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Dedication


For all Australian Soldiers, past, present and future.




 


 


We can all go around in combat dress and try [to] blend into the background and pretend not to be there. Or [we] can say no, no, we are very proud of our history and where we come from, and that’s all wrapped up in [our] uniforms. So, [we] wear these uniforms with pride. They tell a huge story, and [we] continue that story …


His Royal Highness Prince Edward, Earl of Wessex
All the Queen’s Men, ITV, 2012


Yes, makin’ mock o’ uniforms that guard you while you sleep, Is cheaper than them uniforms, an’ they’re starvation cheap


Tommy
Rudyard Kipling (1865–1936)


The distinctive green uniform worn by the Australian troops in New Guinea is, according to Mr Calwell, ’pathetic-looking, ill-fitting, tawdry and as unimpressive as a piece of dyed hessian’.


The Central Queensland Herald, 4 March 1943


It’s a brown slouch hat with the side turned up, and it means the world to me. It’s the symbol of our Nation—the land of liberty. And as soldiers they wear it, how proudly they bear it, for all the world to see. Just a brown slouch hat with the side turned up, heading straight for victory.


J. Albert & Son, Sydney, 1942




Plates


1.Private – New South Wales Contingent – Sudan – 1885


2.Private – Royal Australian Infantry Corps – Afghanistan – 2015


3.Private – Western Australian Infantry Regiment – 1901


4.Trooper – Western Australian Mounted Infantry – 5th (Mounted Infantry) Contingent to South Africa – 1901


5.Trooper – Queensland Mounted Infantry – 1901
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8.Nurse – Australian Army Nursing Service – 1903
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13.Corporal – Melbourne Cavalry Corps – 1903
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24.Nurse – Australian Army Nursing Service – 1915


25.Trooper – Australian Light Horse – Palestine – 1916


26.Private – Australian Imperial Force – Western Front – 1916


27.Officer – Australian Imperial Force – Western Front – 1918


28.Staff Cadet – Royal Military College – 1932


29.Private – 61st Battalion (Queensland Cameron Highlanders) – 1938


30.Gunner – Garrison Artillery – 1938


31.Sergeant – 3rd Battalion (The Werriwa Regiment) – Australian Military Forces – 1938


32.Officer – 16th Battalion (The Cameron Highlanders of Western Australia) – 1939


33.Officer – 10th Light Horse Regiment – 1940


34.Private – 2nd Australian Imperial Force – Middle East – 1940


35.Sister – Australian Army Nursing Service – Middle East – 1942


36.Sergeant – Australian Women’s Army Service – 1945


37.Sergeant – Australian Entertainment Unit – New Guinea – 1945


38.Private – 2nd Australian Imperial Force – South-West Pacific Theatre – 1945


39.Private – British Commonwealth Occupation Force – Japan – 1947


40.Private – K Force – Korea – 1950


41.Private – Royal Australian Regiment – Korea – 1952


42.Private – Royal Australian Regiment – Malaya – 1956


43.Officer Cadet – Western Australian University Regiment – 1957


44.Officer – 4th/19th Prince of Wales’s Light Horse – 1960


45.Sergeant – Royal Australian Corps of Signals – Singapore – 1965


46.Sapper – Royal Australian Engineers – South Vietnam – 1966


47.Commander – Australian Forces Vietnam – 1968


48.Signaller – Royal Australian Regiment – South Vietnam – 1969


49.Recruit – 1st Recruit Training Battalion – Kapooka – 1970


50.Sergeant – Australian Army Aviation – South Vietnam – 1970


51.Adviser – Australian Army Training Team Vietnam – 1970


52.Sergeant – Royal Australian Regiment – 1972


53.Trooper – 2nd Cavalry Regiment – Royal Australian Armoured Corps – 1980


54.Officer – Royal Australian Corps of Signals – 1980


55.Officer – Women’s Royal Australian Army Corps – 1981


56.Colour Party – Royal Australian Infantry Corps – 1981


57.Officer – Royal Australian Corps of Transport – 1985


58.Banner Ensign – Royal Australian Corps of Signals – 1986


59.Corporal – Royal Australian Corps of Transport – 1988


60.Officer – Royal Australian Army Ordnance Corps – 1990


61.Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Suit – 1991


62.Corporal – Royal Australian Regiment – Somalia – 1992


63.Officer – Australian Intelligence Corps – 1995


64.Instructor – 2nd Commando Company – Mountain Warfare School – 1997


65.Nurse – Royal Australian Army Nursing Corps – East Timor – 1999


66.Trooper – Special Air Service Regiment – Counter-terrorism Team – 1999


67.Regimental Sergeant Major – 2000


68.Drill Instructor – Royal Military College – 2000


69.Lance Corporal – Federation Guard – 2000


70.Staff Cadet – Royal Military College–Duntroon – 2000


71.Corporal – Royal Australian Corps of Military Police – 2001


72.Private – Royal Australian Regiment – East Timor – 2001


73.Corporal – Security Detachment – Iraq – 2009


74.Trooper – Special Operations Task Group – Afghanistan – 2014


75.Officer – Royal Australian Infantry – Scottish Company – Army Reserve – 2015
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INTRODUCTION


The skies dawned wet and grey over Sydney harbour on the morning of Tuesday, 1 January 1901. At anchor in the morning light sat British and Australian warships festooned from stem to stern with coloured flags which hung heavily, soaked by the overnight storms. The previous night, as sheet lightning flashed across the skies, the harbour filled with battleships and steamers, private yachts and passenger boats, their lights blazing and decks crowded with people celebrating the coming end of colonialism. Below them in the dark waters hundreds of pleasure craft braved the driving rain weaving in and out as their passengers, rich and poor, citizen and visitor, rejoiced at the coming dawn of a new era. But now the harbour was calm, the battleships riding quietly at anchor as the sun struggled to burst through the early morning showers.


Slowly the city woke to windswept streets littered with garlands and banners, carefully constructed in the days and weeks before, but now ripped and torn by the previous evening’s storm. Along the route of that day’s parade volunteers and council workers braved the last of the summer showers, hastily sweeping away the rubbish and repairing the displays so that, by ten o’clock, all would be once more in readiness.


With federation a dream long held by politicians and citizens alike, this day had been 10 years in the making. In 1891 a draft bill was prepared describing in some detail the constitution of a federated Australia. Following numerous amendments and rewrites a referendum was held in 1895 and the people of each colony asked to vote for or against federation. The concept of a single self-governing nation received widespread support and, on 5 July 1900, the Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act (UK) was given Royal Assent by Queen Victoria. Six months later, with the last of the rubbish collected from the city streets and the crowds gathered under a clear blue sky, at 10.30 on that humid morning the bell of the Sydney Post Office Tower rang out and the ‘Great Inaugural Procession’ began.1


In what was later referred to as the ‘greatest spectacular demonstration ever presented in the southern hemisphere’, government officials, policemen, firemen, stockmen, religious leaders, union representatives and soldiers and sailors from all corners of the British Empire wound their way past crowds that lined the streets of Sydney.2 Commencing at the Outer Domain, representatives of each colony and veterans of the Boer War marched or rode past to the cheers of the flag-waving onlookers. For almost an hour and a half, the procession slowly made its way along the five-mile route to Centennial Park where an estimated crowd of 250,000 people gathered to witness John Adrian Louis, the Seventh Earl of Hopetoun, become Australia’s first Governor-General.


This was the scene at the dawn of Australia’s federation. For over half a century republicans and federalists had planned and pressed for this moment when the six colonies of the Australian mainland and the island of Tasmania would unite under one flag, one government and one constitution, independent from their British rulers. At 1.10 on that sun-blessed afternoon their dreams became reality: Australia was declared an ‘indissoluble’ federal commonwealth united under a central government.


The first 100 years


The newly federated nation was established under a constitution which authorised the federal Parliament to make laws with respect to the ‘naval and military defence of the Commonwealth’ and to merge the six relatively independent colonial defence forces into one single Commonwealth force.3 However, it was not until the creation of the Department of Defence on 1 March 1901 that the separate colonial defence forces became one.


On this day, now accepted as the day the Australian army was born, the number of soldiers making up the permanent, militia and volunteer forces totalled some 1480 officers and 25,873 other ranks,4 with another 40,500 serving in school cadets, military reserves and rifle clubs.5 A century later, in 2001, the number of regular and part-time soldiers totalled 24,488 and 16,087 respectively. While these figures suggest there were almost twice as many serving in the defence force a century before, this comparison should be viewed in the context that the army in 1901 was primarily part-time and often unpaid, with regular troops numbering fewer than 1800. By 2001, the army constituted both full and parttime male and female soldiers, all paid and outfitted by the Commonwealth government.


However Australia has boasted a defence force of one type or another since long before Federation. From the earliest days of settlement, the Australian army evolved from unregulated and poorly organised volunteers and militias, through a widely dispersed part-time force acting independently under separate colonial defence structures, to a cohesive and unified defence force.


During this period Australia, initially as a disparate collection of independent colonies and, following Federation, as a Commonwealth nation, has contributed soldiers to two world wars and every major conflict from the Sudan campaign of 1885 to Afghanistan 130 years later. This country’s armed forces have conducted peacekeeping and peace-making operations close to home and on the other side of the globe, and answered calls from allies and the United Nations (UN) to assist in the resolution of conflicts from the jungles of South-East Asia to the deserts of the Middle East, from the snow-swept steppes of Russia to the dusty veldt of South Africa.


Today Australian soldiers are often among the first to be called to assist in the global response to terrorism. Much has changed since that warm summer’s day in 1901, and the aim of this book is to tell the story of the men and women who have served in Australia’s defence forces from the first settlement until modern times and to describe the uniforms they wore at various times throughout that history.


[image: image]


Crowds at Centennial Park celebrate the inauguration of the Australian Commonwealth, Sydney, New South Wales, 1 January 1901 (photographer unknown, NAA A1200, L16936).


Capturing the army’s history


Writing a book on uniforms and the history behind them was never my intention. In fact I had always hoped that someone else would tackle the subject and allow me to concentrate on my original interest, painting.


What began as a personal fascination for collecting images of the uniforms worn by Australian officers and soldiers became a passion, the result of a growing determination to leave future generations a record, not just of the uniforms, but also the reasons for the wearing of certain items of clothing and the use of equipment and the history which lay behind them. But for these paintings to be authentic I needed a reliable reference source, and if I could not find it in any published works it was clear that I would have to create one myself.


To achieve this, the illustrations in these pages have been meticulously researched, drawing on official records, photographs, individual experience and, in many cases, physically seeing and touching the actual item. Having served as a member of the Australian army for over 51 years I have also worn most of the uniforms designed for male soldiers from the mid-1960s onwards. While this does not make me an expert on cloth, buttons, design or style, it does give me direct insight into the uniform and equipment that I describe.


Having said that, the illustrations on these pages are not intended to form a complete record of all the uniforms worn by male and female soldiers of the Australian army. Rather they are examples of the design and utility of those worn at particular times, both on deployment and at home.


In some cases details of design have been taken from the relevant dress regulations and therefore may not have actually been worn, since regulation, availability and personal preference did not always coincide. In fact some of the items shown here were not officially prescribed or even sanctioned.


The ‘battle belt’ of the 1960s, for example (Plate 48), was never an official item of equipment but nonetheless was almost universally worn by soldiers in Vietnam. Likewise, much of the equipment and dress used in the Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts emerged from personal preference rather than the army’s clothing and quartermaster’s stores. The combat dress of soldiers in 2014 (Plate 74) emerged almost entirely from the dissatisfaction of soldiers with the clothing and equipment they had been issued. And the uniforms worn by the reserve regiments which retain links with their Scottish roots (Plate 75) are not even described in the current Army Dress Manual.


