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considered response of the Australian Government to de ciencies in the

capabilities of the Australian Defence Force (ADF), identi ed during
Operation Stabilise, which commenced in September 1999. e ADF, and the
Army in particular, were justi ably proud of their e orts during the deployment of
INTERFET and its United Nations successor missions.

However, the success of operations in East Timor did not fuel complacency. In
the a ermath of that crisis, serious shortcomings in the readiness, sustainability,
and strategic agility of the Army were evident to senior planners within the ADF.

e underlying hypothesis of Defence 2000 was: If we are required to do an East
Timor style operation again, how can we do it better?

e writers of the White Paper responded to that hypothetical inquiry by author-
ising a signi  cant enhancement of the Army directed at simultaneous deployment
of a brigade for sustained operations in the immediate region as well as a battalion
group to deal with a lesser contingency elsewhere. is strategic guidance consti-
tuted a radical departure from that which had shaped Army throughout most of the
two decades following the Vietnam War.

In particular, Defence 2000 was an acknowledgment of the prescience of the
former Chief of the Army, Lieutenant General Frank Hickling, who had sponsored
signi cant intellectual ferment within the Army. is process ultimately yielded
concepts such as Maneouvre Operations in the Littoral Environment (MOLE).

The 2000 Defence White Paper, Our Future Defence Force, represented the



His pioneering work, which was initially viewed with scepticism by civilian force
planners, was vindicated by real world events. It ensured that Army had already
begun to develop an expeditionary mindset before 1999, without which it would
have lacked the intellectual and doctrinal rigour to integrate into its force devel-
opment plans either the lessons of East Timor or the enhancements provided by
the Government.

Recent simultaneous crises in Solomon Islands and East Timor have further
validated the development path for the Army as laid down in the 2000 White Paper.
In addition to its presence in the Middle East, the ADF has been required to rapidly
deploy signi cant forces within our increasingly unstable immediate neighbour-
hood. is has imposed considerable pressure on the ADF, which is already oper-
ating at a high tempo.

at both deployments have been conducted with such success most credit-
ably re ects on the men and women of the ADF, particularly the Army, which has
appropriately provided the bulk of these forces. Under Brigadier Mick Slater, JTF
631 has performed splendidly in the type of complex and ambiguous environment
that Army predicts will typify future con ict. Australian troops have displayed the
professionalism, resilience and compassion for which they have become famous.
In this, they have been magni cently supported by the RAN and RAAF elements
within JTF 631.

e opening Point Blank interview with Brigadier Slater re ects on these issues
and sheds a favourable light on the abilities of the ADF to conduct short-notice
0 shore joint operations. is force has restored a degree of stability in a volatile and
dangerous situation without resort to lethal force. As our Future Land Operating
Concept Complex War ghting envisages, this will increasingly become the hallmark
of a successful military intervention.

e ultimate test of a modern sophisticated army remains its ability to conduct
conventional combined arms war ghting in a joint setting. Only our Special Forces
have been called on to do this in recent years. Nonetheless, the excellent perform-
ance of our deployed forces in all theatres demonstrates real progress since 1999.
For those who recall the di  culty of deploying a single ri e company in response
to the Fiji coup in 1987, the ability of the ADF to rapidly project signi cant combat
power within our region is tangible evidence of an adaptable force that takes heed
of lessons learned.

is corroboration of much of Armys conceptual development over the past
decade is gratifying. We are reaping the bene ts of a high operational tempo.
However, this imposes two burdens. We must constantly examine our perform-
ance in a spirit of fearless inquiry, and we must avoid hubris. Much of our
success has been in operations that have not involved conventional war ghting



by joint formations of the ADF. With this in mind, in the second Point Blank
article the Deputy Chief of Army, Major General lan Gordon, makes clear what
the Army and the soldier of the future will need to succeed in complex and
uncertain environments.

e Australian Army Journal aspires to provide a forum for the men and women
of the Army to re ect on the lessons of operations and to debate their implications.
We are encouraged by the steady ow of proposed articles from the Army, espe-
cially from junior o cers. Two of these comprise the Tactics section in this edition,
and another two form the backbone of Insights. Given the number of our troops on
current operations, we expect that this healthy trend will continue. Our success on
operations is a direct result of the intellectual health of the Army, of which a vibrant
professional journal is a powerful symbol. Do not hesitate to submit articles to your
journal. Neither rank nor seniority has a monopoly on insight.

is is the rst edition of the revived AAJ to be published without the oversight
of Dr Michael Evans. His drive, energy and intellect have been essential ingredients
in the success of the AAJ since its renewal in 2003. e Australian Army Journal
is but the most visible testimony to Mikes unique and valuable work to the intel-
lectual renaissance of the Army over the past decade. He has been a central gure
in the process that began Armys transition to a modern expeditionary force. We
trust this edition builds on his seminal work and wish him well for the future.






complex stabilisation operation in the Democratic Republic of Timor

Leste in response to an urgent request from that nations government. An
outbreak of violence had culminated in a breakdown in the security forces of Timor
Leste. In the ensuing security vacuum, sectarian and criminal violence created a
humanitarian emergency.

At very short notice an Australian Defence Force Joint Task Force (JTF 631)
was deployed to Timor Leste. e task confronting the JTF was both dangerous
and extremely complex. e performance of JTF 631 exempli ed the signi -
cant improvements in ADF joint capability that have been achieved since the
INTERFET mission in 1999, as well as providing an insight into the evolving
nature of 21st century military interventions in complex urban environments.

e Commander of JTF 631, Brigadier Mick Slater, agreed to share his perspectives
with the Australian Army Journal.

O n 25 May 2006, the Australian Defence Force commenced a highly



Australian Army Journal (AAJ): You deployed with the initial entry force in
September 1999; what are some of the similarities and di erences between the two
operations that you have noticed?

Brigadier Slater: Firstly, | want to emphasise that | believe that the situation that we
faced in the rst5 days here this time was, in some signi cant ways, more complex
and uncertain than the situation we faced in 1999. It needs to be remembered that
we essentially conducted a permissive entry in 1999, and while there was a degree
of uncertainty, the vital cooperation of TNI ensured that we were able to achieve a
rapid build-up of forces without serious incident.

is time, there was no cohesive force on the ground that could guarantee secu-
rity while we attempted to get a rm foot in place, and there was far more actual
violence within Dili. In other words, we had to assume that our lodgement could be
contested and our plan re ected that.

Secondly, the range of actors with arms of varying types from military assault
weapons through to melee weapons such as swords, machetes, and even darts red
from slingshots was quite bewildering. It was a very demanding environment,
and the complexity was increased because many of the instruments of the state had
collapsed. We had few reliable, legitimate sources of information about the range of
actors rampaging though Dili when we arrived.

AAJ: How did the JTF deal with that?

Brigadier Slater: We very quickly sought to dominate the environment through
aggressive patrolling. Our operations were aimed at immediately expanding from
our points of entry into the suburbs of Dili.  is enabled us to reassure the popula-
tion and establish psychological ascendancy over the gangs and criminal elements
which had begun to operate with impunity. But even more importantly, we urgently
began to raise our situational awareness through intelligence-led operations. We
moved to establish a rapport with the local population, most of who were victims
in this crisis. We moved rapidly to identify criminal gangs and violent ethnic groups
with the support of the local population.

AAJ: What improvements have you noted in the ADF s ability to conduct these types
of operation since your service here as CO 2 RAR?

Brigadier Slater: | believe that we have made enormous strides in the areas of joint,
multi-agency and coalition operations since 1999. While it would be a stretch to say
that we have achieved seamless jointery, | believe that we have reaped the bene ts of
the high operational tempo of the past few years. Within 3 Brigade, from which the



bulk of the land component is drawn, we have a lot of people with recent experience
on operations, especially in the Solomon Islands and previously in East Timor.  at
experience has been invaluable. | think Army is becoming very adept at joint and
multi-agency operations. We need more work on standardising tactics, techniques
and procedures with the police, which we already knew from our Solomon Islands
experience [Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands (RAMSI)]. But | hasten
to add that has not impeded very e ective collaboration with the Australian Federal
Police here. ey, like us, are starting to develop a real culture of deployability and
operations in complex environments.

I also believe that we have created a genuine whole-of-government approach to
our strategic level planning for operations such as these. isisre ected right though
to the composition of my headquarters, where | have a former ambassador to Timor
Leste attached to my sta . | think we need to expand our training at the operational
level to include more cooperation from civilian
organisations, especially non-government
organisations. | had exposure to this during my
year at the US Army War College, and it has we need to expand our

assisted me greatly here. training at the operational
In purely military terms, as every one level to include more
knows, Army is very dependent on the RAN

[Royal Australian Navy] and RAAF [Royal ~ Cooperation from civilian
Australian Air Force]. We need them to get to organisations

the theatre, to sustain ourselves there, and to

get ourselves home. | want to pay tribute to our

sister services for their e ort during Operation

ASTUTE. ey have provided terri c¢ support. We worked the RAAF very hard
during our build up of forces and they have delivered superbly. And | speak for every
soldier in the JTF when | pay tribute to the RAN component, especially the crew
of HMAS KANIMBLA. In the rst couple of weeks they provided an indispensable
support to us. Not only did they assist with fresh meals and hotel services for the
troops, but they hooked-in and provided security elements for foot patrols at the
SPOD [Sea Point of Disembarkation]. e troops really appreciated them. Again,
having a major eet unit alongside creates a signi cante ectin itsown right. Itisa
very potent symbol of national resolve.

All of that leads me to conclude that we have largely solved the deployable logis-
tics problem since 1999. Since INTERFET, we have poured resources into rectifying
the problems we had in getting water, POL [petrol, oil and lubricants] and key war
stores into theatre and sustaining ourselves away from our Australian bases. I think
we have cracked it. We have put around 2500 people into this theatre, and sustained
them superbly. It has gone very well. A very satisfying statistic is the negligible rate



of non-battle casualties. at is a key indicator that the soldier on the ground at
the business-end is well fed, has plenty of water and excellent preventative health
support. We are a more robust and agile organisation as a result of the enhancements
that the various iterations of the Defence Capability Plan have provided since the
2000 Defence White Paper. It is a very good story.

AAJ: How has the coalition arrangement worked?

Brigadier Slater: Again, we learnt from our experience in 1999. We have been very
fortunate to have our Kiwi and Malaysian friends alongside us in Timor Leste. |
would like to pay tribute to their national component commanders, Colonel Ishmet
and Lieutenant Colonel Harker. ey have been very collegial and our forces have
become comfortable with one another through our exchange programmes and joint
exercises. We have di erences in style and mind-set, but at the operational level we
have developed excellent relationships. | immediately deployed liaison o0 cers to
each of these contingents and they have ensured that we are all on the same page
at all times.  is coalition has been very harmonious. e only real issue was the
Bledisloe Cup result.

e arrangements with the Portugese GNR their gendarmerie were more
challenging. However, we have achieved very good coordination by embedding
liaison o cers with them. While they are not under operational control, this has
not prevented a very good degree of synchronisation of e ects. And they bring a
di erent set of capabilities to this operation, which have been very valuable

AAJ: You emphasised the complexity of the operation. How do conditions here
equate to the complex environment described in the Future Land Operating Concept
(FLOC) Complex War ghting?

Brigadier Slater: When the Chief of Army visited us in June he said words to the
e ectof Well, when I talked about the complex environment this is what I meant.
You are doing it!

ere are layers of complexity. WWe came into a society on the brink of civil war.
Although the ethnic divisions were very emotive to the local population there was
no visible distinction between them in our eyes. So we had very complex human
terrain, with gangs, ethnic groups, mutinous soldiers and police alongside those
who considered themselves loyal to the government. Overlaying all that, we had
a potential humanitarian disaster with large numbers of people seeking refuge in
temporary camps. And of course every incident had the footloose global media on
hand to scrutinise our handling of it. While we did not have a lethal conventional



enemy in that mix, there was a period when it was conceivable that we could face
formed bodies of police or soldiers in complex urban terrain. So, it was pretty close
to what the US Marine Corps would classify asthe  ree Block War.

We had to bring security and calm to the streets of Dili, ideally without applying
lethal force. We managed to do that, and just as the concept envisages, we did it
through the superb skills and qualities of our soldiers and junior leaders. Our people
had to exercise a lot of mature judgement in a very demanding environment in the
face of a lot of provocation. As we are seeing on all of our deployments, our troops
embody the Aussie sense of a fair go. ey deal compassionately with people who
are doing it tough. | think that the rapport with the Timorese that we established
over the past seven years really stood us in good stead this time.

At the strategic level, | have needed to maintain close liaison with senior minsters
and the President of Timor Leste. | have been scrupulous in avoiding entanglement
in local politics. e best case study of that is that we provided security for some
very large street demonstrations by both major political groupings here. On the
ground our troops behaved splendidly, while we negotiated rmly but fairly with
their leaders. Both sides were very complimentary about the treatment that they
received from us at a time when tensions ran pretty high. e sensitivity required
to assist senior members of a foreign government on a day-to-day basis, while
continuing to uphold Australias vital national interests, has been the most complex
aspect of the job and every single serviceman and woman in the JTF has a respon-
sibility in that regard.

AAJ: Have there been any war-stoppers, or problems, that you were not prepared
for?

Brigadier Slater:  ere have been literally hundreds of unexpected events inci-
dents that you would not encounter in your wildest dreams.  at is when we all fall
back on training and adaptability. But the great thing about the ADF, and Army
in particular is that we dont have war-stoppers because of the adaptability and
common sense of our people. ey can generally improvise some sort of a solution.
But seriously, we have been very well prepared for this contingency. e axis of
advance for Army, particularly 3 Brigade, over the past decade has been to deploy
rapidly to deal with these types of complex contingencies within our immediate
neighbourhood. We are now equipped, trained and prepared for this.

One thing we need to look at is some form of personnel tracking arrangement.
We could always have used more Tetun linguists. It was not a war-stopper but we
had to husband a few individuals very carefully to achieve what we needed. As the
Chief [of Army] has pointed out, we are going to need people with high levels of
cultural and language skill to succeed in the complex environment. e British



General Sir Rupert Smith has claimed that war and military interventions of all
types will be conducted amongst the people. If that is so, then we need to able to
communicate very e ectively with the local population. e fundamental decency
of our people gets us there, but we need more linguists. ey are a force multiplier
and they are invaluable in helping us to avoid recourse to force.

We have a reservoir of people with Tetun skills and experience in East Timor, but
the personnel system cannot identify them in a hurry when we are deploying.  at
needs attention. | will obviously conduct a detailed Lessons Learned exercise upon
our return to Australia, and we have already had a  eatre Evaluation Team up here
dissecting all of this. But that is one de ciency that I think we could have avoided.

Mick Slater joined the Australian Army in 1978 and completed his o cer training at the
O cer Cadet School, Portsea. He undertook a variety of infantry regimental and instruc-
tional postings, including 8/9 RAR, 1 RAR, 2/4 RAR, the Infantry School Singleton and at
the Canadian Forces Combined Arms School. He has also served overseas on the United
States 3rd Army Headquarters and is a graduate of the US Army War College. Brigadier
Slater commanded 2 RAR in East Timor during the initial days of INTERFET, and his
senior sta appointments have included Armys Director of O cer Career Management
and Director General Personnel. Promoted to Brigadier in August 2004, he served as
the Director General Intelligence Capability and Support to Operations in the Defence
Intelligence Organisation until assuming command of 3 Brigade in December 2004.



