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ABSTRACT
One of the major tasks facing the Defence planners after World War 11 was the preparation o f
strategic policies and the development of suitable post-war force structure plans . The
experience of the recent war was taken into account, but almost total reliance was placed o n
UK advice . In the absence of a strong United Nations organisation, Australia opted for Empir e
Defence, a system of collective defence in the South-West Pacific with UK and New Zealand .
The Defence budget was restricted under the Chifley government, but plans were made
to introduce aircraft carriers into the RAN and to provide for a more capable peace tim e
defence force . Force structure plans, approved by the Government in 1947, were designed t o
provide a defence force able to contribute to ANZAM defence plans in the Pacific/South-Eas t
Asia region and also to contribute to the UK's strategy, which in the late 1940s include d
Australian assistance in the Middle East theatre should war occur .
The change in government in late 1949 accompanied a general deterioration in th e
world strategic situation and a fear of world wide communist domination . Mr Menzies
increased defence spending significantly in 1951 when he ordered mobilisation planning i n
preparation for a world war. Despite a flurry of activity, few new force structure initiative s
resulted, but, the increased defence spending helped fund the rather ambitious defence progra m
already underway . In 1953, with the likelihood of global war assessed as more remote, bu t
with a deteriorating strategic situation in Asia, Australia finally resolved its strategic dilemm a
and decided that its defence policy should focus on Australia's region, i .e . South-East Asia.
A complex defence machinery and a lack of real purpose slowed defence expenditur e
which, by 1952/53, was capped at about £200m annually . In a landmark paper in 1954, th e
Defence Minister, Senator McBride, attempted to impose priorities for force development o n
the Services to reflect the revised strategic situation, and to put the Defence budget in line with
the economic and financial capacity of the Australian economy . This 'Long Haul' policy set the
scene for the late 1950s which saw the Services face a decline in personnel, equipment an d
preparedness .
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INTRODUCTION
If a man does not know to what port he is
steering, no wind is favourable .
Seneca, 4 BC—65 AL)

The early post-war years were particularly significant in Australia from the defence aspec t
because it was during this period that the foundations of the post-war force structure were laid .
This structure has shaped the development of the Australian Services ever since .
The small defence forces maintained after World War I had been shown by th e
experiences of 1939-45 to be no basis for Australia's security, and immediately after the war
the Government established new policies intended to meet Australia's future needs. These
ultimately moved away from the established pattern of maintaining only small regular forces ,
supported by larger reserves . However, post-war reconstruction and the development of the
economy were accorded higher priority, restricting the financial resources available to b e
allocated to defence .
World War H had seen more Australians involved in war than ever before . Some 15 per
cent of the population had enlisted in the defence force, and many more were engaged i n
munitions production and other civilian war work . The three Services had fought in Europe,
the Middle East and South-East Asia .
Australia felt denied a rightful role in the direction of the war and sought an influential
role in the post-war security arrangements . This role was out of proportion, not only to
Australia's absolute wartime military contribution, but also to its peacetime military capacity .
However, it was to drive Australia's strategic policy direction .
In the immediate post-war period the Australian Services were involved principally i n
implementing the government policy of rapid demobilisation and Australia's assumption of
responsibility for the British Commonwealth Occupation Force (BCOF) . The BCOF's functio n
was limited to the disposal of Japanese armaments and installations and policing activities . A
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Australia (JCOSA) was set up to oversee policy and administratio n
related to the BCOF. The JCOSA, which put in place the organisation for later Australia, Ne w
Zealand and Malayan Area (ANZAM) cooperation, comprised the Australian Chiefs of Staff ,
together with representatives in Australia, of Britain and New Zealand. It helped satisfy th e
Australian desire for a voice in the West's strategic policies .
Australia's strategic perceptions developed gradually over the period, from a tota l
reliance on British Commonwealth policies to a more independent stance . The awareness of
the need to focus on South-East Asia, i .e . Australia's regional environment, was very gradual ,
the reason lying predominantly in Australia's inherent European background and the close ties ,
both political and economic, with the UK .
Several key elements have shaped the development of Australia's strategic policy sinc e
World War II . The first and major influence has been the gradual trend away from a
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commitment to the British Commonwealth or Empire, and towards a more independen t
national policy . Throughout Australia's history there has been an emphasis on maintaining a
close affiliation with major allies, which has been perceived as the only practical means o f
achieving security against a major threat which realistically could not be accomplished
independently. The enormous size, extreme inhospitality, and relative isolation of th e
Australian continent, when considered in the light of its limited population and financia l
resources, made access to the resources of a major ally an extremely attractive option .
However, although reducing the feeling of vulnerability, this reliance on allies has tended t o
inhibit the development of strategic independence .
Australian defence policy in the early post-war period provided for standardisation of
Australian military equipment, organisation and doctrine with Britain . Of the three services, the
Navy had the closest links to Britain, and the impact of the Royal Navy (RN) on Royal
Australian Navy (RAN) policy development was total . All RAN officers trained in the RN an d
officers from both navies were interchangeable . The RN had provided the Chief of Naval Staff
(CNS) or head of the RAN until the then Rear Admiral John Collins was appointed in 1948. I t
is perhaps understandable that the RAN continued to seek policy advice from the Britis h
Admiralty as a matter of course .
A legacy of the war which was shared by all Australians was the fear that Japan coul d
again pose a threat to Australia. It was this apprehension of and animosity towards Japan
which influenced Australia's insistence on a peace treaty which would keep Japan disarmed an d
subject to continuing controls on the development of any post-war military capability . It wa s
also the primary reason that Australia wished to create some form of collective regiona l
security, although in time the perceived threat from Japan was to be eclipsed by that posed b y
communism .
The broad political philosophies of the two major political entities also affected th e
development of strategic policies . The Labor Party (1941-49), considered that Australia, like
other small or middle powers, had a greater ability to influence international developments
through the United Nations than through major allies . The Liberal-Country Party Coalitio n
(1949-72), on the other hand, sought to tie Australia's security to that of what the Prim e
Minister, Mr Menzies, termed 'great and powerful friends' .
In addition to deriving the broad Australian defence strategic policies, the other major
activity for the Defence planners in the early post-war years was the development of a defenc e
program . The requirement to put in place the framework which was to form the basis for th e
post-war defence force structure was a significant task . The Defence Committee did no t
attempt this important activity until mid-1945, despite a standing instruction from the Ministe r
in early 1944 to keep the question of post-war defence forces under review . The development
of the first post-war defence program was convoluted, but its direction was informed b y
strategic assessments and government defence policy, if constrained by financial reality .
Lessons drawn from World War 11 were used to influence each Service's respective forc e
structure, and in the Navy's case were to alter significantly the composition and capability o f
that Service .
Australia recognised, as the war had demonstrated, the vital importance of the US to it s
future security. However, unlike the UK, the US did not see the security of Australia as a
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continuing commitment, responsibility or problem . The US did not see the Pacific as a n
important strategic area and was more concerned about events in Europe . Britain, on the other
hand, having re-established control of its colonies in South-East Asia, was again a major power
in the region . It was a natural step for Australia to fully participate in Empire Defence . Also,
Australia was tied economically to Britain, with about half of its exports and imports in th e
immediate post-war years going to and from the UK.
Three dominant themes, which were central to the defence policy development proces s
in the first decade after the war, are examined in this book . The first is the development o f
strategic policies, from Empire Defence, through cooperation in British Commonwealt h
defence and the growth of a closer relationship with the US, towards a more independent ,
regional focus .
The second theme is the development of the post-war defence programs . The firs t
program took some two years before government approved it in 1947 . The change of
government in 1949 also changed the process of defence planning and introduced mobilisatio n
planning. Despite an increase in defence spending, the country never achieved the readines s
envisaged by government. Finally, the Govemment had to impose its view on the defence
machinery, as Defence failed to come to grips with the changed strategic and economi c
situation. This set the scene for the 'Long Haul' policy .
The third theme is the development of the Navy's force structure plans, which wer e
marked by the total dependence on the Admiralty and the dominance of the aircraft carrie r
issue . Significant delays in ship building and planned modernisations also affected the overall
force structure, as did the crippling manpower shortages .
All three themes are interrelated and together point to the inadequacies of the highe r
defence machinery in Australia during the period . The development of Australia's strategi c
thinking and the impact of this and economic reality on defence policy and in particular, th e
RAN's force structure development, gives an insight into the evolution of the higher defenc e
process . It also shows how the dominance of civilian officials over the military came about ,
through the inability of the latter to manage complex force structure and programming issue s
effectively .
The major defence policy issues of the period such as the Korean War, the negotiatio n
of the ANZUS (Australia, New Zealand and the United States) Treaty, and the beginnings o f
SEATO (South-East Asia Treaty Organisation), have been well covered in the literature . Les s
has been written on the Radford/Collins Agreement, and there is a dearth of writing on th e
evolution of Australian strategic thinking and force structure development . The literature als o
tends to view defence development from an Army perspective and little has been written o n
naval policy and force structure development.
Books by retired admirals merely reinforce the close ties they felt with the RN an d
hardly ever throw any light on their role in higher defence policy development. The chapter i n
Vice Admiral Sir John Collins' book on his period as First Naval Member contains nothing o f
substance . He sums the period up as 'an interesting seven years at Navy Office, spanning two
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Prime Ministers, several Chiefs of the General and Air Staffs, Ministers of Defence and the
Navy, and a succession of defence programmes' .
Consequently, the majority of sources used involve archival material, supported wher e
possible by other analysis . The Australian Archives in Canberra were used primarily, and
sources for this book included : Cabinet Minutes and Agenda, War Cabinet and Council o f
Defence Minutes, Defence Committee Minutes and Agenda, Defence files, Prime Minister's
Department files, the Shedden Papers, and Minutes of the Commonwealth Prime Ministers '
Meetings . Australian Archives in Melbourne hold the majority of Navy Office files for th e
period, but data on major policy and force structure issues are generally duplicated on Defenc e
files .
Department of Defence (Navy Office) Naval Historical Section holds some valuabl e
material relating to the actual composition of the RAN fleet . Official publications can
sometimes be at variance in relation to what ships were in commission, and the published list i n
the annual Navy List was used . Similarly, defence expenditure quoted in various references ca n
vary, and the Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates annual Budget paper was used .
To assist in assessing the development of the Navy and the defence expenditur e
allocations for each Service, Appendixes have been included to list numbers and actual names
of the ships in commission and both planned and actual expenditure .

Vice Admiral Sir John Collins, .4s Luck Would Have It, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1965, p . 167 .
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CHAPTER ON E
EMPIRE DEFENCE - EARLY POST-WAR DEFENCE POLIC Y
The basic ingredient of Australia's Defence mus t
be Empire Cooperation .

Australian Defence Committee 194 6
Post-War Interim Arrangements
The RAN began World War II with a fleet (or Squadron as it was called) of six cruisers, five
destroyers, two sloops, a survey ship and a depot ship . Construction of a further two sloop s
had begun . At the outbreak of war, the personnel strength of the RAN was 5440, whic h
doubled overnight as reserve personnel were mobilised . By the end of the War, there were
some 36 200 mobilised personnel in the RAN, and 2590 Woman's Royal Australian Naval
Service (WRANS) . '
This increase in personnel was reflected by changes to the Navy's force structure . At
the end of the war the RAN totalled some 337 ships comprising four cruisers, 11 destroyers ,
six frigates, two sloops, 53 minesweepers, three landing ships infantry, one fleet oiler, 12 store s
ships, three repair ships and many smaller auxiliary and specialist vessels . 2 An extensive naval
shipbuilding program commenced during the 1940s and, although initially the Australia n
shipbuilding industry was almost non existent, three 'Tribal' class destroyers, seven frigates and
60 Australian minesweepers (AMS or corvettes), were constructed during the war years . 3
Following demobilisation, manning was planned around a Squadron comprising thre e
cruisers (plus the 29 year old Adelaide in reserve), six destroyers (plus two in reserve), 1 1
frigates, two sloops, 18 minesweepers (plus 35 in reserve) and three landing ships (infantry), a s
well as a number of auxiliary vessels . 4 The majority of these ships had been built in Australia n
yards and completed during World War II . The Navy was a very different one from the prewar days, and although the bulk of the fleet was of recent construction, it reflected the
exigencies of wartime design, and there was a need to review the existing force structur e
against the new perceived threat. (Appendix Ill lists the actual ships in service . )
The immediate activity for the Defence planners, however, was to determine the interi m
post-war force for the transition period from war to peace . The Defence Committee was
requested by the Minister for Defence in November 1945 to review the organisation, strength ,

Official Year Book of the Commonwealth of Australia No . 36 1944-45, Government Printing Office ,

Canberra, May 1947, pp . 1023 and 1026 .
G . Hermon Gill, Australia in the War of 1939-1945, Volume Il, Collins Melbourne, 1985, p . 710.
Official Year Book of the Commonwealth of Australia, No . 36, op. cit., p . 1023 .

DCM 482/1945, 26 November 1945 and 10 January 1946, Appendix A, CRS 2031, AA.
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and method of recruiting to meet the Services' requirements for interim forces for the next tw o
years . The report was completed by January 1946 5 and approved by government in April . 6
Australia had assumed initial responsibility for the Dutch East Indies area, as well a s
responsibility for repatriation of some 143 000 Japanese in the South-West Pacific . Australi a
had also committed some 14 000 service personnel to the BCOF in Japan . In addition, th e
RAN was specifically required to undertake surveillance in the First Army Area, i .e ., Papu a
New Guinea, conduct mine clearance operations, continue with hydrographic survey, and ma n
the three landing ships to be used for troop transport .

The landing ship HMAS Kanimbla berthing at Woo(oomooloo, December 1945 . (.1 . Straczek)

Australia's commitment to the BCOF and the surveillance and control of Japanes e
disarmed personnel in the Pacific Islands under Australian control largely determined th e
interim force . In addition, forces were required in Australia for administrative and maintenanc e
activities . By the end of 1945 the RAN strength was 32 550, which was to be progressivel y
reduced to the approved interim strength of 12 500 by June 1946 . 7
Having resolved the interim situation, the major task facing the Defence planners wa s
to derive the broad strategic defence policy and to develop a defence program . From the
Navy's point of view, there was little experience in force structure planning and the existin g
force structure largely reflected pre-war and early wartime concepts . The new force structure

ibid .
Commonwealth Government, Digest of Discussions and Announcements,
to 22 April 1946, Commonwealth Govcnunent Printer, Canberra, p . 16 .
DCM 482/1945, op. cit.

No.

113, period 27 March 194 6
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would have to reflect strategic realities and new technologies, notably the primacy of th e
aircraft carrier . The other factor which impacted on force structure planning was th e
bureaucratic framework within which decisions were reached .
Higher Defence Policy Proces s
The wartime government structure was based around the War Cabinet, established by M r
Menzies on 15 September 1939 . For the greater part of the war, under both the Menzies and
Curtin governments, the War Cabinet directed war policy, although the full Cabinet wa s
customarily called together for discussion of contentious issues affecting national welfare in a
broader way than the actual conduct of the wan t
The War Cabinet was assisted by the Advisory War Council which was chaired by th e
Prime Minister, and whose members included representatives of the Government and th e
Opposition . 9 This organisation continued to function until early 1946, when the War Cabine t
was abolished and the Council of Defence was reconstituted as the Government's senio r
advisory body on defence policy and organisation .
The Council of Defence consisted of the Prime Minister, Treasurer, the Ministers fo r
Defence, External Affairs, Navy, Army and Air Force, Aircraft Production, Post-wa r
Reconstruction, the leader of the Government in the Senate, the Chiefs of Staff and th e
Secretary, Department of Defence . The function of the Council of Defence was to conside r
and advise upon any questions of defence policy or organisation referred to them by the Prim e
Minister or the Minister for Defence . 1 )
Policy advice to the Minister for Defence came from the Chiefs of Staff Committee and
the Defence Committee . The Chiefs of Staff Committee was responsible for strategi c
appreciations and plans of an operational nature, and for the execution and control o f
operations in war . The Defence Committee advised the Minister for Defence with respect to :
the defence policy as a whole,
matters of policy or principle and important questions having a joint service o r
interdepartmental defence aspect, an d
such other matters having a defence aspect as are referred to the Committee b y
or on behalf of the Minister.' '
It could also advise the Minister on its own initiative on any matters falling within it s
functions . The Committee was composed of the three Chiefs of Staff and a civilian officer of
the Department of Defence appointed by the Minister, who also appointed the chairman an d
could coopt other members .

s

Paul Hasluck, The Government and the People 1939-11, Australian War Memorial, Canberra, 1952, p .
423 .

9

ibid ., p . 270.

to

Council of Defence Regulations, Statutory Rules 1946, No . 38 of 27 February 1946 .

u

Defence Committee Regulations, Statutory Rules 1946, No. 39 of 27 February 1946,
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Following a joint request by the three Chiefs of Staff to the Secretary, Department o f
Defence (Sir Frederick Shedden) in November 1947, Shedden was appointed as the permanen t
chairman of the Defence Committee . This position was approved by the Prime Minister an d
announced in the Parliament on 29 April 1948 . 1 2
This request was significant in that it represented the first action to place a civilia n
official in a position to dominate defence policy development . In their letter asking Shedden t o
be chairman, the Chiefs of Staff noted :
Your unique knowledge of the problems of Empire Defence, Higher Defenc e
Organisation and Governmental Procedure would be of inestimable value in th e
discussions at the meetings of the Defence Committee where Service view s
would be presented . . . and you, as Chairman, would be in a position to guid e
conclusions in accordance with your especial qualifications and experience .
It is apparent that your advice and guidance would be of great help i n
implementing the provisions of the Post War Five Year Defence Plan with th e
minimum of delay and highest efficiency . "
The other major committee subordinate to the Defence Committee was the Join t
Planning Committee (JPC), which was also responsible to the Chiefs of Staff Committee .
Assisted by other subordinate bodies including the Joint Intelligence Committee and the Join t
Operations Staff, the JPC was responsible for the development of inter-service operationa l
plans and appreciations, joint intelligence, and strategic appreciations relating to the plannin g
of the post-war forces . It was comprised of representatives of the Navy, Army and Air Forc e
at colonel (equivalent) rank and, like the other committees, was serviced by a combined staff o f
civil and service officers responsible to and controlled by the Secretary, Department o f
Defence .' 4
With respect to the Navy, the Naval Board was 'charged with the control an d
administration of all matters relating to the Naval Forces, upon the policy directed by th e
Minister' (for the Navy). He was its President and exercised the general direction an d
supervision of all business . The Board also enjoyed executive command of the naval forces . 1 5
An examination of the Board's minutes between 1945 and 1955 indicates that they were mainl y
concerned with matters which today would be delegated to a much lower level, generally
involving approving minor expenditure and individual personnel matters .
Initial Post-War Plannin g
The first significant instruction with respect to planning for the post-war defence of Australi a
was issued in January 1944 by the Prime Minister and Minister for Defence (Mr Curtin) an d
stated, in part:

CPD Vol . 196 .29 April 1949. p. 1253 .

