in technology, 
tactics and strategy associated with modern 
warfare.3 

Additional pressures for change to existing 
humanitarian law included: 
1. The need to clarify application of existing 

law to wars occurring since World War II, 
that could be deemed non-international in 
character. 

2. How humanitarian law could be developed 
to incorporate the growing use of guerrilla 
warfare, and 

3. The need to further extend protection to in
nocent civilians living in a hostile 
environment.' 
From as early as 1956 the ICRC applied 

pressure to the United Nations General 
Assembly for a revision of the rules of war. It 
was not until 1968 that the United Nations (in 
resolution 2444) called for the study of addi
tional humanitarian international conventions 
to ensure better protection for civilians, plus 
restrictions on the use of certain methods and 
means of warfare.4 

From a series of international conferences 
and committees held throughout 1971 and 1972 
the ICRC drew up two Protocols aimed at 
eliminating the rift between modern warfare 
techniques and existing law concerning means 
and methods of war and protection of innocent 
parties. Although Australia, along with 66 
other nations signed the Protocols shortly after 
discussion in 1977/78 ratification has not yet 
been officially endorsed. When this is done 
Australia will be officially bound by the Pro
tocols six months after the ratification date. 
This article will not investigate all the articles of 
Protocol I, it will review selected articles to 
demonstrate both the advantageous and disad
vantageous aspects of its implementation. 

Advantages of Protocol I 
Just as the Geneva Conventions of 1949 

evolved from the atrocities of World War II, 
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the Geneva Protocols of 1977 have resulted 
from a need to develop the rules of war to keep 
pace with modern technology and tactics. It is 
indeed a difficult task to be able to formulate a 
series of rules and regulations in such a field 
which will satisfy all concerned. 

Protection of Medical I nits and Facilities 
A major advantage of Protocol I is the addi

tional protection given to mobile medical units, 
vehicles, ships and aircraft. As indicated in his 
article "Progressive Development of the Laws 
of War: A Reply to Criticisms of the 1977 
Geneva Protocol I", George AldricrT wrote 
that the "(US) experience in Vietnam 
demonstrated that prompt evacuation of 
wounded personnel to hospitals by means of 
helicopter substantially increased the survival 
rate of the wounded; these helicopters however 
enjoyed no immunity from attack, either in law 
or in practice."6 

Thanks to the new Protocols (Article 21-31) 
protection for all modes of medical transport, 
both in the air and on the ground has been 
drastically improved. Although Protocol I has 
a "land emphasis", importance is placed on air 
evacuation through active operational areas. 
To enjoy the protection of Protocol I, parties 
using the helicopter as a means of medical 
evacuation must: 
1. Obtain prior agreement for such flights 

from the adverse party (if the flight path 
crosses into unfriendly territory) Article 
27(1). 

2. Not use medical aircraft as a means of ac
quiring any military advantage over the 
adverse party, Article 28, and 

3. Employ suitable identification when using 
aircraft in a medical role. Article 27(2).7 

As Aldrich argues, the general adoption by 
the more technologically advanced states of the 
blue flashing light and radio frequency iden
tifiers for such aircraft would greatly improve 
the chances of these aircraft being successfully 
identified." Once identified the Protocol grants 
these aircraft substantial protections against 
attack. 

Combatant Status 
Substantial improvements have been made in 

the identifying of combatants and the conferr
ing of protection in accordance with that status. 
To further develop this point it is necessary to 
discuss three major aspects. 

Firstly, as laid down in Article 1(4) the defini
tion of "recognized" conflicts whose soldiers 
are then entitled to protection under the Pro
tocol include, 

"armed conflict in which peoples are 
fighting against colonial domination and 
alien occupation and against racist regimes 
in the exercise of their right of self-
determination, as enshrined in the Charter 
of the United Nations . . ."9 

Major B. Roberts,10 one of the main critics of 
the Protocol and against (US) ratification, 
argues that such an inclusion "internationalizes 
such conflicts, recognizes National Liberation 
Movements (NLM) and Legitimizes foreign in
tervention in wars of national liberation." 

Aldrich agrees with this contention and 
justifies it this way. If NLM's are recognized 
and legalized under the Protocol (therefore 
becoming a signatory to the Protocol) they will 
also be required to abide by the protections and 
standards of operation set forth,12 thereby rais
ing the standards of protection afforded to all 
parties in a conflict. 

The second advantage concerning the iden
tification of combat status (and therefore those 
entitled to POW protection) is the setting of 
minimum requirements for the recognition of 
guerrilla forces. Article 43 states that: 

"The armed forces of a party to a conflict 
consist of all recognized armed forces, 
groups and units which are under command 
responsible to that party for the conduct of 
its subordinates, even if that party is 
represented by a government or an authority 
not recognized by an adverse party. Such 
armed forces shall be subject to an internal 
disciplinary system which inter alia will en
force compliance with the rules of interna
tional law applicable to armed conflict."" 
Aldrich believes that the absence of either 

qualification would justify a refusal to consider 
the force, group or unit in question as covered 
by Article 43.'" The imposition of these restric
tions, (one's terrorists could not meet), 
eliminates terrorism as a means of war and en
forces compliance with the rules of interna
tional law applicable in armed conflict. 

Finally, associated with the granting of com
batant status, is the definition of mercenary, 
which details the requirements for their 
recognition. By providing this clear and very 
restrictive definition of "mercenary" the Pro-
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tocol serves to protect legitimate foreign ad
visors and personnel who join the armed forces 
of a party to the conflict. 

The setting of standards for recipients of 
combatant status protection ensures a higher 
degree of conformity and enforceability of the 
Protocol in international conflicts and reduces 
the viability of radical fringe groups and ir
responsible activities that could occur within a 
combat environment. 

Protection of Civilians and Civilian Property 
A major aim, (and success) of the 1977 

Geneva Protocol I was the desire to afford 
civilians and innocent paties to a conflict due 
protection. Under the Protocol civilians are 
protected against "dangers arising from 
military operations"; will not be the "object of 
attack"; and will not be "used to render certain 
points or areas immune from military opera
t ions"." The execution of this responsibility 
falls on the field commander who by virtue of 
Article 57(1) shall; 

" . . do everything feasible to verify that the 
objectives to be attacked are neither civilians 
nor civilian objects. . . and choose a method 
of attack with a view of avoiding and in any 
event to minimizing incidental loss of 
civilian life . . '"6 

Protocol 1 has gone to great measures and 
quite rightly so, in providing protection to in
nocent parties within this environment. Article 
52 provides further advantages to the civilian 
population by prohibiting indiscriminate at
tacks on civilian objects and protecting places 
of historic, cultural, artistic and spiritual 
heritage.17 

Perfidy 
In order to further promote the protection 

offered to the civilian population, as well as 
regulate the covert operations of special forces 
(or guerrillas). Article 37 prohibits the act of 
perfidy. Perfidy is described as "Acts inviting 
the confidence of an adversary to lead him to 
believe that he is entitled to, or obliged to ac
cord protection under the rules of international 
law, applicable in armed conflict, with intent to 
betray that confidence."" In order to be af
forded the protection of combatant status, and 
ensure perfidy is not committed, Article 44 re
quires combatants to: 

"distinguish themselves from the civilian 
population while they are engaged in an at

tack or in a military operation preparatory 
to an attack or, in the exceptional situations 
referred to in the second sentence of 
paragraph three, to bear arms openly, at the 
times specified. A breach of these obliga
tions amounts to the war crime of perfidy 
under Article 37(1 )(d), for which the in
dividuals concerned may be tried and 
punished." 
Article 37 and 38 attempt to promote 

"honesty" within a combat environment with 
the ultimate aim of civilian protection and the 
eradication of misleading tactics which may 
result in unnecessary loss of civilian life. 

Minimum Humane Standard 
As long as rules for behaviour in war have 

been sought, fair and just treatment for all has 
been a major goal. Article 75 provides fun
damental guarantees to ensure that all persons 
involved in a conflict enjoy minimum protec
tion regardless of race, colour, sex, language, 
religion, political or other opinion, national or 
social origin, wealth, birth or other status.20 

The article goes on to detail prohibited prac
tices and the legal requirements for prosecu
tion. This is a key article in protecting the rights 
of parties to a conflict because it, in essence is 
an umbrella clause which sets a minimum stan
dard of humane treatment for all involved in a 
combat environment. It will be necessary that 
every soldier is educated as to his rights and the 
rights of others during combat, and the possible 
war crimes charges that could be laid if these 
standards are not met. 

Guerrillas in Australia 
It is my belief that if Australia is invaded by 

an adverse party and defensive support is not 
forthcoming from the United States or any 
other major ally, Australia's permanent force 
would be operationally ineffective due to its 
small size and limited capability. It is therefore 
important for Australia in ratifying this Pro
tocol to determine how it would affect (restrict) 
the operation of Australian guerrillas who 
could emerge as a powerful force against an in
vading party. 

It is on these grounds that the Australian 
delegation reserved its acceptance of Article 54, 
believing that it should be lawful to destroy ob
jects indispensible to the survival of the civilian 
population, not only in the face of an invader 
on national territory, but also, in that territory 
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once it has been occupied by the enemy.;: It is 
important to fight for this belief because given 
the possibility that guerrilla tactics may play a 
major role in future Australian defensive 
strategy we should be careful not to ratify a 
Protocol that would restrict our ability to 
operate in this way. 

Australia has received very little support with 
its stand, even from its closest allies. 

Any attempt to civilize the rules of war is 
worthy of support. George Aldrich believes 
Protocol I is valuable, and a long overdue 
codification of customary humanitarian law 
worthy of adoption by countries throughout 
the world." Major Roberts, Aldrich's main 
critic, does agree that Protocol 1 "extends pro
tection to medical units, improves protection to 
medical aircraft and vehicles, provides some ex
pansion of protection to the civilian population 
and objects and attempts to ensure minimum 
humane treatment for all persons."23 

Criticisms of Protocol I 
Apart from the limited support Major 

Roberts has for Protocol I, he has numerous 
criticisms of the document he sees as being am
biguously drafted and representing neither a 
reliable codification of the rules of war nor a 
coherent expression of humanitarian prin
ciples.'4 These are a few of the problems evi
dent from a study of Protocol I. In order to 
provide a balanced view of the Protocol these 
and other problems associated with the docu
ment will now be discussed. 

The Widened Scope of Protocol I 
As discussed earlier, the drafters of Protocol 

I attempted to widen its application to cover: 
1. a wider range of conflicts, 
2. guerrillas, under certain circumstances, and 
3. increased protection to the civilian 

population. 
In their attempt to satisfy these goals and, at 

the same time stop future military infr
ingements on human liberties, Protocol I has 
tended to raise more questions than it has been 
able to successfully resolve. This poses great 
burdens on the field commander whose job it 
will be to interpret, apply and justify his actions 
in accordance with the Protocol guidelines in 
day to day operational settings. 

A commander for example, given his respon
sibilities under Article 57(2) must, prior to an 
attack: 

"(I) do everything feasible to verify that the 
objectives to be attacked are neither civilians 
or civilian objects and are not subject to 
special protection but are military objectives 
within the meaning of para 2 of Article 52, 
and that it is not prohibited by the provisions 
of this Protocol to attack them. 

(II) take all feasible precautions in the choice 
and methods of attack with the view of 
avoiding and in any event minimizing in
cidental loss of civilian life 
(III) refrain from deciding to launch an at
tack which may be expected to cause inciden
tal loss of civilian life, injury to civilians, 
damage to civilian objects or a combination 
thereof, which would be excessive in relation 
to the concrete and direct military advantage 
anticipated.25 

From Article 57(2), it can be seen that the in
terests and protection of civilians are of para
mount importance. In affording this increased 
security the drafters of Protocol I have (inten
tionally or not) made more complex the job of 
those whose responsibility it will be to imple
ment and abide by this document. The wording 
employed allows wide and at times varying in
terpretations of the inferred standard. 

The commander for example could be 
justifiably confused in determining, by Pro
tocol standards, whether he has "done 
everything feasible" (Article 57(2)(a)(i)) in 
determining the suitability of a target prior to 
an attack. He would also have to rely on his in
terpretation of "all feasible precautions" (Arti
cle 57(2)(a)(ii)) in ensuring the safety of 
civilians before an attack. What is judged by 
one commander to be feasible, given certain cir
cumstances may not be judged so by another. 

Article 57 goes on to say that attacks "which 
may be expected" to cause incidental loss of 
civilian life "excessive" in relation to the con
crete military advantage should not go ahead. 
Again, it is the commander, and his interpreta
tion of these ambigious, undefined terms that, 
will be held responsible for any civilian 
casualties on the battlefield. His idea of 
whether an attack will cause death, and to what 
extent these deaths were excessive in relation to 
the military advantage could be open to in
vestigation and judgement made in relation to 
an as yet undefined standard. 

Article 35(3) also suffers from obscure 
wording: 
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"It is prohibited to employ methods or 
means of warfare which are intended, or 
may be expected to cause widespread, 
longterm and severe damage to the natural 
environment".26 

The use of vague language provides legal 
grounds for challenging the use of any weapons 
that may affect the environment. It is not stated 
however, how many people or how large a 
geographical area must be affected before the 
prohibition would apply. These articles impose 
unworkable and impractical requirements on 
military commanders in an effort to prevent 
ecological damage.37 

A final example (but by no means the last) of 
obscure Protocol language, can be seen in Arti
cle 56. This article prohibits attacks on "dams, 
dykes and nuclear electric generating stations, 
if such attacks may cause the release of 
dangerous forces" resulting in "severe losses 
among the civilian population."'8 Roberts 
argues that the wording used in this article was 
chosen precisely to make clear that the attacker 
must be absolutely rather than reasonably cer
tain no such loss will result. Such a standard is 
manifestly impracticable and operationally un
workable.2" This article has the effect of, yet 
again, placing the onus of direct responsibility 
on the field commander whose individual inter
pretation of the Protocol would be expected to 
determine: 

1. The total effect of his means of attack, 
2. The meaning of "widespread, longterm and 

severe" effects on the environment, and 
3. If there would exist a causal relationship be

tween the two. 
The Australian delegation accepted with 

reservations the articles concerning civilian pro
tection and field commanders decisions, in that 
they specified "military commanders and 
others responsible for planning, deciding upon, 
or executing attacks, necessarily have to reach 
their decisions on the basis of their assessment 
of the information from all sources which is 
available to them at the relevant time."30 

Although this provides some reassurance to the 
field commander he still must burden the addi
tional responsibility for his decisions. 

Reprisals 
The doctrine of reprisal allows the victim of a 

violation of international law to engage in a 
violation against the offending state for the 

purpose of (1) enforcing future compliance 
with international law or (2) deference." Pro
tocol I (Article 51) prohibits the use of reprisals 
against civilians and only allows them against 
enemy combat troops and military property. 
Roberts argues that reprisals (or the threat of 
reprisal) are of benefit in that it may very well 
influence even the most callous enemy to 
refrain from further attacks on friendly 
civilians and their property.12 Given the public-
pressure favouring retaliation that inevitably 
follows an attack on a country's civilian 
population, the political viability of the pro
hibitions on reprisals in Protocol I are subject 
to severe doubt. 

The only situation that would allow effective 
outlawing of reprisals is a system whereby 
suitable policing and enforcement of Protocol 
standards exist. Such processes are difficult to 
implement and will be discussed at a later stage. 

The United States has reserved its right to 
employ reprisals because it sees them as the on
ly viable means to enforce the rules of war, and 
avoid possible conventional escalation into 
nuclear weapons.3' Australia on the other hand 
supported the prohibition in article 51 of at
tacks on civilians by way of reprisal; but has 
stated that further extension of the range of 
prohibitions (Article 52-56) was inimical to the 
endeavour of promoting international law in 
support of humanitarian principles in armed 
conflict.34 

Interoperability 
Following the U.S. announcement that it 

would not ratify Protocol I there has been 
growing anxiety, primarily from the 
Americans, concerning its interoperability with 
Australian forces (whose government is con
sidering ratifying the Protocol). A Law of War 
Seminar involving U.S. and Australian Service 
representatives was conducted in Canberra on 
10-11 December 1987 in an attempt to discuss 
the perceived problems and to arrive at a 
suitable agreement. As a result of this con
ference the Australian representatives believed 
that any problems which might occur were 
capable of resolution.3- Nevertheless, it was 
decided that a seminar to further discuss the 
specific problems of interoperability would be 
held in February 1988. Colonel R. P. J. 
Noonan, a Defence representative doubted that 
the proposed re-examination would result in 
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any change in the Australian stance.'6 Results 
from the latest conference are as yet 
unavailable. 

At this stage Headquarters Australian 
Defence Force (HQADF) have not identified 
any particular problems of interoperability aris
ing out of the fact Australia will be a signatory 
of the Protocol and the U.S. will not. Regar
ding however the emphasis the United States 
places on defence and alliances, this situation 
cannot be taken too lightly. The following 
questions are posed to outline the potential for 
ongoing conflict over this issue: 
1. Could the U.S. use this disagreement as an 

excuse not to provide military assistance to 
Australia in future times of need regardless 
of current U.S. /Austral ian defence 
agreements? 

2. How far will the U.S. go to pressure 
Australian conformity on the Protocol? and 

3. Could division over Protocol 1 have reper
cussions on 
1) future alliance agreements, 
2) U.S. trade and 
2) U.S. bases in Australia? 

Legal Ramification of Protocol I 
Protocol I, if ratified, would become law for 

the operation of Australian forces and as such 
would prevail over the existing body of rules 
and regulations. Two articles in Protocol I set 
disturbing scenarios which pose potential pro
blems for the future operation of this legal 
code. 

Firstly, Article 16(1) provides that: 

"Persons engaged in medical activities shall 
not be compelled to perform acts or to carry 
out work contrary to the rules of medical 
ethics or to other medical rules designed for 
the benefit of the wounded and sick . . ." ' 

Roberts argues that if ratified by the U.S. 
this Protocol would overrule in part the case of 
the United States v Levy.38 This Protocol en
sures the defence of "medical ethics" would re
main a suitable defence during armed conflict. 
This being the case the employment and tasking 
of medical resources would be ultimately 
governed, not by the operational requirement, 
but by medical ethics, which lies outside the 
control of military commanders. This conflict 
of interest, and its ramifications could affect 
Australian services in a similar manner, and is 
worthy of further clarification. 

