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President’s Column
Welcome to the December 2019 issue of United Service,
a highly professional journal now in its 72nd year of continuous
publication. This issue contains an informative update on the development of
the Australian Defence Force’s amphibious capability that was tested during
Exercise Talisman Sabre 2019. A detailed
opinion piece on the amphibious capability
sets out important implications for the
Australian Defence Force in the future use
of this capability in a war-fighting role. I am
sure you will enjoy reading this issue.
The Australian Prime Minister stated recently: “We have
entered a new era of strategic competition – a not unnatural
result of shifting power dynamics, in our modern more multipolar world and globalised economy.”
Australia is an Indo-Pacific nation and our region is the
epicentre of that change. Our region is going through the most
significant geopolitical change probably since the end of the
Second World War. Driven by the pace of this change, a
review is underway of Australia’s defence readiness and
supporting strategic framework, including an update of force
structures to meet new and rapidly emerging threats.
In 2020 and beyond, the Royal United Service Institutes
(RUSIs) across Australia will have an important role in promoting informed debate on, and enhancing public awareness
and understanding of, these important changes in Australia’s
defence readiness, supporting strategic framework and force
structures. This work will be strengthened by the work
currently underway to ensure the future of the national body,
the Royal United Services Institute for Defence and Security
Studies–Australia.
RUSI NSW recently celebrated its first year in our new
permanent home in the Centenary Extension of the Anzac
Memorial in Hyde Park South, Sydney. The regular interaction
with our members, with large numbers of local people, as well
as with interstate and international visitors is promoting a
better understanding of Australia’s current defence and
national security issues, as well as raising the profile of RUSI
NSW.
During the year, we have spent considerable resources in
updating and expanding our Ursula Davidson Library through
purchases of new books and large donations of books,
through the professional repair and rebinding of some of our
valuable collection, and through the progressive scanning of
our significant collection of maps.
I take this opportunity to wish our members and readers of
this issue of United Service a wonderful Christmas and a
happy and healthy 2020.
Paul Irving
United Service 70 (4) December 2019
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Australia’s Amphibious Capability
Given Australia’s interest in maintaining a secure
nearer region1 and the maritime and archipelagic nature
of that region, Australia must be able to lodge forces from
the sea onto a potentially hostile shore – as the Australian
A r my, s u p p o r t e d by t h e U n i t e d S t a t e s N av y,
demonstrated in New Guinea in 1943 and Borneo in
1945. Our amphibious capability declined after World War
II until the need became apparent again during the East
Timor crisis in 1999. Since then, the Australian Defence
Force (ADF) has been redeveloping its amphibious
capability.
In 2014, the Institute reviewed Australia’s re-emerging
amphibious capability and its findings were published in
this journal2. At that stage, Navy had acquired three
modern amphibious platforms: two Canberra-class
amphibious assault ships or LHDs (landing, helicopter,
dock); and one landing ship dock. Army and Air Force,
though, were yet to come to grips with their respective
roles. Further, the Canberra-class LHDs had been
designed primarily to support humanitarian assistance
and disaster relief operations, and had limited capacity to
support higher-end warfighting, especially amphibious
assaults.
Over the past five years, there has been substantial
further development of the ADF’s amphibious capability,
as reported by Captain David Tietzel (pp. 9-11) and
Colonel Kim Gilfillan (pp. 9-14).
While individual warships (Fleet units) can be
deployed on operations as part of a flotilla formed for a
specific task (a ‘task group’), a task group needs the naval
staff-equivalent of a brigade group headquarters to plan
the operation and to command and control the task group
as it undertakes the operation. The Fleet Battle Staff has
been developed now to include an Amphibious Task
Group staff and a Maritime Task Group staff, the latter to
plan for, and to command and control, sea-control
operations. The sea-control operation could be to protect
the amphibious task group during its passage to, and
while at, the site of an amphibious action.
The Australian Fleet, therefore, not only has acquired,
crewed and commissioned a balanced array of Fleet units
suitable for employment on sea control and/or
amphibious tasks, it also now has the specialist staff able
concurrently to command and control both an amphibious
task group and a maritime task group. This is a major
advance in the past five years.
Army also has taken substantial steps to develop a
landing force capability. Initially, Army designated the 2nd
Battalion, Royal Australian Regiment (2RAR), as an
Defence (2016). 2016 Defence white paper (Department of Defence:
Canberra) p. 17.
2
The proceedings of the Institute’s 2014 Amphibious Operations Seminar
were published in United Service Vol. 65, No. 3, September 2014.
1
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amphibious trials battalion to develop techniques for all
aspects of land-force based reconnaissance, combat and
logistics. Since 2017, 2RAR(Amphib) has been re-roled to
provide only the land-force component of the pre-landing
force. The ground combat element of the landing force is
now being provided, on rotation annually, by one of the
ready battle groups of Army’s ready brigade. This
approach has the advantage, over time, of spreading
amphibious expertise across the Army, but has the
disadvantage of needing to train and certify a new ground
combat element every year.
As Colonel Gilfillan explains (pp. 11-12), depending on
the task, the ground combat element can be scaled up
from a combat team (a rifle company group), via an
Amphibious Ready Unit (a battalion headquarters and
two combat teams), to an Amphibious Ready Group (a
battalion headquarters and four combat teams). The
Amphibious Ready Unit (ARU) is the standard grouping
currently provided by the ready brigade each year and, to
date, two ARUs have been trained and certified as ready
for operations. The high-end warfighting capability of the
2019 ARU was successfully demonstrated during
Exercise Talisman Sabre 2019. So, in five years, we have
gone from having no ground combat element to now
having a ground combat element potentially of up to
battalion group strength.
While this is commendable progress, major deficiencies in the ADF amphibious capability remain. Today, at
best, the ADF would be able to make a modest
contribution to an amphibious operation conducted by the
United States Navy and Marine Corps, a capability it
demonstrated during Exercise Talisman Sabre 2019.
Some of the current deficiencies in the amphibious
capability are force structure and manpower issues and
others are equipment-related. Four key ones were
pointed out in our 2014 report3. Those yet to be
addressed, together with a new issue, are discussed
below.
Landing Force Size
Despite the progress made in creating a ground
combat element of up to battalion group strength, a force
of this size is suitable only for confronting non-state actors
and for raiding, non-combatant evacuations, and delivery
of military assistance. A battalion-sized amphibious ready
group lacks the land combat power needed for
amphibious assaults against the forces of a nation-state.
For that, the assaulting force needs to be at least an
infantry brigade group, if not larger – as the Australians
found in the Pacific War. The only amphibious assault
conducted this century, the 2003 British invasion of Iraq’s
Al Faw Peninsula, also required a reinforced infantry
brigade group. Hence, the ADF ground combat element
needs to be increased to brigade group size as soon as
possible.
Page 3

Amphibious Tactics
21st century amphibious forces usually avoid establishing a conventional beachhead wherever practicable
preferring to employ direct ship-to-objective manoeuvre
and sea-basing i.e. holding command and control, fire
support and logistics facilities afloat. This is sensible for
many amphibious demonstrations, raids, and
withdrawals; and for many paramilitary and military
support tasks. In some situations, it also may be suitable
for seizing points of entry in the initial stages of an
amphibious assault. But if the purpose of the assault is to
establish a firm base for further combat operations inland
or as a site for an advanced naval or air base, frequent
reasons for such a mission, then at some stage, a firm
base will need to be established ashore which can be
defended against enemy counter-attack and within which
the combat power and logistic support needed for the
subsequent operations can be built up i.e. a conventional
beachhead will need to be established. It is very pleasing
to see the ADF trained for this contingency in Exercise
Talisman Sabre 19.
A new potential issue, though, is the decision that the
Commander Landing Force will command the force
through Headquarters Amphibious Task Group (see p.
12) rather than establish a separate headquarters. This
arrangement may be cost-effective and efficient as long
as the headquarters is ‘sea-based’ i.e. on the LHD. But I
cannot see it working once a conventional beachhead is
established. Then, the commander and his headquarters
would need to move ashore to take command of the land
battle. This would be especially true if, once the land force
was firmly established ashore, the amphibious task group
were to be redeployed on other tasks. Hence, a separate
landing force headquarters is needed.
Fighter Aircraft
While Air Force has significant fighter and enabler
assets, and the Amphibious Task Group headquarters
now includes a tactical air control party, concern remains
about Air Force’s capacity to provide adequate air
support for the task group beyond range of land-based
fighter aircraft.
During amphibious operations, it is vital that air
superiority be maintained both during passage to the
battle zone and over the amphibious operations area. The
landing force also needs close air support during the
assault and once ashore. Both tasks require fighter
aircraft which can be either land-based or ship-based. In
the former case, to ensure coverage of the amphibious
task force, air-to-air refuelling may be needed, but air-toair re-arming is not possible.
The United States Wasp-class 40,000-tonne amphibious assault ships (LHDs) can serve as ‘lily pads’ for
fixed-wing fighter aircraft, enabling them to land, refuel,
rearm and take off. Australia’s two 27,500-tonne
Canberra-class LHDs, two-thirds their size, have correspondingly less capacity. While short take-off and vertical

landing (STOVL) fighter aircraft (e.g. F35 Lightning II B)
are able to land and take off from them, they have little if
any capacity to refuel and rearm the aircraft; and the deck
is unable to sustain frequent STOVL landings. This could
be a major limitation for amphibious operations unsupported by allies.
Amphibious Assault Vehicles
Australia’s LHDs are each equipped with four 100tonne LCM-1E landing craft (see cover photo). Where a
beach is not protected by coral reefs, the LCM is suitable
for landing main battle tanks and other heavy equipment
and for logistic movements to and from ship and shore,
although equipment and supplies need to be discharged
at the waterline, not on the beach or beyond. The LCM,
however, is not an amphibious assault vehicle. It provides
only limited personnel protection; cannot transport
assaulting infantry across the beach; and cannot
undertake ship-to-objective manoeuvre. For this, the U.S.
Marines use the AAV-7A1, an amphibious, tracked,
armoured personnel carrier that can carry a platoon from
shipping over-the- horizon to its objective inland. Landing
craft had become obsolescent in the Pacific by the end of
World War II, being progressively replaced by tracked
amphibious vehicles. It is unacceptable that Australian
infantry, 75 years on, are still expected to assault across
beaches.
Defence Policy Implications
Australia’s Minister for Defence announced in October
that, driven by the pace of strategic change, a review is
underway of defence readiness, including an update of
force structure.
This is timely as the ADF amphibious force would be
unable to conduct an amphibious assault unaided by
allies. To correct this, the Minister’s review should provide
for:
• development of an amphibious landing force of at
least brigade size, backed up by at least one
similar-sized reserve force;
• the creation of a headquarters to command the
ground combat element once ashore – perhaps it
could take the form of a second deployable joint
force headquarters;
• the acquisition and modification of a container ship
to operate, refuel and rearm STOVL fighters,
and/or the conversion of at least one of the two
LHDs to support the frequent landing, refuelling
and rearming of STOVL fighters;
• the acquisition of at least one F35 Lightning II B
(STOVL) squadron;
• the acquisition of modern amphibious assault
vehicles for the landing force; and
• the taking up of sufficient suitable ships from trade
to transport the expanded landing force.
David Leece4

Dr David Leece, editor of United Service, is chair of the Institute’s Special
Interest Group on Strategy. These are his personal views.

4

Leece, D. R. (2014). Amphibious operations. United Service 65 (3), 7.

3
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INSTITUTE PROCEEDINGS

Does Australia need a ‘Plan B’
for its defence policy?
A paper based on a presentation to the Institute on 29 October 2019 by

Peter Jennings
Executive Director, Australian Strategic Policy Institute1
Since Australia’s latest Defence white paper was published in February 2016, the pace of strategic change in our
region has forced the government to order a review of defence policy and the white paper’s proposed force structure
which was driven more by the longer-term needs of defence industry than those of national defence. The region’s big
strategic challenges are likely to be tested much earlier than envisaged by the white paper and should be the focus of
a new ‘Plan B’. Herein, Mr Jennings identifies nine short-term measures that the government should now consider.
Key words: Australia; defence policy; force structure; strategic change; Indo-Pacific region; South China Sea; Pacific
Ocean.