Joint Chiefs of Staff letter, November 1947, CRS A5954/1, Item No. 1490/14 . AA .
CPD Vol . 170, 23 March 1945, p . 888 .
Statutory Rules 1920, No. 249 .
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The Minister wishes the Defence Committee . . . to keep constantly in mind th e
question of post-war Defence Policy from the following angles :
The experience of this war in relation to the principles of Australian and
Empire Defence, and to the nature, strength, and organisation of th e
Australian Forces .
- As and when any progress is made in regard to the principles and natur e
of the collective system, either on a world or regional basis, thei r
implications in regard to Australian Defence should be considered . 1 6
Subsequently, because of their implications for post-war defence policies, the Wa r
Cabinet deferred consideration of, or decision on, a range of issues submitted by the Services
and referred them to the Defence Committee . However, over a year after the issue of Curtin' s
instruction, the Defence Committee had done little to implement it . This was perhap s
understandable, given the demands on its individual and collective time concerning the conduc t
of the war, and the fact that in mid-1944 the UK's realistic planning date for the invasion o f
Japan was either the spring or autumn of 1947 . 1 7
As a result of consideration in March 1945 of post-war munitions production capacity ,
the Defence Committee noted there was a growing number of questions awaiting decision o n
the strength of the post-war forces . The Committee decided, therefore, that post-war force s
should receive preliminary joint service consideration and directed the JPC submit a report o n
the matter .
in the preamble of its direction to the JPC, the Defence Committee asserted that, whil e
it was then possible to formulate advice regarding the nature and functions of the post-wa r
forces, details of their strength and organisation could not be prepared until the Governmen t
had given some indication of the annual amount likely to be available post-war for expenditur e
on defence . The only financial guidance then to hand was a statement by the Treasurer that th e
likely amount was £60m annually, but this was not considered authoritative .' 8
Accordingly, the JPC was instructed that its report should contain an appreciatio n
relating war experience to the principles of Australian and Empire Defence ; from thi s
appreciation, recommendations on the nature and functions of the post-war forces were to be
derived, The report was also to state that before the Defence Committee could make a
recommendation on their strength and organisation the government would have to endorse th e
conclusions on nature and functions, and advise whether £60m, or any other sum, could b e
assumed for planning purposes to be the present estimate of the annual post-war expenditur e
on defence' . The JPC was also to assume that 'some system of general service would continu e
in force in Australia after the war . ' 9
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The Defence Committee Report, 20 issued in June 1945, was closely based on the JPC
Report . It is an important document in that it represents a strategic distillation of the Australia n
war experience . The report considered five major issues :
review of pre-war policy of Imperial and Australian defence ,
war experience,
considerations affecting the nature and functions of the post-war forces ,
summary of major requirements, an d
recommendations on the function and nature of the forces .
Australia's pre-war defence posture was characterised by the basic premise that ,
unaided, Australia could not ensure control of its sea approaches and sea communications .
Defence policy had been based primarily, therefore, on the adequacy of British naval power i n
the Pacific and the presumed strength of Singapore. The possibility of invasion and seriou s
enemy air attack on mainland objectives had not been provided against . In fact, no action ha d
been taken in this regard until 1942 when invasion had appeared imminent . The Imperia l
strategy had assumed that Australia would provide sufficient forces to be secure against raid s
until Imperial naval superiority had been assened .2 1
Major lessons of varying generality were derived from the war experience . They are
summarised as follows :
The Imperial force had not afforded adequate protection to British possession s
and interests in the Pacific and South-East Asia because of heavy and vita l
commitments elsewhere . There was no guarantee that in a future war this woul d
not happen again .
Contrary to pre-war assumptions, an enemy might establish military superiorit y
in areas close to northern Australia, and bases for all arms within strikin g
distance of the coast.
In the event of war, and because of commitments in other theatres, Empire o r
Allied assistance for the defence of Australia might not be available for som e
considerable time.
The establishment of British or Allied bases at Singapore, in the East Indies, o r
elsewhere in the West or South-West Pacific could not, of itself, reliev e
Australia of the responsibility to provide for its local defence, or preclude th e
possibility of invasion of its territories . The war had demonstrated that securit y
against invasion had become a major consideration for the future .
Because aircraft could operate both independently and in cooperation with se a
and land forces, fleets and armies should be shaped to secure the fulles t
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utilisation of air power, whilst the Air Force should assist the other Services in
every possible way . The outstanding lesson of modem warfare is th e
importance of maintaining and coordinating all arms to a single plan .
The cardinal principle of Imperial strategy, as proven in both wars, was valid .
Each part of the Empire should both provide for local defence to its maximu m
capacity and be prepared to contribute also to an Empire pool of resources .
Because training and provision for the mobilisation of manpower and othe r
resources in pre-war Australia had been insufficient for its defence agains t
sudden attack by considerable forces, a system of universal service was essentia l
to enable the establishment of trained and readily mobilisable reserves ,
Australia must maintain basic defence industries - shipbuilding, supply and
munitions production, and aircraft manufacture - but in accordance with a n
Empire-wide plan and division of effort . In any future Pacific war Australia ,
because of its position and resources, would be an important base for Empire o r
Allied forces .22
From these lessons of the war, the report turned to a consideration of certain defenc e
weaknesses inherent in Australia's location and economic condition . To begin with, its isolatio n
meant that in war its lines of communication might be seriously interrupted by enemy surfac e
vessels, including aircraft carriers, disguised raiders and submarines . Carrier-borne aircraft and
submarines could also interdict its coastal trade .
Were the mainland attacked by large forces, Australia's survival might depend upon th e
safe arrival from overseas of reinforcements and supplies . It was therefore, vital to defend main
bases against destruction or capture during the period until relief . Fortunately, these vital areas
were both small in proportion to the considerable part of the coastline open to invasion an d
sporadic raids, and were located furthest from a possible enemy's line of advance . Finally, an
enemy established in the screen of islands to the north and north-east would constitute a threa t
to Australia's safety . S3
The report concluded that the scale of these contingencies was such that defenc e
against them unaided was beyond the capacity of Australia and New Zealand . Defence
cooperation with the UK and the US was essential . In addition, Australia ought to participate
fully in the 'World Organisation for Collective Security' (i .e . the United Nations (UN)) an d
maintain 'highly mobile offensive Naval, Army and Air Forces equipped for extende d
operations over long distances and with adequately protected bases in and to the north o f
Australia' . The capacity to reinforce these forces at short notice from trained reserves shoul d
be developed by the reintroduction of compulsory military training for all three services . 24
The report then went on to elaborate, though still in general terms, on the capabilitie s
required for defence against the interruption of ocean and coastal traffic, sporadic raids, an d
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invasion . It assumed that sea communications could be defended properly only by a powerfu l
Empire or Allied Fleet superior to that of any possible enemy in the Pacific and operating fro m
defended bases . To this force Australia should contribute naval units, (including aircraf t
carriers), air force reconnaissance and strike squadrons, and defended operational bases .
The primary safeguard against sporadic raids on the mainland or the island mandate s
was naval forces, (including carriers), and air forces . It was additionally seen as necessary t o
secure bases by stationing land forces permanently in vital areas .
To guard against invasion, provision should be made for naval and air forces to b e
deployed to northern bases and protected by army garrisons . 25 The report concluded wit h
recommendations on the function and nature of the forces needed to meet the capabilit y
requirements previously identified .
In its further consideration of the report, the Defence Committee considered Australia ' s
economy would preclude the provision of the forces seen as necessary for its security . It wa s
therefore considered essential to cooperate fully in an Imperial Defence Policy and to giv e
support to any system of collective security .
The provision of the forces envisaged in the report, however, was considered t o
represent a valuable contribution to any future Imperial or Allied forces which might b e
engaged in the defence of the country or vital interests and would form the basis fo r
mobilisation in an emergency . The Committee recommended that the Government be asked t o
endorse the nature and functions of the post-war forces proposed in the report and to advis e
on the annual expenditure to be allocated to defence for planning purposes .26
The subsequent actions in evolving a detailed plan for the post-war force structure wil l
be discussed in Chapter Two . However, a significant feature of the approach adopted was tha t
the composition of the post-war Australian forces was to be determined by financial rather tha n
strategic considerations . The planners sought a financial target as the first step, rather tha n
determining needs and then costing them.
While it must be accepted that any view of the immediate post-war situation would b e
heavily influenced by Australia's war experience, some of the conclusions drawn appear to b e
influenced by the pattern of established thinking and relationship with the UK, rather than a n
objective assessment of Australia's defence needs . It was argued that it was not possible for
the imperial force to adequately protect British possessions in the Pacific . . . and . .. there wa s
no certain guarantee that history may not repeat itself .' Further, the Committee agreed that 'the
course of the war had shown . . . that security against successful invasion is a majo r
consideration in future defence policy' . 27 As further British intelligence assessments on th e
world situation and potential threats were made available, Australia changed its position on thi s
judgement and thereafter considered the risk of direct military threat to Australia to be low .
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At the same time the Defence Committee concluded that ' . . . the defence of th e
Australian area is beyond the capacity of Australia and New Zealand unaided and that defenc e
cooperation with the UK . . . is essential'. 28 This seems patently inappropriate given the inabilit y
of Britain to provide effective assistance in the initial phase of World War 11, which th e
Committee had observed and conceded might happen again in a future war . The strength of th e
'British tradition' was clearly dominant in contemporary defence thinking .
The Defence Committee's report clearly reflects the profound shock caused by th e
rapid Japanese advance through South-East Asia to Papua New Guinea . However, th e
conclusion that in 1942 Australia was threatened with invasion rested upon the unfounde d
assumption that such an operation was a major objective of Japanese strategy . While in mid 1942 the apparent imminence of invasion made it an overriding concern, there seems littl e
excuse for the persistence of this opinion in 1945 in the light of the Allies' own immens e
difficulties in organising successful trans-oceanic, large-scale amphibious operations .
Furthermore, to conclude on the basis of the Japanese threat that defence against futur e
invasion attempts should become a major consideration of defence policy was a classi c
example of retrospective policy-making . In fact, following Japan's defeat, the only nations wit h
the capability to invade Australia even in the long term—the US and perhaps Britain—were thos e
with the least inclination to do so.
Apart from invasion, the Defence Committee considered the interruption of se a
communications and sporadic raids (against either maritime or continental targets) to be th e
major contingencies to be addressed by post-war defence policy . The maritime interdictio n
threat, like invasion, presumed either the existence or the development of a substantia l
offensive maritime capability (as well as the political intent and determination to use such a
force) .
Given the extent of the naval imbalance at the time, which was likely to persist beyon d
the short term, and the nature of the international political situation in the Indo-Pacific region ,
which was dominated by the struggle to shake off British, French and Dutch rule, it seem s
quite fanciful to suggest that either remote major powers or weaker regional states would,
even in the mid-term, be able to develop sufficient resources with which to coerce Australia .
Despite this situation, the Defence Committee asserted that the sea lanes vital to Australia' s
security could be protected ' . . . only . . . by a powerful Empire (or Allied) Fleet superior to tha t
of any possible enemy in the Pacific', 29 implying that the RAN was incapable of the task .
The Committee's analysis was perhaps an over-reaction to what it perceived a s
Australia's most serious and enduring weakness—its distance from 'its markets in peace and its
Allies in war' . 30 This judgement ignored the enormous strategic changes which had resulte d
from the war . Surprisingly, Australia's remoteness was not viewed as providing any securit y
benefits at that stage .
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The general thrust of the analysis, while containing many relevant issues, still clung t o
the traditional belief that one of the most fundamental guarantees of Australia's security wa s
the unity and stability of the British Empire . It was an Empire, however, which already was
clearly beginning to disintegrate.
Post-War Defence Policy
The Government's post-war defence policy was outlined in the Governor General's speech o n
the occasion of the opening of the Eighteenth Parliament on 6 November 1946 . The
Government's preference for working under the auspices of the UN was clearly noted, wit h
emphasis on the Pacific region . Cooperation in Empire Defence was also highlighted, as wa s
the desire to develop future cooperation with the US .
In relation to the overall organisation and strength of the post-war defence force, th e
Governor General stated that :
the post-war defence forces will proceed on a basis that recognises tha t
Australia will make a larger contribution towards the defence of the Britis h
Commonwealth . . . this could best be done in the Pacific . . . An arrangement wit h
the US government for the joint use of bases in the Pacific on the principle o f
reciprocity would be welcomed by my government, and discussions have bee n
proceeding towards this end .
The size of each service will be determined by the blending of the Navy, Army ,
Air Force and Supply services in a balanced scheme which provides in the mos t
effective manner for our self defence, for our cooperation in Empire and regiona l
defence, and for the fulfilment of our obligations under the Charter of the Unite d
Nations.s '
The general basis of the Government's defence policy was participation in the collectiv e
security provided for by the UN Charter, cooperation m Empire Defence and maintaining th e
forces needed to provide for the inherent right of self defence . The policy was realistic in
regard to the degree of reliance to be placed on each of these three safeguards, and special
emphasis was laid on cooperation with the British Commonwealth countries and the US .
Additionally, Australia was to take a leading role in the development of defence planning in th e
Pacific region, in conjunction with Britain and New Zealand .
Within a strategic environment characterised by a strong British Commonwealth ,
Australia's defence considerations centred on possible contribution to the global strategies o f
major allies and the forces needed to support this role . Despite the general phobia about Japa n
within the Australian community, which was to recede by the early 1950s, Australia accepte d
the general belief that the enemy of Western democracy was the spread of internationa l
communism .
In relation to the planning for post-war forces an overall appreciation of Australia' s
strategic position was prepared by the JPC in early 1946 . Its report, the 'Appreciation of the
Strategic Position of Australia, February 1946' was approved by the Chiefs of Staff Committe e
CPD, Vol . 189, 6 November 1946. pp . 6-7 .
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on 20 March that year. The appreciation took up the issues raised in the 1945 Report on th e
Nature and Functions of Post-War Defence Forces and put them in sharper focus, with th e
following main themes : 3 2
the USSR is a potential enemy;
Australia is well removed from the potential theatres of war ;
provided Australia has in peace a firm plan of Empire Defence an d
arrangements for cooperation with the USA, the possibility of invasion in the
foreseeable future can be excluded ; an d
the role of the armed forces in the next war should be 'the fulfilment o f
Australia's obligations in a wide strategic plan . . . any organisation on the basi s
of home defence would necessitate reorganisation and inevitable dislocation.
The appreciation concluded that:
. . . the basic ingredient of Australia's defence must be Empire cooperation sinc e
the size of this country demands for its defence, armed forces and an industria l
potential quite beyond our present capacity . .. . Australian forces should be s o
organised and trained that they can fit in as complete units with Empire forces in
any theatre, keeping particularly in mind the Pacific theatre . . . 3 3
The Government appreciated that a scheme of collective security under the UN woul d
be slow to develop and, in the meantime, reliance for security must be placed primarily o n
cooperation in British Commonwealth Defence, although the ultimate aim was some form o f
Pacific security pact involving the US . Australia's concern with the politico-military affairs o f
the South-East Asian region as an aspect of its own and Empire Defence planning an d
cooperation had increased significantly by the April 1946 Prime Ministers' Conference, whe n
the debilitating effects of the war on Britain, and their complications for Empire Defence, wer e
pointed out to the Dominions .
At that Conference, in an attempt to develop a more comprehensive and positiv e
defence plan, the Australian Prime Minister, Mr Chifley, proposed that in the absence of a n
overall plan, the only possibility of developing cooperation in Empire Defence was on a
regional basis . He stated that :
. . . Australia must, in future, make a larger contribution towards the defence o f
the British Commonwealth, and that this could best be done in the Pacific, an d
that the approach to a common scheme of defence for this area should be b y
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agreement between the UK, Australia and New Zealand, and thereafter with the
US, and later with other nations with possessions in the area . 3 4
He observed that planning relating to any regional arrangement would be subject t o
political negotiations, and went on to propose that the Australian govemment should develo p
the machinery for coordinating defence planning for regional security in the Pacific .
Australia's views on providing an organisation for adequate consultation wer e
circulated to all Commonwealth countries in May 1947, suggesting that they should consul t
through their respective defence organisations, widened to include accredited representative s
of each other . This was agreed by the UK and New Zealand in December, and by early 1948
each had Defence representative staffs in place . 35
It was clearly recognised in the Australian Government memorandum that the area o f
strategic importance to Australia was South-East Asia . The Governments of the other
Commonwealth countries consulted, Canada, South Africa, India and Pakistan, obviously sa w
little mutual benefit in contributing to such a cooperative arrangement and did not agree t o
further consultation .
Strategic Review - 194 7
In September 1947, during the development of this process, the Chiefs of Staff had prepared a
further strategic appreciation, the Strategic Position of Australia, as a basis for futur e
planning ." This document built on the 1946 Appreciation but, because of the development s
already underway in relation to cooperation in British Commonwealth defence, was to prove a
catalyst in turning Australia's strategic policy and possible defence commitments away fro m
Australia's region as directed by government, to a policy more in keeping with Britis h
requirements .
The Appreciation noted the interdependence of Australia's domestic affairs wit h
international events . It made the assessment that since little reliance could be placed on the U N
to maintain world peace, Australia should continue to depend on close British Commonwealt h
cooperation for its security . However, 'Australia can no longer rely, to the same extent, on th e
assistance previously provided by the UK', and given the unsettled state of the world in
general, and the increase in nationalistic movements in Asia in particular, and given it s
geographic isolation, 'Australia should make greater efforts for self-sufficiency and also
contribute to the military and economic strength of the British Commonwealth to a greate r
extent than in the past' . The Chiefs of Staff argued that 'Australia should assume increase d
responsibilities in British Commonwealth matters in the Indian Ocean, South East Asia and th e
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Pacific', while noting that events in Europe, Asia and the Middle East would impact on th e
local region .
In considering Australia's vulnerability to attack, the Chiefs of Staff noted that 'n o
hostile power, without possessing command of the sea and local air superiority, coul d
successfully invade Australia, nor could it launch an effective major air attack on vital areas o f
Australia, without possessing suitable bases for launching long-range weapons' . Apart from th e
possibility of sporadic raids on sea communications and port facilities by long-rang e
submarines, no direct threat to Australia was considered likely to emerge . In less than tw o
years, strategic planning had moved away from the 1945 position which saw invasion as a
major consideration for future planning.
In examining measures to achieve security, the Chiefs saw the need for joint strategi c
plans for the defence of the British Commonwealth which should include provision fo r
participation by the US . In the context of the preparation of overall strategic plans, the broa d
situation and Australia's possible role was assessed :
USSR would probably first seek to over-run Western Europe, before embarkin g
on large scale operations in the Middle East or Far East. Australia is unlikely t o
be directly threatened except as the result of successful actions by the USSR i n
one or both of these two areas . In such a situation, Australia's interest might b e
best served by making a contribution either in the Far East or Middle East . If th e
USA were involved in the war prior to, or at the same time as, the Britis h
Commonwealth, its forces would probably be employed in both Europe and th e
Far East. Since it might be difficult for the UK to reinforce the Middle East ,
Australia's most effective contribution in this case might best be made in tha t
region . If, as in the past, a period elapses after the commencement of hostilities ,
before the USA becomes involved, then it might be preferable for Australia' s
contribution to be made in the Far East to stabilise the situation until aide s
forthcoming from the USA. 3 7
The Chiefs of Staff concluded that should hostilities occur before agreed overall plan s
had been formulated, then each nation of the British Commonwealth would be primaril y
concerned with the defence of its own zone of strategic responsibility and its vital
communications . A strategic zone covering the northern approaches for which Australia shoul d
accept responsibility was proposed .
On 20 April 1948 the Council of Defence authorised the development of strategic
planning at the official level within the limits of a zone in the South-West Pacific, subject t o
certain reservations regarding government commitment . 38 The Australian Prime Minister wrote
to his counterparts in the UK and New Zealand on 24 May 1948 circulating the Council o f
Defence documents and conclusions, and observed that 'a basis has now been established for
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the machinery for cooperation in British Commonwealth defence to operate on the officia l
level' . 39
The British Prime Minister, Mr Attlee, referred the documents to the British Chiefs of
Staff for comment . On 6 July, Major General Boase, the Australian Defence Representative i n
London, reported to the Secretary of Defence that while there was 'apparently no conflict o f
opinion on any matter of substance between the Chiefs of Staff of the two countries', th e
decision of the Council of Defence to confine planning to the defence of the strategic zone o f
Australia and its northern approaches was considered by the British Chiefs of Staff to b e
undesirable as it appeared to preclude any Australian contribution to the Middle East' .40
Retention of the Middle East, Boase informed Shedden, was a vital part of establishe d
British strategy and it was the view of the British Chiefs of Staff that the Australia n
Government 'should . . . be persuaded that it is in its own best interests to extend joint plannin g
to cover the Middle East, and not bar in advance the possibility of an Australian contribution i n
that theatre' . d 1
The detailed comments by the British Chiefs of Staff on the appreciation wer e
forwarded to Australia as an enclosure to a letter from Attlee to Chiftey of 29 December 1948 .
It was made clear that the UK would greatly appreciate an extension of the scope of Australia n
strategic planning to embrace the possible deployment of Australian forces to the Middl e
East . 4 2
British Commonwealth Defence Cooperation
At the October 1948 Prime Ministers' conference, Britain circulated a paper on 'The Worl d
Situation and its Defence Aspects' . (PMM (48) 1) This paper raised questions relating t o
general British Commonwealth defence policies and strategy, the allocation of strategic
responsibilities and the preparation of long range plans for British Commonwealth Defence .
The Defence Committee took the paper in November, and in December 1948 the Prim e
Minister, with the concurrence of the Minister for Defence, agreed to a Defence Committe e
recommendation that the scope of strategic planning, in conjunction with UK and New Zealan d
liaison staffs, be extended to cover :
the basic objectives of British Commonwealth Defence Policy and genera l
strategy, and
a suitable basis for the distribution of strategic responsibility and war effort .

39

Letter, Chifley to Attlee and Fraser, 24 May 1948, CRS A5954, Box 1628, AA .

40

Letter, Boase to Shedden, 6 July 1948, ibid .

41

ibid.

42

Comments by the British Chiefs of Staff on the Major Military Aspects of the Australian Chiefs of Staf f
Appreciation, September 1947 (attached to British Prime Minister Letter of 29 December 1948), CR S
A5954, Box 1627 (File D), AA.