Secondly, Paragraph 2(b) of Article 57 re
quires an attack to be broken off if: 

"it becomes apparent that . . . . the attack 
may be expected to cause incidental loss of 
civilian life . . . . which would be excessive in 
relation to the concrete and direct advantage 
anticipated"3* 

This article allows a situation whereby a 
soldier could refuse to obey an order (during 
execution) if he believes that civilian casualties 
are or may be "excessive" in relation to the 
military advantages gained. For example Cap
tain Mike Heck refused to participate in a B-52 
strike over North Vietnam because he believed 
excessive collateral damage would result.40 The 
vague relationship between obeying a superior 
officer's commands and implementing the Pro
tocol standard remains unclarified. Due to the 
potential impact this type of situation may have 
on the operation of Australian forces, warrants 
further investigation prior to full ratification by 
the Australian Government. 

Finally, enforcement of such a Protocol 
would prove a difficult task. No effective pro
cedure has been outlined for bringing war 
criminals to justice, and there has been no prac
tical framework devised for the universal ap
plication of Protocol standards to all parties of 
a conflic. These are serious exclusions from a 
document devised to reaffirm and develop 
military law relating to international armed 
conflict. As Roberts argues, "the Protocol does 
not improve the international mechanisms for 
ensuring compliance with the law of war.41 

Such deficiencies must be addressed prior to 
full implementation of the Protocol. 

Conclusion 
Protocol 1 is a serious attempt at reaffirming 

and developing existing humanitarian law as it 
applies to international armed conflicts. A 
number of advances have been made regarding 
protection afforded to medical units, personnel 
and transport, prisoners of war and civilians. 
Such advances are long overdue and necessary 
in order to maintain the rules of war at pace 
with developing tactics and technology of 
modern warfare. 

Prior to full Governmental ratification 
however, the Protocols' ambiguity and the pro
blems associated with reprisals, interoperability 
and legal ramifications must be further in
vestigated. These problems, if not resolved, will 



SHOULD AUSTRALIA RATIFY THE 1977 PROTOCOL ADDENDUMS? 

lead to confusion and frustration within the 
defence force when finally adopted. Once these 
problems have been successfully addressed, I 
believe Australia should ratify and adopt Pro
tocol I as soon as practicable. " 
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Geographic Information Systems 
What are they? 

By Major C. J. Mitchell, RASVY 

Introduction 

AN information system is one that allows 
for the storage and retrieval of data. Li

braries and filing systems are valid examples. 
The addition of the word "geographic" implies 
that the data in the system is associated with a 
particular location in the real world. 

Geographical Information Systems (CIS) are 
a relatively new and burgeoning application of 
computer technology. It is only recently that a 
clearer distinction has emerged between GIS 
and its "relative": Land Information System 
(LIS), the latter usually confined to cadastral-
related data and frequently only 2-dimensional. 

GIS Objective 
Perhaps the primary design objective for GIS 

is to develop a system that evaluates all the 
relevant data (including spatial relationships) to 
respond to the user's query in the most efficient 
and timely manner. For example, the question: 
"What are my options for driving a tank from 
Puckapunyal to Bateman's Bay, avoiding 
bridges less than 6 metres wide and with load 
capacity less than x tonnes and avoiding gra
dients greater than 1 in 5?", can be answered 
in seconds by a GIS. 

Data Types 
One of the difficulties in reading about or 

comparing various implementations of GIS 
stems from differences in terminology that 
emerge as developers strive to be general yet 
precise in their meaning. In the "object-ori
ented" approach to geographic data: node 
equates to point, directed arc equates to line 
and face equates to area. But the casual reader 
might easily infer that "face" means part of a 
3-dimensional surface whereas "area" connotes 
only 2-dimensions or that "node" implies rather 
more than does "point". 

"Things", in GIS jargon, are variously: fea
tures, objects, entities, elements and so on. 
However, data on some "thing" in the data
base component of a GIS will consist of spatial 

data: where it is, and attribute data: what it is, 
what it is used for and so on. 

There are various ways of describing data, 
although these may not be "types" in the strict
est sense: 

Tabular Data — can be visualized as alpha
numeric lists. 
Vector Data — lines joining discreet points, 
where an object or area can be defined by 
a closed chain of vectors. 
Grid Data — where an imaginary grid is 
superimposed over the real world. Each grid 
"cell" occupies a unique spatial location and 
the absence or presence (including value) of 
any number of attributes can be associated 
with each cell. 
Raster data is equivalent to grid data refer

enced by line and sample within a line (pixel 
— picture element). Raster is a commonly used 
term and sometimes infers a smaller sampling 
interval than goes grid. Image data from re
mote-sensing devices is a typical example of 
raster data. 

A well-developed GIS will contain all of these 
data "types" with the capability to combine or 
merge, analyse, display and answer queries 
about the data. 

Data-base Structures 
The design of data structures to allow effi

cient retrieval of the vast amounts of data in a 
GIS has become quite specialised. The main 
kinds of data-base structures are: 

Hierarchical Structures — simple to under
stand, they can be visualized as a family tree 
or typical organisational chart. 
Network Structures — what is described in 
GIS terms as a network system might be seen 
as an organisational chart but with unre
stricted lines of cross-communication. Every 
node can establish a direct link with every 
other and they rely on linked lists and point
ers to define relationships between entries in 
the data-base. 
Relational Structures — these have no hi
erarchy and rely less on pointers. Relations 
are established through labelled entries hav
ing shared attributes. 



GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEMS 

One focus of current development in CIS is 
directed at "topologically sound" systems. To
pology is in a sense "real world context"; how 
things are related geometrically but without the 
need for a specific reference co-ordinate system. 
Shape, curvature, proximity and orientation are 
but a few topological concepts. The topological 
relation between data can be explicitly stored 
in the data-base or implicit in the structure of 
the data or through its spatial location. 

For example, suppose you have a transpor
tation facilities data-base covering SE Australia. 
You query the system for all the underground 
fuel storage installations with at least 30,000 
litre capacity. You then ask the same question 
but specify only those within 20 km of the 
Hume Highway between Goulburn and Wan-
garatta. The latter query requires that the data
base contains the topological relations; the for
mer does not. 

Where are We At? 
Many Federal and State Government De

partments, with responsibility for land infor
mation, have already implemented digital in
formation systems. At the national level there 
is the Australian Land Information Council 
(ALIC); VCDF is a member and on occasion 
has been represented by DSVY-A. The Austra
lian Advisory Committee on Land Information 
(AACLI) reports to ALIC; it is anticipated that 
Defence will be represented on this commitee 
also. 

In June 1897, JIO and DSTO began work 
on developing the criteria for a Defence (ini
tially Intelligence) CIS system. 

In August 1987, the Strategic & Defence 
Studies Centre at ANU convened a workshop 
on ADF requirements for GIS. 

In May 1988, HQ ADF initiated a dialogue 
between potential users of a GIS in the De
partment of Defence and the ADF. 

So the stage is set for real progress towards 
( development of a Defence GIS. 

State of the Art? 
Although a number of commercial firms of

fer "turn-key" GIS systems, it is true that GIS 
is still in a rather early development stage. Most 
of the activity is in the academic and govern
ment areas and has an experimental flavour. 
Many of the commercial systems are based on 
existing graphics or CAD/CAM systems and 
may provide excellent graphic output, good 

data-base management or even efficient query 
handling but seldom will they provide all three. 

What is Important? 
There is wide recognition that establishing a 

GIS is a massive undertaking that will not yield 
short-term pay-offs. It is important that a start 
is made as soon as possible. RASVY's mapping 
activity is a prime source of the underlying 
spatial data. This activity in particular, as well 
as other data collection activities, should be re
oriented into a "GIS compatible" mode as a 
first step. To do so requires an early decision 
on the type of data-base and the publication of 
specifications and guidelines to control the de
velopment of user systems. 

The most critical GIS issue for Defence is to 
ensure interoperability between user systems. 
Existing GIS tend to serve a specific application. 
It makes sense that a Defence GIS should serve 
all potential users: Engineers, Signals, Intelli
gence, Logistics and whoever. Air, land and 
maritime operations depend heavily on current 
accurate geographic data. 

A shared GIS containing the essential spatial 
data with limited standard attributes (perhaps 
equivalent to standard topographic maps) would 
allow potential users to develop and overlay 
their application-specific attribute data-sets as 
they are identified and refined. 

A Defence GIS should be capable also of 
accessing the numerous digital data-sets being 
created and maintained by other organisations. 

It seems that there is a declining interest at 
the Federal level in developing and maintaining 
the national asset of comprehensive maps and 
geographic information, perhaps due to the pre
vailing "cost-recovery" policy imposed on most 
Government departments. This leaves Defence 
as the next most likely "vested interest" to 
perhaps assume control and provide an essential 
co-ordinating role in the GIS arena. 

Future Development 
Many of the shortcomings in earlier GIS have 

now been solved. The next major advance will 
possibly come through the application of so-
called Artificial Intelligence (Expert or Know
ledge-based Systems). Prototypes already exist 
and the fascinating thing about them is that it 
is not just a case of providing the logical rules 
necessary to analyse data and make decisions; 
systems are being developed that have the ca
pacity to "learn from experience"! 
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Suggested Reading 
Those wishing to become more conversant 

with GIS concepts and possible defence appli
cations could start with: 
1. Burrough P.A. (1986), Principles of Geo

graphical Informaton Systems for Land Re
sources Assessment, monograph on Soil and 
Resources Survey No. 12, Clarendon Press, 
Oxford. 

2. Granger K.J. (1988), The Rabaul Volcanoes: 
An Application of Geographical Informa
tion Systems to Crisis Management, MA 
Thesis, ANU, Canberra. 

and obtain a copy of the proceedings of the 
Strategic & Defence Studies Centre seminar/ 
workshop when they are published. 

Each of these contains comprehensive ref
erence to relevant literature as well as being 
definitive in their own right. U 

Acknowledgement. My thanks to Ken G. for 
his patience in answering my many (sometimes 
dumb) questions and to Paul de C. for his 
encouragement and constructive comment. 
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defence mapping. In Jan. 1987, he returned from a two year exchange with the Defence Mapping 
Agency in Washington DC to his present posting in JIO. 

NEW RAAF SQUADRON IN DARWIN 

The RAAF will form a new Reserve 
Squadron in Darwin later this year. 

Announcing this the Minister for Defence, 
Mr Kim Beazley, said the establishment of 13 
Squadron will enable the RAAF to maximise 
use of skills within the local population. This 
will assist the Australian Defence Force (ADF) 
in defence of our northern approaches. 

Mr Beazley said the new squadron will sup
port the operations of deployed flying units 

including the RAAF 
Curtin, Tindal and 

throughout the north 
bases at Learmonth, 
Darwin. 

The new squadron is in keeping with the 
revitalised role of the ADF Reserves outlined in 
the Defence White Paper. 

The Minister said 13 Squadron will bring the 
total number of RAAF Reserve Squadrons to 
nine, with one in every capital city on the 
Australian mainland. 



The Distress Syndrome 
("Stress") in the Context of Training Objectives, Medical Resources and the 
Defence Force Career. 

By Major Ian Rossiter, ARES 

Introduction: 

M OST, if not all of us are aware of the 
phenomenon whereby psychological well-

being and motivation can overcome illness or 
injury to the extent that a task can be suc
cessfully completed and the illness or injury 
resolves without medical intervention. 

On the other hand, the same type and degree 
of illness or injury without the above 
psychological factor may result in abortion of 
the task, lowering of the discomfort or pain 
threshold, repeated presentation to the doctor, 
diagnosis and creation of a documented disease 
entity, medical intervention, assumption of the 
sick role and disability, and possible disruption 
of a career. 

In many cases neither the doctor nor the pa
tient is aware of this factor. Importantly, the 
patient is suffering genuine disease and genuine 
disability and requires treatment. 

The patient must always remain at liberty to 
attend whenever he or she wishes — however 
there exists a challenge for the doctor and 
psychologist to isolate and deal with this factor. 
To what extent can this factor be explained by 
the concept of "distress"? Effective com
munication about distress is compromised by 
variation in concept and definition. 

Aim: 
With a view towards engendering further 

discussion, particularly between medical ex
aminer and psychologist, this article attempts 
to give an overview and indicate some current 
principles of thought with regard to definition, 
estimation of prevalence and costs, and preven
tion of the distress syndrome. 

Hypotheses: 
1. Distress is significantly prevalent in the 

Defence Force population. 
2. Distress is causally associated with disease 

and disability. 
3. Distress is a function of the perception of the 

individual which in turn is a function of 

genetic make-up, familial and environmental 
learning experiences, and inadequate pre-
task briefing. 

Rationale: 
The hypothesised causal chain presented 

below (see diagram) indicates that the earlier 
preventive intervention is applied, the less the 
need to isolate "stressors". If one considers 
distress to be a phenomenon closely related to 
an individual's perception of a demand (and no 
individual is the same) then the concept of a 
"stressor" becomes relatively unimportant. 

Establishing causation by looking back from 
a specific disease to search for "stressors" has 
little use. Conversely, prospective studies re
quire a very large number of "conditioning" 
variables pertaining to the individual (and 
many changing with time) to be eliminated or 
held constant. 

Cross-sectional study however, by obtaining 
some assessment of incidence and prevalence of 
distress within and between employing bodies 
may be useful if a satisfactory questionnaire 
and definition of distress could be obtained. 

Presentation: 
Definition of distress. A diagram indicating 

possible casual associations followed by 
amplification of its components. Levels and 
agencies of prevention. Suggested action in
cluding a survey questionnaire. Bibliography. 

Defining Distress 
(Once distress has occurred, intervention is 

expensive and often unsuccessful.) 
Old Fr. destresse (Imp. of destrecer), Lat. 

distringere — to draw apart (by simultaneously 
attacking the enemy lines at several points) — 
broken-up, shattered, molested, disorganised, 
inflicted with pain, anxiety, exhaustion (here 
distress is a disease). Help is sought in an at
tempt to return to normal function. Not coping 
(although satisfactory social behaviour and 
completion of work tasks may continue during 
distress). This concept implies prolonged ac
tion, irreversibility of physiological status and 
ineffective reaction (no defence). 
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"Substantial physical and/or emotional 
discomfort as a result of a perceived mismatch 
between demand and response capability 
(overload or underload) under circumstances 
where failure to meet demand has important 
perceived consequences1". 

"Inability to register consistency between the 
social rules (categorisations, values, concepts, 
goals and methods of achieving goals) of the 
demand and the social rules 'programmed' in 
the cerebral cortex of the individual4". 

A possible definition (from the above) could 
be; "A reaction to a demand (actual or 
pereceived) consisting ot prolonged substantial 
physical and/or emotional discomfort due to 
the individual's inability to register consistency 
between his or her own social rules and those 
implied in the demand". 

This sociopsychological model (while not 
describing the later psychoneuroendocrine 
mechanisms) provides a basis for preventive 
strategies. From the above definition it would 
appear that distress is being equated with anxie
ty. Conversely, are all anxiety states simply a 
manifestation of the distress syndrome? What 
is the relationship between distress, anxiety, 
poor motivation and job dissatisfaction? These 
questions beg input from psychologist and 
psychiatrist. 

Physical stress such as the overuse syndrome 
is frequently complicated by distress (and 
disability). Whether or not this is 'used' to ob
tain compensation or change of employment, 
the problem remains that the demands of the 
work tasks are inconsistent with social rules and 
distress (and disability) continues until the work 
task or perception of the work task is altered or 
job reallocation or discharge from the services 
is effected. 

The Individual (Conditioning Variables1) 
(Prospective Recruit): 

(a) Individual Variables: (Not amenable to in
tervention except by selection out) 

(i) Age 
(ii) Sex 
(iii) Genetic predisposition (heredity). Family 

history, build, stature (biological limita
tions), physical and intellectual disabilities 

(iv) Medical history — physical and psychiatric 
(cognitive/affective) 

(v) Current Health status. Degree of physical 
fitness training/endurance. 

(b) Situational Variables: (Rarely amenable to 
intervention). 

(i) Familial — diet, habits, (smoking, alcohol 
intake, medication) 

(ii) Rigidity of the social rules (categorisations, 
values, goals, [motivation] and strategies) 
" p r o g r a m m e d " in the individual 
(Cerebrocortical level4). 

(iii) Frequency of the individual's active and 
verbal social interaction which enables 
prevailing social rules to be tested for con
sistency. When testing occurs frequenty, 
then reinforcing or alteration of the in
dividual's rules (if not too rigid) may be ef
fected. Coping and adaptation, although 
enabling the completion of a specific work 
task will not prevent distress unless it oc
curs at the cerebro-cortical level of rule-
changing in the individual. 

(iv) Perceived incongruity of social status 
(worse if parents of different status). Socio
economic class. Salary 

(v) Perceived incongruity of provider role. 

(vi) Self-esteem. Educational achievement. 
Quality of Schooling. Manual skills. 

(vii) Social support (family, community, 
fellow-wbrkers). (viii) Recent major life 
changes — personal or material loss, 
marital or partner problems, job loss, 
retirement ("no exit situations") and im
migration, which suddenly stop habitual 
verbal and active routines of social interac
tion (partner, community, environment). A 
history of interaction outside the partner 
and work environment areas prior to the 
life changes, will lessen the tendency to 
develop distress. 

Stress: 
Old Fr. estresse (Imp. of estrecer), Lat. stric-

tus (p.p. of stringere) to push together (the 
enemy lines) — constrict, constrain, distort, 
press, prod, arousal. "Physical and emotional 
strain and challenge without substantial 
discomfort". Neuro-endocrine effects facilitate 
the work task. Social rules are reinforced. 
There is a readiness for further demands. This 
definition implies short-term action. Rever
sibility of physiological status and effective 
reaction (defence). 
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DIAGRAM 
(Large parts of this construct and some of the terms and 
concepts are taken from McGrath (1), House & Jackman 
(2), Singer (3) and Totman (4). 
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Increased Adrenalin: 
Sympathomimetic response. Elevated 

mood, heart rate, blood pressure and decreased 
Cortisol. Transient and reversible. Neuro
endocrine effects cease on completion of the 
work task. 

Lnexpected Demand and Role: 
Overload or underload (repetition, boredom) 

work tasks inappropriate to role. Inadequate 
briefing. Perceived mismatch of assigned role 
and work task. Poor morale and negative social 
interaction at the workplace. Real or perceived 
exposure to harmful physical, chemical or 
psychological factors at the workplace. 

Increased Noradrenalin: 
Sympathetico-adrenal-medullary system. 

Irritation: 
Fighting, anger, increased muscle tension. 

Avoidance of perceived cause of perceived ill-
effect. Adverse effect on other workers. 

Loss of Control (of Territory) @ uncertainty: 
Low decision latitude. Perceived and real en

vironmental constraints (constrained work 
posture, long work cycle). 

Inconsistency of demands, repeated interrup
tion, personality clash with supervisor. 
Negative mood changes, depression, abnormal 
behaviour lowered pain threshold, perceived er
ror or guilt, adverse effect on other workers. 