New information technologies are challenging the way we organise and operate, and our
soldiers are facing greater ambiguity and scrutiny. is article examines the way we intend
to help prepare ourselves for these two major challenges.

he extraordinary improvements in information technologies are a ecting

almost every part of our lives. In particular, connections between indi-

viduals, groups and societies are intensifying. e ability of new machines
to collect, store and move information around means that traditional organisational
structures are less relevant.

More o en than not we are not making best use of the new technology. For
example, the speed at which information moves up and down our formal chains of
command usually comes a poor second to the speed that is achieved by the media,
by the informal networks used by our own people, and sometimes even by the
enemy. s is because networking is as much a social thing as it is technological.



Some of our traditional lock-step processes that we use for handling information
are inhibiting us. We need new processes and innovative people who can exploit the
power of these new technologies.

At the same time our people are facing more ambiguity and greater scrutiny.
More 0 en than not our enemies do not look like combatants and they blend into
local populations. In a time of crisis, our soldiers smallest moves are intensely scru-
tinised by the media. Moreover, possibly because of the technology they possess,
some commentators assume that our soldiers also have perfect situational aware-
ness. We need to equip our people to deal with these situations. We still have soldiers
who are unprepared for close combat. We still have soldiers who are not ready for
the physical and mental demands that will be placed on them.

Our people have been tested during recent crises in Irag, Afghanistan and East
Timor. ey have responded well. We now need to build on those successes because
the di culty of our work will keep growing. Our successes in the future will come
as much from our peoples capacity for inventiveness and problem solving as from
technology alone.

For a long time we ve talked about need to be able to reorganise quickly. We ve
talked about and written about the need to move away from the idea of infantry
battalion groups to be able to form combined arms battlegroups and task-organised
units. Our recent deployments to the Middle East and the near region have shown
that we can do this well. However, we are still having trouble keeping the informa-
tion owing around our organisations at the speed we need.

We expect Australian soldiers to be adaptive, competent, con dent, self-aware,
resilient and innovative. We expect our soldiers to act out our values of courage,
initiative and teamwork. We dont get these characteristics by writing papers and
giving lectures. We will get them by creating habits of behaviour in our people;
habits that through long practice and frequent use will serve them well in di  cult
times. And we must teach and reward the behaviour we expect.

We have de ned nine types of behaviour that, when well-established across our
Army, will create the culture we need:

e Every soldier is an expert in close combat. e confused battle eld and the
array of threats that our soldiers will face means that there are no secure areas.
Every soldier needs to be able to ght in close combat.

e Everysoldier is a leader. In day-to-day activities and on operations, soldiers will
need to take charge of themselves and lead their peers.

e Every soldier is physically tough. e physical demands of operations and daily
life require resilience and endurance.

e Everysoldier is mentally prepared. e intellectual and emotional demands of
operations and daily life demand psychological endurance.



e Every soldier is committed to continuous learning and self-development.
From the day they join the Army, soldiers will have to be encouraged to take up
opportunities to develop their knowledge and skills.

e Every soldier is courageous. e combination of intrinsic values and shared
ethos ensures that soldiers have the courage to face uncertainty and make
the hard decisions required by complex war ghting. is includes the moral
courage to do what is right.

e Every soldier takes the initiative. Our small teams operations and the complex
terrain we will work in demand that soldiers be able to act independently and
without prompting. Soldiers need to remain aware of the plan at the higher
level in order to exploit eeting opportunities and assist anking teams in
achieving success.

e Every soldier works for the team. Each soldier shares responsibility for his or
her team and for the achievement of the teams mission. Soldiers understand
that they do not face danger alone. ey must rely on the team just as the team
relies on them.

e Every soldier demonstrates compassion. Soldiers will need to show compassion
and empathy both in barracks and when deployed on operations.

Just as a professional sportsman or musician needs to study and practice
constantly, so do we. Our skills are perishable. Knowledge is coarse and life is subtle
and we must be able to deal with the world as we nd it. We must remain committed
to constant development and preparation, which is the essence of professionalism.
We must master the nine behaviours. e six-time winner of the Tour de France,
Lance Armstrong, was right when he wrote that: You arent born a professional. You
have to turn yourself into one.

Our education provides a foil for rigid adherence to routine procedure and
doctrine. e ability of our people to account for di erences in perspective and to
communicate e ectively across specialist backgrounds will be critical to our future.
We have shown great willingness to develop empathy with people from all cultures.
At all levels our people will need continuing education to remain skilful in current
practice but also to be aware of orthodoxy s limits.

As things are now, common training and education does much for the rela-
tionships across the three Services. Joint education, joint exercises and operational
deployments are building cohesion and trust. But the future demands an even
broader social horizon for our people. We now need to work as closely with other
parts of our Government, with private contractors and with non-government
organisations. WWe must consider how to include industry and other government
agencies in our preparation, training and education. e typical operation, if it
exists, will include a mix of people that, organisationally and individually, we need
to be ready to work with. We need to know them and they need to know us.



In the future, our Nation will demand a great deal of the Army. Technology will
deliver wonderful opportunities, but disappointment awaits unless we combine
the technology with the skills and creativity of our people. Our true capability
advantage is in areas that others cannot readily copy our culture and our people.
Understanding who we are, what we stand for, and what we can do is the wellspring
of morale, cohesion, resilience and success on the battle eld. is is our fundamental
source of competitive military advantage.  is will be the essence of the campaign
that we are calling the Soldier of the 21st Century.

e questions we ask ourselves will shape our plans for the future. At a time when
we are busy with operational commitments it is natural to focus on the immediate
problems. But to realise the full promise of the Hardened and Networked Army we
have to keep asking the di cult long-term questions about our people, our organi-
sations and ourselves. Our future will not be realised through a single initiative
or major shi in our approach to training, education or employment. It will be a
journey of small deliberate steps a journey we have already begun. Combined,
these small changes will have far-reaching e ects on the Army and our people.

1 Speech by the Chief of the Army Lieutenant General PF. Leahy, AO, to Command and
Sta College, Weston Creek, 9 February 2005, <http://www.defence.gov.au/Army/ <
PUBS/CAspeeches/CA%20Speech%20-%20ACSC%20Weston%20Creek%209%20<
Feb%2005.pdf>

2 Chief of Army Directive 01/06, Developing the Australian Soldier of the 21st Century,
available online at: http://www.defence.gov.au/army/Iwsc/Publications/Soldier_21stC.pdf

3 Lance Armstrong, Tour de force, HarperCollins, Sydney, 2005, p. 152

Major General lan Gordon, AO, graduated from the Royal Military College, Duntroon
in 1973, undertaking a range of regimental and technical sta appointments, including
the Royal Military College of Science at Shrivenham, UK. He served as Commandant of
the Army Command and Sta College; as Director General Personnel  Army; as Deputy
Commander, United Nations Transitional Authority in East Timor (UNTAET); and as
Commander, Training Command  Army. He assumed his current appointment as
Deputy Chief of the Army in May 2004. For his distinguished service to the Australian
Defence Force in senior command and sta appointments he was awarded the AO in the
2006 Queens Birthday Honours List.



is article is based on an address by the Chief of the Australian Army, Lieutenant General
Peter Leahy AQ, to the Royal United Services Institute of the United Kingdom at the Royal
Palace of Whitehall on 8 June 2006. Lieutenant General Leahy outlines why the Australian
Army is seeking a signi cant increase in combat weight when most Western armies are
lightening their forces. He argues that Australian military history is the backdrop against
which this apparent anomaly can be resolved.

his discussion of the medium-weight force in coalition operations will focus
on those aspects that are unique to the Australian Army. From the outset |
should emphasise that certain crucial aspects of our Australian strategic
circumstances, culture and history are unique. Furthermore, they have exercised a
decisive e ect on the structure of the Australian Army. e past is prologue and the
move to a medium-weight force represents a signi cant transformation of the
Australian Army. We are engaged in this process of transformation right now;



the end-state for the achievement of the medium-weight force is what we refer to as
the Hardened and Networked Army. As | will illustrate, this transformation is best
understood in the context of the Australian Armys formative history.

I would like to focus rst on commonalities.

I am encouraged by the degree of unanimity

among the advanced armies of the West regarding

the increasingly lethal and complex nature of the the end-state for
battlespace, and the implications of this for our the achievement of the
force structures and the capabilities required by . .
our land forces. Of course we may all be wrong, medlum-welght force
but | believe that recent operational experience is what we refer to as
and the most likely future environment have the Hardened and
vindicated our approach.

It seems to me that all of us have concluded Networked Army
that there is likely to be a diminution in state-on-
state, force-on-force, conventional war ghting.
However, the ability to conduct such operations, especially through the mastery
of sustained close combat employing the combined arms team, remains the core
contribution of an army to national power. e Australian Army remains rmly
committed to professional mastery of war ghting at medium to high intensity levels
as the best guarantee of success in other missions across the spectrum.

While conventional war ghting must be the ultimate benchmark and cannot
prudently be ruled out, it seems likely that most of our armies are likely to be
confronted by hybrid wars and non-state enemies, whether militias, terrorist groups
or transnational criminals. While once this would have had no implications for our
force structures, the impact of globalisation has been such that small teams of irregular
enemies can now deliver the lethal kinetic e ects that were previously the exclusive
province of conventional armed forces. Our adversaries have exploited the general
increase in individual lethality that is characteristic
of the information age.

Moreover, todays adversary is networked
through the proliferation of cheap secure commu- Our adversaries have
nications. To survive and prevail in the complex exploited the genera|
environment constituted by this threat we need to
be better protected, agile, exible and adaptable and
thus able to devolve into semi-autonomous small, lethality that is
combined arms teams. While the current insurgency characteristic of the
in Iraq_ epit.omises this trend, in fa(?t, we_: have been information age.
on notice since the Battle of Mogadishu in 1993 and
the various wars in Chechnya over the past decade.

increase in individual



e Australian Army has drawn the obvious conclusions from all of this and has
embarked on a development trajectory to become a Hardened and Networked
Army what is commonly referred to as the HNA. It is at this point that | digress
from our shared assumptions and common forecasts about the future. Whereas most
Western armies are lightening their forces to respond to the complex environment |
have just described, in Australia, the transformation
to the HNA represents a signi cant increase in
combat weighttoa ord the Australian Army greater
protection and repower. We are moving up while
other armies are rebalancing or moving down. Even was one of the  rst
with these shi s, as a small army, we will not meet forces to grasp the
our cqntemporarles in tht_a middle. We will remain lessons of the Western
guanti ably and qualitatively below the levels of .
capability of many of the advanced Western armies. Frontin 1916 17.

How did this come to be? In answering that
question, I must provide a potted history of
the Australian way of war which, through the interplay of a range of cultural,
geographic and historical factors, is unique despite falling within the broad clas-
si cation of the Western Way of War.

e Australian Army was one of the rst forces to grasp the lessons of the
Western Front in 1916 17. It was among the rst to introduce what the eminent
American strategic thinker, Stephen Biddle, described as the modern system of
force employment constituted by mutually supporting combined arms teams in
response to the metal storm that was the feature of the industrial-age battle eld. At
the battle of Hamel on 3 4 July 1918, as part of a British, French and US coalition,
Australian troops demonstrated their mastery of this new way of war.  eir success
at Hamel was achieved through the sophisticated orchestration of e ects including
the use of aircra for observation of resand battle eld illumination, as well as close
cooperation between infantry, tanks, engineers and artillery.

During the Second World War, Australian forces performed creditably in
the Middle East in coalition with the British. e Australian 9th Division, in
particular, distinguished itself at EI Alamein. In coalition with our US allies we
defeated the forces of Imperial Japan in New Guinea, where our land forces again
demonstrated their ability to master modern warfare.

at con ict in New Guinea was our only war of national survival.  roughout
most of our history our land forces have been deployed o shore in an expedi-
tionary mode, in support of our national interests and values as part of coalitions of
like-minded nations.  isre ects our status as a relatively small nation, populated
largely by European migrants, which has ultimately developed liberal democratic
institutions and a free market economy.

e Australian Army



Since our inception as a nation we have attempted to ensure that a global equi-
librium favourable to nations of this disposition has prevailed. In order to achieve
this we have committed forces to coalitions led by whichever friendly dominant
power has sought to enforce such a global order. Successive Australian governments
have acted thus, regardless of occasional outbreaks of isolationist sentiment. It is a
rational response to our unique status in our region and the constraints of our small
population and traditionally low levels of military expenditure.

A glance at Australian battle honours from the Sudan in the 1880s, through
South Africa, both World Wars, Korea, Vietnam, Afghanistan as well as both the wars
against Iraq reveals an expeditionary military culture that in turn supports a grand
strategy built on an alliance with the dominant liberal democratic power de jour.

To date, this grand strategy has succeeded in achieving Australian national security
and prosperity. However, it has not exercised a uniformly bene cial e ect on land
forces structures or doctrine at the operational level of war. Let me explain. e last
time our conventional forces were engaged in sustained close combat was during the
Vietnam War. Our land forces operated in a complex and ambiguous environment in
which they o en simultaneously conducted combined arms conventional operations
against a very capable foe; counterinsurgency operations against guerillas; civil a airs
and nation-building tasks; while also raising and
training indigenous forces. Again, our forces
displayed exemplary professionalism and readily
adapted to the exigencies of modern war ghting. e last time our
We also matured as a coalition partner through conventional forces were
Basrtlupatlng in joint war ghting supported by engaged in sustained close

naval and air forces. .

However, Australia acquired its own combat was during the
Vietnam syndrome, albeit di erent to that of Vietnam War.
the US. In the 1970s, as a nation, we concluded
that the safest way to avoid entanglements in
Asia was to restructure the Australian Defence
Force (ADF) almost exclusively for the defence of continental Australia.  is repre-
sented a profound discontinuity in our grand strategy and over time it seriously
eroded the war ghting capabilities of our land forces.

Essentially the new grand strategy sought refuge in Australias apparently unas-
sailable geography. e bulk of ADF funds were allocated to forces that could deny
an invader entry to the continental air and sea approaches. Inevitably, this led to our
air and naval forces being maintained at high levels of readiness, while the Army
languished as a second-tier force. e Australian Army was deemed to be a mere
strategic goal-keeper, required to mop up small groups of enemy who had managed
to cross the sea-air gap around the continent.



If it were not a fanciful view of warfare then, it most certainly is now, when
globalisation has so severely compressed time and space, and when the likelihood
of an invasion of Australia appears minimal. Over time, the e ect on the Army of
these o cial strategic assumptions has been quite pernicious.

We hollowed our units, based on assurances from planners that we would have
signi cant lead-time to mobilise, not unlike a nineteenth-century force. Moreover, we
steadily disbanded most of our vital expeditionary capabilities, particularly deployable
logistics, on the assumption that, while operating
exclusively on Australian soil, we could rely on our
home infrastructure and contractor base. th d

What this meant in practice was that our e newgran
Special Forces became the only land element strategy sought refuge

capable of operating e ectively with our coali- in Australias apparently

tion partners. s, paradoxically, had occurred unassailable qeoaraph
while we invoked the rhetoric of self-reliance. geograpny.

By the early 1990s we had almost lost the ability

to eld credible combined arms teams in a coali-

tion setting. It was becoming risky to deploy our conventional forces in even a low
intensity environment.  is was con rmed by the deployment of a light infantry
battalion group to Somalia in 1992, when their organic vehicles were vulnerable to
militia mounted in technicals with heavy machine-guns.

