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Washington (2 February 1897) its immediate effects on South Africa
were most disturbing.

It exposed the utter and total nakedness of British isolation to the
rest of the world, caused the Kaiser considerable ‘exhilaration’,*> and,
worse still, gave Kruger great confidence. Kruger, of course, realised
what was going on in Johannesburg and was merely awaiting the time
to act. The uitlanders were weakened by the possibilities of British
reactions and the many Americans on the Rand became divided in their
loyalty. Disputes broke out about the use of the Union Jack (after
the rising had got under way). The rebels were losing confidence and
cohesion. Despite this, on 20th December, a letter was despatched by
them to Jameson which said, inter alia, ‘not satisfied with making the
uitlander population pay virtually the whole revenue of the country,
while denying them representation, the policy of the government has
been to steadily encroach upon the liberty of the subject. . . every public
act betrays the most positive hostility to everything English...the
internal policy of the government is such as to have roused into anta-
gonism to it not only, practically, the whole body of uitlanders, but a
large number of the Boers...public feeling is in a condition of
smouldering discontent . . .all the petitions of the people have been
refused with a greater or less degree of contempt...the government
has called into existence all the elements necessary for armed conflict . . .
the one desire of the people here is for fair play, maintenance of their
independence and the preservation of public liberties . . . in the event of
armed conflict thousands of unarmed men, women and children of our
race will be at the mercy of well armed Boers, while property of
enormous value will be in the greatest peril. .. we feel constrained to
call upon you to come to our aid should disturbance arise here’.*®

The signatories were C. Leonard, F. Rhodes, (brother of C. 1.},
Lionel Phillips, J. Hammond and G. Farrar. The letter was written in
a way that could not but appeal to Jameson and probably encouraged
his later actions considerably,

However, the uprising was losing momentum, and on 27th Dec-
ember, Sir Hercules Robinson cabled the situation to Chamberlain,
who in turn instructed Rhodes to stop. Rhodes in turn sent a string of
telegrams to Jameson to stop, but as Jameson’s men had cut the Cape

45 Kruger, R. Goodbye, Dolly Gray: the Story of the Boer War, p. 38.

16 Report of the Select Committee of the Cape of Good Hope House of Assembly
on the Jameson Raid, 1897 Cd. 8380, vol. LXII, pp. 191-2.
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Town wires by mistake the message failed to reach him and Jameson
set off on his own initiative with the inevitable result of surrender and
ignominy.

The Kaiser then joined in with his famous telegram of 3 January
1896 to Kruger, in which he congratulated the President on his
success against ‘armed hordes’ and his ‘re-establishing peace and main-
taining the independence of your country against attacks from without’.*”
This telegram, described by William’s foreign secretary, Baron von
Marschall to the Times correspondent, Sir Valentine Chirol, as eine
Staats Aktion (government act) was actually a softening of the original
version which von Marschall described as ‘needlessly provocative’.s

The telegram served a dual purpose. Whilst it gave Kruger con-
fidence it gave rise to such indignation in England that public sentiment
swung towards Rhodes and Jameson. Rhodes escaped any actual punish-
ment and Jameson, convicted under the Aliens Enlistment Act in Britain
was sentenced to only two years’ imprisonment and, within 5 years was
back in the Cape as a Member of Parliament, within 9 years of the Raid
was the Prime Minister, and died, a Baronet, in 1917.

Regardless of the British Government’s swift denunciation of the
Raid, the damage was done, and it was vast in extent.

_ Kruger was vindicated as leader of the Boers, and had gained an
immense propaganda advantage. He had been re-elected in 1893 by
only 7,854 votes to 7,009, but in 1898 he was to be re-elected by 12,858
votes to about 6,000.4° The Boers, who before the raid had been fairly
evenly divided between Krugerism and progress were now united by fear,
suspicion and resentment.®

The new, pro-Kruger president of the Orange Free State, Marthinus
Steyn, shared these views and, on 17 March 1897, he signed a treaty of
offensive and defensive alliance with the Transvaal.

This alienation of Afrikaners was not restricted to the Republics:
in the Cape, where Rhodes’ political career had ended abruptly, the
Afrikaner Bond swung towards Kruger and the basis of Anglo-Dutch
alliance in that province lay in ruins, as did any chance of Britain
obtaining federation by common interest.

47 Ensor, R. K. C. England 1870-1914, p. 232

48 Letter by Sir V. Chirol, Times, (Oct. 14, 1922), p. 11.
49 Ensor, op. cit.,, p. 237.

50 de Kiewiet, op. cit., History of South Africa, p. 136.
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of representation (para. 2) the immigration and press laws (para. 9), the
control of the judiciary by the Volksraad (para. 15), the fortifications of
Johannesburg (para. 16), the police and jury system (paras. 17-19) and
the Public Meetings Act (para. 31).

The petition concluded by requesting “Your Majesty’s protection to
Your Majesty’s subjects resident in this state...take measures which
will secure the speedy reform of abuses and to obtain substantial
guarantees from the Government of this State for a recognition of their
[British subjects] rights’.®+

The petition had 21,684 signatures®® and, as most of these were
from the working class, showed that anti-Boer sentiment was no longer
confined to Rand Capitalists. The petition caused tremendous embarrass-
ment. To refuse to accept it would be seen as further evidence of
Imperial weakness and would have had severe morale effects throughout
the dominions: To accept it would mean a direct challenge to Kruger on
the franchise laws which he considered essential to his independence.®®
This might have led to war.

Cabinet delayed making any decision and again Milner stepped
in. In a series of despatches he took up the uitlander cause. ‘The
political turmoil in the Transvaal Republic will never end’ he wrote,
‘until the permanent Uitlander population is admitted to a share of the
government . . . [which] would no doubt give stability to the republic. . .
it would at the same time remove most of our causes of difference with
it, and modify and in the long run entirely remove that intense suspicion
and bitter hostility to Great Britain which at present dominates its
internal and external policy’.*” His aim appears to have been to secure
an end to the political turmoil in the Transvaal by a reformed and stable
republic — which would have been pro-British and thus no longer a
menace, as its approach would have been a moderate, less nationalistic
one. It appears, however, that he realised that the Kruger regime
would never accept such a situation — which would to them be a tofal
capitulation — because he concluded that ‘the case for intervention is
overwhelming’. He then succinctly drew the Imperial Factor into the
debate. He wrote ‘The spectacle of thousands of British subjects kept
permanently in the position of helots, constantly chafing under undoubted

64 ibid., pp. 185-9.

65 Ensor, op. cit., p. 247,

68 Kruger, R., op. cit.,, p. 49.
67 Crankshaw, op. cit., p. 81.
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grievances and calling vainly to Her Majesty’s government for redress,
does steadily undermine the influence and reputation of Great Britain
and the respect for the British Government within the Queen’s
Dominions.™®®

On 9 May 1899, Cabinet accepted the petition, thus starting along
the road to war. Many people hold that Milner provoked the situation,
particularly after he abruptly terminated the Bloemfontein conference
between Kruger and himself. Kruger, however, must bear much of the
blame. Since 1895 he had been arming for a conflict, and was inflexible
at the conference, just as was Milner. Even Afrikaner sympathizers
regarded Kruger as being responsible for the War. J. X. Merriman, the
Cape Treasurer in Hofmeyr’s government wrote to President Steyn just
after the Bloemfontein Conference in which he described Kruger as ‘more
dogged and bigoted than ever . ..surrounded by a crew of self seekers
and others who prevent him from seeing straight . . . one cannot conceal
the fact that the greatest danger to the future lies in the attitude of
President Kruger and his vain hope of building up a State on a found-
ation of a narrow minded
minority, and his obstinate
rejection . . . to establish a true
republic on a broad, liberal
basis . ..such a state of affairs
cannot last . . . it will well if the
fall does not sweep away the
freedom of all of us’.®

This and other attempts
at moderation did bring about
some suggested  franchise
reforms, proposed on 13th
August by J. S. Smuts, Kruger’s
State Attorney.  However,
Smuts had already (May) ob-
served that Kruger regarded
war as ‘inevitable or likely to
become s0’"® — and this was
before the Bloemfontein Conference. General J. C. Smuts

*¢ Ensor, op. cit., p. 247, N. 1.
¢ Crankshaw, op. cit., p. 68.
70 Hancock, op. cit., p. 103,
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Attitudes, however, were hardening. Kruger added unacceptable
provisions to the Smuts proposals, and on the 26th of August, Cham-
berlain told an audience in Birmingham that ‘the sands are running out
...[Kruger is] dribbling out reforms like water from a squeezed
sponge’.™

On September 8th he rejected the Smuts proposals and Smuts
informed his government that ‘the Enemy [not “the Brilish™] is quite
determined that this country will either be conquered or reduced by
diplomatic means virtually to the position of a British Colony’.”®

Chamberlain was quite right when he said that the sands were
running out. The Boers needed to declare war when the grass on the
.veldt began to grow (October) in order to maintain the horses of their
largely mounted army. On 27th September the Free State publicly
allied itself with the Transvaal, thus giving the Boers a two to one
initial miiitary advantage, and on October 10th the sands ran out, and
on the morning of the twelfth ‘the plain was alive with horsemen, guns
and cattle, all going forward to the frontier’,?®

The war was, therefore, an inevitable one. Kruger wanted Africa
for the Afrikaners, Britain could not, at her time of greatest isolation,
permit any weakness on her line of communication.

Kruger would not back down, Britain could not. The immovable
wall was hit by the unstoppable projectile — when diplomacy failed,
war followed, As Kruger would not accept moderation he was forced
to accept defeat. %@

ibid., p. 103.
ibid., p. 104.
Reitz, D. Commando, p. 28.




A 20th Gentury Military Force

Richard F. Rosser

OW can we keep American military capabilities in line with Ame-

rican foreign policy objectives? Can we create a volunteer military

force which has (1) the required numbers and quality of people; and

(2) adequate budgetary support from the government? There are four

basic policies which might address these goals, but only one, 1 believe,
will lead us to a modern military force for the twentieth century.