19

It was agreed, subject to government approval, that these policy documents, woul d
provide the basis for military contingency planning 4 3
Chifley wrote to Attlee on 10 December 1948 to inform the British Prime Minister tha t
he had approved the Defence Committee's recommendations, subject to the proviso that th e
proposed studies would proceed strictly on an official level without commitment On 3 1
January 1949, Attlee replied to Chifley's letter with a proposal that a UK joint service plannin g
team might visit Australia to hold detailed discussions with Australian defence planners, and o n
16 February the Australian Prime Minister agreed to this suggestion . Meanwhile the Defenc e
Committee had instructed the JPC, in conjunction with the New Zealand and UK liaison staffs ,
to prepare reports which would form the basis of broad discussions on Defence planning. It
was further agreed that Australia and New Zealand should hold joint defence discussions afte r
the UK Planning team had visited .44
A UK Chiefs of Staff Defence Appreciation - COS(49)49, dated 9 February 1949 wa s
forwarded to Australia and New Zealand in February as a basis for discussion between th e
Commonwealth military staffs . This paper consolidated the UK views given in the pape r
presented to the 1948 Prime Ministers' Conference, PMM(48)1, and the comments made o n
the Australian Chiefs of Staff appreciation . It presented the UK Chiefs of Staff view of a worl d
wide allied defence policy and general strategy . Following JPC comment, the Defenc e
Committee examined the paper in May and agreed that it was 'acceptable generally from the
Australian Services point of view as a basis for discussion', 4 5
The Australian views were forwarded to the UK, and the UK Appreciation was used a s
the basis of the paper prepared by the JPC on basic objectives and general strategy . This agai n
demonstrated the significant influence the British had on the development of Australia n
strategic policies .
Shedden visited the UK at the Prime Minister's direction in June 1949 to discuss th e
relationship between the approved Australian defence policy and Defence Program, and th e
development of cooperation in British Commonwealth Defence . In a letter of 26 July 1949,
one of several reports on his visit to the Prime Minister, he gave notice again of the Britis h
agenda :
The Chiefs of Staff were of the opinion that a future war would be won or los t
in the area between Iceland and the Persian Gulf. They considered that there wa s
no direct threat to the Australian continent, and that the Australian Arme d
Forces could best further the war effort of the British Commonwealth as a whole
by making a contribution to the defence of the Middle East . 46
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This point was re-emphasised by the UK planning team in talks in Melbourne with th e
JPC and resulted in a change in emphasis in the paper on the distribution of strategi c
responsibility, to reflect the British view .
A conference was held in Melbourne in August 1949, attended by the Defence
Committee members, the New Zealand Chiefs of Staff and the UK Chief Liaison Officer, t o
discuss a range of defence matters including the two papers prepared to cover the broad scop e
of strategic planning . Other topics included the delineation of the ANZAM area, the contro l
and defence of sea communications in the ANZAM area, proposals for establishing a defenc e
planning organisation in peace and a high command in war for the ANZAM area, an d
intelligence cooperation .4 7
The initial step in developing cooperation was seen as the detailed delineation o f
strategic boundaries, the relative responsibilities for the protection of vital communications t o
and from the zone, and the probable form and scale of attack . The title 'ANZAM' was agree d
as being appropriate for the strategic area . Initially known as the 'ANZAM Area', the term wa s
amended in 1950 to 'ANZAM Region' which was seen as more in keeping with the terminolog y
such as 'regional defence' and 'regional planning', being used in discussions on cooperation i n
British Commonwealth Defence . 4 5
The three countries later agreed that this acronym could be given more general use a s
planning proceeded, and could be used in papers reaching government level?) The delineatio n
of the exact boundaries of the ANZAM Region caused considerable correspondence between
the three players before being finally agreed in June 1950 . 50 The area was significant, extending
from the mid-Indian Ocean, encompassing Malaya, Australia and New Zealand, and finishin g
around the Cook Islands in the Pacific Ocean .
ANZAM planning was at first limited to the defence of sea and air communications i n
the region, as this was seen as the major problem. The UK, because of its treaty commitment s
with Malaya which entailed special responsibilities in the area, stated that it would retai n
responsibility for the defence of that country .
Involvement in ANZAM planning did not require firm commitments by th e
governments concerned . It was not a treaty or written agreement, but a term used to denote a
consultative arrangement through which Australia, the UK and New Zealand coordinate d
defence interests in the region . Subsequently, planning responsibility under ANZAM wa s
extended to cover the defence of Malaya, and ultimately it led to joint operational activities .
The August 1949 meeting in Melbourne had agreed that Australia should take the lea d
in regional defence planning and, after the meeting, the Australian strategic papers wer e
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referred to the British Chiefs of Staff for detailed examination . The papers as developed by th e
JPC for the conference were largely accepted, and were to form the basis of Australia's revise d
strategic policy .
The change of government in December 1949 made no impact on the process o f
developing Australia's strategic defence policy, which was well advanced . The two significan t
papers covering the basic objectives and general strategy, and the distribution of strategic
responsibility, were amended to include the British comments and finally taken by the Defenc e
Committee in June 1950 . This meeting is discussed in Chapter Four .
The paper on 'The Basic Objectives of British Commonwealth Defence Policy an d
General Strategy'S1 was the more fundamental of the two and drew on the UK paper i n
assessing the world situation and threat . Four elements in the current international situatio n
were considered of 'outstanding military significance' . First, the UN had not been able t o
establish an effective system of collective security. Second, Soviet policy posed a threat to all
non-communist nations, which thereby stood in danger of being subjugated one by one . Third ,
Soviet persistence in this policy would lead inevitably to a clash . Fourth, the Soviet Unio n
could engage in a land war at any time but Soviet economic and air power weaknesses incline d
the leadership to be cautious except in cases where it was confident of rapidly achieving it s
primary objectives in any war.
The Committee accepted the UK view that the Commonwealth response to thi s
situation should be twofold . First, the spread of communism should be resisted by stimulatin g
political resistance and promoting the economic advancement of those threatened by it .
Second, security could only be achieved by the closest cooperation with the US, Wester n
Europe and the Commonwealth . The Committee recommended that these policies should als o
become the basis of Australian defence policy .
The Committee further supported the British Chiefs of Staff war aims that in the even t
of war, allied policy could not be limited to restoration of the status quo before the war 'or
even to that of driving the Russians out of territories over which they have acquired control' .
Rather allied war aims should be defined as : first, to ensure the abandonment by the USSR o f
further military and ideological aggression : and, second, to create conditions conducive t o
world peace .
Because of the geographical characteristics of the USSR and the numerical superiorit y
of its land forces, the Committee considered the only means of taking offensive action initiall y
was by air power. To launch an air offensive, bases and vital sea and air communications mus t
be protected . This strategy required secure air bases and sea areas in the UK, Middle East ,
Pakistan and Japan as well as possible sea areas for carrier operations . A major war in the
foreseeable future would be global in nature, the major conflicts taking place in Europe and th e
Middle East, and to a lesser degree in the Far East . Australia's fate would depend on the resul t
of these conflicts .
It is of interest to note that the words 'to a lesser degree' were included after discussio n
with the UK Planning team on the draft paper . This reinforced the UK view expressed in a
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Chiefs of Staff attachment to a letter from the UK Prime Minister of 29 December 194 8
commenting on the Australian Chiefs of Staff Appreciation of September 1947, that :
the most immediate and dangerous Russian threats will be in Western Europ e
and the Middle East . . . the threat in the Pacific can be adequately matched by
American naval and air strength . 5 2
It was essential for Australia to strike a balance between the requirements of loca l
defence and a contribution to decisive overseas theatres . Australia was thought unlikely by th e
Committee to be an objective of high strategic priority in Soviet plans . Its security wa s
dependent upon distance from enemy air bases and control of air and sea communications in
the Pacific Ocean, the Indian Ocean and in South-East Asia .
Provided there was an adequate superiority of allied naval and air forces in the Pacifi c
and a secure hold was maintained on Malaya and the Philippines, the Committee believed, n o
serious air attack could be made on Australia . It saw no threat of invasion of the Australia n
mainland . Although the Committee agreed that subversive activity in South-East Asia woul d
increase, it did not believe that such action would directly affect Australia's security .
In examining the time factor, the Committee noted that the speed of modern warfar e
had increased immeasurably and that Soviet forces were maintained at a high degree of
readiness for mobilisation . It was assessed that the period of warning of the possible outbrea k
of hostilities could be very short.
In view of these factors, it was considered essential for plans to be developed fully an d
for armed forces to be maintained in a higher state of readiness for war than had previousl y
been necessary. Allied general strategic plans would influence the composition, strength an d
armament of the Australian services and hence it was important to examine the part whic h
Australian forces might play in British Commonwealth emergency and long range plans .
The Committee affirmed that plans for the seaward and air defence of vital areas i n
Australia and the resources required for ensuring Australia's security had been formed i n
outline . Plans for the protection of sea and air communications were under consideration, i n
cooperation with British and New Zealand service liaison staffs, and were due for earl y
completion .
The Committee believed that planning should now begin for participation by Australia n
forces, surplus to those required for home defence, in British Commonwealth deployments .
These plans, after development by Australia, Britain and New Zealand, should be coordinate d
with those of the US for the defence of the Pacific. The Committee regarded ultimat e
acceptance of such plans by the Australian Government as contingent on an agreemen t
between the US, Britain and Australia as to how defence responsibilities were to be shared i n
the Far East, the South-West Pacific and the Middle East . 5 3
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The second paper considered by the Defence Committee, 'A Suitable Basis for th e
Distribution of Strategic Responsibility and War Effort' , followed logically from the first. 54 In
the event of a major war, inevitably global, it argued, Australia would be directly interested i n
the North Pacific-Far East and Middle East theatres . In a war, the former would be a n
American responsibility while the latter would be primarily a British responsibility .
Between these two lay the ANZAM region, for which Australia was now responsible to
the extent of initiating defence plans in peace . Therefore, the Committee believed, Australia' s
strategic responsibilities embraced both home defence and, in conjunction with the UK an d
New Zealand, the overall direction and control of operations, other than home defence, in th e
ANZAM area . While the political structure of a wartime regional defence organisation had no t
been determined, the Committee proposed that military direction would be exercised through
an organisation to be known as the ANZAM Chiefs of Staff, which included the Australia n
Chiefs of Staff with British and New Zealand representatives attached, functioning through th e
Australian defence machinery .
Based on the recent war experience, the Committee agreed that the forces tha t
could be available by the end of the first year of any future war, for home defence and t o
support other strategic requirements, would be of the order given in Table 1 .1 .
The planned allocation of the expanded defence forces after one year of war, betwee n
home defence and overseas deployment, clearly reflects the threat assessment at that time . Th e
Committee deliberations concentrated on the possible deployable component, and hom e
defence was seen as only of secondary importance compared to support for the UK's strategy .
The Committee reviewed the considerations in the three theatres of particular interes t
to Australia . The North Pacific-Far East theatre was adequately provided for by the US . In th e
ANZAM region, especially Malaya, a military threat was unlikely to develop until the outcome
of subversive activity in Malaya was more apparent . Provided control of the sea and air wa s
maintained, any threat would be in the form of land attack in Malaya and would be unlikely t o
occur suddenly .
However, in the Middle East, the Committee argued a crisis was possible within thre e
months of the outbreak of war and the early arrival of forces would have a beneficial effect ou t
of all proportion to their size . The Committee warned that if Australian forces were withhel d
unnecessarily to meet a possible threat to Malaya, the security of the Middle East, and thus o f
Australia, could be adversely affected .
On this basis, the Defence Committee recommended that altemative plans for the
employment of Australian ground and air forces, other than those requ red
i
for home defence ,
should be developed to provide for the following possibilities :
deployment, in the Middle East, of the first army contingent and air task force
raised, with provision for later forces to be allotted to Malaya, should th e
possible threat develop ; an d
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deployment in Malaya for the first army contingent and air task force raised ,
with provision for later forces, not required in Malaya, to be allotted to th e
Middle East.
The similarity of the first alternative to what actually occurred in World War II i s
marked and reflects poorly on Australia's ability at that time to plan independently . The Navy
was not included in these plans because the Committee believed that it would be required fo r
home defence, for securing sea communications in the Pacific and Indian Oceans, and fo r
protecting the movements of Australian and New Zealand forces .' '
Table 1.1

Service

Forces available after first year of war 5 6

Home Defence

Other Strategic
Requirements

5 destroyers,

2 carriers,

12 frigates .

2 cruisers.

22 Australian minesweepers,

fi destroyers .

Fleet train, auxiliaries and harbour
defence forces.

2 frigates .

RAN
(27 000 personnel)

Training force .
ARM Y
(240 000 personnel)

Coastal and anti-aircraft defence.
Garrison battalions.

Corps headquarters, thre e
infantry divisions and an
armoured brigade ,

Training force.
RAAF
(77 000 personnel)

48 fighters .

36 bombers.

18 transports .

96

48 reconnaissance .

54 transports.

12 maritime strike.
Training force.

5s

ibid .
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The Strategic Dilemma - the Middle East or Malay a
UK strategic planning maintained that Britain's established position in the Middle East was a n
essential part of its continuing role as a great power . Because of the US reluctance to accept a
major involvement in that area, being committed to Western Europe, it became vital for the
UK to secure Commonwealth support in the Middle East . This view was reflected in th e
British advice given on the development of the Australian strategic planning papers .
These planning papers indicate the dilemma facing Australian defence planners at thi s
formative stage in the development of strategic policy. The Chiefs of Staff were naturall y
concerned with the security of the South-East Asian region as an important element i n
Australia's defence . However, as a result of British pressure, the Middle East began to rise i n
Australian strategic priorities, although the Defence Committee declined to make a fina l
allocation of priorities between Malaya and the Middle East . By embracing the concept o f
cooperation in British Commonwealth Defence and accepting the assessment that a future war
would be global, Australia had little choice but to accept British advice on where it could bes t
contribute to the overall strategy .
It was primarily the willingness on the part of the Australian defence planners in th e
early post-war years to simply accept d rection,
i
concepts and strategic policies from Whitehall ,
without examining their relevance to Australia's strategic circumstances, which saw th e
acceptance by the Defence Committee of the need to consider the possibility of operations i n
the Middle East. The need to coordinate activities with the US in the Pacific was recognised ,
but strategic perceptions were very much aligned to Empire Defence, with the lead being take n
by the UK . Although the experiences of World War II were still very much uppermost i n
defence thinking, the US had shown little interest at that stage in actively cooperating wit h
Britain or its Australian Dominion .
In an attachment to Attlee's letter of 29 December 1948, in response to the Australian
Chiefs of Staff Appreciation of September 1947, the UK Chiefs of Staff offered some views ,
which the Prime Minister indicated were endorsed by the British Government . They suggeste d
that war was unlikely, as they doubted that the USSR would take action to initiate war agains t
the US and the British Commonwealth until its economic and military rehabilitation ha d
progressed much further . This was assumed as unlikely until after at least two post-war Fiv e
Year Plans i .e . not until at least 1957 . However, they cautioned that a Soviet miscalculatio n
could cause war to break out earlier .
This threat evaluation confirmed the USSR as the only real potential enemy, and th e
need for support in the Middle East was emphasised by the UK Chiefs of Staff in thei r
comments on Australia's appreciation :
The successful defence of the Middle East depends on the rapid build up of
Commonwealth and American Forces . We estimate that we shall be hard put t o
it to deploy adequate forces in time. The British Chiefs of Staff suggest,
therefore, that any contribution which Australia is prepared to make, over an d
above those forces which she requires for the defence of areas vital to its home
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defence, would be most usefully employed in assisting in the defence of th e
Middle East. 5 7
The acceptance by the Australian defence planners of the essentiality to Britis h
Commonwealth strategy of retaining the Middle East was reflected in the second of th e
strategic papers covering distribution of responsibilities, which noted that :
The crisis in the Middle East theatre will arise early, possibly within about thre e
months of the outbreak of war . The arrival of any forces in the Middle East, i n
the very early stages after the outbreak of war, would have a beneficial effec t
out of all proportion to their size, and would he of greater value then, tha n
would much larger forces sent at a later date . 5 8
Certainly the British Government regarded the security of the Middle East as o f
fundamental importance to Allied security and its defence was one of the key issues of the U K
strategy . The US supported this view and regarded the defence of the Middle East as being
second only to that of Europe, but at the same time had advised the UK that it could no t
provide land or air forces in the Middle East for the first two years of a war . The importance o f
the area lay in its value as a potential strategic base—especially for offensive air action against
the southern and central Soviet Union, as a main source of supply of oil, and in regard t o
communications between Europe and the Far East . The loss of the oil resources would b e
significant to any Allied war effort and this factor alone made the Middle East a key strategi c
area .
The possible Australian contribution was assessed as important, and at this stage, wit h
strong British urging, Australian defence planners had to take the Middle East into account ,
against a desire to concentrate in the ANZAM area . The relevance of this strategy must also b e
assessed in the prevailing strategic climate, which could not rule out the prospect of war a s
likely in the short term . However, it was the start of a dilemma in Australia 's strategic thinkin g
which would take some years to resolve . Further, the widely differing nature of the two area s
imposed heavy additional training and equipment requirements . It is perhaps ironic that the firs t
call on Australian forces would be the third theatre, the North Pacific, assessed as adequatel y
provided for by the US .
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CHAPTER TW O
DEVELOPMENT OF THE FIRST POST-WAR DEFENCE PROGRA M

The security of Australia depends ultimately on
the command of the sea communications.

Prime Minister Joe Lyons, 1937
Ship Construction and the Post-War Nav y
The RAN ship building program had developed a momentum of its own, independent of the
force structure deliberations on the type of post-war navy Australia should have . To put the
deliberations on shipbuilding and the size and shape of the future navy in focus, th e
composition of the post-war navy will be briefly examined .
The Squadron was organised from April 1946 into a type organisation consisting of :
Cruisers, 10th Destroyer Flotilla, 1st Frigate Flotilla, Surveying Group, Training Ships, 20t h
Minesweeping Flotilla, Landing Ships and the miscellaneous auxiliary ships . The administration
was generally the responsibility of the Commodore Commanding HMA Squadron except fo r
the 20th Minesweeping Flotilla, the landing ships in reserve, training ships attached to Flinder s
Naval Depot and the miscellaneous auxiliary ships . The latter were administered by th e
appropriate local naval authorities . Operational command of the Squadron by the Commodor e
Commanding was limited to the cruisers, destroyers and frigates, the remainder coming unde r
the direct operational command of the Naval Board, except for the Senior Officer 20t h
Minesweeping Flotilla who had operational command for the extensive minesweeping activitie s
then underway. l A complete listing of the ships and their organisation is at Appendix I .
Two of the cruisers (Australia and Shropshire) were 8-inch gun British 'County' class ,
completed in the UK in 1928 . Australia undertook an active role throughout the war.
Shropshire was given to the RAN after Canberra, a sister ship to Australia, was sunk off Sav o
Island in August 1942 . Australia was the Squadron flagship until the arrival of the aircraft
carrier Sydney in 1949, and was paid off for disposal in 1954 . Shropshire paid off in 1949 an d
was sold for scrap in 1954 . The third cruiser, Hobart, was a British modified Leander class
6-inch gun cruiser built in 1934 and transferred to the RAN in 1938 . It was placed in reserve in
1955 and sold for scrap in 1962 . 2
The cruiser was seen as a dual-purpose ship, providing anti-aircraft and surface defenc e
to a fleet or convoy, and able to operate independently as a raider or for naval presence
missions . However, in the post-war era, they lacked the action information organisatio n
necessary to coordinate the ship's weapon systems, and had ineffective fire control systems .
Australia and Shropshire were too old to modernise, but the RAN wished to retain thi s
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capability within its force structure . However, as will be discussed in Chapter Three, plans t o
replace the cruisers never eventuated .
During the war years, Australian yards lacked the capacity and experience needed t o
construct cruisers . Moreover, war needs demanded that lead times be as short as possible ,
necessitating concentration on destroyer and frigate/corvette designs . The anti-submarin e
campaign (in which the cruisers played no effective role) tied up so many escorts that the y
were continually in short supply throughout the war, as well as being invaluable for numerous
other tasks .
On completion of building in the UK in 1942, two 'Q' class destroyers were transferre d
to the RAN . A further three were also transferred from the RN in 1945 to coincide with th e
return of the four 'N' class from Australia at the end of the war, giving the RAN a
homogeneous group of ships . Although officially on loan, ownership was formally transferre d
in 1950 at which time the announcement was made they would be converted to Type 1 5
frigates.'
The 'Tribal' class was a pre-war UK design which aimed at producing a destroyer abl e
to match the increasingly heavy armament of foreign destroyers . Three (of a planned flotilla of
eight) Tribals' were built in Australia after the outbreak of war . Arunta and Warranrung a
commissioned in 1942, but Bataan was not completed until 1945 . 4
The 'River' class frigates were an Admiralty design to commercial standards an d
evolved from the requirement to produce an ocean-going escort and patrol vessel . The
constraint that they had to be built in commercial yards, however, meant a design compromis e
had to be reached . They used corvette type reciprocating machinery and had a speed limit o f
20 knots . Simplicity was the key-note of the program and resulted in a Lightly armed ship, wit h
good endurance and seakeeping . 5
The RAN built eight ships of this design . Six were completed in time to participate in
the war against the Japanese in the Pacific (Barcoo, Burdekin, Diamantina, Gascoyne ,
Huwkeshury and Lachlan) . The final two, Macquarie and Barwon, were completed shortl y
after the war . Barcoo and Lachlan, were later used as survey vessels, with the latter being
transferred to the Royal New Zealand Navy (RNZN) in 1949 . The remaining six were use d
briefly for general patrol duties in the early post-war years, and by the mid-1950s were i n
reserve .'
The 'Bay' class frigates were a further development of the 'River', designed as an escort
vessel with heavy anti-aircraft fire power, to accompany the British Fleet in the Pacific . They
were of heavier displacement, half a knot slower and with double the armament, having two ,
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twin 4-inch guns .' The RAN built four of this class, all of which became operational post-wa r
(Condanzine, Culgoa, Murchison and Shoalhaven) . A further ten were cancelled in 1944 . This
class served with distinction in Japan and Korea, but by 1956 all ships were laid up in reserve,
being replaced by the Type 15 frigates . By the early 1950s, the RN had officially rated thi s
class of ships as 'second rate frigates' in recognition of the fact that they had been eclipsed b y
post-war designs and weapons ftts . e
Shortly before the outbreak of World War If, an RAN requirement for a vessel o f
relatively simple design, combining the roles of minesweeping, patrol and escort duties wa s
met by the introduction of the Australian minesweeper (AMS) . The class was an indigenous
Australian design and not, as is often claimed, based on the RN 'Bangor' class . There wer e
similarities, and the AMS combined many of the better features of the 'Bangor' and to som e
extent, the 'Flower' class corvette ?
The concept for such a class was conceived in 1938 by the then Director of Plans ,
Captain Collins, primarily to meet the perceived submarine threat in Australian waters . They
were designated the Bathurst class and named AMS as a cover to their anti-submarin e
capability . 1 0
The ships proved useful in World War II as anti-submarine escorts, and the room y
quarterdeck made them very suitable as minesweepers. Sixty of the class were built in eight
Australian yards ; 36 for the RAN, 20 paid for by the Admiralty but manned and commissione d
in the RAN, and the remaining four for the Royal Indian Navy . Bathurst commissioned in
1940, with the last order for the class placed in 1944 . The ships were simple and reliable and i n
addition to their anti-submarine, patrol and escort duties, they were used on a variety o f
general tasks such as carrying troops and stores, assisting in bombardment and assault
landings, surveying, and towing disabled ships . They were manned largely by reserves . "
After the war, the Admiralty owned vessels were disposed of on behalf of the Britis h
Government. Turkey purchased five, the Netherlands acquired eight (four were subsequentl y
transferred to Indonesia), one went to China, and the remainder were scrapped or converted t o
merchant ships. Of the 36 Australian owned vessels, three were lost in the war, twelve wer e
formed into the 20th Minesweeping Flotilla to clear the minefields off north east Australia ,
New Guinea and the Solomons (Warrnarnbool was sunk in September 1947, after striking a
moored mine during minesweeping operations in the Barrier Reef) and the remainder wer e
placed into reserve . 12 On completion of the massive minesweeping task, most were also pai d
off in reserve . Although twelve were upgraded as comprehensive ocean minesweepers, th e
national service training load and general manpower shortages restricted their use in this role .
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HMAS Warnambool sinking near Cape York Peninsula, September 1947 after striking a mine .
(J. Straczek )