Ultimately, it was another coalition expeditionary operation that sounded the
alarm bells about this parlous state of a airs. In 1999 with very little lead-time
Australia was required to lead a multinational stabilisation force into East Timor.
Even this modest commitment imposed an enor-
mous strain on our small land forces. Our soldiers
and junior leaders performed splendidly. However,
we were fortunate that we were accorded permis- By the early 1990s we
sive entry and encountered no credible opposition had almost lost the
with more than small arms. - .

e Australian Government heeded the ablllty_ to eld credible
message from this deployment. A Defence White combined arms teams
Paper released in 2000 directed that the Army be in a coalition setting,
expanded and that it develop the capacity to deploy
a brigade and a battalion group simultaneously
on expeditionary operations. While refraining
from authorising the development of heavy armoured forces, the White Paper did
provide the exibility for the Army to enhance its combat weight in response to
changes in the threat environment and to ensure that our forces could survive
without undue risk.



While the US Army having absorbed the lessons of Desert Storm was
attempting to lighten combat forces designed to defend the Fulda Gap, the Australian
Army recognised that it had to enhance its combat weight in order to bolster its
strategic mobility as a prerequisite for deployment outside Australia.  is was not
aimed at any particular scale or type of operation, but was simply a case of being
equipped to survive on the more lethal modern battle eld.

In this way our development path and that of our likely coalition partners once
again converged. Australia recognises that its responsibilities as a coalition partner
may involve leading a coalition rather than merely contributing niche forces.  at
is especially likely to be the case in our immediate region where we are a capable
military power. Our regional geography does
not serve to inoculate us against the transfor-
mation in warfare that has occurred since the
end of the Cold War. e Australian Armys

Since the turn of this century it has Hardening and
become abundan.tly clear that th(? di uspn Networking initiative has
of the means of violence and the increase in °
lethality available to individuals and non-state ~ tWO broad aims: rst, to be
actors has forever severed the nexus between harder to hit; second, to be
so-called low intensity con ict and irregular able to hit harder.
warfare. s is also the case in our region
where conventional wisdom has long held
that light infantry will dominate any con ict.

We in Australia now assume that regardless of the classi cation of the mission
whether it be delivery of humanitarian support, peace enforcement, counterinsurgency
orwar ghting itis likely that our troops will face potent threats in the form of man-
portable anti-armoured weapons or improvised explosive devices.

We must enhance our combat weight and ability to survive short-range engage-
ments in complex most probably urban terrain. s is where we believe the over-
arching trends in globalisation and demography are taking warfare. To the US Marine
Corps concept of the three-block war we must add British General Rupert Smiths clear
insight that war will be fought amongst the people. Our task is more o en likely to be
protecting, supporting and persuading rather than killing and destroying.

e Australian Armys Hardening and Networking initiative has two broad aims:

rst, to be harder to hit; second, to be able to hit harder. Both aims involve the
step-up towards a medium-weight force through the introduction of the Abrams
MZ1A1 main battle tank and the rationalisation of our armoured ghting vehicle
eet to mechanise and motorise our land force right through to combat service
support elements. We will also introduce new artillery systems, an armed reconnais-
sance helicopter, improved direct and indirect re weapons and tactical unmanned



aerial vehicles. Our purpose throughout is to maximise our ability to conduct close
combat using combined arms teams. s represents a signi  cant move from a light,
leg infantry force towards a medium-weight force.

Finally, a word about networking the other element of the HNA. e threat
environment that I have described demands more than greater protection and re-
power to ensure that our forces will prevail. We will need pervasive situational
awareness, seamless access to joint e ects and the
ability to match the agility of our irregular foes
through the creation of small, tailored combined
arms teams. is will also permit us to be more Network-enabled
discriminate in the application of e ects. operations are vital to
y \_Nlthl_n_ t_he complex, amblguqu_s b_attlespace, providing the solution

itting civilians or culturally sensitive infrastruc- oo
ture under the gaze of the global media undermines L0 thisdilemma  the
our centre of gravity, namely our moral authority. strategic private.
Network-enabled operations are vital to providing
the solution to this dilemma the strategic private.

e HNA will seamlessly link sensors and shooters
to our joint and coalition partners. e individual soldier will become a node in
this network and share a common operational picture with his commander two and
three up. Our focus will be on the soldier or the networker rather than the technical
aspects of the network.

At this point in time, much of this is aspirational. However, the HNA provides
the axis of advance toward this end-state. Of course it also carries signi cant impli-
cations for future coalition operations. In the world of failing and distressed states it
is probable that the armies of wealthy advanced nations will increasingly be required
to conduct intervention and stabilisation operations.

A description of our current operational deployments illustrates this. We are
operating in conjunction with the British in southern Irag and are about to deploy a
Provincial Reconstruction Team to Afghanistan in concert with Dutch and NATO
forces. is team will be additional to our Special Forces and CH 47 helicopters
currently operating as a national contingent as part of the multinational force
in Afghanistan.

Closer to home, we are the lead nation in the multi-agency Regional Assistance
Mission in Solomon Islands (RAMSI), and have just completed a short-notice,
multinational deployment to that nation to stabilise a deteriorating situation. Over
the past two weeks we have also rapidly deployed a very capable Joint Task Force
to East Timor in response to a request from its government, following a period of
lawlessness and political instability there. We are joined in this endeavour by forces
from Malaysia, New Zealand and Portugal.



We live in an era in which political sensitivities and issues of legitimacy ensure
even the most powerful nations will refrain from the unilateral use of force,
preferring to seek partners with similar capabilities and interests for the pursuit
of military objectives.

Whether we are operating with our traditional allies or under the auspices of the
United Nations, the Australian Army will need the combat weight and communica-
tions to collaborate with other sophisticated land forces. Moreover, our need for
combat weight, networking, and seam-
less joint and multi-agency capabilities
will be even greater if we are required to
be the lead nation. our need for combat weight,

Until our deployments to Bougainville networking, and seamlessjoint

and East Timor, the lead nation role in a nd multi-agen biliti
coalition was unfamiliar to us. In recent a ufti-agency capa €s

years, however, our immediate region will be even greater if we are
has earned the title arc of instability. required to be the lead nation.
As the most capable military power

adjacent to Micronesia and Polynesia,

Australia carries the expectations of the

United Nations and our traditional allies to provide the bulk of the forces required
for contingencies in this area. But we must also be prepared to make a meaningful
contribution wherever our national interests are challenged.

Lieutenant General Peter Leahy, AO, is Chief of Army. A graduate of the Royal Military
College, Duntroon, he has held many appointments throughout his career, including
exchange postings with the British and American armies, Commander of the 3rd Brigade
and Deputy Chief of Army.



Alliances require each party to constantly assess the bene ts of maintaining the relation-
ship. As the United States re-frames its defence posture and strategy to accommodate the
new strategic environment, the utility of the ANZUS alliance, with its distinctly Cold War
orientation, is under increasing scrutiny. Similarly, public opinion polls in Australia suggest
that the ANZUS alliance, and US foreign policy generally, is viewed negatively. is article
examines the several aspects of the Australia US relationship, including: military and coali-
tion operations, the rise of regional powers, the spread of weapons of mass destruction, and
the increasingly interdependent economies of the Asia-Paci c region.

* is article was prepared for the annual International Studies Association Convention
Panelon e Other Special Relationship: US Australian Cooperation Since September
11, 2001, San Diego, California, 25 March 2006.



were very satisfactory friends in peace, and the best of friends in war. More than
four decades later, not much has changed. Australia, along with the United
Kingdom (UK), remain the most loyal members of a United States (US)-led coalition.
Australian Prime Minister John Howard remains steadfast in his support for the
increasingly beleaguered administration of President George W. Bush. Although  y-
seven per cent of Australians polled for a recent Lowy Institute survey declared they
were very worried or fairly worried about US foreign policy, well over seventy per
cent still supported the US alliance as important or fairly important to their own
country and seventy-two per cent evinced a fair or great deal of trust that the United
States would defend Australia if the latter were threatened with invasion. No commen-
surate polling has recently been undertaken in the United States speci cally on the
Australian alliance. However, Australia consistently ranks at the top or near the top in
the Gallup organisations annual survey of how Americans view foreign countries. It
is thus hardly surprising that US Secretary of
Defense Donald Rumsfeld was able to observe
on the eve of the 20th Australian US
Ministerial Meeting (AUSMIN) that our two e value of future alliances

countries could not be closer will be measured by

Yet platitudes about alliance unity cannot Washington based on
overcome lingering and obvious di culties

with US national security policy. Put simply, the level of defence burden-
the United States is once more at odds with sharing they generate.
itself over what type of strategic commit-

ments it cana ord and can sustain at a time

when it cannot meet recruitment goals for

its armed forces, is unable to achieve decisive military victories in those limited
con icts in which it has engaged and has alienated many of its European allies. e
value of future alliances will be measured by Washington, even more than previously,
based on the level of defence burden-sharing they generate. s is particularly true
at a time when Americas geopolitical posture shi s from one dominated by unilat-
eralism to one in which the prospects of meeting threats through coalition warfare
are relatively high. e executive summary of the March 2005 US National Defense
Strategy clearly sets out Washingtons expectations: We will help partners increase
their capacity to defend themselves and collectively meet challenges to our common
interests. Some observers might nd historical parallels between the deterioration of
the US strategic position in South-East Asia during the late 1960s and current trends
in Irag. In reality, the geopolitical stakes in Iraq are far greater for Washington than
the Vietnam War, with growing consequences for fundamental global security in the
energy sector and, by default, in the international counter-terrorism campaign.

I n 1962, at the height of the Cold War, John F. Kennedy observed that Australians



Critics are now questioning the relevance of ANZUS at a time when American
security planners are struggling to reconstitute a manageable global strategic posture.
While still representing a minority view in the United States, Douglas Bandow of the
CATO Institute has speci cally targeted the Australian American alliance and ques-
tions its ongoing utility to US national security. He predicates his argument on three
key points: (1) that the defence capabilities of traditional US allies (including Australia)
aresu ciently strong to warrant their increased defence self-reliance in a mostly no
threat Asia-Paci c regional security environment; (2) that the United States should
move towards an o shore balancing posture in the region, thereby ensuring that any
future US military intervention there will be discriminate and short-term; and (3)
that Australia and other traditional US regional allies might continue lower key
defence ties with Washington without the United States formally underwriting their
security by applying a China containment strategy or other approach that would
commit US military power and forward deployed forces to the region inde nitely.¢
Edward Olsen, a widely respected American analyst
of Asian security politics, has also called for the
termination of ANZUS, characterising that security .
agreement as an irresolute alliance of marginal In Australia, there has
utility that would hardly be missed in regional been a long-standing
security politics.£ _ and visible opposition

_ _In Austral!a_, there has be_en a Iong-st_andlng a}nd to the alliance

visible opposition to the alliance, notwithstanding

its general public support. Opponents to the US

extended nuclear deterrence posture were highly

vocal during Gough Whitlams Labor Government in the mid-1970s and again a
decade later when the US nuclear policy dispute with New Zealand led to that coun-
trys expulsion from the alliance~” e Australian Labor Partys (ALPs) former leader,
Mark Latham, has recently disclosed his own covert opposition to ANZUS during the
Australian federal election in October 2004. Although his view has since been rejected
by the current ALP leadership, a recent Australian National University/Queensland
University of Technology poll has revealed that thirty-one per cent of ALP candidates
in that election believed the United States would not come to Australias defence and
a remarkable ninety-one per cent disliked President Bush (sixty-one per cent disliked
him strongly).  ese percentages must be disturbing to alliance supporters, given that
the ALP is one of two major political parties in a country that the United States views
as one of its most stalwart allies. ¥

Shi ing US global strategy in what the Bush Administration has termed the era
of the long war must be factored into the ANZUS equation. e Bush
Administrations implementation of the US Global Posture Review means that the
signi cance of alliance dissent cannot be completely discounted.  ose in the United



States advocating continued alliance cooperation with Australia need to work harder
to justify why ANZUS substantially contributes to US national security interests
relative to more obvious American priorities: energy security in the Middle East and
Central Asia, dealing with China as a rising power, and (re-) building obviously
strained strategic relations with Europe and Russia. Washingtons failure to so justify
plays into the hands of the persistent alliance
critics in Australia who accuse it of taking
their country for granted. It will also provide
hard-liners in the United States a basis for

Shi ing US global strategy

demanding even more of Australia or reducing in  theeraof the long
the alliance to a perfunctory entity. It will be war must be factored into
argued here that alliance utility can be validly the ANZUS equation

assessed from the US perspective by evalu-
ating three basic criteria: (a) interests (allied
contributions to US and Australian military
objectives and capabilities); (b) in uence (the use of an allys geopolitical position
and standing by the other; and (c) legitimacy (the extent to which ANZUS engenders
alliance credibility and consensus) versus risks and costs (the politico-strategic price
the ANZUS allies pay for sustaining their alliance a liation). All these provide a
framework for measuring the continued value of the Australian American alliance.
e following subsections examine the bene ts and costs of ANZUS.

ANZUS was formed during the middle of an Asian ground war (Korea) and justi-
ed on the basis of common ideological principles de ned by the United Nations

Charter. However, the treaty was largely predicated on a convergence of diverse

interests. e United States needed its wartime allies to ratify a peace treaty with

Japan. Australia and New Zealand

wanted, as a quid pro quo for their signa-

tures on any such document, entr@e into

the Wests innermost global strategic Australian p0“Cy planners
planning circles. From the outset of the recognised [during the Cold
postwar era, Australian policy planners War] the need to strike a

recognised the need to strike a balance balance between regional and
between regional and global strategies to g

ensure their countrys survival. eir global strategies to ensure
American counterparts were slower to their countrys survival.
realise the full value of ANZUS to

Washingtons own international security



interests. However, they more than compensated for this once the US global
containment posture against the Soviet Union matured and Australia became a
key geographic and technological component of US extended deterrence strategy
in the Paci c.

More than  yyearsa er the founding of ANZUS, the importance of Australia
as a regional economic and security player is clear. Although its population numbers
just over twenty million people, it sustains the worlds thirteenth-largest economy
and the fourth-largest economy in the Asia-Paci c region. It is a major commodi-
ties exporter within the international community,
ranking rst in the world as an exporter of coal,
wool, aluminum, and lead, and either second or .
third-biggest in iron ore, nickel, gold, meat, sugar the Importance of
and cotton. It has a formidable skills base and ~ Australia as a regional
advanced research and development capabilities in economic and security
such key areas as telecommunications, nancial
services and medical sciences. is allows Australia
to provide valuable contributions within the
context of joint defence burden-sharing, especially
in intelligence collaboration, defence science and, to a more limited extent, weapons
technology development. Its geographic location provides it with a substantial
defence-in-depth, reinforced by a formidable air-sea gap between itself and its
northern Asian neighbours. In terms of evolving US global strategic postures,
Australia represents a friendly bastion: a secure south for South-East Asia and a
secure west for the South Paci c. Its economic and technological infrastructure,
along with its strategic geography, enhance Australias value to the United States as
a strategic ally.