It is such stories which complete the mosaic that is the history of the Australian army. As these chapters will describe, there have been many variations in the uniforms worn and the equipment carried by Australian soldiers over the years. Some will be familiar to readers while others may provoke lively debate. What was described in dress regulations and what was worn in the field — and at times on the parade ground — did not always coincide, and this makes the task of those tracing the history of military dress that much more difficult.


But, as one leading authority suggests, the interpretation of military dress is ‘no different to the interpretation of historical sources generally’.6 In other words, an element of ‘artistic license’ should be accepted in tracing the history of military dress when exact details are either unavailable or themselves subject to interpretation by the wearer.


In the case of items of dress or equipment illustrated in these paintings, however, evidence is available to the forensic researcher that what is shown on these pages did exist — either officially sanctioned (even though it may not have been worn or carried) or adapted as a result of personal preference. Wherever possible, references are cited indicating the source of this evidence. In other cases descriptions have been provided by those who wore the uniforms described. Nevertheless, I would welcome contact from readers whose recollection differs from my experience or my research. It may be that a whole new illustration will emerge for a future edition.


Finally, with the passage of time and the loss of official records it is impossible to guarantee that all the detail in these paintings is totally accurate, despite the evidence. The Australian army is notoriously remiss when it comes to recording the actions and dress of its soldiers in photograph or on film. Should more accurate information come to hand, the relevant pictures will be updated. In the meantime any errors are entirely my own.


Telling the story


A wide variety of primary and secondary sources have been used to shape this book. These include official government records, war diaries, defence instructions, British and Australian dress manuals dating back to the seventeenth century, official and unofficial unit histories and private letters. Woven throughout are the recollections of soldiers who have served this nation in peace and in war, in the regular army and the reserves.


In telling these stories, it became clear that this history could be divided into several stages — not bracketed by wars or political events, but by points in time when global events resulted in changes to the structure, purpose and conditions under which Australia’s soldiers served and, in the case of the final chapter, are expected to serve into the future.


Each of these stages is written as a chapter, the first of which describes the background to the images and the narrative behind them, followed in Chapter 2 with a description of the birth of the Australian Army. This story begins, not from the official date 1 March 1901, but from the colonial times when volunteers armed and prepared themselves to defend the early settlements of this country. Because much of the modern army has its origins in the British army, this chapter also looks at the genesis of the British land forces and how this shaped the regular and reserve forces of today.


Chapter 3 begins a journey through the first 100 years of the Australian army. It describes the uniforms worn by volunteers, permanent forces and militia from the days when soldiers first relinquished their distinctive field and parade dress for the uniformity of the Commonwealth or Universal Pattern uniforms.


Chapter 4 continues this journey and sets the foundation for the first major change within the federated defence forces, the introduction of universal training and the creation of a dedicated officer training establishment.


Chapter 5 tracks the decline of individual uniforms and the emergence of a less distinctive but more utilitarian khaki tunic and trousers, the origin of many of the uniforms worn today. It also covers the period during and immediately after World War I, a time when the reality of war was recognised and greater focus placed on the uniforms and equipment required to allow soldiers a degree of comfort while at the same time retaining their function.


Chapter 6 describes the development of uniforms and equipment up to and throughout World War II, a period when the urgency to recruit soldiers for the coming conflict also acknowledged the need to improve the quality and appearance of the uniforms they were expected to wear.


Chapter 7 covers one of the most significant periods of Australian military history — the formation of the regular army and the increased emphasis on the style and functionality of the uniforms worn and equipment carried.


Chapter 8 documents more recent times when the changing nature of warfare exerted a significant influence over where soldiers served and the dress and equipment with which they were issued. As Australia’s role changed in an increasingly complex global scenario, and the Australian Defence Force (ADF) adapted to its new responsibilities as a global citizen, such influences did not always produce practical initiatives in soldiers’ dress and equipment.


Chapter 9 further explores the changing nature of warfare and the way in which the army has evolved, in both practice and dress, as a response to this. Yet this chapter also acknowledges that, without an identified enemy, this was a period in which the army was marking time in both function and appearance.


Chapter 10 looks to the future, analysing in particular the way in which warfare continues to evolve with the growth of nationalist and religious ideology over political ambition as a key motivator for war. Rather than simply citing the reasons for the army’s choice of weapons, equipment and uniforms, this chapter also addresses the purpose for which modern dress and equipment is designed, challenging the notion that the way soldiers are dressed and equipped will fit them to meet the trials of modern warfare. To that end, it sets the scene for future warfare, not of the conventional type so often found in historical research or contemporary literature, but a new form of conflict in which knowledge is the force multiplier and wars will be won or lost in the information battlespace.


It would be impossible in a book of this type to attempt a detailed analysis of the political and military history of Australia — I leave that challenge to authors more skilled than I. Rather, my aim is to contribute to an understanding of the birth and growth of the Australian army — both in size and stature — over the first 100 years (and more) of its existence, and provide an insider’s view of the future. It is my contention that the lessons of our past clearly show that we must evolve in order to survive what will be a very complex and chaotic future. I have served in the army for almost half of its first century and have been intimately involved in researching and analysing these lessons with a view to the creation of the army of the future. This book therefore draws on my experiences as well as the recollections of the men and women who filled the ranks of our land forces over the past two centuries.


I first enlisted in the early 1960s when the army was experimenting with the Pentropic formations and have served almost continuously since. I have been part of both the regular army and the reserves, in the ranks and as an officer in the Infantry, Signals and Armoured corps. I have trained and served alongside the parents of the men and women with whom I now also serve and, as such, I have worn or carried many of the items of dress and equipment described in the pages that follow.


As I write this I am looking at the partially completed painting of the Royal Australian Armoured Corps (RAAC) officer (Plate 44) and, while he is not of my era, I am transported back to the short period when I too wore a baggy green tank suit, felt the pull of the pistol on my hip and the taste of dust in my mouth. I remember other periods in other uniforms, of being lost (or, in the vernacular of the time, ‘temporarily geographically embarrassed’ — but only once or twice), dirty, hungry, cold, tired and more than fed up. I remember the times when I had to push dispirited and tired soldiers to carry on, and be pushed myself to do the same.


I remember the stale air of underground communications centres as vividly as I recall the weight of a fully laden pack, topped with water, rations and ammunition, radio and batteries, and whatever else we needed to complete our mission. I also recollect the feeling of clean, dry socks and hot tea on cold and wet mornings. It takes just a brief sniff of WD40 and the throbbing sound of a UH-1 helicopter to return me to those times.


I remember being called a ‘Choco’ (chocolate soldier — a reservist — someone who melts when exposed to heat, an accusation proved so wrong by the militia at Milne Bay and on the Kokoda Trail) and a koala bear (not to be taken overseas or shot at). With the embarrassment of age I recall that, as a young and naïve regular army soldier, I also called others the same. If only my brain had worked as fast as my mouth in those days.


I also remember being scared witless the first time I went ‘outside the wire’ or lifted off the Kanga Pad at Nui Dat in a helicopter. I was just as frightened when told to jump out of a perfectly good aeroplane onto what appeared to be a very small drop zone a long way below.


Of course there were also good times, close camaraderie and plenty of laughs. I remember the parades and marching proudly in step with hundreds of equally proud mates — both men and women. I still call many of them mates today. And in more recent times I recall many a long debate—sometimes heated but always meaningful and honest — with equally serious comrades on our history and the lessons we must learn and adopt if we are to survive the conflict of the future.


Most of all, I remember over half a century in which there was not one minute of regret. Frustration, yes. Anger and annoyance, certainly. Wonder, amazement, and fear, most definitely. But not one regret.


This book is dedicated to the many thousands of serving and former regular and reserve soldiers who share these memories.


‘Cadet,’ Largs Bay:


“A new military uniform has been introduced. What was wrong with the former style? No doubt the pants and putties [sic] were not smart. Artillery riding pants and leggings might have been given instead. However, our fathers fought and died in the old uniform. What is it not good enough for the present generation? The average Australian dislikes display. Will hundreds of pounds’ worth of good uniforms be wasted?” (The defence authorities declined to comment.)


‘Anon’, News (Adelaide), Friday 31 January 1930
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My gratitude also extends to other authors such as Lindsay Cox, Bob Buick, Graham Brammer, Chris Johnson, Ian Kuring, John Farrell and Lex McAuley, all of whom unselfishly opened their files, their libraries, and quite often works in progress. I hope I have kept my promise not to plagiarise or cut across ideas they were contemplating publishing in their own right.


I would also like to thank Captain Linda Graham, the then curator of the Victoria Barracks museum in Sydney, and the volunteers who searched through dusty photographs and documents to find answers to my questions. The Victoria Barracks museum is one of the most comprehensive military museums in this country and well worth the reputation it has gained, not least because of the work of the people I have mentioned here.


My thanks also to Gavin Fry and the curators and attendants of every other museum I visited during my research. Where there were occasional gaps in their knowledge, I was always pointed in the direction of someone who could help. I hope that this book brings greater focus to their important work to capture the military history of this country.


Many serving and ex-serving members of the army also generously gave their time. In particular I would like to thank Colonel Bill Smith, Lieutenant Colonel Wal Williams, Lieutenant Colonel Bob Crawshaw, Major Rod Horan, Major Geoff Lever, Major Paul Handel, Warrant Officer Class 2 Rob Wellington, Warrant Officer Class 2 Joe Linford, Warrant Officer Class 2 Graham Wilson, Warrant Officer Class 2 Paul Mitrovich, Sergeant Phil Blackwell and many, many more. By the time this book goes to press some of these people will be civilians, but there is no doubt that, without their dedication to the preservation of Australia’s military history, there would be even less for those outside ‘the system’ to learn about this country’s military past.


I would also like to thank the staff of the army newspaper, particularly the then editor David Sibley and sub-editor Sergeant Brian ‘Irish’ Hartigan. Despite their enormous workload, both willingly gave me time and access to their wonderful repository of articles and photographs. While their archives only date back to 1959, they are perhaps the richest source of information on and photographs of the ordinary soldier to be found anywhere in this country.


Military history may be taught in schools and training units, but unless the importance of this history — and more significantly the importance of learning it — is also taught, then its true value will be lost. It is my hope that people such as those I have encountered in writing this book will never relinquish their posts as guardians and purveyors of this country’s military history without first ensuring that they are properly relieved.


Finally, I owe my wife Robyn the deepest gratitude of all. It was through her astuteness that I realised that the only way I could escape the cares that beset me was to work on the paintings contained in this book. Her support for my countless hours in some distant, musty library, and good humour when I brought home another armload of books or obscure items of military dress, kept me going all these years. I hope she is as proud of the outcome as I am of her.




CHAPTER 1


Capturing history


There is little about the Australian army that is truly its own. Indeed the uniforms and embellishments worn by its soldiers reflect a heritage that stretches back centuries before this country was settled. Furthermore, for most of the past 200 years the structure and roles of the Australian army have reflected those of the British armed forces and those armies and conflicts which have influenced them. The formation of the army in particular was deliberately modelled on the part-time forces of the British army dating back over five centuries, and in many respects this continues today.