Decreased Immune Response: 
Cerebrocor t ica l - l imbic-hypothalamic-

pituitary-adrenocortical system. Increased out
put of ACTH and Cortisol and decreased T-cell 
reaction. 

High Physiological Cost': 
If prolonged and recurrent may not be fully 

reversible. Neuroendocrine effects may persist 
long after the work task is completed (or 
attempted). 

Disease: 
Possible aggravation and/or cause of 

hypertension, hyperlipidaemia, atherosclerosis, 
myocardial degeneration, arrhythmia, sudden 
cardiac death, diabetes, gout, ulcer, colitis, 
susceptibility to infection and cancer, 
psychiatric illness, chemical abuse, suicide, 
predisposition to accident and mass 
psychogenic illness in organisations'. 

Disability: 
Whether real or perceived may not be impor

tant with regard to outcome. Aggravation or 
further development of psychiatric illness, 
compensation. 

Member Loss: 
By death, disability, early retirement. Fur

ther recruiting and retraining required. 
The following (in boxes in the diagram) are 

amenable to intervention. 

The Defence Force. Training Objectives: 
Must be defined by experience in peace and 

war and in effecting satisfactory career 
structures. 

Pre-Selection Briefing: 
Interaction between the services and the in

dividual through school visits, the media, 
parent meetings, work experience and job 
descriptions at the workplace (including the use 
of training videos which should be realistic 
rather than heroic) so that adequate and ap
propriate self-selection occurs. 

Selection: 
Self-selection (conditioning variables) and 

employer selection by educational and 
psychological tests, medical examination and 
enlistment officer interview. 

Levels of "Selection Out": 
1. "Self selection out" by the applicant follow
ing career adviser information (including media 
pamphlets, videos) or verbal communication 
with career adviser or recruit counsellor. 
2. Written advice from the enlistment officer 
following receipt of application to enlist (action 
being taken on the basis of answers to specific 
questions on the application form). 
3. Written or verbal advice from the enlistment 
officer following formal testing (medical, 
psychological and enlis tment , officer 
interview). 
4. Medical discharge following performance at 
initial recruit training, if unsuitable for unit 
allocation. 
5. Administrative discharge e.g. insubordina
tion, chemical abuse. 
6. Recommended as unsuitable for further ser
vice by psychologist or psychiatrist. 
7. Medical discharge after basic and corps 
training. 
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8. Failure to re-engage (and with A RES — loss 
of contact, failure to parade). 

The cost to the Defence Force with regard to 
resources and training objectives and to the in
dividual and his career escalates from 2 through 
8. 

Having corrected for target population, a 
better measure of the efficiency of a recruiting 
unit (from advertising through to enlistment) 
should not only include the number of recruits 
presented for I.R.T. but also the proportion of 
this cohort who have left the service (for any 
reason for all) at year n (n 1 to 20), (10), (11). 

Post-Selection Brie!in};: 
Thorough description of the job (career) and 

training requirements (general enlistment and 
special corps), again with extensive use of the 
video and socialising with serving members. 

Pre-I)emand Briefing: 
Adequate briefing before each and every new 

work task. Some exaggeration of expectations 
rather than understatement may be beneficial. 

Social Interaction: 
"Joining in" with fellow members. Pur

poseful action and purposeful conversation 
with common goals. The more frequently this 
occurs the greater the opportunity for social 
rules to be tested for consistency and either 
modified or reinforced. (Adverse interaction 
may, if permitted, lead to insubordination and 
poor morale and verbal expressions that the 
work is repetitive, boring or hazardous.) 

Levels and Agencies of Prevention 
From the above, certain levels of intervention 

become apparent. These are: selection, briefing 
and social interaction. 

The agents involved are the Defence Force 
(general staff, heads of corps, unit comanders), 
the career adviser, the enlistment officer, the 
recruit medical examiner, the psychologist, the 
section leader and fellow members. 

1. The Defence Forces — must be well inform
ed (by experience and or consultant advice con
cerning realistic expectations with regard to 
b io lgoica l l imi t a t ions (phys ica l and 
psychological) of the recruit in effecting train
ing objectives, career satisfaction, self-esteem 
and a readiness to train new members. 

2. The career Adviser — has the responsibility 
of advertising and describing job demands and 
expectations (short and long term). The impor
tance of the career adviser cannot be over
emphasised. It is by his performance that ap
propriate self-selection will occur. If the pro
spective recruit selects himself out before 
testing occurs, then the very large costs of fur
ther selection processes and training (and occa
sional legal action and compensation) may be 
averted. 
3. The Enlistment Officer — must have skill in 
assessing individual motivation and expecta
tions assisted by previous work history and 
attitudes. 
4. The Recruit Medical Examiner — (preferably 
with a knowledge of training objectives) has the 
task of recording the "individual" conditioning 
variables in particular the major ones such as 
age, sex, heredity, medical history and if 
previously employed, pattern and particulars 
(all causes) of absence from work. The medical 
examiner should interact with the psychologist 
who should be at the same testing venue. 
5. The Psychologist — has the important role 
of assessing the "situational" conditioning 
variables — in particular rigidity of social roles, 
social interaction (ability to socialise pur
posefully), self esteem, and social support (pre
sent and future) (home and community). 
6. The Section Leader — should encourage by 
example, be consistent and be regularly in con
tact (actively and verbally) with all members 
under his command. 
7. Social interaction at the wokplace by Fellow 
Members — must be regular and frequent yet 
avoiding geographical or psychological over
crowding. Active and verbal participation in 
improved work methods and job rotation to 
engender team spirit and relieve repetitiveness 
and a member perception of high standard and 
accomplishment should be actively encouraged 
by the section leader and unit commander to 
ensure there is high morale and a common goal. 

Suggested Action 
1. Expressions of interest and further contribu

tions to this article. 
2. Convocation of medical examiner, 

psychologist, career adviser, recruit 
counsellor and enlistment officer, with the 
following agenda: 

(a) What agreement exists concerning con
cepts, causes and outcomes of distress? 
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H E A L T H Q l ' E S T I O N N \ I R E 

I'l s MEDICAL RESTRICTIONS? 

1. How many days have you had on duty but with medical restrictions of any type over the last: 

Six months Twelve months 

2, How many days (including days in hospital) have you had off duty due to illness, injury, or personal problems over the last 

1 
Six months Twelve months 

3. How many sick parade attendances (including all visits to physiotherapy, pathology, X-Ray or specialist) have you had over the last 

Six months Twelve months 

4. Are you at present receiving any medical treatment or suffering from any physical or emotional discomfort, or from injury or illness of any 
type? 

No 

5, Do you consider that priorities and methods of achieving work or training objectives are incorrect or inappropriate? 

Yes No 

6. Do you consider that the work methods and standards required of your present job are wrong or different from your own ideas? 

Yes No 

7. Do you consider that you are mentally unprepared or insufficiently briefed with regard to your work or training requirements? 

No 

NOTES: 

Q, 5, 6 and 7 are merely estimating point prevalence of 
individual perceptions. 
A 'yes ' answer to Q.4 together with a 'yes ' to Q.5 a n d / o r 
Q.6 a n d / o r Q.7 may be held to consti tute distress. 
Answers to Q . l , 2, 3, 4 would be of use in their own 
right. 
Non-response should not be permitted to avoid bias. 
The survey also examines for association between lack of 
physical and mental well-being (A), perception of incon
sistency of social rules (B), and perception of inadequate 
briefing (C). 

This ignores other factors such as perception of pay and 
service conditions (D), assuming the latter to be present 
in the same propor t ions in those who have A, B and C as 
in those who have not A, B & C, an assumption which 
may not be valid. A further survey question on D may be 
appropr ia te . 

6. Distress (i.e. A together with B a n d / o r C) may then be 
compared with use of medical resources (answer to 
Questions 1, 2, 3) over the last six months and twelve 
months . 
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(b) Formulation of specific guidelines for 
preselection (pre-testing) briefing of inten
ding recruits. What exactly does the career 
adviser or recruit counsellor tell the appli
cant when the latter makes first contact 

, with the recruiting centre? Information 
regarding "history of" rejection criteria 
(e.g. asthma, sleepwalking) incurs the 
possibility of false declaration at the 

i medical or psychological examination. 
However, measurable (unchangeable) 
parameters (e.g. weight, visual standards, 
colour vision) are often made known to the 
applicant prior to testing — although no 
action of rejection is made at this stage 
(i.e. the applicant is always permitted to 
proceed to formal application for enlist
ment if he wishes). It is obvious that ex
perience and skill is required of the recruit 
counsellor and enlistment officer10, " . 

(c) Estimation of the "unknown statistics" 
— for a given medical or psychological 
condition which does not reach rejection 
level — what is the proportion of members 
who have disability (related to that con-
diiton) during service? This would have lit
tle use if the distress factor was not taken 
into account. How many would incur 
disability if distress or job dissatisfaction 
were not present? (Disability being equated 
with significant absence from duty for any 
reason.) 

(d) With regard to the concept of distress 
presented above, how prevalent is distress 
in the Defence Force population? A survey 
questionnaire is presented for discussion, 
modification and consideration of 
feasibility. 

(e) Analysis of the survey looking for dif
ferences which might correlate with certain 
work practices within and between 

establishments with a view toward for
mulating strategies to prevent or minimise 
distress and its consequences in particular 
premature separation from the A.D.F. 

With regard to currently serving members 
who are suffering from distress: 

1. How should they be isolated? Perhaps 
guidelines could be formulated to assist 
the medical officer or psychologist. 

2. How should they be managed? Could 
psychologist counselling be effected 
without loss of confidentialitv and self-
esteem? It is likely that the response to 
counselling may be poor and from the 
point of view of cost effectiveness, 
prevention of the distress syndrome 
must be better than cure. O 
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The Ground War in South Vietnam 
A Strategy of Tactics: US Operational Concepts Under Westmoreland 

By Lt Col D. W. Beveridge, RAE 

"You know you never defeated us on the battlefield, " 
said [he American colonel. 

The North Vietnamese colonel pondered this remark a 
moment. "That may be so," he replied, "but it is also 
irrelevant. " 

Conversation in Hanoi, April 1975' 

THE Second Indochina War — the Viet
nam War — was a frustrating experience 
for the United States. It was especially 

frustrating for the US military, and particularly 
so for the Army. The forces of the greatest 
Western nation in history took on those of a 
ragged, third world Communist nation and 
lost. There had been honour in battle and solid 
technical achievement; there had been heroes 
and cowards, military successes and failures; 
but overshadowing it all is the terrible fact that 
the whole effort was for naught': 

Yet there is adequate evidence to indicate 
that the performance of US forces in the field 
was sound. The tactical capability of American 
units was good on entry to the war in 1964 and 
improved throughout their involvement. Why 
then did they not succeed? It has been claimed 
that the failure to bring about an 'appropriate' 
solution at an 'acceptable' price resulted more 
from bad policy and in particular bad strategy 
than from technical or tactical failures'. This 
article will critically examine US ground war 
strategy and operational concepts from 1965 
through to Tet 1968 — the period which saw the 
greatest direct involvement of US ground forces 
— with a view to assessing this claim. 

The US Commander 
"It was apparent," a senior US military ad

viser was to write, that in 1964, "the South 
Vietnam Government could not prevent the 
enemy from taking over the country"*. With 
the fall of Diem, Saigon's new military regime 
had given way to internal bickering. The Army 
of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) more a 
palace guard than an effective fighting force, 
had gone into a steep decline. The US advisory 
mission had to concede in mid-1964 that the in
itiative had passed to the Communists, and it 

was with a sense of growing urgency that the 
US commenced plans to introduce its own 
ground troops. The man chosen for this task 
was Lieutenant Genera l , William C. 
Westmoreland. A pillar of the US Army 
establishment and descended from men who 
had fought in the US Civil War, Westmoreland 
was a West Pointer who had served in North 
Africa and Europe in World War II and com
manded a regiment in Korea. Every inch an 
American general, he was also a creature of the 
new US Army, a vast bureaucratic establish
ment in which management skills and respect 
for routine counted more than any innate grasp 
of strategy or tactical brilliance'. During his 
period as Commander of the US Military 
Assistance Command — Vietnam (MACV), 
Westmoreland was to shape (with assistance 
and interference from external sources) the ma
jor ground war strategy from mid-1965 until his 
departure after Tet 1968. 

In his memoirs Westmoreland insists that he 
initially intended to employ US ground troops 
only to provide security for the Danang airbase 
— a key installation in pressing the air war 
against North Vietnam6. This initial deploy
ment was opposed by Ambassador Taylor on 
the grounds that once the US assumed any 
ground combat role the South Vietnamese 
would attempt to unload more tasks on them. 
Indeed Westmoreland in a remarkably 'pres
cient' statement shared Taylor's reservations: 

"The presence of American ground troops 
even on a static security mission could lead, I 
recognised, to the pressure for a shift to a 
more active role and to more and more 
Americans. That would pose the very real 
danger of the South Vietnamese relying more 
and more on the United States, even though 
they potentially had the manpower to do the 
job themselves, so that eventually US forces 
might have to bear the entire burden of the 
war amid a population grown as hostile to 
the American presence as it had been for the 
French"1. 

He also asserts that he saw his call for 
marines at Danang not as a first step in a grow-
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ing US commitment but merely a means to 
secure a vital airbase. This may have been so at 
the time but it was quickly overtaken by a 
number of vested interests, not least of which 
was the American drive for a quick solution to 
the problem — supported if not exacerbated by 
President Johnson's desire for a greater US in
volvement in the war. 

From the initial stages Westmoreland ap
pears to have mounted a runaway over which 
he exercised less and less control. Denied the 
opportunity to carry the war directly to the 
perceived source of the problem — the 
Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRVN), he 
opted for a particularly military solution in 
seeking to carry it to the next level down. As 
Doctor Andrew F. Krepinevich points out", 
Westmoreland wanted the opportunity to seek 
out and destroy the enemy main-force units, the 
National Liberation Front (NLF) and Peoples 
Army of Vietnam (PAVN) battalions and 
regiments. He felt, quite correctly, that the Ar
my units with their mobility and firepower 
would be ideal for breaking up the insurgent's 
emerging large scale operations in 1965. A key 
error however, lay in not anticipating what lay 
beyond the initial big battles. 

The Opposition — Some US Perceptions9 

Before examining the American strategy and 
operational concepts it will be useful to review 
some US perceptions of the enemy. To begin 
with the US assumed that communism was a 
monolithic entity controlled from Moscow. 
They did not appreciate the true nature of the 
Sino-Soviet split and its strategic implications. 
Nor was any consideration given to the 
centuries of conflict between Russia and China, 
and more particularly between China and 
Vietnam. These misperceptions made the 
Americans chary of any offensive ground 
strategy aimed at the DRVN either directly or 
through Laos; and resulted in a decision to 
fight a localised war in South Vietnam aimed at 
denying the DRVN success in the South by 
making the cost too high. This put them at a 
strategic disadvantage from the outset. 

It is perhaps a fine point with the advantage 
of hindsight, nonetheless contrary indicators 
existed at the time. As Sir Robert Thompson 
has pointed out, the Lin Piao document of 1965 
which preached self-reliance, indicated that the 
Chinese had no intention of interfering in the 
war to help the DRVN win the south'". 

Although matters might have been different if 
there had been a direct ground threat against 
the territorial integrity of North Vietnam, it 
would appear that a Chinese supported DRVN 
invasion of South Vietnam was unlikely. 
Nevertheless as a result of a fear of Chinese or 
Russian involvement the US defined its 
objectives not in terms of defeating the DRVN, 
but in the more restrained terms of preventing 
the fall of South Vietnam to hostile forces. This 
essent ia l ly negat ive policy ob jec t ive 
relinquished the strategic initiative to the 
DRVN, and led to an unimaginative strategy of 
attrition and cautious escalation, and 
ultimately to defeat. 

The US also badly misjudged the situation 
within South Vietnam. Realising neither the 
extent of subversion from local to national 
levels, nor the extent of the NLF hold in certain 
areas, they further failed to comprehend the 
staying power of the NLF/PAVN forces. The 
enemy ability to recuperate, absorbing heavy 
casualties in numbers unthinkable to the 
western trained military, then replacing, 
retraining and reindoctrinating manpower in 
order to bounce back, was totally outside 
American experience. As was the will, tenacity 
and determination of the Hanoi regime — 
"North Vietnamese leaders were playing for 
keeps, believing that the use of any means was 
justified by their ends. They thought in terms of 
generations; the longer the war continued, the 
more persistent they became. Their will to 
persist was inextinguishable"1'. Conversely the 
Americans had an implicit belief in the 
superiority of US technology, Yankee 
ingenuity, industrial and military might, 
modern military organisation, and tactics and 
techniques; these plus a tradition of success in 
peace and war were considered enough to 
overcome. 

Many American leaders, Westmoreland's 
deputy General Bruce Palmer included, were 
well aware of the disadvantages of limiting the 
ground conflict to the boundaries of South 
Vietnam, but were driven by an American 'can 
do' syndrome that refused to accept defeat; and 
more importantly, having commenced a 
particular action which proved unsuccessful, 
provided a psychological barrier against 
seriously amending their modus operandi. 
Also, although te Americans have a strong 
revolutionary tradition from their own struggle 
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against the British, the Indian Wars and the 
Philippine Insurrection and could have been 
expected to have learnt from the extensive 
French Indochina experience; they could not or 
would not comprehend the mixture of 
conventional warfare fought somewhat 
unconventionally and guerrilla warfare fought 
in the classical manner, employed by the 
enemy. Yet, in Palmer's words "Hanoi never 
lost sight of its political objective, and every 
action it took, military or non-military, was 
designed to further those objectives. Morever, 
from Hanoi's point of view it was all-out total 
war, while from the outlook of the United 
States it was quite limited'"2. 

Palmer's perception of the DRVN military 
strategy is also interesting. As he points out, 
although at times their execution of the strategy 
was faulty, their concept was brilliant. 
Basically, in his view the strategy took 
advantage of the long, narrow geographic 
configuration of South Vietnam that made the 
country very vulnerable to penetration from its 
land border flank, and that in the northern and 
central regions provided very little depth 
between the generally wild and sparsely 
inhabited border areas and the heavily 
populated coastal region. Their strategic 
concept was three pronged, directed towards 
Saigon, the northernmost provinces, and the 
Central Highlands", took advantage of the 
geo-political weaknesses of South Vietnam, and 
exploited the high foot and sampan mobility of 
the NLF and PAVN infantry. 

Although written in retrospect this viewpoint 
reflects the basis on which the US strategy was 
drawn up. Perhaps a reasonable perspective for 
a soldier, nevertheless it demonstrates a US 
preoccupation with enemy military objectives 
in primarily territorial terms, which is not a 
complete or even a necessarily true picture of 
their strategic concept. An alternative and more 
suitable approach would have been to 
concentrate on the 'popular base'. As 
Krepinevich points out'4, the way to destroy an 
insurgent is not to seek destruction of his forces 
in battle — a strategy of limited value where he 
refuses to fight for territory — but to attack 
him at the source of his strength: the 
population. It would appear then that the basic 
premise on which the US based their strategy 
was flawed at the onset. 