In October, Defence Minister Linda Reynolds told a
maritime conference in Sydney that Australia’s 2016
Defence white paper (Defence 2016) failed to anticipate
the pace of subsequent strategic change and that there
is now a need to re-think the strategic fundamentals
underpinning defence planning. As a consequence,
there is a review underway of defence readiness,
including an update of the force structure plan.
Overall, I am delighted to hear that this new work is
underway. I was closely involved in developing the 2016
white paper. I led the external expert panel that the
government appointed to annoy Defence officials as
they went through the process. But there is no point
getting sentimental about old policy statements, and, in
retrospect, I think Linda Reynolds is spot-on in saying
the 2016 white paper underestimated the pace of
strategic change.
Here is a curious thing. Work began on the 2016
white paper in early 2014 and it was released by the
government in February 2016. That is almost exactly the
time it took China to annex about 80 per cent of the
South China Sea. They did that by building three
substantial air bases on artificially enlarged reefs. Since
then, China has added significant ground-to-air missile
defences, reinforced hangars and weapons storage
areas. At the time, Beijing said it was creating structures
to protect marine creatures – although the construction
of the islands was probably one of the worst acts of
environmental vandalism the region has ever seen.
Strategic Significance of the South China Sea
I think we did not sufficiently appreciate the
significance of what was happening. The Obama
administration certainly misread what was going on.
They took Xi Jinping at his word in September 2015
when he said in Washington DC that China would not
militarise the southern part of the South China Sea. And

Email: peterjennings@aspi.org.au

1
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Washington ultimately decided that a ‘bunch of rocks’
(as it was called by Obama’s national security adviser)
was not worth damaging the wider United States-China
relationship.
I think we, and pretty much everyone else, fundamentally misread the strategic significance of what
happened, because, essentially, control of the South
China Sea equals control of South East Asia.
The Japanese realised that point in the 1930s.
Japan’s war planners appreciated that they needed to
neutralise any threat from the British Royal Navy moving
north towards Japan through the South China Sea.
Japan needed Southeast Asia to be a supplier of raw
materials and not to present a threat to their ambitions.
Chinese strategic objectives are similar. They want to
control sea and air movements through the region; and
they want a weak Southeast Asia that defers to their
interests. Through control of the South China Sea,
China has achieved the first objective and is well on the
way to securing the second.
Australia’s 2016 Defence White Paper and its Legacy
If you read the 2016 Defence white paper, you will
see that the document sets out a plan that says the
defence of Australia starts in what they call ‘maritime
Southeast Asia’ (Defence 2016:17-18). That is what the
bulk of the $195 billion ten-year investment plan is
focused on. And yet, maritime Southeast Asia, if it is
anyplace, is the South China Sea.
At the time the white paper was released in February
2016, I wondered if the government of the day really
understood what they were signing up to. We were, at
that stage, on to our third Defence Minister and second
Prime Minister since the 2013 election. The defence
focus of the Abbott and Turnbull governments was the
defence equipment investment programme. And that
had gone through a remarkable change – from an early
intent to buy off-the-shelf from overseas; to developing
and building onshore, a consequence of which was that
it would take a very long time to deliver ships, subPage 5

marines and Army vehicles. The focus was on the needs
of the local defence industry rather than strategic
developments as such.
Melanesia and the Central Pacific
I think that what we know of the current Defence
Minister’s thinking suggests that the unpleasant reality
of strategic change has landed with a thud in Canberra.
The government has realised for about 12 months or so
that it faces some very testing challenges, driven by an
assertive China, an America that is demanding its allies
do more in their own defence and a region that is unsure
about America and is hedging its bets with China.
The idea of a ‘Pacific Step-Up’ started with Malcolm
Turnbull and got turbo-charged by Scott Morrison.
Again, we collectively underestimated how fast Beijing
was building connections with the Pacific island states,
really with a view to locking out Australian and allied
interests.
Why is China so interested in the small Pacific
islands? Well, yes there are resources, fish stocks and
possible undersea mining. But Beijing’s real interest is
strategic. Again, look at Japan’s strategy at the start of
the Pacific War. If you control the islands of Melanesia
and the central Pacific, you make it very much harder for
the United States to project military power westwards.
Reports of Chinese interest in establishing a naval
base in Vanuatu were, I can tell you, 100 per cent
accurate. It was like a bomb had gone off in Canberra.
Should such a facility ever eventuate, it would
immensely complicate our defence task. The Pacific
Step-Up is a way to try to rebuild some lost Australian
influence in the region, influence we mistakenly thought
we still had.
A n d n ow w e h ave w h a t s o u n d s l i ke s o m e
accelerated work being done on strategy, readiness and
force structure in Defence.
What does a Defence ‘Plan B’ look like for Australia?
The first point to make is that a Plan B would look a
lot like Plan A. No one would willingly walk away from
the United States alliance if they did a cost-benefit
analysis of it. Likewise, the Australian Defence Force
(ADF) we have is the one we will have for at least a
decade before equipment modernisation in the Navy
and Army starts in earnest.
But here, I will focus on the things that could or
should change. I want to touch briefly on a handful of
issues which will undoubtedly be front-of-mind to the
people working on these policy statements.
1. How to talk about China.
The era of China’s peaceful rise is permanently over.
China is emerging as an authoritarian, Leninist super power, intent on supplanting the United States in the
Indo-Pacific. This presents an immense challenge for
Australia, primarily because of our dependence on
trade, but also because we have 1.2 million Australians
with Chinese ancestry. Perhaps around 500,000 have
Page 6

arrived since the 1989 Tiananmen massacre – with, in
some cases, an ideological disposition to support
Beijing.
Both government and opposition are so spooked
about China they struggle to know what to say about
dealing with this assertive Party State. Preserving some
strategic flexibility in this world must be our ultimate aim.
The United States has a better grasp of the problems
presented by China, particularly around cyber security
and protecting intellectual property.
Australia has done some good things, reforming
political donations to exclude foreign donations, passing
strong and modernised anti-interference laws and
excluding Beijing from bidding into the 5G network. But
this has come at the cost of Chinese Communist Party
annoyance and the threat of economic punishment.
Expect a bumpy ride.
2. Strengthening the United States alliance and
avoiding Trump’s worst instincts.
In this world, the United States is the essential
superpower. It is critical to the maintenance of stability
in this part of the world. So, it is a strategically-vital
Australian objective to keep the United States engaged
and the alliance strong.
Trump complicates things because he is impulsive
and not in any way personally committed to strong
alliances. I have recently been in Canada and Germany
talking with people about the strategic implications of a
more assertive China. But in both countries the
conversation quickly turns to the Unites States and the
reliability, or otherwise, of America’s commitment to
alliance relationships. It would be hard to overstate the
extent of angst and unhappiness with President Trump.
This is anything but business-as-usual in the western
alliance.
And it is not just about Trump. Obama’s approach to
a more selective American involvement in global
security has a lot of similarity with Trump’s approach.
So, a key question is whether Trump is a symptom or a
cause of American isolationism.
We have seen this before. There is more than an
echo of the American isolationism of the 1930s and
early 1940s. The imminent defeat of Britain in the first
half of 1940 was not enough to bring the United States
into the Second World War. Only Pearl Harbour
achieved that switch in American policy.
So, I think we all should keep a close watch on the
direction of United States policy and what that means
for the future of ADF thinking. It is fair to say that Plan B,
as expressed in the 2016 Defence white paper, was for
even more alliance co-operation.
I think the alliance will survive – both countries value
it. But there is no doubt that America is becoming a
different ally – more demanding, more selective, and
less motivated by historical links. We will have to do
more to sustain this relationship into the future; and the
test will be what practical strengths Australia brings to
the table.
United Service 70 (4) December 2019

But back to Donald Trump. He does seem to like
Australia and, so far, we have not been treated to the
negative comments he directs to the NATO allies. And
he is right that the allies, including Australia, have not
really been pulling our weight on defence and security.
We need to do more in terms of defence spending and
providing regional leadership, in terms of our own
interests to sustain the United States alliance.
A good example of this is Scott Morrison’s decision
to join with the United States in an active space
programme to return humans to the Moon by 2024, and
to position for a human flight to Mars in the 2030s.
Australia has committed significant dollars into this joint
programme between NASA2 and our new Australian
Space Agency. And we have some real assets to bring
to the table in the form of remote mining and autonomous systems, which will be a critical part of a
permanently-operating station on the Moon’s surface.
The inspirational value of this shared effort is
undeniable too. This is exactly the kind of co-operation
that will keep the alliance fresh and valued in
Washington.
3. How much more than 2 per cent is needed in
the defence budget?
It is time to stop high-fiving ourselves about
Australia’s defence budget being close to 2 per cent of
gross national product (GNP). Two per cent buys the
current plan, but it does not give room for more
autonomous systems, or extended range weapons like
cruise missiles, or artificial intelligence or hypersonics.
In other words, our future force is starting to look a bit
dated based on the new weapons and force multipliers
reaching service in the People’s Liberation Army and
elsewhere.
How much should we spend? It should be
remembered that, for much of the Cold War, Australia
was spending around 3 per cent of GNP on defence. It
was only after the fall of the Berlin Wall that we saw the
defence budget start to fall away. The lowest point was
in 2013 when the budget was less than 1.8 per cent of
GNP – the previous time the defence budget was that
low it was 1938.
I have suggested that 3 per cent of GNP would bring
an extra $20 billion to the current approximately $40
billion budget. If we aimed to get to that level in four
years in $5 billion increments, that would see an
additional $50 billion to be spent on defence extra to
current plans out to 2023. It is a lot of money. And
neither the government nor the opposition really have
an appetite for that type of spending right now. But even
that increase would not reinvent the ADF. It would allow
some new capability decisions to be made and add to
the enhancements of others. But I can see no option
other than we do something like this.

The United Sates National Aeronautic and Space Administration.
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4. Reaching out to likeminded partners –
the alliance of decency.
Regardless of how much we spend on defence, we
should reach out to other potential allies who share our
democratic values and strategic interests – countries
such as Japan, India, the United Kingdom, France,
Germany and Canada. Along with Australia, these are
the major middle powers. A lot can be done together if
these countries are minded to work alongside each
other. In a world where we are uncertain about the
United States, the major middle powers will either have
to hang together or hang separately. Certainly with
Japan, we already are making big advances in defence
co-operation.
5. Adding more hitting power to the ADF in the
short term.
There are gains we could make in the short term. I
am worried about our weakness in long-range strike
capability. This is where China is putting its money. In
this context, I would have five immediate priorities for
new defence investment if government were to lift the
Defence budget:
• acquire cruise missiles for use on a range of sea
and air platforms – this would add significantly to
our ability to project military force at some
distance from our shores;
• join with the United States in a joint development
project for the next long-range bomber, a
replacement for the F111 – this would be like our
joint research and development effort on the F-35
Joint Strike Fighter, where our investment has
been returned in industry participation in the
aircraft’s production;
• ensure that there is adequate investment in
updating the Collins-class submarine, which will
be our most effective deterrent for at least a
decade to come;
• invest a significant effort in developing our own
array of autonomous systems for land, sea and
air use; and
• look again at modes of reserve service.
With respect to autonomous systems, we need not,
indeed should not, just focus on highly expensive
systems. We need to be looking at clever uses of lowercost autonomous systems that can be deployed quickly
and would multiply the value of manned systems.
Australia needs its own version of the United States
DARPA, a research and development agency with a
specific remit to push the boundaries of establishment
thinking, and look for clever lateral solutions. This type of
work really cannot be done through current defence
procurement systems. A standalone DARPA, able to
quickly experiment with promising technology ideas, will
certainly generate a few failures, but also potentially
some ground breaking successes.
With respect to Defence Reserves, the last major
rethink of the Reserves happened in the early 1990s
and led to the creation of a Ready Reserve. So much
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has changed since then in terms of the nature of
employment, the skills that our military needs, and the
expectations of millennials. All of that leads me to worry
that we are not getting the best from our reserves and
may be failing to attract the best range of skills,
including information technology skills, into Defence
service.
6. What to do about the submarines?
The issue of Australia’s submarines would be worth
a lecture in its own right. In short, though, we cannot run
the current submarine procurement programme, SEA
10003, as a black programme (i.e. in secret). We also
need to consider nuclear propulsion for the future
submarines, whether or not Australia has a civilian
nuclear power industry. The French Shortfin Barracuda
submarine that we have agreed to build, was designed
as a nuclear-powered submarine. It will take additional
time to re-design it as a conventionally-powered one.
Instead, we could speed up the programme if we agreed
to operate it as a nuclear-powered boat and to build it at
Cherbourg, France.
That said, the reality is that the Collins-class will be
Australia’s submarine capability for a decade or more,
so a major upgrade is essential to preserve and
strengthen its capability.
7. What comes after the Pacific Step-Up?
The Pacific Step-Up programme has barely begun.
Further step-up in the Pacific is essential, although it will
be difficult to achieve in the absence of an increase in
the budget for foreign aid in the Pacific.
Also, a larger and more permanent ADF presence in
the region is essential. Indeed, for maximum credibility
in the nearer region, this should take the form of
strategically-sited ADF bases in the Pacific, notwithstanding that many foreign policy experts may find the
idea uncomfortable given its possible neo-colonialist
overtones.
8. What to do about Southeast Asia?
For me, one of the biggest concerns now is how to
manage our relationships with the countries of
Southeast Asia. Many of our neighbours to our near
north essentially are accepting that they have no viable
option other than to accept Chinese hegemony. This is
understandable given recent developments in the South
China Sea and the news that Chinese plans are
advanced for a naval base in Cambodia4 – all focused on
sea control east of the Straits of Malacca.