The type of army envisaged by the Australian government at Federation was a militia supported by a small permanent force and aligned closely with the British light infantry and mounted units of the yeomanry and volunteers. Such a concept was favoured by Major General Sir Edward Hutton, KCB, KCMG, a British officer on secondment as General Officer Commanding (GOC) Australian forces, and Lieutenant General Lord Horatio Herbert Kitchener, then Chief of Staff of the British forces in South Africa. The intent, based on lessons learned during the Second Boer War, was to create a mobile force not tied to large baggage trains or complicated resupply systems which could move with speed and relative freedom to wherever it was needed at any given time — a concept that serves the army well today.


Major General Hutton was the officer singularly responsible for creating one army from the six colonial forces. He supported the concept of the mounted infantry force and, as a result, worked hard to establish a highly mobile, lightly equipped, mounted force that could be deployed anywhere (with limitations) within Australia in time of need. For the next 50 years the most popular view of the Australian soldier was as the direct descendent of the English yeoman at the time of the Civil War — a mounted trooper astride a horse with feathers in his hat band and a rifle across his lap.


This image is a reflection of both the unique characteristics of Australian soldiers and the influence of their British heritage. Indeed this nation’s overseas commitments until as recently as the 1960s saw troops of the Australian colonies and later Commonwealth dressed almost identically to the British forces they supported. In a modern twist, today there are still many similarities between Australian troops in the field and those of other countries, most notably the United States (US) and other coalition allies. In fact it was only for a short period during its support to the war in Iraq and the UN-sponsored intervention in East Timor that Australia’s soldiers truly stood out from their peers in terms of their dress and equipment. However, as will become evident, ‘standing out’ was not greeted with universal acclaim by the Australian troops and, as a result, another new uniform was added to the catalogue of dress and equipment.


The illustrations throughout these pages show that, with few exceptions, much of what has been worn by Australian men and women over the centuries was — and still is — based on the uniforms, equipment and accoutrements of others. In what appears to have become a national characteristic, Australian soldiers have adopted the best elements of the uniforms and equipment of other armies in whose company they have fought, adding a distinctive Australian touch and adapting and reshaping to suit their own operational requirements.
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Portrait of Major General (later Sir) Edward Thomas Hutton (AWMP03875.002).


This is not meant as a criticism of those who make the decisions concerning the uniforms and equipment of Australia’s armed forces. Throughout history armies have studied one another’s dress, accoutrements and weaponry, assessing what may be worth adopting for use by their own forces. This has included not only practical items such as weapons and concepts such as tactics, but also clothing and equipment which while functional, at times serve no better purpose than to enhance the prestige of the individual wearer. Some notable examples include the cavalry and lancers of the post-Federation volunteers and, more recently, the sandy berets of the Special Air Service (SAS) first worn by the British and more recently by New Zealand and Australian SAS troopers. While these may have a practical use, the pride engendered in the small group of soldiers eligible to carry or wear these is far more significant in terms of maintaining the history and prestige of such units.


Such heritage is not recorded in the annals of Australia’s military history. In fact, until recent times, the Australian army has been very remiss in the capture and retention of its history. As a result there has been much documented on the campaigns in which Australians fought and many books written by individuals describing their experience of war, but very little is recorded on the army itself or the potential impact of the lessons of history on the challenges of the future.


This is not the result of a lack of effort. During both world wars and every major conflict since, regulations required individual units and formations to record their day-to-day activities in war diaries. And while most commanders ensured that this occurred, what was recorded varied between the briefest of notes concerning movement of key figures and a few words on daily activities, to detailed descriptions of personalities and battles fought. Such inconsistency, and at times total lack of detail, makes it very difficult to build an accurate and complete picture of Australia’s armed forces in war. The failure to maintain such documents during later conflicts has left gaping holes in the history of units serving in Korea, Malaya and Vietnam. During peacetime, even fewer records are maintained.


By their definition, war diaries are only relevant when armies are at war. This nation has been at peace for far longer than it has been involved in major conflict and, as a result, not only are there gaps in the record of daily activities in time of war, there is even less known about the grass roots activities of individuals and units during peacetime.


Generally, responsibility for capturing the history of the Australian army has not rested with those whose experiences created this history. Instead, civilians have responded to this challenge. Charles Bean, for example, perhaps most famous among our military historians, was a journalist whose influence with the government of the day saw him appointed the Commonwealth’s first official historian. Gavin Long, another journalist and acquaintance of Bean’s, was appointed editor of the official history of Australia’s involvement in World War II. Academics Dr Peter Edwards and Professor Robert O’Neill were tasked with writing the official histories of the conflicts in South-East Asia and the Korean War respectively. Indeed O’Neill had the additional advantage of having served in the Australian forces as an infantry officer in Vietnam.


While the record of conflicts since 1975 is still being compiled, this too will be an ‘official’ history and will use as its principal source the official records of the government and military. As such, like earlier publications, the ‘official’ history will generally capture only those events and activities considered important (or appropriate for recording) at the time. Individual perspectives and contemporary accounts do not form a part of the scope of research for these works. Thus, even with the best of intentions, there is every chance that the latest official histories will also leave many questions unanswered.


My intention in writing this book is not to challenge the official histories, or even attempt to correct the errors of omission (or less than perfect research) in unofficial histories and contemporary literature. Rather I seek to address two critical areas which are outside the purview of official historians: the genesis of the army of today, and the story of the men and women who served in defence of this country, both as a collection of relatively independent colonies and as a nation.


My starting point in each case is the origin of Australia’s army and the reason for adopting certain items of dress. It has been neither the intent nor the responsibility of official historians to answer these questions and nor have contemporary authors felt an obligation to do so. My objective therefore is to provide an holistic view of the army, past and present, regular soldiers and part-timers, in peace and at war.


The scope of this book extends beyond battles and campaigns and into the stories which describe the time and place in which Australia’s soldiers served. By definition these stories cannot ignore the battles fought — at home and while actively campaigning overseas — but they provide the context for the men and women who fought them.


This book begins earlier than the official histories, its narrative commencing prior to the date the army has chosen as marking its official birth — 1 March 1901. The selection of this date signals a belief that no army — even in its crudest form — existed prior to that point, an implication that, until now, has been simply accepted as correct. However it overlooks the fact that men — and women — have been offering their services to this nation’s defence ever since Europeans first set foot on this land, and that their history is just as important as the official record.1


Moreover, pointing to an arbitrary date as marking the formation of the Australian army fails to acknowledge that much of what soldiers wear today has its genesis in the uniforms and equipment of soldiers over many centuries — dating back, in some cases, to biblical times. The Commonwealth Military Forces may have been born on this day, but there are significant elements of the army which were in existence long before.


My intention in writing this book has therefore been to remind those with an interest in history that there was an army prior to Federation, and that much of that army remains evident in the actions of today’s army and the way its men and women are dressed and equipped.


The history that fills these pages describes not battles and honours won nor the statistics and reports so beloved of those who document the Australian army. Instead, it is a history of soldiers and their times, of their place in this nation’s history, of why and how collectively and individually they became the Australian army, volunteer and militia, regular and reserve. It speaks of the issues they faced, the fears they harboured — not just in battle but for their self-respect and their place within the armed forces and society — and their story both as written for the official record and as told by the soldier on the ground.


‘Ours not to reason why …’


The army recently reversed a policy which saw berets removed from general issue — except for members of the special forces who were permitted to continue to wear their unique and hard-earned headdress. The official argument was that a beret did not provide sufficient protection from the sun and thus all soldiers, except special forces, were to wear the slouch hat — ‘Hat, Khaki Fur Felt’ in official jargon.


The level of indignation this directive produced must have come as a surprise to the authorities. Even the lowest ranking soldiers with the merest understanding of history appealed for the decision to be overturned. The fact that this decree hinted that some soldiers were apparently immune from the effects of the sun, as were members of the air force and navy who also were seen wearing a beret, was not the point. It was the loss of the beret as a traditional part of their everyday uniform which caused the most indignation within the ranks. So the decision was overturned and the beret reintroduced with certain conditions as to where and when it could be worn.


What appears to be missed across the military hierarchy is that Australian soldiers, for all their perceived relaxed attitude to dress and bearing, have always shown a great deal of pride in the emblems of their position in the world’s warrior class. The slouch hat, for example, a form of dress with a very long history but not worn today by any other army, has been adopted as the symbol of the Australian soldier and directly relates to the value this nation’s soldiers place on being a part of globally recognised armed force.


For its part, the beret was regarded by many soldiers as more than simply an item of issue. It represented a public demonstration of their membership of a particular unit or corps. It was, in effect, a part of their corps identity, not just an item of dress.


However, despite this almost reverential attachment to what many might view as just a hat, on many occasions over the past 51 years of my uniformed service I have heard soldiers — and at times officers — question certain actions or the wearing of particular items of uniform.


For example, prior to the introduction of the olive green general purpose (GP) boots in the early 1990s, one of the perennial complaints concerned the need to polish the black leather boots with which all soldiers were issued — and not just polish the boots, but bring them to a gleaming, spit-polished shine. There must have been a collective sigh of relief when the army finally withdrew the black boots, a day of celebration for soldiers who could not comprehend the rationale behind this labour-intensive chore, although it must have been a sad occasion for the makers of Kiwi Parade Gloss boot polish.


It was, however, a day of disappointment for those who understood that, while the objective of this chore was to bring the boots to a parade ground standard, the actual purpose for doing so involved far more important reasons.


What is often overlooked by those who question what appear to be mundane and pointless tasks or simple items of dress, is that the discipline required of soldiers to ensure that their boots sparkle in the sunlight correlates closely with the ability to follow instructions and obey commands while every fibre of their body is screaming against doing so.


The discipline required to polish boots, keep hair short and neat or shave every day (water availability permitting) is linked directly to the discipline that is essential to every aspect of a soldier’s life. Whether to maintain a position under fire, press forward to defeat an enemy, or salute an officer despite significant personality differences, a level of discipline is demanded which many do not understand, but in retrospect are often very glad that they possess.


Standing guard on the gates of a barracks while others sleep, for example, is a chore many modern soldiers consider well outside their duty statement. Yet it is no different to the lot of soldiers of bygone eras who were charged with remaining alert while guarding the entrance to a castle, or while on gun piquet or lying motionless for hours in a rain-soaked ambush position. Their alertness not only allowed others to go about their business without fear of attack, it also gave them confidence that those who watched and waited could be trusted.


Similarly, the discipline required to keep boots clean is the same discipline that ensures personal weapons are well maintained and ready for use. The discipline demanded of soldiers to perform what are, in reality, simple tasks is the same discipline required of an army to maintain its traditions. And the passion with which symbols such as badges, medals, and unique forms of headdress are cherished, points to a direct correlation between what a soldier wears and who that soldier is.


The problem as I see it is that generations of soldiers who have never had to spit-polish boots and perform guard duty have little understanding of the role of discipline in the military — those who have never served in the military will never comprehend this. They cannot see that the discipline imposed on them in the past or that they have learned to impose on themselves is inextricably linked to their actions and roles in the future. This is true not only of individual soldiers but also across groups of soldiers, their units and the army as a whole. And it is the reason organisations such as the Returned and Services League (RSL), Vietnam Veterans Federation of Australia, and ‘Soldier On’ were created by former serving men and women to look after the needs of others. As much as they may grumble and moan when forced to spit-polish their boots or bring the brass on their belts to a high gloss, every soldier wears the uniform with pride.