The first policy which a government can institute to keep the
balance between objectives and declining military capabilities is simply
to redefine and narrow its defence and foreign policy goals. Britain and
Canada have done just this in the last decade. We have taken a major
if rather vague step in the same direction with the Nixon Doctrine. Yet
the United States faces a problem in going further. We cannot give up’
our inherited position as the leader of the Western coalition, and as a
superpower. Even if we wanted to, we could not withdraw from a
world which is increasingly interdependent politically, culturally and
economically. Such a policy, therefore, is not realistic.

A second policy alternative is to increase the size and capabilities
of the American armed forces in the face of a newly perceived threat 1o
national security. In a democratic and advanced society with a free
press, such a threat must have some basis in fact. A potential enemy
must have done something, or have threatened Lo do something, which
appears to have increased the uncertainty about the survival of the
nation. A conservative political party in power, of course, would
probably react more strongly (o such a threat. And many in the military,
by training and instinct, would take the most pessimistic view of the
potential enemy’s intentions as well as capabilities. (We are instructed
in our military schools to assume the worst possible case). Yet this
second policy alternative remains essentially a reactive move. Therefore,
it is not a viable and posilive method of keeping objectives and capabil-
ities in balance. We cannot rely on the Russians or the Chinese, for
example, lo constantly and blatantly threaten our national existence.

A third policy alternative is more within the power of the military
to effect. Specifically, the military can attempt to maintain its opera-

Coloncl Rosser retired from the U.S. Air Force in July 1973, having been
Chairman of the Political Science Department at the U.S. Air Force Academy.
He is now Dean of the Faculty at Albion College. This article is reprinted by
kind permission of the editor of Foreign Policy (No. 12, 1973}.
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tional effectiveness by isolating itself from society in order (o guard the
purity of its traditions, and to develop a sense of uniqueness and elitism.

Isolation is an attractive defence mechanism for any organization
under attack by other organizations or by society. ‘Close Ranks’ is a
natural cry. And if the military became sufficiently small in numbers
and sufficiently out of sight on isolated bases, much of the previous
hostility to the military and fear of militarism might disappear. Yet this
would not be certain.  Fear is often based on the unknown. The public
might view a relatively small but isolated military, which still would have
nuclear weapons and a monopbly of force, as an alien band of mer-
cenaries. (Notice the current reaction of some respected analysts to
proposals for an all-volunteer force.) Attempts 10 maintain uniqueness
through isclation, therefore, might very well increase public fear of the
military. Such attlitudes probably would result in even further reductions
in appropriations for the armed forces. :

Certain men, of course, always would volunteer for some military
functions because of their uniqueness. Indeed, the Marines continue to
stress this point in their recruiting. Other men and probably some
women' would join the military to escupe from a society with those
values they disagree. The latter motivation for enlistment incidentally
would increase further the gap between society and the military, and
could give the armed forces the reputation of being a haven for society’s
failures, outcasts, and misfits.

The central question, however, is whether enough people with
the necessary intelligence and skill would join a military organization
which emphasizes isolation and separateness in an advanced Western
nation. Ambitious and self-respecting young men probably would be
turned off by the ‘alien’ culture of the military, and reluctant to become
part of an organization which was neither respected nor valued by
socicty.

1f the potential threats to national security in the coming decades
permitted leisurely mobilization based on a small corps of highly trained
professionals, we still might be able to accept a ‘purified’ force of fewer
men, and less money for equipment. But such is not the case. Deter-
rence, based on both nuclear and conventional forces, depends on forces

1 Rather than repeat men and women in relation (o the military in the rest of
this essay, all references to ‘men’ should be taken to apply equally to women.
In my opinion, women should be considered an cqually valuable resource for
the armed forces.
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in being — not on the potential levels ficlded by a revived manpower
draft. We should not rely on the possibility of repeating the 1940s in
the nuclear era,

The fourth method of keeping military capabilities in harmony
with foreign policy objectives is also largely within the power of the
military to effect. My main effort in the remainder of the essay will
be to analyze this fourth policy allernative in detail. T refer to the
policy of making the military more — and not less — like twentieth
century American society. :

The central fact about the American armed forces today is that
they are not of the twentieth century. Aspects of their structure and
life style date from the second century B.C., from the seventeenth, nine-
teenth and other centuries. The armed forces are increasingly out of
tune with the world in which we live. Society has changed radically;
they have not. Indeed, we see signs everywhere within the American
military of atlempts to pursue the third alternative noted above —
isolation from society to avoid change. Many members of the military
fail to recognize that the status guo in American society is change. By
standing still, the military will become further alienaited from the
changing society of which it is a part.

Here I should state my assumptions for advocating this fourth
method:

1. It is essential in a democratic society for the military — if it is
to be an effective force — to be supported by that society.

2. A democratic society supports its military only if the society
values, trusts, and respects that military.

3. Value, trust, and respect are best achieved — perhaps only
achieved — if the military does not appear {0 be an essentially
alien organization within the society. Some degree of alien-
ation, of course, will always occur. The military has the
special role of defending the society from external enemies and
monopolizes major weapon systems which makes it unlike any
other organization. The danger comes from unnecessarily
increasing the degree of alienation of the military from society.

4. Society — not the military — judges whether the degree of
alienation of the military from society is excessive. The military
can complain about society being decadent, permissive, and

immoral — in essence can argue that society has diverged
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from previous norms of conduct. But society judges whether
its military deserves its trust. The judgement is evident in the
military budget, and in whether or not sufficient, qualified
young men join and remain in the armed forces.

Guidelines for Change

In discussing the changes nceded to make the American military
more like twentieth century American society — in effect, an organ-
ization less alien and therefore more effective as an armed force, 1
would like to provide the following guidelines and caveats:

1. My suggestions should be considered favourably unless they
would clearly harm operational effectiveness.

2. Some of the assumptions about the necessary nature of a
military organization may still be true, even though based on
traditions which are thousands of years old. (I am not against
tradition just because it is tradition —— I am only against
tradition when it does not enhance operational effectiveness.)

3. The problem of judging operational effectiveness is difficult
because judging effectiveness is inevitably partly subjective and
thus subject to differing evaluations. Admiral Zumwalt has
said, ‘... I have yet to be shown how neatly trimmed beards
and sideburns or neatiy shaped Afro haircuts contribute to
military delinquency, or detract from a ship’s ability to carry
out its combat function’.* Congressman F. Edward Hebert,
chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, suggests on
the other hand that the relaxation of restrictions in the military
about haircuts is tending to turn the armed forces into a
permissive and democratic country club.®’

4. A final caution! No set of changes the military might make,
regardless of how extensive, would necessarily solve the
problem of money and recruitment., 1f the external threat to
the nation is not obvious, appropriations still will be difficult to
secure and young men still will question the purpose of a
career in the armed forces.

The military perpetuates what is essentially a two-class system.*

How often have we heard the caulion against fraternization between

2 Time, December 21, 1970.
3 Stars and Stripes, Japuary 12, 1971.
1 One colleague has commented that the military rcally has a ‘caste’ system.
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officers and enlisted men: ‘Familiarity breeds contempt?’ The separation
continues to be emphasized in a variety of informal arrangements which
have developed in military society. 1 was struck by the answer given
recently by an official Air Force spokesman to a request to place enlisted
familics in officer neighbourhoods in base housing. He admitted there
was no law which says a base commander must reserve a certain section
of housing exclusively for officers, but added that base housing officers
must ‘maintain the integrity of the neighbourhood. It just isn’t recom-
mended to put enlisted into officer housing areas’.?

Why does the military still have (wo classes? (Let’s separate this
question for a moment from the issue of rank itself.y There are four
reasons generally given for maintaining the-officer-enlisted system.

First, the separation has withstood the test of time, which in itself
indicates the system is superior to alternate plans. Moreover, it must
be a valid concept because it is universal. However, unexamined
tradition, as I suggested earlier, is not an adequate justification for
constructing an armed force for the twenticth century. '

Second, the scparation is necessary to maintain standards of
authority and discipline, especially on the battlefield. This may have
been true in the days of close-order drill with muskets. But today we
have the corious fact that the majority of men in the Air Force gettling
shot at are officers, who are sent inlo batlle by other officers. Even jn
the ground combat arms, enlisted ‘non-commissioned officers’ long have
ardered and led men inlo battle.  And they have not been dependent on
a separate class standing for their authority. But even more significant,
T suggest, is the fact that the majority of the men in all the armed forces
long have been behind the lincs, and effective leadership of these men
has not depended on the maintenance of a separate and remote officer
class,

Third, the separation represents ‘functional differences’ between
officers and enlistees because of differences in class, education, skill, and
experience. This assumption once was generally true, but about the
only significant difference left today is the general requirement for
officers to have a college education. This differentiation may become
meaningless as increasing numbers of young people atiend college. The
services could attempl to maintain the educational gap by subtly dis-

5 Air Force Thmes, May 3, 1972,
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couraging college-trained enlistees. On the other hand, the services
cannot afford to draw ‘enlisted” men only from the some 50 per cent
who do not attend institutions of higher education. They need an
increasing number of intelligent, well-educated specialists in the lower
tanks. Indeed, a number of traditional ‘enlisted’ jobs — intelligence
analysts, translators, personnel assignment managers — nced coliege-
trained persons more than some jobs held by officers.

The argument can be made that deserving enlisted men with
college 'degrees —or with the ability to finish college — should be given
commissions. But such programs, although well meaning, only serve
to emphasize the two-cluss system. The implication is that college
educated men should not want (¢ remain in the ‘lower’ class. Yet many
of these same men would prefer to if it were not for the social stigma
attached to being “enlisted’ men.