Strategic geography has been exploited by the creation and maintenance of
critical joint intelligence installations in Australia. Special intelligence arrange-
ments between these two ANZUS powers and US facilities in Australia have been
monitoring global stability since the Cold War and constitute the heart of the
alliance. ¢ More recently they have been
solidi ed by such initiatives as the

Technical Cooperation Program (which . .
also includes research and development Its economic and teChnmoglcal

cooperation with Canada, New Zealand infrastructure, along with its
and the United Kingdom) and pending strategic geography, enhance
Australian access to the US Global Australias value to the United

Information Grid that will provide S ic all
superiority for US and allied network- tates as a strategic ally.

centric warfare operations. £ With its

player is clear.



privileged access to US technology, the Australian Defence Force (ADF) retains a
su ciently formidable technological edge over the military capabilities of its
South-East Asian neighbours so that Canberra can claim with credibility defence
self-reliance for its substantial landmass, large coastline and adjacent sea lanes of
communication. is makes Australia an ideal US ally ful lling US burden-
sharing expectations and ably supporting US coalition warfare operations in
distant locales while maximising its linkage with US military technology..”As the
US Ambassador to Australia observed in testimony before Australias parliament
in June 2004: No-one could have foreseen [at the outset of ANZUS in 1951] that
we would share the kind of intelligence we do today. Together we have a window
to the world that would not exist if we were apart. ¥

Against these strengths, however, some critical Australian weaknesses must be
noted. Australias economic position in Asia is fragile over the longer term as
modernising East Asian economies posit increasingly signi cant low-wage compet-
itive challenges to its established medium technology industries. e clear excep-
tion is its continued ability to export minerals and commaodities critical to the
industrial modernisation of China, India and
other regional powers. Australias choice to
align itself with the United States so closely . . .
over the past ten years has also been resented Australias choice to align
by various ASEAN member-states, although itself with the United

this trend has recently so ened. States so closely over the
is is particularly true with respect to h |
Australias bilateral ties with the Peoples past ten years has also

Republic of China a power with which been resented by various
Australia is intensifying economic and  ASEAN member-states
politico-diplomatic ties but which is poten-
tially the US major geopolitical rival in the
region. Australia is concerned over what it
views as an excessively ideological American view regarding Taiwan and prefers to
maintain a highly pragmatic approach to Chinas long-term strategic intentions.
Conversely, Australian policy-makers are well aware that if Australia were seen to
be caving in to Chinese pressure on the Taiwan issue, apprehensions entertained by
some US observers over Australias becoming a so ally would be con rmed. In
a visit to Beijing in August 2004, Foreign Minister Alexander Downer speculated
that: ANZUS obligations could be invoked only in the event of a direct attack
on the United States or Australia. So some other activity elsewhere in the world
doesnt invoke it. American o cials immediately and forcefully rebuked
Downer, noting that Articles 1V and V of the ANZUS Treaty called for immediate
response if either US or Australian forces were attacked anywhere in the Paci c.



In a Taiwan contingency, they insisted, a straightforward interpretation of the
Treaty commitment would mandate Australian military assistance. Prime Minister
Howard publicly supported the American interpretation and Downer retreated to
stipulating that a future Taiwan crisis would have to be treated on the merits of
the case.

e obvious Australian geopolitical interest is to balance its security relations with
Wiashington with its growing economic ties with China. John Howard supported
this policy approach in a de nitive address to the Lowy Institute in early 2005:

Clearly, a large part of the burden of such restraint is borne by the relationship between
China and the United States. It would in my strong view be a mistake to embrace an
overly pessimistic view of this relationship, pointing to unavoidable con ict. Australia
does not believe that there is anything inevitable about escalating strategic competition
between China and the United States  We see ourselves as having a role in continually
identifying, and advocating to each, the shared strategic interests these great powers have
in regional peace and prosperity.

To what extent this posture can and will
diverge from future US agenda in the East ) ]
China Sea will be one of the central tests for e obvious Australian
the future of ANZUS. geopolitical interest is

Close_r_to home, Aus_tralla confro_nFs an to balance its security
arc of crisis of poverty-ridden and politically . . .
corrupt South Paci c states that will consume relations with WaShmgton
an increasing proportion of its strategic atten-  With its growing economic
tion in the coming years. While Australias ties with China.
willingness to deal with these weak states alle-
viates what might otherwise be an additional
security burden for US forces, the security
assets it allocates to the South Paci ¢ will vie with those earmarked for future US-
led coalitions of the willing further a eld. In this context, Australias small military
is arguably limited to niche capability situations in which US resources can be
supplemented: air refuelling tankers, Special Forces, conventional submarines and
various types of maritime and tactical surveillance. An issue could arise over
what constitutes the ne line between Australias judicious exploitation of access
to advanced American military technology and outright technological dependency.
Australias latest Defence White Paper, released in 2000, anticipated this potential
intra-alliance policy dichotomy: a healthy alliance should not be a relationship
of dependency but of mutual help  [Australian] dependency would weaken the
alliance in the eyes of Australians and in the eyes of Americans ¢



Perhaps the most signi cant concern related to the interest factor in future
alliance relations is the danger that Australias legacy of relying on great and
powerful friends, if not carefully managed, could result in future alliance division.
Perceptions are already held among many
in Australia that their country is exces-
sively dependent on the United States (a
recent poll by the Lowy Institute indicated prospects [a_re] that the
that sixty-eight per cent of Australians Americans will expect
questioned believed their country took unquali ed alliance loyalty
too much notice of US foreign policy). from Australia and overreact

Equally risky are prospects that the if di
Americans will expect unquali ed alliance ITal erences emerge.

loyalty from Australia and overreact if
di erences emerge. As Paul Dibb has
observed, current alliance relations are heavily underpinned by close personal
ties between Prime Minister John Howard and President George W. Bush.
Maintaining [future] support for the alliance is contingent upon Washingtons
future success in convincing the Australian public of both the necessity and
legitimacy of its policies. £
A major challenge for sustaining mutual alliance interests will be how relevant
Australia proves to be in the ongoing US Global Posture Review (GPR). e GPR
is the most far-reaching reconstitution of US strategic planning since the onset of
the Cold War. It is predicated on several key assumptions. First, today s emerging
adversaries are less deterrable than was the USSR.  reats include international
terrorists who are characterised by a willingness to die for their cause in the
process of carrying out devastating attacks against US and allied targets. Increased
force exibility to pre-empt rapidly evolving or uncertain contingencies is thus
required. Second, such force exibility will need to be deployed in rapid and lethal
ways to ensure threat neutralisation. ird, force capabilities other than manpower
are increasingly central. Finally, allied force capabilities will be increasingly central
to US strategic success in di erent regions; in particular, allied force modernisa-
tion and interoperability must be achieved
in an Asia-Paci ¢ environment where
forward deployed US forces will be reduced -
as allied polities become more sensitive to Increased force EXIblllty to
their presence..” pre-empt rapidly evolving or
Australian o cials believe that the GPR uncerta”'] Cont|ngenC|eS |S

ts well into the Australian niche capa-
bility approach to alliance politics. Former
Defence Minister Robert Hill argued that

thus required.



a more global American posture strengthens opportunities for Australia to attach
value-added dimensions to its defence relationship with the United States while
simultaneously improving the US capability to contribute to international e orts
to defeat global threats such as terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction. ¥ His American counterparts have likewise anticipated a more critical
Australian role under the revised strategy: As the US begins to alter its military
footprint in Asia, and as we seek to
become more agile and deployable from
home to confront todays less predictable . .
threats we will continue to rely on we [the US] will Co_ntmue
Australias advice and abilities in this to rely on Australias

region and beyond. advice and abilities in

ese factors were certainly in the minds : :
of US and Australian defence o cials when this region and beyond'

they convened AUSMIN in Adelaide during

late 2005. Several key Australian alliance

niches had already been identi ed and implemented, including the upgrading
of cooperative science and technology experimentation (2002); substantially
upgrading the operational tempo of joint military exercises involving US and ADF
SAS force elements (2002 2003); entering into more extensive joint development of
missile defence technology (2003); and upgrading Australias defence intelligence
access to US intelligence data to a level commensurate with that of Great Britain
(2004 2005).

AUSMIN 2005 incorporated and expanded these precedents. A strategic
bomber training program was announced whereby US B-52, B-1 and B-2 aircra
stationed in the US and/or Guam would conduct combined training with ADF
air units at the Delamere Air Weapons Range in Australias Northern Territory.
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was also signed to further upgrade
facilities at the Joint Combined Training Centre at Shoalwater Bay, Queensland,
in preparation for extensive joint military exercises to be conducted throughout
2007. Discussions also focused on the future organisation of joint peacekeeping
and peace-building operations in the Asia-Paci ¢ region. e transformation of
the US Japan defence alliance into one in which Japans military would play an
increased role was acknowledged and praised, while China and Taiwan were urged
to settle their outstanding di erences peacefully. All of these initiatives represented
concrete steps for merging Australian American defence cooperation initiatives
into the larger US global posture framework.

Barring unexpected miscalculations, overall prospects for continued interest
compatibility in Australian American security relations remain strong. To the extent
that any issue generates bipartisanship in the Australian body politic, the American



alliance commands such support. Kim Beazley, leader of Australias major opposi-
tion party, is a robust advocate of US defence ties and most of the Labor Party s key
political gures also accept it as a cardinal axiom for Australian foreign policy. It is
unlikely that any single issue, including Washingtons requesting Australian support
for a US military intervention against a Chinese
attack on Taiwan, would greatly alter the extent
of alliance support in Australia, although such a
development would cause short-term strains. there is no real viable
Fundamentally, there is no real viable alter- alternative for Australia
native for Austra}lia to ally outside.the US—.Ied to a”y [With]
Anglophile family of states. Notwithstanding
Australias understandable desire to cultivate it
as an economic partner, China cannot provide
the commensurate level of cultural a nity, technological assistance or geopolitical
weight that currently allows Australia to play an important regional and interna-
tional politico-security role with American political support and under US security
guarantees. Some South-East Asians remain reluctant to accept Australias regional
identity and credentials. By contrast, successive US governments have been consist-
ently clear about the premium value they assign to Australias strategic contributions
to US security objectives. One of the most recent con rmations of this was submitted
by the US Government to the Australian Parliaments Joint Standing Committee on
Foreign A airs, Defence and Trade:

For the United States, Australia
is a durable and e ective partner in

the Asia-Paci c region, whose deep [S]uccessive US governments

knowledge and in uential role within have been consistently clear about
the region, and the priority it attaches

to its relations with the countries of the premium value they assign to

the region, are of immense value to ~ Australias strategic contributions

us. It is also, however, a global partner to US security objectives.

of the United States  Australias

contributions include tireless e orts

to combat the spread of weapons of

mass destruction, its strong support for multilateral measures to defeat terrorists  and

active diplomacy and assistance programs to advance human development and dignity
us, our pledge to defend Australia in the context of the ANZUS Treaty is not only

a solemn commitment, but also an integral part of the defense of our own vital interests,

both regional and global.



Alliance critics have argued that the Howard Governments foreign policy behaviour
has resembled that of a deputy sheri  acting on behalf of US interests in South-East
Asia. e Australian-led military intervention in East Timor during late 1999 engen-
dered widespread suspicion throughout South-East Asia that Australia had little
interest in becoming a part of the region.  is impression has been reinforced by
the Australian Prime Ministers adherence to a pre-emption doctrine to combat
regional terrorists, by Australias decision to buy 700-kilometre range missiles from
the United States for extending its forward power projection capabilities, by its
ongoing hard-line policy on refugee matters and, more recently, by its decision in
December 2004 to declare a thousand-nautical-mile maritime safety zone.
However, the Australian Indonesian security relationship strengthened again a er
the October 2002 Bali bombing, and Australian Malaysian ties improved with
Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathirs departure from o ce at the end of October
2003. Australia was successful in gaining entry to the inaugural East Asian Summit
(EAS). Concerns are still evident throughout the region, nevertheless, that Australias
unwavering support for the American occupation of
Irag and its participation with the United States and
Japan in a bilateral alliance network that may develop . .
into a containment system directed towards China Australia has b”dged
will undermine regional stability. ANZUS with various

Despite these apprehensions, an equally strong regional security
case can t_)e mad_e_for ANZUS a_nd the Australl_an arrangements
security tie as giving the Americans constructive
access to the region. Australia has bridged ANZUS
with various regional security arrangements, such as
the Five Power Defence Arrangements (FPDA) with Malaysia and Singapore, and
the Shoalwater Training Area Memorandum giving the Singapore Armed Forces
access to large tracts (4500 kilometres) of Australian territory and opportunities to
train with Australian force counterparts for approximately 45 days annually. ¢ e
Howard Government has also upgraded its counter-terrorism cooperation with the
Philippines, announcing in October 2005 that it would conduct joint maritime and
aerial patrols with the Armed Forces of the Philippines and coordinate such e orts
with the US Special Forces group at Headquarters Joint Special Operations Task
Force operating in the southern Philippines sector. £

Indonesia is a particularly illuminating case of the way Australias relations with
a key Asia-Paci c state underpin the in uence of ANZUS in South-East Asia.
Australias ties with Jakarta have oscillated over the years, with its spearheading of
the INTERFET operation in East Timor re ecting a thirty-year low point in bilateral



relations between the two states. Yet Australia and Indonesias proximity to each
other means that their geopolitical fates are inevitably intertwined. Since the Bali
bombing in October 2002, Australian and Indonesian law enforcement agencies
have worked closely on counter-terrorism
operations and related security issues. In April
2005, the two countries entered into a compre-

hensive partnership designed to coordinate Australia and
extensive Australian development assistance to Indonesias proximity to
Aceh in the a ermath of the December 2004 each other means that

tsunami and to address people smuggling, . ..
narcotics, outbreaks of disease and money their geOpO“tlcal fates are
laundering. While hardly representing the inevitably intertwined.
comprehensive bilateral security arrangement

in force between 1995 and 1999 (the Agreement

on Maintaining Security), the new agreement

posits a more realistic set of functional security tasks that require tangible coopera-
tion between the two countries law enforcement agencies and the two countries
military establishments (the ADF and the Indonesian TNI)..”

e US Congress, until very recently, barred American military relations with
South-East Asias largest country due to concerns over human rights violations.
However, the George W. Bush Administration has regarded Indonesia as a key front
line in its Global War on Terror and as a major determinant of ASEAN s ultimate role
as a stabilising in uence in South-East Asia and the entire Asia-Paci c region. In
November 2005, it restored full military ties with Indonesia that had been in abey-
ance since 1999. In a March 2006 visit to Jakarta, US Secretary of State Rice praised
the Indonesians for making tangible progress
towards democracy and for setting an example of
moderation, tolerance and inclusiveness. ¥ By

facilitating a stable socio-political environment in US defence o cials
the worlds largest Muslim country, on Australias particularly valued the
northern doorstep, the United States has contrib- evolving Australian

uted to the national security of both Australia and . .
Indonesias ASEAN neighbours. Indonesian bilateral

In a recent (mid-2005) visit to the US Paci ¢ security relationship.
Command (PACOM), members of the Australian
Parliaments Joint Foreign Standing Committee
on Foreign A airs, Defence and Trade learned
that US defence o cials particularly valued the evolving Australian Indonesian
bilateral security relationship. is is based on what these o0 cials asserted is a
general lack of knowledge about Indonesia in US defence policy-making circles



and ongoing legislative restrictions on developing US Indonesian military ties.
While some of these restrictions have since been li ed, the Committee reported
that the value of Australian Indonesian bilateral ties to regional security was well
understood and appreciated in Washington:  discussions with [US] defence
o cials made clear to the delegation how important Australias bilateral relations
with its regional neighbours are to stability in the Asia-Paci c region, particularly
as they can be used to increase the level of understanding of regional issues
within America.