The two sloops, Swan and Warrego were of the pre-war British 'Grimsby' class which ,
when ordered in 1934, was the latest design . This class was superseded by wartime designs .
Two (Yarra and Parramutta) were lost during the war and, in the early post-war years, Swan
led the 20th Minesweeping Flotilla and Warrego was converted for surveying duties . "
Against this background, the deliberations on the future classes of ship to be built i n
Australia to contribute to the post-war navy's force structure can be viewed .
In April 1944, the War Cabinet approved the construction of one cruiser at Cockato o
Island Dockyard, Sydney and a destroyer at Williamstown Naval Dockyard, Melbourne ; the
priority of these projects was to be after that of ship repair . The Minister for the Navy
commented that this might be the start of a ten year naval building program . Later that year, in
September, on the Navy's advice, the War Cabinet amended its decision to build a 'Battle' clas s
destroyer at Cockatoo in lieu of the cruiser . 1 4
The 'Battle' class design was conceived in the RN in 1941, with the aim of producing a
ship better equipped to deal with air attack . The 'Battles' were generally regarded as
replacements for the 'Tribals' which had suffered heavy losses in the war. Their inception
marked the point at which the prime function of a destroyer was seen to be the air defence o f
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The Defence Committee agreed to the Naval Board recommendations that th e
Australian shipbuilding program be developed for the time being by building destroyers, an d
that the viability of building larger ships be investigated, but did not endorse th e
recommendation to build four additional destroyers as part of a program to build 12 destroyer s
in 10 years . These latter recommendations were to be deferred until the question of Australia' s
overall post-war defence forces had been examined .
These conclusions were endorsed by the War Cabinet in July 1945 . Subsequently, the
full Cabinet, on 27 August 1945, in considering shipping and shipbuilding, approved a planne d
naval construction program being entered upon to ensure stability in the shipbuildin g
industry" The Navy requested reconsideration of the War Cabinet decision of July 1945 i n
early January 1946 as, it was argued, it was necessary to obtain approval to build additiona l
destroyers if the Government's policy was to be implemented in an 'orderly and economi c
manner, and continuity of employment on naval shipbuilding is to be assured' . 1 7
Naval advice was that recent experience had shown that it required at least twelv e
months after obtaining approval to build a new class of major war ship, before work could b e
started in the ship yard . This time was required to obtain plans from Britain, check them ,
prepare and place orders for material and equipment and receive enough material to ensure
continuity of work when started .
It was suggested by the Navy that an order for at least four vessels of one class wa s
necessary to enable production to be on an economical basis . The total cost of these fou r
vessels was estimated by the Navy as not more than £10m, which would not be fully incurre d
until 1950 . The destroyers for which approval was sought were the Daring class, a large ,
general purpose destroyer type being built in UK. The Daring class was a modern design, wit h
a good range and had capable anti-air warfare systems, a powerful surface and shor e
bombardment capability as well as the latest anti-submarine equipment .
The Daring design incorporated lessons learnt during the recent war and introduce d
the most advanced marine and general engineering techniques ever used in Australia." The hul l
was of welded construction and the machinery included a very high pressure steam plant . Suc h
a ship would have the endurance and armament appropriate for the defence of se a
communications in the Pacific . In selecting a suitable ship, the links with the RN were so clos e
that the RAN would only consider the building of a warship of British design . It was to take
another 40 years before this was to change .
The JPC, in developing its proposals for the post-war force structure, supported th e
Navy proposals and made the following recommendation to the Defence Committee (with th e
Air Force member disassociating himself from the decision) in respect of action to ensur e
continuity of employment in naval shipbuilding and allied industries :
Observing the urgency of a decision to ensure continuity of employment in
Naval shipbuilding and allied industries, we recommend that immediate approva l
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be given to a program for the building, locally, of 4 destroyers with approval to
expend in the financial year 1946-47, £150,000 for modifying the shipyards and
providing shipyard equipment to enable this program to be implemented, an d
£20,000 for the purchase of drawings and the provision of additional technica l
staff. 1 9
The Defence Committee gave cautious endorsement to the plan, provided that when a
decision had been taken on the composition and role of the post-war defence forces, th e
general question of naval shipbuilding in Australia be further examined to ensure the scale of
construction was consistent with the approved size of the RAN . 20 This was approved by th e
Government on 26 March 1946 . Planning could now proceed to maintain a nucleus shi p
construction and repair industry. With the two 'Battle' class under construction and fou r
Darings to be laid down, a continuous building program could be maintained at Cockatoo
Island Dockyard and Williamstown Naval Dockyard .
Post-War Force Structure Plannin g
From early 1944, many key issues affecting the future defence force had been deferred by th e
War Cabinet for consideration by the Defence Committee in the context of a review of th e
post-war defence force structure. As discussed in Chapter One, that Committee tasked the JP C
to prepare a paper on post-war defence requirements, which was taken in June 1945 .
This paper included recommendations on the nature and functions of the forces to b e
maintained by Australia. The Defence Committee had concluded that Australia's econom y
would preclude the forces necessary for its security, but the forces recommended woul d
'provide a valuable contribution to future Imperial or Allied forces for the defence of th e
country of our vital interests in this area, and would form the basis for the expeditiou s
organisation of mobilisation in an emergency'. 2 1
The recommendations made by the Defence Committee in 1945 concerning the natur e
and functions of the post-war forces were :
Naval Forces
A balanced Task Force including aircraft carriers, supported by a flee t
train, as a contribution to Empire security .
A sea frontier force of escort, minesweeping, harbour defence an d
surveying craft .
The assault shipping required for combined operations .
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Land Forces
The land forces should be so organised and disposed that they can ac t
with the other Services in the protection of areas of strategical
importance and in the undertaking of amphibious operations .
Local mobile forces for the defence of the main vital areas .
Coast and anti-aircraft defence and garrison forces for bases .
Air Forces
Reconnaissance and striking forces capable of:
Strategic operations .
Tactical operations in support of Naval and Land Forces .
Defence of sea communications and trade in cooperation with
the Navy .
Forces for the defence of important bases .
Transport aircraft to ensure flexibility of air forces and airborne troops
and to provide air transportation for all Services along lines o f
communications . 22
In submitting its report to the Minister, the Committee sought governmen t
endorsement of the above recommendations and others on defence industries, the combinatio n
of the forces' administrative services, a combined operations staff and universal service .
In assessing the nature of the forces contemplated, it had been assumed that the tota l
annual defence vote would be in the order of £60m (a figure advised by the Treasurer) . Th e
Committee consequently also recommended that the Government be asked what amoun t
would be available for planning purposes.
The Defence Committee did not accept the strong advice of the JPC explicitly t o
represent to the Government that the forces sustainable by an annual expenditure of £60 m
'would be quite inadequate to ensure the effective defence of Australia against attack by eve n
one fast-class power', but the corollary–'the primary importance of Imperial cooperation an d
giving the fullest support to any system of collective security' was emphasised . 23 A
fundamental assumption of the report was that Australia lacked the resources adequately t o
defend itself.
By September 1945, the Defence Committee had not received any advice regardin g
what annual defence outlay was to be used for planning purposes . The Committee wa s
concerned at the number of important post-war questions which had been referred to it fo r
examination, but which could not be resolved until an indication was given of the likel y
post-war expenditure on the defence forces . Because of the urgency, the Committee decided
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that the JPC should take into account the post-war proposals of the Services and coordinate a n
overall report on the shape and organisation of the future defence force, including th e
estimated annual cost . 2 4
The Minister for Defence, Mr Beasley, instructed the Committee on 19 Novembe r
1945 regarding the 'correct procedure' in the planning of the post-war forces, i .e ., its function
was first to formulate a plan and second to advise on the finance required . The relevant extrac t
gives an interesting insight into the political view at the time :
The correct procedure is for the Defence Committee, as the government' s
advisers, to examine the matter for the strategical aspect of a defence problem ,
and to tender their advice of the strength and organisation of the Forces which ,
in their opinion, should be provided. They have for their guidance the elements
of the strategical situation as they see it now and in the future . They are awar e
of the forces that were provided in the pre-war period by a population o f
7,000,000 people . They have knowledge of the lessons and experience of th e
War .
After the Defence Committee have formulated their proposals, which should b e
coordinated as a joint system of defence, the government will consider them ,
together with the estimated cost, and decide whether the proposals are
approved and whether the prospective vote can be provided. If necessary, the
government will give any further instructions that may be necessary for the
revision of the proposals and the allocation of the vote . 2 5
Beasley was a little unfair in this direction, and his reference to the pre-war forces
provided by seven million people was somewhat out of context . Force structure planning ca n
theoretically be considered under three broad steps . Firstly, the preparation of a strategi c
appreciation or assessment . Secondly, capabilities can be derived necessary to meet the roles
and tasks indicated by the assessment . Finally, a proposed force structure, includin g
manpower, to meet the capabilities should be prepared, with an estimation of the resourc e
implications together with lower cost options and their implications . While government can be
involved at any stage in the process, it must ultimately decide the level of public funds to b e
allocated to implement the desired force structure .
What the Defence Committee was saying was that it could not proceed to the final ste p
without knowing the likely financial guidance to meet the capabilities requirement identified ,
and which the Government should endorse . This method differed from that envisaged by
Minister Beasley. implicit in his approach was the assumption that the Government shoul d
decide the amount of the defence vote and the strength and organisation of the forces afte r
receiving advice that was based upon military considerations and not constrained by financia l
ones .
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Of course, these descriptions of the two approaches greatly simplify both . From a
rational planning point of view it is important to have some idea of the resources likely to b e
available . If strategy is disconnected from likely budgets and budget plans are disconnecte d
from reality, then an over optimistic plan creates instability and wasted effort . The upshot wa s
that the planning process continued in accordance with the Defence Committee instruction o f
September 1945 to the JPC.
The 1946 Appreciation of Australia's strategic position (which was discussed i n
Chapter One) was used by the Service Departments in the development of their force structur e
plans . The Prime Minister intervened in the planning process at this stage with a directive .
'Defence Policy and National Security ' , issued to both Defence and External Affairs . Th e
directive required the Chiefs of Staff Committee to provide for planning purposes a n
up-to-date and comprehensive strategical appreciation and the Defence Con-unit= was
instructed in the amplifying minute to explain its approach to the determination of the ultimat e
strength and organisation of the forces . In reply, the Committee reported that its approach no w
involved three consecutive steps :
an appreciation to determine the role which the forces will have to fit ,
determination of the types of forces required to fit the role, an d
determination of the size of the forces required in accordance with th e
conclusions reached under the second step .
The Committee noted that the first two steps had been completed with the submission
in March of the strategical appreciation for Ministerial approval, which included a summary o f
the types of forces needed (these were similar to the forces recommended in the June 194 5
report) . The final step was in preparation .2 h
Each Service had been invited as part of the development of the post-war defenc e
policy to produce a Single Service Plan on the recommended strength and organisation of th e
post-war force . The Defence Committee had instructed the JPC to review these plans an d
report on the force and base organisation to be maintained in peace to enable a wartim e
expansion to the maximum force Australia could provide . The forces provided for World War
II were to be used as a basis for this maximum force . 2 7
In its consideration of the Service Plans the JPC was invited by the Defence Committe e
in July 1946 to note two papers prepared in the UK, one from the Admiralty, 'An Appreciatio n
of the Future Naval Requirements of Australia' and 'United Kingdom Air Staff Views o n
Composition and Strength of the RAAF' . 2 6
In forwarding the Admiralty appreciation (dated 1 May 1946), to the Defenc e
Committee in June 1946, the Secretary, Department of Defence noted that the appreciatio n
was 'furnished by the Admiralty while the Prime Minister was in London. . .' (i .e . during his visit
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for the 1946 Prime Ministers Conference) . The paper was presumably prepared as a result o f
discussions at that conference . Australia's Chief of Air Staff (CAS), during a visit to the UK i n
September 1946, discussed the problem of the future air defence of Australia as well as th e
proposed nature and composition of the RAAF, with the UK Air Council . As a result of these
discussions, the RAF Air Staff prepared the paper for Australia . 29
The Admiralty appreciation is an interesting document, indicating Whitehall's view o n
where it saw Australia and its Navy fitting into the overall scheme of Empire Defence . I t
clearly articulated the situation as perceived in the UK and, although suggesting a naval forc e
structure beyond Australia's capacity to finance, would have reinforced RAN views ,
particularly in relation to the need for air power at sea .
The paper noted that the objective for Australia was to maintain armed forces :
to provide for Australia's own security ,
to contribute to the common defence of the British Commonwealth, and
to undertake primary Commonwealth responsibility for regional defence in th e
Pacific . 3 n
Naval forces of the British Commonwealth as a whole were assessed as being necessar y
in peace for the provision of forces for 'police' duties and as a basis for expansion in war . I t
proposed therefore, that Australian naval forces should be similarly planned but the nava l
forces maintained in peace should not be beyond the capacity of Australia with regard to bot h
manpower and financial resources ; a balanced naval force should include an air component.
It was noted that it had generally been accepted and amply proven in the recent wa r
that :
naval air power is an essential part of sea power and that a balanced force mus t
include the carriers which provide the naval air component, and
the submarine threat can endanger the survival of a seabound country .
War experience and the development of tactics had shown that the major units of a
balanced naval force of the approximate size Australia might maintain may be considered to be :
2 aircraft carriers ,
4 cruisers ,
2 flotillas of destroyers (i .e . 16 ships) ,
4 groups of 8 anti-submarine frigates (i .e. 32 ships) ,
minesweepers ,
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appropriate fleet auxiliaries (depot ship, stores ship and tankers), an d
suitable ships and craft for training and combined operations .
The Admiralty suggested that such a force could be supported in peace by a force o f
about half this strength in reserve .
With regard to bases, it was proposed that the following be maintained :
main support area centred on Sydney and Brisbane combined ,
operational base at Fremantle, an d
advanced bases at Manus, Darwin and Port Moresby .
Finally, it was suggested that Australia should combine with New Zealand for greate r
economy in the provision of common requirements and for the establishment of commo n
defence strategy and tactical doctrine .
This paper showed a detailed understanding of the Australian post-war requirements ,
and was written with a view to ensuring appropriate support was available should the R N
ultimately operate in this region . It failed to appreciate Australia's economic circumstances, bu t
gave the naval planners a good basis for considering Australia's needs, given the desire t o
establish a 'balanced force', including aircraft carriers .
The broad thrust of this paper was reflected in the initial Naval Plan . The fact that suc h
guidance was given, and accepted without question, indicates the pervasiveness of R N
influence on RAN policy development during this period .
The capabilities each Service sought to attain with its proposed force were those
broadly set down by the Chiefs of Staff in the 1946 Strategic Appreciation, which in tur n
followed the general thrust of the forces recommended in the Defence Committee's report on
the nature and functions of the post-war forces in June 1945 . Each plan varied in the degree t o
which equipment, manpower and resource implications were developed .
The RAN Post-War Plan (1947–1960) 5l involved a 13 year program at a total capita l
cost of £130m . By 1960-61, the Navy planned to acquire 55 new major vessels, including
three light fleet carriers, six cruisers, 24 destroyers, 18 frigates, a repair ship, a stores carrie r
and two fleet tankers . These 55, together with ships already in service, were to comprise; th e
Carrier Task Force of 3 carriers, 6 cruisers and 24 destroyers, a Sea Frontier Force, of som e
50 escorts and other smaller vessels, and a fleet train as broadly recommended in the June 194 5
Defence Committee report on post-war forces .
In the case of the carriers, cruisers and destroyers of the Task Force, an availabilit y
factor or reserve of one-third was allowed to provide for refitting and action damage . Only a
proportion of the total forces would be in commission in peace, determined by strategi c
requirements and financial guidance . The ships in commission and reserve would be regularl y
exchanged to allow for maintenance and to balance total operating time .
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The plan's manpower requirements were for 14 018 personnel in 1947–48 rising t o
20 981 in 1960–61, sufficient to allow wartime expansion over an unstated period to 51 000 ,
or some 15 000 greater than the number employed in the recent war . The increase arose from
the concentration of logistic support into a service-manned fleet train, whereas during the wa r
shore depots had generated large civilian manpower requirements .
The proposed force was seen as the minimum, effective independent fleet, base d
around naval air power . It was emphasised that RAN forces were not self supporting in World
War II, being almost entirely dependent on US and British logistic support . Consequently th e
plan called for a fleet train to enable Australia to exercise positive control over the Fleet' s
employment. A battleship was considered desirable but was rejected on capital and operatin g
cost grounds, and the potential logistic problems for one major unit .
The Army Post-war Plan 3Z provided for the establishment over five years (1947 t o
1952) of two infantry brigade groups and an armoured regiment as a Permanent Forc e
(strength 11 880), two infantry divisions and one armoured brigade as a Citizen Military Forc e
(43 423) and headquarters and fixed establishments (20 759), making a total strength o f
76 062, including 33 641 in the Permanent Military Forces . This force was considere d
sufficient to allow the creation in the first year of war of a field force comprising five infantr y
divisions, supporting armoured formations, corps line of communications and base troops . A
sixth infantry division would be available at the beginning of the second year . The ultimate
strength of the war-time Army was set at 314 000, much below the peak of 500 000 attained i n
the recent war.
In the Defence Committee discussions it was explained that during the war, the Arm y
had over-expanded, causing serious manpower shortages in industry which eventually resulte d
in reductions in the Army and caused it great administrative difficulties . These could have bee n
avoided had the Army been limited initially to a size which Australia could maintain for a
reasonable period . It was estimated that the annual costs of the force would rise over the fiv e
years from £19 .6m to £26 .4m, with a subsequent annual recurrent cost of £29 .6m after th e
termination of the commitment to the BCOF .
The Air Force Plan," proposed a five-year program (1947 to 19521, with expenditur e
increasing from £18 .3m in the first year to £25 .7m in year five. A final force of 19 48 3
personnel (19 095 Permanent and 399 Citizen Air Force) would man a Mobile Task Forc e
including three long-range/ground-attack fighter, three heavy bomber and two transport
squadrons, and static units including four interceptor squadrons and a mixed heav y
bomber/ground reconnaissance squadron . A training and maintenance organisation supported
the front line squadrons .
In November 1946, in coordinating the report on post-war forces, the JPC noted the
Minister's instruction of the previous November . In this context, the JPC stated that i t
considered it necessary to stress that the strength and organisation of the forces which shoul d
be provided as a result of its review of the general defence problem was far beyond the
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resources of Australia. It therefore concluded that to examine this problem in detail and to giv e
an opinion as to the strength of the forces required would be of no value . Consequently the
Committee 'approached the problem with the object of determining the minimum force s
required by Australia as a nucleus from which to expand in war' .' 4
It is of interest to note that the very first attempt at defining a post-war force structur e
produced the concept of a ' core force' as a basis for expansion, which was to be a familia r
theme for the next 40 years . Although the JPC considered that a much larger force wa s
required, its opinion would have been understandably heavily influenced from its members '
very recent war experience . Considerations of the minimum force required were guided by
government policy that, in the first instance, the basis of Australia's defence should be Empire
Cooperation .
A summary of the Service personnel plans for the forces which should be maintained in
peace to allow for expansion to the levels considered necessary in war is shown in Table 2 .1 .
The Defence Committee subsequently recommended that approval be sought to establish a n
initial permanent personnel strength, at the existing approved interim strength, as also shown i n
Table 2 .1 .' 5
Table 2 .1