Fourth, the separation is necessary because special rewards and
privileges must be offered to get competent people to join the military
— specifically, to get officers. Yes, there are some men in the military
wha like being officers — and never let their subordinaies forget it.
Men who must rely on a separate class status for authority, however,
are poor leaders. And they are positively counter-productive in the
attempt to keep well-educated, intelligent, and competent ‘enlisted men’
in the service.®

Now to return 1o the question of rank. The maintenance of hier-
archy is still essential in military organizations -— indeed, in any effective
bureaucracy. [ am not against rank, but against the artificial differ-
entiation between ‘enlisted’ and ‘officer’ classes.

New Organization: A ‘Meritocracy’

I propose an alternative scheme for organizing our hierarchy — a
‘meritocracy’. I would like to see almost everyone begin at the lowest
rank and progress upward accdrding to his ability and ambition — a
system used in most modern police and fire departments. Rank itself
would depend on responsibility, skill, and function. The rate of promo-
tion would be radically accelerated for promising individuals. I would
permit lateral entry for those with age and expericnce.” If we use the

8 The Army Officers Guide of 1894 states: ‘Enlisted men are stupid but extremely
cunning and sly and bear considerable watching'.

7 Lateral entry might not be permitted in all specialtics. There would be little
carry-opver, for example, from most civilian jobs tc combat units,
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analogy of Federal civil service grades, the military would hire people
not only at GS-7 (or 2nd lieutenant), but also at GS-3, -5, -9, -11, -15,
etc. There would be no obvious break between two general categories
of rank as now exists.

Society is increasingly complex. Therefore, people must increas-
ingly specialize 1o serve sociely. The armed forces also have required
increasing numbers of specialists. Tndeed, there are almost no unskilled
jobs left in the military.®

Yet in theory all officers still have ‘officering’ as their professnon
They essentially are ‘generalists’, capable of becoming generals. Young
men at the academies and in ROTC are told, for example, that they must
be officers first — and only incidentally intelligence specialists, .trans-
‘portation experts, and so forth. For an analogy in society at large,
we must turn back several centurtes. Young sons of the landed gentry
then were trained to be gentlemen — and only incidentally in how to
make a living.

The basic difference between the skills young men have acquired
and the duties we ask them to perform in the military leads to an
unnecessary waste of manpower. A young man studies in college (and
to a varying degree even at the military academies) to be a physicist, an
economist, a psychologist, and so forth. At two-year community colleges,
terminal education programs tend to be even more specialized. Why
shouldn’t they work in their particular fields in the military?

A young man no longer would have to make the often traumatic
choice between becoming an ‘officer” or remaining an ‘electrical engineer’
(and usually resigning from the service). He could be clearly designated,
for cxample, an ‘armed forces electrical engineer, junior grade’,

His intellectual links could be as strong or stronger with his
civilian counterparts. 1Indeed, it might be more prestigious for him to
be recognized first and foremost as an electrical engineer. There would
be nothing wrong with this. The prestige accruing to the individual
would indirectly enhance the prestige of the military, and the military
in general would have stronger links with a broad range of civilian

8 See the study by Harold Wool. The Military Specialist (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins Press, 1968). By 1974, only 10 per cent of the eanlisted men in the
U.S. armed forces will be in f:round combat jobs: significantly, 11 per cent will
be in electronics; 17 per cent in other technical jobs; 18 per cent in admin-
istration; 24 per cent will be mechanics; 7 per cent will be craflsmen, etc.
Data from the Gates Commission Report, p. 44, based in tum on Wool’s
study. ‘
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professional groups. The individual in turn would not feel as isolated
from his civilian counterparts, '

The Need for Diversification

Emphasis on specialization in both hiring and job assignment
would be greatly enhanced by the development of separate, largely
self-contained, and largely independent branches or corps.?

For several decades, we have pursued the chimera of ‘unification’
of the armed forces. This never could have been fully realized because
an organization composed of all ‘purple suiters’ (the prevailing label
for military men serving in joint agencies) inevitably would have been
broken down into functional branches with the same degree of special-
ization as presenily obtains, and a new kind of mission parochialism.
My alternative would treat diversification — not unification — as a
positive value to be pursued.

I suggest three main advantages for diversification through separate
branches. First, a specialist would be hired by a particular branch,
remain part 'of it, be promoled within it, and eventually have the
opportunity to command it. TIn brief, the specialist would finally be
permitted to practise his discipline or skill in a specific organization
emphasizing that skill and be rewarded for it. (For my purposes, the
infantry man s just as much a specialist — and the fighter pilot perhaps
the ultimate practitioner of a narrowly defined skill). He would no
longer leave the military out of frustration at the gradual loss of hard-
won professional qualifications by assignment out of his specialty, or
out of embitterment because service ‘zeneraiists’ monopolized the high-
ranking jobs in his career field.

Second, functional organizations would enhance morale by encour-
aging the full development of professionalism in smaller, more casily
itlentifiable groups. A much stronger sense of belonging should result.
One of the major stumbling blocks in recruiting intelligent and sensitive
young men and women has been the cold, impersonal nature of our
enormous military bureaucracies. And youth today are especially
rebellious against large organizations., It is often forgotien that the
student revolution started at Berkeley in 1964 against the impersonal
educational system at that large university.

o The U.S. Army has gone furthest in this direction, although the other scrvices
have medical corps, etc. The Army’s new ‘Officer Personnel Management
System’ indeed could be a major breakthrough, if it works out in practice.
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The development of relatively small, special branches with person-
alized recruiting — really not so different from the operation of the
British regimental system — should make military service much more
attractive for American youth.” The ability of the individual to partici-
pate in the running of the organization also would be much more
tangible.

Third, separate branches would finally permit us to shed the
‘combat standard’ as the touchstone of military professionalism. The
code of behaviour of the combat soldier — strict obedience, unquestion-
ing loyalty to higher authority, saluting, parades, short haircuts, etc.
— continues to be impressed upon what is now a highly complex organ-
ization using the most advanced technology known to man — and
demanding the most highly trained specialists which society can provide.
The necessity of at least superficial adherence to the combat standard
undoubtedly drives many fine young men who are not in the combat
arms branches out of the armed forces. And it must be emphasized
here that the majority of men in a modern armed force are not in the
combat arms branches.

The irony of the situation is that the non-combat officer or enlisted
man, no matter how hard he attempts (0 emulate the combat standard,
never quite makes the grade. To the combat air crew, he is the
‘ground-pounder’ or the ‘non-rated’ officer (i.e., not 4 pilot or navigator).
The Army and Navy have analogous situations, Perhaps the ultimate
irony is that the missile crews of our first-line deterrent forces — on
land and at sea — are considered not quite ‘warriors’. They do not
engage in ‘face to face’ combat, but are part of a strategic and psycho-
logical contest.

1 would argue that the ‘combat ethic’ is perfectly appropriate —
indeed mandatory — for the combat specialist. For the non-combat
specialist, it is inappropriate — indeed irrelevant and discouraging.

Continuing insistence on the ‘combat ethic’ of the combat specialist
as the only real norm implicitly degrades the other military specialties.
What the military finally must acknowledge is that there are many
specialties or professions within the general profession of soldiering,
and that alf are of vital importance,

Naturally the combat arms branches are still the raison d'étre of
the armed forces. They should emphasize the combat ethic. But all

12 The U.8. Army is mow studying the British régimemal concept for its combat
divisions. Armed Forces fournal, February 1972,
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other branches should be permitted to develop distinctive uniforms,
traditions, codes of conduct, and professional standards. The stondard
uniform for the intelligence branch, for example, might be a grey
flannel (or double-knit) snit. (The Duke of Wellingtont once said that
he didn’t care what his men wore as long as he could tell them from
the enemy). Some branches would want juniors to salute seniors,
others would have a regulation against any saluting, The result, how-
ever, could be an increased sense of identity with the group and
improved morale, leading to better recruitment and increasing retention.

But Who Leads?

The logical question is how does the military co-ordinate these
branches? I propose the creation of a group of generalists — carefully
chosen men and women drawn from all the forces, selected primarily
at the lientenant colonel level based on rigorous written and oral
examinations, and on outstanding records in their specialty. An ex-
panded National War College, assuming a rigorous curriculum, could be
an excellent testing vehicle for generalist aspirants.

Some assignments for ‘generalist’ officers would be at head-
quarters staffs of the various branches. In this case, they would be
working for generals who had chosen to stay in their particular specialty
and compete for the top jobs in that branch — which would be reserved
for them. The gencral officer positions, in the central co-ordinating
agencies, however, normally would be held by members of the ‘gener-
alist” corps. Many members of the corps only would achieve the rank
of colonel. But the recognition of the ‘generalist’ specialty as requiring
unique talents might draw the kind of people who can cope with the
extremely difficult political, strategic and managerial problems of the
Department of Defense.

Informal systems, of course, now exist to select future generalists
through early promotion procedures and special ad hoc assignment
policies for ‘fast-burners’. But the present systems are far from perfect.
For example, an Air Force officer who does not become a pilot drastic-
ally reduces his chances of becoming a general officer — presently the
ultimate aim of the service generalist. (Out of 425 generals in the Air
Force, only some 30 are non-rated line officers). Second, existing special
assignment policies are not really based on a systematic selection
process,* and tend to favor young officers with ‘good connections’.

11 The Air Force ‘Palace Vista’ program is a welcome attempt to select out-
standing young officers, bui it too emphasizes the rated qualification for entry.
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Finally, the selection systems are heavily dependent on the operation of
the ‘Peter Principle’ — every employee tends to rise to his level of
incompetence because promotion is largely based on how well the man
does his given job — not on how well he will do a higher-level job.

An integral part of the proposal for a military organization
composed of separale corps or branches is the clear recognition that the
armed forces will have to pay more for some skills than others. But
isn’t it time the services accept reality? Every other organization in
socicty must react to the economic law of supply and demand, if it is to
recruit cffectively. The Gales Commission demonstrated that the
services have been able to avoid this only because of the draft.