In a broader South-East Asian security context, recent progress by the ASEAN
peninsular states (Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore and  ailand) in coordinating
maritime surveillance of the Malacca Strait such as the Eyes in the Sky initia-
tive has direct implications for ANZUS regional in uence and objectives. Eyes
in the Sky was a regionally indigenous alternative to the US-proposed Regional
Maritime Security Initiative that was rejected by Indonesia and Malaysia as too
intrusive in terms of their sovereign maritime prerogatives. A liates of this new
arrangement are now reportedly ready to accept the assistance of the FPDA in
coordinating Strait air patrolling, potentially giving Australia a more direct role in
safeguarding Western maritime and commercial interests, although in a South-
East Asian rather than ANZUS capacity. is
is a clear instance in which Australias
geographic position allows it to play a low-key
but signi cant role in South-East Asian security Australias geographic
which the United States cannot assume due to position allows it to play
its superpower pro le. PP

All of these networks and initiatives ful Il a Iow-key but Signi ant
Australian national security objectives by role in South-East Asian
allowing it to act as a meaningful participant in secu rity
the building of a more stable region. ey simul-
taneously reinforce the US strategic commitment
to and involvement in the Asia-Paci ¢ the
hallmark objective of overall Australian strategic policy. e latest challenge to
this linkage is the convening of the EAS in Kuala Lumpur in December 2005.  at
Australia, New Zealand and India were even invited to attend this gathering was a
triumph. ASEAN states such as Singapore and Indonesia, as well as Japan, wanted
to circumvent the exclusivist approach, championed predominantly by China,
as to who makes up Asia. Beijing initially wished to restrict membership to the
ASEAN + 3 grouping (that included Japan, South Korea and itself).

To gain entry into this new and potentially important regional club, Australia
was required to accede to the Treaty of Amity and Cooperation (TAC). It had
previously declined to do so because of a perceived con ict of interest with ANZUS



obligations, including future interventions against terrorist concentrations in
South-East Asian territories. A breakthrough occurred in mid-2005 when South
Korea and Japan reportedly convinced the Howard Government that it could as
they had done circumvent this con ict of interest by agreeing to an exchange of
written understandings between Australia and ASEAN that would guarantee that
adherence to the TAC would not compromise alliance responsibilities. Australia
subsequently indicated to ASEAN ministers that it would accede to the TAC in
exchange for an EAS invitation. It remains unclear at the time of this writing
what long-term impact the EAS will have on building a new regional security order
in East Asia. More certain, however, is that Australias presence at its inaugural
meeting should facilitate the summits sensitivity to US regional interests, notwith-
standing the absence of American representation.

/

Critics of the alliance have pointed to what they believe is a growing trend of
Australian obsequiousness to US strategic objectives. Some believe that this
continues a long pattern in Australian foreign policy of seeking out a great and
powerful friend, but that at this historical point in time Australias chosen senior
partner is a revolutionary rather than stabilising hegemon. Others accuse
Australian policy-makers of having fallen into a culturally misleading trap of
pursuing an ill-fated Anglophile version of geopolitics. Johns Hopkins University
historian Stephen Morris (a native Australian) has countered such arguments. e
idea that Australia is looked down on in
Wiashington as a lickspittle is wrong  Australia
is respected and its role in the alliance is appreci- . .
ated. It has built up credit in the eyes of its friends, ¢ idea that Australia
s0 it is listened to. ¢ is looked down on

Alliance legitimacy can be viewed within the in Washington as a
ANZUS frf_;lmework as_Au_stra_lllas succgedlng in Iickspittle is wrong
strengthening US credibility in strategic behav-
iour, sometimes by restraining that ally from
pursuing policies that in hindsight would appear
to have been shortsighted. If this is a legitimate view, then Australias track record
of serving the United States in such a capacity over recent years has been decidedly
mixed. In fairness, however, the Bush Administrations rst term was underscored
by a proactive commitment to a neo-conservative-driven, unilateralist strategy that
was to test even the most nuanced of alliance managers operating from Canberra
and other Asia-Paci c capitals. As the noted Australian political commentator Paul
Kelly has observed:



Australia prefers an America that values partnerships and coalitions, that utilises so as
well as hard power, that emphasises political methods as well as military ones. It is idle
to suppose that any lurch to an American unilateralism would not erode the domestic
political support within Australia for the alliance. £

Alliance legitimacy should therefore not be
confused with unmitigated Australian alliance ] .
loyalty to the United States. Policy-makerscan  Alliance legitimacy should
ill a ord to entertain love a airs when core not be confused with
national security interests gre gt stake. . .e unmitigated Australian
Howard Government committed itself to mili- .
tary action in East Timor despite the Prime alliance onalty to the
Minister s discomfort over his lack of personal United States.
chemistry with Bill Clinton and the obvious
disappointment it felt over an American reluc-
tance to commit boots on the ground to that
operation. Australias military commitment to the American intervention in Iraq
during 2003 was visibly limited: around 2000 military personnel and a small number
of Special Forces, F/A-18 aircra and naval ships out of a total Australian force of
around 50000 regular service personnel and another 20000 reserves..” Australia
was up front in applying conditions to its Irag contribution: that its ability to deal
with regional contingencies would not be undermined and that its military contri-
bution would be withdrawn quickly a er Saddam Husseins removal from power.
During a July 2005 visit to Washington DC,
moreover, Howard went out of his way to
distinguish Australias posture of policy .
pragmatism directed toward China from Howard went out of his

the Bush Administrations more ideological way to distinguish Australias
stance. ¥ He did so despite his obvious posture of policy pragmatism

personal admiration of and cordial rela- . .
tionship with President Bush. directed toward China from

What Australia did not do very well was the Bush Administrations
to treat US intelligence estimates of Irags more ideological stance.
WMD program with appropriate scepti-
cism prior to committing the ADF to the
Iraq intervention campaign. Assessments of
this episode commissioned by the Australian Government, such as the Flood Report,
concluded that this policy failure, in part, could be attributed to a lack of contest-
ability in intelligence advice that the Government received from its own sources.
Others have been more critical, asserting that Australias intelligence community



was generally unwilling to provide alternative assessments to a Government that
promotes a culture of tightly controlled foreign policy formulation from the Prime
Minister and Cabinet downward.

Alliance legitimacy and alliance risks and costs dovetail in situations where an
ally o ers advice to its security partner that in uences the latter to reach sober
judgments about the risks and costs of military action relative to what perceived
recti cations or bene ts such action may generate. Legitimacy rests upon the action
initiators ability to make a prima facie case to the international community that such
action is justi ed and is limited in proportion to the initial threat. US and allied
intervention in Afghanistan appeared to meet thistest. e intervention of the US-
led coalition of the willing in Iraq did not because the rationale of WMD pre-
emption failed to withstand the test of time and forcing a regime change in Iraq was,
by itself, an inadequate basis for justifying
war. Future historians will have a eld day
si ing through the operative policy docu-

ments in both the UK and Australia that Future historians will have a

led to those two countries participation in eld daysi ing through the
the 2003 Iraq con ict. operative policy documents
However, governments do learn that led to participation

from past miscalculations. e Howard
Government is no exception. Avoiding
Australian involvement in a Sino-American
con ict over Taiwan has now clearly
become a key Australian foreign policy objective. Alliance legitimacy in any such
con ict would be tested by how well Australia responded with a judicious combi-
nation of strategic restraint and alliance support. If China were to invade Taiwan
without credible provocation, the United States would most likely apply the Taiwan
Relations Act to such a contingency and intervene. Under such circumstances,
Australia could extend low-key or tacit support for the Americans by o ering to
assume additional maritime or air surveillance responsibilities normally covered
by PACOM. But it could refrain from directly involving Australian forces in or
around Taiwan itself as any such con ict would not immediately entail a substantial
requirement for Australian niche capabilities (Australias Collins diesel submarines
could be an exception to this, but recent operational di culties with them puts their
readiness in doubt).

Australian policy-makers and their American counterparts would prefer to work
out any such Australian response in advance of a future crisis escalation in the East
China Sea. What cannot be allowed to occur is the unfolding of a public drama
re ecting alliance division: one in which US policy-makers demand that Australia
support US objectives and actions or risk alliance dissolution, and in which Australia

in the 2003 Iraqg con ict.



is faced with a New Zealand-type policy dilemma. Nor can China be encouraged
to demand that Australia not apply ANZUS to any such contingency or face the
consequences a demand that at least some Chinese o cials raised when China
passed its Taiwan anti-seccession law in early 2005, which was strongly rebu ed by
the Australian Government. In this context,

Alexander Downers recent speculation o ered in

Beijing (during August 2004) that Australia may . .
not necessarily invoke ANZUS in response to a for Australian policy
renewed Taiwan crisis was unnecessary and spokespersons, the
unfortunate. It precipitated a strong American alliance Iegitimacy/risk
diplomatic rebuke and encouraged the Chinese to A
subsequently press Canberra on the issue. It and cost ?alance Isstilla
appears that, for Australian policy spokespersons, learning process.

the alliance legitimacy/risk and cost balance is

still a learning process.

ANZUS is su ciently bene cial to the United States to cast serious doubt over
Douglas Bandow s recommendations listed at the outset of this article. His assump-
tion that Australia can defend itself in a no-threat environment does not take into
su cient account the rapid, de facto merging of contemporary regional and global
security. Alliance strength means that Australia can and must relate to its American
ally at di erent levels of strategic interaction

because the regional and global dimensions of

threat and response are becoming so inte- )

grated. International terrorism, energy secu- Alliance strength means
rity and other forms of alternative security that Australia can and
politics co-ex_ist with WMD proliferation and must relate to its American
power balancing to create a far more complex . .
world than when ANZUS was initially created alliesatdi erentlevels of
as a mere instrument of Cold War contain- strategic interaction
ment. Australia has committed its defence

e orts and resources to realise niche and

interoperable capabilities that can be employed

selectively within future and mostly American-led military coalitions. e ANZUS
imprimatur constitutes the heart of such initiatives. ey are based on shared core
and enduring values that underlie the politico-cultural dynamics of the alliance. It
is unlikely that Australia will nd better alternatives than the United States.



e sheer scope of and strategic transformation embedded within the US Global
Posture Review precludes Washingtons adopting a constricted o shore balancing
approach for the Asia-Paci c region. In either case, however, Australia would have
a key role to play in facilitating US strategic credibility. Under the Posture Review,
joint intelligence facilities in Australia, the
potential to deploy advanced network-
centric related systems at widely dispersed

sites and the build-up of joint training Australia is contributing to
facilities are vital to modern war. Real-  the integration of US and allied
time information and emphasis on long- assets [and] is appreciated

range targeting and maximum lethality .
will increasingly prevail over manpower at the hlgheSt levels of US
and vulnerable platforms, especially in decision-making
scenarios dominated by asymmetrical

con ict. Even a minimum US strategic

presence in the Asia-Paci ¢ would not

change this reality: forward force presence may be reduced, but on the basis of force
recon guration rather than strategic retrenchment. e extent to which Australia
is contributing to the integration of US and allied assets is appreciated at the highest
levels of US decision-making and reinforces alliance viability.

Australiaisrea rming alliance (ANZUS) access to the Asia-Paci c through its
bilateral and multilateral regional security ties. It is building a modest but viable
network of counter-terrorist operations with various ASEAN states and is a rising
force in US Japan deliberations about how security problems in North-East Asia
a ect the wider world. It is also a vigorous player in Asia-Paci ¢ security dialogues,
0 en providing both regional policy-makers and American counterparts a second
Western view on how preventative diplomacy and strategic reassurance can be more
e ective within such institutions as the ASEAN Regional Forum and the forth-
coming EAS. is hardly resembles the containment strategy that Bandow believes
is operative and directed against China. e Howard Governments visible hedging
strategy regarding Sino American secu-
rity relations undercuts those who
would argue that containment is alive .
and well in an ANZUS context. Even an alliance as close as

Even an alliance as close as ANZUS ANZUS will confront Australia
will confront Australia with formidable with formidable challenges over
challenges over the near future as struc-
tural change a ects regional and global the near future
power and stability. US foreign policy
will need to be rationalised and



explained more e ectively if an inherently conservative Australian electorate is to
remain comfortable with American leadership as a force for constructive rather than
arbitrary change. e comparative rate of Australian economic growth will have
much to do with how e ectively the ADF can buy into and operate state-of-the-art
defence systems in ways that add value to American coalition strategy. As a maritime
trading state, Australia is required to assess the value of its ever-growing trade and
investment volume in East Asia as a strategic factor. e extent to which the
Australia US Free Trade Agreement can balance such calculations will not be
known for years to come. In the meantime, the China factor presents Australian
o cials with a highly complex myriad

of geo-economic and geopolitical

interplays that must be better under- . .
stood and managed, a historical legacy of

e testimony of ANZUS rele- cooperation in war and peace
vance and strength in the eyes of US  has evolved into a highly e ective

policy-planners Is the way that the -4 gppropriate relationship with
alliance has endured for over half pprop P

a century. As the US Government which to face an uncertain future.

submission to the Australian

Parliamentary hearing on the alliance

observed, ANZUS provides a formal commitment that buttresses a multi-dimen-
sional alliance relationship and one that complements each ally s strength with the
others security in a variety of key sectors: strategic consultations and planning;
intelligence sharing; joint military exercises; interoperability; and cooperative
defence research and development. e United States is on record as wanting to
sustain both the habits and muscle of our cooperation because doing so constitutes
a vital interest for both of our countries. is is one case where a historical legacy
of cooperation in war and peace has evolved into a highly e ective and appropriate
relationship with which to face an uncertain future.

1  Cited in Rupert Darwell, John Howards Australia, Policy Review, No. 132, August
September 2005, at <http://www.policyreview.org/aug05/darwall.html>,

2 Tom Allard and Louise Williams, Our New Nightmare: the United States of America,
Sydney Morning Herald, 29 March 2005, and a poll using data up to the year 2000
appearing in Australian Strategic Policy Institute, Attitude Matters: Public opinion in
Australia towards defence and security, ASPI, Canberra, 2004.
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is article is based on a presentation prepared in August 2004 for the Land Warfare Studies
Centres occasional seminar series. Professor Black begins from the premise that technology
alone cannot win war. In the 21st century, with urbanised  ird World populations su ering
poverty and unemployment, warfare and itsa ermath will take place in the complex terrain
of megacities, where the war-winning power of technology is reduced. He argues that war is
won when your enemy is persuaded that they have lost. Consequently, defeating the enemy
should not be confused with causing more casualties just as winning battles does not
equate to winning wars.

oday, more than ever, I nd myself challenging the technological interpre-

tation of war. Perhaps this is because | see this interpretation as asserted

rather than demonstrated. Many military thinkers and scholars appear, by
contrast, to place much more emphasis on the cultural factors of war. By cultural
factors | mean the way di erent societies have di erent tolerances of and di erent
understandings of victory and defeat, su ering, death, and casualties. While | intend
to examine these cultural di erences in the ensuing discussion, I also want to look
at the way in which war is currently developing and may develop in the future.