Service

Service Personnel Planned and Approved Strengths - 194 7

Planned Peace

Planned Wa r
i,Maximum)

Interim Strength

Approve d

Navy

14 018 (to rise to 20 981
by 1960)

51 000

1351 0

Army

76 062 (33 641 Regular s
& 42 421 Citizen Forces)

314 000

17 95 4

Air Force

19 483

150 000

15 000

TOTAL

109 563

515000

46 454

The JPC was substantially in agreement with the RAN and RAAF plans, which wer e
considered to be balanced and appropriate as minimum requirements in peace . The Navy's lac k
of a capability to develop naval aviation was described as a serious deficiency that ought to b e
remedied by early action .
The Army plan was assessed as not falling within the strategic guidance given by th e
Chiefs of Staff appreciation and resulting in too large a standing force in comparison wit h
those of the other Services, given their lower expansion capacities . The strategic guidance
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indicated that it would be necessary to maintain naval and air forces in higher states o f
readiness than the Army . Consequently the Army proposals were considered to be inconsisten t
with the proposed basic strategy and out of balance as a peace time plan with those for th e
other two Services.
A national service scheme was also considered essential . This formed the basis of th e
Arrny plan, but was less important in the case of the Navy and Air Force . The JPC
recommended, subject to certain conditions, implementation in 1947-48 of the first year of th e
plans, with subsequent years to be subject to annual review . 3h
The central assumption informing the Defence Committee's recommendations on th e
Service Plans in November 1946 was that the 'basic ingredient of Australia's defence must b e
Empire Cooperation' because its defence required armed forces and industrial potential 'quit e
beyond' its capacity . To secure the support of other Empire nations, Australia must accept a
share of the burden of Empire Defence and maintain in peace a level of preparedness to allo w
total mobilisation in was, after an unspecified period .
Australian forces should be 'so organised and trained' that they could 'fit in as complet e
units with Empire Forces in any theatre ', but particularly in the Pacific . The provision made fo r
local defence could largely be met from such forces . Further, it was in Australia's interest t o
reach agreement on a reciprocal basis with other Empire nations for their forces to b e
employed to an agreed plan in an emergency, or when the international situation require d
deployment as a precautionary measure . 3 7
In its comments on the individual plans, the Committee reiterated the remarks of th e
JPC concerning naval aviation, and sought immediate approval for increased permanen t
personnel establishments for the Interim Forces . It also agreed that the planned strengths in
war represented a satisfactory balance between the Services . The Chiefs of Staff were unable
to agree, however, that their implementation in peace would result in a proper balance betwee n
the Services .
Both the CNS and the CAS believed the Army plan would place the Army in a highe r
degree of readiness for war than was necessary . The Chief of the General Staff (CGS )
disagreed, emphasising his proposals were a minimum for effective preparation for expansio n
in war. Unable to reconcile these differences, the Committee decided to submit the plans i n
their original forms to the Govemment for decision . This was an early example of how th e
Defence Committee failed to resolve difficult decisions relating to service relativities and se t
the scene for non-partisan civilian control of the higher defence decision making process .
A summary of the expenditure proposed is shown in Table 2 .2. 3 8
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Table 2 .2

Proposed Defence Expenditure 1947—195 1

YEAR

NAVY
tin

ARMY
tin

1947-48

20.7

19 . 6

18 . 3

5A . 6

1948—49

2L2

21 .2

19 . 3

61 .7

1949—50

21 .6

21 . 3

20 . 3

63 . 2

1950--51

22.0

21 .4

21 . 1

64 . 5

1951—52

22 .4

26 .4

25 .7

74 . 5

TOTAL

107 .9

109.9

1043

322 . 5

Financial Reality
The Council of Defence did not consider the Defence Committee recommendations until wel l
into 1947 and then considered the issue over two meetings . The first meeting was held on 6
March 1947 and was a 'general background discussion' on the post-war defence policy to
determine the way ahead . The Minister for Defence, Mr Dedman (who had succeeded Beasle y
on 1 November 1946) submitted the Defence Committee proposals for the strength an d
composition of the forces .
The Prime Minister noted that the 'aggregate future strength' of the forces will b e
governed by the percentage of the national income and resources which should be devoted t o
Defence'. He observed that the net cost that year of defence, together with post-war
reconstruction, was £22im of which Defence and allied services were to receive £147m . 39 H e
concluded that the probable amount available to restructure the forces would relate to othe r
government commitments, the importance of maintaining continuity of defence policy and th e
minimum maintenance vote . He emphasised that this also related to the manpower resource s
able to sustain strengths to which the peacetime organisation could be expanded in war . Pa y
and conditions to attract suitable recruits were important and he saw the need for greate r
emphasis to be given to scientific research and development.

39

The 1947/48 Defence vote had two components :
Provision for all those elements which comprise the organisation, forces and requirements of th e
peacetime defence policy including R&D.
Provision for war time commitments and outstanding liabilities such as :
accumulated deferred pay for war time service .
special costs associated with the BCOF such as cost of personnel exceeding the authorise d
peacetime strength and special maintenance charges such as the support ships Manoora and
Kaninrhla which would otherwise not be incurred .
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Chifley added that while each post-war plan was the responsibility of the respectiv e
Minister and Service Board, the coordination of these plans was the responsibility of the JP C
and the Minister for Defence through the Defence Committee . He suggested that £50m wa s
about all that could be allocated to Defence and this should include provision for research an d
development, the central defence machinery, and munitions as well as the Services . 4 0
At the Council of Defence meeting on 12 March 1947 to decide the defence allocation ,
the Minister for Defence presented the annual cost of the total defence plan (including researc h
and munitions as well as the three Services) as being £90m . The Prime Minister noted that thi s
sum was some 25 per cent of government income and stated that £50m was the most tha t
could be allocated .
Chifley then outlined the basis of the Government's defence policy and emphasised tha t
Australia needed to play a leading role in Empire Cooperation to ensure the world collectiv e
security system did not fail . He also acknowledged the potential implications of scientific an d
technological change for the structure and organisation of the forces and emphasised again tha t
high priority should be given to research and development, to which Australia intended t o
cooperate with Britain in a Long-Range Weapons Project.
The Prime Minister stated that the Services should be small and efficient, the vote wa s
to be £50m and that the Defence Committee should divide this up . The Council then decided,
in accordance with the 'Draft conclusions . . .', that the Defence Committee should submit to th e
Minister for Defence recommendations on the provision to be made from a vote of £50m . Thi s
was to include an annual amount for research and development, the Defence Departmen t
(including the Joint Service machinery) and an amount for . expenditure by the Munitions
Department . After settling this, the Defence Committee was to report on the strength and
composition of the forces which could be provided if the remainder of the Defence Vote wer e
divided equally between the Services, or with such adjustments as might be agreed . Th e
concept of national service was rejected . 4 1
The Defence Committee considered this on 18 March 1947 . The Chairman of the Ne w
Weapons and Equipment Development Committee, the Secretary, Department of Munitions ,
and the Controller-General, Munitions Supply, were also present while their allocations wer e
discussed . Agreement was reached that planning should proceed on the basis of the followin g
annual allocations : Department of Defence, £650 000 ; research and development, £5m ; an d
£7 .5m to the Department of Munitions . The last two amounts were provisional and to be
justified. The amount remaining for the Services was £36 .8m, but the Chiefs rounded this t o
£37 .5m which, if divided equally, would have allowed each Service £12 .5m.
The CNS (Admiral Sir Louis Hamilton KCB, DSC—the last RN officer on secondmen t
to head the RAN) indicated that the strategic situation dictated the provision of a modern nav y
including aircraft carriers . He stated that he needed about £20m annually to provide th e
minimum force necessary and invited the other Services to reduce their requirements so as t o
enable him to plan for such a force . This proposition 'was not, however, found acceptable b y
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the other Services'. The Committee then decided, pending final determination of the amount s
to be allocated to research and development and munitions, that each Service should prepar e
plans on the basis of an annual expenditure of £12 .5m .42
The Defence Committee met again in April and May to determine the amounts to b e
allocated to research and development and munitions . The Services meanwhile could no t
complete their revised plans until these issues were resolved . Discussions were protracted bu t
finally resolved and the reports were considered at the Defence Committee meeting of 21 Ma y
1947 . The revised Service Plans were also taken at that meeting .
The Navy revised plan was in three parts . The first re-stated the RAN Post-War Plan
1947–60, whose implementation was described as a'Long Range Plan' . The second part, whic h
contained proposals for the period 1947–51, was designed to fit into this Long Range Plan . I t
differed from the first five years of the original plan in that cruiser replacement was deferred ,
the destroyer construction program reduced, and the acquisition of modern escort vessels an d
the fleet train was omitted. 4 '
The Navy now proposed that by 1951–52 the RAN should include two light flee t
carriers, three cruisers, including one in reserve, eight destroyers (two in reserve) and nin e
frigates (six in reserve) . The third part of the new plan set out the 1947–48 requirements for
the implementation of the five-year plan. It included the acquisition but not the commissionin g
of the first aircraft carrier, the ordering of aircraft and the setting up of training and shore
establishments for the air arm . 4 4
Because of a reduction in the planned munitions expenditure, the amount to b e
allocated to the Services, £40 .lm, was some £2 .5m over the basis on which they had prepare d
their plans i .e . an annual allocation of £12 .5m each (total £37 .5m) . The Chiefs of Staff coul d
not agree on the disposal of this amount. The CNS and VCGS considered it should be adde d
to Navy's allocation, while the CAS contended it should be divided equally between the
Services . The question was submitted for decision by the Council of Defence . 4 5
At its meeting on 30 May 1947, the Council noted that government was giving a
guaranteed program of about £250m over 5 years and that the £50m annually for peace tim e
requirements should be interpreted as an aggregate program over the period from 1947–48 ,
subject to annual review . The Council endorsed the need for an increased allocation to the
Navy and agreed to the allocations shown in Table 2 .3 :4 6

42
43

44
45
46

DCM 87/1947, 18 March 1947, CRS A2031, AA .
The RAN Post-War Plan 1947-1960, attached to Post-War Defence Forces, File No . 2, CRS A816, Item
52/301/245, AA .
DCM 187/1947, 25 May 1947, CRS A2031, AA .
p. 19 .
Council of Defence Minute No. 5, Agendum No . 2/1947, 30 May 1947, CRS A7535, Item 14, AA .

45

'Fable 2 .3 Revised Allocation s
1947-4$
£lw

Five Year Total
£m

Navy

15.0

75. 0

Army

12.5

62 . 5

Air Force

12.5

62 . 5

Research and Developmen t

6.7

33 . 5

Munitions

3.5

17 . 5

Department of Defence

0 .6

3 .0

ETOAL SO .$tn

£254 .Om

The Council noted that reductions would be necessary to bring the Services' plan s
within cost and that the Navy and Air Force both had provision for naval aviation . This matte r
would need to be considered by the Council and Cabinet in due course to determine whethe r
the Navy or the Air Force would provide personnel for naval aviation . The Council' s
recommendations were approved by Cabinet on 3 June 1947 .
Naval Five Year Progra m
The main elements of the Five Year Program were presented to Parliament the next day b y
Dedman, in a major post-war defence policy statement. Some two years after the Chiefs of
Staff commenced consideration of the post-war defence force, the decision had been finall y
made . The Government had been loath to provide planning guidance on the basis of the firs t
proposal submitted late 1945, but by early 1947 was well aware of the realities of th e
economic situation . It had assessed that there was no likely immediate threat to Australia' s
security and that Australia's future strength would depend more on post-war reconstructio n
than defence .
Dedman outlined the planned expenditure over the five years of £250m, noting that 'an
assured program over a period of years is the only basis on which the planning an d
authorisation of expenditure and the balanced development of the Services and Departments
can proceed' . 47 The Navy allocation was 30 per cent of the defence program, the larges t
individual quota .
The basis for the Navy receiving a major share was explained by describing th e
fundamental importance of sea power as demonstrated in the recent war, the long lead time fo r
building ships, the inability to replace those lost in combat and the essentiality of a navy bein g
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at a high state of readiness. The program aimed at building up a balanced force over a perio d
of years, capable of operating independently and having appropriate shore and maintenanc e
support . This included establishing a naval base at Manus Island, previously maintained by th e
US .
Dedman went on to stress that British Commonwealth defence cooperation was a s
valid for the future as for the past . Because of American reluctance to enter into precis e
commitments in the Pacific area, it was particularly important to develop the Commonwealth
defence relationship . However, he admitted, the problem of an effective guarantee fo r
Australia's future security remained to be solved . In conclusion Dedman defended his progra m
against possible charges of over-expenditure from his own back bench, repeating Chifley 's
previously stated argument that social progress and better standards of living required a n
atmosphere of security for their achievement.
The main feature of the program for the RAN was the provision for two light flee t
carriers, each with a war time complement of 36 aircraft . The first stage was to acquire the firs t
carrier, order the initial aircraft and set up appropriate shore training and suppor t
establishments . The number of personnel seen as necessary was 10 450, with 4 040 (or 39 pe r
cent) seagoing .
The summary of the program was as follows : 4 8
Ships in commission :
Squadron :

2 light fleet carriers.
2 cruisers .
6 destroyers .

Escort Forces :

3 frigates .

Surveying Duties:

3 survey ships and their tenders .

Training Ships :

I frigate .
2 Australian minesweeping vessels.
3 air/sea rescue vessels .

Auxiliary Vessels :

1 ocean-going tug .
1 ammunition carrier.
2 boom defence vessels .

Total

26

Ships to be retained in reserve and maintained in good condition against an y
future emergency :
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1 cruiser .
2 destroyers .
6 frigates .
1 sloop .
31 Australian minesweepers .
39 miscellaneous vessels .
Total

80

Early Naval Planning - Summar y
Although instructed by the government to examine the nature of the post-war forces in Januar y
1944, the Defence Committee only commenced a serious examination of this important polic y
issue in early 1945 . Some two years after the preliminary report to government, and seve n
months after the final report, the plan for the development of the post-war Australian Defenc e
Force was finally approved in June 1947 . A summary of the evolution of naval thinking of th e
number of major units considered necessary, compared to the RAN in 1938, is given in Tabl e
2 .4 .
Comparison of Major Units of Pre-Wa r
and Planned Post-War RA N

Table 2 .4

Admiralty
193$ Appreciation
Pla n

Initial
Approved
Post-Waar. Plan < Post- V4'ar Plan

carrier .
cruiser
destroyer

5

frigate

16

16
32

16

++( 2)

++(2)

3+

-

34

sloop
-

minesweeper
fleet auxiliary
No e :

1.
2.

4+

C = commissio n
R = reserv e
++ = large, but unspecified number
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This table does not include support vessels, training ships, surveying and the man y
smaller support vessels . The number of these ships in the approved post-war plan was based o n
what could be adapted from those available at the end of the war, rather than what was neede d
for a future post-war Navy .
The influence of the Admiralty appreciation is significant, and the RAN initial pla n
virtually encompassed all that the Admiralty suggested, including the need to build 24 ne w
destroyers for the carrier task force . The British war-time experience confirming the need for a
large number of escorts was reflected in the RAN plan, which in the interim planned to use th e
existing destroyers, frigates and AMS to meet the requirement of a total of 50 ships in the Se a
Frontier Force, with some 18 new frigates to be constructed .
The cruisers and destroyers were planned to form part of the carrier task force, a forc e
that would be committed as an Australian contribution to a 'powerful Empire or Allied fleet' .
The frigates would be primarily for training and presence missions . It is noteworthy that the
fleet train in the initial plan, of a repair ship, a stores carrier, and two fleet tankers, wa s
discarded in the final plan. This meant that the RAN could only operate remote from Australia n
waters as an element of another naval task force ,
The initial post-war plan was retained within the Navy as the 'Long Range Plan', whic h
was aimed at 'building a balanced force capable of operating independently by l960' . 49 Thi s
planning basis was finally given up by the Navy as unrealistic and beyond the capacity of th e
country's resources in 1955, as discussed in Chapter Eight.
The central problem for the post-war planners lay in the limited resources available an d
in the fact that the initial plans were over ambitious and unrealistic. The naval planners '
thinking was no doubt dominated by the recent conflict, and they had not really come to term s
with what the Australian Government could realistically provide for future defence forces .
The Government's immediate priority was to get Australia back on its economic feet .
Post-war reconstruction was vital to Australia's future well being, while the threat of arme d
conflict was seen as unlikely_ In the event, the RAN was fortunate that support was maintaine d
for the introduction of naval aviation, with its inherent significant costs .

49

The RAN Post-War Plan 1947-1960, CRS A816, Item 52/301/245, AA .

49

CHAPTER THREE
FROM SQUADRON TO FLEET - THE INTRODUCTION OF NAVAL AIR POWE R
AND THE SHIFT TO ANTI-SUBMARINE WARFAR E

The government . . . has decided that . . . members
of the Royal Australian Navy will not again b e
required to put to sea in a scrap-iron flotilla .