The Attack-class submarine is a future class of submarines for the Royal
Australian Navy based on the Shortfin Barracuda proposal by French
shipbuilder Naval Group to replace the Collins-class submarines. The
class will enter service in the early 2030s with construction extending into
the late 2040s to 2050.
4
The Wall Street Journal reported in July that China and Cambodia have
signed a secret pact granting China basing rights for its warships and
associated logistics services at Cambodia’s Ream naval base on the Gulf
of Thailand
3
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Consequently, Australia needs to engage more
heavily in Southeast Asia as well as the Pacific. Indeed,
you would be surprised at the thinness of our current
diplomatic presence in the region.
9. Is it time for nuclear weapons?
Hugh White flirts with the idea of Australia acquiring
its own nuclear deterrent in his recent book How to
Defend Australia (White 2019). A nuclear deterrent, of
course, is the ultimate guarantor in a world where, if you
are like Hugh, you think that you cannot rely on anyone
other than yourself to defend your country.
Ultimately, I think the costs, political and otherwise,
of going down the nuclear path are such that no
Australian government would consider it in anything but
the direst circumstances. It remains much cheaper and
simpler to ask the United States to provide our nuclear
deterrent.
Conclusion
Circumstances are increasingly dire in the world I
have been describing. All told, we do need fresh thinking
about defence policy. Our strategic approach cannot be,
as it is at present, a subset of industry policy, although I
have no problems with positioning to have a sustainable
defence industry in Australia. But it is pointless
pretending that the only goal worth investing in is the
shape of the ADF in the 2040s. The big strategic
challenges in terms of the peace and stability of the
Asia-Pacific region are likely to be tested much earlier
than that. This more immediate term should be the focus
of Plan B – namely, what is the likelihood of conflict in
the near term; and how do we protect our strategic
interests in this more dangerous world? These are the
questions a new defence policy must address.
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Headquarters, Australian Fleet, has the overall
responsibility for our Fleet’s warfighting skills and ‘fleet
lethality’; and, also, for the planning and design of the
Royal Australian Navy’s annual exercise programme,
task group work-ups, force integration training, and the
mounting and certification of task groups for
operations.
The Fleet Battle Staff, of which the Amphibious
Task Group is the largest component, is responsible
for leading our exercise and operational planning and
for the provision of dedicated task group staffs and
command and control across the Fleet.
In this paper, we will look at our journey so far and
how and why we generate task groups for both
amphibious operations and sea combat power.
Naval Task Groups
Many of you will know that the Australian navy was
born from the Royal Navy well over a century ago.
Since then, our ships and forces have been involved in
nearly every major operation, action and conflict from
the Atlantic to the Pacific.
Nevertheless, despite constant changes in the
strategic landscape, shifting operational priorities and
the continual development of technology, and, with it,
the growth of military capabilities, we have continued
to generate, deploy and employ our maritime
capabilities and their effects via the naval task group.
This has reflected our traditional, tactical-level
deployment of single ships or small groups of ships to
regional operations in support of allied efforts.
More recently, we have seen a shift in how Australia
views its role and influence as a maritime power within
and across the Indo-Pacific. Given this enhanced role,
the strong influence of maritime and sea-power, and,
with it, the importance of our navy and our defence
force to our nation; we have seen a corresponding

change in how the Royal Australian Navy (RAN) and
the Australian Defence Force (ADF) conceive, plan,
generate and execute maritime exercises,
deployments and operations. Now, we are very
focused on ensuring we generate task groups that are
properly formed, staffed and appropriately missionenabled.
In what seems like record-time, the nature, tempo,
shape and weight of maritime activities have all
ramped-up dramatically. What was an artist’s impression at the Institute’s amphibious operations seminar
in 20142, is now a realisation. As a maritime snapshot,
we have commissioned our second Aegis guidedmissile (air-warfare) destroyer, HMAS Brisbane, which
is currently conducting combat and weapon system
trials and certification in the United States.
HMAS Toowoomba deployed to the Middle East
earlier this year and Ballarat is getting ready to go
again – a deployment pattern we have been
maintaining and repeating for over 30 years. At the
same time, we have had two major task groups
deployed within the Indo-Pacific region: the first was a
surface combatant task group conducting a NorthEast Asia deployment; while the second saw our
amphibious assault ships at the centre of Australia’s
role in providing maritime security and command and
control support: to the RIMPAC exercise; to the
government of Papua New Guinea for Operation
APEC Assist; and to the last three Indo-Pacific annual
deployments, in an unbroken chain of exercises and
operations that saw on average 60 per cent of navy’s
major fleet units at sea at any one time. All of this
represented an unprecedented ‘peace-time’ rate of
effort.
However, this shift in focus, our new pathways, and
this increased rate of effort and operational tempo,
are not without their challenges, costs, risks or pains.

The proceedings of the Institute’s 2014 Amphibious Operations Seminar
were published in United Service Vol. 65, No. 3, September 2014.
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So much remains to be done and a lot more
progress needs to be made before we can be satisfied
we have gained the means necessary – in terms of
measures, skills and experience-levels. Ultimately, we
have to make sure we have sufficient resources to
generate the capabilities to meet our current, ongoing
and future tasking requirements, in terms of people,
money and time, and in the face of other competing
requirements. This continues to present a significant
challenge for the Fleet and the wider Defence
organisation.
The Need for and Development
of an Amphibious Task Group
Historically, the RAN operated as an adjunct to
formations commanded by our allies. We provided our
platforms to operate under the command of either
senior British or United States navy commanders.
Later, we formed large groups of ships for training,
exercises and routine deployments for either defined
periods or defined tasks.
While these formations were often supported by
staff from the RAN’s sea training group – then the core
of our most experienced warfare and tactical experts –
it would be a stretch to call these formations ‘task
groups’ in the modern sense. While they were suited to
the capability requirements and the tasking of the day,
taking a contemporary view, we can now see some
significant shortcomings in the way we fielded them in
terms of their preparation, equipment, manning,
command and control, enablers and certification. Put
simply, we now look back and see how much better we
can prepare our maritime forces and tasks groups to
ensure we build, deliver and deploy them to be more
capable, flexible and sustainable.
While these arrangements served Australia well in
war and peace for many years, it became increasingly
clear, post the 1980s, that we would need to expand
our capabilities to support a greater regional maritime security burden. Australia’s acquisition of the
landing ship dock, HMAS Tobruk, and later, the
landing platforms amphibious, Kanimbla and
Manoora, provided our Fleet with a new foundational
capability.
While amphibious in nature, the capability was
predominantly employed with troop movements,
sealift, transport, regional assistance and for
humanitarian assistance and disaster relief
operations. Nevertheless, we realised early that this
capability would need a dedicated staff capable of
managing the complexities of this amphibious-related
work, including an effective command and control
architecture. To that end, we established the RAN
Fleet Battle Staff with separate amphibious and
surface task group staff components. This structure
proved highly effective over many years, noting our
successes in contributing to a range of operations and
contingencies, including East Timor, as well as
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numerous deployments to the Middle East and
countless taskings for humanitarian assistance and
disaster relief events across the region.
The changing strategic balance in the Asia-Pacific
over recent years, however, caused us, and continues
to cause us, to re-think and re-adjust our approach to
maritime operations, particularly in a joint and a wholeof-government sense.
Successive Australian government defence and
foreign affairs white papers have highlighted both new
risks and new opportunities across and within our
region. These risks and opportunities now require a
more visible, active, engaging and assertive maritime
strategy and policy framework. A posture that
recognises Australia’s need to engage more closely
across the Indo-Pacific, while being prepared to
compete and, if necessary, ready to contest and
protect our critical maritime interests.
In recognition of this, our government is delivering
the largest acquisition programme in the history of
Defence. Within a decade, the ADF capability
portfolios will have delivered two amphibious assault
ships, three of the world’s most advanced Aegis airwarfare destroyers, new anti-submarine frigates, new
off-shore patrol vessels, two new tankers with their
dedicated staff capabilities, as well as the MRH90 and
the MH60R helicopters, the P8 maritime patrol aircraft,
the joint strike fighter, the FA-18 Super-Hornet and
Growler aircraft, and the E7 Wedgetail airborne early
warning and reconnaissance aircraft. I list these
platforms, not to highlight them for their individual
worth, but rather to point to their collective capabilities
and the contribution they will make together, to the
joint maritime task group. The task group will usually
be centred on or around our amphibious assault ships,
either for regional peacetime activities, or for force
projection in an amphibious operation, or supporting
sea combat. In any or all these cases, the amphibious
assault ships will be providing the command and
control, flag facilities, and networks and enablers all
vital for task group operations.
As well as platform, enablers and equipment
considerations, the amphibious assault ships’
capability also needed a new and much bigger staff to
provide greater levels of knowledge, know-how and
skill. This saw a massive expansion of the Amphibious
Task Group, largely enabled at the expense of our
Surface Task Group, and through the provision of a
large number of army positions and people. As well as
a new and bigger Amphibious Task Group, we also
stood up a permanent Maritime Component
Command Element staff within the Deployable Joint
Force Headquarters at Enoggera, Brisbane, to
support the commander in his role as the ADF
amphibious lead.
The Maritime Task Group and Sea Combat Skills
Organisationally, our amphibious activities over the
United Service 70 (4) December 2019

last few years have consumed a great deal of our time
and resources. As well as the effort involved in
introducing the amphibious assault ship into service
and the ongoing work in overseeing its further
development, Navy is now being increasingly locked
into a rigid annual amphibious training and certification
cycle driven by force generation requirements.
Recently, we realised that our preoccupation with
growing our amphibious, force projection and littoral3
warfare capabilities has come at some cost to our
traditional and long-standing blue-water sea combat
skills. This should not be surprising given that we had
knowingly sacrificed our Surface Task Group staff to
allow the expansion of a more capable Amphibious
Task Group.
To address this gap and re-invest in our Surface
Task Group’s sea combat capabilities, the Fleet Battle
Staff has again established a new Maritime Task
Group staff. As well as being responsible for routine
Maritime Task Group deployments across the region,
such as the annual Indo-Pacific Endeavour (engagement with and assistance to regional nations), the
Maritime Task Group, with its core of 18 staff, is
responsible for developing and executing the Sea
Combat Commander and Marine Regional Air
Defence Commander task group and force warfare
functions.
The generation of maritime task groups sits at the
core of Plan Pelorus, the Chief of Navy’s strategic
vision for the RAN over the next four years. With the
requirement to generate task groups for training and
exercises, as well as our standing preparedness
requirements for contingency operations and conflict,
we are seeing an insatiable, unrelenting and
escalating demand for maritime task groups.
Indo-Pacific Endeavour, centred on an amphibious
support ship, with up to six escorts, is a 3- to 4-month
deployment representing a considerable commitment
and investment by Navy, and Defence more generally.
It is not surprising then, that the last two deployments
achieved considerable success in promoting Australia
and in pursuing our national engagement objectives
within a region that remains of significant importance
to us all.
While Indo-Pacific Endeavour provides a valuable
vehicle to progress some task group capabilities, its
focus on international engagement and providing
assistance within the region falls well short of
generating and maintaining other different but
essential high-end task group force-warfare and
warfighting capabilities and competencies.
The guided-missile (air-warfare) destroyers in
particular, but also the Hunter-class frigates, will be