I want to look closely at the technologically driven interpretation of war. Put
simply, it is clear that those ghting or engaged in power projection want better
weapons than their opponents; they want better weapons systems, they want better
means of force projection. e di culty arises when superior weaponry alone is
regarded as su cient to ensure victory. e general historical interpretation in the
past, certainly up to the early 1990s, viewed developments in military pro ciency
essentially as linked to developments in weapons systems. Early modernist histo-
rians cite the impact of gunpowder; 19th centuryists point to the changes in hand-
held weaponry and cannon in that period. Naval historians, of course, view the 19th
century in terms of amour plating and steam power. While there is an enormous
amount of truth in these assertions, they also rest
on a number of fallacies and | intend to deal with
these in conceptual ways as well as drawing on )
some points of evidence. Let me start with one or youwin awar when
two conceptual points. you persuade your

One of the most obvious fallacies is that you enemy that hes lost
win a war by winning battles.  is may seem an
obvious point if you dont win the battles, you are
unlikely to win the war. | would argue, however,
that you win a war when you persuade your enemy that hes lost when he ceases

ghting, when he surrenders. Certainly there have been wars in history that have
ended with the complete extirpation of the other side; but in virtually all cases, wars
end with one side being expected or forced into surrender. e factors that lead
to that surrender merit careful thought because clearly to introduce the cultural
element they are determined by the way in which people understand that they
have lost.

One historical example of this perception of defeat is that of the American Civil
War, in which the white cohort in the Confederacy took twenty per cent fatalities
and twenty per cent injuries before accepting that they had lost. In most modern
wars, casualty gures would never reach that level. But what has become apparent
over the last hundred years and this is likely to continue in the future is that
di erent societies tolerance of casualties
will vary enormously. One of the great
mistakes is assuming that the other sides . .
understanding of casualty is the same as One of the great mistakes is

yours. Some historical interpretations of this ~ assuming that the other sides
sense of casualty can be blatantly awed. For understanding of casualty is
example, the historian Niall Ferguson, who

is quite a well known historian, published the same as yours.
an article in a major British newspaper



about three years ago in which he attempted to argue that the Wehrmacht the
German Army was the best military force in the 20th century. He based this on a
statistical analysis showing that the Germans had killed more of their opponents than
they themselves had su ered by a bigger ratio than any other army in World War |
or World War 1l. e problem with that analysis is that the Germans actually lost
World War | and World War 1. In other words, being able to in ict a much heavier
casualty rate, which in World War Il was particularly the case at the expense of the
Soviets, did not prove decisive for the Germans given that their opponents were
willing to go on taking much heavier casualties. In a sense this is obvious, yet it
undermines many of the standard interpretations of war that present a rather crude
dichotomy between symmetrical and asymmetrical.

e argument popular with most scholars and military thinkers at present is that
we are in an age of asymmetrical war. Its important to bear in mind that, in symmet-
rical warfare, the two sides will not necessarily have the same willingness to entertain
casualties. As a consequence, theres really no point attempting to plan ones military
operations on an attritional basis in which
you kill more of the enemy than you lose
yourself and then they accept the verdict.

It simply wont operate that way in theres really no point

symmetrical warfare so it certainly wont attempting to plan ones

do so in asymmetrical warfare. - .
To return to the issue of the techno- m|I|tary operatlons onan

logical interpretation of warfare, my  attritional basis in which you

problem with this view is that it o en kill more of the enemy than

merges two very di erent stages in war and you lose yourself and then

power projection. It merges the ability to .
move to the battle eld, the zone of con ict they accept the verdict

or the zone of the actual contact, with what

actually happens there.  ere is no doubt

that advanced technology brings with it enormous advantages. e simple fact of
air travel, particularly combined with aerial refuelling in a way that would have been
a fantasy in the past, represents an ability of power projection which is a major form
of capability. Once a destination is reached, however, a whole new set of challenges
unfolds. s is particularly the case in an environment in which the distinction
between enemy and friendly forces is di cult to establish. s is far more common
in the history of war than the relevant literature would have us believe. Much of the
documented history of con ict is based on de ned armed forces, easily recognisable
as armed forces they wear uniforms or, in the pre-uniform age they had some sort
of designation that made them quite clear and they operated as regular forces.
Even in civil wars which are a much more prevalent form of warfare than is



commonly held the American Civil War or the English Civil War, for example,

were fought by what were, in e ect, regular armed forces. Historically, there has

been a whole range of con ict in which there is no clear-cut separation of the two

sides and this is likely to become a common feature of future warfare. New tasks

such as peacekeeping or peace-making are

particularly prone to a lack of clarity in separa-

tion. Even in simple crude warfare, however, it

may not be easy to di erentiate between the the French

two sides and therefore establish the opponent resorted to sheIIing

against which you impose your power. .
Technology also imposes its own di  culties Damascus In 1926 as they

and the use of air power in the interwar years simply had no form of

provides a good example of this. e Americans precision targeting more

used air power and marines on what they ¢ higicated than that.
termed peacekeeping missions in Haiti, the

Dominican Republic and Nicaragua in the
1920s and 1930s, although their actions may
not have appeared much like peacekeeping to the natives. In the early 1920s air
power had a tremendous impact and this was particularly demonstrated by the
British in Irag, Somaliland and Yemen where it was used to great e ect on those
occasions when the British were able to establish just who they were targeting. In
urban environments, however, it proved very di cult to establish precisely who the
target was, even with the advanced technology in the possession of the militaries of
that period. Destruction was an easy
option; the French, for example, resorted
to shelling Damascus in 1926 as they . . . .
simply had no form of precision targeting Itis going to be incredibly
more sophisticated than that. hard to use the kind of power
Future theatres of conflict will projection possible today in
undoubtedly be urbaq and involve the order to achieve results.
worlds great population centres. Any
insight into the future of the worlds popu-
lation will show clearly that about
ninety- ve per cent of population growth occurs in the  ird World. Much of that
growth is concentrated in vast cities, places like Kinshasa, Karachi, Mexico City,
Sao Paulo, and Johannesburg. Engaging militarily in cities such as these is extraor-
dinarily di cult given the very topography of those areas, their characteristically
urban societies and the close way in which they are mixed together. It is going to
be incredibly hard to use the kind of power projection possible today in order to
achieve results. Yet these are the environments most likely to become theatres of



con ictinthe future. ere are a number of reasons for this, not least the fact that

the cities in the ird World are experiencing enormous economic and social

change at a level unprecedented for those societies. In these societies, massive

economic change commonly results from the rapid deterioration of an agricultural

base. isis 0 en accompanied by an enor-

mous demographic increase which pressures

societies that simply cannot produce enough

jobs and whose cities become swamped by  [Rapid urbanisation] can

people moving into urban areas in search of o en lead to elements

work.  ese pressures are combined with social . .

patterns of a breakdown of deference and the of the populatlon bemg

erosion of the pre-existing ways of organising exposed to very radical

society. Such dramatic change and its ensuing political pressures.

dislocation can o0 en lead to elements of the

population being exposed to very radical

political pressures. Tehran isa ne example of

this. In the eyes of the outside world, Iran appears rmly under the control of what

is a fairly authoritarian government. Its my belief that they dont control it at all.
e lranian government simply cannot control whats going on in Tehran, which

is a vast sprawling city of no real structure, of neighbourhoods which have moved

beyond the control of the civil authority. Likewise the Pakistani government cannot

control Karachi. Other cities are the same.  ere are very few major cities which

are actually under reasonable control.

In a sense, the West has little experience of intervention in countries such as Iran
and Pakistan. Most of the intervention that has occurred has been in countries in
which the population density has been much, much lower. I am deliberately
excluding Irag from this argument as the war in Iraq began as a conventional war.
I m referring to interventions in countries such as Liberia or Sierra Leone where the
major problems were not so much controlling the cities, Monrovia or Freetown, but
in attempting to control the distant forest
regions. | suspect that such interventions are
going to appear relatively easy in comparison
with the enormous problems of controlling there is yet to be
urban terrain for which there is yet to be an an established and
Estab_llshe_d and successful modus operandi. successful modus operandi

espite this, there have been Western successes ) '
and successes by non-Western governments in for controlling highly
attempting to control insurrection. Its generally urbanised terrain.
agreed, for example, that the French brought
Algiers under control through intensive



policing characterised by brutality in 1957 58. One of the great problems with that
campaign, however, was that the French timetable of control was so completely
di erent to that of the insurgents. s issue of a timetable of control is another
looming di culty in the interventionist scenario. e French pulled out of Algeria
because of a build-up of political pressure within France. e key to this political
pressure was the continued ability of su cient Algerians to defy the authority of the
French government of occupation.

e issue of a timetable of control and the e ect of political pressure on military
outcomes re ects what | would refer to as the revolution in attitudes to the military.
In Western societies in particular, there is a growing disinclination to accept the
notion of casualties, long-term commitments and arduous roles. is disinclination
manifests itself in civil society and within the ranks of politicians. e issue of casu-
alties has long plagued the political archi-
tects of war. e War Cabinet in Britain in
the Falklands War of 1982, for example,
decided in its wisdom that domestic public In Western societies in

opinion would accept a thousand British particular, thereisa growing

fatalities a er which it would be necessary TR
to negotiate with the Argentinians via the disinclination to accept the

Americans. At that stage, the British popu- notion of casualties, long-
lation was over 50 million. Given the nature term commitments and
of Igbour ina modgrnist society, it is far arduous roles.
easier to endure higher casualty levels
without any real economic or demographic
problem. Even a er a very major war in
which casualty levels are very, very high, history has shown that society classically
su ers only short-term demographic blips. Nevertheless, under what was perhaps
the most resolute Prime Minister | can ever expect to see in my time, Cabinet esti-
mated that a thousand fatalities was the maximum that would be acceptable. And
that was a war that was fought in defence of British sovereign territory of course
to the Argentinians it wasnt a war in defence but to the British it was fought in
defence of British sovereign territory. In the current international context, the
Americans are clearly su ering a great deal of public angst given that their casualty
levels have risen well over a thousand. For a society of 290 million people (the
American population on the last census gure), the idea that losing a thousand
males should be a crisis is surprising. To add some context to this point, just over
y years ago in the Korean War, societies such as Britain, Australia or the United
States were prepared to envisage much higher casualties for a territory Korea
about which they knew very little and which certainly wasnt part of their established
geopolitical concerns. Clearly there has been a shi . World War 11, on the other



hand, was obviously di erent, with attacks constituting a very real threat to exist-
ence. e Korean War, however, presents a sound basis for comparison, and demon-
strates quite starkly that, within two generations, the public willingness to accept
casualties has changed radically.

Looking ahead, its a matter of some debate as to whether this is going to remain
the case or not. e American scholar Victor Hanson has argued that this is just a
short-term blip and that, in his view, Western societies will revert to a willingness
to take high casualties what he calls civic militarism. I m very dubious about that.
I think that in fact there have been a whole
series of quite profound social changes in the
late 20th century and into the 21st century in
terms of the atomisation of society, greater there have been a whole
individualism, greater expectations of series of quite profound
hedonism, and a di erent relationship with . )
the state. I dont think this will be reversed, 1t S0Cial changes [leading
is certainly the case that there are di erent sets to]adi erentrelationship
of values compared with those of the warrior with the state.
societies of the mid-20th century. Again this
varies around the world. Any study of the
Iran-lraq War of 1980 1988 will produce
evidence of losses amounting to several hundred thousand among the combatants,
and a willingness to engage in frontal charges against unsuppressed machine-gun

re with very heavy casualties. e same kind of con ict and the associated willing-
ness to slaughter civilians is clearly evidenced in the Congo, for example, or in recent
events in the Sudan, let alone what happened in Rwanda in the 1990s.  is form of
con ictis characterised by a high willingness to accept combatant losses, very high
willingness to in ict casualties on non-combatants, and o en an erosion of any real
understanding of the di erence between the two.  at is likely to remain the case
in large areas of the world. Again, its worth
noting that most con ict in the world will
occurin  ird-World societies.  ird-World
societies house the greatest social pressures there are lots of young
and su er the greatest economic strains. males without jobs [in the

ese are t.he.countrles in which the demo- ird World], 0 en poorly

graphic ratio is more and more of a problem, o ] .
where there are lots of young males without socialised with a high
jobs, o en poorly socialised with a high toler- tolerance for violence.
ance for violence. e collision of these
factors will ensure the highest incidence of
violence in these countries.



Australia has a natural geographic bu er from the con ict zones of the Middle
East and Africa. Yet, it is reasonable to assert that the balance of world power has
shi ed quite considerably to the Paci c in recent times. | think this is a trend that
will continue. I would argue that the European Union is a relatively failed economic
model. | foresee a situation in which the demographic and economic weight of
Europe within the world system will decline and the demographic, economic and
military weight of East and South Asian countries will increase.  ere are, of course,
conventional volatile geopolitical environments all round the perimeter where the
Paci carea meets Asia. Itis very di cult to engage in the arms races currently being
waged in South and East Asia without some form of confrontation. It doesnt have
to be war.  is potential for confrontation forces other regional powers, of which
Australia is one, to at least plan for their responses
to it. Its quite obvious that there are going to be
confrontations over Taiwan, for example. When .
those confrontations occur, the powers with links [ ] e US] is short of
to Australia classically the United States  will military resources and
turn to the Australians and expect them to take a it has [unadvised|y] run
major role. Any form of refusal may not neces- down its conventional
sarily be acceptable.

Currently, the United States power is prima- army
rily projected into the Balkans, the Middle East
and South Korea. It is short of military resources
and it has run down its conventional army in my view, unadvisedly so. Yet the
United States military focus may be about to change.  ere are certainly going to
be problems in Near America, for example, when President Castro dies, or if civil
con icterupts in Colombia a country which is highly unstable or in Venezuela
where the Chavez regime is deeply unpopular with the American administration.
It is therefore entirely conceivable that Americas allies, NATO as far as the
Balkans is concerned and Australia and Japan as far as the Western Paci c is
concerned will nd themselves in a scenario
in which the Americans pull back some of their
troops and military resources to the Caribbean
and Central America and require NATO, and we cannot assume
countries such as Australia and Japan, to take that Americas
over security tasks in their own regions. It is fair bility t it itself
to say that states such as Britain and Australia a_ I I y 0 C(_)mml 158
have had, to some extent, a free ride in strategic militarily will match our
terms for several decades. is is because the geo_strategic needs.
Americans have actually underwritten every-
thing in strategic terms which have been crucial



to our security.  is doesnt mean we have found all their policies acceptable since,
quite clearly, there is major disquiet among Americas allies over the war in Irag.

e practicality is that we cannot assume that, over the next half-century, Americas
ability to commit itself militarily will match our geo-strategic needs. s is
becoming very apparent both in the Asia-Paci ¢ and in Europe. e Americans
are telling the Europeans in no uncertain terms, Its your responsibility in the
Balkans; its your responsibility in the Mediterranean. e only reason the
Americans dont push it even further is their desire to maintain the capability to
intervene in support of Israel and, accordingly, they have a great interest in the
East Mediterranean. Australia, in turn, may nd itself under increasing pressure
from the Americans who see Australia as a wealthy society that hasnt invested
enough in defence. It is worth bearing in mind that American power projection
into this part of the Paci c dates essentially from the 1940s and to the Indian
Ocean it dates as recently as the 1970s. e same levels of commitment at all stages
cannot be assumed.