W .J .F. Riordan ,
Minister for the Navy, 29 September 194 8
Aligning the Program with Strategy
The 1947 Five Year Defence Plan was very well received, particularly in the UK where
officials at high levels were most complimentary of the Government's commitment to build u p
a defence force, not only appropriate to Australia's needs, but designed to contribute to Britis h
Commonwealth defence . In view of the 'importance of the Ministerial announcement of 4 Jun e
announcing the Government post-war Defence program and its proposals for cooperation i n
British Commonwealth defence', the Defence Secretary, Sir Frederick Shedden had sent some
200 private copies to a large number of 'high officials and Service circles' in the UK an d
Australia, and received many glowing responses . These he had summarised and given to the
Prime Minister and Minister for Defence, no doubt to reinforce the appropriateness of the ne w
policy, of which he was the prime architect '
in February 1948, Shedden produced an overview of the more important aspects o f
defence policy for the Prime Minister and Minister for Defence . This paper (Defence Policy
Review - February 1948) was subsequently issued by the Minister for Defence and discusse d
by the Council of Defence in April that year .' The paper reviewed the latest security issues an d
then examined Australia's defence program in relation to the strategic conclusions .
Reflecting the prime source of intelligence information to Australia in that period, th e
paper went on to sununarise 'the most recent authoritative view from London and th e
probability of danger from the Soviet Union' . Australia had implicitly accepted the Britis h
advice that the only threat to world order could come from the Soviet Union . In fact, th e
deterioration in the international situation in the late 1940s, following so closely after Worl d
War II, could be perceived as repeating the main features of the events of 1938 and 1939 an d
hence there was a genuine anxiety about security and defence .
However, in his notes to guide discussion at the Council of Defence meeting, Shedde n
summarised a view of Australian defence which was to be accepted by successive government s
for many years . 'If the US and Russia do come to blows, Australia's effort will not turn th e
scales either way . There is therefore no need for us to devote to defence more than is a
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reasonable proportion of our resources in the present circumstances'.3 He then went on to
point out it was essential to maintain a good basic organisation and strength for the purposes
outlined in the Minister's recent Defence policy speech, and therefore important not to 'lag' i n
the present program so that it could be stepped up should the strategic circumstance s
deteriorate .
The key strategic conclusions from this review provided a pragmatic basis fo r
Australia's defence policy, but show the strong influence of the UK on Australian strategi c
thinking . These conclusions included :
All possible support should be given to the United Nations to make it a n
effective body for the maintenance of peace, but realistically accepting that thi s
body cannot prevent war and therefore recognising the importance o f
maintaining defences of 'adequate strength' .
The need for Australia to develop cooperation in British Commonwealt h
defence and assist Britain 'to enable it to maintain its position as the heart of th e
_British Commonwealth' .
Note the equally great importance of developing cooperation with the US in
every way possible.4
Australia's Prime Minister had already stated that the best means by which Australi a
could aid the UK in peace, was to relieve it, as far as possible, of the burden of Britis h
Commonwealth defence in the Pacific . The British strategy had three main features : th e
defence of the homeland ; the control of essential sea communications; and to maintain a firm
hold in the Middle East and its development as an offensive base .
The UK had assessed that the possibility of a major threat in the Far East was remote .
The motive for maintaining British forces in the region was to secure strategic and economi c
interests . The reality of the UK 's economic situation had been officially advised to Australi a
and in the event of a major war in the Pacific, 'they would not, if also engaged elsewhere, be
able to make any large contribution' .5 This fact, together with American economic and militar y
strength, emphasised the need for Australia to establish effective cooperation with the US .
The cooperative machinery in place for British Commonwealth defence was seen as a n
appropriate basis for any future British cooperation and coordination of plans in the Pacific
with the US . It was recognised that talks would probably have to be developed initially on a
purely service level and hence would be predominantly of a naval nature . It was therefore
essential for effective cooperation for the RAN to know its role in relation to US plans .
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The broad force structure being planned was designed to conform with th e
requirements of British Commonwealth Defence in the Pacific, but went further and aimed t o
assist the UK in the basic requirements of its own strategy as the 'heart of the Britis h
Commonwealth' . This latter judgement was to influence defence planning, and begin th e
agonising over the requirement to provide ground and air support to the Middle East . The
naval program and planned use of the Navy to defend sea lines of communications remaine d
relevant to Australia's defence needs ,
The objectives of the naval program were to build a balanced force capable of playing a
part in the protection of sea communications in the ocean trade routes as well as Australia n
coastal waters . It was considered that the provision of sea power to defend sea trade als o
provided a deterrent against seaborne raids .
The Army program had as an objective the provision of forces for a possible U N
commitment. The limitations of the UN machinery in this regard were recognised, but this was
seen as important for ultimate cooperation with the US in any plans it had in the Pacific . In
regard to cooperation in Commonwealth defence, a future aim of the Army program was t o
assist the UK in the Middle East . The program provided for a basic organisation for expansion
in time of war . The forces required for these objectives were seen as also covering loca l
defence of the mainland .
The Air Force program was complementary to the Navy and Army ones in thei r
relationship to the broad strategy . The planned strength of the Air Force would allow Australi a
to fulfil its obligations under the UN Charter and enable participation in British Commonwealt h
defence . It was also seen as providing the basis for expansion in war and the air contribution to
the local defence of Australia.
In April 1948, in the context of discussing progress on British Commonwealt h
cooperation planning, the Council of Defence authorised, subject to certain reservations, th e
development of strategic planning at the official level :
within the limits of a zone in the South-West Pacific area (which became th e
ANZAM Region), and
for the defence of vital sea communications between main support areas .
The Council also agreed that 'should it be possible to open discussions with the US a t
the naval level, the plans may be coordinated with them at that level, though, should Join t
Service and Supply aspects arise, the coordination should be brought within the scope of th e
Defence Machinery' . 6
In discussing the state of the five year program, the Council of Defence noted that al l
Chiefs of Staff were concerned about personnel strengths and that the CNS was concerne d
about the delay in launching his program . The personnel situation was aggravated by th e
unpredictability of the large numbers of short term engagements, doubts about re-engagement ,
and general recruiting problems .
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From the material point of view, the main problem was a cost increase for the tw o
aircraft carriers, relating to both higher prices and the new requirement identified for them t o
be modernised . Shedden proposed that a Defence Progress Review Committee be establishe d
to safeguard against ' lag' in the program . The ad hoc committee, chaired by the Secretar y
Department of Defence and consisting of the permanent heads of related departments and th e
Chiefs of Staff, was seen as an appropriate administrative body to review that function an d
report to the Defence Committee . '
Background to the Carrier Decisio n
The major component of the naval program was the decision to introduce naval air power .
Because of its significant impact on the evolution of the RAN after World War II, it i s
important to review the background to this decision . The addition of light aircraft carriers als o
involved a change of status . On 1 January 1949, after delivery of the first carrier, the RA N
ceased to be a 'Squadron' and assumed the status of a 'Fleet' . A 'Fleet' is considered 'a n
organisation consisting of various types of ships and naval aircraft, capable of undertakin g
major operations' . "
Following the Prime Minister's direction to the Defence Committee in January 1944, t o
commence planning for the size and shape of the post-war defence forces, a further instructio n
was issued in February that year inviting the Committee to 'review the war effort in the light of
the present strategic situation', distinguishing what was necessary to meet operationa l
requirements in the South-West Pacific area and for the defence of the mainland . '
The RAN at this stage, despite an increase in manpower, had suffered a general decline
in the number and quality of its 'fighting strength' i .e . cruisers and destroyers . By 1944 it ha d
effectively only two cruisers and 10 destroyers, six of which were on loan from the RN . A thir d
'Tribal' class was under construction . 1 ' There were numerous frigates and minesweepers in
service and more building, but these were not considered by the Naval Board to be the type o f
ships on which to base a post-war fleet, let alone contribute in a politically significant fashio n
to the war against Japan .
The RAN considered a carrier task group to be a logical way ahead and a means by
which Australia could contribute to British Commonwealth defence while maintaining a n
independent naval capability . Also, given the age of the cruisers, even without further wa r
losses, the Australian Squadron was in danger of losing its identity as an operational unit .
By 1944, the RN had a substantial ship construction program underway, including a
number of light fleet carriers, but was having severe manning problems . On the basis of the
impending allied naval build-up in the Pacific to conclude the war against Japan, and observin g
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that Canada had recently been loaned RN ships (including two escort type aircraft carriers) th e
CNS sought support from the Advisory War Council in March 1944 for an increase of 4000 —
5000 personnel .
This increase would enable the RAN to man up to nine additional warships (one or tw o
cruisers, six destroyers and a light fleet carrier) which it was assessed the UK had, or woul d
soon have, but could not man, and which it could make available to Australia for service wit h
the RAN, probably as gifts . The Advisory War Council concluded that as the proposal wa s
related to the question of the strength at which each of the Services was to be maintained, i t
was not prepared to take a decision pending the submission of the review requested by Wa r
Cabinet (i .e . the overall review of the war effort) . "
The recommendations on the war effort and manpower strength of the Services whic h
were ultimately submitted showed the inability of the Defence Committee to submit unanimou s
advice on priorities when inter-service rivalries were concerned . The report contained n o
weighing of competing demands leading to an agreed recommendation . Instead, each Chief of
Staff restated the manpower claims of his Service, purportedly derived from a joint strategi c
appreciation that Australia was well past any risk of invasion or serious attack, but tha t
measures necessary for the defence of Darwin and Fremantle should be maintained ; offensiv e
action by enemy submarines against shipping and all parts of the mainland coast was possible ;
the chances of any landing or attack by surface forces on the east coast might be discounted ;
there was no longer any danger of air bombing on this coast ; the chances of an enemy landing
on the west coast were remote ; and the mainland area north of 20 degrees south was the mos t
vulnerable .
In discussions on the subject, Army supported a re-allocation of the manpower intake ,
subject to Britain making the additional ships available . This would enable an increased Nav y
recruiting intake to man the carrier . Air Force insisted that any additional recruiting allocatio n
to Navy should come wholly from Army so as not to prejudice Air Force's operationa l
effectiveness and approved expansion by the end of 1944 to 53 squadrons . 1 2
Curtin visited the UK in April/June 1944 and while he was absent, in early May, th e
War Cabinet gave approval in principle to increase the Navy's recruiting quota . The decisio n
was subject to review in the light of any arrangements made by Curtin with Churchill for retur n
of the, some 3000, RAN personnel serving in the RN, and in any case it was to be reviewed b y
the end of October 1944 . 13 Despite attempts by both the Army and Air Force to resist the
readjustment, following Curtin's approval, the Was Cabinet agreed to implement the decisio n
on 23 May 1944 . "
Apart from seeking the return of RAN personnel, Curtin had been briefed to offer t o
man for service in the Pacific area, a small carrier and one or two cruisers . Followin g
discussion on the planned British build-up in Australia after the defeat of Germany, the Firs t

Advisory War Council Minute 1322, 21 March 1944, CRS A2676, AA .

DCM 89/1944, 25 March 1944, CRS A2031, AA.
War Cabinet Minute 3523, 3 May 1944 . CRS A2673, AA.
War Cabinet Minute 3550,23 May 1944, ibid .

54

Sea Lord, Admiral of the Fleet Sir Andrew Cunningham, offered to turn over to Australia a
Colossus class light fleet carrier and two new 6-inch gun Tiger class cruisers . The nucleus of
air personnel would be gradually provided by withdrawing Australian aircrew and maintenanc e
personnel serving with the Fleet Air Arm . The RN would also loan personnel until RAN reliefs
could be trained . 1 5
Curtin indicated that he would consider the matter . During his London discussions h e
was most annoyed to discover that the British knew of the Australian War Cabinets suppor t
for the RAN proposal, knowledge which he believed (correctly) had been communicated to th e
Admiralty through naval channels . The Prime Minister directed Mr Forde, the acting Prim e
Minister, to prevent further breaches of the explicit instruction that policy issues were to be
govemment to government only . 16 This was not the first time that the Naval Board had
disregarded this instruction in its close and somewhat subservient relationship with the
Admiralty .
Curtin invited the Defence Committee to review the proposal, along with all othe r
military aspects of the war effort. The Navy submitted a paper to the Defence Committee
which began to develop the theme of the carrier's place in post-war navies . The value of naval
air power and its important and varied uses was espoused, including its 'strategic ubiquity' . The
carrier was described as a mobile air base, capable of providing fighter protection for nava l
forces and aircraft for anti-submarine operations, and anti-ship and anti-shore striking power .
The Defence Committee agreed in August 1944 that a 'balanced Naval Task Force
should include carriers and that provision should be made for this type of ship in the RAN . A t
this stage . . . provision should be made for one carrier and . . . consideration should he given to
the provision of a second carrier' .'' Curtin continued to defer the scheme, and was mor e
concerned with Australia's overall manpower shortages and their allocation between the
Services and the needs of the civil economy, including the indirect war effort .
Following a major review of manpower in February 1945, the War Cabinet, amongst
other recommendations, agreed that the Prime Minister should re-open negotiations wit h
Britain for the transfer of one or two modem cruisers and one light fleet carrier', withou t
payment' s It is significant that Curtin in his request to Churchill noted that their transfer woul d
not only strengthen the Navy for future operations against Japan, but would provide a
foundation of modem ships on which to build Australia's post-war fleet . Curtin had started to
raise the prospect of Australian participation in a post-war scheme of Empire naval defence i n
the Pacific .
The British delayed an answer for some three months and finally offered the Colossu s
class light fleet carrier Ocean, and because of delays with the Tiger class, offered alternativ e
cruisers . The reply also asked for reimbursement of some £9m . The problem was who was to
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pay? A major issue was that the Australian Government was proposing to charge Britain fo r
the greater part of the facilities to be provided in Australia for the British Pacific Fleet . Thi s
amounted to some £26m and Curtin had drawn this to Churchill's attention . While Churchil l
was inclined to give the ships free, the British War Cabinet took a harder view .' 9
By this time the surrender of Germany was imminent, and although planning continue d
for the invasion of Kyushu and Honshu in the spring of 1946, Churchill was aware the atomi c
bomb might be ready by August 1945 and used against Japan . A slight increment in Empire
prestige, influence and power consequent on the enlargement of the Australian Squadron an d
the modest increase in Empire presence in the Pacific was not worth £9m to Britain . This wa s
especially so when compared to the significant size of the US Fleet in the Pacific .20
It was one thing for Cunningham to portray in mid-1944 the free transfer of vessels a s
contributing to the foundation of the post-war Australian fleet when he sought to get ship s
manned and to sea against the enemy, it was clearly another altogether to contemplate their gif t
when that need was no longer felt. In addition, this could also preclude sales by private Britis h
ship builders post-war.
It was finally agreed by War Cabinet that a decision should be deferred pending th e
report by the Defence Committee on the nature, strength and organisation of the post-wa r
defence force . Chifley, now head of a caretaker government, cabled Churchill on 16 June 1945
declining the British offer, but indicated the matter might be raised again when further progres s
had been made on the formulation of post-war defence policy . 2 1
The Carrier Debate
The Naval Board raised the establishment of an Air Branch again with Shedden in February
1946 .22 A somewhat over-stated letter described the Navy, with its ageing cruisers, a s
'obsolescent by the modem standards adopted in the RN and the US Navy', which bot h
regarded the aircraft carrier as an indispensable part of the fleet .
It was assessed that the lack of modern vessels was adversely affecting the morale of
the officers and men of the Permanent Naval Forces who were well aware that without an ai r
arm the Navy would 'virtually cease to exist as a first-line Naval Force' . In the absence o f
government reassurance on this matter, the Board was unable to assuage their concern and th e
Navy's future appeared most insecure' .
The Board drew attention in the memorandum to the Defence Committee's
recommendation of June 1945 that the Navy should contain 'a balanced Task Force includin g
aircraft carriers' and the Minister's instruction of November 1945 that this should be considere d
in the Committee's pending report on the strength and organisation of the post-war forces .
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Because of the wide scope and complexity of the questions to be addressed in that report, th e
Board thought its early submission unlikely . It conceded that the final composition of th e
post-war Navy must await examination of the report, but emphasised most strongly, if it wa s
the intention of the Government to maintain an effective Naval Force, the acquisition of
aircraft carriers and the formation of a naval air branch was essential .
It was pointed out that even if immediate permission were given to establish the branch ,
five years would elapse before it reached an efficient operational state . The Defence
Committee was therefore requested urgently to consider seeking early government approva l
'for discussions on a staff level with Admiralty, and preliminary arrangements for th e
establishment of a naval air branch' .
Consideration was given by the Defence Committee to the Navy Memorandum i n
March 1946 . Although the minutes were not issued, the draft records its recommendation that ,
with the exception of the CAS (who wished to first resolve the question of whether a Navy Ai r
Arm should be raised independent of the RAAF), as no resource implications were involved ,
approval be given for the Navy to conduct preliminary planning with the Admiralty . 2 ' N o
further action resulted .
The Navy again raised the issue in mid-July 1946 following receipt of the Admiralt y
appreciation on the future naval requirements for Australia, and a visit to Australia by the R N
carrier, HMS Glory . The Admiralty view on the importance of naval air power was pointe d
out, and it was noted that the RAN (compared to the other two services) 'owing to the lack o f
naval air power, is moribund judged by modem standards . . .'. The memorandum concluded wit h
the request that a government decision be sought on the establishment of naval aviation an d
that planning commence on the basis of two aircraft carriers and three air groups . 2 r
The CNS had also raised the matter with the Minister for the Navy, Mr Makin, in late
June, following their discussions on board Glory . The Minister forwarded his submission to th e
Prime Minister, noting that this matter would have to be considered by the Minister fo r
Defence in conjunction with other proposals for the post-war defence policy .
Obviously the Glory visit had impressed Makin as he suggested that, if a decision wa s
reasonably immediate, the Glory itself 'should be one of the vessels selected because of its
special historic importance to the war in the Pacific' and the fact that it was the 'vessel o n
which the Japanese representatives signed peace terms at the cessation of hostilities' . 2 ' Th e
Prime Minister acknowledged the letter, forwarding the correspondence to the Defenc e
Committee .
The Defence Committee re-examined the requirement to establish an air branch in th e
RAN in late July 1946 . It recorded the fact that no final conclusion had been reached on th e
Navy memorandum of 23 February and noted the further Navy memorandum of 18 July . I t
noted its earlier view of August 1944 that 'a balanced naval task force should include carrier s
and that provision should be made for this type of ship in the RAN' . It also noted from its
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meeting of June 1945 in the context of considering the nature and functions of the post-wa r
defence forces that it had recommended in respect of the RAN that 'provision be made for a
balanced task force including aircraft carriers . . .', 26
The Committee drew on the Admiralty appreciation of the future naval requirements o f
Australia, which noted that ' it has generally been accepted and amply demonstrated in the
recent war that naval air power is an essential part of sea power and that a balanced force mus t
include the carriers . . .' . The Committee affirmed its earlier views and agreed that the RA N
should include aircraft carriers if Australia were to possess a modem navy . It was agreed tha t
planning should be on the basis of two carriers and three air groups, and that the Naval and Air
Staffs should report on the alternative methods of providing air personnel i .e . as an air branc h
of the RAN, or provided by the RAAF. 2 7
In the UK, the war had ended with a substantial building program of ships stil
l
incomplete, including some 17 light fleet carriers . These came in three basic categories : three
of the original 13 1)00 ton Colossus class, six of a slightly modified Majestic class, and eight of
the 22 000 ton Hermes class, enlarged to operate the latest aircraft . In one of many R N
program reviews, the Naval Staff argued in late 1945 that the utility of the Majestic class a s
anything other than an escort carrier was dubious, however, because of their possible sale s
potential, they were not scrapped .''
Following the July 1946 Defence Committee meeting, the RAN sought advice from the
Admiralty in relation to the availability and cost of light fleet carriers . They received a reply in
September 1946 from the Admiralty advising that two light fleet carriers could be transferre d
when required to the RAN by completing two of the Majestic class under construction, but o n
which work had been suspended. The Admiralty offered to transfer them at half the capital cos t
i .e . £A3 .44m. 29
The Prime Minister directed the CNS to reply on 8 October 1946 thanking th e
Admiralty for its offer, but indicating that at this stage the only government approval given wa s
for planning for a naval aviation branch to proceed without any financial commitment to the
Commonwealth . The Government would consider the matter when planning was complete an d
full costs ascertained, in conjunction with other naval and defence requirements . The Admiralty
was requested to keep the proposal open until Australia was in a position to consider its
post-war defence policy as a whole . 3 0
A reply was received in November, in which the Admiralty stated it had no objection t o
the offer remaining open to enable Australia to consider its defence policy . The Admiralty
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hoped, however, for the decision to be made as soon as possible to enable it to resume wor k
on the suspended vessels . 3 1
Defence Committee deliberations of the report by the joint naval and air staffs too k
place in May 1947 . The joint staffs, in their paper, had reached the following conclusion :
In the opinion of both staffs it is clear from the above agreed minutes that th e
Naval Plan will provide the more efficient weapon for naval purposes at th e
present day . J 2
Both staffs had accepted the need for considerable experience for naval aviation, wit h
the Navy arguing that this could only be achieved by long and continuous service with th e
fleet . The RAAF view was that adequate experience could be acquired after a period of years ,
provided the RAAF personnel were employed generally in naval flying . Because the two plans
were fundamentally different in their conception, a true comparison of manpower was no t
possible, but the Committee agreed that the costs would be similar if prepared from a commo n
base .
The CNS and VCGS agreed the Joint Report's conclusions. The CAS could not agree
and noted that the report is really a comparison of the ability of the RN to establish nava l
aviation in Australia compared with the ability of the RAAF to perform the task' . The CAS was
of the opinion that the development of Australian air power rendered it essential that ther e
should be a unified and fully coordinated Air Force . He was concerned that the Naval Plan
implied complete independence in air matters and reliance on the UK for equipment an d
personnel . 3 3
The arguments and counter-arguments of the Navy and Air Force were really a
reproduction, adapted to post-war Australian circumstances, of the conflict of opinion betwee n
the Admiralty and the Air Ministry in the UK over control of the fleet Air Arm which laste d
from 1918 to 1937 . During that period, the Admiralty had exercised operational control an d
the Air Ministry administrative control . The essence of the Navy case was that:
. . .no Service can achieve a high standard of efficiency unless it is manned b y
personnel, who have in the first place the desire to serve in it, and in the secon d
the proper training to enable them to undertake their duties, An efficient shi p
depends primarily upon the welding together of its company to form a singl e
unit ; this can be achieved only with personnel who have been trained in and wh o
owe a single allegiance to the Naval Service . Unless such efficiency is achieved ,
the whole Naval aviation effort will be undermined and its value seriousl y
reduced . Experience has shown that manning by two Services results in dual
control and divided allegiance with serious administrative complications an d
delays . 3q
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The Air Force case rested on the Trenchard doctrine of the unity of the air : the objec t
with which we set out to train both RAN and RAAF crews in flying, is to find their target an d
to attack it. In this, their tasks are the same whether the crews fly over land, over sea, or abov e
the clouds and they must be ready to attack the same kind of targets' . 3 5
The CAS went on to argue that because the tasks were, in his view, the same, the ai m
should always be to ensure the maximum flexibility possible in the employment of Australia' s
necessarily limited air forces, whether land-based or carrier-borne, by the unification of overal l
command. This did not mean that the RAAF contemplated withdrawal of the operationa l
control of the air component of the carriers from the Navy save in a national emergency an d
then only on the decision of a higher authority such as the Chiefs of Staff Committee .
The Defence Committee finally recorded the CNS and VCGS support for the join t
report conclusions supporting the adoption of the Naval Plan, which embodied British an d
Canadian practice . From the perspective of participation in Empire Defence it was considere d
'highly desirable' that Australia adopt the form of organisation most compatible with that of its
allies . The CAS dissented, remaining of the opinion that the RAAF Plan should be adopted . 3 6
The Council of Defence considered the 'Status of the Naval Aviation Branch' on 3 July
1947 . The meeting generated considerable debate and Chifley, who was acting Minister fo r
Defence, finally noted that ' . . .the debate could last for 20 years' . He did not like duplication ,
and from the Committee reports he was impressed that the great navies had decided to giv e
their naval air to their navies . He agreed there might be financial benefits from the Navy Plan ,
and taking into account the psychological and morale factors raised by Navy, he came to th e
conclusion that the Navy Plan should be supported . 3 7
The Council concluded that 'the status and control of the Naval Aviation Branch should
be in accordance with the principles and proposals of the Naval Plan . The Minister for Ai r
dissented noting that the conclusion 'had not taken the developments of air power based o n
experience in World War II into account and was not in the best interests of the defence forc e
which were best served if the RAAF plan was adopted' . 38 Chifley gave government approval to
the Councils' recommendations immediately after the meeting and Cabinet endorsed hi s
decision on 15 August 1947 . 3 9
The problem was now to complete contractual arrangements with the UK for th e
purchase of the two carriers, their aircraft and stores, as well as the training of Australia n
personnel and the loan of RN personnel until sufficient Australians had been trained . The five
year naval program, approved by Cabinet on 3 June 1947 had provided for a total expenditur e
of £75m, with about £23 .4m for naval aviation, of which some £12m was for capita l
expenditure .
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Having decided to proceed with the introduction of naval aviation, the Governmen t
sought confirmation of the Admiralty's September 1946 offer . This was confirmed, but the U K
advised that the construction costs had risen some 10 per cent . Additionally, although HMS
Terrible was due for completion in June 1948, and would be suitable for Australia, th e
requirement to modernise the Majestic class in the early 1950s was raised . Modernisatio n
would be necessary to be able to operate the new aircraft entering service with the RN up t o
1955, including the possibility of jet fighters . However, modernisation would increase the cost
per carrier by about 43 per cent.' "
This cost increase of nearly £2m annoyed both the Minister of Defence, Mr Dedma n
and Prime Minister Chifley, particularly so soon after the announcement of the Defenc e
program . It would be embarrassing to the Government to have informed Parliament in June o f
its defence objectives, only to be advised in October that these could not be achieved withi n
the envisaged expenditure . The Government asked for a review of the whole naval program ,
particularly in the light of the prospective limitations on the operational capability o f
modernised carriers after 1955 and their even lesser capability without modernisation . 4 '
Chifley had a right to be critical over the Navy's lack of foresight in failing to mak e
some provision for any modernisation in the naval aviation plan, particularly given the tendenc y
for aircraft weights and landing speeds to increase . Also, the Navy should have either allowed
some project contingency or confirmed the Admiralty ' s price validity prior to submitting it s
revised naval program to the Defence Committee in May 1947, given the rising material and
labour costs world wide.
Government to government negotiations continued into 1948 . In view of Australia' s
financial difficulties, an offer was made to transfer the Terrible in 1948, as planned, and later a
carrier of the Colossus class for the sum planned in the Australian program . Mr Riordan, th e
Minister for the Navy, advised Chifley in February 1948 to maintain the original plan . H e
argued that the Majestic class was superior to the Colossus ; an additional harrier and arrester
wires gave greater safety ; a better island, bridge and control layout ; and improved anti-aircraft
armament, living accommodation and amenities . Further, not only was the Majestic the bette r
carrier, the intention to procure two had been given wide publicity and the acquisition of a
lesser capability would be bad for naval morale . 42
Dedman supported Riordan's recommendation, which was approved by Chifley on 1 0
March . There was some £427 (100 available from the Replacement Fund set up by publi c
subscription after the loss in 1941 of the cruiser Sydney . Legislation could transfer this money
to a new carrier, particularly if the name Sydney were adopted . Additionally, the completion o f
the second carrier and any modernisation would fall outside the scope of the 1947—52 Fiv e
Year Plan, and thus under different budgetary provisions .
Chifley informed Attlee on 30 March 1948 that Australia would purchase two
Majesties on the understanding that modernisation would not be commenced until the end o f
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the program in 1952. 43 Subsequent negotiations concluded with the decision in October t o
modernise the second carrier during construction at an additional cost of £0.5m, however n o
decision was made regarding any modernisation of the first . 4 4
In a Defence policy statement to Parliament on 24 April 1948, Dedman announced tha t
'it has now been decided to acquire the Majestic type of carrier, and the first one is expected t o
be commissioned in October or November this year . . . . and arrive in Australia in March o r
April 1949 . . .. Progress in establishing a naval air station at Nowra is proceeding according t o
plan . .,', 45
The Minister announced on 29 April 1948 that, with the King's approval, the tw o
carriers would be named after the cities of Sydney and Melbourne, perpetuating the names o f
the Australian cruisers of the First and Second World Wars . The King had also approved th e
Naval Air Station at Nowra being named Albatross after the first Australian seaplane carrier . 46
Legislation was introduced into Parliament on 10 June 1948 to allow the funds in th e
Replacement Fund to be used for the purchase of Sydney as 'prospects for a ne w
cruiser are remote and the wishes of the subscribers would be met if the money were used t o
buy an aircraft carrier bearing the same name ' . 47
Sydney