A Strategy of Tactics 
The overall US strategy comprises two parts, 

related more in psychological and political than 
in military terms. The first being the air 
offensive against North Vietnam, coupled with 
diplomatic peace overtures aimed at persuading > 
the DRVN to stop its bid to take over South 
Vietnam. The second was the ground war in the 
south'5. In drawing up a ground war strategy 
Westmoreland considered that the enemy was > 
moving into the third phase of revolutionary 
war; committing NLF and PAVN regiments 
and divisions to seize and retain territory, 
destroy RVN troops and eliminate government 
control. While concurrently guerrillas, local 
forces and political cadres continued a Phase 2 
small unit war, aimed at terrorizing and 
controlling the population and knocking out 
small government outposts. These two closely 
interrelated facets being aimed at gaining 
control of the countryside and strangling the 
cities'6. 

To oppose this Westmoreland envisaged a 
three phase strategy based largely on the use of 
US troops. American combat troops were to be 
used first to establish and protect supporting 
logistic bases, although some might have to be 
employed from time to time in a 'fire brigade' 
role against any enemy big units that posed a 
threat. In the second phase they were to be used 
to gain the initiative by penetrating and 
wherever possible destroying the enemy's base 
camps and sanctuaries. In his view as long as 
the Communists could emerge from these 
hideouts to terrorise, recruit, glean food, levy 
taxes and attack government troops, there was 
little hope of defeating the insurgency. 
Invading the sanctuaries would also bring an 
elusive enemy to battle, enabling the 
destruction of his main force by superior US 
firepower. Then in the third and final phase, 
US troops would move into sustained ground 
combat and mop up the last of the main forces 
and guerrillas, or at least push them across the 
frontiers where they could be contained. Two 
additional tasks were to be pursued throughout 
all three phases: pacification, and strengthening 
the ARVN. By the time that the final phase was 
reached Westmoreland confidently anticipated 
that the bulk of the people would be under 
government control and protection, and the 
ARVN so trained and equipped and in such 
numbers that the South Vietnamese alone 



THE GROUND WAR IN SOUTH VIETNAM 39 

would be able to deal with any residual 
opposition1'. 

While American units pursued the 'big unit' 
war the ARVN was to be employed primarily in 
defence of the populated areas. Westmoreland 
based this on a perception that the ARVN had 
greater compatibility with the people than did 
the Americans. Also since the enemy's large 
units were more likely to be met in his base 
areas or other remote regions, the greater 
American firepower and mobility could be 
better brought to bear. Further, using this 
firepower in remote areas would mean fewer 
civilian casualties and less damage to build-up 
areas. Finally, reducing the number of 
Americans in close contact with the Vietnamese 
also meant that much less provocation of the 
Vietnamese xenophobia , lessening the 
opportunity for incidents between American 
troops and the South Vietnamese'". 

This concept of operations placed the major 
conduct of the ground war in the hands of US 
units and ensured that it would be orchestrated 
in US terms. In addition the ARVN was in the 
process of being retrained and reorganised on 
the US model. Krepinevich postulates that all 
the way through the American involvement in 
the Vietnam War, US commanders were 
responsive to an Army Concept based on their 
concept of the conduct of future war", rather 
than to any plan drawn up with Vietnam 
specifically in mind — this appears to have been 
a major institutional factor in their concept of 
operations. 

The US Army Concept is, basically, a 
perception of how war ought to be waged and is 
reflected in the way that the Army organises 
and trains for battle. Its characteristics during 
the Vietnam period included a focus on mid-
intensity or conventional war, with a reliance 
on high volumes of firepower to minimise 
casualties — in effect a substitution of materiel 
for human blood at every opportunity. On the 
face of it an admirable concept — but as any 
long service sergeant knows, too great an 
emphasis on saving casualties can in the long 
term result in a greater butchers bill than first 
envisaged. In Vietnam this theme was 
combined with high level recognition of the 
political necessity for US commanders to make 
every effort to minimise casualties, especially in 
a limited war. The concept was further 
reinforced by the great resource advantage held 
by the US. Firepower and technology were seen 

as substitutes for precious manpower — in the 
US Army's view it was better to send a bullet 
than a man2". This use of massive firepower 
became embedded in the Army's institutional 
psyche. However , coun te r - insurgency 
operations place considerable emphasis on the 
protection of an indigenous population, calling 
for the employment of light infantry in close 
conjunction with police, rather than massive 
firepower liberally applied. 

The Army Concept represented a gross 
mismatch with the needs of an effective 
counter-insurgency strategy. To control a 
country the insurgent must control the people, 
but any strategies aimed at directly countering 
this were eschewed by the US in favour of 
seeking combat with enemy main force 
elements, while relegating the equally critical 
population control to a secondary force — the 
ARVN. In an interview in 197121 Westmoreland 
recalled that he came up with the strategy of 
attrition as a means of levelling off the US 
buildup, in order to achieve a well-balanced 
hard-hitting force designed to fight a sustained 
combat and grind away at the enemy on a 
sustained basis — something he saw the enemy 
as incapable of resisting as he lacked the 
logistics. 

During this interview he explicity rejected the 
alternative of paying less attention to the 
enemy's big units and breaking down US units 
into smaller groups in order to concentrate on 
pacification. His position was based on the 
NLF defeat of a number of ARVN units 
conducting pacification operations in Binh 
Dinh province during 1964, citing 'defeat in 
detail' as an example of what could have 
happened if he had broken down US forces to 
engage in pacification. This was an unrealistic 
assessment even then, the firepower marshalled 
in support of US forces permitted even 
company sized bases to fight off regimental 
level attacks, and the ability to provide quick-
reaction forces in the form of air-mobile units 
appears to have been selectively ignored. 
Furthermore, a major flaw in the strategic 
concept was a failure to address the question — 
what if the enemy's big units refused battle? 
What if they (as they did) continued to wage an 
insurgency in the traditional sense, with the 
people, instead of the opponent's armed forces 
as the primary objective? 

The upshot of viewing the war in terms of the 
Army Cncept was a preoccupation with 'grand 
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tactics' rather than strategy, resulting in a 
perpetuation of the search and destroy 
operations imposed on the ARVN during the 
earlier advisory period. Some like Sir Robert 
Thompson argued for concentration on the 
local guerrilla forces which provided sustenance 
to the main-force units, but MACV claimed 
that it was the other way around — the big units 
were supporting the guerrillas22. Accordingly in 
their view it was essential for the main-force 
elements to be located and destroyed. 
Unfortunately, effective consideration of any 
alternatives was prevented when the concept of 
attrition was reinforced by a major US victory 
in the La Drang Valley in late 1965. 

Reinforcement for the US Concept: The La 
Drang Valley 

The US 1st Cavalry Division had been 
deployed to the Central Highlands where 
insurgent strength was most formidable, during 
1965. In mid-November elements of the 1st 
Cavalry encountered regimental sized PAVN 
elements in the La Drang Valley. The ensuring 
battle was bloody and ferocious with 1200 
Communists killed against US losses of over 
200. To Westmoreland and his staff this 
vindicated the strategy of attrition. Here were 
the large enemy formations willing to slug it out 
with the US forces, and their big units were 
being smashed by American firepower and 
high-tech mobility. Standard operations as 
envisaged by the Army concept were working, 
therefore, there was no need for alternative 
strategies to be explored. No further feedback 
was required by MACV except for body counts 
used to quantify the progress of the attrition 
strategy23. 

Helicopter Tactics 
A major factor in the La Drang victory was 

the air support provided by fighter-bombers 
and helicopters. The Army saw these two 
weapons as providing an advantage in mobility 
and firepower — the fundamentals of combat 
— greatly exceeding that previously available to 
counter-insurgency forces, and enabling 
offensive operations in cases where the relative 
force ratios would indicate otherwise. Despite 
this Army confidence in the attrition strategy, a 
major criticism was levelled by Thompson who 
noted that regardless of the mobility offered by 
the helicopter, it generated a 'response' 

mentality. However, the enemy who was 
mobile on his feet, could actually decide 
whether he was going to accept battle in the 
first place, and could break it off whenever he 
wanted to. In Thompson's view victory could 
only be achieved through a long process 
involving the denial of enemy access to the 
people through intensive ambushing and 
patrolling in and around the populated areas, 
and by the use of long-range patrols to harass 
guerrillas in the more remote areas. As a result 
the NLF, denied access to their primary source 
of supply, the population, would have to come 
out in the open and contest government 
control. At which point the main-force units 
could have been defeated by US firepower and 
technology24. 

Such an approach, however, was not 
considered a viable by MACV. An example of 
the attitude of the time is provided in an 
interview between a senior Pentagon officer 
and a correspondent while in Vietnam: 

"Sitting and talking to him, he (the 
correspondent) made the charge. He said. 
"You are doing more in your helicopters to 
prevent our side from winning this war than 
anyone else". I said "How's that". He said. 
"Well let me illustrate it this way. Everybody 
agrees that this is a war for the hearts and 
minds of the people. How do you expect our 
forces to win the hearts and minds of the 
people when all they do is take off from one 
Army base and fly overhead at 1500 feet 
while Charlie is sitting down there and he's 
got 'em by the testicles jerking, and every 
time he jerks their hearts and minds follow. 
Now until the Americans are willing to get 
down there with Charlie, he's got their hearts 
and minds"25. 

Reflecting on the correspondent's view, the 
General agreed that to be truly effective it was 
necessary to fight the war the way that the NLF 
were fighting it — to get down there in the 
muck and fight at night and on a day-to-day 
basis. But, he concluded such was not the 
American way, and the American soldier was 
not going to fight like that26. However, this 
statement was not entirely true. While it 
reflected the view of the US Army, it was not 
representative of the US Marine Corps who had 
opted for a more traditional counter-insurgency 
strategy. 
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The Combined Action Platoon (CAP) 
Concept 

The US Marine Corps has a long history of 
participation in small wars. This gave them a 
background in the type of conflict encountered 
in South Vietnam. As early as 1940 the Marine 
manual on small wars stated: 

"In regular warfare . . . strive to attain . . . 
the maximum physical effect with the force 
at their disposal. In small wars, the goal is to 
gain decisive results with the least application 
of force and the consequent minimum loss of 
life. The end aim is the social, economic, and 
political development of the people 
subsequent to the military defeat of the 
insurgent. In small wars, tolerance, 
sympathy, and kindness should be the 
keynote of our relationship with the mass of 
the population"2'. 

Although belied by an initial over-the-beach 
'show landing', the Marines adopted this 
precept. General Lewis Walt, the Marine 
Commander, ordered all Marine units to 
conduct vigorous patrols and ambushes 
overnight, and issued stringent orders regarding 
the application of firepower, keeping it to an 
absolute minimum. Walt realized that if the 
Marines were going to succeed they would have 
to get close to the people and provide them with 
security from communist intimidation. Rather 
than employing helicopters to the same extent 
as the Army (although to be fair the Marine 
allocation was nowhere as near as lavish), the 
Marines used the same roads as the civil 
population. Walt observed that the Marines 
could have used sea or air-lift for movement 
between major points on the north-south road 
(regularly mined by the NLF) in their area. But, 
that as for many other things in Vietnam the 
purely military consideration was never 
completely adequate, and it was important that 
the road be kept open for the people as well as 
for the Marines28. 

The CAP concept was developed by a Marine 
company commander who, frustrated by his 
inability to separate the guerrillas from the 
population, deloyed his marines inside local 
hamlets. Increasing the number of night patrols 
and ambushes the Marines also took the village 
para-military Popular Forces platoon under 
their wing, gradually making the PF accept a 
greater role in village security. By 1966 there 
were some fifty-seven such units in the 1 Corps 
area. Each comprising fifteen marines and 34 

PFs living in one particular village or hamlet. 
Their mission called for a high priority to the 
traditional elements of counter-insurgency 
strategy: destruction of the insurgent 
infrastructure, protection of the populace and 
government infrastructure, organisation of 
local intelligence nets, and training of local 
forces. If CAPs suffered from any deficiency, it 
was a failure of the Marine Command to 
organise them into an interlocking network of 
units and thus expand the controlled area on 
the 'oil spot' principle29. 

The Marines also initiated a programme 
called Golden Fleece, which involved saturating 
coastal farming areas with Marine guards and 
patrols during the harvest season so that the 
farmers could harvest, store and eventually sell 
their crop free from NLF taxation. Even 
though only a small percentage of the marine 
force was employed in these programs (about 
ten companies in 1967), the results were 
impressive, and were achieved at a casualty rate 
lower than that found in units conducting 
search and destroy missions'0. 

Krepinevich points out that the Army 
reaction to a moderately successful programme 
with obvious potential was "ill-disguised 
disappointment, if not outright disapproval, 
from the top down" 31. Westmoreland was 
particularly upset over the Marine use of CAPs, 
challenging as they did his concept of 
operations. Westmoreland states in his 
memoirs that "they were assiduously (sic) 
combing the countryside within the 
beachheads, trying to establish firm control in 
hamlets and villages, and planning to expand 
the beachhead gradually up and down the coast 
. . . . Yet the practice left the enemy free to 
come and go as he pleased throughout the bulk 
of the region and, when and where he chose, to 
attack the periphery of the beachheads" i2. 
However, the Marines were operating 
successfully within populated areas, reducing 
the NLF ability to recruit or exploit the 
population — and also successfully pursuing 
the war. 

The Army did employ a version of the CAP 
involving mobile training teams (MTTs). 
However, this approach involved a four-man 
Army team with an ARVN officer working 
with para-military forces for about a month 
and then moving on. The program reflected the 
Army quick-fix approach to counter-
insurgency and its desire for rapid results. The 
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Army could not or would not accept tat if the 
people were to believe that they were going to 
be protected, then an effective long-term 
government security force that was always 
going to be there was needed, together with a 
lot of time and resources. 'Counter-insurgency 
on the cheap' would not work33. 

Search-andDestroy Operations 
By mid-1966 Westmoreland had completed 

his support base and begun a campaign of 
massive attrition. The number of US troops in 
Vietnam stood at 350,000 (of whom only some 
80,000 were actually combat soldiers) which 
combined with 315,000 ARVN and nearly the 
same number of regional and popular forces 
brought the total on the RVN side to over 1 
million men34. Operations were carried out 
during 1966 against War Zone C an NLF 
staging area near the Cambodian border, and 
War Zone D, a base area near Saigon that the 
US be l i eved s h e l t e r e d the C O S V N 
headquarters, Operations Attleboro, Cedar 
Falls and Junction City involving sudden 
helicopter deployments, large infantry sweeps 
and lavish use of firepower, ended with an
nouncements of high body counts and large 
quantities of captured weapons, supplies and 
documents; but failed to uncover either 
COSVN or the NLF 9th Division also suspected 
to be in the area. Or indeed to deny the enemy 
the use of these areas on a permanent basis. Yet 
MACV continued to claim that search-and-
destroy operations were forcing the enemy 
away from the populated areas, so that 
pacification could be carried out. 

By mid-1967 the situation was one of 
stalemate. With 425,000 US troops and an 
enormous logistic base Westmoreland seemed 
on the face of it to have a firm grip on the 
situation. The ARVN employed mainly on 
static defence and pacification tasks appeared 
to be a rehabilitated force. However, 
revolutionary forces still retained the capability 
for offensive action, indeed there were 
indications that not only had the Army failed to 
seize the initiative but MACV was playing into 
the Communist hands. The Communist 
objective as General Vo Nguyen Giap stated at 
the time, was to draw the American forces away 
from pacification and engage them in 
inconclusive battles along the frontiers, 
inflicting US casualties in the process and 
sapping the US will to continue the war. Even 

worse the big battles sought by the Army were 
not occurring. The enemy was moving away 
from direct assaults on US positions in favour 
of hit-and-run mortar attacks which were more 
effective in inflicting casualties. Although 
MACV refused to admit it the Army was in a 
small unit war: by 1967 over 96% of all 
engagements with the enemy occurred at 
company level or below'-. Then the 
stalemate was rudely broken by the 1968 
Communist Tet Offensive. 

Tet1968 
The 1968 Tet Offensive which saw the close 

of Westmoreland's period of command was 
seen as a victory by both sides. For the US Ar
my it represented a victory for US and allied 
arms, and a disastrous defeat for the Com
munists. For Westmoreland it was a battle NLF 
and PAVN forces could not win, an offensive 
doomed to failure. The enemy suffered enor
mous casualties — some 40,000 by MACV 
estimate — the NLF infrastructure so impor
tant to maintaining insurgent access to the peo
ple was severely mauled. Westmoreland claim
ed that the enemy had been driven back and the 
road was open for MACV to assume the in
itiative, particularly if more troops were for
thcoming ' 6 . The destruction of large 
numbers of the enemy was seen as further 
justification for the strategy of attrition. 

Unfortunately, the US Army was again guilty 
of projecting its own imperatives onto the 
enemy. The enemy forces had failed to take and 
hold terrain, and had not won anything 
recognisable as a military victory; therefore, 
they had been beaten . However this apprecia
tion, although well suited to a more conven
tional battlefield, did not reflect the strategic 
imperatives of insurgency style conflict. Even 
though from a traditional military viewpoint 
the Communists lost the Tet Offensive, they 
achieved victory in the most important strategic 
dimensions of insurgent warfare. Their objec
tives included first as a best case outcome, a 
major uprising against the RVN and collapse of 
their military forces. Then as secondary objec
tives: the derailment of the pacification pro
gram; an increase in US casualties; an attritive 
strategy aimed at reducing the American will to 
pursue the war; a demonstration to the urban 
population that they were not as hitherto 
assumed safe from retribution; and an increase 
in refugee numbers and by extension the 
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economic burden on the RVN. In all except the 
best case outcome the Communists were suc
cessful'". 

Tet was a successful attack on the US Army's 
corporate conduct of the war. When faced with 
the Communist and US casualty lists, followed 
by a request from Westmoreland for still more 
US troops on top of a claim that a major vic
tory had been achieved, the civilian Defence 
establishment lost faith in the Army's strategy. 
The ultimate result of Tet 1968 regardless of 
who was the tactical victor, was the removal of 
Westmoreland (albeit on promotion), the 
development of a program to shift responsibili
ty for the conduct of the war to the South Viet
namese, and the withdrawal of US troops. 