What an army achieves in the future does not emerge from what it is now, but from its past — from its traditions, habits, practices and from its stories. The battle honours emblazoned on an infantry regiment’s colours, or the shape of an armoured unit’s guidons, are more than simply decorative. They are reminders that the uniforms the army wears today and the history that its soldiers create tomorrow, are the product of a lineage stretching back, in some cases, over centuries. They also point to the fact that the discipline crucial to every army since the days of the Roman legions was gained not just through their actions on the battlefield but also from the performance of often routine tasks while in camp.


From a visual perspective there is no better way to illustrate this than through the uniforms worn by Australian soldiers and the context in which they wore them. The first two illustrations in this volume are taken from the first major conflict in which Australian soldiers served — the Sudan Campaign of 1885 — and the most recent conflict — the fight against the Taliban in Afghanistan.


The first painting is of a sergeant in the expeditionary force sent to the Sudan to support the British in their fight against the followers of Mohammed Ahmed, a self-styled Mahdi (messiah) and leader of an increasingly militant Muslim nation. Ironically, this is an operation with many parallels to that which today’s soldiers are deployed to undertake.


[image: image]


Members of the New South Wales Lancers and other Australian detachments ride through the streets of London as part of the Queen’s Jubilee Procession (AWM P01208.004).


The history of today’s soldier, therefore, would be incomplete without the telling of such stories. In the current climate in which there is a continuous push by some to divorce the Australian army from its roots, there is much about the uniform worn by the army and the conditions in which it is worn that points directly to the real birth of this nation’s defence forces and the lineage to which so much is owed.


Rifle clubs, the militia and volunteers, and Australia’s part-time and full-time forces were created with the Defence Act 1903, and it would be easy to treat this as the beginning of the story. As the paintings throughout this book will reveal however, there is more to the Australian army than just the stories of feats performed at Gallipoli, Tobruk, Kapyong and Long Tan. The army’s history is not simply a catalogue of the actions of its soldiers, but also a description of who they were, where they fitted into the country’s centuries-old military lineage, and how the uniforms illustrated in each plate were devised and adapted from the past for wearing in the present and to suit the needs of the future.
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Plate 1: Private New South Wales Contingent Sudan — 1885


By the middle of the nineteenth century Great Britain had established a policy of withdrawing its forces from overseas colonies and encouraging local political autonomy and responsibility for regional self-defence. The need to reform the British forces also involved a reconsideration of military priorities, beginning with the rationalisation of smaller units and a complete overhaul of the ordnance, transport and commissariat departments. The continued fighting in South Africa and the emerging Russian threat in Afghanistan, however, meant that the army was in a perilous state when General Charles Gordon, in defiance of orders to plan and conduct an evacuation of British administration and military from the Sudan, chose instead to impose his authority on the rebellious tribes and was killed as a consequence.


While the public outcry at Gordon’s death aroused the country into action, the British government, reluctant to deploy more regular forces from Europe to Egypt than necessary, turned instead to those stationed in India and the Far East. Much relief must have greeted the offer from the colonial government in New South Wales (NSW) in February 1885 to send troops to support the campaign against the rebellion by the forces of the Mahdi.


The decision to draw on British and dominion forces stationed outside the United Kingdom (UK) also saw an end to the wearing of the traditional scarlet uniforms worn since the New Model Army was formed in 1645. By the time the Australians disembarked on 26 March 1885, the British had been campaigning in North Africa since the first Suakin Expedition in February 1884. Bitter experience told them that wearing their traditional scarlet dress uniform during the campaign would lead to increased casualties (from the heat as well as enemy action) and they opted instead for the khaki cotton drill trousers and jacket first developed for the Indian frontier. On their arrival the Australian soldiers were immediately kitted out with khaki uniforms purchased by the NSW government from the British stores in England and despatched to the Sudan.2


The scale of clothing issued to the NSW contingent included:


•scarlet woollen jacket (blue for artillery), blue breeches with red stripe, and braces


•white belt with universal locket


•‘sea kit’ comprising blue cotton jumper, serge trousers, cotton shirt and slippers


•‘Blucher’ (ankle) boots


•white Universal Pattern helmet


Artillerymen were issued a blue serge Norfolk jacket with trousers strapped for mounted duties, and bushmen’s leather gaiters. Belts and ammunition pouches for all troops, along with service revolvers for the field battery, were to be drawn from the British stores on arrival.


The photograph below, taken prior to departure, shows soldiers wearing a forage cap which, presumably, was also part of their scale of issue.
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Volunteers for the New South Wales infantry contingent for the Sudan at Victoria Barracks, Sydney, shortly before the contingents departure on 3 March 1885 (AWM A05137.
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Studio portrait of Private Tom Gunning of the New South Wales Sudan Contingent wearing his khaki service dress (AWM A05310).


Due to the relentless heat, many soldiers were issued ‘spine protectors’, a padded cloth designed to be worn on the back of the jacket to protect them from the sun’s rays which easily penetrated the jacket’s thin fabric. They were also issued a neck cover of quilted khaki to hang from their helmets, and a water purifier consisting of a filter unit made up of a canister of charcoal granules with a tube attached through which water could be sucked. This solution to the unpotable water found in the region proved short-lived as the forces of the Mahdi took to poisoning the water wells and the soldiers had to make do with water desalinated aboard British ships and brought forward in animal skin jahdis. Some were said to have preferred the taste of the poisoned water to that which eventually arrived from the coast on the back of camels.


Each soldier was also issued a pair of coloured goggles as protection from the sun’s strong rays. These were similar to the goggles later used by welders and proved popular, not just for eye protection from the sun’s harsh glare, but also from the constant dust clouds raised by passing troops and horses.


The headdress in this illustration was officially known as the Foreign Service Pattern Helmet and unofficially as the Universal Pattern. It was based on the Prussian pickelhaube (itself based on an earlier Russian design) and in 1877 replaced the Shako and Helmet, Universal Home Pattern, as authorised wear by British overseas forces.3


The helmet, gleaming white during embarkation in Sydney, was dyed with tobacco juice on the voyage as each man began his transformation from parade ground soldier to bush warrior. It was made of cork covered with white cloth in six seams with a one-inch-wide buff leather band and bound with buff leather at the bottom. In this illustration the helmet has a leather chinstrap, but in full dress a curb chain lined with white leather (or, in line regiments, Morocco leather) would have been worn either under the chin or looped up and attached to a hook near the finial (spike).


This illustration shows a puggaree originally authorised for wear in Malta, India, Ceylon, Hong Kong, the Straits Settlements, the West Indies and Bermuda, St Helena, Canada, West Africa and the Cape. The puggaree, as the name suggests, was an item of dress first employed in India. It was simply a piece of cloth or, for officers, a loved one’s scarf, wrapped around the helmet to keep it cool and draped down to protect the wearer’s back.


Within the British contingent, puggarees of different colours were used to differentiate between corps, including the khaki denoting infantry as seen here. Australian volunteers were also given permission to wear the puggaree but, like their British counterparts, not with helmet plate (although this was later relaxed as the size of helmet plates shrank as seen here), and certainly not with the finial. While contemporary sketches and paintings show soldiers wearing the helmet plate, as photographs of the period are unclear, these may have been included as artistic license.


The finial is brass and stands 3¼ inches high. It was originally an architectural piece created to emphasise the gable or apex of a building, and was believed to prevent witches landing on the roof. It was worn by the armies of India and Persia in the eighteenth and early nineteenth century, ostensibly to make the soldiers appear taller and fiercer. It was later adopted by Slavic armies in Western Europe from where it made its way through the Prussian army to Britain and her colonies.


The material used in this uniform is lightweight cotton fabric with a diagonal weave making it ideal for the harsh conditions in which the British forces served. As the Cardwell Reforms had not regulated the style or purchase of uniforms, the notion of a common field dress had yet to take hold. As a result there were so many different uniforms worn during the Sudan campaign that, at one stage, an order was passed that infantry would return to wearing their red jackets because of difficulties distinguishing friend from foe at great distances. The Australians, however, retained the khaki dress seen here along with the canvas gaiters with four leather straps worn by some elements of the Royal Engineers and the Naval Brigade.


The men of the NSW infantry carried Henry single shot, breech-loading rifles. These .450 calibre weapons were capable of untargeted fire at a rate of 38 shots a minute and, despite their ferocious recoil, were popular throughout Britain and the colonies. They were modelled on the American Sharps ‘falling block’ rifle and had an overall length of 48 inches.


This illustration is based on a mannequin in the Australian War Memorial (AWM) which is dressed in an original uniform. It carries the rifle shown here (a Martini-Henry Rifle Mk III issued at around the same time but which reportedly did not see service in the Sudan) and wears a variation of the 1882 valise equipment with one ammunition pouch, an 1882 ‘Oliver’ water bottle and canvas haversack. While the full issue of this equipment included another ammunition pouch and braces, both the mannequin in the AWM and one of the few photographs showing soldiers dressed as they were during the campaign (Tom Gunning’s group portrait of fellow soldiers taken following their return4) portray the soldiers wearing only that shown in this illustration. In a later photograph (left) Gunning wears the full 1882 valise equipment.
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Plate 2: Private Royal Australian Infantry Corps — Afghanistan — 2015


In late 2010 the Australian government announced that personnel deploying to Afghanistan would be issued the US-designed Crye MultiCam® uniforms. Special forces soldiers deployed to Afghanistan found the design of these uniforms more suited to conditions in that country and arranged to receive a supply of these direct from US sources for wear on operations. When not being used, the uniforms were cleaned and returned to the store ready for issue to others heading to the field.


The Crye MultiCam® was eventually adopted by the army as a replacement for the Disruptive Pattern Desert Uniform (DPDU) issued for wear in Iraq, and the Disruptive Pattern Camouflage Uniform (DPCU) worn since the 1980s. However, before it became general issue to all troops, the US decision to discontinue this pattern saw the Crye MultiCam® replaced two years later by a variation developed specifically for Australian forces.


The style of uniform remained relatively unchanged, but a new design was introduced using the same colour palette and incorporating many of the same designs (albeit on a smaller scale) as the DPCU which the Crye replaced. Included in this design, as if to remind wearers of the genesis of this pattern, was a miniature tri-service logo.


The official title of the new design was the Australian MultiCam Pattern and the uniform itself was known as the Australian MultiCam Pattern Operational Combat Uniform (known by its abbreviated acronym OCU). However problems with the manufacture of these uniforms (the choice of an older type of fabric meant that they tore easily) saw the search begin for a replacement. In September 2014 the government announced that the OCU would be replaced by the Australian MultiCam Camouflage Uniform (AMCU), beginning the following month with units of the 3rd Brigade in Townsville, Queensland.


Typically for soldiers in combat support roles in Afghanistan, the soldier in Plate 2 is wearing the AMCU and carrying the latest issue protective equipment and F88SA2 Steyr rifle.5 His colour patch reveals that he is providing protection to Australian forces undertaking mentoring and assistance as part of the 206th Hero Corps Coalition Advisory Team. At the time of this illustration this role was filled by the 8/9th Battalion, the Royal Australian Regiment (8/9 RAR).





Four designs in four years


Constant changes to the field dress and load-bearing equipment are part of the continuous pursuit of ideal equipment for the modern soldier. This pursuit was officially enshrined in policy in 1994 with Project Wundurra (an aboriginal word meaning ‘warrior’), later becoming the Land 125 Soldier Combat Systems project. The base assumption of these projects was that, as a soldier’s capability is the sum total of all that he (or she) is capable of carrying and employing (including weapons delivered by other platforms), it is directly related to the design of the equipment, weapons, clothing, footwear, and protective armour with which the soldier is issued. Relying on the individual parts to be synchronised in order to achieve a total effect meant ensuring that each of these parts is capable of playing an active and integrated role in the achievement of the desired effect. And, in the case of the modern soldier, slight fluctuations in the trajectory of the individual parts since Project Wundurra have seen significant deviation in the overall effect.