IIMAS Sydney commissioned on 16 December 1948 and arrived in Australia on 1 8
May 1949 . She carried two types of aircraft:
The Sea Fury, a single seater, high performance, piston engined fighter aircraft .
It had a top speed of around 390 knots with a radius of action of about 150 nm
at 250 knots .
The Firefly, a slow, two seater, reconnaissance, strike and anti-submarin e
warfare aircraft . It had a top speed of around 300 knots with a radius of actio n
of about 300 nm at 200 knots .
Almost three years had elapsed since approval to commence planning for th e
introduction of a naval air arm, although it was less than two years from endorsement of th e
concept to the first operational carrier arriving in Australia. This was only achieved with the
significant and willing assistance of the RN . However, this achievement belies the assertio n
made by the Naval Board in their earlier subtnission in June 1945, that five years were require d
for such a capability to reach an efficient operational state . (Sydney was fully operational i n
mid-1949, albeit with significant RN help) .
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A Sea Fury running up on the deck of HMAS Sydney . (J.Straczek)

The ability of the Majestic class carriers to operate modem aircraft had cause d
Australia some concern ever since the decision had been made to buy them . In a meeting i n
Britain in early 1949, Collins was advised of the potential limitations of the light fleet carrier s
in relation to operating the heavier aircraft being developed in the RN . A memorandu m
between the Secretary to the First Sea Lord and the First Sea Lord's office of April 194 9
following Collins' discussions records the results :
Admiral Collins . . . asked that action might not be taken to bring this matter t o
the notice of either of the governments . He accepted the fact that the Britis h
light fleet carriers would be in exactly the same position . . . but he felt that if th e
Australian government became aware that there was any hitch with regard t o
these carriers—a hitch which he felt might be resolved eventually—the Australian
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government might feel disinclined to purchase the second carrier . . . he
personally would accept, on behalf of the RAN, any disabilities in the supply o f
modern aircraft "
Operating modern aircraft from a carrier depended primarily on the planne d
development of the steam catapult . It would appear that the prestige associated with th e
introduction of aircraft carriers into the RAN, resulting in it being regarded as a fleet rathe r
than a squadron, was proving to be a greater consideration than the capability originally
envisaged . The Majestic class was the only type of carrier available which could be afforded b y
Australia, and the RAN was dependent on Admiralty developments and modifications t o
improve its ability to operate modern aircraft .
Goldrick quotes an exchange of letters from CNS to the First Sea Lord in March 1950 ,
where Collins had obviously accepted the inherent limitations of the Australian carriers :
Although up to date, 1 have maintained that our carriers should be capable of
operating the latest jet fighters, I am now beginning to have my doubts whethe r
this ideal is practicable . In the old days we bought Australia and Canberra, tw o
trade protection cruisers, and accepted that they were not fitted with 15" gun s
and armour . Is it not logical for us to provide now two Majestic class carriers
and accept that they are not fleet carriers, nor even Hermes class . . . their primary
role would be trade protection in which A/S operations play a major part and fo r
which they are well suited . If our carriers were to be employed in an area withi n
radius of fast enemy shore-based aircraft, the carriers would have to form part o f
a force with other carriers armed with the appropriate fighters . 4 9
The one fighter aircraft suitable for use from the Majestic was the proposed navalize d
version of the RAF Venom. The RAN's request for a jet fighter suitable for operations fro m
the modified Melbourne meant that the size of the buy would be large enough to justify the R N
proceeding with this project . 5 0
The Admiralty aim with the Sea Venom was to provide an all-weather fighter t o
combat low performance reconnaissance aircraft in the Atlantic . This aircraft, together with the
new Gannet anti-submarine warfare aircraft, offered a reasonably modern air group for the
RAN . However, the need to modify Melbourne to operate them ultimately led to completio n
delays and considerable cost increases, as Melbourne received a range of modification s
including the steam catapult, angled deck, heavier lifts, more robust arrestor gear an d
strengthened flight deck over the next few years .
A Cruiser Policy
The approved post-war plan allowed for the maintenance of two cruisers in commission an d
one in reserve, however, no provision had been made for their replacement . In mid-1949, Nav y
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undoubtedly be armed with torpedoes of greater performance, and other new
weapons and devices including possibly atomic weapons . 57
Riordan went on to say that the steps taken by the government to respond to th e
potential threat included ' . . .the modernisation of existing ships, the equipment of ships unde r
construction with the latest weapons and devices for combating submarines and the efficien t
training of officers and men to operate the new equipment' . 56 To assist in this training h e
announced that the UK had agreed to make submarines available for service on the Australi a
station, with the first arriving in January 1950 . He made the point that ASW training was no w
one of the most important aspects of naval activities .
After World War II, British submarines based in Singapore had been available fo r
training in Australian waters at regular intervals . The RN withdrew its submarines from
Singapore in May 1948, but early in 1949 offered to base three submarines in Sydne y
indefinitely for anti-submarine training . The cost, £20 000 annually, was to be shared b y
Australia and New Zealand . Their refits and the pay and victualling of their crews would be a n
Admiralty liability .
In supporting the proposal to the Defence Committee, the Naval Board emphasised its
concern at the reduction in anti-submarine efficiency, particularly in view of the 'specia l
importance of maintaining a high standard of proficiency in this sphere of training at th e
present time, when our only potential enemy is in possession of a powerful submarine fleet, a
substantial part of which is based in the Far East' . S9
The CNS noted during the Defence Committee deliberations that the cost could be
borne from the naval vote and observed they would also be useful for Air Force training . Th e
Defence Committee, in July 1949, supported the proposal and agreed that the Australia n
portion of the costs be borne from the naval vote . 60
In January 1950, the Defence Committee took a November 1949 Naval Board pape r
containing proposals for the modernising and enlargement of the ASW force in the RAN .6 1
The paper described the development of the threat from the modern 'fast submarine', which ha d
'revolutionised' underwater warfare .
The Navy paper stated that the increased submerged speed of submarines (in excess o f
15 knots) demanded a corresponding improvement in the speed, endurance and ASW offensiv e
capacity of the vessels which will be used to hunt them . To this end it was noted that both th e
RN and the US Navy had commenced the conversion of destroyers to fast ASW frigates an d
the building of ASW vessels of new design .
It is of interest that the basis for the speed and endurance characteristics of the new
ASW frigate came from the RN requirement to escort a 10 knot convoy across the Atlantic i .e .
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4500 miles at 12 knots . 62 Further, the analysis of the submarine threat in the Navy paper onl y
related the marked impact of the new, 'fast' submarine compared to those used in World War I I
in general terms, and did not draw on the Joint Intelligence Committee Appreciation giving th e
latest intelligence assessment, which had caused the basic force structure policy change .
In examining the implications to Australia of the submarine threat, the Navy pape r
explained that one of the main functions of the light fleet carriers was the conduct of AS W
operations . In such operations, the carriers join the destroyers and fast escort vessels t o
provide an anti-submarine screen, or to form 'hunter-killer' groups for detached operations .
While the 'Battles' and Dar ings could contribute to effective ASW operations, with o r
without the carriers, their completion date had gone out to 1954 and six ships were inadequat e
to provide ASW protection to both naval forces and merchant shipping . It was argue d
therefore that the numbers needed to be supplemented to assure the defence of se a
communications .
The Naval Board stated that it had given full consideration to the problem, consulte d
the Admiralty, and had noted the measures being undertaken in this regard in the USA an d
Canada . Three proposals were recommended for the modernisation and enlargement of th e
RAN's ASW force :
The modernisation of the three 'Tribal' class to give them improved AS W
sensors and weapons, radar, and communications, at a total cost of £200 000 .
Conversion of the five 'Q' class destroyers on loan from the RN to fast AS W
frigates, generally following an Admiralty design (type 15) at a cost of £400 00 0
each . The conversion aimed at bridging the gap until purpose built ships coul d
be introduced.
The construction of six ASW frigates to follow on the six destroyers alread y
under construction, in place of further destroyers as currently envisaged, at a
cost of £2m per ship . 6 3
It was estimated that the ASW modernisation of each of the Tribals' would take abou t
six months and that the conversion of each 'Q' class Destroyer would take about eightee n
months . Thus, within the Five Year Program ending June 1952, the three Tribals' and three of
the 'Q' class would be completed . The new frigates would commence building in 1954, o n
completion of the endorsed destroyer build program of two 'Battles' and four Darings.
The Navy assessed that a new design frigate in the RN construction program would
'provide the type required', being a ship of some 2000 tons with hull and machinery similar t o
the Daring class . The design selected was the Type 12 or Whitby class, designated 'first rat e
ASW frigates' in the RN, and fitted with ASW sensors and weapons of post-war development .
They had good sea keeping qualities, but did not achieve the endurance suggested as
necessary.
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The view forward from the gun direction platform of the 'Tribal' class destroyer HMA S
Arunta. (J. Mortimer )

The basis for determining the numbers shows the simplicity of decision making in tha t
era, and the total acceptance of RN concepts . The accepted scheme of British tactics for th e
operation of ASW Frigates is that ships be organised in homogeneous escort groups, eac h
composed of six frigates, which permits four ships of a group to be operational at any on e
time .' As these frigates met RAN operational and construction capacity requirements (i .e.
compatible with the plant and equipment set up to construct the Darings), it was proposed t o
build six to follow on from the Da•ings . b4
In its deliberations in January 1950, the Defence Committee endorsed the proposal t o
modernise the 'Tribals' and the conversion of five class (subject to their being a gift fro m
the UK Government), but decided that proposals for a new ship construction program b e
raised separately. 65 The Navy took little time to resubmit its proposals for the six frigates ,
having gained the endorsement of the Joint War Production Committee, in its function i n
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relation to the current production programs and the war potential of the naval shipbuildin g
industry .
In May 1950, the Defence Committee, noting the strategic need and the necessity t o
provide for continuity in the naval construction program, agreed with the proposal to construc t
six ASW frigates. It added, however, that the construction of the frigates would be authorise d
in stages, having regard to other defence priorities, including the balance of the defence vote
between the Services. 66
Program Implementation - Problems and Delay s
The Chiefs of Staff had represented in early 1948 that the rise in costs since the program had
been drawn up required additional funds to meet the agreed objectives . During the Council of
Defence meeting in April 1948, the Prime Minister was critical of the Services' apparen t
inability to manage within the overall sum of £250m . Shedden, in a letter to the Minister ,
considered it was primarily an administrative problem, and that the Services' programs wer e
badly prepared and they had each underestimated the cost of their objectives .
In relation to the preparation for the September 1948 Budget debate, Shedden advise d
the Minister that 'since the program had been badly prepared and under estimated with regar d
to the costs of the objectives, there appears to be no point in publicly explaining the action s
taken by government to salvage the Services from the difficulties in which they had involve d
themselves as this would only put the government and especially the Service Ministers on the
defensive' . 67 It would appear that Shedden, who could be open to criticism regarding th e
program, was quickly taking 'the high ground' and distancing himself from any administrativ e
responsibility for the execution of the Government's program .
The Council of Defence deliberated on the problem in September 1948 and directe d
that program statements be submitted which detailed the additional resources necessary to
meet the approved program objectives . Some of the lessons of the aircraft carrier project ha d
been learnt, as each service was invited to include a contingency for unforeseen increases.
The Council also agreed that financial provision would be made for 'the achievement o f
those objectives which are physically possible during the program' . It instructed that th e
defence aspects of the increases would be dealt with on the administrative level by the Defenc e
Committee, the financial aspects by the Treasury Defence Review Committee, and the polic y
aspects by the Council of Defence and Cabinet. 6 8
The Navy submission was considered by the Defence Committee in May 1949 . It calle d
for a 27 per cent total program increase from £75m to £95m . Ultimately, a 23 per cent increase
to £92m was agreed, together with some £9m outstanding capital commitment outside th e
program, an increase of 21 per cent over that previously planned . 69
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The Navy submission raised four major issues in relation to the approved post-wa r
plan . Recruiting levels had not been achieved and the Navy sought to make up the shortag e
with local entries from the UK . However, the approved strength was unlikely to be achieved,
and because of this estimated deficiency, Navy advised that it would have to take a cruiser, a
destroyer, a frigate and a surveying frigate out of commission at the end of the program .
Ships in commission were to be retained on a reduced peacetime complement, but thi s
manpower requirement necessitated one 'Tribal' class destroyer and one frigate to b e
immobilised immediately, though not placed in reserve . The second aircraft carrier, together
with its new aircraft, was now forecast to be ready in late 1952, after the program period .
Finally, only the two 'Battle' class could be completed within the five year period because o f
construction delays, leaving the four Daring class to be completed subsequently .
The paper further called for additional funding of some £2 .6m for initiatives no t
covered in the post-war plan, the major one being the re-establishment of the Naval Reserve . I t
also included establishing a naval base at Manus lsland . 7 0
The Government acknowledged that rising costs would call for an annual vote of som e
£57m (as opposed to the £50m previously approved) if its objectives were to be achieved .
These changes were accepted by the Council of Defence on 7 June 1949, 71 and approved by
Cabinet on 4 July .7 2
It soon became evident that financial restrictions were not the Services' only problem .
When the Defence Committee reviewed progress towards the goals of the Five Year Progra m
in August and October 1949, it concluded that the Services would underspend their votes, b y
the amounts shown in Table 3 .1 : 7 3
Table 3 .1

Service Underspend - October 1949
Amount
£1 .2m
£4.4m
£3.3m
£8.9tn
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In the case of the Navy, this shortfall was due partly to slow progress with the secon d
carrier . However, all three services were experiencing great difficulty in meeting thei r
manpower targets . The Navy's target for 1949–50 was 13 880, but a strength of only 10 907
seemed possible . The corresponding figures for the other services were : Army - 16 00 0
regulars planned but only 15 000 possible and 50 000 citizen forces planned but only 23 00 0
possible ; Air Force - 12 611 planned but only 11 671 achieved, including 2000 civilian s
temporarily employed in service vacancies . 74
These personnel deficiencies made a significant contribution to the shortfall i n
expenditure . In the event, however, the slow growth personnel did not by itself seriously hinde r
the program, which was to be subjected to long delays in ship construction and delivery .
The Chifley Legac y
At the Federal elections in December 1949, the Australian Labor Party (ALP) lost office an d
with it, the concept of a well defined, five year defence program . The broad objectives of the
Chifley government's defence policy can be stated as the provision of forces to enable Australi a
to fulfil its obligations under the UN Charter, including regional arrangements in the Pacific, t o
participate in British Commonwealth defence, and to provide for the inherent right of self defence .
Before deciding its post-war policy, the Government had considered the d irection the
UK government was heading and consulted it as to the appropriate measures for cooperatio n
in British Commonwealth defence . The actual program gave a firm indication of Australia' s
undertaking to accept a greater share of responsibility in the Pacific .
Despite Chifley's severe and uncompromising approach to the development of th e
Defence program in 1947, the Services' organisational structures were not equipped to manag e
the funds allocated and projects planned . This was compounded by the personnel recruiting
and retention problems experienced . However, when it was obvious that increased funding wa s
necessary, it was allocated .
Overall, the ALP's five year naval program can be viewed as a sensible and pragmati c
approach to re-equipping the RAN to contribute to overall defence policy, and in particular t o
protect Australia's vital sea communications . The concept of Australia taking a lead in strategi c
planning in the ANZAM region was well advanced under the Chifley government, whic h
ensured that a major power, the UK, supported Australia in the region . The need for clos e
cooperation with the US was recognised and the RAN was authorised to commence
preliminary talks in this regard .
The relevance of the emerging potential submarine threat was accepted by th e
Government and plans were well advanced by the election as to the future shape of the RAN .
The change of government during higher defence committee consideration of the future AS W
requirements appears to have had no impact on the deliberations or ultimate decisions .
Although only one of the proposed major additions to the Fleet, HMAS Sydney, ha d
arrived by late 1949, the two major legacies of the program–the introduction of carriers an d
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the reorientation of the RAN to ASW–decisively shaped the force structure and the designate d
role of the Fleet for the next thirty years . The Chifley Labor government had set Australia' s
post-war Navy on a sound footing, albeit within restricted fiscal bounds which reflected the
realities of Australia's economic situation in the late 1940's . It was the many other factors
relating to the Service organisations, the manpower situation and the general inability of
Australia's shipbuilding industry to cope with the new technologies and productive wor k
practices necessary to meet deadlines within cost, which caused the whole program to sli p
beyond recovery.
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CHAPTER FOU R
STRATEGIC DECISIONS AND THE SHIFT TOWARDS AMERIC A
1 feel, in the face of the advancing tide of worl d
events in Asia, Australia must seek to revive th e
close working relationship with our American
friends, which existed during the war . This
relationship should, in due course, he given
formal expression within the framework of a
Pacific Pact . . .
Sir Percy Spender, 1950