Alternative Strategies 
The invasion strategy in its simplest terms in

volved a direct US amphibious/airborne lan
ding against Hanoi. It retained a strong 
measure of support in US Army circles both 
during and after the war — the underlying mo
tion being that the US had lost in Vietnam not 
because it had failed to adapt the Army Con
cept to counter-insurgency warfare, but rather 
because the Concept had never been properly 
applied. Although he concludes on the side of 
the incursion strategy, this concept underlies 
Colonel Harry Summers's thesis which is 
basically that the Army exhausted itself against 
a secondary enemy, the guerrillas, instead of 
focussing on North Vietnam40. 

The invasion approach presented several pro
blems, not least that of the potential for war 
with Communist China — a possibility that the 
US Administration had shown itself unwilling 
to face during Korea. Furthermore, in the spr
ing of 1965 the ARVN were being defeated by 
the NLF not the PAVN. While several PAVN 
regiments had located in the northern provinces 
of South Vietnam, they had not then joined the 
fight. Thus, a US invasion of North Vietnam 
would not have materially affected the situation 
in the South. Furthermore, it would be 
speculative to suggest that the US even with 
their technological advantage would have been 
any more successful in the North than the 
French. An invasion strategy instead of solving 
the problem, could well have left the US involv
ed in both Vietnams, with the spectre of 
reprisals from Communist China, together with 
the world opprobrium due an aggressor nation. 
A final and significant factor would have been 

a US casualty rate which would almost certainly 
have exceeded that suffered under the attrition 
strategy". 

The Incursion Strategy was essentially a 
revision of Op/an El Paso produced by MACV 
staff in 1966. It called for a joint US-ARVN-
ROK push across the Loation panhandle from 
the DMZ to Savannakhet on the Lao-Thai 
border. Once in place the forces involved were 
to have blocked North Vietnamese access to the 
South, isolated the battlefield (and the NLF), 
and allowed the ARVN to destroy the in
surgents in the South. This is Summers's main 
thesis; and is also proposed by Palmer, who 
further suggested that US naval power could 
have added an additional dimension by main
taining a constantly visible and credible am
phibious presence off the coast of North Viet
nam, threatening possible invasion of impor
tant areas. Additionally air and sea power 
could have been used in a blockade of northern 
ports'2. 

Although perhaps a less problematic ap
proach than outright invasion, the incursion 
option still had a significant shortcomings. The 
most significant of which is probably that until 
Tet 1968 the NLF were by far the principal 
force in the field against the RVN. Also a bar
rier force operating from fixed positions would 
have been little different from the forces mann
ing the McNamara Line43 along the DMZ, 
which was constantly subjected to harassing 
fire particularly from artillery and mortars, and 
required a considerable number of support 
troops to maintain their positions40. Finally, 
a flanking movement through Thailand, 
although more difficult would still have been 
feasible. 

The remaining two strategies involved a shift 
away from the kind of warfare advocated by 
the Army Concept towards counter-insurgency 
operations. As such they were not favoured by 
MACV. The enclave approach was proposed by 
Ambassador Taylor in early 1965 and sup
ported with variations, by the US State Depart
ment. It called for the military to recognise that 
the war had to be won by the South Vietnamese 
and that the most effective role for American 
troops would be to aid the ARVN by controll
ing the densely populated coastal areas, while 
the ARVN fought the guerrilla forces inland4'. 
In some ways this had the potential to be the 
strategy of attrition with the US/ARVN roles 
reversed. But, it was doubtful if the ARVN 
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would have been able to carry out their assigned 
role — assuming of course that they would have 
conducted it in the US manner. It is possible 
that they would have shaken off the US train
ing, reverted to the French groupement mobile 
tactics and fought their own version of the war. 

It may also be significant that most of the US 
military's objections to this strategy (contribu
tion to cultural contamination of the locals, 
development of a garrison mentality by the US 
troops) were aimed more at benefiting the US 
than the Vietnamese. Clearly though the 
enclave strategy would have required a much 
stronger ARVN and a longer US involvement 
than was envisaged by Westmoreland, and this 
made it unacceptable. 

A demographic frontier strategy was propos
ed by the US Defense Department during Tet 
1968 and benefited from some three years ex
perience of the war. In basic terms it was an ex
panded enclave approach, with US troops 
located along the entire narrow band of the 
populous Coastal Plain from the DMZ to 
Saigon, linking the enclaves into one con
tinuous belt. The US forces would have been 
responsible for: first, securing and pacifying 
the densely populated Coastal Plain; and se
cond, moving forward to the demographic 
frontier, that area separating the Coastal Plain 
from the sparsely populated interior, in order 
to isolate the insurgents from the people. 
Special Force units would have been used as 
strike teams just beyond the frontier, detecting 
any attempts by the enemy to concentrate for 
an attack on the populous region; with suffi
cient conventional units kept in reserve to blunt 
any enemy attempt to launch a major ground 
assault against the pacification program4 '. 

Most of the arguments against the enclave 
strategy also apply to the demographic frontier. 
As with the enclave strategy it involved not so 
much an abolition of the role of the US main 
force units, as a reduced emphasis on them 
relative to light units engaged in security opera
tions47. Also there would have been a much 
lesser need for the enormous logistic support 
developed for the attrition strategy. This ap
pears to have been a significant factor in the 
Army's opposition to such a strategies in 
favour of those (invasion, attrition, and incur
sion) more oriented towards their institutional 
modus operandi. Given the Army Concept with 
its emphasis on mid-intensity conflict, this is 
not surprising. Yet in counter-insurgency winn

ing the big battles is not decisive unless the 
enemy is also defeated at the lower levels of 
counter-insurgency, destroying his infrastruc
ture and guerrilla forces as well as his main 
force units. It is this last failure to allocate suf
ficient priority to these lower levels which ap
pears to be the most telling factor against 
Westmoreland's strategy. 

Conclusions 
The essence of the strategic failure appears to 

be that the US Army placed a disproportionate 
emphasis on combating the external threat 
from North Vietnam — one which was concep
tually more manageable in terms of their inter
nalised method of operations. Unfortunately 
the nature of the war required an emphasis, 
first and foremost, on the internal threat to the 
stability of the South Vietnamese Government. 
Indeed Krepinevich argues that the external, 
conventional threat existed because of internal 
strife within the South and without this, the 
RVN — with more appropriate US-SEATO 
support — would have been able to deter 
DRVN aggression4'. 

The strategy of attrition appears to have been 
a result of the institutional preferences of the 
US Army, which denied the opportunity to 
employ conventional methods (eg. invasion/in
cursion) and pressed in some ways against their 
better judgement into large scale involvement, 
insisted on trying to adapt counter-insurgency 
to meet their concept of war, rather than the 
other way around. Sam C. Sarkesian points out 
that: 

"First, the Vietnam War developed into an 
asymmetrical relationship between the 
United States and the Vietcong/North Viet
namese. While we conducted a limited war, 
for the revolutionaries it was a total war. Se
cond, conventional military wisdom, train
ing, and professional education were ap
parently inadequate to meet the challenges of 
the political-military dimensions 
characteristic of revolutionary wars. "4" 
Stephen Young identifies the central lesson 

from the US military experience in Vietnam as 
that of politics. Vietnamese politics — the war 
being only an extension of these politics in 
another form50. The political objective was 
the survival of a non-Communist South Viet
nam with the same prospects for independence 
and national integrity that any people deserves. 
This complex political objective was simplified 
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to one of a military 'victory' resulting in a mis
match between the American desire for a quick 
solution and the Vietnamese need. As a result 
while US military power and assistance increas
ed from 1964 to 1968 so South Vietnamese 
cohesion and ability to fight decreased. Young 
encapsulates this — The war was always their 
war; it could be no other war. Yet we never ar
ticulated our massive power and abundant 
resources into conjunction with Vietnamese 
politics. We never located their good leaders, 
we never sought to define what we were fighting 
for"*1. 

It is difficult to be other than critical of both 
the stragegy of attrition and the rationale 
behind It. After WWII the US organised their 
armed forces with a primarily European con
flict in mind. This was rational, but instead of 
adapting to the unique Vietnamese situation 
they imported this style of war to Vietnam with 
unfortunate results. As in other wars the US 
found the attrition strategy a natural institu
tional response of forces immensely superior in 
fire power and mobility which could not bring 
an elusive enemy to battle in the classic manner, 
and therefore sought to 'grind them down'. 
Worse the US also moulded the Vietnamese 
forces in their own image. Those who pointed 
out that neither was quite the answer were up 
against an institutional dynamic which made 
their advice-', no matter how sensible, quite 
unacceptable to an organisation which 
although it might have been able to com
prehend it intellectually, was unable to accept it 
operationally". 

In the final analysis the strategy of attrition 
must be adjudged to have been an inap
propriate war fighting method which con
tributed to the ultimate defeat. It could only 
have had any chance of success if it had 
operated in conjunction with an effective South 
Vietnamese political system, disposing an effi
cient police network. As neither existed it 
represented a one sided military strategy which 
only saw problems in terms of that dimension. 
By its insistence on pursuing a big unit war, and 
failure to give sufficient priority to protecting 
the populace, the US relinquished the strategic 
initiative to the enemy, and fought the ground 
war more under a concept of grand tactics than 
a true strategy. O 
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GEE HARDWARE 

The following items will be supplied as GFE to be incor
porated into the IASSF. Respondents should indicate any-
additional items or quantities of GFE hardware required. 
a. 4 x CP-1699/AYK-14 Mission Computers; 
b. 2 x AN/AYQ-9(V) Stores Management Set, comprising: 
(i) 2 x CP-1342/AYQ-9(V) Stores Management Processor, 
(ii) 2 x KY-851/AYQ-9(V) Wingtip Decoder, 
(hi) 4 x KY-853/AYQ-9(V) Wing Pylon Decoder, 
(iv) 2 x KY-854/AYQ-9(V) Fuselage Decoder, 
(v) 1 x KY-855/AYQ-9(V) Gun Decoder; 
c. 2 x 1P-1317-A Digital Display Indicator; 
d. 1 x IP-1350/A Horizontal Indicator; 
e. 1 x AN/AVQ-28 Head-Up Display; 
f. 1 x C-10380/ASQ Up-Front Control Panel; 
g. 1 x C-10382/A Communications System Controller; 
h. 1 x AM-6979/A Intercommunication Set; 
i. 1 x An/APG Radar set, comprising: 
(i) 1 x CP-1326/APG-65 Radar Target Data Processor, 
(ii) 1 x MT-4955/APG-65 Electrical Equipment Rack, 
(hi) 1 x AS-3254/APG-65 Antenna, 
(iv) 1 x T-1377/APG-65 Radar Transmitter, 
(v) 1 x R-2089/APG-65 Radar Receiver-Exciter, 
(vi) 1 x CP-1325/APG-65 Computer Power Supply; 

7.4.1.15.2 Air-to-Ground Targets 
Four types of A/G targets shall be provided: 
a. Fixed-point targets: These shall consist of up to five fix

ed, ground-referenced targets. 
b. Moving-point targets: These shall consist of up to five 

moving ground-referenced targets, moving at up to 100 
knots. These targets shall not be required to move 
relative to each other. 

c. Line targets: There shall be at least one target which cor
responds to a fixed linear ground feature. 

d. Multipoint targets: There shall be at least one target 
which corresponds to a four-sided fixed ground area. 



From Inchon to San Carlos: Amphibious Warfare since 1945 

By Colonel John Jackson, ARES 
(This article is based on a paper, submitted 
for the ADFA Master of Defence Studies 
program.) 

Introduction 

T HE enemy came up . . . a few ships at a 
time, since there was no room to bring 

greater numbers inshore, and, while some 
rested, others kept up the attack . . . in their 
efforts to force back the defenders and cap
ture the fortification. It was Brasidas who 
distinguished himself more than anyone. He 
was in command of a warship, and when he 
saw that, because of the difficult nature of 
the ground, the captains and helmsmen, 
even at points where it did seem possible to 
land, were hanging back for fear of damag
ing their ships, he shouted out . . . asking 
what was the point in sparing ships and 
meanwhile tolerating the existence of an 
enemy fortress . . . telling them to break up 
their ships so long as they forced a landing, 
. . . to run them aground, to make a landing 
some way or other, and to overwhelm the 
place and its defenders'. 
The amphibious assault, involving as it does 

a transition from sea to land of all the elements 
of force — combat, support and command — is 
a most complex, risky and yet potentially most 
effective form of attack. To the missiles of the 
enemy are added the vagaries of the sea, and in 
no other form of attack is preparation more 
essential, both of materiel and of the men in
volved. Nevertheless, in the amphibious assault 
as in all others the critical point is the applica
tion of superior combat power at the ap
propriate time and place. 

As Thucydides' account implies, the Spar
tans at Pylos were not prepared: the landing site 
could not accommodate the assault force, clear 
priorities were not specified in orders 
beforehand, assault elements were committed 
piecemeal or unsupported, and the men were 
not imbued by training with the necessity of 
getting ashore rapidly and closing with the 
enemy. Notwithstanding their justified reputa
tion as the greatest of the Greek armies, the 
Spartans failed to capture Pylos. 

This article examines developments in am
phibious warfare and its place in maritime 
strategy since World War 2. The impact of new 
equipment and techniques on amphibious 
operations will be examined, from the assault 
on Inchon during the Korean War to the lan
ding in San Carlos Bay in The Falklands War. 
In addition, the current capacity of the major 
maritime powers to conduct amphibious opera
tions as an instrument of naval strategy will be 
surveyed. 

Amphibious Warfare in Nuclear Strategy 
1945-1950 

Amphibious operations may be conducted 
for strategic reasons, as, for example, the only 
means of gaining a foothold on a hostile shore 
— as in Normandy or Gallipoli or The 
Falklands. Or they may be a matter of opera
tional or tactical choice, to harass or to achieve 
surprise — as at Dieppe or Inchon2. In addi
tion, the potential to mount amphibious opera
tions, on any scale and in a wide range of loca
tions, has recently emerged as a key element in 
maritime strategy. 

Till points out that operations against the 
shore are one of the two main ways in which 
command of the sea is exercised. They may 
range from invasion in order to conquer ter
ritory, to minor raids and bombardment. 
Because war is fundamentally about territory, 
some strategic thinkers cast operations against 
the shore as the culmination of the naval art. 
These include Brodie, Nimitz and Gorshkov, 
who wrote: "Successful operations of a fleet 
against the shore brought a better result than 
the operations of fleet against fleet. In the first 
case the fleet solved a direct 'territorial' task, 
whereas in the second, victory over the enemy's 
fleet merely created the prerequisites for the 
later solution of territorial tasks '" . Others, in
cluding Corbett before World War 2, and 
Omar Bradley immediately after it, believed 
that sea power could not defeat a modern land 
power, and for a time their view prevailed. 

After World War 2, US strategic and nuclear 
superiority saw the adoption of a strategy of 
massive nuclear retaliation to defeat aggres
sion. Dependence on long-range air strike and 
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large conventional ground forces in Europe 
called into question the relative importance of 
maritime strategy and, particularly, the need 
for forces such as the US Marine Corps 
(USMC). The latter's reputation in US history 
and its domestic political influence were suffi
cient, however, for the passage of the National 
Security Act of 1947, which specified the roles 
of the USMC and required it to provide Fleet 
Marine Forces of combined arms, and air sup
port components, for service with the fleet and 
for the conduct of land operations necessary 
for a naval campaign4. 

Limited War and Flexible Response 
1950-1968 

The relegation of maritime strategy, based on 
the assumption of total nucelar war, did not 
survive the re-emergence of limited conven
tional war when, in June 1950, North Korea in
vaded South Korea. Within six weeks the North 
Korean army had driven the ROK forces back 
into a perimeter around Pusan in the south-east 
of the Korean peninsula. Here the UN Com
mander, MacArthur, was able to halt the ad
vance in August, and build up sufficient US 
and UN forces to plan a breakout and the 
recapture of South Korea. On 15 September an 
amphibious landing was successfully conducted 
at Inchon, on the west coast, followed by the 
recapture of the capital, Seoul, and the 
breakout from Pusan, South Korea was regain
ed by early October. The keys to the success of 
the Inchon landing were the surprise achieved 
by the wide outflanking amphibious assault, 
and the availability of the amphibious forces, 
equipment and shipping. Notwithstanding 
that a serious rundown had occurred after 
World War 2, 230 ships were assembled, and 
70,000 men. The assault force consisted of the 
1st Marine Division, brought from the US and 
Mediterranean, and the 7th Infantry Division 
from Japan, including about 50 per cent rein
forcements from the US'. 

Historically, Korea is of great importance in 
the development of amphibious warfare. The 
success of the Inchon landing, and to a lesser 
extent the amphibious rescue of 1st Marine 
Division at Hungnam, challenged the conven
tional strategic wisdom of the day that, with the 
advent of nuclear weapons and superpower 
confrontation, forces were no longer justified 
which did not contribute directly to the NATO 
effort on the Central Front in Europe. 

Although US national strategy during the 1950s 
continued to emphasise nuclear retaliation, the 
occurrence of a "limited" war, in which am
phibious operations had played a significant 
part, was sufficient for the US National Securi
ty Act to be amended to specify that the USMC 
was to maintain a minimum of three active 
combat divisions and three air wings6. 

Another major combined operation involv
ing amphibious landings occurred in 1956 with 
the Anglo-French invasion of Egypt to regain 
control of the Suez Canal. The invasion force 
included 90,000 troops, 50 per cent British and 
50 per cent French, 500 aircraft and 130 war
ships. Two French and three British aircraft 
carriers were included to provide close air sup
port, and aircraft from Cyprus were used to 
secure air superiority. Two more British car
riers transported helicopters and troops. Most 
of the invasion force moved from Malta to 
Egypt in convoy, but the initial assault on the 
canal was conducted by parachute and marine 
amphibious landings, followed up by 
helicopter-borne assaults in the rear7. 

Major technical developments during the 
1950s affecting amphibious operations were the 
first military use of the helicopter, in the 
Korean War, and the subsequent development 
of the technique of vertical envelopment. The 
first British use of helicopters for assault lan
dings was at Port Said, to secure the Raswa 
bridges during the Suez campaign. 

Amphibious capability continued to play an 
important role in British global interests outside 
Europe, into the 1960s. In 1962, Roskill noted 
the advantages of the commando carrier with 
its complement of Royal Marines and 
helicopters, for quick deployment wherever the 
presence of conventional power might be re
quired. He advocated Britain's acquisition of 
two amphibious task forces capable of landing 
and supporting a brigade group. He proposed 
the deployment of one in the Indian Ocean and 
one at home, with the nucleus of a third in the 
reserve. He also saw the need for appropriate 
sea and air transport, and integral combat air 
support on board a new class of light aircraft 
carrier8. The commando carrier task group was 
widely used in the "withdrawal from Empire", 
for example, at Aden in 1967. 

