
13 August 2022 

DHAAT 
via email 

RESPONSE TO SUBMISSION BY DEFENCE 
INQUIRY INTO RIFLE COMPANY BUTTERWORTH 

Introduction 
I apologise in advance for my use of the vernacular in this document, but I could not help but think 
to myself, “Is that the best they can do?” 

On reading the Defence submission I felt insulted. 

Whoever compiled the submission gives the impression it was the last task on a Friday prior to a long 
weekend and they allowed themselves very little time to research or verify their material for reasons 
I will touch lightly on below.  I don’t intend to dignify the response to the Defence submission with 
much more time than they spent on putting their submission together.  It takes very little logic 
and/or common sense to determine that the Defence position – with the most minute amount of 
scrutiny – is eminently untenable.  Every aspect of the Defence submission is rebuttable with 
contemporaneous documentary material. 

Specifics 
There has never been an “independent of government” examination of the RCB matter.  The much-
vaunted CIDA, Mohr and Clarke reviews stop short of examining the RCB issue in its totality, partly 
because they pre-date the majority of the RCB’s term of warlike service and partly because such an 
examination was outside their various Terms of Reference.  Furthermore, none of them had access 
to the now declassified material collected by the RCB Review Group comprising hundreds of 
previously Top Secret and Secret documents that reveal the true nature of the conflict. 

The Defence submission is littered with contradictions.  Depending on which page you look at, you 
will find multiple instances of references to “communist terrorist threat” or similar.  Yet Defence has 
a history of stating there was no threat.  Indeed, at one point Defence held the view that the 
Communist Insurgency War (CIW) did not take place, despite the Malaysian Government sending 
messages of gratitude each year to the Australian Government for its deployment of troops during 
the CIW. 

Defence contradicts itself on the status of RCB service.  Was it peacetime or was it not?  If so, was 
the ASM awarded for peacetime service?  If so, why isn’t it issued to all ADF members who have 
engaged in peacetime service?  The answer is logical.  The ASM was a sop to save face by the 
government of the day.   
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It is also worth noting that Defence do not offer any other examples that satisfy their “peacetime 
garrison” theory where troops are in a country at war, carry live ammunition, have authority to 
apply lethal force without specific orders to do so and are considered not to be on warlike service. 

RCB satisfies all the elements of the incurred danger test as espoused by Mohr and Clarke in their 
reviews of service post-WW2.  If that test is applied to RCB, the only possible outcome is that RCB 
service was warlike in nature. 

Defence attempt to apply legislation from the 1980s and 1990s retrospectively to the RCB period 
1970 - 1989.  This is cynical and dishonest in its creation and application. 

Defence freely admit that everything changed for RCB in December 1989.  Live rounds were no 
longer carried and the QRF was discontinued.  Coincidentally, that was when the peace accord was 
signed between the Malaysian Government and the Communist insurgents.  In other words, the war 
was over. 

Defence also refers to other reviews, but they are internal reviews designed (it appears) to foster the 
Nature of Service Branch narrative and not examine the evidence forensically or critically. 

A couple of basic questions to challenge the Defence position: 

1. Where in Australia (or anywhere) – on peacetime service – were ADF troops armed with first
line ammunition, given personal authority to apply lethal force and made available to
perform such duties 24/7?

2. Throughout the RCB deployments 1970 – 89 the primary responsibility was a 24/7 Quick
Reaction Force (QRF).  Reacting to what?

3. If RCB was not vital to the safety and security of RAAF Butterworth, why was “A” Coy 2/4RAR
to be replaced by “C” Coy 2/4RAR in order to maintain the QRF when “A” Coy was activated
to evacuate the Australian embassy in Saigon in April 1975?

Conclusion 
Dr Josef Goebbels is attributed with the quote, “If you repeat a lie often enough, it becomes truth.” 

Defence has repeated their mantra on RCB so often, they’ve convinced successive Ministers and 
public servants that their narrative must be true because it has assumed the status of conventional 
wisdom.  I like to hold the position that it is nothing more than “group think” with little credibility or 
legitimacy.  There is overwhelming evidence to rebut it and nothing authoritative to support it – 
apart from their own internal fantasy to support a political imperative. 

If DHAAT has any doubts about the strength of the case for awarding warlike service to RCB 
veterans, perhaps they might consider referring the matter for judicial review by a Chapter III court. 

Peter Kelly     Tel:   


















































































































