In discussing the future stability of the Asia Paci c region, it is dangerous to
assume that the tensions within East and South Asia can be insulated. Looking
close to Australian shores, for example, the potential for Indonesia to remain
uni ed hangs to a certain extent on its success in managing to suppress separatist
movements in, for example, Sumatra. Indonesia has really only worked as a state
since the very beginning of the 1950s, and even then there were separatist move-
ments in Sumatra and Java. e possibility of its continuing to work successfully as
a state for the next vy to a hundred years is minimal at best. e possibility of
many countries being able to operate in that fashion is unlikely. e Japanese, for
example, are very worried about China becoming too powerful; yet they are also
concerned about China becoming too weak. If only one per cent of the Chinese
population ees to Japan in the event of a breakdown
of order in China, the Japanese simply couldnt cope.
We have to bear in mind that many of these states are

actually quite weak and the possibility of one of them One h?S to be very
becoming a failed state will have obvious consequences cautious about
in terms of refugee control. the practicality of

Should we be seeking to take a far more interven-
tionist role in shaping and educating those nation-states
with a potential for failure? One has to be very cautious
about the practicality of interventionism. | once heard
Paul Wolfowitz speak on the topic. He explained very lucidly that his interest in Iraq
came from his experience in his early days in the State Department where he played
a role in persuading the American government to withdraw its support for the
Marcos regime in the Philippines. America duly withdrew its support and Marcos

interventionism.



went and, added Wolfowitz, the Philippines has worked ever since.  is same
success, continued Wolfowitz, is quite possible in the Islamic world and he cited
Turkey as a case in point. e problem with that analogy is a simple one. In Turkey,
it was a Turkish military regime that imposed the change.  ere is a degree to which
people appear more ready to take enforced reform
from within their own society or from groups
within their own society. If enforced change is o) il
imposed from outside that society, it is far less _nce a military ]
acceptable. | certainly would not regard military solution is adopted, it
intervention as inany way a rst option. I actually is very di cultthento
feel _tr_1at th Ur_nted State§ has taken too rr_luch of transition smoothly ['[0
a militaristic view of national power projection. .
ey have under-invested in diplomatic advice; peace and Stab”'ty]'
they have under-invested in positive economic
intervention. 1 ve heard it said that America can
take out fourteen other countries in the world. What happens then? Once a military
solution is adopted, it is very di  cult then to transition smoothly. Take Afghanistan
as a case in point. From the 1930s through to the 1970s, even the Afghan monarchy
found it quite di cult to maintain control of that country. How much harder is it
for an alien force? From 1979 to 1988 the Soviets used 120 000 men and resorted to
brutal methods and, even then, they werent able to subdue the country. Bombing
cities such as Kandahar certainly didnt help them gain control.

I think there are very few reasons for willingly engaging in con ict. ereis
much to be said for Bismarcks comment, the Balkans arent worth the bones of a
single Pomeranian Grenadier. Military power is strongest, most e ective, when it is
used very rarely. Military strength rests fundamentally not on the ability to beat
others but on the ability to intimidate them. Intimidation is strongest when there is
no risk that it will gowrong. e risk is higher if the level of involvement is greater.

e danger is, as with the Americans in Irag, that other people will draw lessons that
you can be beaten or snubbed or humiliated. In
fact the Americans in many respects have
succeeded, as they have removed Saddam .
Hussein; they took a thousand casualties, put in a |V|I|Ital‘y Strength rests
caretaker regime and, to a certain extent, they ve fundamentally not on
succeeded in the long-term pattern of history. But the ability to beat others
in practlcal_ terrr_ls, they ve fal_led. th_ey ve found but on the ability to
themselves in a situation in which their power has o
not had the consequences that they wished and, intimidate them.
to that extent, their ability to intimidate others
has actually been partially compromised.



I believe there is a double na vetd about the Middle East.  ere is an American
na vetd and there is a European na vetd. e European na vetd is that fundamentally,
if only Israel didnt behave in such a nasty fashion, there wouldnt be a problem
because the Arabs would be sympathetic to Israel and they could have limits and it
would all work out. ats nave. ereis an American na vet@ which places the
blame for global disorder at the door of international terrorism and refuses to believe
that it has anything to do with the policies of the state of Israel in the Middle East.
Both these views are na ve and both fail to understand that it is a much more vola-
tile situation. e American idea of the draining of the swamp is a false analogy. In
fact, what | actually think this does is to create environments in which there is likely
to be even more trouble particularly because many of the centres of terrorism are
based in allied states which are not under full control.
One of the major centres of terrorism at the moment
is Karachi. You re not going to end terrorism in Karachi . :
by bombing Islamabad. | think the notion that e American idea
somehow we get rid of the rogue regimes and suddenly of the draining of
we create a better world is a deeply awed approach to the swamp is a false
terrorism. Yes, we have to be robust toward terrorism, analogy
but I also personally think that the rules of engagement '
have to be changed and much of the war on terrorism
should be handled not by the regular military but by
Special Forces which operate outside the military. While this always represents a
danger to the state, in a sense, the rules of engagement which a ect military units
are not ones which necessarily are most appropriate for dealing with terrorists. A
country like Australia, which is a couple of islands, has the ability to control its
borders. While border control is a fundamental defence against terrorism, it isnt
the only defence because a certain amount of terrorism is home-grown. Many people
think of terrorism in terms of an Islamic threat. Terrorism itself is much more
general than that; it isnt always politically slanted, and it is part of the continuum
in which sheer criminality and sheer psychotic behaviour are aspects of terrorism.
We need anti-terrorist techniques when we re up against organised movements. But
we also have to be aware that terrorism per se can come from a whole series of causes
and with some of those what you need is simply sophisticated policing. And for that,
a technologically based military is of little use.
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is article is based on a presentation to the Rowell Profession of Arms Seminar, held at the
Telstra  eatre, Australian War Memorial, on 23 June 2005. It is a personal re ection on
the evolution and context of the Regional Assistance Mission to Solomon Islands (RAMSI),
by the man who planned and deployed Australias contribution to that operation. A truly
international and interagency e ort, RAMSI is 0 en viewed as a template for promoting
security and governance in Australias volatile neighbourhood.

peration Helpem Fren was the codename given to the Regional Assistance
Mission to Solomon Islands (RAMSI). My involvement in the mission
began with initial planning in the weeks before the rst waves of police
and military deployed to Solomon Islands on 24 July 2003. Subsequently, | served
in Solomon Islands in the dual roles of Commander of the Participating Police Force
(PPF) and as Deputy Commissioner of the Royal Solomon Islands Police (RSIP)
until 1 August 2004. is experience was a great honour and privilege and, a er



living in Solomon Islands for a little over a year, | developed a deep a ection for the
country and its people. Before going any further, | should also acknowledge the
loyalty and great respect | feel towards the many dedicated and committed police
0 cers who remain in the RSIP and who perse-

vered in their duties through years of neglect and

intimidation before RAMSI.

RAMSI has had a profound impact upon the RAMSI has had a
people of Solomon Islands by literally changing profound impact upon
;he course qf thelr_ nations history. Whl|? thls the people of Solomon

iscussion will consider the success of the mission )
up until mid-2005, | would also like to preface Islands by literally
these remarks by noting that there is still a great changing the course of
deal .of WOI’k. to be .done in Solomon Islands. their nations history.

e job remains a di cult and, at times, a very
dangerous one. In the past eight months there
have been two assassination attempts on RAMSI
personnel and, in May 2004, at Manakwai village on Malu u, North Malaita, shots
were exchanged between RAMSI military forces and a criminal element. e second
assassination attempt against RAMSI personnel (which, like the rst in October
2004, was a cowardly ambush of a PPF patrol in Honiara) resulted in the shooting
death of Australian Federal Police (AFP) o cer Adam Dunning on 22 December
2004. While the mission has been incredibly successful, it is also necessary to
remember the fragility of the peace created by RAMSI.  ere remains a critical
need to address the complex causes of the underlying ethnic tensions that led to the
breakdown of civil society in Solomon Islands during the mid- to late- 1990s. Before
proceeding, it is important to develop some context by describing the country and
some of the recent history that led to the political, economic and social crisis for
which RAMSI was the response.

Solomon Islands is located in the south-west Paci ¢. e Shortland Islands form the
countrys northern border, which is adjacent to the island of Bougainville in Papua
New Guinea. e islands of Choiseul, Santa Isabel and Malaita make up the
remainder of the northern part of the Solomon chain, while New Georgia,
Guadalcanal and Makira form the southern part, with the Santa Cruz Islands further
to the east. In total, however, almost a thousand separate islands comprise the
Solomon group, with the six major islands and many smaller ones forming a double
chain that stretches for 1500 kilometres in a south-easterly direction from the



Shortland group. e national capital, Honiara, is located on the island of
Guadalcanal, which is about three and a half hours ying time from Brisbane.
Guadalcanal is perhaps best known to most Australians as the focal point of the
many sea and land battles fought during

the Second World War, primarily between

Japanese and American forces for the ) .
possession of the strategically located ere remains a critical

Henderson air eld. need to address the complex
Just a few degrees south of_the equator, causes of the underlying
Solomon Islands has a tropical climate, . )
with rugged mountain ranges and heavy ethnic tensions that led to the

jungle forming the major terrain features  breakdown of civil society

across most of the islands. Due to the

geography of Solomon Islands, many of

the communities are extremely remote  a

factor that makes the delivery of services very di cult. e primary means of trans-

port is by boat, with motor vehicle tra ¢ mainly being con ned to the major centres

of Honiara, Auki and Gizo. e population of the islands is about 500000 and

growing at a rate around 3.5 per cent per annum. e rate of population increase is

high and of increasing concern because of the pressure it places on both natural

resources and the demands for services. Melanesians make up the majority of the

population; however, there are also pockets of Polynesians and Gilbertese, particu-

larly on some of the outer islands. Religion plays a signi cant role in the life of the

people. More than ninety- ve per cent of the population is Christian, with the

remainder following customary beliefs. In

some places Christianity is practised alongside

traditional beliefs of magic and ancestor . .

worship. Over eighty languages are spoken in a ve minute helicopter

the country. On numerous occasions, particu- ight from one village to

o e the nextwould mean tha

the next would mean that RAMSI personnel RAMSI personnel needed a

needed adi erent interpreter. di erentinterpreter.
Solomon Islands was a British protec-

torate from 1893 until 7 July 1978, just over

twenty- ve years ago, when the nation

achieved independence. Since that time, for a variety of reasons, standards of living

have deteriorated to the extent that social indicators are among the lowest in the

Paci c. Unemployment remains very high, with approximately ninety per cent of

the population following a rural subsistence lifestyle. Almost all export earnings are



derived from primary products, particularly timber, sh, palm oil, copra and cocoa.
Over recent years, Solomon Islands economy became dependent on the unsustain-
able exploitation of natural resources and a succession of budget de cits.  ere was
very little capital investment, few development projects or employment generation
schemes, and basic infrastructure such as roads and electricity supply were eroded.

Urban dri to the national capital, Honiara, throughout the 1990s exacerbated
unemployment and other social problems, further heightening tensions between
various ethnic groups. In particular, friction between the inhabitants of
Guadalcanal and Malaita over issues such as
land, internal migration and compensation
claims led to numerous outbreaks of violence
and criminality. At the height of this con ict self-proclaimed
some 20 000 Malaitans were forced, through warlords and thugs with
fear and intimidation, to ee their homes in d no-
Guadalcanal and return to Malaita. Young, guns created no-go ;ones
dispossessed and aggrieved youths took up where they committed
arms and clashes between rival groups became horri ccrimes at will.
commonplace.
Prior to RAMSI, Solomon Islands was a
troubled nation in a steady state of decline
that met all the indicators of a failing state. Honiara was under the sway of armed
criminal elements. In more remote areas there was a state of virtual civil war, in
which self-proclaimed warlords and thugs with guns created no-go zones where
they committed horri ¢ crimes at will.
ese groups were largely unopposed by an almost totally ine ective police force
that was riddled with corruption and which frequently exacerbated the situation by
forming alliances with opposing groups based on wantok loyalties. In some cases,
the police provided arms and ammunition to militants directly from the RSIP
armoury. e national government, paralysed by
fear, and deeply compromised by its own connec-
tions and dependence upon some of the armed .
groups, was reduced to rubber stamping outrageous € splral of
demands for compensation from parties claiming ~ economic decline was
to have been wronged. Police 0 cers were alsoo en directly related to law
:cnvolved in exacting huge §ums of cash at gunpoint and order problems.
rom a beleaguered national Treasury. Money
destined for provincial development programs and



normal services such as hospitals and schools was squandered by the thieves and
thugs who were virtually ruling Honiara. At village level, people found themselves
without even the most basic of services. e spiral of economic decline was directly
related to law and order problems. e normal social welfare responsibilities of
government, particularly in the areas of health and education, were almost entirely
reliant on aid funds from the international donor community and church groups.
By mid-2003, the situation had deteriorated to the point where the Prime Minister
of Solomon Islands, Sir Allan Kemakeza, heading a weak and divided government
that was also essentially bankrupt, wrote to the Australian Prime Minister, John
Howard, asking for assistance.

Planning for the mission was based upon several underlying assumptions that
developed out of the initial government-to-government discussions between
Australia and Solomon Islands.  ese ideas were further re ned through three high-
level scoping visits that were undertaken to
Solomon Islands prior to the formal arrival of
RAMSI personnel on 24 July 2003. It was these
early planning assumptions that have proved to be the mission
the key ingredients for the success of the mission began with, and
inits rst two years. R

Itis important to recall that the RAMSI deploy- has mal nt?mEd’ the
ment followed a request for assistance by the ~ Overwhelming support
Government of Solomon Islands. Moreover, the of the population,
majority of its citizens wholeheartedly supported
the request for assistance.  ese two key factors,
along with careful management, have ensured
that the mission began with, and has maintained, the overwhelming support of the
population. Evidence of this support could be seen in the incredible reception at
Honiara International Airport on 24 July 2003 when thousands of cheering Solomon
Islanders greeted the constant stream of C-130s and charter aircra bringing in the
police, soldiers and civilian specialists. Soldiers on the rst planes had disembarked
in defensive postures, but quickly sensed the mood of the population and shoul-
dered weapons in order to wave to elated crowds. Even before the arrival of RAMSI
personnel, the rstillegal rearms had been handed in and stolen cars suddenly
appeared in their owners yards overnight.



One of the greatest challenges for the mission will be to continue to maintain
the high level of support of the majority of the Solomons population. One obvious
barometer of the ongoing level of public support for RAMSI is the monitoring of
newspaper editorials and comments from the man in the street and the woman
in the village. e friendly smiles and waves of school children walking to re-
opened schools at the sight of a passing RAMSI vehicle is another less scienti c,
but equally demonstrable, sign of
continued support. I recall saying on

many occasions that when the kids . .
y oce e friendly smiles and waves
stop waving to us, we need to reas-

sess what we are doing and how we of school children walking to
are doing it. o re-opened schools at the sight of a
¢ second factor contributing to aeing RAMSI vehicle is another

the missions success was the posses- . f .
sion of a strong mandate. e passing sign of continued support.

of the Facilitation of International

Assistance Act 2003 by the Parliament

of Solomon Islands, prior to the arrival of the mission, enabled almost 2000 soldiers
and 300 police to arrive legally empowered to commence the immediate restoration
of security and law and order. During the planning phase, there was some debate
about how large and visible the military presence needed to be in order to ful I its
dual roles of protection of the PPF and logistical support to the mission. One can
now say that arriving with the support of a signi cant military force has enhanced
the success of the mission in a number of ways. e earlier experience of the
International Peace Monitoring Team, an international e ort in the Solomons from
November 2000 to June 2002, had demonstrated the futility of a peace mission
without teeth. On that occasion, police had been limited to monitoring and
reporting incidents, and were not empowered to act against crimes being perpe-
trated in front of them. It was interesting to see numbers of AFP and New Zealand
police o cers who had served with the International Peace Monitoring Team
returning to Solomon Islands with RAMSI to address what they described as un n-
ished business. Empowering an intervention
force with a strong mandate o en draws criti-
cism over a range of sovereignty issues but, for . :
the villager at the grass roots level, the notion RAMSIisa pO|IC€-|ed
of sovereignty takes a distant second place to mission, a feature that is
daily survival.  ere is also an argument that something of a novelty

in such cases sovereignty is not taken from but

actually restored to the host nation.