By the 1960s, the proliferation of revolu
tionary wars, growing Soviet strategic 
capabilities, and a US recognition that global 
responsibilities could not be met by nuclear 
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retaliation and NATO alone led to the adoption 
of a national strtegy of flexible response'. This 
combined a nuclear deterrent force with the 
conventional capability to fight simultaneous 
wars in Europe and Asia and a limited war 
somewhere else. Maritime strategy again 
assumed some importance. 

In Europe it was recognised that NATO 
could not match Soviet conventional forces per
manently deployed in the European theatre. A 
strategy of delaying defence was accepted, 
which requires rapid reinforcement from the 
UK and the US, in the event of a Soviet attack 
on the Central Front in Germany. As a result, 
amphibious operations began to feature 
significantly in both NATO and Warsaw Pact 
plans for operations in Europe, particularly on 
the flanks. 

On the NATO northern flank the difficult 
terrain and relatively light Norweigian defen
sive capacity have been a constant cause for 
concern. An advance south through Norway is 
one means available for Soviet forces to secure 
the exit from the Baltic Sea into the North Sea 
and Atlantic for their fleet. Such an advance 
could include amphibious landings along the 
coast, to secure airfields and bypass the many 
defensive positions available, particularly in the 
narrow mountainous fjord region south of the 
Finnmark plateau. By the 1970s Soviet forces 
deployed in the Kola Peninsula were known to 
include a naval infantry amphibious brigade. 
Accordingly, because movement by sea has ad
vantages in that area, planned NATO rein
forcements to northern Norway included a UK 
marine commando group and a Netherlands 
marines unit, trained in mountain and arctic 
warfare10. 

The second Soviet objective required to 
secure the Baltic exit is Denmark, the capture of 
which would also pose a serious threat to the 
flank of NATO's central front. Soviet forces 
deployed for this task have long included a 
naval infantry brigade with considerable am
phibious capacity and a Polish amphibious 
division. 

Similarly, on NATO's southern flank, an im
mediate Warsaw Pact objective of securing the 
sea approaches between Greece and Turkey was 
assumed. To forestall such a move through 
Bulgaria, and because again the terrain is rugg
ed and mountainous, NATO planned rapid 
reinforcement of the area by amphibious 
forces. Forces initially assigned included the 

amphibious brigades of Greece and Turkey, 
with support from ACE Mobile Force and 
Italy's San Marco marine battalion. In the early 
1970s, however, NATO amphibious capacity 
on this flank was seriously reduced when 
Greece and Turkey ceased their annual combin
ed amphibious exercise (Deep Furrow) follow
ing the Cyprus dispute, and the UK lost its 
naval and marine base in Malta". 

Meanwhile, in South-east Asia, growing con
cern in the SEATO area led the US to send a 
marine brigade to Thailand in 1962. This was 
followed by the commitment of US ground 
forces to South Vietnam, following the collapse 
of the Geneva Accords, which had ended the 
French Indo-China War in 1954. Again marines 
were employed in an amphibious role to secure 
the initial lodgement. Thereafter, however, the 
escalating US commitment and the land-based 
nature of operations saw little use of am
phibious forces. There were selective am
phibious operations12, and both US and South 
Vietnamese forces conducted "riverine" war
fare in the Mekong delta. But the continued use 
of substantial USMC forces throughout the 
period of the war 1962-72, including the major 
action at Kne Sanh (1967), where about 6,000 
marines were involved, was in their alternative 
prescribed ground forces role, to "perform 
such other duties as the President may 
direct"13. The use of US marines in the 
Dominican Republic in 1965 is a better example 
of the support which readily available am
phibious forces can provide for national 
political objectives. 

Decolonisation, Recession and Detente 
1968-1977 

Several significant developments affecting 
amphibious warfare occurred in Europe in the 
period from the late 1960s to the late 1970s. The 
withdrawal from empire brought a perception 
that amphibious capability, as an element of 
colonial maritime strategy, was no longer so 
necessary in a number of European nations. 
Spain and France reduced or disbanded am
phibious formations, and in the UK smaller 
overseas commitments became a justification 
for some defence capability losses necessitated 
by the economic recession of the early 1970s 
and the consequent defence budget cuts. One 
amphibious helicopter assault ship (LPH) and 
an amphibious transport dock (LDP), capable 
of carrying 400 marines and operating 8 
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helicopters as well as landing craft, were taken 
out of service, and a second LPH was con
verted to the ASW role14. 

For the Western alliance this process was part 
of the period of detente that followed the end 
of the Vietnam War. The Soviets, on the other 
hand, continued to develop an offensive am
phibious capability as part of a growing interest 
in global maritime strategy. The revival of their 
naval infantry force, begun in the 1950s, was 
accelerated to the point where three divisions 
were deployed by 1970, with clearly defined 
tasks against the NATO front in Europe. Naval 
infantry were known to be exercising on a 
regular basis, from the mid-1960s on, in the 
Baltic and with Bulgaria and Rumania. Forma
tions were integrated within each of the Nor
thern, Baltic and Black Sea Fleets, respectively, 
to: 
• support the invasion of Norway, by bypass

ing difficult terrain and NATA defensive 
positions; 

• support the capture of the Jutland peninsula 
(Denmark), and an attack on Schleswig-
Holstein (in West Germany); and 

• secure the southern entrance to the Black 
Sea, in support of land forces from Bulgaria. 
The expenditure of considerable conven

tional warfare resources during the Vietnam 
War discredited the two-and-one-half war 
strategy in the US, and showed how easily a 
large-scale limited conflict could absorb 
military capability. US strategy in the 1970s 
reduced the scope of the global military com
mitment to "one-and-one-half" wars, i.e. a 
major war in Europe and a minor conflict 
elsewhere. Under the Nixon Doctrine, regional 
allies were expected to make a greater contribu
tion to defence, and some US economic and 
strategic interests were relegated'5. 

The Nixon Doctrine had quite specific effects 
on USMC tactical and logistics doctrine for am
phibious operations. It required the continued 
projection of US influence abroad and reten
tion by the Navy of control of the sea, against a 
background of decreasing foreign com
mitments and a reduction in overseas bases and 
presence. Again the USMC had to justify its ex
istence as an amphibious force. By the early 
1970s, for example, US amphibious forces were 
developing the concept of sea-based landing 
force operations. Sea-based amphibious forces 
were seen to be able to apply precise degrees of 
power, while remaining uncommitted until re

quired. The concept included both a tactical 
doctrine and the Seaborne Mobile Loeistic 
System (SMLS)'6. 

Sea-based amphibious operations are those 
that are launched, commanded, controlled, 
coordinated and supported, both logistically 
and tactically, principally from the sea. They 
assumed the use of existing amphibious shipp
ing1", existing budget limits, and the deploy
ment ashore only of those elements necessary 
for the mission. The concept applied only at the 
ATU/MAU (marine battalion group) and 
ATG/MAB (brigade) levels in low- to mid-
intensity conflicts, because of the naval threat 
to the sea base in higher intensities, and the 
limited available shipping. Its greater flexibility 
was achieved by closer intergration of USN and 
USMC resources and by retaining at sea the 
command, control and support elements and 
equipment. This meant: 

• Command and control by the CLF retaining 
his HQ on board, integrated with the HQ 
CATF, and landing only a small tactical HQ 
if required; a major change from traditional 
operations where the CLF is established 
ashore as soon as practicable; 

• Combat support by integrating tactical and 
logistic transport (especially helicopters), and 
relying on naval gunfire support (NGS) and 
close air support (CAS) without artillery 
necessarily being established ashore; with 
CAS provided by ships or vertical/short take-
off-and-landing (V/STOL) aircraft operating 
from limited facilities ashore; and 

• Logistic support under the SLMS kept mostly 
afloat, controlled by a Logistics Support Cen
tre on the flagship (both naval and marine 
elements), through subordinate Ship Logistic 
Control Centres on each ship of the sea-base, 
and with a Forward LCC ashore, if 
necessary, to maintain any safety stocks. 
Possible sea-based ATF missions ranged 

from humanitarian/disaster relief and protec
tion/evacuation of US nationals, through inter
position of a force to prevent conflict, to am
phibious raids and traditional amphibious Ian-
dings without the expectation of permanent 
commitment. Tactical flexibility was seen as 
conferring diplomatic flexibility". 

During the 1970s a number of developments 
in technology occurred which have had a major 
impact on amphibious wafare capability and 
the conduct of amphibious operations. These 
included the rising cost of military forces and 
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equipment, technological advances in aviation, 
and innovations in amphibious landing equip
ment and armour. 

While advances in technology per se con
tributed to improved defence capabilities, they 
combined with contemporary economic factors 
to cause a major surge in the cost of military 
equipment. The effect of the resulting defence 
budgetary constraints on Europe and NATO 
amphibious capability has already been men
tioned, as has the US move to develop more 
cost-effective amphibious doctrine through the 
sea-based landing force concept and the SMLS. 

Meanwhile, V/STOL technology revolu
tionised air warfare, and nowhere more than in 
amphibious operations. The first and outstan
ding example of a military V/STOL aircraft 
was the British Harrier "jump jet", forms of 
which entered service with the RN, RAF and 
USMC (the AV-8B) in the late 1970s. Since the 
AV-8B Harrier can operate from amphibious 
ships, fewer strike aircraft need to be embarked 
on aircraft carriers. These can increase their in
terceptor capability to provide air superiority in 
amphibious and sea control operations. 

Secondly, apart from extending the deploy
ment capacity of amphibious forces combat air 
support, use of V/STOL reduces airfield con
struction requirements. Thirdly, the greater 
dispersion of V/STOL in the amphibious lan
ding area reduces the ground vulnerability of 
air support elements, and its speedier deploy
ment reduces dependence on aircraft carriers 
and, in turn, their vulnerability. The develop
ment of supersonic V/STOL aircraft using 
vectored-thrust may make it possible for all 
fixed-wing air support for amphibious forces to 
be provided by V/STOL". 

Innovations in amphibious equipment saw 
the development and refinement of a number of 
specialist amphibious ship types. Amphibious 
commend and control ships (LCC) were 
developed by both the USN and RN. The con
cepts behind the converted helicopter comman
do carriers became the basis for such types as 
amphibious assault ships (LHA) and am
phibious helicopter carriers (LPH), which 
could embark, transport and deploy marine 
amphibious units by combinations of 
helicopters, landing craft and amphibious 
vehicles, and which also had extensive storage 
and maintenance facilities. Other types, such as 
amphibious transport docks (LPD), were evolv
ed from the landing ship heavy. 

Developments in the use of armour in am
phibious operations during the 1970s stemmed 
partly from the reluctance of the USMC to de
pend completely on the helicopter. Limits to its 
range, survivability and firepower, inability to 
guarantee air superiority and the need for a 
mechanised capability saw the replacement of 
the M48 main battle tank (MBT) with the M60, 
with its stabilized fire control and 105mm gun. 
In addition, the introduction to service during 
the 1970s of the LVT7 amphibious assault vehi
cle increased mobility and reliability. Further 
mechanized technological improvements were 
projected for the 1980s with the development of 
the Ml MBT, with laser rangefinder, solid-state 
computer and thermal night sights, and the 
LVT-7A1 improved amphibian2". 

Sea Control, Power Projection and 
Presence 1977 

In the second half of the 1970s, a vigorous 
argument was mounted by the advocates of 
naval power in the US, against the strategic 
weaknesses of the Nixon Doctrine and its 
neglect of wider US interests. In particular, the 
USMC campaigned to stress the advantages, 
for flexible response to crises that might 
threaten US interests, conferred by the ready 
availability and appropriate deployment of am
phibious forces-in-being. General Wilson, 
Commandant of the USMC, for example, 
argued in 1977 that the international environ
ment depended on the increasingly complex in
teraction of political, economic and social fac
tors, and that industrialized societies were in
creasingly dependent on underdeveloped coun
tries for raw materials and energy sources. 
Apart from high profile needs like oil and 
agricultural products, he referred to minerals 
critical to US industry, including chromium, 
manganese and nickel. 

Against the background of increasing inter
national economic rivalry, including the control 
of offshore resources and the UN sponsored 
formation by developing countries of com
modity associations to exercise "sovereignty", 
he pointed to the increasing potential for in
stability in regions of critical economic impor
tance to the US. Given the growing Soviet 
maritime ability to project influence and to ex
ploit situations to the disadvantage of the US, 
he argued the need for the capability to protect 
vital interests overseas and to support treaty 
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allies, through control of ocean access to raw 
materials by naval power. 

He went on to point out the ability of ready 
amphibious forces to contribute in a major way 
to three of the four areas of maritime strategy: 
sea control, power projection and presence, if 
not to strategic deterrence. In lower level crises, 
peacetime forward deployment of amphibious 
forces in areas of vital national security in
terests could, for example, support diplomatic 
efforts by visible show of force and demonstra
tion of interest in areas of threatening crisis, as 
well as assist allies and facilitate the commit
ment of forces, if required, without actual land 
basing. 

In crises requiring actual intervention while 
limiting the scope of conflict, Wilson pointed to 
the capability of deployed amphibious forces to 
operate independently with little preparation 
and minimal support. Similarly, in situations of 
direct or indirect confrontation with a major 
power outside the NATO area, such forces 
could contribute readily to deterring, limiting 
or countering enemy action. Missions in these 
scenarios could include assistance to allies, 
evacuation or protection of US nationals or 
property, interposition between contending 
parties, protection of an area or resource, and 
in the latter scenario, commitment to a combat 
role. 

In all-out conventional war, Wilson defined a 
role for amphibious forces in support of other 
operations, not only in the reinforcement of 
NATO and protection of the European sea lines 
of communication (SLOC), e.g. by control of 
the Greenland-Iceland-UK gap, but in direct 
support of the land campaign, particularly on 
the Soviet flanks, e.g. in the Baltic. He stressed, 
however, not only the maintenance of the 
USMC, but its readiness for amphibious opera
tions. This required combined arms training, to 
integrate the application of naval, ground and 
air weapons systems, exercises in varying 
geographic locations, to reflect global respon
sibilities, and the acquisition of appropriate 
weapons and equipment2'. 

Others supported the maritime strategy 
debate, putting cases for the revamping of am
phibious capability, integrated marine air 
power, and the advantages of forward deploy
ment. One of the most telling of these is 
Mellin's argument for the amphibious force as 
a ready political instrument of national policy. 

He developed Luttwak's functional typology 
for classifying and analysing the political uses 
of an amphibious force'2, tabulating the rela
tionship between specific amphibious force tac
tics and specific diplomatic objectives23. 

By the late 1970s, strategic assessments of the 
build up of Soviet naval power in the Kola 
Peninsula and the North-west Pacific, and 
growing Soviet influence in Angola, Ethiopia, 
Vietnam and Kampuchea confirmed the new 
Soviet interest in maritime strategy. This, and 
world events including the Iranian revolution, 
the Iranian seizure of American hostages and 
the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, led to a 
broader world approach in US strategic think
ing. The Carter Doctrine of January 1980 
recognised US vital interest in Persian Gulf oil 
supplies and a return to a global military 
strategy. A revised maritime strategy establish
ed the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF), based 
on carrier battle groups and amphibious forces, 
and equipment for a MAB was moved by near-
term prepositioning ships to Diego Garcia24. 

Soon afterwards, The Falklands War (1982) 
brought home the relationship between naval 
power and diplomacy and deterrence, and that 
between sea control and air superiority. It also 
saw two major amphibious operations and 
numerous minor ones. The first of these, 
Operation Rosario, was the Argentine invasion 
of The Falklands and South Georgia, and in
cluded the landing of a marine battalion group 
(2500 men) by an amphibious force comprising 
a carrier, six destroyers, two corvettes, a sub
marine, a landing ship and two troop 
transports. Both landings were successful, but 
resistance on South Georgia was a sufficient 
reminder of the difficulties of opposed 
landings25. 

The British Operation Corporate to retake 
The Falklands was much larger, and militarily 
and logistically more difficult. The operation 
meant assembling a force of two carriers, two 
assault ships, 23 destroyers and frigates, 21 
Royal Fleet Auxiliary (RFA) vessels and about 
50 STUFT (including three passenger liners), 
traversing 8,000 miles, and conducting a 
brigade-sized opposed amphibious assault, 
simultaneously with a naval battle for air 
superiority. A preliminary operation to recap
ture South Gergia, although successful, 
demonstrated the hazards of amphibious war
fare in the South Atlantic. 
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The major difficulty for Corporate was the 
distance, compounded by the fact that the 
British Forces were in the process of reducing 
naval air and amphibious assets when the war 
started. The balance was redressed by the use of 
the base on Ascension Island, and the reserve 
naval capacity of a maritime nation. Con
siderable rapid adaptation included conversion 
of aircraft for refuelling, and of STUFT to 
transport personnel, aircraft and stores. 

The landing was planned and conducted 
methodically. San Carlos Bay was selected after 
careful reconnaissance by helicopter, sub
marine and special forces. Although strategic 
surprise was not possible, tactical surprise was 
achieved by diversion. During the landing and 
the subsequent ground force operations, effec
tive use was made of naval gunfire support, 
close air support, the limited helicopter tactical 
and logistic support available, and flanking am
phibious operations. In most respects the 
British-Falklands campaign was a text-book ex
ample of traditional amphibious warfare2'. 

Amphibious Capability Today 
Significant amphibious warfare forces, 

capable of global maritime power projection, 
are maintained today only by the major naval 
powers, principally the US, the Soviet Union, 
Britain and France. Russian naval infantry are 
trained as an elite force, in motor rifle opera
tions, close combat and parachuting. They are 
organised in regiments of three battalions (of 
about 400 men each) or independent brigades 
of five battalions, including artillery and tanks. 
Standard equipment includes multi-barrel 
rocket-launchers (MBRL), amphibious mortar 
carriers and PT-76 amphibious tanks. Their 
tactics in the assault include night landings, 
radio silence, reliance on local air superiority 
and detailed planning. Combat support in
cludes transport and assault helicopters, 
Alligator (5800 ton) and Ropucha class (400 
ton) LSTS and Folnochy class (800 ton) 
LCTs27. 

Soviet naval infantry total (1986) 18,000. A 
division of two regiments, with 18 amphibious 
ships including a Rogov class LPD, is part of 
the Pacific Fleet. The other Soviet fleets (Nor
thern, Baltic and Black Sea) each include a 
naval infantry brigade of five battalions (3,000 
men) with between 15 and 25 amphibious ships. 
All four fleets include a naval special forces 
(Spetsnaz) brigade28. 

France today maintains one air-portable 
marine division of 8,000 men, with about 10 
amphibious ships. Although it is designated as 
part of the strategic Rapid Action Forces, its 
four regiments, which include armour, artillery 
and engineers, are permanently deployed in the 
"global power projection" role, which in 
several cases would be better described as inter
nal security. There is one regiment each in the 
Caribbean, South Indian Ocean, New 
Caledonia and Polynesia2'. 