The military continues to adhere to the theory that every captain’s
job is equally difficult, demands roughly equal skill, and therefore
should involve equal pay. There have, of course, been continual
departures from this principle with combat pay, flying pay, etc. How-
ever, these supplements often have not been enough, and the armed
forces have sought other ways to recruit and hold particular skills.
Thus doctors have been promoted at a rapid rate, simply to be able to
pay them enough to stay in the service. The Department of Defense
recently propased an alternative for physicians: ‘landmark bonuses’
which would authorize $17,000 a year for six years to those who would
commit themselves beyond their obligated service. Some nuclear sub-
marine officers already get unprecedented bonuses for staying on after
their initial obligation. |

Ii the services established separate branches and corps, separate
salary scales should follow which could be adjusted according to supply
and demand. Obviously, there would be considerable differences in
pay, or other rewards. But I would argue that the present system is
much more inequitable. Capable, hard-working people in genuinely
responsible jobs now are expecled to serve for the same wage paid (o
people-of the same rank holding sinecures.

A Flexible Commitment

American society today is highly mobile. Professional men and
skilled workers move easily and often from area to area, and from
job to job.

The military is vatiantly trying to stem this tide. Service leaders
talk about ‘Duty, Honor, Country’ to our young men — and by ‘duty’
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Is generally meant a lifetime of continuous, full-time service, There is
nothing wrong with attempting to inculcate such a value. But the
armed forces should not believe that they will be successful in keeping
enough good men through this appeal. The most mature and sincere
cadets at the Air Force Academy, for exampie, are hesitant about com-
mitting themselves even philosophically to the concept of a 30-year
service career. It is their life, and they want the freedom at least to
try other options. '

Yet the military tends to oppose experimentation, It wants
complete commitment — or nothing. And a man generally gets one
chance to make this commitment. If he tries the military, resigns, and
then attempts to return, he finds it very difficult to regain his commision
or enlisted rank,

But what is intrinsically wrong with a man who decides to returh
to the military after a period in the civilian community? He usually is
far more committed to the organization with his second tour. And
would there be anything wrong with a man who entered the military
three times, assuming there were a position open? This is ‘lateral
entry’ — but with very significant differences, Persons in such cases
already have been through the military socialization process: they have
a military specialty; there is much more information about their
capabilities. In most respects, they are similar to persons who have
been temporarily assigned for several years out of their career field.

Lateral entry ‘would go far to break down the isolation of the
military from the civilian community, Innovative and ambitious people
could move back and forth, benefiting both communities. Hopefully,
the military would not consider them turncoats.

The military also frowns on ‘part-time’ soldiers. There is some-
thing not quite professional about the ‘Guard’ because its members
have other jobs.

Yet, we have scen the fine record compiled in South-East Asia by
the ‘part-time’ Air Guards units which have been functioning as integral
units for decades.

The objection could be raised that these jobs would have been in
effect ‘civilianized’. But this objection would be based on a particular
and rather subtle bias that has been developed in the American military,
especially in the last several decades. The individual in the military who
wants to remain in a particular job in a particular locale is said 10 be
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‘homesteading’, implying a lack of ambition and of professionalism.
Emphasis is placed on adaptability — which in turn requires successfully
moving one’s family dozens of times during a 30-year career. It would
be difficult to overestimate the number of men who have resigned from
the military because of the constant need to uproot their families in this
manner. Yet these same men may have enjoyed their work. Couldn’t
the military begin to stabilize as many assignmenis as possible, and
retain men in such jobs as long as they performed well? Certainly they
could be required to move in case of an emergency. Indeed, all
members of the military — ‘full-time’ and ‘pari-time’ — could be
subject to this requirement.

We then could erase the differentiation befween ‘regular’ and
‘reserve’ forces except for those on truly ‘inactive’ reserve duty. The
Commander in Chief would have far more flexibility in managing the
total force than he does now. For example, the ‘reserves’, except for
isolated units, were never called to active duty during the longest war
in our history.

The Military as Minority

A pronounced characteristic of contemporary life is the increasing
integration of society. Racial integration, of course, is one aspect of this
trend, but it is not the one with which I am primarily concerned. I am
referring to the development in the United States of a common culture.
It needs to be emphasized that in many ways ethnic differences, religious
differences, class differences, and urban and rural differences are
lessening,

In a few decades, the military could be the only clearly distinct
‘minority culture’ in our society. This seems probable if we move to a
volunteer force and at the same time continue present trends. The
military’s physical isolation, for example, is growing. The services are
building more base housing, bigger and better post exchanges and com-
missaries, leading to self-contained military ghettos — albeit very nice
ghettos — within American society. 1f further reductions in the size
of the armed forces take place, most military families may be able to
live on military reservations. The American military then would have
duplicated within the United States what they have been accused of
doing overseas since 1945 — separating themseives from the people
(in this case American allies) they were supposed to defend, leading to
misunderstanding, distrust, and even hatred.
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And why the physical isclation? There are several reasons.
Perhaps the main impetus historically has been to make life for the
military more convenient — and indeed, possible. No well-tended
suburbs surrounded isolaied forts in the Indian tetritories. South
Dakota in 1872 had few supermarkets; the commissary was a must.
Even today, there is a shortage of adequate civilian housing around
many Army posts and air bases in the southern and western United
States.

Howevcr, what began as a necessity has become almost imper-
ceptibly — and inadvertently — a way of life for all the military. Com-
missaries and exchanges exist in Washington, D.C.; surely no one would
make a case that what they sell is not readily available in the civilian
sector of our capital city. Many military posts and bases with well-
developed housing areas arc now adjacent to urban areas with thousands
of homes,

Another reason for the continuing physical isolation of the military
— even where it is not necessary — is the complicated system of privi-
leges which has developed. Military families feel an indirect pressure
to use base housing, the commissary, and the exchange because this is
part of their ‘pay’ and is described as such. Such subsidized activities,
on the other hand, lead to jealously and charges of favouritism by the
surrcunding citizenry.

Compounding this whole problem is the continual shifting of
individual military families from one station to another. It is much
easier and quicker to seek the security of the post or base than to
establish one’s family in the civilian community only to be uprooted in
a few years.

Physical isolation leads to cultural isolation. The military attend
base churches, base movies, and base concerts, eat at their own clubs,
and, in some cases, send their children 1o essentially military primary.
and secondary schools.

Physical and culiural isolation of the military foster a belief by
local communities that the military really are a uniquely separate group
within society — a group disinterested in the problems facing society
at large.

I am fundamentally concerned, however, with the younger genera-
tion of officers and enlisted men, and whether they will want to become
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a permanent part of what society may consider a suspect minority
culiure — the American military. Some may, but many won’t. The
heavy demands of peer group pressure are now more obvious than ever,
for example, on military academy cadets. A wig store outside the
gates of Annapolis is doing a land-office business. Upper-class Air
Force Academy cadets wear civilian clothes at every opportunity. Mare
fundamentally, many of the brightest, most imaginative members of the
new generation now in the military are concerned with society’s pro-
blems. If the military is to retain such people — and to recruit others
of similar quality — it must permit. these young people to be integrated
with society.

The last difference between military life and the rest of American
society is the former’s paternalisn.

In society at large, cur youth, rightly or wrangly, have more
freedom earlier. They can vote at 18, go to movies which even aduits
could not see 20 years ago, have their own credit cards, etc. Even our
private, religiously affiliated colleges have largely abdicated their in loco
parentis role.

Officers, however, still are admonished to look out for the welfare
of our men. How often have I heard, for example, the term “Air Force
family’, or that ‘the Air Force looks out after its own’. I am not arguing
against common decency. I am arguing against the continual tendency
o treat members of the military when off duty as adolescents. (Many
of us rationalize our restrictive rulings, of course, as in the best inlerests
of our men — if only they could recognize our wisdom!) Senior officers
— and senior non-commissioned officers — frequently act as if their
subordinates cannot be trusted and, therefore, need constant supervision.
A sergeant told me recently of a request by enlisted men to utilize
‘Mastercharge’ in base exchanges. Their request reportedly was turned
down because higher authorities thought that they might make too many
purchases, and later not be able to pay. Yet almost any enlisted man
with a half-decent credit rating can use his ‘Mastercharge’ card at any
store in the civilian community.

Traditionally, the new enlistee has been subject to the greatest
restrictions on his freedom. But many of these petty and annoying
aspects of military life stay with officers and enlisted men all of their
careers. There are mileage limits, for example, on how far military
personnel may travel on a three-day pass. The list of ‘paternal’ limita-
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tions on what the military can do with their leisure time and with their
private lives in short is considerable — especially if they live on a
military post.

But are such restrictions necessary to insure operational effec-

tiveness? I would argue that many of them are counter-productive. How
many more young men and women would join the military — and
remain in the military — if they were treated as responsible adults?
1 suggest it is not the work or reasonable regulations on the job at which
the new generation rebels, but the continual attempt to prescribe a total
life style.

Perhaps some combat arms branches still could emphasize strict
discipline in all aspects of an individual’s life, although the U.S. Army’s
experimental VOLAR program is demonstrating that paternalism may
not be necessary even in the combat arms branches. We know that
some people subconsciously seek this kind of a highly structured environ-
ment, 1 have no quarrel with the particular branch or corps which
desires to proceed in the old way -— if it can recruit sufficient persons
1o maintain its strength. But I suggest that many branches of the
military will have to de-emphasize paternalism if they expect to remain
effective organizations.

What Chance Change?