‘Littoral’ is derived from the Latin for ‘shore’. In military use, ‘the littoral’
means the region at the land-sea interface, i.e. the shore and its adjacent
coastal waters.
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central to the Maritime Task Group. Alongside the
platforms, the Maritime Task Group is part of a wider
command and planning staff, which operates both
ashore and at sea. In establishing the Maritime Task
Group, now the RAN’s third staff pillar, alongside the
Amphibious Task Group and Maritime Component
Command staffs, the RAN has staff capacity to
support a sustainable, repeatable pattern of
generating simultaneously, planning and executing,
two major task groups through the year, in the
amphibious domain, in the sea combat domain, or
more generically, on a regional maritime deployment.
Conclusion
We have developed a task group construct that
remains fit-for-purpose across the entire spectrum of
task group operations. The Maritime Task Group will
deliver two primary operational outputs:
• The first is blue-water maritime manoeuvre,
such as securing key sea lines of communication, and dominating the maritime
battlespace (sea control), through command
and control, and air, surface, and underwater
warfare.
• The second is force protection of the Amphibious Task Group, by employing sea control
capabilities in blue-water or brown-water
(littoral) environments to enable the Amphibious
Task Group to project power ashore.
The Maritime Task Group will further build upon
and develop RAN sea combat skills to provide the ‘atsea fight’, and then defend the force-projection task
force. Indeed, with the introduction of the Maritime
Task Group to complement the Amphibious Task
Group, we now have the sea-combat task force to
assure the force projection task force – we are now
enabled for ‘the fight upon the sea’ as well as ‘the fight
from the sea’. The fight to the fight!
While recognising we still have a long way to go, I
think we can be encouraged by what we have
achieved so far.
The Author: Captain David Tietzel, CSM, RAN, is
Deputy Commodore Flotillas at Fleet Headquarters.
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This paper describes Australia’s current amphibious capability. The Australian Amphibious Force is able to employ a
landing force of up to battalion-group strength over the spectrum of operations from the provision of humanitarian
assistance and disaster relief to high-end warfighting, the latter capability having been tested, in conjunction with allies,
during Exercise Talisman Sabre 2019.
Australia responded to a military coup d’état in Fiji in
1987 by deploying a five-ship amphibious task group to Fiji
in case Australian civilians needed evacuation. The
operation, code named Operation Morris Dance, exposed
serious deficiencies in the Australian Defence Force’s
(ADF) capacity to project force and undertake amphibious
operations. It led to the acquisition of two Kanimbla-class
amphibious transport ships (Landing Platforms Amphibious) in 1994.
The East Timor crisis in 1999 further exposed the
ADF’s ill-preparedness to deploy and sustain an expeditionary force amphibiously in our near region. This led,
through a number of force structure reviews and Defence
white papers from 2000 onwards, to the decision to
acquire two Canberra-class amphibious assault ships
(Landing Helicopter Docks), to replace HMAS Tobruk and
the Kanimbla-class amphibious ships, and their commissioning in 2014 and 2015. In addition, a third amphibious
platform, HMAS Choules (a Landing Ship Dock) was
acquired in 2011; the 2nd Battalion, Royal Australian
Regiment, was designated as an amphibious trials
battalion to lead Army’s preparations; and the ADF
commenced development of joint command arrangements
for amphibious operations.
This paper describes the recent evolution of the
Australian Amphibious Force as a key part of Australia’s
overall force projection capacity. It briefly examines our
strategic context, reviews our contemporary amphibious
operational concepts, and describes the current state of
the Australian Amphibious Force.
Strategic Context
Australia’s 2016 Defence White Paper1 identified three
key strategic defence interests: first, a secure, resilient
Australia; second, a secure nearer region, encompassing
maritime South East Asia and the South Pacific; and third,
a stable Indo-Pacific region and a rules-based global order
which supports our interests. The nature of inter-state
relationships and the spectrum of conditions (humanitarian assistance to high-end warfighting) within which we

Defence (2016). 2016 Defence white paper (Department of Defence:
Canberra) pp. 17-18.

1
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conduct operations; the geography of our near region and
the Indo-Pacific; and Australia’s choice of role; are
important context within which to consider the development of the Australian amphibious capability.
Recent security and military literature considering the
spectrum of operations has focused on a model of cooperation-competition-conflict2 in preference to the peacewar spectrum. While it remains useful to consider the
peace-war spectrum, especially in relation to resource
apportionment (resources applied to the military are
typically less during peace), the co-operation-competitionconflict model recognises the enduring competition
between states, particularly economic and diplomatic,
inter-mixed with temporal variations of co-operation or
conflict. As Henry Kissinger once observed: “America has
no permanent friends or enemies, only interests”, or
phrased another way “there are no permanent friends in
politics, only mutual self-interest”. The model is in no way
new, but its use is important because it recognises that the
scale is not necessarily linear or of singular dimension; we
may well be in conflict in one domain while co-operating in
another, and also that military capability can be employed
in a variety of ways simultaneously.
Within this spectrum of operations, Australia may act
unilaterally or as part of a larger coalition or alliance, and
may do both simultaneously on a range of different fronts.
The choice of which strategy to pursue on which front is
likely to be based on a mixture of interest alignment and
capacity, both national capacity and relative capacity. In
simple terms, there are limits to our national power; our
capacity to operate unilaterally is framed around the
military capability we choose to afford, now and in the
future, and that of the adversaries we might compete with.
This question sits at the heart of joint force design, and the
evolution of the Australian amphibious capability.
Finally, from a geopolitical perspective, there are two
pre-eminent factors to consider. First, the archipelagic and
littoral region to our north is comprised of thousands of
islands, each separated by water, and that the presence of
this water precludes land manoeuvre in isolation. Second,

Claire O’Neill, Mental models – Part II: co-operation, competition and
conflict. theforge.defence.gov.au 18 May 2019.
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the maritime trade routes through the region underpin our
economic and social prosperity. This area, our region and
the Indo-Pacific, are littoral and maritime operating areas,
and setting security conditions inherently requires forces
capable of manoeuvring in that environment. Indeed,
although it is not publicly stated as such, the level of
Australian investment in maritime, amphibious, and
broader force-projection capabilities support a view that
Australia’s military strategy is a maritime one: a strategy of
setting favourable security conditions forward of
continental Australia.
The investment in, and development of, a robust but
affordable amphibious capability is a central part of building a force-projection capacity that supports Australia’s
strategic defence interests. Further, an amphibious force is
a force-projection capability that can achieve a range of
strategic effects in co-operation or competition, even
though designed to achieve tactical effects in conflict.
Contemporary Australian Amphibious Operational
Concepts
Australian doctrine3 recognises five types of amphibious operations: demonstrations; raids; assaults; withdrawals; and support to other operations. Detailed planning for an amphibious assault is conducted using the
PERMSAT model: planning; embarkation; rehearsal;
movement to the area of amphibious action; ‘shaping’ the
action area, especially ashore; the amphibious action; and
termination. This is a useful model because each step is
complex in its own right.
PERMSAT, however, relates specifically to the amphibious forces and does not provide a broad overview of the

inter-relationships with other force elements and actions. It
is therefore useful to consider seven stages in an ‘entry’
operation (i.e. the lodgement of a force amphibiously on a
potentially hostile shore) as depicted in Figure 1. Those
stages are:
1. conduct advanced force operations (shaping) – air,
naval and/or special forces strike operations;
2. establish sea and air control – a core maritime and
air component requirement to set conditions for
acceptable risk to own forces and mission;
3. manoeuvre the amphibious force to the area of
amphibious action;
4. conduct pre-landing force operations (internal to the
Amphibious Task Group) –
reconnaissance,
surveillance and shaping actions;
5. undertake the amphibious action – lodge the force
to achieve the assigned mission;
6. deploy follow-on forces as required – strategic lift
by air and sea; and, finally
7. reconstitution – ready the amphibious force for
subsequent operations.
This is conceptually useful because it clearly articulates how reliant the amphibious force is on the operational
design and other critical enablers, which I shall discuss
shortly, but it also shows that our doctrine is somewhat
narrowly focused on a single amphibious objective. This is
not a negative in the context of developing our understanding of the building blocks of force projection and
amphibious capability, but in the context of our region and
the Indo-Pacific it might be useful to consider the utility of
those capabilities in a broader strategy or operational
design.

Figure 1: The seven stages of an amphibious operation

Australian Defence Doctrine Publication (ADDP) 3.2 Amphibious
operations, edition 3, 2018 (Department of Defence: Canberra).
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The doctrinal focus on a single objective may be due to
actions to force disaggregation or incorrect disposition of
the single-instance nature of amphibious operations since
any adversary forces; and sea and air control to manage
World War II and perhaps Korea – Falklands (1982), Sierra
risk to one’s own forces and to enable our own freedom of
Leone (2000), Battle of Al Faw (Iraq 2003) etc. – all single
manoeuvre. The support that a force needs to conduct an
amphibious actions, even if nested in a broader operaoperation is referred to as an ‘enabler’. Whether it is a
tional design. The archipelago to our north, however,
unilateral operation or an operation undertaken in coalition
should we have to fight there, has thousands of islands
with allies, the critical enablers for an amphibious
through which we and an adversary must manoeuvre.
operation include a range of military, other government
Indeed, by some reports, the Pacific hosted over 110
and industry capabilities: strategic intelligence; sea control
amphibious lodgements in World War II4, all conducted
(surface and subsurface); air control (local air superiority);
within a broader operational design, but over 70 were
government departments, including the Department of
uncontested (or there were no casualties in the first 24
Foreign Affairs and Trade and the Australian Federal
hours). This speaks to a model of multiple, contiguous
Police; strategic logistics; and national support base
operations rather than single-instance actions.
arrangements.
It is not in the scope of this paper to review General
In this context, capacity is a key determinant in a
MacArthur’s operational design, however clearly he
‘unilateral’ or ‘coalition’ choice; can Australia provide all the
employed amphibious or littoral manoeuvre in support of
necessary enablers required by the situation to act
his strategy (securing land from which air power could be
unilaterally, or would an alliance be necessary to facilitate
projected)5. There are echoes of this thinking evident in the
access to a broader resource base? Clearly, a related
United States Marine Corps evolution to Expeditionary
question, and one alluded to above, sits around defining
Advanced Base Operations, and indeed General Burger’s6
what is an ‘affordable’ force projection capability in our
recent Planning Guidance to the United States Marine
current strategic environment.
Corps (USMC). Although the USMC context is not our
own, these concepts will likely inform our own future
The evolution of the Amphibious Task Group
amphibious operating concepts, especially as we seek to
The Australian Amphibious Force invariably deploys as
employ long-range precision surface-surface or surface-air
a joint task group which is ‘flexible’ – its composition can
fires in support of land or maritime objectives and
be altered to meet the specific needs of a particular
manoeuvre in a more contested environment7.
operation – and is ‘scalable’ – its size can be scaled up
Regardless of the operational design, however, amphifrom a landing force of rifle company group strength (an
bious operations require far more than just the amphibious
Amphibious Ready Element) to one of battalion group
forces to ensure success and rely, as mentioned briefly
strength (an Amphibious Ready Group). Table 1 (below)
above, on a range of critical enablers.
provides an indicative composition of each grouping and
Amphibious Operations are complex and challenging –
illustrates this flexibility and scalability.
complex, because of their deeply joint (i.e. tri-service)
The Amphibious Ready Unit (ARU) has been added to
nature and the seams between physical
Table 1: Indicative composition of amphibious forces of different sizes.
domains (land, sea and air); and
challenging, because of the physical
Amphibious Ready
Amphibious Ready
Amphibious Ready
obstacle that the ocean presents, both
Element (ARE)
Unit (ARU)
Group (ARG)
tactically in terms of supporting a force
Command and
HQ ATG (CATF/CLF)
ashore, and operationally in relation to
Control
Amphibious
An amphibious ship
Two amphibious ships Three amphibious
the significant distance back to the
Shipping
and landing craft
and landing craft
ships and landing craft
support base. They are inevitably
Joint
Pre-Landing
1
x
Joint
Combat
1
x
Joint
Combat
2 x Joint Combat
conducted in a whole-of-government
Force (JPLF)
Team
Team
Teams
context, whether the military is supporting
Landing Force
1 x Combat Team
A Battle Group HQ
A Battle Group HQ
a non-military lead agency or is being
Ground Combat
and 2 x Combat
and 4 x Combat
Element (GCE)
Teams
Teams
supported by other government and nonLanding Force
Vehicles, personnel,
Vehicles, personnel,
Vehicles, personnel,
government agencies.
Logistic Combat
landing craft, Beach
landing craft, Beach
landing craft, Beach
Amphibious operations require favourElement (LCE)
Team and C2
Team and C2
Team and C2
able conditions to be set at the strategic
Landing Force
Task Unit HQ
Task Group HQ
Task Group HQ
and operational level. This includes
Air Combat
MRH Troop
Tiger Troop
Tiger Squadron
Element (ACE)
Dr David Horner (2004). The military strategy and
command aspects of the Australian Army’s
amphibious operations in the South West Pacific
Area. In Proceedings of the Chief of Army’s History
Conference 1994 (Army History Unit, Department of
Defence: Canberra).
5
ibid
6
https://www.hqmc.marines.mil/Portals/142/Docs/%
2038th%20Command-ant's%20Planning%
20Guidance_2019.pdf?ver=2019-07-16-200152700 accessed 02 Aug 19
7
https://www.aspistrategist.org.au/lessons-foraustralia-in-us-marines-new-guidance/
4
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Escorts/Strike Group
Elements may be
commanded by, or
may be supporting,
the ATG to achieve
the directed mission