The UK retains the Royal Marines as a 
specialist amphibious force of 7,600 men, with 
a strategic role in NATO to reinforce the nor
thern flank in Norway. It comprises one RM 
commando brigade, with organic artillery, 
engineer, aviation an logistics units, and a 
special forces unit, the Special Boat Squadron. 
Naval amphibious ships in support include two 
LPD, six LSL and support ships of the Royal 
Fleet Auxilary. The RM have the most recent 
combat experience of NATO's amphibious 
forces, following The Falklands War, where 
their deployment demonstrated the power pro
jection capability of specially trained and 
equipped amphibious forces. On the other 
hand, their limited size being required for a na
tional task outside Europe meant a significant 
reduction of NATO defensive capability for 
some months in 1982. 

Other European/Mediterranean maritime 
nations with specialised amphibious capacity in 
their own region include Holland, Spain, Por
tugal, Italy, Greece and Turkey. Most of these 
have designated operational roles in NATO, 
referred to earlier. Of course, others have the 
capacity to employ conventional ground forces 
on amphibious missions in special cir
cumstances, but generally without maintaining 
specialist equipment and training. 

A number of Asian countries maintain 
marine forces, some of considerable size 
numerically. Most of these are part of the local 
balance of power and without long-range am
phibious capacity. The largest are China's, with 
65 landing ships, and 56,000 naval infantry 
organised in three divisions, one with each 
fleet. Against these, Taiwan operates about 30 
landing ships and an LPD, with 39,000 marines 
also organised in three divisions. 

Similarly, in North-East Asia, North Korea 
has 80,000 men in special operations brigades, 
some with commando, reconnaissance and am
phibious roles, while South Korea has 23,000 
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marines, organised in two divisions and one 
brigade, including tanks and 8 LSTs. In South-
East Asia, Vietnam has 27,000 naval infantry in 
10 marine brigades and seven LSTs, and marine 
forces of between 10,000 and 20,000 are main
tained by Thailand, Indonesia and the 
Philippines30. 

The largest specialised amphibious forces to
day are those maintained by the US as a major 
element in their maritime strategy. They include 
two main elements: 
• The USMC has 195,000 personnel. The 

operational elements remain the Fleet Marine 
Forces, organised principally in 3 marine 
divisions, each with a marine air wing of 
about 150 combat aircraft, and a support 
group. Each of these groupings under the 
Marine Air-Ground Task Force (MAGTF) 
concept can constitute any of three types as 
MAGTF according to the size required for 
the mission, as before: a MAF, based on a 
complete division, a MAB (supported 
brigade) or a MAU (supported battalion). At 
present there are two MAF based in the US 
and one in Japan/Okinawa which has a MAB 
in Hawaii. MAUs are deployed either per
manently or intermittently in the Mediterra
nean, the Philippines and the Indian Ocean. 
The USMC Reserve of 43,000 has a further 
division and air wing. 

• The USN Amphibious Forces comprise 
about 60 specialised amphibious ships, 56 
large landing craft and many smaller craft. 
These are deployed with US fleets that in
clude a marine capability". 
Combat air support is integral to the 

MAGTF. The marine air wing provides its 
MAF with a range of air support, including tac
tical air power, for amphibious assault opera
tions or sustained operations ashore32. It 
typically includes: 
4 interceptor squadrons of F-4 being replaced 
by F-18; 
4 FGA squadrons of AV-8C, AV-8B (Harrier), 
A-4 or A-6; 
2 attack helicopter squadrons of UH-1 being 
replaced by AH-1; 
8 transport helicopter squadrons, either light 
UH-1, medium CH-46 or heavy CH-53; 
1 tanker squadron of KC-130; and 
reconnaissance, ECM, FAC and command 
aircraft. 

At MAB level a marine air group is formed, 
with lesser capability, but normally including 

fixed-wing attack aircraft. At MAU level offen
sive air support is usually provided by V/STOL 
aircraft. 

As for logistic support, current US planning 
for large amphibious operations recognises that 
the scale has changed for the US Navy, par
ticularly in shipping resources. The British ex
perience in The Falklands has emphasised the 
need to intergrate civilian-manned and -owned 
ships into the Amphibious Task Force (ATF), 
and to plain for and train with civilian shipp
ing'3. To provide for this, US ATF doctrine 
separates the assault echelon (AE) from the 
follow-on echelon (AFOE). For a Marine Am
phibious Force (MAF) landing, i.e. a marine 
division fully supported, the AFOE might be 
required to transport and land 19,000 troops 
and 5,500,000 cubic feet of cargo, excluding 
PDL'4. The estimated requirement for civilian 
shipping includes: 
7 troopships 
1 aviation support ship 
1 crane ship 
4 LASH 

9 container ships 
4 roll-on/roll-off ships 
4 tankers 

Apart from ships of Military Sealift Com
mand (MSC), capable of operating and com
municating with a naval force, civilian ships 
taken up from trade (STUFT) present signifi
cant planning problems for future amphibious 
operations. In a war situation the best ship 
types may not be available. Older break-bulk 
cargo ships may substitute for container ships, 
and the ATF commander may need to secure a 
port for unloading. The US is short of troop
ships. As The Falklands war showed, those 
available can increase their troop capacity four
fold, but without helicopter or landing craft 
disembarking capability, alternatives might be 
required, such as securing an airhead. Other 
difficulties with STUFT include: 
a. lower damage tolerance, 
b. low or nil cargo transfer capability at sea, 
c. no cargo handling personnel, 
d. no medical facilities, and 
e. no organic defences. 

Some solutions are being investigated like 
containerised berthing. The Falklands War sug
gests others, including: 
a. troopships deployment of landing force air 

defence units, 
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b. installation of "quick-fix" nelo-decks, and 
c. use of organic marine medical resources. 

Amphibious Warfare in Contemporary 
Maritime Strategy 

US military strategy developed since 1980 
sees Europe, the Pacific and South-west Asia as 
vital interests. It includes the concepts of deter
rence, forward deployment and cooperation 
with allies. It emphasises control of vital sea 
lines of communication (SLOC) through naval 
superiority, and the capacity to react to a wide 
range of crises. The US maritime strategy pro
vides a planning base for the employment of 
naval forces in low-intensity conflict and in 
global conventional war with the Soviet Union. 
The aim is to deter war if at all possible; then, if 
deterrence fails, to destroy enemy maritime 
forces; protect allied SLOCs; support the land 
campaign; and secure favourable leverage for 
war termination35. 

Under the maritime strategy, the Am
phibious Warfare Strategy was approved for 
publicatin in 198536. 

It outlines the phased employment of am
phibious forces in global conventional conflict, 
but recognises their utility in the more likely 
crisis scenarios of low-intensity conflict, along 
the lines suggested by Liddell Hart: 
"Since Russia has developed nuclear weapons 
in quantity to match America's, a nuclear 
stalemate has developed. In such a situation, 
local and limited aggression becomes more like
ly, and amphibious forces become more 
necessary, both as deterrent and as a counter to 
aggression — a counter which can be used 
without being suicidal and a deterrent which is 
therefore credible."37 

The concept of "force-in-readiness" stresses 
the value of amphibious forces in rapid and ef
fective crisis suppression and preventing minor 
conflicts becoming major ones. It includes: 

• The forward peacetime deployment of am
phibious ready groups (ARG) with their 
MAGTFs based on a MAU, in the Mediterra
nean and Pacific/Indian Oceans; 

• The deployment of three squadrons of 
maritime prepositioning ships (MPS), each 
with equipment and supplies for a MAB for 
30 days, in the Atlantic, Indian and Pacific 
Oceans; and 

• The training of deployed MAUs in 
naval/amphibious special operations. 

Phase 1 of the Amphibious Warfare Strategy 
is Deterrence, or the Transition to War, when 
US naval forces would deploy as far forward as 
possible in response to a growing crisis between 
the superpowers. Marine action in this phase 
includes: 

• deployment of a MAB in each of the Atlantic 
and Pacific; 
• relocation of MPS squadrons to join airlifted 
MABs; and 
• amphibious deployment of a MAB to 
Norway38. 

Phase 2 is Seize the Initiative — the counter 
attack following a Soviet invasion of Central 
Europe, when Soviet naval forces will be engag
ed in all theatres, in particular to keep pressure 
on the Soviet flanks in Northern Europe, the 
Mediterranean and the Pacific, and to prevent 
the movement of forces to Central Europe or 
Soviet interdiction of NATO's reinforcing 
SLOCs. Likely amphibious missions in this 
phase would include: 

• MAB or MAF amphibious assaults to secure 
advanced naval bases for the introduction of 
ground forces; 

• amphibious assaults along the Norwegian 
coast, and, as opportunity presents, in the 
North and Baltic Seas, the Mediterranean and 
North-west Pacific; and 

• retention of an amphibious reserve to exploit 
Soviet vulnerabilities, or for the emergency 
reinforcement of NATO defence on the 
English Channel. 

Phase 3 is the NATO counter offensive on 
Eastern Europe and Russia, including naval of
fensives against the Kola Peninsula and in the 
North-west Pacific. MAGTFs supported by 
battleship surface action groups would be task
ed to retake lost territory or seize key objectives 
in the Soviet rear, on the North Cape, the 
Eastern Baltic or Black sea coasts, the Kuriles 
or Sakhalin Island. 

In support of the amphibious warfare 
strategy, equipment programs include comple
tion of the LSD-41 and LHD-1 classes of am
phibious assault ships, to increase the total of 
amphibious ships to 76 by 1995. This will pro
vide an assault lift capacity for both a MAF and 
a MAB. In addition, acquisition in quantity of 
LCAC and the MV-22A Osprey tilt-rotor air
craft will improve ship-to-shore movement 
capacity from over the horizon. 
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Conclusion 
In conclusion, a review of developments in 

amphibious warfare since World War 2 con
firms its integral part in naval operations and 
the exercise of maritime strategy. As Till points 
out39, one of the two principal uses of the sea in 
war, along with its use for or denial to com
merce, has been to project power from it 
against the land as part of the naval instrument 
of national policy. The period has also 
demonstrated that, in war and peace, naval 
power as an instrument of foreign policy can be 
more diplomatic than military in character, and 
none more so than amphibious forces. 

At times during the last four decades, the 
maritime powers, for various historical, 
political or economic reasons, have neglected, 
or been slow to realise, the significance of the 
active projection of naval power for their 
physical and economic security and progress. 
Generally, ensuring imbalances in their interna
tional position have brought them quickly to a 
more active pursuit of maritime strategy. 

The period has demonstrated that the 
political, diplomatic and military value of well 
trained, appropriately equipped and readily 
available amphibious forces justifies their 
maintenance. Secondly, the capabilities of am
phibious forces to perform their traditional role 
of assault across the shore have been enormous
ly enhanced by quantum leaps in technology 
and consequent advances in operational and 
logistic techniques. 

Finally, the period has confirmed old lessons 
of the amphibious assault, that most difficult 
form of attack — readiness, measured in equip
ment and training, careful planning, in the con
centration of all available elements of combat 
power, an offensive spirit, and maintenance of 
the aim. As the Spartans found to their cost at 
Pylos 2,500 years ago, "the critical element in 
the amphibious assault is the rapid buildup of 
combat power ashore"40. 
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7. Thompson, op.cit., p.93. 
8. Roskill, op.cit., pp.254-5. 
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strategy. 
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31. US amphibious ships currently include, ibid.: 
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Landing ship dock 

Landing ship lank 
Amphibious cargo ship 

iLPD-ll 
lLPD4l 

ILSD28I 
1 s i ) •••. 

1 SI > 4 
iLSTl 

iLKAl 

CLASS 

Blue Ridge 
Tarawa 
Wasp 
Iwo Jima 
Raleigh 
Austin 
Thomaston 
Anchorage 
Whidbev 
Newport 
Charleston 

l ( ) \ s 

19.000 
39.000 
41.000 

16.500 

16.000 

NO. 

-
s 

1 
7 
2 

I I 

2+ 5 
18 
5 

In addition there arc 56 landing craft (mostly LCU-1610), 
and numerous smaller landing craft including 12 landing 
craft air cushion, with a speed of over 40 knots and capable 
of ship-to-shore and across-the-beach transport of troops 
and weapons. 
32. Ibid, and Hamilton, op.cit., p. 100. 
33. Brosnan, J. F., "An Amphibious Landing? With 
Civilian Ships?" in Naval War College Review, Vol. 34, 
No. 2, (Mar/Apr '86), pp., 35-42. 
34. In addition to the assault force. 
35. Watkins, J. D., "The Maritime Strategy", in The 
Maritime Strategy, US Naval Institute, January 1986, 
pp.8-15. 
36. Kelley, op.cit., pp.24-6. 
37. Quoted ibid., p.25. 
38. Land prepositioning of a MAB set of equipment and 
supplies is to be completed by 1989. 
39. Ti].,op.cit., p.17. 
40. Brosnan, op.cit., p.42. 
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U.S. Deterrence Policy in the Late 1980s: MAD 
Disavowed? 

By David Hodgkinson, 
University of Western Australia 

U S. strategic doctrine in the post-1945 era 
• has been based upon the theory of de-' 

terrence. As Colin Gray has recently stated, 
from 1945 until the present, 'the concept of 
deterrence has been the master leitmotiv for 
Western policymakers and strategic theorists.'1 

Deterrence is a simple concept; it can be de
scribed as 'the creation by a state seeking to 
prevent military aggression of a situation in 
which the potential costs of the aggression risk 
outweighing the potential gains.'2 Further, 

Deterrence of any kind is based on the par
adox that in order to deter and thus avoid 
combat one must convince the potential op
ponent that one is ready to engage in combat 
and that one has the capability to prevail. . . 
What matters is not whether one has this 
will and capability but whether the potential 
opponent perceives that one has. The real 
situation is a secondary consideration, im
portant only to the extent that it influences 
the perception.1 

Deterrence, then, as a concept involves not 
only, the nuclear force capabilities of a state, 
but also, such factors as credibility and percep
tion of intent. Put another way, one's deterrent 
posture, so the theory or concept goes, influ
ences the way one's opponent thinks, and there
fore acts. Deterrence is, as a result, also psy
chological, because it is impossible to measure 
the success or otherwise of such influence. If a 
state perceives that another is both willing and 
able to use its nuclear forces, and that 'the 
potential costs of the aggression risk outweigh
ing the potential gains,' then that state is de
terred. 

Since the mid-1960s, a concept of deterrence 
termed Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) has 
been generally held to be the basis of US de
terrence policy. However, because of develop
ments in U.S. strategic nuclear force capabilities 
and in certain areas of US strategic policy, both 
under the Carter administration and, to a greater 
degree, under the Reagan administration, there 

is evidence to suggest that such a doctrine, 
MAD, is no longer the basis of US deterrence 
policy. Indeed, it will be argued that MAD is 
no longer the foundation, to any real extent, 
upon which US deterrence policy is based. This 
is not to question whether or not deterrence is 
the basis of US strategic doctrine; there seems 
little reason to doubt that it still is. Rather, my 
argument is that the emphasis within a frame
work of deterrence has changed, that MAD has 
been largely disavowed in favour of a policy 
sometimes referred to as 'first strike domi
nance.' 

It is not suggested that an eventual first strike, 
a 'capability to inflict a disarming or unan
swerable first strike against a rival nation,' is 
the goal of the Reagan administration.4 How
ever as John von Neumann wrote, 'there is no 
cure' for technology.' Applicable also to the 
Carter administration, regarding deterrence, 
'what matters is not whether one has the will 
or capability' to launch a preemptive first strike, 
'but whether the potential opponent believes 
that one has.' And certainly, it will be argued, 
the perception of the Soviet Union is that the 
US believes in the efficacy of a first strike. The 
US strategic doctrine in the late 1980s appear 
to be deterrence through 'intimidation,' so to 
speak. 

Within the framework of an analysis of US 
strategic doctrine, and its various phases, the 
gradual U.S. disavowal of MAD in favour of 
a more offense-oriented concept of deterrence 
will be analysed. This involves both changes in 
US will and strategic capability, perceived or 
real. Mutual Assured Destruction, then, has 
been largely disavowed as the basis of US de
terrence policy; how this came about can only 
be understood within the general context of US 
deterrence policy since 1945, beginning with 
Dulles' 'massive retaliation' doctrine of the 
1950s. 

U.S. deterrence policy has been characterised 
by a number of changes and shifts in emphasis. 
Aaron Friedberg concluded that US doctrine 
was 'a complex and sometimes contradictory 
melange of notions, principles and policies;' 
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and Keith Payne has written that 'US strategic 
thought has been curiously inconsistent.'6 It is 
nonetheless possible to identify the various 
phases of US deterrence policy and to trace, 
from the 1970s, the decline of MAD as the 
basis of that policy. 

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles' doc
trine of massive retaliation (as with, subse
quently, McNamara's 'flexible response' and 
MAD) reflected both US and Soviet capabilities 
at the time. According to Dulles, in 1954, 'the 
way to deter (Soviet) aggression is for the free 
community to be willing and able to respond 
vigorously at places and with means of its own 
choosing,' through the power of US strategic 
nuclear forces, based largely on the intercon
tinental bombers of the Strategic Air Command 
(SAC). Such a doctrine was only viable through 
US nuclear superiority, US ability to inflict 
massive devastation upon the Soviet Union (yet 
upon industrial and urban targets only; military 
targets, then as now, required very accurate 
weapons, which SAC bombers were not). Yet 
as the Soviet 1CBM missile and intercontinental 
bomber potential improved, massive retaliation 
as a concept of deterrence lost credibility. US 
force survivability, or retaliatory capability, and 
especially the invulnerability of SAC bombers, 
came into question. As strategic capabilities, 
both US and Soviet, evolved, so too did US 
deterrence policy. 

'Flexible response,' as promulgated by Presi
dent Kennedy's Defence Secretary, Robert 
McNamara, held that 

Basic military strategy in a possible nuclear 
war should be approached in much the same 
way that more conventional military opera
tions have been regarded in the past. That 
is to say, principal military objectives should 
be the destruction of the enemy's military 
forces, not his civilian population.K 

It was a response to the Soviet Union's in
troduction of its own ICBM, a development 
which threatened the survivability of US stra
tegic forces, and hence rendered useless the 
doctrine of massive retaliation. At the heart of 
flexible response, given improved missile ac
curacy and the introduction of photographic 
reconnaissance satellites,9 was the concept of 
'no-cities, counterforce' strikes; main Soviet 
targets would no longer be industrial and urban 
centres but military forces and installations. 