I fully realize how difficult these changes would be for the military.
For many officers and enlisted men, the resulting organization wouild no
longer be ‘military’. I would be personally uncomfortable with some
aspects of my proposed ‘military force for the twenticth century’. How-
ever, organizational survival may well be the issue for the American
military in the next decade. The coming generation of military leaders
therefore should examine objectively the issues with respect to the
relationship of the military to society, and discard dogma which cannot
* withstand the test of operational effectiveness. The military has been
spared this task for 20 years because of the cold war and a resulting
manpower draft. But the luxury of a guaranteed supply of men and a
sympathetic public has about run its course. Naturally the military
can proceed in the old way., But I do not believe it can develop an
effective military force with that approach. The evidence suggests that
the military must become more — not less — like the rest of American
society. %
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OR the past eighty years, writers have debated the nature of the
movement of the British colonists in America in the late eighteenth
century towards independence. This movement, in its causes and
results, has been characterized in many different ways. In questioning
how much change was brought about in America, historians have asked
how truly revolutionary was this so-called Revolution.® In considering the
question, one asks: How akin to the modern concept of ‘revolutionary
warfare’ was the so-called American Revolutionary War? An examin-
ation, from this point of view, of the way American independence was
won, may contribute some thought to the question as to how truly
revolutionary was the American movement to independence. The aim of
this article is to assess the extent to which the movement for independ-
ence in the American colonies resembled modern revolutionary warfare.

Various definitions are used to describe revolutionary warfare.
One which would be acceptable for many struggles, such as recent or
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present conflicts in Cuba, Indo-China, the Philippines, China, Malaya
in the Emergency, or Sarawak, is:

Warfare against the established government of a country, by which an opposition
political group, using local adherents, attempts to replace the government in some
or all of its territory.

Some fairly common characteristics of modern revolutionary wars
have been:

¢ they have been given impetus by internal change which has
followed a major war (in most cases, the Second World War);

® 'u strong ideology has motivated the insurgents;
¢ political, as much as military, means have been employed;

8 the rebels have used guerillas and semi-conventional forces in
combination, often against convention-bound forces represent-
ing the government; and

® civilian attitudes have played a vital role in the outcome.

Warfare Against the Established Government

In colonial revolutionary wars of the past thirly years, the struggle
has been aimed at replacing an established government, which was
either staffed by or was representing the colonial power, In 1773, in
each of the thirteen American colonies, the chief executive was a
governor who, whether British or American, considered himself to be
representing royal authority. During the twelve months prior to the
outbreak of fighting in April 1773, American patriot ‘commiitees of
correspondence’ had effectively usurped the authority of the governors
in twelve of the colonies,® suggesting that at the commencement of
fighting the established government was perhaps patriot rather than
British (‘Patriot’ came to be the term applied to those who fought
against the British in the conflict). John Adams could have had this in
mind when he wrote that the revolution had been made ‘in the union of
the colonies [which had been] effected before hostilities commenced’.*

1 G. A. Billias ed, The American Revolution: How Revolutionary Was It?
Second Edition, Holt, Reinhart and Winston Inc, New York, 1970, contains
a summary of thc conflicting interpretations preferred by various historians.

2 M. B. MacMillan, The War GGovernors in the American Revolution, Peter
Smith, Gloucester, Massachusctts, 1965, pp. 16-17.

8 H, H. Peckham, The War for Independence: A Military History, University of
" Chicago Press, 1967, p. 3.
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But the usurped royal governors, some of whom participated in
the fighting,* could claim to have plenty of support in the colonies, to be
put to the test of arms. Possibly a fifth to a quarter of Americans
favoured Britain, and therefore the royal governors, throughout the
war;® and some 50,000 American loyalists carried arms in support of the
British regular troops who tried to re-establish royal control.® The
patriots initially believed their struggle to be against the authority of
the English parliament only; but from the publication of Thomas Paine’s
attack on the king in Common Sense in January 1776, patriots recognized
their war to be against Paine’s ‘Royal Brute of Great Britain’, himself,
whom they had accepted as the final constitutional authority until that
point.” Whichever way political power was weighted in the colonies at
the outbreak, the war was against the supreme governmental authority.

Use of Local Adherents

As early as January 1773 the Massachusetts Representatives asked
the provincial governor why they should ‘not then ... conclude, that...
the colonies were, by their charters, made distinct states from the mother
country?’®* However if it js accepted that British Americans fought
against their final governmental authority, the King, then one can perhaps
accept that the British and patriot armies remained of the same nation.
But how important was the participation of the French? Was, perhaps,
the war won by French regulars, with American help?

France provided extensive mililary supplies to the patriots” and
French volunteers served with Washington. French naval strength also
contributed to the British defeat, particularly in supporting Franco-
American ground troops at what was probably ‘the decisive battle —

4 J. T, Flexner, George Washington in the American Revolution, Little Brown
and Company, Boston, 1968, p. 67.

s J. R. Alden, History of the American Revoiution, MacDonald, London,
1969, p. 453.

® Peckham, p. 19%.
7 Alden, p. 239.

8 J. P. Greene (ed.), Colonies to Nation, vol, 2, McGraw Hill, New York, 1967,
p- 187.

% In 1777 alone, the French supplied the American armies with 200 brass cannons,
300 fusils, 100 tons of powder, 3,000 tents, a large number of bullets, mortars
and cannon balls, and articles of clothing for 30,000 men. (D. Higginbotham,
The War of American Independence, MacMillan, New York, p. 233).
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Yorktown. Yorkiown, a victory with
great political impact,*® was won by
10,200 French troops and 9,000
Americans,! the French commander
commenting that the Americans were
‘lotally ignorant of the operations of
a siege’.” The campaign was con-
ceived and directed largely by
Frenchmen, who ensured never-
theless that the American com-
mander, Washington, was given
the status of commander in chief."*
However, in no battle other than
Yorktown did French troops play

-t

a significant part. George Woshington

Probably about 100,000 Americans bore arms in the patriot cause,
although never more than 30,000 did so at any one time.'* British
regulars had been contemptuous of their American allies during the
French and Indian War, which had concluded thirteen years before the
outbreak of the American War of Independence. General Amherst had
said that ‘if left to themselves [American troops] would eat fryed
pork and lay in their tents all day long’. Wolfe, the victor of Quebec,
described American troops as ‘the dirtiest, most contemptible, cowardly
dogs you can conceive’.’* Apparently transformed during the war of
independence by their new responsibility to defend hearth and home,
American troops were to win, on their own, a number of important
victories over British and Hessian professionals. Just prior to the most
important of these, at Saratoga, British General Burgoyne was to say:
‘Wherever the king’s forces point, [hostile] militia to the amount of three
or four thousand assemble in twenty four hours’?*

10 The Prime Minister, Lord North, reccived the news of the British defeat ‘as he
would have taken a ball in his breast’, and paced up and down crying ‘Oh
God! It is all over'. Three months after receiving the news of Yorktown,
parliament voted to ‘consider as encmies. ..all those who should advise...
further prosecution of offensive war on the Continent of North America’.
(Peckham, pp. 187-8).

11 R. Hargreaves, “Yorktown’, in C. Falls (ed.}, Grear Military Batiles, Spring,
Londen, 1969, p. 104,

12 Flexner, pp. 454, 464, 467.

13 Peckham, p. 200.

4 Higginbotham, p. 21.

53 Higginbotham, pp. 172-3.




46 ARMY JOURNAL

While the performance of the Continental Army (the name applied
to the semi-regular element of the patriot force) was generally to be
admired, the patriot state militias were to carry out the important role
of establishing military control in many of the areas remote from the
scene of the major campaigns; and therefore to prevent the development
of any British-inspired loyalist counter-revolution.’® While French help
was considerable, it was American soldiers, continental and militia, who
won the war of independence.

Impetus Following a Major War

Most modern revolutions received great impetus from the condi-
tions of social, political and economic turmoil which were caused by
changes to the status gquo during the period of the Second World War.
The Seven Years War (1756-62) was in some respects a world war.
The British and French, with their respective allies, became locked in
combat in Furope, North America and India. The result was a great
victory for Britain. But the Seven Years War, known in the American
theatre as the French and Indian War, caused a chain of events in the
American colonies which were of considerable importance in the decade
. prior to the war of independence.

The American colonists nurtured a deep distrust of standing
armies, born of a conviction that Stuart kings, notably James II, had
maintained armies as instruments of tyranny. Nevertheless, the army
attained unprecedented popularity during the French and Indian War,
because of its destruction of the French power which had threat¢ned
the economic and westward expansion of British Amecricans. Now,

" however, Britain had to decide what was to be done about her army,
which had doubled in size from its pre-war strength.” A twin problem
was the enormous national debt, which had spiralled to £122 m
because of the war. Americans were proud of the assistance they had
given during the war; but some influential Englishmen had different
views. The Prime Minister, Grenville, complained of American niggard-
liness in contributing to the war effort.s

In 1763, a decision emerged to maintain fifteen battalions in
America, garrisoned for the most part in the interior. Only two battalions

16 Higginbotham, p. 11.

17 J. Shy, Toward Lexington: The Role of the British Army in the Coming of
the American Revolution, Princeton University Press, 1965, p. 69.

1% Higpinbotham, pp. 33-4.
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bhad been stationed in America just before the outbreak of the French
and Indian War.® The factors leading to this great increasc in the
strength of the British Army in America, compared with pre-war totals,
had all arisen from the war: a requirement to control American pressure
upon the Indians in the newly conquered western areas, and so to avert
a costly Indian war; to keep a watch on the 80,000 sullen new French
Canadian subjects of Britain;*® and probably to help justify the retention
of the greater part of the enlarged army which was desired by the king
in the face of"the demands of the opposition for economies.®

But the problem of the war-induced national debt remained. Who
was (o pay for the enlarged army in America? The British Government’s
answer was to take the unprecedented siep of taxing the Americans; and
of enforcing other means, such as collection of customs duties, for
raising revenue in the colonies.