MRH Troop
MRH Squadron
Chinook Troop
Chinook Troop +
Anti-submarine helicopters, Airborne Early Warning and Control aircraft
Combat air patrols, Tankers

Destroyers, Frigates, Submarines, Maritime Patrol Aircraft, Mine Hunters

Notes: In this context, a comat team consists of a rifle company group, and a battle group
consists of an infantry battalion group.
Abbreviations used: ATG = Amphibious task group; C2 = command and control; MRH =
multi-role helicopter; Tiger = armed reconnaissance helicopter; Chinook = heavy-lift 8
helicopter.
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the concept of employment of our amphibious force since
2014 and has now been ‘certified’ (as ready for operations)
in 2018 and 2019. To ensure the ARU is available to
respond to contingencies as they arise, a new ARU is
generated annually. An Amphibious Ready Element, when
needed, can be generated from the forces certified in the
ARU, and an Amphibious Ready Group would be
generated when required. The following paragraphs
provide a broad update on each element.
Headquarters Amphibious Task Group
Headquarters Amphibious Task Group (HQ ATG) has
been in existence for many years as a predominantly naval
organisation. In recent years, however, it has been
bolstered with additional Army representation and is now a
true joint tactical headquarters with a standing strength of
approximately 60, augmented for ARU and ARG
operations, and including a Royal Australian Air Force
Tactical Air Control Party–Afloat. It is co-commanded by
the Commander Amphibious Task Force (CATF), and the
Commander Landing Force (CLF). Army established the
new and permanent CLF position in January 2017 to lead
Army’s contribution to the development of the amphibious
capability. In a break from traditional amphibious models,
the single joint staff support both commanders simultaneously, examining each problem from a ‘whole of multidomain operation’ perspective.
The joint and co-commanded headquarters is a
uniquely Australian approach, which, while not yet mature,
is showing signs of being very effective. Some of the key
positives are its capacity to deliver effective and integrated
joint plans to subordinate force elements, it appears
significantly more efficient relative to other models8, and
produces officers and enlisted personnel who can
contribute effectively in a ‘joint’ context. Challenges include
the internalisation of the frictions imposed by multi-domain
operations, and in training junior personnel for integrated
joint tactical operations. It is equally clear, though, that
these challenges would exist regardless of the choice of
headquarters design.
Doctrinally, CATF and CLF adopt a supported/
supporting relationship depending on the phase of the
operation, principally based on which element of the force
is subject to the most risk. In practice, and to support the
joint Headquarters, CATF and CLF seek to make joint
decisions wherever possible. The supported/supporting
construct, however, enables the supported commander to
make a decision without reference to the other if time is
critical. While there are always challenges to contend with,
effective command and execution in the amphibious
context relies on two things: a clearly understood common
goal, and an enduring desire to co-operate to achieve it.
Amphibious Shipping
HMA Ships Adelaide, Canberra and Choules provide

By comparison, the United States command and control arrangements
invole separate Amphibious Squadron headquarters and Marine Corps
Marine Expeditionary Unit headquarters which together comprise
approximately twice as many staff as HQ ATG uses to command the
Australian Amphibious Ready Unit.

8
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the backbone of Australia’s surface force projection
capability through the capacity to embark and project
significant combat and logistic capabilities. Each can
support a range of landing craft and embarked helicopters,
and each, with a range of embarked forces, has supported
operations in its own right. Examples include: HMAS
Canberra providing humanitarian assistance and disaster
relief to Fiji following Cyclone Winston in 2016; HMAS
Adelaide supporting Papua New Guinea during the APEC
summit in 2018; HMAS Choules providing emergency
assistance to Queensland following Cyclone Debbie in
2017; and each supporting a range of other internationalengagement activities such as Indo-Pacific Endeavour, the
annual series of support activities and naval exercises with
countries in our region.
Each ship has a ‘ship’s army establishment’, a
permanent team of soldiers to support embarkation and
integration of embarked military forces, and execution of
amphibious operations. Initial basic coalition integration
operations have been practised, including multiple
varieties of rotary-wing and landing craft, and further
integration work is planned in the future.
These ships are large, have large signatures, and
represent significant investment by Australia, so their
protection is a key requirement in any operation, and
setting favourable conditions for their employment is
essential as described above.
Joint Pre-Landing Force
The Joint Pre-Landing Force (JPLF) is designed to
obtain key information needed to support amphibious
objectives. Its primary reconnaissance and surveillance
focus is usually the beach as that is a critical ‘seam’
between sea and land, and gaining a clear understanding
of the nature of the approaches to the beach, the beach
itself and the exits from the beach, is key to understanding
the risk associated with committing forces to an
amphibious operation. Other foci will include landing zones
and other Task-Group level objectives.
The JPLF is formed from: a company of the 2nd
Battalion, Royal Australian Regiment (Amphibious)
[2RAR(Amphib)], to conduct land-based reconnaissance
and surveillance; a Naval Expeditionary Reconnaissance
Capability to clear the approaches of mines and other
obstacles; and a Naval Deployable Geospatial Survey
Team to survey the approaches and beach to confirm
suitability for landing-craft operations. The JPLF is also
usually supported by other land capabilities including
unmanned aerial systems and electronic warfare. Central
to the evolution of the JPLF has been its capacity to
operate these joint elements effectively together, and to
fuse a range of differing sources of information in support
of the ATG’s amphibious information requirements and
objectives.
In 2017, Army made some key decisions to further
progress the amphibious capability: to transition 2
RAR(Amphib) from its previous role as the amphibious
trials battalion covering all elements of land-force based
reconnaissance, combat and logistics, to a battalion
focused specifically on reconnaissance and surveillance
tasks in support of the JPLF; and to employ a rotational
model for the Ground Combat Element.
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Ground Combat Element
The Ground Combat Element (GCE) is formed from
one of the Australian Army’s Ready Battle Groups from
within the Ready Combat Brigade, and rotates on an
annual basis in accordance with Army’s three-yearly
readiness cycle9. The choice of a rotational model for the
GCE places extra pressure on the Ready Combat Brigade,
as the nominated Ready Battle Group requires some
additional amphibious training which a permanentlyassigned GCE would not need. In practice, however, the
training design for Australian rotational forces is
approximately the same duration as that applied by the
United States Marine Corps to certify its forces.The
rotational model cost-effectively supports Army’s aim to
grow additional amphibious competence within its forcegeneration construct. This model has operated successfully now for two years – attitude to joint operations and cooperation, and the effective integration of command and
control elements, is proving more important than
experience; and the model has proved able to provide welltrained contingency forces at acceptable cost.
The 8th/9th Battalion, Royal Australian Regiment
(8/9RAR), formed the core of the GCE in 2018. 7RAR
leads the current GCE, and 3RAR will assume the role in
2020.
Air Combat Element.
The 5th Aviation Regiment provides the headquarters
for the Air Combat Element (ACE), and the MRH 90 multirole helicopters which form the core of the Air Combat
Element. Chinook (heavy lift) and Tiger (armed
reconnaissance) helicopters provide additional capacity
and provide real credibility to ADF force projection
capability. The inclusion of Chinook and Tiger in the ACE
within the last two years demonstrates the impressive
pace of amphibious development. The importance of the
very positive relationship between Army Aviation and Navy
Aviation in enabling this development in a safe and
effective manner should not be underestimated, both at
the tactical level (on board the ships) and at the
operational level (between Commodore Fleet Air Arm,
Commander 16th Aviation Brigade and Director General
Aviation).
Logistic Combat Element.
The Logistic Combat Element provides direct logistic
support to the Landing Force, integrates logistic effect with
the remainder of the Task Group, and integrates Army
landing craft with Navy craft. The Commander of the LCE
also, very importantly, provides command and control on
the beach (the traditional ‘beachmaster’ role), a key node
in the link between maritime and land domains, and a vital
element of successful amphibious operations. 35th Water
Transport Squadron plays a lead role in forming the LCE,
in conjunction with other logistic elements from 17th

Each of the Army’s three combat brigades rotate through a 36-month-long
readiness cycle, comprising three 12-month phases. This cycle comprises
a ‘reset’ phase during which the brigade's soldiers conduct individual
training, a ‘readying’ phase in which the brigade’s units prepare for
combat operations, and a ‘ready’ phase in which the certified brigade is
available to deploy on any required domestic or overseas operations.

9
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Sustainment Brigade, the combat brigade providing the
Ground Combat Element, and 2RAR (Amphib).
Recent capability progression
There has been a rapid advance in the capability of the
Australian Amphibious Force over the last five years.
Examples below demonstrate the key advances made in
2019 through the Joint Warfare Series of exercises,
including Exercise Talisman Sabre, as well as some
specific modernisation initiatives. While these advances
are impressive in their own right, and the trajectory is very
positive, the capability is not yet mature. Continued
investment of people, resources and time are necessary
to ensure continued generation and sustainment of the
capability.
Exercise Sea Raider 2019
Exercise Sea Raider is a tactical exercise designed to
facilitate certification of the Amphibious Ready Unit. It is
focused on Australian unilateral force projection capability.
Capabilities proven for the first time this year include:
• operating both HMA Ships Adelaide and Canberra
concurrently in close proximity i.e. concurrently
operating and co-ordinating two decks and multiple
helicopters (effectively two airfields) and two docks
with multiple landing craft;
• operating Tiger, Taipan (Army and Navy Multi-Role
Helicopters) and Chinook helicopters day and night
– achieved rapidly (in two years) and enabling force
projection and manoeuvre by day and night across
all mission sets;
• deploying a mechanised combat-team with a
battle-group headquarters and a support company;
• employing armoured vehicles as the first wave –
enabling us to progress tactics; and
• introducing the second rotational Ground Combat
Element (7RAR) – this second successful iteration
is contributing to the building of amphibious
competence across the Army.
Exercise Talismans Sabre 2019
Exercise Talisman Sabre is a biennial bi-lateral
exercise conducted with the United States designed to
test and develop coalition interoperability. Capabilities
proven this year include:
• operating within a combined (i.e. multi-national)
amphibious operating area for the first time – this
represents a key step forward in coalition command
and control arrangements;
• employment of F-35B (a 5th generation fighter) and
rotary-wing aircraft from USS Wasp in the close airsupport of Australian landing forces;
• command and control of a complex multi-national
beach landing site – 35th Water Transport Squadron
ran the beach for Australian, United States and
Japanese forces; and
• 2RAR commanded and controlled a multi-national
Joint Pre-Landing Force Battle Group – the battle
group was comprised of Australian Army
personnel, United States Marines, Royal Marine
Commandos, as well as Royal Australian Navy
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Expeditonary Reconnaissance and Clearance, and
Deployable Geospatial and Survey Teams, and a
Royal New Zealand Navy Rapid Environmental
Assessment Team.
Equipment Modernisation
2019 has seen some significant equipment
modernisation advances that are indicative of the breadth
of achievement over the last five years. This year, LCM-1E
landing craft, with which the two LHD amphibious assault
ships are equipped, have been upgraded to enable
carriage of greater weight safely. This enables the landing
craft to embark the M1A1 Abrams main battle tank, the
M88 tank recovery vehicle and the HX77 heavy utility
truck. Trials with the new craft are now complete and
represent a great advance for ADF ship-to-shore
manoeuvre capability.
Conclusion
The Australian Amphibious Force has evolved rapidly.
Its capability now compares very favourably with that of
the few other countries able to deploy expeditionary forces
amphibiously; and it represents a robust and cost-effective
balance between permanent and rotational forces.
Amphibious forces are a key force-projection capability