A third critical factor in the missions success has involved the multinational
and multidisciplinary character of the mission. Operationally, RAMSI is a police-
led mission, a feature that is something of a novelty in itself. e mission brought
together a mix of police, military and civilian expertise that was not only able to
deliver security and law and order, but also simultaneously to provide signi cant
peace dividends such as development and nation-building. e role played by Nick
Warner, a seasoned diplomat from the Australian Department of Foreign A airs
and Trade, as the missions civilian Special Coordinator, greatly enhanced the human
face of the mission and ensured its success.

In addition to being multidisciplinary, RAMSI includes personnel from
10regional partners: Fiji, Samoa, Cook Islands, Kiribati, Tonga, Vanuatu, Papua New
Guinea, Nauru, New Zealand and Australia.  is diversity, along with the support
of the Paci c Islands Forum, has
strengthened the legitimacy of the
mission by demonstrating the high level
of regional commitment to its success. RAMSI is about doing

While some nations have contributed something to help a neighbour

only limited resources, their e orts on .
the ground show that the commitment and itwasa great source of

is not just about numbers or symbolism,  Pleasure for me to nominate the
RAMSI is about doing something to pidgin words Helpem Fren as
help a neighbour and it was a great — the mjgsjons operational title.
source of pleasure for me to nominate

the pidgin words Helpem Fren as the

missions operational title.

e planning phase of the mission made use of the excellent facilities at the AFPs
Wangaralli Nurrumbai Centre at Majura in the Australian Capital Territory. e
centre now houses the AFPs International Deployment Group, but in mid-2003 it
was used to bring together planners from the main agencies involved in the mission
Defence, the AFP, Department of Foreign A airs and Trade, and AusAID. e aim
of these sessions was to come up with a consolidated view of where we were going
and what we were trying to achieve.  ere were some interesting meetings and a great
deal was learnt about various organisational cultures and the di erences in such
basics as the language and terminology used by Canberras various bureaucracies. A
good example of these di erences involved priority setting and the understanding of
the duration of the mission. Some members on the whole-of-government planning



team were thinking that the mission would only be in country a matter of days prior
to its withdrawal. Others were planning in months and years for achievement of
speci c goals, while those focused on aspects such as nation-building rightly argued
that success could not be judged until

Solomon Islands could stand on its own

feet, which would probably take decades

to achieve. agreat deal was learnt

e end product of these delib- about various organisational

erations was a plan encompassmg th_ree cultures and the di erences in
phases: commencement, consolidation

and nal. e commencement phase  SUCh basics as the language and
focused on immediate tactical and  terminology used by Canberras
operational issues such as establishing various bureaucracies.
a presence in the country, winning
back the streets of Honiara from the
criminal elements, commencing inves-
tigations, neutralising the self-proclaimed warlords and collecting illegal rearms.
e second phase was aimed at addressing the issue of consolidation of rule of law
in the country, so as to enable the essential nation-building work to get underway.
e nal phase, as the name implies, was about ensuring the sustainability and
self-reliance of Solomon Islands and paving the way for a return to normal bilat-
eral relationships. Given the importance of the commencement phase in terms of
establishing credibility and acceptance of the mission in the eyes of the people of
Solomon Islands, much of the remainder of this chapter will focus on key events
in those early days.
Prior to leaving Canberra for Townsville, the jump-0 point for the operation,
a number of desk-top exercises were conducted.  ese exercises involved a series
of what if scenarios that included all the government agencies, but particularly
the small group of RAMSI Principals the leaders of the police, military and devel-
opment teams coordinated by Nick
Warner. e aim of the exercises was to
determine what we would like to achieve
on each day of the missions rst week. on the day of our arrival,

For example, on the day of our arrival, one of the objectives included
one of the objectives included initiating T d
joint unarmed PPF and RSIP foot patrols Initiating joint unarme

on the streets of Honiara.  is move was foot patrols on the streets of
necessary to demonstrate that a viable Honiara.

police presence was henceforth going to

be in place to ensure the safety of



citizens. e foot patrols were also symbolically important to show that the PPF
was in the country to support and work with the RSIP and not as a totally separate
entity. Of course, to have unarmed police showing the friendly face of policing in
Honiara meant that simultaneously there was a need to provide mobile patrols of
armed police to act as backup. Indeed, because of the types of weapons available
to the militant gangs that had controlled the streets before the arrival of the
mission, it was also necessary to have a robust military response at close call.
Detailed planning and cooperation were required to get these arrangements up
and working so quickly.

As a result of these exercises, it was possible to launch the rst joint RSIP/PPF
foot patrol within 100 minutes of arrival in country. | went to the Central police
station in Honiara to look for an RSIP o cer to take part in a foot patrol of the
towns main marketplace. As the stations front desk was unmanned, | went to
where the watch house and prisoner cells were located. ere | found a person,
wearing a singlet and blue trousers, hosing blood out of the cells. | told him who |
was and asked if he had a police uniform shirt. He scurried away and re-emerged
a couple of minutes later with a sergeants shirt which he hurriedly buttoned on as
I introduced him to the AFP o cer who was to accompany him on the foot patrol.

is simple act, while obviously a form of beat policing which the particular RSIP
o cer had not done for some time, was important both practically and symboli-
cally in order to demonstrate to the people of Solomon Islands that the status quo
was changing. Gratifyingly, images of the RSIP o cer and his AFP counterpart
walking around the markets together on the day of our arrival were subsequently
beamed around the world.

Another important activity on that rst day, conducted prior to mounting the
joint police patrols, was a visit to the o ce of the Prime Minister to discuss his
Close Personal Protection (CPP). Following very brief consultation, those thugs
engaged in providing physical protection for Sir Allan Kemakeza were replaced by
uniformed police o cers trained in CPP tasks.
Also replaced, by members of the AFP Protective
Services, was the ragtag assortment of RSIP and Resi h .
their wantoks who guarded the Prime Ministers esistance to the coming
residence and o ce.  ese actions were vital of RAMSI took the
because, in the lead up to the arrival of RAMSI, form of threats and
there was corlsi(_jerable resistance from bot_h intimidation aimed at
groups and individuals who saw that their ) ..
corrupt practices would probably end. the Prime Minister.
Resistance to the coming of RAMSI took the



form of threats and intimidation aimed at the Prime Minister. Fearing that the
Prime Minister might be killed, the RSIP Commissioner decided to conceal him
until the mission arrived. When | spoke to the Prime Minister on 25 July 2003, one
day a er his new CPP team had taken up duty, he beamed from ear to ear, saying
that he had just had the best nights sleep in years.

e main presence of RAMSI was estab-

lished at a site known as the Guadalcanal
Beach Resort, which in reality was anything there was also a keen
but a resort. Even as the mission consolidated sense that all Solomon
itself at this location, there were already plans Islanders across the
to establish additional police posts beyond S ] i
Honiara. While it was crucial to secure a countrys nine provinces
presence in known hotspots such as the needed to feel that RAMSI
Weat.hercoast and Malaita, where most of the was there for everyone.

ghting had occurred, there was also a keen
sense that all Solomon Islanders across the
countrys nine provinces needed to feel that
RAMSI was there for everyone. Many people in the outer provinces had su ered
incredible hardships throughout the years of the ethnic tensions. In numerous
places, no goods or services had ever reached the villages; in other instances, villages
had been subjected to raids by marauding gangs.

Day 14 of the mission saw the rst police post outside of Honiara opened at Avu
Avu on the Weathercoast.  ree days later another police post opened at Auki, in
Malaita and, by day 28, there were six more posts established in three provinces. By
day 100 of the operation, there were 16 police posts across all nine provinces of
Solomon Islands. Just prior to the rst anniversary of RAMSI a seventeenth police
post was opened at Lofung on the border with Papua
New Guinea. e creation of these posts in such a
short period of time was an incredible achievement, .
particularly when each post establishment needed to Great credit must
be preceded by signi cant negotiations with local be given to the
chiefs and elders, political representatives and rival military component
m|I|t_|a _comrr_landers. In add_ltlon, this t_ask prgsented insuchadi cult
a logistical nightmare, especially when it required the :
building of police stations in incredibly remote areas environment.
of dense jungle with little local infrastructure and
under very adverse climatic conditions.



Great credit must be given to the military component of the mission for running
the logistic support in such adi cult environment. At the newly constructed police
post in Maluu | spoke with exhausted Army engineers who had constructed a
complete building, including o ce facilities and living quarters, in just 12 days. To
achieve this result, they had not only worked 18-hour days, but also managed to build
up a great relationship with the local people. Initially, Lieutenant Colonel John
Frewen, the commander of the military contingent, had agreed with me to establish
nine police posts across the country. He managed to retain his sense of humour when
told a er only a few weeks on the ground that
there had been a miscalculation and the require-
ment was 17 posts. e success of the mission is
deeply indebted to the military for such excellent e police posts became

support in this aspect of the operation. critical  byactingasa

Asa nalword on the posts, it is worth noting .
that, of the 17 posts established, seven were what network for the dellvery

came to be called accompanied posts.  is term of RAMSIs public
meant that a risk assessment had determined relations strategies.
that it was too dangerous to send police into

an area without also having a full-time military

presence. is was another requirement that

drew heavily on the resources of the Army, because an accompanied post consisted
of two PPF o cers and over a platoon of soldiers. In these locations there was the
added ability for the police and a team of soldiers to trek through the jungle to
isolated villages and deliver policing services. e police posts became critical, not
only in terms of delivering these policing services, but also by acting as a network for
the delivery of RAMSI s public relations strategies. e posts became a focal point
for interaction between local people and the police and military personnel attached
tothatarea. ey provided such an excellent conduit for getting consistent messages
out across the country that police posts have now become a central gathering place
for people to meet and discuss problems. e posts also coordinate sporting and
community events and provide a place where villagers can go to read the Solomon
Star newspaper which, at the time of the operation, was usually full of information
about RAMSI operations and where the mission was heading.

e police posts also provided RAMSI with a base in the stronghold areas of the
key militant groups from which it was possible to progressively negotiate with the
various factions in order to get them to lay down their arms. Major factions included
the Guadalcanal Liberation Front (GLF) and the Isatabu Freedom Movement, both
of which were running military style campaigns against each other on the



Weathercoast. Another was the Central Neutral Force, which occupied tracts of land

in central Guadalcanal and was headed by Stanley Kaoni who also used the alias of
Satan. Another major group was the Malaitan Eagle Force, with strongholds located

in Auki and Maluu on Malaita and stronga li-

ations with rogue police. e Malaitan Eagle

Eo_rce was res_ponsible for much of the _crlmmallty e Malaitan Eagle
eing committed in and around Honiara. )

e engagements with the militant groups ~ FOrce was responsible for
on the Weathercoast were of particular impor- much of the criminality
tance, as there haq been a virtual civil War. raging being committed in and
there for some time. e task of securing the
Weathercoast and disarming the rival warlords
there was among the highest priorities to ensure
the success of RAMSI. e three RAMSI prin-
cipals travelled to the Weathercoast probably no less than 60 times during the rst
year of the mission, talking with hundreds of villagers, chiefs and elders and bringing
the RAMSI messages to the people at the grass roots level. During these visits, we
also attended numerous traditional reconciliation ceremonies facilitated through
the police posts. In these ceremonies, opposing villages brokered tentative peace
agreements and exchanged custom gi s. One of the most sensitive issues in Solomon
Islands that still requires careful management involves reconciling traditional custom
law with the criminal justice system administered by the central government.

around Honiara.

When asked to nominate the most signi cant day in the rst year of Operation
Helpem Fren, RAMSI Special Coordinator Nick Warner is quick to reply Day 21,
13 August 2003. is was the day on which Harold Keke, self-proclaimed warlord
and head of the GLF, surrendered and was formally arrested aboard HMAS
Manoora. Kekes arrest, arguably the most
signi cant made during the operation, was
also the rst arrest made by the PPF. Harold
Keke had gained a well-earned reputation Rumours and stories added
throughout Solomon Islands as a vicious to the hysteria created by
and cold-blooded killer who had established .

a Nno-go zone across a large area of the the horri ¢ deeds allegedly
Weathercoast and refused to negotiate with ~ committed by [Harold] Keke
the government. Rumours and stories added and, to many people, he was
to the hysteria c_reated by the horri ¢ deeds seen as a demon.
allegedly committed by Keke and, to many

people, he was seen as a demon.



I wrote my rst letter to Harold Keke before leaving Canberra. In the letter |
introduced myself and spoke about the mandate of RAMSI and requested a face-
to-face meeting. In the following weeks there was frequent correspondence between
us, the letters being collected by a member of the GLF who travelled from the
Weathercoast to Honiara by small boat. At one point, just a few days a er the arrival
of RAMSI, this courier was identi ed in Honiara by anti-GLF thugs who chased
him and beat him up. He managed to escape from the thugs only to be arrested by
the RSI Police and locked up. is a air then developed into a bit of a Keystone
Kops exercise when it became necessary to employ PPF members to negotiate the
release of the courier from RSIP so he could deliver the next letter to Keke. A er
this experience, the courier refused to return to Honiara and from then on he was
met at a location in the jungle on the outskirts of the town.

On the Weathercoast, Harold Kekes in uence was as profound as his methods
were brutal. In one raid he destroyed a village. e 400 residents of the village were
held at gunpoint, while Keke took two young boys, stripped them naked and beat
them to death in front of the villagers.  eir bodies were then tied to the hands of
the local priest. Finally, Keke and his followers burnt down all the houses in the
village. Only the little chapel was le standing because Keke was quite religious.
Harold Keke eventually agreed to a face-to-face meeting with the three RAMSI
Principals Special Coordinator Nick Warner, Lieutenant Colonel John Frewen
and myself. A er a few of these meetings, which took place in a small church at
Mbiti village, a place of Kekes choosing, he nally surrendered and laid down his
arms on the morning of 13 August 2003. As he said his good-byes to hundreds of
his followers on the beach at Mbiti, many of them were in tears and visibly
distressed. Many of these people had seen Keke as their protector and believed that
his surrender would see them fall prey to other warlords who had been terrorising
the Weathercoast. Indeed, Kekes authority was such that, once in detention at a
temporary remand facility built at the Guadalcanal Beach resort, the PPF were able
to use him to write letters to other GLF members on the Weathercoast who were
accused of serious criminal acts. In this way, it was possible to e ect many dozens
of what | call arrests by appointment of suspects
who would otherwise probably still be at large in
the jungles of Guadalcanal.

I am convinced that if Harold Keke had not it was possible to
peacefully surrendered, it would have been neces- e ectmany dozens of
sary to insert signi cant military resources into hat | call arrests b
the Weathercoast region in order to capture him. wha ] y

egreatdi culty associated with that option was appointment
that Keke knew every inch of the incredibly di -
cult terrain and had a large number of well-armed