Very few economic demands had been placed upon Americans
prior to the French and Indian War. Therefore these new measures
were intensely unpopular, and led eventually to war. The colonists,
freed of the French threat, now saw little benefit in contributing to the
cost of the army, and still less in helping to lighten the load of Britain’s
national debt.. The Massachusetts agent in Britain complained that
- maintaining a regular army means ‘crcating a large expense to...
support a useless, nay I am sorry to say, a dissolule sett of Men to live
in Idleness...and deprave the manners of the People’®® By 1768
American resistance to financial measures and continued high cost forced
the British to withdraw most of the Army from the interior.®® This
decision coincided with violent resistance in Boston to the hated customs
officials, and made it easier to send troops on ‘keeping the peace’ tasks
to that city.** And in Boston under military rule the deep ideological
aversion to a standing army came to full flower; climaxing the twin
problems which had grown from the French and Indian War, of the
need for a large army in America, and the need to raise money to
maintaie it; and creating tension in Massachusetts which carried the
colonies into war.

1% B%Is(nollenberg, Origin of the American Revolution 1759-1766, New York,
1 pp

20 Shy, pp. 52-7.
21 Shy, p. 74

2z Shy, p. 142,

z3 Shy, pp. 240-60.
2¢ Shy, p. 266.
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ldeclogy

“This MONSTER of a standing ARMY’ was born of ‘a Plan ...
systematically laid and pursued by the British ministry near twelve
years [ago] for enslaving America’, declared a colonist, repeating a
common belief among Americans.® The instinctive distrust of a stand-
ing army among Bostonians was sharpened by the clash of cultures
between puritan Yankee and profane British soldier. ‘What has been
the Effect of introducing a standing army into our Metropolis?’ asked
John Adams, ‘Have we not seen horrid Rancour, furious Violence,
infernal Cruelty, shocking Impiety and Profanation, and shameless,
abandoned Debauchery, running down the Streets like a Stream?’®
Jeering Bostonians soon learned fo think that a taunted sentry dared
not fire,?” and tension led to the so-called Boston Massacre, on 5 March
1770, in which five townsmen were killed; providing propagandists with
a bonanza of ideological material. The British soldiers were:

‘Like fierce Barbarians grinning o’er their Prey,
[They] approve the Carnage, and enjoy the Day’*

- A deep seated fear of oppression by a standing army was an
obsession among many Americans, which contributed strongly to the
confrontation in Boston which led to war; and later helped to motivate
American rebels. The strength of conviction about the danger of a
standing army can be seen by the fact that Congress later found it
maddening that Washington apparently could not fight successfully with .
soldiers who were each drafted for only one year.*?

But beyond a dislike of standing armies, did a strong ideology
motivate patriots? Daniel Boorstin argues® that the American independ-
ence movement lacked dogma. The movement was a victory for
constitutionalism, in that the framers of the Declaration of Independence
based their arguments on law and history, and not on ideology.

On the other hand, a strong anti-authoritarian trend runs through
the writings of Americans of the mid-eighteenth century, indicating an
apparent fear of a conspiracy against liberty throughout the English-

2% Higginbotham, p. 48.

26 Shy, p. 385.

27 Shy, p. 317.

8 Greene, p. 165.

% Flexner, p. 273.

30 Daniel J. Boorstin, ‘Revolution Without Dogma’ in Billias, pp. 78-86.

L]




e —

AMERICAN REVOLUTIONARY WAR: HOW REVOLUTIONARY? 49

speaking world.®* This fear can be linked with the distrust of standing
armies. ‘Rusticus’, in Liberty, 1768, complains that:

‘... Ambition, and oppressive Might,
Presume to rob a subject of his Right’,
and of:
‘... Fair Liberty declining by Degrees,
Encroaching Slavery lurking round the Land’.*
Religious . leaders urged ‘justifiable disobedience’ to authority,
stressing that man is accountable only to Christ.** Churchmen later
used the Old Testament 1o justify the requirement o resist the British -
militarily: one pastor declared that the looters of Israel and the redcoats
desecrating America showed eqgually an ‘insatiable lust of unrighteous
gain’, 3
Newspapers complemented the pulpit in ideological outpourings.
‘A soldier’, declared the movement to be ‘a most just and holy war. ..
to secure to ourselves and our posterity the inestimable blessing of
liberty’.®®  Americans admired the anti-authoritarian John Wilkes, the
most prominent of a group of well-known English radicals, and drew
inspiration from him and from the Whig ideals from the Revolution of
1688.0

A theory prevalent in the literature of the time was that the war
had arisen because of the evil in mankind. Britain’s moral decay, her
‘luxury, effeminacy and irreligion’, were ruining the empire. Americans
must win back God’s goodwill if they were to be victorious. Both
Congress and Washington believed that the morale of American troops
benefited by organized religion.’

A strong ideology does then appear to have motivated the patriots.
It was religious, anti-authoritarian, ascetic and self-deprecating; and
obviously owed much to New England puritanism. Perhaps John
Adams was right when he said “The Revolution began in 1620, it was in
the minds and hearts of the people from the beginning’.®

51 B. Bailyn, ‘The Revolution as an Intcllectual Movement’ in Billias, pp. 87-100.
¢ Green, pp. 148-9.

33 Bailyn, pp. 87-100.

1 Higginbotham, p. 266.

3t Higginbotham, p. 262.

38 Boorstin, p. 84,

* Higginbotham, pp. 266-7,

38 E. Robson, ‘The Namierist School’, in Billias, p. 260.
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Warfare by Political Means

Typical twentieth century revolutionary armies are directed by a
strong regional political apparatus, whose web reaches down into the
military itself, (0 ensure that no military effort is misdirected from
political objectives. The revolutionary political structure rivals, and
then replaces, the government one; and propaganda is a potent insurgent
weapon. )

We have already seen that
patriot ‘committees of corres-
pondence’ usurped the authority
of the royal governors. These
committees resolved to ‘obtain
the most early and Authentic
intelligence of . . . Resolutions of
the British Parliament...as
may ...affect the...Colonies
in America, and to keep up. ..
Communication with our Sister
Colonies, respecting these”.?
Loyalist Lieutenant Governor
Bull of South Carolina, speak-
ing of the committees, com-
mented upon ‘what persever-
ance, secrecy and unanimity they...conduct their designs; and how
obedient the body is to the heads’.** By October 1777 local Whigs had
elected a patriot shadow president or governor in each state. Patriots
infiltrated and gained control of state militias, expelling loyalists.** The
patriot governors directed the patriot-controlled militia; some like
Clinton of New York or Reed of Pennsylvania, often led state troops
against the British Army in the field.*?

Prior to the war, Governor Dunmore of Virginia wrote that the
‘patriot committee . . . assumes an authority to inspect the books. .. and
all other secrets of merchants; to watch ... every inhabitant and ... to
interrogate them . . .. Every county is now arming a company for the. ..

General Sir William Howe

3% Journals of the House of Burgesses, Virginia, 12 March 1773, quoted in Greene,
p. 194.

40 MacMillan, p. 20.

41 Higginbotham, p. 11,

42 MacMaillan, p. 98,
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purpose of protecting their committees’. (There are obvious modern
revolutionary parallels with this practice of forming companies to protect
local commiltees.) Governor Gage of Massachusetts, in September 1774,
said that juries were intimidated and judges threatened, and that *Civil
Government is at an e¢nd’. Prior to the war, patriot ‘Liberty Boys’
tarred and feathered those who sympathized with Britain. In Fune 1776
the patriot Congress urged the patriot organizations in the states to
define disloyalty and to counteract it; those who failed the resulting
loyalty tests were often placed in patriot-controlled gaols.®®

Patriot propagandists were very active and effective. In June 1773
Samuel Adams arranged for the release in the Massachusetts House of
Representatives of confidential, possibly stolen letters written by the
royal governor. The letters showed the governor to favour ‘some further
restraint’ upon the colonists, and therefore condemned him in the eyes
of the House.** . A barrage of material inducements directed at the
Hessian allies of the British during the war resulted in many Hessian
desertions.*> In the field of political methods and propaganda the
patriot movement typifies a revolutionary organization.

Nature of the Opposing Armies

Washington’s Continental Army achieved some successes, but was
hampered because of the restriction of many of its members to one
‘year’s service only. Washington was careful to avoid conventional face
to face confrontations with the enemy of the type favoured in Europe,
but emphasized stealth and surprise with his regular force, as at Trenton,
where Hessian professionals were out-flanked and defeated after an
American march through difficult winter conditions.** These tactics
proved frustrating to his main opponent, Major General Howe, who
strove unsuccessfully to destroy the principal American army ‘as the
most effectual means to terminate the expensive war’*” The patriots
utilized the militia effectively; and guerilla leaders such as Sumter and
Marion achieved fame in the South, where a civil war situation ensued.*®

e

¢ Higginbotham, pp. 49, 268-70.
14 Alden, pp. 134-6.

45 Higpinbotham, p. 133.

¢ Flexner, pp. 173-80.