There is no better example of such a deviation than the plethora of combat uniforms the army has purchased and issued since the first major actions in the war on terrorism in 2001.


Within a space of less than two decades, special forces and others deployed to Iraq and Afghanistan have worn as many as 10 different forms of camouflage field dress. According to photographs in the Infantry Museum at Singleton, NSW, the differences involve not simply variations in the pattern and colour of camouflage, but also different configurations of pockets and style. This not only influenced the dress that soldiers wore, but also the disruptive pattern manufactured into the covers of protective body armour and helmets, and load-bearing equipment such as pouches and radio carriers.


Three of these camouflage uniforms are very similar and were collectively known as the DPDU Series 1-3 (see example at Plate 73), but dissatisfaction with all variations saw them swapped (unofficially at first) for Crye Precision uniforms initially on loan from the US but later manufactured in Australia (Plate 74). When these were not available, all servicemen and women (army, navy and air force) wore the standard issue DPCU (Plate 72), with ground combat forces later receiving the Crye variant for wear in the field.


From 2014 all these uniforms were phased out and replaced by the AMCU adapted from the Crye pattern with colours and tones of the DPCU. The air force and navy followed with similar changes to their working dress.


However, as noted above, what was actually worn was influenced more by what was available than by what was described in the Block Scale. The sudden shift in focus from Iraq to Afghanistan meant that many entered that theatre with whatever they had at the time, including dress and equipment designed for a different operational environment. This invokes a lesson that has been relearned in every deployment undertaken by Australian forces since the Sudan: what a soldier actually requires in the field will be determined when the soldier physically enters the field of operations. And if the design it is unsuitable, the soldier will adapt using whatever resources are within reach, a trend that is common to many of the uniforms illustrated in these paintings.


The AMCU


The AMCU was introduced in 2013 with initial issue to forces deploying to Afghanistan. The design is similar to the British army Multi-Terrain Pattern and the US army Scorpion W2 pattern uniforms and is based on the MultiCam® print geometry developed by Crye Precision. Unlike the Crye MultiCam® the AMCU integrates the colours of the DPCU palette. While these colours were developed following trials to select those most suited to the northern regions of Australia, the AMCU pattern is believed to provide greater protection from observation in a broader range of environments.


A press release from Defence at the time this uniform was introduced estimated the price for the rights to manufacture the Crye Precision uniforms at almost $US8million ($AUD11million).6 The reasoning behind the change was ‘to ensure the uniform remained recognisably Australian’ at a time when it was almost impossible to differentiate between members of the allied services. With the introduction of the AMCU the differences are more obvious, although often only on close inspection.


The uniform itself is part of the ‘soldier system’ described earlier and, apart from the weapon and boots, incorporates the AMCU pattern. This ‘system’ also includes the individual’s protective equipment, comprising body armour and helmet, communications system, optical and visual aids, load-bearing equipment and footwear. Earlier versions also included protective underwear. A wet weather jacket with liner is also issued, but cold weather outer body wear is not. Instead the individual soldier must purchase this privately, a practice followed by the army throughout its history apart from a brief period when regular forces were issued the heavy woollen greatcoat.


The shirt and trousers are worn by both men and women on deployment and are issued in two varieties: combat and field. The combat shirt is designed specifically for wear under body armour and is a closer fit than the traditional DPCU or jungle greens. It is made of a knit fabric with woven ‘raglan’ sleeves (one-piece sleeves which extend from wrist to neck). The body of the shirt is also knitted but without ribbing to avoid uncomfortable pressure points between armour and skin. The sleeves have velcro-flap pockets, angled to enable ease of access and, like the cuffs and collar, secured with velcro tabs. The elbows have a protective patch fitted from forearm to upper arm.


The combat trousers are also more closely fitted than previous uniforms and have attracted criticism for their failure to adhere to the rules of concealment, in particular the rule concerning ‘shape’ in which a person or piece of equipment may be easily recognised because of its shape.


Given the close fit of the trousers, they are manufactured with a stretch fabric in key stress areas including the groin, knees and lower back (of a type of fabric which, to the concern of the wearer, melted when subjected to intense heat). They also have a padded waistband and, like the shirt, are reinforced in areas of greatest stress. The seat of the pants is padded and the knees are protected with an integrated knee pad held snugly in place by an elasticised cord and velcro closure tabs. The trousers also have far more pockets than earlier versions. There are two on the thighs and low on the front of the thigh, both closed with zips, another two front pockets and two more on the lower leg, the latter closed with a velcro flap.


The field shirt is of similar design to the Land 125 pattern and made of ‘near infrared’ fabric. The coat length is shorter than the DPCU shirt but in all other aspects is virtually the same apart from the additional pockets and rounded collar. While the hem of the coat is slightly wider than the DPCU shirt, the sleeve length is graded to fit wearers of varying sizes.


The field trousers are similar to the combat trousers in that they include stretch woven fabric below the waistband and in the crotch. The knee pads are the same as the combat trousers, the primary difference the number of pockets, with two front and side thigh pockets (the latter with zip closure) in place of the eight pockets on the combat trousers.


The reason for the different designs is that the army sought to introduce a work dress which would be suitable for both combat duties and as dress of the day. Logically, then, the scale of issue reflects the function of the wearer — that is, combat dress is issued only to those who are expected to undertake close combat, while field dress is issued to all others. However, this overlooks the fact that all soldiers, regardless of their corps or function, could be forced to defend themselves and their position or take part in close-quarter fighting during any period of conflict. Nevertheless, ‘close combat’ troops are issued two sets of AMCU combat dress and three sets of field AMCU. Non-combat troops receive only the field AMCU, although a decision is yet to be made concerning those who will need to wear body armour and thus require the combat shirt. The first issue was made to the 3rd Brigade in Townsville in October 2014.


The Soldier Combat Ensemble L5


Included in the ‘soldier system’ is the individual personal protection equipment which includes body armour and helmet, gloves, eye and hearing protection, knee pads and protective underwear. Also part of this system is the communications equipment including not only individual and section radios but also global positioning equipment and, as carried by some members of a patrol, a computerised battlefield command support system.


Known officially as the Soldier Combat Ensemble (SCE) L5, the overall system improves the Tiered Body Armour System (TBAS) introduced in 1999 and trialled in East Timor. The original system (see Plate 72) was simply a vest with Kevlar ballistic plate inserts worn with the standard load-carrying equipment based on a ‘belt and braces’ design. Later versions included tapes fitted to the vests to allow pouches for ammunition and other items to be fixed.


The latest SCE includes a variation on the earlier belt and harness assembly (TBAS Tier 0 Heavy, V4.3) as well as a vest with no protective capability (Tier 0 Chest) and two body armour systems designed for use either by soldiers engaged in close-quarter combat (the TBAS Tier 2, V4.3) or the version seen here, worn by a soldier providing combat services support (TBAS Tier 3 V4.3). The function of the wearer is also represented by the helmet worn — the Crye Precision Airframe for close combat and the Ops-Core Sentry XP Helmet (Plate 2) for those providing combat support. Both versions of helmet are designed to better integrate with night vision goggles and have a lower profile while providing greater cranial protection.


The current TBAS is two to three kilograms lighter than previous versions and is available in a wider range of design shapes. Post-operation reports highlighted the shortcomings of the earlier models, in particular the M1988 model (see Plate 73) as rigid and lacking the flexibility required by soldiers, regardless of their operational function. The new versions are less restrictive across the shoulders and are lighter in weight, ensuring increased endurance and proving better balance for the SCE.


Completing the soldier system are the communications equipment and individual protection worn in this painting, including gloves and eye protection. Until recently soldiers deploying to Iraq and Afghanistan had to purchase their own eye protection. However, as part of the SCE they are now provided the Ballistic Laser Ocular Protection System. As illustrated in this painting, these are basically a set of goggles manufactured with clear, smoke grey and laser protective lenses. They can also be fitted with prescription lenses. The purpose of these specialised goggles is to provide ballistic protection against dust and low velocity fragments and, with the laser protective lens attached, against limited spectrum laser beams.


Hearing protection is also provided as part of the combat system in a type of over-ear protection which can be integrated with the soldier’s personal radio. It can filter out most noise while allowing speech and other environmental sounds to remain audible.


Although designed as an integral part of the soldier combat system, the boots seen in this illustration are not issued from the army’s clothing store. They are the commercially available Garmont T8 Multi Terrain Combat Boot, privately purchased by wearers under a scheme introduced by a previous Chief of Army as a means of ensuring that soldiers had footwear which was comfortable and did not result in added stress while on operations (see Plate 65). The Garmont T8 boots are popular on operations as they are more comfortable than those issued to field troops or others permitted under the Chief of Army’s private purchase scheme. They are manufactured with a hard-wearing ‘Super Vibrum’ sole and abrasion-resistant breathable leather uppers.


The soldier in this painting is carrying the latest version of the F88 Steyr assault rifle. The model shown here, the last produced as an F88, was manufactured at the Lithgow Small Arms Factory in NSW, now operated by Thales Australia, where rifles and other small arms have been produced for the Australian military (and many overseas conventional and unconventional forces) since 1912.


Known as the F88 Austeyr 5.56mm Individual Weapon, and commonly referred to simply as the Steyr, this weapon is modelled on the Austrian Steyr Army Universal Gun. It was approved as a replacement for the ageing 7.62mm L1A1 SLR and introduced from the mid-1980s in two versions, the assault rifle configuration and the shorter barrel carbine.


The need for an assault rifle with lighter ammunition that conformed to the new NATO Standard (5.56mm) ammunition became evident after the British adopted the L85A1 in 1984. Other countries, notably the former Soviet Union, China and the US, had been using assault rifles for some time and, despite Australian troops’ success with the SLR since the Korean War, it was clear that an upgrade was due. As a result the ‘bullpup’-designed Steyr, with its far greater accuracy, became the standard weapon for the ADF.


Steyr F88SA2


While Australia had been actively engaged in operations from around the time this weapon was first introduced, it was not heavily tested under combat conditions until infantry units were deployed to Afghanistan. The Steyr was carried on operations in Somalia, Iraq and by support troops during the early Afghanistan deployments, however until the first infantry combat groups were deployed, the main combat elements were special forces who carried the Colt M4 5.56mm carbine and its variants. Nevertheless, the Steyr appears to have performed well, despite the limitations of its range and ammunition type.


The F88 has experienced a number of modifications and in 2009 the F88SA2 (Plate 2) was released. Known as the Enhanced F88 Assault Rifle (EF88), this weapon retains many of the features of the Steyr, including the ‘bullpup’ configuration employing a closed bolt operation and firing the 5.56x45mm NATO cartridge. There are, however, a number of improvements over the earlier versions, many of these based on the experience of combat teams in Afghanistan with the addition of a few Thales innovations. Despite early technical faults (since rectified), this rifle is standard issue to the army and is carried by almost all forces on overseas deployment.