Flexible response through the 1961 Single In
tegrated Operational Plan (SIOP), identified a 

spectrum of military targets, together with some 
non-military ones. This doctrine, or 'flexible 
counterforce,' was a reaction against the in
flexibility of massive retaliation and its plan for 
massive use of nuclear weapons. 'Less than all-
out nuclear rejoinders would be made to less 
than all-out Soviet attacks.'"' It was made pos
sible by improved US strategic capabilities. 
However, the counterforce aspect (nuclear at
tacks against military targets) of flexible re
sponse drew enormous criticism, primarily crit
icisms of its first strike aspects." Publicly, 
McNamara appeared to retreat; 'flexible coun
terforce' gave way to Mutual Assured Destruc
tion. 

MAD ostensibly places great emphasis on the 
survivability of second strike, retaliatory ca
pabilities. To defuse first strike criticisms, 
McNamara now emphasised unacceptable dam
age, however 'unacceptable' was to be deter
mined, to Soviet urban and industrial centres. 
In theory, the Soviet Union would be deterred 
from attacking the United States through fear 
of a US retaliatory strike, a strike which would 
threaten the Soviet Union with such unaccept
able damage. To this end, the survival of US 
second strike forces was emphasised. Neither 
side, even if it struck first, could destroy the 
other side's capacity to return the strike, to 
strike back. MAD is inherently defensive in 
nature. 

The ABM, treaty, the Treaty Between the US 
and USSR on the Limitation of ABM Systems, 
tacitly endorsed this MAD deterrent policy. As 
the treaty states, 'Each party undertakes not to 
deploy ABM systems for a defense of the ter
ritory of its country.''" Survivability of retal
iatory forces was coupled with the vulnerability 
of both the American and the Soviet popula
tions to nuclear attack; if one's popultion was 
exposed to nuclear attack from the retaliatory 
forces of one's enemy, then one would not 
initiate a nuclear war. Such is the theory. Yet 
the targeting patterns of the US remained coun
terforce, in essence the same SIOP of 1961." 

The ABM treaty, one of the two agreements 
comprising SALT I, was signed by President 
Nixon, for the US, in 1972. Despite the search 
for an alternative to the 'suicide or surrender' 
doctrine of MAD, as it was paradoxically en
visaged by the same President who signed the 
ABM treaty, a search which resulted in a policy 
of 'limited nuclear options,' it was still the basis 
of US deterrence policy, a policy which had 
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been primarily defensive in nature. With the 
advent of the Carter administration, and spe
cifically with Carter's Presidential Directive 59 
(Pd-59), US deterrence policy became essen
tially offense-oriented. The Reagan administra
tion continued, and enlarged upon, this offen
sive direction. US strategic doctrine in the post-
World War Two era, then, has been based on 
various conceptions of deterrence, but deter
rence nonetheless; this was to continue into the 
1980s. With a basis in the late 1970s, within a 
framework of deterrence, US strategic doctrine 
was to shift from an emphasis on retaliatory, 
second strike capability, MAD, to concepts 
based on limited nuclear war, warfighting strat
egies, and emphasis on first strike, offensive 
capabilities. 

Whatever their ideological differences, the 
Reagan administration's offensive strategic doc
trine is in many ways a continuation of that 
articulated in the latter stages of the Carter 
administration. Both reflected dissatisfaction 
with MAD, yet both emphasised the importance 
of deterrence as the context within which any 
replacement of MAD should be placed. Carter's 
Presidential Directive 59 proved to be the basis 
upon which US strategic doctrine developed in 
the 1980s. In many respects, this doctrine was 
a refinement of Carter's countervailing strategy. 

PD-59, signed by President Carter in July, 
1980, called for 'the capacity for flexible, con
trolled retaliation against a full range of targets 
for any attack at any level.'14 Such 'counter
vailing' strategy, wrote President Carter's 
National Security Adviser, Zbigniew Brzezinski, 

. . . marked an important new step in the 
evolution of American strategic though . . . 
flexibility was expanded beyond preplanned 
options. Greater targetting emphasis was 
placed on military targets, on C I , . . . it 
called for a 'look-shoot-look' capability for 
identifying new and moving targets.15 

PD-59 was concerned with 'flexible use of 
our forces, strategic and general purpose, on 
behalf of war aims that we would select as we 
engaged in conflict."6 The essence of PD-59 
was such flexibility. Harold Brown, Carter's 
Defense Secretary, has stated that the US must 
be able to attack 'a wide range of targets,' and 
that credibility 'cannot be maintained. . . 
with. . . inflexible forces. . .'I7 

This doctrine represents a warfighting con
ception of an adequate deterrent. Indeed, with 
its emphasis on limited nuclear options and 

responses, Brzezinski has referred to the 'mod
ernisation of American military doctrine, from 
1978 to 1980' as moving the US 'towards a war
fighting doctrine.'18 PD-59 represents a search, 
begun during the Nixon administration, for a 
strategic doctrine other than one which offered 
only two options: suicide or surrender. PD-59 
deemphasises retaliatory capabilities and in
stead concentrates on military targets and 'look-
shoot-look' capabilities. 

Carter's counterveiling strategy, therefore, 
emphasises nuclear warfighting capabilities. Be
yond the traditional military bias in favour of 
the offense, however, there are also political 
reasons for such emphasis.'9 From the outset it 
has been argued that credibility, the perception 
that one side has of the other's willingness to 
use their nuclear weapons, are as important to 
deterrence as actual capabilities. 'Power lay in 
the perception.'2" And, as Brzezinski argues, 

I was convinced that our old doctrine was 
politically and psychologically credible only 
as long as America was in fact superior, and 
that it might not deter an opponent capable 
of conducting both a major or a more limited 
nuclear conflict. . . Defense planning. . . had 
to accommodate itself to this new reality, 
and our defense doctrine and programs 
should be adjusted accordingly.21 

In effect, PD-59 was as much a signal to the 
Soviet Union as it was a blueprint for fighting 
nuclear war. 

So, PD-59 was a response aimed at making 
the US deterrent posture more credible, as well 
as a response to improved nuclear capabilities 
which allowed, through improved C'l (com
mand, control, communications and intelli
gence) facilities and greater missile accuracy, 
the US to adopt such a policy. Brzezinski had 
become concerned that the- existing (prior to 
1979/1980) deterrence doctrine, 'based on the 
principle of mutually assured destruction, had 
been formulated largely in a setting of actual 
US superiority in the early sixties. . .' He has 
subsequently written that PD-59, in replacing 
MAD, was 'a more coherent and more effective 
doctrine of deterrence, designed in keeping 
with. . . the capabilities. . . of our potential 
opponent and thus more likely to deter him 
effectively.'" Similarly, Harold Brown believed 
that MAD had been disavowed, not deterrence, 
when he stated that credibility cannot be main
tained with 'a purely retaliatory counter-urban 
industrial strategy,' and, after leaving office, 
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that PD-59 was a 'doctrinal modification to 
enhance deterrence.'2' Such 'doctrinal modifi
cations' were to be further carried out under 
Carter's successor, Ronald Reagan. 

As mentioned earlier, it is not my contention 
that the Reagan administration is actively pur
suing a first strike strategy, or that it believes 
in the possibility of a 'disarming' or 'unan
swerable' first strike. However, it has been ar
gued that deterrence is essentially a psycholog
ical concept based on credibility of use or intent; 
that what matters is whether one's opponent 
perceives that one has the will and capability 
to use one's strategic nuclear force. Given this, 
then, it is important for the Reagan adminis
tration that the Soviet Union perceives that the 
administration is willing to use nuclear weap
ons, and is therefore deterred from using its 
own weapons. This has involved a disavowal 
of MAD, primarily defense-oriented, and a 
move toward a more offensive-oriented strat
egy, a strategy I have termed 'deterrence through 
intimidation.' Again, this is not to argue that 
the Reagan administration believes a disarming 
first strike is possible, merely to argue that it 
is important (for the US) that the Soviet Union 
perceives that the US thinks it is. 

So, credibility of intent is of prime impor
tance. Indeed, it was a belief that MAD lacked 
such credibility which led to the administra
tion's more or less overt, versus the previous 
administration's tacit, denial or denunciation 
of the doctrine of assured destruction, but still 
emphasising deterrence. The President's Com
mission on Strategic Forces, led by General 
Brent Scowcroft, highlighted the necessity of 
credibility when it reported in 1983 that; 

In order for deterrence to be effective we 
must not merely have weapons, we must be 
perceived to be able, and prepared, if nec
essary, to use them effectively against the 
key elements of Soviet power. . . Deterrence 
is the set of beliefs in the minds of the Soviet 
leaders. . . about our capabilities and our 
will.24 

MAD lacked credibility. By contrast the of
fensive-orientation of the Reagan administra
tion, with its emphasis on warfighting and 'first 
strike dominance' was seen as offering such 
credibility. Richard Halloran reported in the 
New York Times that Reagan's NSDD-13, a 
plan which lays out specific military require
ments and nuclear targetting plans necessary to 
fight a nuclear war, 'is the first declaratory 

statement of a US Administration to proclaim 
that US strategic forces must be able to win a 
protracted nuclear war.'2 ' Similarly, defense 
Secretary Casper Weinberger has written in For
eign Affairs that 'our Administration has ac
celerated the development of more selective, 
discriminate, and controlled' targeting plans, 
and that 'concepts of the MAD logic' have been 
'rendered obsolete.'26 Finally, Weinberger has 
also warned against 'the transposition of the 
defensive orientation of our peacetime strategy 
onto the strategy and tactics that guide us in 
the event of war.'2 

There is no inconsistency between, on the 
one hand, a concept of deterrence which is 
based on intimidation, or a doctrine which has 
as its basis counterforce targeting and a belief 
in the value of highlighting first strike capabil
ities, and the knowledge that a completely dis
arming, unanswerable first strike against the 
Soviet homeland is technically impossible.2h 

What matters is that the Soviet Union perceives 
that the US is willing to use its nuclear forces, 
that such use would present the Soviet Union 
with unacceptable damage (although the Soviet 
Union would still be left with a retaliatory ca
pability, however diminished) and that the So
viet Union is therefore deterred through intim
idation. For the Reagan administration, such 
credibility of intent is best achieved through 
emphasis on first strike, counterforce-targed ca
pabilities. Such a strategy represents a repudia
tion of MAD, with its stress on retaliatory, 
second strikes. 

Such a deterrence concept as that which has 
replaced Mutual Assured Destruction has been 
made possible not only through dissatisfaction 
with MAD but also through technological ad
vances. The inexorable push of technology has 
meant that American nuclear forces have be
come more and more offensive in nature. Spe
cifically this has meant improvement in ICBM 
and SLBM accuracy. 

US ICBMs and SLBMs are now more ac
curate than they have ever been. And because 
an ICBM's capacity to destroy military targets, 
or counterforce targets, depends overwhelm
ingly on the accuracy of that missile, improved 
CEPs (circular error probable, a measure of 
the probability that, at minimum, 50% of war-
headstargeted at an object will fall within a 
predicted radius of that object29) have enabled 
the US Administration to stress counterforce 
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strategic targeting. As an example, the minute-
man III has a CEP of only 220m.'" 

In terms of accuracy, a similar situation now 
exists with regard to US SLBMs. The Trident 
C-4 SLBM has a CEP of less than 300m. The 
ability of US SSBNs to link into the NavStar 
navigation system 'guarantee location accuracy 
— in real-time terms — of ten feet or less, 
making the SLBM firing location almost as 
fixed as that of an ICBM.'11 Moreover, the 
Trident D-5 SLBM, due for deployment by 
1989, should have a CEP of less than 120m.,: 

The end result is that ensuring the surviva
bility of second strike forces has, since the late 
1970s, become more and more difficult. Thus 
the move away from MAD and, in the 1980s 
with improved missile accuracy, towards offen
sive, counterforce doctrines. In addition, given 
this inability to ensure the survivability of re
taliatory forces, the Scowcroft Commission, the 
President's Commission on Strategic Forces, 
recommended that the MX missile be housed 
in existing silos." From the Soviet viewpoint, 
given also that deterrence, whether based on 
intimidation or not, to be credible, is based on 
one's perception of the other's will and capa
bility, the MX would appear to be a first strike 
weapon, given its vulnerability to attack. 

Related to this, the Strategic Defense Initia
tive (SDI) may also appear to the Soviet Union 
to support a US first strike doctrine. As Robert 
McNamara has recently written, 'a leaky um
brella offers no protection in a downpour but 
is quite useful in a drizzle.''4 In other words, 
a defensive shield such as that envisaged by the 
SDI would collapse under a Soviet first strike, 
but would offer sufficient protection against 
Soviet missiles which had survived a US first 
strike. 

Deterrence, then, is still the basis of US stra
tegic doctrine. It is, however, a concept of 
deterrence which emphasises both the threat, if 
not the technical possibility, of a US first strike, 
and US warfighting capabilities. Such a doctrine 
resulted from two factors: dissatisfaction with 
MAD, which offered US Presidents the choice 
of either suicide or surrender and was perceived 
as lacking credibility, and technological ad
vances which meant improved strategic missile 
accuracy. 

MAD is no longer the basis of US deterrence 
policy. It has been replaced by what 1 have 
termed 'deterrence through intimidation.' Such 
a doctrine stresses first strike, warfighting ca

pabilities and emphasises that deterrence is 
above all based on the enemy's perception of 
one's willingness to use nuclear weapons, termed 
credibility of intent. Finally, the Reagan admin
istration believes such credibility is offered 
through an offense-oriented nuclear strategy, 
but one which nonetheless is placed within a 
framework of deterrence. Q 
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Book Review 

IMAGES OF GALLIPOL1 
By P. A. Pedersen and Ross Bastiann 
Published by Oxford University Press 
Price $35. 

Reviewed by Colonel John Buckley, OBE. 

THE book is based on an outstanding collec
tion of photographs held by Ross Bastiaan, 

a young Melbourne periodontist, who is a 
Lieutenant Colonel in the Royal Australian 
Dental Corps, Army Reserve. 

Bastiaan discovered the photograph of 
Gallipoli whilst doing post graduate work in 
London. Most of the descriptive photographs 
have not been published before. Many exhibit 
the work of the British 3rd Field Ambulance; 
but it is a most versatile portrayal of all sections 
of the British Armed forces on the Peninsula. 

The Royal Navy has not been forgotten and 
features in many of the scenes. Bastiaan has 
shown great enthusiasm over many years and 
has visited Gallipoli to research his project and 
also London. 

The narrative and explanatory notes have 
been written by Dr Pedersen whose research 
and writing on the First World War are well 
known to most readers. His book on "Monash 
the Military Commander" is a brilliant piece of 
research and presentation. 

The quality of the photographs and their 
reproduction in the book deserve special men
tion as also does the introduction which takes 

up 25 pages. It sets the stage for what is to 
follow. 

There are some excellent photographs of the 
British battleships Queen Elizabeth; Im
placable; Inflexible; the Raglan class monitors; 
cruisers and others. An amazing show of naval 
strength during the campaign. The naval heavy 
bombardments were not appreciated by the 
Turks. 

Recently, I reviewed Hurley at War 
another outstanding photographic record of 
WWI in France and the Middle East and WWII 
in the Western Desert and Syria. Both books 
will be enjoyed by the general reader and 
historian. 

It is remarkable how books about WWI and 
WWII continue to be so very popular and 
achieve a ready sale. It looks as though the 
market will never become saturated. 

Images of Gallipoli is an excellent 
publication. M 

SBS In World War Two, by G.B. (Jumbo) 
Courtney, Collins Publishing 1986. 

Reviewed by Captain B.J. Fuge 

T HE story commences with the Samuel 
Johnson quote, 'Every man thinks meanly 

of himself for not having been a soldier, or not 
having been to sea', and subsequently describes 
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some of the privileged few who have done both. 
This is a very witty and personal history of the 
Special Boat Section (SBS) of the Army Com
mandos. SBS was composed of and led mostly 
by a larrikin element who successfully replaced 
conventional wisdom with sheer common 
sense. As a tribute to Roger Courtney, the 
unit's founder and author's brother, and in its 
accuracy, the book stands alone as a reliable 
source on the SBS. 

Jumbo Courtney's description of submarine 
soldiering is at once instructional, humorous 
and interesting. The detachment of canoe 
soldiers to submarines effectively increased the 
ability of submarine captains to extend their in
fluence into shallow water and ashore. This 
lesson has not been lost on other countries and 
its application in the Australian Submarine 
Squadron can only enhance its effectiveness. 
Historically, it seems, common sense has solved 
problems more effectively than equipment. One 
exception to this was an infra red signalling 
device called a monocular which is not yet on 
issue in Australia. 

The author has been very kind to Australians 
in this book and if a self-confessed 'sleazy, 
charming pommie' is prepared to declare us in
genious and humorous then 1, for one, am not 
prepared to differ. The prospect of future work 
by Jumbo Courtney on Australian special 
operations is pleasing, particularly if he con
tinues his style, depth of research and humour. 
1 strongly recommend this book and look for
ward to more of Courtney's work. M 

AUSTRALIAN INDEPENDENCE: COL
ONY TO RELUCTANT KINGDOM. By W.J. 
Hudson and M.P. Sharp. Melbourne Universi
ty Press, 1988. 153pp. 

Reviewed by Lieutenant R.M.O. Hawke, RAN 

T HIS book deals with a subject which, sur
prisingly, most Australians have little 

knowledge, and when prompted for an opi
nion, either express ignorance or complete 
misunderstanding. The central argument of the 
authors, both members of the Department of 
Foreign Affairs and Trade, is that in
dependence came to Australia with the passing 
of the Statute of Westminster in December 
1931. 

Although 1901 saw Federation and the Con
stitution brought into being, Australia was still 
dependent upon the United Kingdom. Whilst 
this dependence had a definite legal status, 
Australian political leaders were content to ig
nore this legal status and rely upon more tangi
ble, and, to their mind, realistic bases for conti
nuing dependence. Quite simply, Australia 
looked to the United Kingdom for economic 
prosperity and defence. Independence was 
neither wanted nor needed. 

It was supposedly always a future goal for 
our early leaders that Australia would become 
independent. Nevertheless, it was never actively 
sought and was indeed thrust upon us. In
dependence was given in three phases between 
1917 and 1931; with the United Kingdom sur
rendering control over dominion diplomacy, 
their executive governments and finally 
legislative control. The authors show that it was 
a combination of the efforts of three "radical" 
dominions, Canada, South Africa and the Irish 
Free State, which gave independence to all 
dominions, including a reluctant Australia. 
Together with this examination of the process 
of independence, the book also focuses upon 
the role of numerous Australian political 
figures and their efforts to stem, or at least slow 
down the process. 

In retrospect, it is hard to understand why 
this subject has not received closer attention in 
the past. Be that as it may, this work fills a 
noticeable gap in Australian historical and legal 
study, and does it well. U 
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