47 Higginbotham, p. 150.

&8 Alden, p. 415.
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Francis Marion, the ‘Swamp Fox’, is often pictured as the ‘Robin
Hood’ of the war. Marion led patriot guerillas in many effective raids
against British posts and supply
lines in the swamps and tangled
undergrowth of the South.
Thomas Sumter — after his
plantation house had been
burned by pro-British irregulars
— and other patriot leaders, led
guerillas in possibly hundreds of
skirmishes in the South.** Wash-
ington emphasized the develop-
ment of the Continental Army, as
the main arm with which 10 win
the war. But he recognized the
value of irregulars who were
able to harass the British in what
was already, for them, hostile
terrain.®®

On the other hand, the

Froncis Marion British found difficulty in co-
ordinating operations. The problem which General Gage had at the
outset in convincing the ministry of the seriousness of the growing
insurgency is shown by his warning to them: ‘If you think ten thousand
men sufficient, send twenty, if one million [pounds] is thought enough,
give two; you will save both Blood and Treasure in the end’.®* Not
enough productive use was made of the considerable loyalist support in
the colonies. Loyalist officers were denied the pay and medical benefits
allowed to British officers; and loyalists serving with the British were
often singled out to perform menial camp tasks. The result was
resentment and often desertion.®®

Nevertheless, some loyalist troops such as those of Lieutenant
Colonel Banastre Tarleton’s British Legion were very active. Tarleton

v Higginbotham, pp. 361-2.
5¢ Flexner, pp. 192-3.

ot

Peckham, p. 8.

o
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Higginbotham, p. 138.
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scored some resounding viciories against patriot troops in the South,
but also burned houses and cornfields of patriot familics, sometimes
leaving his victims, according
to Marion, ‘Sitting in the open
Air round a fire without. .. any
Cloathing but what they had
on’.®

In the West, Colonel John
Butler and his Tory Rangers,
supplemented by Indians, laid
waste patriot forts and scttle-
ments. The Indians recognized
that the authority of the English
king represented the only likely
brake upon westward American
expansion onto Indian lands, and
cave their support to the British,
British and loyalist officers
armed the Indians and encour-
aged them to raid patriot settle-
ments. Patriots were on occasions able to observe armed and painted
loyalists accompanying Indian raiding parties, all of which behaved with
great brutality.®* Irregular forces fighting for the British were effective in
a purely military sense, but the barbarities committed by loyalist and
Indians, and by ‘Bloody Tarleton’, were remembered by Americans for
many decades.®® Much of the activity of British irregulars was counter-
productive 1o the cause of the king.

Loyalist guerilla and indian ally

The blend of insurgent use of guerilla and semi-conventional forces,
well received by the population, and of a largely conventional force on
the government side which is frustrated in its attempts to bring the rebel
force to battle on its own terms, is typical of many revolutionary warfare
situations. On this occasion some most effective irrcgular forces took the
field for the government also.

53 Higginbotham, -p. 361.
5+ Alden, pp. 429-36.
5% Higginbotham, p. 361.
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Role of Civilian Attitudes

Civilian relationships with the Brilish Army in Boston wete an
important factor leading to war;, in addition, some aspects of the
behaviour of the British Army during the war contributed to the British
defeat. In 1776 General Howe declared that ‘the present licentious
behaviour of the troops’ was ‘a disgrace to the country they belong to’.*
A British officer wrote at the time ... the fresh meat our men have got
here has made them riotous as satyrs. A girl cannot step into the bushes
to pluck a rose without running the most imminent risk of being ravished,
and they are so little accustomed to these vigorous methods they don’t
bear them with the proper resignation, and of consequence we have
most entertaining courts martial every day’.’” Howe’s secretary com-
mented that the ‘Hessians are more infamous and cruel than any, Tt is
a misfortune we ever had such a dirty, cowardly set of contemptible
miscreants’.s Burgoyne’s Indian allies, and the Indians led by loyalist
officers, behaved with great savagery amongst frontier Americans. The
pro-patriot press ensured that the resulting hatreds festered.’® By
contrast, perhaps Washington’s greatest strength as commander-in-chief
was his grasp of the importance of influencing civilian attitudes: *...a
people unused to restraint must be led, they will not be drove, even
those who are engaged for the war must be disciplined by degrees. ...’
Washington’s gentle approach to civilians, together with his enemy’s
inhumane blunders, ensured the general alienation of the British Army -
in a ‘people’s war’,

Conclusion

It can be argued that the de facto established governments in the
colonies were patriot and not royal; and Daniel Boorstin believes that
there was no real ideological basis to the war. However, the American
movement to independence conforms with today’s commonly accepted
characteristics of revolutionary warfare, The patriots rebelled against
their final governmental authority, the king, and the struggle was won
primarily by local adherents. A major war produced changes which
led to the conflict. The patriots appear to have had a strong ideological

56 Alden, p. 445.

37 Peckham, pp. 46-7.

58 Peckham, p. 69.

59 Higginbotham, pp. 191, 258.
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commiiment; and used political as much as military means of struggle.
A familiar picture emerges of semi-conventional forces and guerillas
fighting in combination, although the British employed para-military
forces effectively too. Finally, the vital role which civilian attitudes play
" in revolutionary warfare is well demonstrated, as British blunders among
the colonists contributed to their alienation.

While questions about the nature of the causes and consequences
will continue to intrigue historians, the course of the independence
movement must be viewed as revolutionary. %

ANNUAL AWARDS

The Board of Review has awarded the annual prize of %60
for the best original contribution published in the Army Journal
during the year ended Junc 1974 to Major Warren Perry for ‘General
Sir John Monash’.

The second prize of $20 has been awarded to Brigadier A. J. F.
McDonald for ‘The Indonesian Army’.
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FULL CIRCLE, by Lieutenant General Sir Sydney Rowell. Melbourne
University Press, 1974, pp. xii, 206. $9.90.

Reviewed by Mr A. 1. Hill, Senior Lecturer in History, Faculty of
Military Studies of the University of New South Wales, RM.C.
Duntroon.

D URING the spate of memoirs after Hitler’s war, Winston Churchili
' is said to have remarked that his penerals were selling their lives
dearly. Not so the Australians for whom silence, if not golden, has
been customary. Now after almost thirty years it has been broken
by General Rowell in this attractive and readable account of his forty-
three years service, That only two Australian commanders have
published their memoirs remains as much a matter of surprise as of
regret; the other is Admiral Collins whose cheerful and anecdotal book
As Luck Would Have It appeared in 1965. Blamey did not go beyond
drafts for some chapters of two books on his experiences in the Second
World War; it is not known whether Brudenell White or Monash even
contemplated the task; an offer by an English publisher for his
memoirs was refused by Chauvel. Hislorians as well as soldiers may
be permitted to hope that General Rowell, who started a good deal in
the Army, has begun a new fashion among cur taciturn senior officers.
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It was Rowell’s misfortune to be invalided home from Gallipoli
after serving briefly as adjutant and squadron commander in 3rd Light
Horse Regiment. Owing to an extraordinary rule barring regular officers
once invalided from returning to the AIF abroad, he was denied
participation in the dramatic series of Light Horse victories from
Romani to Damascus and beyond. The loss of this experience was
only a temporary setback. He was at Camberley in 1925-26 when
Fuller, Brooke and Montgomery were teaching; Alexander, F. S. Tuker
and A, E. Nye were among his fellow students. In 1937, he attended the
Imperial Defence College with his old classmate Arthur Selby, Keith
Park and W. J. Slim. Tt was in such ways that the best of the handful
of dedicated professionals were kept close to the mainstream of
military and strategic thinking in the dreary inter-war years when but
for the Staft Corps the Army, in Rowell’s view, might have collapsed.
That they soldiered on for twenty years with miserly pay, derisory
superannuation and little prospect of promotion must be remembered
to their honour.

Blamey’s selection of Rowell as G501 of his 6th Division placed
the latter in a position analogous to that of Brudenell White in the
formation of the st ALF; from September 1939 for two years he was
virtually Chief of Staff of the 2nd AIF. It is not possible yet to
establish the magnitude of his contribution but reading between the
lines of his own modest account there can be no doubt of its importance.
Like White, he was able to organize two outstunding HQ, first with 6th
Division and then with 1st Australian Corps. But Blamey was in some
respects & more difficult commander to serve than Bridges or Birdwood,
and Rowell ruefully admits that of the three aims he set himself as
BGS only one, the establishment of the Reinforcement Training Depot,
was achieved. The others — training Corps HQ for operations and the
establishment of an AIF administrative HQ under its own commander
— were not realized owing to Blamey’s deliberate policy. Consequently
Corps HQ was required to perform two disparate tasks becoming
deeply immersed in routine administration at the expense of its true
role. So tight was Blamey’s grip that he made no delegation when
Corps HQ moved up to Cyrenaica in January 1941 — its first move as
a HQ — and only a minor delegation when he went 1o Greece in April.
Rowell asserts that this policy was not only an obstacle to the training
of the HQ and of the divisions but also ‘led to the over-concentration
of the commander on a mass of administrative detail at the expense of
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the broader aspects of ... policy’. He contrasts the organization with
that of the NZEF for which ‘Freyberg sct up a proper base ... [and] ...
gave its commander the widest delegation and . . . his complete trust and
confidence’.

Rowell is critical of Blamey’s two hats (later there were three
when he became Deputy C-in-C, Middle East), because he ‘was con-
stantly involved in matters in no way directly concerned with the training
and operational efficiency of the AIF....” In his view, the proper
system is to have a force commander to deal with the theatre commander
while corps and divisional commanders lead their formations in baltle.
Blamey, he considers, was well suited to the former role while the field
commands ‘would have been better in the hands of younger and more
active officers’.’ The trials of the withdrawal in Greece, as depicted
by Rowell, support his opinion; by 22nd April, the Corps Commander
was so ‘“tired and distressed’ that Mackay, after receiving Blamey’s verbal
orders for the evacuation, felt it necessary to ask Rowell to go through
them again. The author is critical of many of the command decisions
in Greece from the initial locaiion of the New Zcaland division to the
order for Blamey, Mackay and Freyberg to return o Egypt.