The Steyr’s longer STANAG 4694 upper rail attachment (replacing the US MIL-STD 1913 Picatinny rail) permits a wider range of optical and night fighting equipment to be fixed to the weapon (in this case the Trijicon ACOG 3.5x35 Scope with RMR Reflexive sight and LaRue Mount), while the side bracket allows a night aiming device (such as the AN/PEQ-2 Target Pointer/Illuminator/Aiming Light mounted in front of the Trijicon Scope) or flashlight to be fixed without hindering the firer’s view. The ‘fit’ of the weapon has also been adapted with an improved butt plate and a reshaped stock to provide a more comfortable cheek weld when firing.


While the fixed fore-grip has been removed, a collapsible grip can be fitted to the underside rail if required. The receiver has been reduced in size and, along with the use of high-strength polymer for the cocking guide and rails, gives this weapon a lighter feel than previous versions.


The colour of the receiver, rails and barrel is designed to help the weapon blend more easily with its surrounds.


[image: image]


Future combat weapon


The future small arms weapon of the Australian ground forces is the Steyr EF88/F90. This weapon is similar to the original Steyr but includes a number of changes and upgrades to meet the current and near-future needs of the ADF. First released at the Eurosatory military exhibition in Paris in June 2012, the standard EF88/F90 was originally developed as an exportable weapon, and since 2013, has been in mass production, although it is yet to be issued to the ADF.


The F90 is similar to the EF88 in that it is lighter than the original Steyr (3.25kg versus 3.6kg unloaded) and has an improved butt stock, gas block and aluminium alloy receiver modified to increase reliability. It is also produced in two versions — carbine and close-quarter variant with a shorter barrel, neither of which has a removable barrel.


A 40mm under-barrel grenade launcher attachment has also been released which is lighter than previous M203 versions, little changed since the Vietnam War, and is easily fixed to and removed from the bottom rail. The trigger guard has also been redesigned to allow easier access to the launcher’s trigger and safety mechanism, although the older versions of the grenade launcher can still be fitted.


As a modern weapon designed to integrate with the total soldier system, the EF88/F90 also has provision for the centralisation of control and power management of all electronic devices attached to the weapon.


Thales first released the EF88 as the F88SA2 in 2009 with few changes to the original Steyr beyond those sought by the government. However, tests conducted during user trials and the company’s own research and development ensured that the F90 became more compact, better balanced, and more ‘user friendly’ than any weapon previously issued to Australian troops.




CHAPTER 2


Before there was an army


All modern armies have at their roots a militia assembled to provide military service for a specified period of time, usually for the duration of the war or battle for which they were formed. In Britain these armies were either wholly voluntary (usually in the form of paid mercenaries) or consisted of farmers and peasants pressed into service through obligation to their lord or ruler. Once their services were no longer needed they would return to their home towns or land until they were mobilised once again.


Until the eleventh or twelfth century there was nothing to distinguish the citizens of a village from the men (and sometimes women) drawn together to defend it. All farmers and townsfolk were at the same time warriors and members of the communal society. Whenever directly threatened by neighbouring villagers or wandering brigands the men and youths of the village between the ages of 15 and 70 would form a posse comitatus under the local sheriff to challenge and, if need be, fight and repel the invaders.


In England (and in the lands that became known as Scotland, Wales and Ireland but, at the time, were of a separate sovereignty), as the sovereign owned the land, he or she would simply conscript the men required for war. During the reign of the Saxon King Alfred the Great (849–899), this period of service was generally fixed at two months per year and was known as a fyrd.1 Should the fighting last longer, the men would be retained until the war ended or the money ran out, whichever came first.


For a further 800 years there was no need for a standing army as the British Isles faced no real threat of invasion by forces larger than those that could be dealt with by armed citizens brought together from local villages. As far as mastering the rudiments of strategy and weaponry was concerned, warfare at the time was simply a form of mass hand-to-hand fighting while the use of a longbow, the only sophisticated weapon employed apart from the individual’s sword, axe or dagger, constituted a sport much loved by peasants and yeomen of all ages. Consequently there was little need for men to be trained in the art of hitting a target over long distances. For many militiamen, their use of such weapons in their daily life meant that marksmanship was second nature — a skill that was further heightened in 1363 by King Edward III who commanded that obligatory archery practice would take place on Sundays and holidays.


It was not until more lethal weaponry such as muskets and pistols appeared that the regular assembly of volunteers for training was regarded as a necessity. These were the seeds of the British regular army.


The rise of the regular army


Prior to unification in 1707, the only semi-regular forces in Britain were found in England. Until that time Wales and Scotland continued the practice of raising irregular forces as necessary and disbanding them once their services were no longer required. In England, however, the continued distrust between sovereign and parliament in the years following the Civil War saw the raising of bodies of full-time troops.


Regular armies had been in existence in Europe for some time before England raised its first semi-permanent army in 1661. The European need for a standing army was far greater than that of England because of the almost continuous battles being fought across or within various nations. A country not prepared with trained and armed men was one that could easily fall victim to the aggression of its neighbours.


As an island nation England, or Britain as it was called following the union with Scotland and Wales, was less concerned about its nearest neighbours. Those with territorial ambitions would have to raise an army strong enough to conduct a successful invasion and then defeat the British defenders waiting for them on the shore. To do this they would need sufficient ships to carry their soldiers, supplies, weapons and horses across the waters from the European continent. Since Norman times such ambitious neighbours were kept in check by British forays onto the European mainland or by judicious alliances. Nature also played a part in repelling invading forces as the Spanish Armada discovered to its cost in 1588.


The greatest fear within Britain was therefore internal rebellion from rival barons and disgruntled nationalists. To protect their crown, successive monarchs made it legislatively impossible to raise a full-time army, a policy reaffirmed following the war between the forces of Parliament and the Royalists of King Charles I known as the English Civil War (1642–51).


The English Civil War heralded one of the most significant changes to the armies of Britain — the establishment of Sir Thomas Fairfax’s New Model Army in 1645. Fairfax, as leader of the parliamentary forces against Charles I, brought a new professionalism to his army and supported promotion based on merit rather than class or position. This meant that butchers and shoemakers could be found leading cavalry squadrons and infantry regiments against the sons of aristocrats and peers of the realm.


After the war, Oliver Cromwell was elected Lord Protector. However, with the introduction of significant new taxes and, for a time, the enforcement of a puritanical and military regime known as the ‘rule of the major generals’, he swiftly became unpopular. With his death in 1658, the forces of Parliament began to lose control of both the country and the army and, with General George Monck’s march from the town of Coldstream on the Scottish border, the monarchy was restored in 1660.


With peace restored, Charles II was crowned King of England, and one of the new Parliament’s first acts was to disband Fairfax’s army and all organised bodies of troops, save those fighting in Europe at the time. However Charles, who harboured an almost paranoid fear of the many conspiracies that typified the times, felt the need for a well-armed and loyal body of men to protect him. To circumvent the legal impediment to the creation of a full-time army, in 1661 he raised a ‘bodyguard’, ostensibly to maintain public order and provide personal security. The first of these was a regiment of guards.


Monck’s Foot, the last of the regiments scheduled for disbandment, was ordered to lay down its arms (to symbolise its break from the New Model Army) and then take them up again as the Coldstream Guards named after the Scottish town from which they crossed into England. The purpose of the Coldstream Guards was primarily the protection of the royal person. This regiment was soon joined by additional infantry battalions and a regiment of horse to form what is today known respectively as the Foot Guards and the Horse Guards.2


Much to the horror of Parliament, Charles II’s successor, the Catholic James II, tried to expand these forces into a permanent army. His efforts to replace Protestant ministers and high-ranking officials with those of the Catholic faith had already raised alarms, so when his son-in-law, William of Orange (later William III), landed at Torbay in November 1688, most of the army’s senior officers rallied to the side of the Protestant Dutchman. James II was soundly defeated and his army returned to the control of the government.


One of the reasons for James’ downfall was the government’s historic reluctance to retain a large standing army in time of peace, although this appears to have more to do with its mistrust of the reigning sovereign than the potential for such an army to rise in opposition to the people (through their Parliament) or the crown — or both. Whatever the reason, William III’s ascension to the English throne coincided with the increasing threat of war with France (which for many years had been buying England’s neutrality through King James) and Parliament agreed to expand the army. This army, comprising both mounted and dismounted troops, was the successor to Cromwell’s New Model Army, later expanded under James II, and has served as the basis for the British regular army ever since. It is also the army from which much of the structure and many of the characteristics of the defence forces of the British colonies were drawn.


Volunteers of the British army


While William’s army built on the existing volunteers and part-time militia, it did not replace them. While existing under various names, all soldiers prior to the English Civil War were known as militiamen irrespective of how they were recruited. All were trained in much the same way (sporadically and often under duress) and it was not until the time of Elizabeth I that small groups were singled out for special or additional training (the Trained Bands of London and the Gentlemen Pensioners among the first).


From its inception the British army has comprised four distinct elements: its regular forces, the militia, the volunteers and the yeomanry.


Militia


The militia were dismounted or foot soldiers who were members of a local community between the ages of 15 and 70 and who could be pressed into service at any time. Initially, membership of the militia was open to all men of fighting age, but this was later limited to those whose names had been drawn by ballot, a crude form of conscription. While this was the concept, it did not accurately describe those who eventually served when called up. While many were true volunteers looking for meaningful employment, others had been paid to take the place of wealthy conscripts.


The first militia were raised in England in 1285 under the Statute of Winchester and remained the principal means for requiring citizens to take up arms in the defence of their village or county. The militia were regulated through various acts which, over the years, authorised their call-out by the lieutenant (later called Lords Lieutenant) appointed by the sovereign to assist in the administration of each county. Subsequent acts regulated the command of militia units and the number of men who could be enlisted, this number expanding or contracting depending on the strategic threat to the country at the time.


Under the terms of the Militia Act 1757, the militia was organised into county-based regiments commanded by officers from the local gentry. The militia was raised purely for local defence and could not be made to serve outside the boundary of the county in which the men lived, although royal proclamation could overturn this edict (as was the case in 1899 when militiamen were sent to South Africa). With the introduction of volunteers as the principal peacetime force around the time of the Napoleonic Wars, support for the militia began to wane and the prestige previously attached to membership of such units all but disappeared after 1815.


Volunteers


The volunteers were privately formed, self-sufficient units raised to defend their county or for the general defence of the kingdom. They first appeared in the guise of men who joined the militia voluntarily rather than waiting to be called up, and quite often formed volunteer companies within militia battalions. By 1783 most of the volunteer units had been disbanded, although the threat of a French invasion in 1794 saw them re-formed under the terms of the Volunteer Act, some as militia companies and others as independent battalions.


By joining the volunteers, men were exempted from the militia ballot and therefore not liable to be called out for extended periods of service. However with the creation of the Local Militia, a short-lived adjunct to the militia responsible only for local defence, volunteers alone were employed on active service.


The volunteers were also raised for home service, as occurred during the Cardwell Reforms (1868–81) when regiments were organised into two battalions, one for service at home (recruitment and training, local protection and maintenance of the peace) and the other for service abroad. With the name of their county incorporated into their title, home service battalions could agree to serve overseas only if the majority of members (85%) voted to do so. While this appears remarkably democratic, concepts such as volunteering must be viewed in the context of the times.