for an island nation heavily reliant on maritime trade and
security. They may be employed effectively across the
spectrum of operations and in supporting strategic
defence interests. That said, amphibious forces are
vulnerable at extended lines of communication;
amphibious operations must be nested in broader
strategic and operational plans that set favourable
conditions for success; and they must be supported by a
range of whole-of-government and military strategic
enablers, whether conducted as unilateral Australian
actions or as part of a coalition.
The Author: Colonel Kim Gilfillan, as Commander
Landing Force, is a joint commander of Australia’s
Amphibious Task Group. He was commissioned into the
Australian Army Aviation Corps in 1996. In addition to a
wide range of staff and training appointments, as an
exchange officer he commanded the British Army Lynx
Detachment on operations in Iraq in 2006, and later
commanded 161 Reconnaissance Squadron (which flew
the Tiger Armed Reconnaissance Helicopter). Prior to
assuming his current appointment in January 2019, he
commanded the 5th Aviation Regiment for which service
he was awarded the Conspicuous Service Cross. [Photo of
Colonel Gilfillan: Department of Defence]

BOOK REVIEW:

Duty nobly done: an extraordinary account
of 11 family members in the Great War
by Adam Holloway
Big Sky Publishing: Newport, NSW; 2018; 519 pp.; ISBN 9781925675832; RRP $34.99;
Ursula Davidson Library call number 570.02 HOLL 2018
This is a remarkable, well-researched book about 11
members of the one extended family – the Holloways,
from Roma, Queensland – who served in the Australian
Imperial Force in the Great War of 1914-1919. Roma is
515km west of Brisbane and, in 1914, the district’s
population was only 2300.
The book is part of a new genre of war history –
personal family history set in a much larger context.
While assisting our comprehension of that time, now a
distant memory, it tells the stories of ordinary men who
served in the ranks.
Adam Holloway, the author, is a direct descendant.
He describes the larger battles, Somme, Pozières,
Hamel etc. in which family members participated and
has been able to pinpoint where the various family
members, and their battalions, were located as the war
progressed.
Set out in detail are the stories of Private Edwin
(Eddie) Holloway, 57th Battalion, who was killed-in-action;
Private Alfred Holloway, 47th Battalion, who was killed-inaction; Private Eric Holloway, 26th Battalion, who was
later a pharmacist; Private Hilton Brooks, 26th Battalion,
who was killed-in-action; Private Ernest (Ernie) Brooks,
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15th and 47th Battalions; Private William (Bill) Holloway,
9th, 47th, 49th and 52nd Battalions, who was mentioned-indespatches; Private Henry (Chick) Holloway, 15th
Battalion, who was twice awarded the Military Medal;
Private Ernest (Noog) Holloway, 9th Battalion, who was
wounded-in-action; Sergeant Frank Holloway, 9th
Battalion, a Gallipoli veteran; Warrant Officer Class One
Arthur Miscamble, Australian Army Medical Corps, who
was later mayor of Roma; and Private Ernest (Ern)
Miscamble, 9th and 41st Battalions. Each of the author’s
relatives has been painstakingly followed from
enlistment to the end of their lives – the post-war careers
of the eight survivors being summarised in an epilogue.
An important omission, though, is an index. I also
found the use of nicknames or shortened names did not
assist my comprehension of the stories. Further, many
readers would not know to which brigade (approximately
3-5000 men) of which division (approximately 17,000
men) any of the battalions mentioned belonged. These
shortcomings, however, do not detract significantly from
what is a tour-de-force in a wartime family history. The
book is highly recommended.
Roland Millbank
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BOOK REVIEW:

The dawn of carrier strike: and the world of
Lieutenant W P Lucy DSO RN
by David Hobbs
Seaforth Publishing: Barnsley, South Yorkshire; 2019; 386 pp.; ISBN 9781473879928
(hardback); RRP $55.75; Ursula Davidson Library call number 729 HOBB 2019
With the construction and commissioning of aircraft
carriers ongoing around the world, the history of the
development of naval aviation has contemporary
relevance.
Commander David Hobbs MBE is a retired Royal Navy
pilot with extensive experience of the operations of both
fixed wing and rotary aircraft at sea; and is a former curator
of the Fleet Air Arm Museum, Yeovilton. A well-published
author, he has written authoritatively on many aspects of
the development of doctrine that led to the recognition of
the aircraft as an integral arm of maritime operations.
This book explores the exchanges, sometimes
acrimonious, between the Royal Naval Air Service (RNAS)
and the fledging Royal Air Force (RAF) following the end of
the Great War. He fleshes out this battle, conducted mainly
behind closed doors in the Ministry of Air and the Admiralty,
by tracing the life and death of Britain’s first World War II air
ace, Lieutenant William (Bill) Lucy, DSO, RN.
In 1922, successive committees failed to resolve the
Navy-Air Force impasse. This eventually led to the
Trenchard/Keyes agreement which gave effective control of
all matters related to aviation to the Air Ministry. Air Force
pilots and aircraft were seconded to Royal Navy carriers.
There was little confidence, however, that these pilots had
an in-depth appreciation of naval strategy and operations.
With complex and competing command and control
arrangements, squadrons did not readily integrate with
ships’ companies. The Admiralty insisted on having
appointed as observers, experienced, appropriately
trained, naval officers knowledgeable in how to best deploy
ship-borne aircraft in the multiple roles required of them:
reconnaissance and navigation over the sea, well away
from their parent ship; anti-submarine patrols; air defence;
torpedo and dive bombing; mine laying; support for
amphibious operations over the beach; and calling the fall
of shot by the capital ships, sometimes against targets over
the horizon.
With persistence, the Navy regained a degree of
operational control over embarked flights, but it was not
until 1937 that Cabinet agreed to return full responsibility to
the Navy for raising, training and sustaining the “Air Service
of the Royal Navy”, which later adopted its present name
“The Fleet Air Arm”. Despite the wishes of the Navy,
however, Coastal Command remained under Air Force
control and communication problems with the fleet
manifested themselves - as Mathew 6: 24 avers, “no man
can serve two masters”.
In contrast to the Royal Navy, neither the United States
Navy nor the Imperial Japanese Navy were hampered by
such considerations. Both took note of the successful raid
by Swordfish aircraft from HMS Illustrious on the Italian
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Fleet at Taranto in November 1940. America, however, did
not anticipate the Imperial Japanese Navy attack on Pearl
Harbour just over 12 months later.
Lieutenant Bill Lucy (1910 – 1940) joined the Royal
Naval College, Dartmouth, as a 13-year-old. After training
with several ships in the Fleet, and serving as a member of
the Executive Branch, he volunteered for flying duties,
gaining his naval ‘wings’ in April 1933. In 1940, he was
appointed in command of 803 Squadron, equipped with
Blackburn Skua fighter-bombers, at Royal Naval Air Station
Hatston in the Orkney Islands.
“Bill was well aware that flying under-powered divebomber/fighters against enemy aircraft with a superior
performance either from the deck of an aircraft carrier
or from a naval air station ashore would be a dangerous
task but he was determined at the outset to take the
fight to the enemy”.
Taking off before dawn on 10 April 1940 with Lieutenant
M. C. E. Hanson RN as his observer, Lucy led a combined
force of 16 Skuas from 800 and 803 Squadrons for the port
of Bergen in Norway where a Köln-class cruiser, the
Könisberg, had been identified. Operating at the extremity
of their range, Lucy led a classic dive-bombing attack from
12,000 feet sinking the 7700-ton cruiser alongside at the
wharf. She was the first major warship to be sunk by divebombing in the war. All but one of the Skuas returned to
Hatston, a number just making it back with their fuel tanks
almost exhausted. For this operation, Lucy was awarded
the DSO and Hanson the DFC.
Flying combat air patrols (CAP), Lucy shot down at
least five Heinkel HE 111 bombers, thus qualifying as
Britain’s first World War II ‘Air Ace’. On 14 May 1940, flying
a CAP from HMS Ark Royal, Lucy and his accompanying
flight of two Skuas attacked a formation of five enemy
bombers at 18,000 feet. In the ensuing mêlée, Lucy
accounted for one of the Heinkels before his aircraft was
seen to explode and plummet into the sea. Lucy’s body was
recovered by the destroyer, HMS Whirlwind, and buried at
sea. Hanson’s body was not recovered.
Hobbs concludes: “There are lessons from this period
that apply directly to Defence matters two decades into the
twenty first century….”. The book contains a bibliography
and many photos from Hobbs’ collection. The narrative
successfully combines the inspiring story of a naval aviator
with the early development of carrier strike. It is
recommended for aviators and all services involved in
maritime and amphibious operations.
Michael Flynn
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BOOK REVIEW:

Angels of mercy: far west, far east
by Lynette Ramsay Silver
Sally Milner Publishing: Binda, NSW; 2019; 442 pp.; ISBN 978186315009 (paperback);
RRP $39.99; Ursula Davidson Library call number 588.14 SILV 2019
This book is a biography of two Australian nursing
sisters – Marjorie Silver, who served in remote
communities in New South Wales, Queensland, and the
Northern Territory; and Pat Darling, who served with the
8th Australian Division in World War II and became a
prisoner-of-war of the Japanese. The book also lists the
names of the women who served in World War II as
Army doctors and as Army, Navy and Air Force nurses.
The author, Lynette Ramsay Silver AM, a member of
the Institute, is a well-respected military historian and
battlefield guide, noted for her forensic research into the
prisoner-of-war experience in Southeast Asia. This is
her 13th book on Australian military history.
The two stories in this book offer contrasting
accounts of the lives of Marjorie and Pat, both nurses
facing considerable challenges in very different parts of
the world. Both stories celebrate the strength, capable
determination, and resilience of these adventurous
women.
Marjorie’s story centres on her career as a flying
nurse in outback Australia in the 1930s. Her experience
of travelling by plane to visit patients in remote areas
pre-dates the arrival of the Flying Doctor Service and is
a surprising revelation about the early use of planes to
reach patients in remote areas. This story is enjoyable
and offers some wry humour on the personalities
Marjorie encounters: the industrious Mr. Drummond,
the driving force behind the Far West Children’s Health
Scheme, whose brainwave it is to launch an aerial
medical service; and the strong minded 19-year-old
Nancy, the young pilot who delivers Marjorie to her
patients in a Leopard Moth.
After her work based in Bourke, and later at a clinic
at Mt Margaret station in Queensland, Marjorie moves
in the 1960s to Brunette Downs station in the Northern
Territory, where she continues her nursing work at the
station’s hospital and becomes involved with the local
indigenous community. This story delivers the satisfying
sense of a life well-lived.
Pat’s story is a rather different proposition, as she
journeys from the normal comforts of everyday life into
an almost unbelievable experience of deprivation and
adversity. The tipping point comes, quite literally, when
Pat is on a boat trying to escape from Singapore. The
boat is strafed by Japanese fighter planes. Suddenly,
everyone must abandon ship and scramble onto the
lifeboats: “As the crew lowered the first boat, filled with
women and children, one of the lines broke, spilling the
passengers into the sea”.
It is clear that life is about to change dramatically.
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Pat’s pragmatic reaction in this moment – so normal
and unfazed – is very poignant in the face of what is
likely to come: “Before slipping into the sea, I gave my
tin hat to Kath in case she needed to help bail water
and told her that we would see her on the beach”.
Pat is captured on Bangka Island and interned in a
series of Japanese prison camps in Sumatra. The
account of the camaraderie and privations that Pat and
her fellow inmates experience provides a detailed
historical record of life in the camps. The author has
also performed extensive research to describe what
ultimately happened to many of the individuals in the
story – who was rescued, what their life became
afterwards, and those who did not make it.
These two stories are told through the voices of the
women themselves. Their first-hand accounts, drawn
from memoirs and interviews, are expanded by the
author with additional narrative sections that provide
more context about the events described, and include
many additional interesting facts about the people in the
book.
The author also examines the controversy that can
arise when dealing with delicate facts: to what extent
should historians delve into material that the
protagonists may prefer to leave uncovered? The
forensic examination uncovering the ‘secret’ in the
second story presents information and conclusions
about events which the women themselves chose never
to speak about. The author lays this dilemma bare,
including comments made by the women themselves
about how to handle this ‘secret’. There is an additional
overlay to this dilemma: the government of the day also
may have exerted some pressure to suppress some of
the details.
Anyone who has a connection with the times and the
people mentioned in the book will find the nominal rolls
and details in the appendices especially interesting.
There are also many historical photographs throughout
the book, a select bibliography and index, and some
useful maps – including a depiction of the infamous
Radji beach.
This book makes a significant contribution to the
historical record of the Australian prisoner-of-war
experience in Sumatra during World War II. It will appeal
to readers who enjoy biography, and there is also
appeal here for students of history who are interested in
the process of how the historical record is pieced
together.
Debbie Case
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BOOK REVIEW:

Greece 1941: the death throes of Blitzkrieg
by Jeffrey Plowman
Pen & Sword Military: Barnsley, South Yorkshire; 2018; 226 pp.; ISBN 9781526730251;
RRP $52.99; Ursula Davidson Library call number 587 PLOW 2018
The British Prime Minister at the time, Winston
Churchill, referred to the dispatch of British and
Dominion forces to defend Greece against Nazi invasion
as “a great risk in a good cause”. With Greece 1941;
The Death Throes of Blitzkrieg, Jeffrey Plowman has
revisited the campaign, a chaotic fighting retreat that
has confused historians and confounded authors for
almost eight decades, and he provides a new and
fascinating perspective.
When we picked up the book, we were expecting a
German-centric account of the campaign as the dust
jacket has a photograph of an apparently knocked out
Panzer, the Reichsadler symbol and the term Blitzkrieg
in the subtitle. The content, however, is more heavily
weighted to accounts by British, Australian and New
Zealand veterans.
In the introduction, Plowman provides a useful
summary of the origins of the term Blitzkrieg. The
chapters then follow a well-trodden narrative of the
campaign, from the politics inspired by the strategic
location of Greece, to a description of the battles and
breeches of the doomed defensive lines from the
mountains in the north to the evacuation beaches on the
south coast.
The text of the narrative is drawn largely from
secondary-source accounts of veterans and official
histories from Australia, New Zealand and Britain.
Plowman does not provide as many German references
as the title would suggest, however, from our research,
we are well aware of just how scarce are German
descriptions and reflections on the contacts. Those he is
able to access, he uses well and it is through them that
we receive his new perspectives. At the tactical level, he
integrates the German accounts with those of the
Australian and New Zealand forces they were fighting
very well, at times explaining outcomes that previously
had seemed counter-intuitive.
Despite the sub-title, Plowman does not explain
convincingly why the Greek campaign might be
considered “the death throes of Blitzkrieg”. He attempts
to do so in Chapter 11, saying that the invasion of
Yugoslavia was an example of the blitzkrieg doctrine,
but it broke down in Greece (p. 162). It is true as he says
that the Greeks and their British allies mounted a more
formidable defence than the disunited Yugoslavs did.
Nevertheless, the Germans still managed to conquer
Greece in three weeks, by outmanoeuvring the Greeks
and British – they outflanked their well-defended
blocking positions on the main axes of advance to
Athens, forcing the British to conduct a delaying defence
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back to their eventual withdrawal beaches. While
tactically, the German armour and mechanised infantry
struggled at times, in particular against the New
Zealand infantry in the mountainous terrain of the Servia
and Olympus Passes, Blitzkrieg could never have been
expected to work in the mountains of Greece as it had
on the plains of Europe.
That said, Plowman does a good job of placing the
Greek campaign in its strategic context and then of
covering the action in detail at both the campaign and
tactical levels. The book contains seven maps which
assist the reader to follow and understand the narrative
at the campaign level, but these maps are no help at the
strategic or tactical levels. This is a particular issue at
the tactical level as the actions at places such as Kliedi
Pass (Vevi), Aliákmon River, Servia Pass, Olympus
Pass, Pineios Gorge, and the Thermopylae Line, are
described very well, but the detail is hard to follow in the
absence of maps illustrating the tactical situation.
Plowman includes 20 pages of rather eclectic but
nevertheless fascinating appendices that range from the
potted biographies of the opposing commanders at
brigade and divisional level to a table laying out the
location of each of the evacuations with the units lifted
and the British and Allied vessels involved. The
appendix that is missing is a comparison of the relative
sizes of the German units. Although the glossary
provides a comparison between British Army, German
Army and Waffen SS ranks, Plowman’s use of German
unit terminology can challenge readers who do not
know whether the German unit named is the equivalent
of a British infantry company, battalion, brigade or
division.
Greece 1941 also requires a good edit. Typographical errors occur every few pages and, although
they do not necessarily interrupt the narrative, they are
an irritation. Officers’ names are misspelt – different
spellings even occur within the same paragraph; and
dates are muddled, causing the reader to wonder
whether an event described in the narrative as occurring
say on 9 April, while the rest of the paragraph is telling
the story of a battle that occurred on 19 April, is a
flashback or just a typographic error.
In summary, despite its limitations, Greece 1941 is a
significant contribution to the historiography of a
campaign that cost the Australian Imperial Force its first
combat division of the Second World War and will prove
a valuable addition to the library of any student of this
vital part of the war in the Mediterranean.
Brad Manera and David Leece
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BOOK REVIEW:

The Reich intruders: RAF light bomber raids
in World War II
by Martin M. Bowman
Pen and Sword Aviation: Barnsley, South Yorkshire; 2019; 256 pp; ISBN 9781526760838
(softcover); RRP $34.99; Ursula Davidson Library call number 950 BOWM 2019
This is the story of No. 2 Group, Royal Air Force (RAF),
which flew Blenheim, Boston, Mitchell and Mosquito
bombers on raids over Nazi-occupied Europe during Wold
War II.
While the RAF and the United States 8th Air Force
conducted a strategic bombing campaign using heavy
bomber aircraft against Germany, the RAF employed its
light bomber force against shipping along the European
coastline from France to Norway and against tactical
targets in the occupied countries. The objective of the
strategic bombing campaign against Germany was to
cripple the enemy’s capability to wage war, while the
campaign waged by the light bombers was to hinder the
movement of troops and matériel along the European
coast. It was a relentless intense and costly campaign
which began with the Battle for France in 1940 and
continued unabated until VE (Victory in Europe) Day.
The Reich Intruders is exceptionally well researched
and is easy to read, despite the inclusion of a plethora of
detail. The author, Martin Bowman, is one of Britain's
leading aviation authors, with over 100 published books on
the Second World War and post-war aviation history. He
has established an international reputation for his superb
imagery and aerial photography.
The extensive research, pictorial coverage and detailed
reporting of operations conducted by No. 2 Group RAF,
populated with numerous first-hand accounts by aircrew
describing the air war from a personal point of view will, I
believe, place The Reich Intruders on the path towards
seminal acclaim.
Bowman’s skills are well demonstrated in this book with
a wealth of photographs used to good effect and excellent
detailed descriptions of the event portrayed and people
involved. Photographs are used to illustrate aircraft types
and operations and to focus on the people involved and
their exploits.
In the six weeks of the Battle for France in May-June
1940, No. 2 Group’s Blenheim bombers attacked the
invading forces, road and rail bridges, and airfields. The
Blenheims were no match for the Luftwaffe’s aircraft and
they lost 150 aircraft, the equivalent of nine squadrons, and
over 400 aircrew.
Following the fall of France, operations were switched to
attacking coastal convoys and ports. Again, the Blenheim
proved its unsuitability for the task. After seven months, a
further 160 Blenheim aircraft and 480 airmen had been lost
on operations – figures which do not include those aircraft
that crashed on return to base, or losses sustained in the
Malta campaign.
The author traces the evolving campaign and the
introduction of more modern and capable aircraft, such as
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the Boston and Mosquito. However, these aircraft were not
invulnerable to enemy flak or fighters. For example, 108
aircraft were lost supporting the infamous Dieppe raid in
August 1942.
A very detailed account of almost daily operations,
capturing names, ranks, deeds and the demise of aircrew
is presented to the reader. It would serve as an excellent
reference work for students of air campaigns. However, the
detail does not stop the reader from understanding and
following the development of the campaign as the war
progresses.
There is a grippingly detailed account of the daylight
raid on the Phillips electrochemical factories at Eindhoven,
60 miles from the Dutch coast, on 6 December 1942. The
attacking force comprised Mitchell, Boston and Mosquito
aircraft. The first-hand accounts include many by Australian
and New Zealand aircrew who took part. The excitement,
danger and tension experienced by the aircrews during
the raid are vividly reported, capturing the reader’s
attention.
Other raids described include: the bombing of Amiens
gaol to free members of the French Underground on 18
February 1944; the September 1944 attack on Arnhem in
support of the attempt to capture the bridges over the
Rhine on Operation Market Garden, the biggest and most
ambitious airborne operation ever carried out by any nation
or nations; and the Mosquito bomber attacks on the
Gestapo headquarters in Oslo, Norway, on 25 September
1942, and at the University of Aarhus, Denmark, on 31
October 1944. These operations were extremely
hazardous, but then so too were the day-to-day operations
that these men flew.
The approach of the end of the war brought little relief
for the RAF’s light bomber force. It was tasked with
disrupting the German transport system and squadrons
continued to suffer heavy losses.
With the large amount of detailed information
concerning identification of aircrews, their deeds and fate,
The Reich Intruders could well have been presented as a
text book on the conduct of operations. Martin Bowman’s
skills, however, have ensured that it is an absorbing and
informative account of the campaign and the airmen, a
large number of whom had little prospect of completing
their assigned tour of duty.
This book is well suited to the student of air power. It is
also recommended for readers who just want to learn of the
operational feats of everyday men recruited into the Air
Force for the duration of the war and who participated in a
much lesser-known campaign against the Axis Powers.
Indeed, it is an excellent read.
Bob Treloar
Page 21

BOOK REVIEW:

The missing man: from the outback to
Tarakan, the powerful story of Len Waters,
Australia’s first Aboriginal fighter pilot
by Peter Rees
Allen & Unwin: Crow’s Nest, N.S.W.; 2018; 360 pages; ISBN 9781760296411 (paperback); RRP $32.99;
Ursula Davidson Library call number 950.14 REES 2018
The motto of the Royal Australian Air Force (RAAF),
Per Ardua Ad Astra – Through Struggle to the Stars, could
not be more apt for Len Waters, an aboriginal whose
parents left the Toomelah Aboriginal reserve to move
beyond the reach of authorities who could forcibly remove
their children.
Len Waters was the only Aboriginal to qualify in the
RAAF as a fighter pilot during World War II. He flew 157
hours with No. 78 Squadron, flying from Noemfoor,
Moratai, Balikpapan, and Tarakan. One hundred and four
sorties were on operations, including 41 strikes and
attacks. He finished the war as a warrant officer, despite
the limited opportunities for Aboriginals to enlist in
Australia’s armed forces.
Waters left school at 13 and gave up an opportunity to
study at Brisbane Church of England Grammar school to
help support his family. This eventually led to a sheepshearing occupation. At the time, the top level of education
normally available to Aboriginals was Grade 5, the
Aboriginal Protection Board believing that Aboriginals
were best suited to manual work.
Enlisting in the RAAF, Waters qualified as an engine
fitter, reflecting his natural mechanical aptitude. A Military
Board memorandum had been issued stating that
“enlisting people of non-European origin was neither
necessary nor desirable”. This directive was followed by
the Army and Navy, but not by the Air Force, which was
struggling to meet the demand for candidates to enter the
Empire Air Training Scheme – a stroke of luck for Waters.
Having survived the rigorous Air Force flying training,
Waters was posted to No. 78 Squadron to fly Kittyhawks in
the Pacific theatre, while the majority of graduate pilots
were streamed for Bomber Command and the European
campaign.
He served with distinction and was a much-respected
member of the squadron at a time when the war was
bypassing the islands to our north, but casualties
continued to mount at an alarming rate while attacking
entrenched Japanese forces, resulting in the “Moratai
Mutiny”. Waters did not take part in this protest.
Waters was a handy boxer, stepping into the ring for 15
fights during his posting to the islands, winning the
Australian and American Services middleweight title and
the earning the respect and admiration of his comrades,
both in the air and on the ground.
Waters commented that he never experienced racial
discrimination during his time in the Air Force, but instead
had a strong sense of belonging to a team with an intense
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camaraderie.
Demobilised at the end of the war, Waters returned to
a community that still held strong racial discriminatory
attitudes and a government that still refused to remove
barriers against non-Europeans.
Waters applied for a civil pilot’s licence, and while not
refused, the Department of Civil Aviation never acknowledged his applications. Thus, his ambition of establishing
a regional airline was shattered and after several other
knockbacks, Waters was forced to return to “the life of a
Blackfella”.
Having experienced “both sides of the fence” as Waters
put it, he suffered discrimination from both. Having
attained so much at such high levels of achievement in the
Air Force and in the eyes of his community, like Icarus, he
had much further to fall. He was very much “the missing
man”.
Thwarted ambitions, shunned by communities from
both sides of the fence, shearers’ lifestyle led to a life of
disappointment and eventually alcoholism – a tragedy for
such an accomplished and devoted family man. Never theless, he and his wife Gladys, raised a large and welleducated family, members of whom attained positions of
respectability within the community.
The Missing Man addresses the success of Waters’
steadfast ambition; his perseverance in the face of
adversity; fortitude; and the dare to dream. The author has
researched the life of Len Waters comprehensively. He
confronts the racial prejudice that dogged Waters all of his
life, except while in the Air Force – and has not been afraid
to tell it as it was, putting the issue into context for the
period. The story is told with compassion and understanding and captures the very spirit of Len Waters’ life.
The author, Peter Rees, has been a journalist for 40
years as federal political correspondent for the Melbourne
Sun, the West Australian and the Sunday Telegraph. He is
the author of The Boy from Boree Creek: The Tim Fischer
Story (2001); Tim Fischer’s Outback Heroes (2002); Killing
Juanita (2004), which was a winner of the 2004 Ned Kelly
Award for Australian crime writing; Desert Boys (2011);
and Lancaster Men (2013). He lives in Canberra.
The Missing Man has righted some of the wrongs
endured by Len Waters and reminds us of many things
that we need to hear. It is an easy-to-read book and
absorbs the reader into the life of Len Waters, fighter pilot,
family man, shearer, and Kamilaroi man. I recommend it to
all Australians.
Bob Treloar
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BOOK REVIEW:

Stern justice: the forgotten story of Australia,
Japan and the Pacific war crimes trials
by Adam Wakeling
Penguin Random House: Sydney, NSW; 2018; 390 pp; ISBN 978014379333-5 (softcover);
RRP $34.99; Ursula Davidson Library call number 413.1 WAKE 2018
At 2.49 am on 14 August 1945, the first confirmation of
the Japanese surrender reached Washington, D.C. The
Emperor had decided to accept the terms of the Potsdam
Declaration following the tragic loss of life resulting from
the destruction of Nagasaki and Hiroshima by atomic
bombs.
The end of the war with Japan signalled the
commencement of war crimes trials by the Allies. They put
on trial members of the Japanese Military Forces and the
Japanese Cabinet whom they held responsible for
committing or sanctioning atrocities against Allied
servicemen and members of subjugated populations.
Much to the chagrin of the Australian Government they did
not include the Emperor. The Allies had decided not to try
the Emperor, but to use him as a tool to rebuild Japan as
a democratic country.
Adam Wakeling addresses the failure of the war crimes
tribunal process following World War I. He notes the
incentive they provided to the Allies to obtain a clear and
effective process to ensure that war criminals were
brought to justice following the end of World War II.
Stern Justice provides an interesting insight into the
rise to power of the Militants over the Japanese
Government, a process of “government by assassination”
– an inexorable path to war and one which determined the
manner in which the war was waged. Providing an
excellent narrative of the development, progress and
conduct of the war trials held by the Allies, the author
addresses the challenges of constituting judicial benches,
conducting trials in remote localities and the language and
cultural barriers that divided victors and vanquished.
The trials were conducted in three classes. Class A
trials were conducted in Tokyo with seven of the Allied
powers represented on the bench and heard charges for
conspiracy to wage and start war. Class B trials
addressed violations of the laws and customs of war and
C for crimes against humanity. Trials were held by the
governments of Australia, Britain, China, France, Holland,
the Philippines and the United States at various locations
throughout the Pacific.
An Australian judge, Sir William Webb, was president of
the Tokyo Trial of Japan’s wartime political and military
leaders; however, there was considerable disharmony
amongst the 11 members of the bench arising from
different opinions regarding the application of a legal
system that was largely without recognised precedent and
a clash of cultural backgrounds. The disharmony was so
strong that it almost undermined their credibility and the
credibility of the of the whole war crimes tribunals and
trials process.
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As the many wartime atrocities were made known,
there was a violent anti–Japanese sentiment across the
Australian community following the end of the war. There
were outcries to bring the perpetrators to justice, many
reflecting a strong desire for revenge. In London, Evatt,
Attorney-General and Minister for External Affairs in the
Chifley Government, stated: “in its demand that all
Japanese war criminals be brought to trial, the Australian
Government is actuated by no spirit of revenge, but by
profound feelings of justice”.
Australia conducted 249 trials throughout the AsiaPacific region – at Ambon, Morotai, Labuan, Wewak,
Darwin, Rabaul, Singapore, Hong Kong and Manus Island
– between November 1946 and April 1951, trying 949
suspects. These trials dealt mainly with crimes against
prisoners-of-war, downed aircrew and members of local
populations. Of the defendants, 280 were acquitted and
644 convicted – 138 were executed and 498 were given
prison sentences. Of interest, the acquittal rate of
Australian tribunals was 29 per cent, the highest of the
Allies. The American acquittal rate was 13 per cent and the
British 11 per cent.
The author outlines the context for the conduct of the
trials, while commentary on the trials themselves is limited
to the charges and the difficulty in proving them. The
structure and the composition of the court is explained,
revealing the failure of the trial process to bring clear
justice to many war criminals on trial.
Stern Justice addresses the morality of conducting war
crime trials. The ethics of conducting such activities was
increasingly challenged the longer the trials ran following
the cessation of hostilities. Many Japanese defendants
stated that they were on trial as war criminals only
because they had lost the war.
Adam Wakeling was born in Brisbane in 1986 and grew
up in Queensland. He studied law at Griffith University and
works as a risk and a compliance professional in Victoria.
He writes for, peer-reviews and edits publications for the
Law Institute of Victoria, and is a volunteer in the Victorian
State Emergency Service.
Stern Justice is a most interesting account of
Australia’s role in the conduct of the Japanese war crimes
trials, a set of activities which is largely forgotten by or, I
venture to suggest, is completely unknown to, most
Australians. It provides a balanced perspective of these
events, set within the standards of the time – a challenge
well met. This book will appeal to those interested in
Australia’s wartime history and in the morality, ethics and
application of the principles of justice.
Bob Treloar
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BOOK REVIEW:

Hunters over Arabia: Hawker Hunter
operations in the Middle East
by Ray Deacon
Pen and Sword Aviation: Barnsley, South Yorkshire; 2019; 380 pp; ISBN 9781526721501
(hardcover); RRP $79.99; Ursula Davidson Library call number 957 DEAC 2019
Hunters over Arabia provides an in-depth account of
the operations performed by Royal Air Force Hawker
Hunter squadrons policing the desert wastelands and high
mountain ranges of the Middle East from eight airfields in
South Arabia from 1960 to 1971.
I am very pleased that a book has been written about
the Hawker Hunter and its role on operations. It is a
beautiful aircraft and, on an occasion when I had a chance
to fly one, I found it a delight to fly. The author, Ray
Deacon, grew up in South-East London and studied at
William Penn Technical School before joining the Royal Air
Force (RAF). His career in the RAF included service in
Aden, where he lived for two years, working on a front-line
operational squadron equipped with ground-attack and
fighter-reconnaissance versions of the Hawker Hunter
aircraft. He left the RAF in 1967.
British occupation of Aden commenced in 1869,
providing a refuelling stop for shipping on the Britain-Far
East route. A treaty agreement between the United
Kingdom, Aden and the rulers of states surrounding Aden
in the nineteenth century resulted in the formation of the
Protectorates. With it came a British responsibility to
maintain a peaceful state. In the 1960s, this responsibility
extended over South Arabia, Muscat and Oman, the
Trucial States, Qatar and Kenya, with the importance of
Aden bought into sharp focus with the discovery of oil in
the Persian Gulf and the nationalisation of the Suez Canal
in 1956.
To maintain the peace, Great Britain established
Middle East Command. Its area of operations extended
from Mombasa in Kenya to Bahrain, a distance of
approximately 2500 miles (4200 kilometres) – about the
same as the distance from west to east across Australia –
a significant challenge. It comprised elements of the Army,
Air Force and Navy. The RAF deployed three fighter
ground-attack Hunter squadrons; a flight of photo
reconnaissance Hunter aircraft; a squadron of Shackleton
bombers and various transport squadrons and support
flights.
Hunters over Arabia describes the work of Middle East
Command and, in particular, provides an excellent insight
into the use and flexibility of airpower and its ability to
police a recalcitrant population in a rugged, remote and
inhospitable region. The warring activities and resultant
unrest caused by inter-tribal disputes and insurgent rebels
railing against British colonial rule were contained with the
liberal employment of air power. This was achieved by
showing a presence of fighter aircraft flying low and fast
over the area, known as “flag waving” operations, and,
when necessary, by direct air strikes against insurgent
strongholds. Air power had the advantage of delivering the
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necessary application of force over long distances within
short time frames.
These activities have a remarkable parallel to the
operations flown between World Wars I and II by the RAF
in Somaliland, Iraq and Aden, when airpower was
employed in close co-operation with land forces against
dissident forces, and was supported by an effective
intelligence system. In the 1960s, air power enabled the
size of the land force to be limited to one brigade.
The author captures the repetitive nature of the
conduct of operations for over a decade in South Arabia,
including aircraft deployments, weapons range practices,
escort duties for land convoys, flag waving sorties,
gunnery and rocket strikes and redeployments. In doing
so, he conveys both the tedium and the excitement of
conducting remote operations in an inhospitable and
unforgiving environment.
At one stage, in response to an emerging politicostrategic crisis, the squadrons were deployed over a
distance of 1300 miles (2200 kilometres), from Aden to
Kuwait, to deter Iraqi forces from invading Kuwait –
another interesting parallel in history.
The operations were not conducted without cost.
During the period under review, 21 Hunter aircraft were
destroyed and 12 pilots were killed. There is detailed
commentary describing the nature of the accidents and
the causes of those losses.
Throughout, Ray Deacon makes reference to the
Operations Record Book in which all squadron flying
operations were recorded. Given that the level of
information provided throughout the book could be
confusing, the author takes care to ensure that the reader
is aware of the aircraft type, role and task undertaken
when describing operations. Nevertheless, the book tends
to read much like a squadron log.
Hunters over Arabia is well populated with colour and
black and white photographs of the aircraft engaged in the
operations. There are a few maps of the area of
operations; however, given that there is a constant referral
to aircraft activities and strikes against dissidents in
various locations, a series of large-scale maps would have
provided a much better context for the reader.
There is a fairly liberal use of acronyms throughout the
book; however, the author has provided a useful glossary
of terms.
Hunters over Arabia is a beautifully presented book
that perhaps may not appeal to a wide readership, but will
have a strong appeal to those who have been associated
with flying operations and those who have a developed
interest in military aviation activities.
Bob Treloar
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