Rowell’s, activities, when he got wind of the proposed Syrian
campaign, werc largely responsible for the readiness of HQ Ist Aus-
tralian Corps to control the operations although initially there was no
corps commander. Blamey was in Cairo wearing his third (Deputy
C-in-C’s) hat and stubbornly refusing to appeint Lavarack to the
Corps. Later he changed his mind and, as Hetheringion has shown,
revealed cnergy and determination in dealing with General Maitland
Wilson who was trying to fight a baittle in Syria from a hotel in
Jerusalem. Australians were not impressed by ‘Jumbo® Wilson, ‘that
great facade’ as this writer once heard Morshead call him,

Rowell’s service in the Pacific falls into three periods; from
August 1941 to March 1942 when he was DCGS to General Sturdee,
from March to the end of July when he was GOC 1st Corps in Southern
Queensland and August-Seplember when he was GOC New Guinea
Force. Blamey had selected him for both key commands. His account
of the third climactic period and its tragic ending is cool and dignified.
For long the only sources for it have been Dudley McCarthy’s volume

! Blamey was 57 when he commanded Anzac Corps in [941; G. G. Simonds led
2 Canadian Corps in Normandy at 41. Rowell was 47 when he commanded
New Guinea Force in 1942,

[
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of the Official History and John Hetherington’s biography of Blamey
recently re-issued in expanded form. Rowell’s vigorous and destructive
analysis of Blamey’s reports on him and of Blamey’s motives in
removing him from his command redresses the balance but Hetherington
and Rowell should be read together. While Hetherington’s analysis of
the clash between the two is adequate as far as it goes — he regards it as
a crisis between two men under stress who had little in common but
their profession — Rowell’s is the more subtle, seeking as it does
Blamey’s motives-in his insecure political situation in September 1942,
General Lloyd’s remark 10 Rowell when he arrived in Melbourne after
the explosion was, perhaps, as near to the truth as we are likely to
penetrate: “This would have happened to anybody. You were getting
too close to the throne’! Tt is not without significance that the Prime
Minister, John Curtin, showed Rowell a list of those who were being
discussed in various quarters as possible successors to Blamey, [t
included his own name.

According to Hetherington, when Blamey told Rowell in July that
he was to go to New Guinea and that 7th Division was 10 move there
Rowell remarked: ‘The trouble is, it's a month too late’ and that view
has been confirmed by Gavin Long. ‘The setbacks in Papua had been
largely the result of the failure of Macarthur and Blamey to send some
of their best troops to the threatened area soon enough and promptly to
organize air supply on 2 maximum scale.’> Macarthur, having lost the
Philippines, was in no position to lose his next battle in New Guinea yet
he failed to visit the threatened area until well after the crisis. Blamey,
in a similar position, did not go near Moresby until he was sent by the
War Cabinet {12-14 September) but then publicly expressed his confi-
dence in Rowell and his troops. Macarthur’s curious performance in
his first six months in Australia leads one to wonder what disasters
might have befallen the Allies had he been given the supreme command
in N.W. Europe against Rommel and von Rundstedt.

If Rowell was the victim of his superiors he suffered also from the
weakness and inexperience in military affairs of the Prime Minister.
Perhaps only a Hughes or a Menzies could have handled Macarthur
and Blamey: Curtin wanted justice for Rowell but instead of calling
Blamey to heel when he pursued his subordinate with the venom
normally confined to a Sicilian vendetta, he sent Frank Forde, the Army

? Macarthur as Military Commander, p. 110,
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Minister to persuade Blamey ‘to soften his attitude’. Poor Forde did
not relish this role and there is a comic irony in his request to Rowell
for advice on what he should do. In the end, Curtin was persuaded
to intervene on Rowell’s behalf.

Only Rowell comes out of September 1942 with credit. At the
very least it can be said that he laid the foundations of the wvictory
which Blamey and Herring completed but which was loudly claimed by
Macarthur who wrote his own communiques. Rowell quotes Freyberg’s
statement to Gavin Long: ‘Someone has to fight the first battle and he
has to fight it with the weapons and troops that his Government has
chosen to give him in peace’. This had been Wavell’s lot in the Middle
East in 1940-41 and so for a time it was Rowell’s in New Guinea in
1942,

Blamey was prevented from destroying Rowell and relented
sufficiently to allow the British Army to rescue him from exile in Cairo
and use his abilities fruitfully in developing ‘the total use of air power
in direct support of the land battle’ and other tactical innovations He
returned to Australia in January 1946 to become VCGS and renew his
partnership with Sturdee who had been appointed CGS. Sturdee had
made acceptance of his post conditional upon Rowell’s appointment and
restoration of his rank of lieutenant-general but Rowell did not learn of
this until after Sturdee’s death. Chifley was now Prime Minister; his
position in this story is clear enough from his remark to Rowell on his
return: ‘T hate bloody injustice’.

This final period of his service, which was crowned when he
succeeded Sturdee as OGS in 1950, was rich in experience and innova-
tion. There is much interesting comment and reflection on problems of
command, civil-military relations and aid to the civil power for it fell
to Rowell in Sturdee’s absence to organize the Army’s part in the coal
strike of 1949, Rowell also had to deal with the Army’s involvement
in Korea, the first National Service scheme, the development of the ARA
and much else on the international plane. As senior of the Chiefs of
Staff he occupied a position similar to that of the modern Chairman of
the Chiefs of Staff. Thus a soldier’s story which begins with a certain
element of disappointment in World War I and continues through a
brilliant period in World War II until it is checked and turned aside
in frustration, concludes with honour and high achievement.

One could wish that this book had been longer especially in those
sections where the author discusses some of the great problems of the
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profession of arms. It reveals a man of great strength of character,
generosity of spirit and a keen sense of humour. He writes with pride
but no bitterness and continually acknowledges his indebtedness to those
with whom he served, especizlly Vernon Sturdee, Ker Squires, the staff
of 1st Australian Corps and others such as Forde, Menzies, Chifley and
F. G. Shedden. The sketches of his contemporaries and of the events
in which he moved make Full Circle an important contribution to the
history of the Army. %

MONTHLY AWARD

The Board of Review has awarded the $10 prize for the best
original article in the July 1974 issue of the journal to Major
M. G. Langlcy for his contribution ‘Industrial Relations and the
Australian Army’.




‘Blamey, Controversiol Sofdier’

I wish to challenge a statement which appeared in the above-
mentioned Book Review in Army Journal, June 1974 (pp. 54-5):
Casey, then a minister in the Lyons government, had the task of convincing
Lyons of Blamey’s talents. Hetherington relates that Lyons remained sceptical
until he met Blamey personally. Casey’s judgement of Blamey was to prove
sound. The Government’s sclection of Blamey for senior command is revealed

in an intcresting way by Sir Robert Menzies (also a member of the Lyons
government) in a Forcword to Hetherington's book,

I am at a complete loss to understand the contention that Mr J. A.
Lyons (Australian Prime Minister 1931-39) was in any way involved
in the selection of Sir Thomas Blamey for senior command. Lyons died
in April 1939; he was succeeded as Prime Minister (briefly) by the late
Sir Earle Page, who in turn was succeeded by Sir (then Mr) R. G.
Menzies. As is common knowledge, World War Two commenced on
3 September 1939 (Mr Menzies having made the historic announcement
to the nation). Blamey was appointed to command the Australian
Imperial Force (then comprising the 6th Australian Division and ancil-
lary troops) on 13 October 1939,

Kenmore , Major R. E. C. Hearle (RL) %
Queensland

* Major Mench replies.

Hetherington does not, nor did 1 mean to, assert that Blamey was
appointed to a wartime command by Lyons acting from the grave.
(Lyons died on 7 April 1939; Blamey was appointed GOC 6 Division on
28 September 1939 according to Hetherington (p. 80) and on 13 October
1939 according to Major Hearle and MS records).

As to Lyons’ role in Blamey’s selection for senior command, Major
Hearle misinterprets what T wrote. I am at fault for any ambiguity:
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I was merely summarising Hetherington’s discussion of the way in which
Blamey’s career benefited from high political preferment and attention
from September 1938 onwards (pp. 78-80). Joseph Lyons was one of
Blamey’s detractors who changed his mind after he met him.

Hetherington contends that because of Blamey’s prominent pre-war
service as a member of the Manpower Committee and as Controller-
General of the Recruiting Secretariat and because of the opinion which
Menzies, Casey and other political leaders had of him, his selection for
leadership of the ATF was virtually assured once war broke out.

A further point. | am indebted to Major J. H. Hoare of the Office
of the MS for correcting a point of detail. Blamey was commissioned in
the Administrative and Instructional Staff, not the Cadet Instructional
Corps. His first posting was: Cadets, 3MD.

Faculty of Military Studies Major P. A. Mench R
RMC Duntroon

_Genesis of the Royal Australian Army Dental Corps

It was pleasing indeed to note in Army Journal No. 300 (May
1974) that at long last some endeavour is being made to create a history
of the Royal Australian Army Dental Corps. This was strongly
advocated 30 to 40 years ago, but we never could succeed in getting
the project undertaken officially. '

At the same time I must — as a participant in those days —
cxpress regret at the errors occurring in the article -—— for_accuracy is
essential in any historical record. )
Tao set the record right I append a list of the errors | have noted.
This is submitted in no spirit of carping criticism — I applaud
the endeavour — but is merely submitted in an effort to have the record
accurate:
Page 25 — Line 27, should be *Australian’ Director General of
Medical Services.

Page 26 — lllustration, should be 1918 — there was no Aus-
tralian Camp in Moascar in 1916 - T know for 1 had
the *Australian Dental Hospital” built there in 1918.
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Page 27 — Line 9, should be spelt DOUGLASS.
Page 28 — Lines 2 & 5, should be F. A, MAGUIRE.
Line 4, should be AAMC — there was no RAAMC in
1915.
Page 28 — lllustration, the Dental Officer was Lieut F. A.
COMINS of 3rd Light Horse Field Ambulance.
Page 29 — Line 10, ‘LUMB" — Lumb enlisted as a stretcher
bearer in the 3rd Light Horse Field Ambulance in
Victoria. In Egypt he was seconded for dental duty
with Captain A. L. LOGAN, NZMC (Dental Officer}
and posted to 1st AGH — which was a South Aus-
tralian unit,
Page 30 — Line 1 — should be ‘Honorary’ Lieutenants,
» 2 — G. DOUGLASS.
|2 — insert ‘only’ before ‘field allowance’.
” 16 — it was spelt ‘Sam Browne’ in those days.

316 Wattletree Road George Dougluss %
East Malvern
Victoria