With service in the army presenting a means to escape widespread poverty and starvation or the pitiful conditions of the workhouses and mines by those whose position or education offered them no alternative, there was no shortage of those who chose to join. Others succumbed to the fallacy of joining the army for life in order to earn the ‘King’s shilling’.3 If being forced to serve under the weight of either of these circumstances constituted ‘volunteering’, then the British army until the end of the nineteenth century was indeed a volunteer force. Moreover, when disobedience or failure to conform to the wishes of the often aristocratic officer class resulted in the offender being strapped to a ladder (in the cavalry) or crossed halberds or triangle (infantry) for a flogging with the ‘cat-o’-nine-tails’, then democracy within this so-called volunteer army is also open to debate


Until the Cardwell Reforms, enlistment in the volunteer army was for life, a period accepted as 21 years at the time, after which soldiers were eligible for a pension if they had attained the rank of sergeant. The reforms first introduced during the Cardwell period saw the enlistment period amended to six years for the regular army and the militia, and the abolition of purchased commissions, flogging and subpoverty level pay.


Yeomanry


While yeomen had been in existence as a body of soldiers since before the reign of Edward III, the first yeomanry regiments were only created in 1761 and not officially organised until 1794. The yeomanry was initially raised as cavalry but some regiments also assumed the tasks and characteristics of light cavalry and mounted infantry.


A yeoman was, at the time, a member of the class immediately below that of gentleman and therefore a person of some means, although not necessarily influence.4 Most were free landholders who had volunteered for service in mounted (cavalry) units raised by nobility or the local gentry for home defence and to maintain order and stability during local disturbances.


That such disturbances or civil disobedience quite often constituted a revolt against rules and laws imposed by those of the ‘gentleman’ class meant that the law and order duties of the yeomanry were far easier to undertake. Records exist of bodies of yeomanry performing their tasks with far more relish than necessary even for the times (one example is the so-called Battle of Peterloo on 16 August 1819). As a result the gulf between the haves and the have-nots widened further, a disappointing reflection on any so-called civilised society and one which left a stain on the British military which took many years to eradicate.


Understanding the use of these terms in the context of the Australian forces is difficult because so much of the early legislation was written from British acts and regulations, and not always accurately enough to define exactly whether they referred to unpaid volunteers, part-paid militiamen or some combination of the two. The term ‘militia’, for example, was used to describe all non-permanent forces up until the end of World War II.


Rationalisation and reform


While the Cardwell Reforms heralded significant change throughout the British army, they were not simply a matter of military expedience. Public attitudes to an army attempting to retain the glory of victory under the Duke of Wellington at Waterloo in 1815, underpinned by a discipline system that was both harsh and cruel, led many to question the military and government leadership. This came to a head in 1846 when a young soldier of the 7th Hussars, Private Frederick John White, was stripped and tied to a ladder before receiving 150 lashes of the cat-o’-nine-tails at the hands of the strongest men in the regiment. His subsequent death and the army’s attempts to deflect blame from itself and the commanding officer saw the public clamour for change, both to this form of punishment and to an army operated largely by an elite officer corps.


Ultimately, the lessons learned during the Second Boer War (1899–1902) provided Britain its best opportunity to break entirely from the outmoded tactics and structures of the previous 400 years. The Haldane Reforms of 1904–11, prompted by fears of war with Germany, a resurgent Boer state, Russia, and even France should the ongoing entente cordiale break down, introduced an Imperial General Staff and officer cadet training schemes. A universal training scheme was also mooted as a means of ensuring there were sufficient forces capable of defending the home shores while Britain’s regular troops were overseas fighting on one or more fronts. However such a scheme was rejected by the British government.


The Haldane Reforms, many of which were adopted by the colonial defence forces in Australia, also saw the militia and yeomanry lose their primary local defence roles and instead become a reserve force known as the Territorial Force supporting the regular forces whenever they were needed. By 1914 the basis for the modern British army had been established in time for its first real test on the field of combat.


This is the structure on which the Australian army was modelled. The next section maps the development of the Australian army, in particular its earliest days as an adjunct to the British forces sent to protect these shores.


“That the Constables or individuals composing the three Classes aforesaid, shall, in Addition, receive a Uniform Clothing, consisting of one Jacket or Coatee, one Waistcoat, and one Pair of Trowsers, and one round Hat, and a grey Great Coat every second Year.”


Sydney Gazette and New South Wales Advertiser, Thursday 8 September 1825


The army before Federation


In 1787 King George III commissioned the Governor of the colony of NSW, Governor Arthur Phillip, to ‘… levy, arm, muster and command and employ all persons whatsoever residing within our said territory and its dependencies … to march from one place to another or to embark them for the resisting and withstanding of all enemies pirates and rebels both at sea and land.’5 In 1800 this commission led to the raising of the first armed and organised body of soldiers in the colony of NSW.


While mindful of the need to defend the young colony, the principal purpose of the volunteers, known as The Loyal Sydney and Parramatta Associations, was the maintenance of law and order and the suppression of rebellion among the convicts. The first to offer their services as volunteers were settlers, primarily from England and Ireland, and often tempted to the colony by promises of free land granted for service in His Majesty’s forces. Other volunteers included the troops sent to guard the convicts who were offered similar grants if they elected to remain in the colony once their regiment departed.


That it was possible to raise a body of volunteers from so few colonists was due to the presence of a large number of young and relatively fit men, many with active service experience. As many colonists were also former members of the British army or the marines who took their discharge to remain in the colony, all were imbued with the customs, traditions and discipline of their former profession and their uniforms and equipment reflected the styles of those worn at home.


From the outset the drills, manoeuvres, uniforms and equipment used by the emerging colonial defence forces were those inherited from their previous service, thus laying the foundations on which the Australian army was built over the centuries that followed.


The first militia


Since the first marines stepped ashore to guard the convicts transported on the First Fleet, the settlers of the new colonies had relied on the trained officers and men of the British garrison for their protection. There were times, however, when the colonists were forced by circumstances to look to their own protection by taking up arms and banding together in their collective defence.


The first of these relatively organised but unofficial militia (since he did not have the legal means to raise such a body of troops) was formed on Norfolk Island by the settlement’s commandant, Lieutenant Philip Gidley King (later Governor of the colony of NSW).


In January 1789 Lieutenant King, at the time still commander of the Sirius, learned of a plot by certain convicts to kidnap him and his senior administrative staff and keep them under lock and key while they seized whichever ship was anchored off the island at the time (except the Sirius, whose crew it is presumed were loyal to King and thereby less likely to join the mutineers).6 Their aim was to enlist willing members of the ship’s press-ganged crew and sail for Tahiti, or as it was then known, Otaheite.


The colony at the time numbered 29 male and 17 female convicts (with three children), and seven ‘free men’, including an assistant surgeon and sailors landed to assist in the building of the settlement. Guarding them were six marines under Sergeant Thomas Smyth and Corporal John Gowan.7


Lieutenant King had taken the precaution of arranging for the few free men to receive some instruction in the use of the garrison’s spare muskets. Each Saturday morning, under the guidance of Midshipman Stephen Dunnavan of the Sirius, they would exercise alongside the marines in the hope that they would eventually become sufficiently proficient to assist the garrison should some ‘exigency’ arise.8


However the need to arm and organise the settlers never arose as the convict plot was discovered in time and the ringleaders taken into custody to await the next supply ship and return to Botany Bay. Yet the very existence of such a plot had clearly demonstrated that the marines were too few in number to guard the convicts sent to the island, particularly as those offenders banished there were generally the most troublesome from the Sydney colony. Thus, until more marines could be despatched, the free settlers would have to be armed and formed into a militia to assist in protecting the settlement from further threat.


Shortly afterwards, the armed settlers were required to increase their range of responsibilities when a fierce storm destroyed some buildings, including the storehouse, and a 24-hour guard was posted to ensure the safety of the remaining stores.9 By this time the number of convicts on the island had almost doubled although there was no commensurate increase in the size of the force guarding them. It was not until 14 June 1789 that another 14 marines landed on Norfolk Island under command of Lieutenant John Creswell and the armed settlers were permitted to stand down.


In 1794 the settlers were once again called on to provide an armed guard for the protection of the fledgling colony, this time from soldiers of a detachment of the NSW Corps (often referred to as the ‘Rum Corps’) stationed on the island.10 In 1791 a detachment of the corps under Captain William Hill and Lieutenant Edward Abbott had landed on the island with a group of convicts where they established a more permanent garrison. The soldiers, some 14 in number, were soon found to be more sympathetic to the convicts than to their duties. Despite repeated warnings, they began to agitate, claiming that they were being treated more harshly than the colonists. Relations between the soldiers and the free settlers were soon marked by ‘acts of violence and improper behaviour on either side’.11


On 18 February events came to a head with a fight erupting during the performance of a play presented by the convicts for the entertainment of the colonists and troops. Lieutenant King (now Captain King and Lieutenant Governor of the Norfolk Island colony) ordered one of the misbehaving soldiers taken into custody and order was restored. However, at the end of the play the soldier’s friends confronted their commanding officer and demanded that he release the imprisoned soldier. His refusal was greeted by an ultimatum — the soldiers declared that, unless the officer ordered the man’s release, they would release him themselves along with any other soldier convicted of any offence or injury to a settler. Captain King was informed of this ultimatum and, having met with the leading colonists, secretly arranged to disarm the soldiers and hand their weapons to the company of HMS Sirius, anchored off the island. King also planned to re-raise the unofficial militia which, this time, would include a number of former marines who had chosen to settle on the island.


On 21 February the soldiers were despatched unarmed on labouring tasks around the island, their arms secured in their quarters. On their return they discovered that their weapons had been seized by the colonists who were now armed and standing by to deal with any trouble. Twenty of the most troublesome soldiers were selected and placed under guard, the remainder persuaded to return to duty. Following an initial investigation, 10 of the mutineers were pardoned and, two days later, the remainder sailed under guard on the HMS Francis to Botany Bay for further investigation and punishment.


By now there were over 1000 convicts on the island and too few officers to maintain control over the remaining unruly elements of the NSW Corps. On 27 February two officers and a number of non-commissioned officers (NCOs) and men were despatched to the island colony from Botany Bay and peace reigned once more.


But the antics of the NSW Corps were not restricted to Norfolk Island. Described as ‘an ill-disciplined force comprising officers on half pay, paroled military prisoners and troublemakers unwanted by other regiments at home’, the corps was a law unto itself.12 Despite the raising of a fourth company from those marines who wished to remain in the colony, the corps — and several corrupt civilian officials — posed a threat to the safety of the colonists and the wellbeing of the colony itself.


The issue was not so much the unruliness of the soldiers as the inability of anyone but the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty in London to issue warrants against them. At the time the legislative powers of the colonies were limited as the army and navy were regulated by their respective Acts. While a court system had been established in the colony under the New South Wales Act 1787, the only officials available to hear and rule on cases were military officers — the very men against whom the complaints were made. It would take many years, and the careers of a number of governors, before the NSW Corps could be brought to heel.


The Loyal Associations


Despite ongoing concerns over the activities of the NSW Corps, the first officially organised bodies of troops on the Australian mainland, known as the Loyal Associations, were formed as a result of increasing clashes with indigenous warriors and the occasional armed and desperate escapee. There were also ongoing rumours that French warships could drop anchor in Botany Bay and besiege the colony in the name of Emperor Napoleon with whom war was anticipated.


More important, however, was the anxiety of both settlers and members of the colonial administration prompted by the large number of convicts transported to Botany Bay and Van Diemen’s Land. Many of these had been transported for their political beliefs and harboured deep resentment at the increasing British influence in Ireland.


Known as the ‘Irish Defenders’, they also resented being imprisoned and transported to the colonies for what many saw as a legitimate right to express these beliefs. Some of these transportees, reported as having ‘moved in respectable and influential stations at home’, were considered dangerous, and the citizens of the colony felt unable to protect themselves and their property from damage caused by an act of rebellion by the convicts.13


With rumours abounding that the recently arrived convicts were planning to overthrow the colonial government, Governor King was determined to be prepared. He encouraged concerned citizens to take up arms and, under the command of full-time British officers, assist the regular forces in the event of an uprising by the Irish political prisoners. Consequently, Loyal Associations were raised in Sydney and Parramatta in 1800 to deal specifically with any disturbance ‘which might arise from the influence of Irish rebels’ who had been transported to the colony.14


The Loyal Associations were not formed bodies of troops like the volunteer forces raised later in the colony. Nor were they groups of armed settlers brought together to meet local emergencies such as those organised by King when he was Lieutenant Governor of Norfolk Island. They were townsfolk and farmers who banded together for mutual defence in time of war and disbanded once the threat had passed. They were not paid for their enlistment but were provided with uniforms, weapons, equipment and victualling (provisions). The terms and conditions of enlistment were similar to those of such associations in Britain, including an expectation that the volunteers would parade twice a week to drill and, on the sounding of an alarm, turn out to occupy their posts alongside the regular troops.


Also referred to as the Sydney and Parramatta Loyal Associated Company, each company of 50 men was commanded by a captain assisted by two lieutenants and a sergeant responsible for drill and discipline.15 As they originated from the same stores, the uniforms of the Loyal Associations were identical to those worn by the NSW Corps. Few records remain which describe the raising of the volunteers, but they were likely to have been outfitted according to the 1800 dress regulations which covered all British troops — regular and volunteer — at home and abroad. Under these regulations infantry soldiers were issued a red, unlined, eight-button coat with long tails and (for the NSW Corps and Loyal Associations) yellow facings on collar and cuffs. They would also have been issued a white waistcoat or waistcoat front, and a pair of white breeches (unlined except for the waist) with one pocket.


The regulations stipulated that regular troops were to be issued a set of black knee-length canvas gaiters and two pairs of good shoes (to the value of five shillings and sixpence each), although the volunteers are likely to have received only one pair.


Officers were dressed in similar fashion, apart from the quality of the cloth and the fact that their jackets were doublebreasted and scarlet rather than red. The jacket fronts could also be turned back to reveal a black lining when buttoned open. All officers and men were issued white coveralls for active service.


They were also issued with the stovepipe shako which had replaced the felt tri-cornered hat worn by officers and men since the seventeenth century. The shako was made of lacquered cloth (replaced later by felt) with a plume of white over red affixed to a cockade button mirroring that of the standard British infantry. It had a leather visor above which was fixed a brass universal plate badge similar to that of the NSW Corps. Both officers and soldiers wore the shako. Regulations required the plume to be replaced annually and the leather visor every two years, suggesting that they were either poor quality or destined for rough treatment.


While contemporary descriptions of the Loyal Associations suggest that they were issued their full entitlement of clothing and equipment, in the early days they may have been issued just their weapons (Brown Bess musket and bayonet in the case of NCOs and soldiers, and infantry pattern sword for officers) and belt equipment. These would have been worn over civilian clothes when the volunteers were turned out.


Despite the initial rush of interest, the commitment of the volunteers waned and the Loyal Associations were disbanded just a year after their raising. However, on 8 December 1803, at the invitation of Governor King, they were‘re-embodied’ and citizens called on to enlist to demonstrate their ‘zeal, loyalty, and inclination to preserve their families and properties’.16


This time, however, the anticipated problems with the Irish convicts, now increasingly evident, and news of French warships in the waters off the coast of the colony saw the raising of a more motivated body of volunteers.


Turning out the part-time troops


On 5 March 1804 the Loyal Associations of Sydney and Parramatta were mobilised to support the NSW Corps against the Irish rebels at Castle Hill. However, despite being trained alongside the regular troops, their involvement in this action was limited. Members of the Parramatta Loyal Association captured several Irish prisoners who had become lost on their way to Castle Hill and, after a short but bloody fight, the survivors were returned to prison where they were tried by court martial and nine of their number executed. Generally, however, their role was to form a piquet to guard administrative buildings and key establishments while the regular troops confronted and defeated the rebels.


Another group of armed settlers was also active in Parramatta at this time. However, beyond being known as the Active Defence and comprising civil administrators, constables and settlers, little information remains on these men and their activities. A group of armed civilians is recorded as assisting the British troops during the Castle Hill Rebellion in 1804, and as this group was referred to in later reports as the ‘active’ defence, suggesting that this may be the same group.17 There are no further records of the group after this date.


The arrival of the 73rd Regiment of Foot (the Black Watch) in 1810 marked the end of the requirement for a civilian militia and the Sydney and Parramatta Loyal Associations were disbanded by proclamation on 7 June of that year.18 From that time, the records suggest that no further volunteer forces were raised. Instead, with the exception of the Governor’s Bodyguard (echoing King Charles II’s bodyguards), the safety and security of the colonies was left to the British redcoats supported by mounted police troopers.


From around 1840, however, the colonies were expanding at such a rate that the scattered British garrisons were unable to provide the settlers adequate protection. While this prompted further consideration of citizen soldiering, the suggestion was not treated seriously until the outbreak of the Crimean War of 1854, although the need for colonial defences had been debated by respective governments for some years prior to this. Even then it would be many years before agreement would be reached not only on the form of volunteer organisation required for the colonies but also the rules and regulations under which they would perform their duties.


Nevertheless, there was little motivation on the part of the colonial administration to raise permanent or even parttime forces while the redcoats remained. As a result, the cost of maintaining the volunteers was generally borne by the members themselves, except in South Australia where volunteers were paid for attendance, supplemented by an allowance should the soldiers be required to leave their home district. However, this generosity was tempered with legislation under the Militia Force Act 1854 which rendered every fit male between the ages of 18 and 46 liable for service in the unpaid militia unless exempted by the Act.


In most volunteer units the men would begin by voting on the type of unit (mounted or dismounted) and electing officers to lead it. A joining fee and monthly subscription would then be agreed and the style of uniform discussed and approved. An application to the colonial government for arms and ammunition was generally met with a favourable response and, where available, permanent or part-time NCOs and officers assigned to assist in the training of the volunteer recruits.


While interest in serving in the volunteers was strong, instructors were not always available and not every colony could afford to arm them. Western Australia, for example, was rarely able to financially support the many volunteer groups forming within that colony. Conversely, NSW found little difficulty in clothing and equipping volunteer units raised from among the many former soldiers or time-expired naval officers and ratings settling in that colony. Queensland and Victoria also managed to set aside significant funds to raise and equip volunteer forces, possibly due to the greater fear of civil unrest or invasion. It was the threat of invasion that eventually prompted the first serious discussions on the need to legislate the raising and regulating of armed bodies of men capable of providing some form of protection from both civil unrest and external threat.


The volunteer army


In 1854 Britain was once more at war — this time with Russia, an adversary considered sufficiently ambitious to threaten the Australian shoreline. Fear hastened the passage of the appropriate bills through the colonial parliaments, setting the scene for the formation of a volunteer army now charged with protecting citizens from the threat of invading armies.


NSW was the first to act. In August 1854 the Volunteer Force Act was passed sanctioning the formation of a volunteer force comprising cavalry under the command of Captain John McLerie (then Inspector-General of Police) wearing a scarlet uniform, artillery wearing a blue uniform and under command of Captain G. K. Mann, and six companies of infantry under the command of Major Thomas Wingate and wearing the dark rifle green of the British light infantry.19 Members provided their own uniforms and, while there was an initial surge of support for the volunteers, the failure of the Russian threat to materialise saw interest wane once more and the government begin to question the force’s viability.


Throughout the latter part of the 1800s it was clear that, despite the enthusiasm of its members, a part-time volunteer force could not provide either the expertise or the reliability to protect the colonies once the British garrison departed. The British government, accepting that employing volunteers of dubious quality and widely varying discipline was no longer an appropriate military alternative to a full-time professional force, pointed to the treasury coffers as the reason for denying the colonists such an extravagance.


Added to this was the reality that the threats of war were so far removed from Australia’s shores as to warrant a withdrawal of all British troops, not only from the Australian garrisons, but from all the colonies. To fill the gap left by the departing regiments, the British government encouraged the colonies to raise their own forces, offering the services of any officer or NCO of the departing garrison who wished to remain. The colonial governments, still relying on Britain for financial support, could offer only partial payment by way of land grants or financial incentives rather than a fixed remuneration in return for service in the volunteers. In most cases this was later withdrawn as available land and treasury funding ran low.


Another issue which soon arose was the rate of retention among the volunteers. As the time-expired volunteers left to work on the lands granted to them, both Western Australia and South Australia attempted to entice new recruits through payment from the treasury or public subscription. When this failed they resorted to conscription. But neither method achieved the desired result. By the mid-1890s most colonies were in a position similar to South Australia where the defence forces vacillated between part-paid volunteers and unpaid militia.20


[image: image]


Soldier’s white, cloth-covered helmet, New South Wales 1st Infantry Regiment (AWM REL/18862.003).


For the remainder of the nineteenth century the size, quality and capability of the militia and volunteers depended largely on the interest of the colonial governments and the citizens who formed the bulk of the rank and file members. Many were partially paid but most were expected to volunteer their time (and, for some, their savings) to serve their community. The branch of volunteers or militia formed largely depended on how much members were willing to contribute. Thus cavalry and light horse units were generally found only in those communities where recruits possessed the means to purchase and supply their own horse, livery and uniform. Infantry units, which could be outfitted more cheaply, were often formed from volunteers from the less affluent sectors of colonial society.


Training was also conducted in the only spare time available to many militia members. In rural areas, crop and livestock cycles significantly influenced the maintenance of a viable defence force. When harvests were ready to be gathered, cattle mustered or sheep shorn, militia and volunteer numbers fell. Likewise the need to take advantage of favourable climactic conditions to sow crops or tend livestock also placed heavy demands on the time available to volunteers. Conversely, when harvesting was completed, livestock tended and the weather fine, the increase in time available saw the uniformed ranks swell.


By the end of the century service to this country had therefore become less a patriotic duty and more a part-time hobby. It was only when Britain, the spiritual home of many colonists, was threatened that interest in taking up arms increased, often whipped up by media frenzy and calls to defend Britannia’s honour abroad.


However, this still had little impact on the volunteers and militia. Beyond the need to prepare orders and supply uniforms and equipment, it also had little impact on the permanent forces. The expedition to the Sudan, and the forces prepared to sail to South Africa to fight the Boers, generally comprised units and formations specifically raised for that conflict. The few volunteer or militia units that served in the Second Boer War either did so from convenience (the NSW Lancers happened to be returning to Australia via South Africa as war erupted) or through pressure applied to the government by influential members. Other units, such as the Marquis of Tullibardine’s Scottish Horse, while consisting of Australian volunteers, were actually formed in South Africa. Thus, by the turn of the century, serious questions were being raised in the media and in the halls of government over the purpose of the militia and volunteers.


Pressure on the part-time forces was exacerbated by the public perception of their poor quality and bad leadership which often saw the volunteers treated with disdain and ridicule. The press of the day appeared to take great delight in pointing out the varying quality of uniforms worn and equipment carried by the volunteers, and the general lack of military bearing and demeanour of some of the men willing to lend their spare time to the defence of their colony. The volunteers were a joke to the press and the many cartoons and letters to the media from disgruntled officers and soldiers saw this attitude assume the status of popular opinion.
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