Strategic Planning for the Middle Eas t
In December 1949 Australia elected the Liberal-Country Party coalition government unde r
Menzies . The change of government reflected the general concern felt in Australia at the onse t
of the 'cold war', which was characterised by the sharpening of US-Soviet tension in Europe .
To many Australians, the rise of communism apeared to be a monolithic conspirac y
aimed at taking over the world . Communist governments in Eastern Europe had assume d
power through non-democratic means . The Soviet Union had imposed a land blockade o n
Berlin from June 1945 to May 1949 . Mainland China had fallen into communist hands unde r
Mao Tse-tung . North Korea was a Soviet satellite ; a nationalist-communist movement wa s
engaged in a revolutionary war against the French in Vietnam ; there was communis t
insurrection in Malaya and the Philippines . Closer to home, in Australia, the Communist Part y
was creating industrial unrest .
To meet this apparent threat to Australia, Menzies promised in his election campaign t o
ban the Australian Communist Party and to introduce compulsory national service . The
introduction of a 'sensible system of universal training designed to meet the militar y
requirements of Australia. . .' was foreshadowed in the Governor-General's speech on 2 2
February 1950 . He also noted that the Government's defence policy was based ' . . . on th e
acceptance by Australia of its full share in coordinated British Empire schemes of defence, and
on the closest cooperation with the US'. l
With regard to the Navy, the Governor-General noted that 'active steps are being take n
to improve its efficiency' . This apparently included the introduction of reserve training (as had
been planned the previous year) . The speech also raised the intention to establish governmen t
factories for direct support of defence needs .
The new government did not hesitate to identify the Soviet Union as the cause of th e
cold war, and linked the colonial nationalist movements in South-East Asia with the expansio n
of Soviet and Chinese communism as a source of potential aggression against Australia . I n
Parliament in March 1950, the new Minister for External Affairs, Mr Spender, emphasised
that:
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Our security has become an immediate and vital issue because changes since th e
war have resulted in a shifting of potential aggression from the European to th e
Asian area. Our policy must be to ensure . . . that these new States cooperate with
each other and with us in [reacting to] the problems created . . . by the emergence
of Communist China and by the ever-increasing thrust of communism which
endeavours to ally itself, in the pursuit of its ends, with the national aspiration s
of the millions of people of South-East Asia .. . Our foreign policy . . . must b e
principally and continually concerned with the protection of this country fro m
aggression, and with the maintenance of our security. 2
A major security issue which the new government pursued was the negotiation of a
formal security pact with the US . Although both the Chifley and Menzies government s
believed the UK would continue to play a significant role in the region, they saw the security o f
the region ultimately resting with the US . Because of its own interests, the UK was prepared t o
maintain the close defence relationship in the region, whereas the US was less than enthusiasti c
and showed little interest in the South-West Pacific .
Chifley's aim of closer relations with the US had not been assisted by the personality of
his Minister for Foreign Affairs, Dr Evart . His blunt, aggressive and very nationalisti c
approach, coupled with his abrasive personality, caused concern and exasperation within th e
US State Department. By late 1949 relations (between the Departments) had deteriorated t o
the point of hostility, with State not merely indifferent to the wishes of the Australian Labo r
government . . . but wanting Labor out of office as apparently the only way of getting rid of
Evatt' . 1
A US State Department policy statement confirms this view, and in summarising US Australian relations, noted that they were strained by the 'dissimilar views on the Japanes e
peace policy . . . and the difficult personality of the Australian Minister for External Affairs, D r
Evatt . Since the advent of the coalition government there has been a marked change in th e
orientation and direction of Australian foreign policy' . 4 There had not been an environment
conducive to establishing a Pacific Security Pact despite Evatfs efforts in this regard .
Spender, on the other hand, was equally intellectual but with a more attractiv e
personality . From the outset of his tenure at External Affairs he had emphasised Australia' s
security and the need for close relations with the US . The change in strategic circumstances ,
which saw Australia committing forces to Korea, assisted his stated objectives, althoug h
Menzies was less than supportive of his plan for an alliance. As Spender notes, [the Prime
Minister] 'did not display much enthusiasm for a Pacific security mutual defence arrangement ,
rather the contrary' . 5
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The New Minister for Defence, Mr Harrison, met with the Defence Committee on 5
January 1950 to discuss the progress of the five year defence program . 6 The major problem s
raised by the Committee included :
deficiencies in the strength of the forces ,
delay in the naval construction program ,
delays in vital stores deliveries ,
delays in construction of facilities, and
delay in the development of the Joint Intelligence Organisation.
The actual numbers of full time personnel as at 30 November 1949 were well below th e
program targets, and in Navy's and Army's case had reduced rather than increased since Jun e
1949 . The Navy, with 10 093 personnel was some 46 per cent below the planned strength ,
Army with 14 827 was some 8 per cent below and Air Force with 9100 was some 44 per cen t
below target .
The delays in the destroyer construction program were attributed to 'the introduction o f
the 5-day week, lower output of work per man-hour, lack of sufficient tradesmen, difficulty in
obtaining supplies from the UK, difficulty in obtaining forgings, and delay in the receipt o f
plans (construction drawings).' This seemingly disastrous situation caused little concern t o
both the Minister and the Defence Committee ,
The generally poor state of stores and construction of facilities appears to have bee n
found acceptable . This attitude can only have exacerbated the overall problem, which woul d
indicate that the three Service's organisation and administration was not well equipped to cop e
with the rather ambitious force development program embarked on only two and a half year s
earlier .
The three Chiefs outlined the difficulties they saw in introducing universal training o r
national service as it was ultimately called . The CNS (Rear Admiral Collins) stated that i t
would not be practicable for the RAN to train an appreciable number of trainees unless ship s
were paid off to obtain the necessary number of instructors . He noted that the Navy woul d
need 4000 trained men in reserve to man all ships in an emergency . It is interesting that in the
post-war plans developed in 1946, all Services considered that a national service scheme wa s
essential .
The Minister's reaction was to point out that the Government had sought a mandat e
from the people on the principle of the introduction of universal training and it was committe d

to the introduction of a selective form of training to be working within three years, Th e
national service scheme was introduced to add to Australia's defence preparedness and t o
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improve the physical fitness of our young manhood' . s The need for a reserve of partly trained
men was not well thought through before its introduction, particularly as the trainees, althoug h
included in planned mobilisation numbers, were restricted to service in Australia . As Australia's
strategy began to commit forces overseas, the national service scheme did little to add t o
defence preparedness and in the Navy's case, contributed to a reduction because of the trainin g
load .
It was agreed that the return of BCOF personnel from Japan would help in th e
introduction of universal training . (Navy had 40, Army 2200, and Air Force 300 personnel in
the BCOF at that time) . 9 This meeting precipitated action to begin Australia's withdrawal fro m
Japan .
Australia first sought the views of the US and the UK in April . They were both
informed that Australia could make a greater contribution to the defence of the Britis h
Commonwealth if the occupation force returned to Australia and began a scheme for nationa l
service . After US agreement, Cabinet agreed in May to the proposal but withheld a n
announcement to minimise the possibility of the withdrawal of forces in Japan being linked t o
discussions on Malaya . 1 0
On 21 April 1950 the UK requested Australian assistance in the Malayan Emergency b y
providing reinforcements to include : a transport squadron (Dakota) for supply dropping an d
general transport ; a squadron or flight of Lincoln bombers ; and assistance in servicing aircraft.
The Defence Committee considered the request on 27 April and advised that a Dakot a
squadron and a small squadron of four Lincoln could be sent almost immediately, wit h
possibly two further Lincolns later . 11 Cabinet examined the issue on three occasions, and finally
agreed on 19 May that the Dakotas would be sent and servicing facilities made available in
Australia, but the decision on the request for the bombers was deferred . 1 2
In a statement in the Parliament announcing his decision to provide military assistance
to the UK in Malaya, Menzies also noted that the Government was in 'complete agreemen t
with a decision taken by the previous government in May 1948, to authorise strategic plannin g
to be developed on the official level through the Australian defence machinery . . . for the
regional defence of the Southwest Pacific area, the boundaries of which include Malaya . 1 3
From this statement it would appear the Government had accepted the notion of ANZA M
planning, but had yet to be convinced of the need to support the UK in the Middle East .
Following Defence Committee endorsement in June 1950 of the two major strategi c
planning documents, the Basic Objectives of British Commonwealth Defence Policy and the
Distribution of Strategic Responsibility and War Effort (discussed in Chapter One), they were
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submitted for consideration by government . The Chief of the Imperial General Staff (CIGS) ,
Field Marshal Sir William Slim, who was in Australia for defence discussions, attended th e
Defence Committee deliberations . He was also present at the Council of Defence meeting o n
21 June ('under summons' in accordance with Council of Defence Regulation 3(2)) .
The meeting marked the first review of strategy by government since World War II . I t
began by reviewing previous decisions which had governed the development of Australian
strategic planning. Shedden set the tone of the meeting and laid the foundations for the
ultimate decision by noting that 'a political point which affected the Labor Party was that the y
laid emphasis on the Pacific . We want to extend the matter to the Middle East' . The Prime
Minister observed that he had 'nothing to complain about in the matter of what has been don e
to date, it may have to be added to but that is for the Council' . Shedden in a rather ingratiatin g
manner added we had to coax the previous government along the road' . 14 Shedden also
confirmed for Menzies that the two planning papers had not been seen by the outgoin g
government,
An important point was made by Slim during this preliminary discussion, when h e
assured Spender that the UK was in close touch' with the US and there was no need fo r
anxiety about the preparedness of the US Navy 'to take charge of the area north of th e
northern boundary of the ANZAM area' . The notion that the US Navy could be depended on
to secure the Pacific was to set the direction of the coalition's naval policy and reduce it s
overall priority within the totality of Australia's defence .
After a general discussion on the question of war aims, including the probable scale o f
enemy submarine operations in the ANZAM region, during which the CNS observed that a t
most 'a small number' of submarines might operate in the area, Menzies opened discussion o n
the main issues before the Council . In questioning the assumptions behind the planning ,
Menzies started to lead the discussion towards Australia's interests by querying wha t
assumptions had been made about Indonesia . Shedden suggested that this would be considere d
in the context of later papers (which it was not) and this line of thought was put to rest.
After noting it could be a 'matter for argument whether ANZAM or the Middle East i s
our real theatre', Menzies invited Slim to explain how the Middle East fitted into Australia' s
policy . Slim, in arguing the case for Australia to contribute to the Middle East, noted that ' a
war could only be won in two areas, Europe and the Middle East' . When asked by Spender
about the Pacific, Slim replied that nothing terrible could happen there, to which Hol t
remarked : `Except to us' . Slim insisted there was little threat to Australia apart fro m
submarines . He noted that Britain could not rely on American help in the Middle East and wa s
therefore obliged to seek it from Commonwealth countries . He summed up that in the col d
war, Malaya was the UK's number one priority, but in a hot war, Europe and the Middle Eas t
were highest priority .
Given these classifications, and after some opposition principally from Spender, bu t
with strong support from Menzies and the CGS (Lieutenant General Rowell), the Counci l
supported Slim's view and approved the Defence Committee recommendations as a basis for
planning, ie, contingency planning for alternative deployments to both the Middle East an d
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Malaya. Menzies concluded that we are committing ourselves to planning, but the actua l
commitment as to what we will do will be for discussion at the time' .' s
The logic behind the strong support by Menzies and Rowell for Slim's assessment wa s
the successful historical precedent regarding Australia's military commitment in the Middl e
East. Given Rowell's extensive personal war experience in the Middle East and his clos e
professional association with the UK as outlined in his memoirs, his position could hardly b e
assessed as dispassionate . 1fi
Apart from Spender, and to a lesser extent Mr Holt (Minister for Labour and Nationa l
Service), the Council members were happy to accept the premise implicit in the papers, whic h
had been developed with a strong British influence and were vigorously supported at this
meeting by the C1GS . Shedden's influence and his disparaging comments on the Chifle y
government's position would also have influenced the ultimate support for the Defenc e
position . Despite Chifley's personal involvement in the general development of strategic policy ,
given the strong nationalistic views of key personalities like Evatt, and Chifley's primary aim o f
Australia's security above all else, it is unlikely that the previous government would have bee n
carried so easily.
Spender's view of the proceedings can be found in his memoirs :
Personally I was against Australia, with its limited resources, entering into fir m
commitments which could involve its military forces in Europe and the Middl e
East . . . . Menzies did not share my view that Asia was then the area of potentia l
danger . His interests were focused principally on Europe . . .My pre-occupatio n
with the possibility of the outbreak of armed conflicts in South East Asia wa s
thought by him, early in 1950 as being rather an obsession on my part - my
"hobby horse" . I recall an occasion in Cabinet, when Field Marshal Slim. . .wa s
discussing with us the question of Australia's responsibilities in the Middle Eas t
area in the event of the outbreak of world hostilities . After a general discussio n
Menzies said : " Come on Percy, let us have your book about South East Asia! " I
expressed it but did not succeed in making much of a dent in the thinking of m y
col leagues . 1 7
The Menzies government had now accepted the broad thrust of defence strategi c
planning which had been underway since early 1949 . It decided to end one major commitment,
the occupation of Japan, and to contemplate a new and possibly more demanding deploymen t
in the Middle East, under the strategy of cooperation in British Commonwealth defence .
Although there was a concern in relation to Malaya, when assured that there was n o
real threat to Australia, the Government accepted the British view that Australia's ultimat e
security depended on the successful defence of the Middle East theatre, and moved towards a
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strategic posture designed to contribute to Western security and support the implementation o f
the Anglo-American global strategy .
The Korean Wa r
The participation by Australia in the Korean War has been well documented in Dr O ' Neill' s
official history Australia in the Korean War 1950–53 and elsewhere) The North Korean
assault across the 38th parallel on 25 June 1950, just four days after the Government ha d
endorsed the focus of strategic policies on the Middle East, was to precipitate activities whic h
would have a major impact on Australian strategic and defence policies .
Cabinet considered the Korean situation on 27 June and Menzies announced the result s
of its deliberations in the Parliament. The government saw the invasion as one phase i n
communist inspired aggression in Asia and had decided that Australia would send a squadro n
of Lincoln bombers to Malaya as 'the preservation of British authority in Malaya was vital t o
Australia's security' . 19 It is of interest that Australia's first military response to the invasion i n
Korea was to send bombers to Malaya, a commitment which until then, it had been reluctant t o
accept .
Australia made one frigate (Shoalhaven, which was in Japanese waters), and the
destroyer Bataan (already enroute to Japan to relieve Shoalhaven) available on 29 June, an d
an Air Force fighter squadron (stationed in Japan) on the 30th . 20 On 26 July Australi a
announced its decision to provide ground troops, and the 3rd Battalion, Royal Australia n
Regiment arrived in Korea from Japan on 28 September . Ultimately Australia committed a
second battalion (1st Battalion, Royal Australian Regiment) in March 1952, resulting in a pea k
commitment of some 5500 personnel from all three Services . 2 1
The RAN maintained at least two destroyers or frigates on station in Korean water s
from mid-1950 until the armistice in July 1953 . The carrier Sydney also replaced HMS Glory
from September 1951 to January 1952 . Keeping two ships on station in Korea pose d
significant problems for the RAN because of the limited numbers of ships and the overal l
manpower shortage . The planned deployment period was a 12 month cycle, with eight month s
in Korea and four months on passage . On return to Australia the ships were generall y
decommissioned and refitted. The shortage of ships and delays in build and refits meant tha t
the planned deployment cycle was not met . The destroyers averaged some 10 months in the
war zone, with Warramunga spending 13 months on one deployment as a relief was no t
available . The destroyers (Bataan,Warrantanga, Anzac and Tobruk) were each deployed twice
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to the war zone . The frigates each had one deployment, Murchison and Condamine both
spending nine months, and Shoalhaven and Culgoa three and four months respectively 2 2

On board HMAS Bataan off Korea, 1952 . Vice Admiral Sir John Collins, Chief of Nava l
Staff, Commander W .S . Bracegirdle (CO), Commander W.F . Cook . (J. Srraczek)

The 'Tribals' and 'Battles' armament were more suited to the operations in Korea tha n
the 'Bay' class frigates . The latters' obsolete radar and conununications fit also reduced their
operational effectiveness . Their primary role at that stage was conducting ASW training in
Australia . The RAN during this period was fully committed providing two ships in Korea (full y
manned), conducting carrier operations with one escort (fully manned), and-submarine trainin g
(part manned), and maintaining ships in reserve .
The US had tended to assume that Europe was the main arena for communis t
expansion, but the Korean War abruptly changed its assessments of the priority of communis t
goals, and focussed its attention on East Asia. This opened up new opportunities for Australi a
to improve its relationship with the US .
O'Neill suggests that the outbreak of conflict in Korea served to remind Australia an d
the UK that their basic security concerns were focussed on different sides of the world . 'Th e
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cooperation with relation to ANZAM and the Middle East before the Korean War wa s
relegated to second place as each government became increasingly concerned with its d rect
i
relationship with the US .' 23 One of Australia's policy objectives for some time had been th e
development of closer ties with the US .
The RadfordlCollins Agreemen t
A significant development in establishing closer ties with the US was the 1951 Radford/Collin s
Agreement . Its genesis was the April 1948 Council of Defence directive to open discussion s
with the US at the naval level (discussed in Chapter Three).
This Council decision led to an initial visit to Pearl Harbor by the CNS in Novembe r
1948, to open discussions on coordination of naval planning with Admiral Ramsey, the the n
Commander in Chief, Pacific (CINCPAC) . The boundaries of the regions (i .e . ANZAM and
Pacific) were discussed, some adjustments made to fit in with the US position and the type of
coordination required was agreed. 24
In December 1950, the Deputy High Commissioner for the UK wrote to the Prim e
Minister advising him of discussions in October between the US and UK Chiefs of Staff on the
global situation . The question of military planning in the ANZAM and Pacific Regions ha d
been raised at that meeting and the Deputy High Commissioner noted that he had been aske d
to suggest that:
.. .if the Australian authorities agree with the conclusions of the United Kingdo m
and United States Chiefs of Staff that coordination of planning, between th e
ANZAM and the Pacific theatres was desirable, they should arrange that contac t
should be made with Admiral Radford, by their Chiefs of Staff with a view t o
holding discussions ... 25
In January 1951, the Defence Committee considered the implications of the Octobe r
meeting between the UK and US Chiefs of Staff. The CNS advised the meeting that he ha d
communicated informally with Admiral Radford, (CINPAC) who had made it clear that he was
authorised to discuss coordination of planning for the defence of sea communications only .
The Defence Committee recommended talks be held at Pearl Harbor at an early date . 2 6
The attachments to the Agendum for this Defence Committee meeting include a lette r
containing information from the UK Chiefs of Staff regarding the ANZAM boundaries . The
letter noted that during the October discussions when the question of coordination of plannin g
between ANZAM and the Pacific regions was raised, the UK Chiefs of Staff were informe d
that the 'Ramsey/Collins 1948 ANZAM/CINCPAC boundary' would form the most suitabl e
basis for discussions between the ANZAM authorities and Admiral Radford . The UK thought
that a reference to the Ramsey/Collins boundary might have been 'inadvertent' but found tha t
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this was not so . The UK Chiefs suggested to Australia that the agreed boundaries used in al l
the ANZAM reports and planning papers to date should be used in any discussions wit h
CINCPAC . 2 7
The UK Chiefs were obviously put out by the revelation that a 'Ramsey/Collins '
boundary existed . This is not surprising given the considerable number of discussions an d
correspondence between the three ANZAM nations on the general question of coordinate d
planning and, more specifically, the ANZAM Region boundaries . It is curious that th e
relationship obviously established between the Australian CNS and CINCPAC since 1948 wa s
not raised in the 1949 ANZAM planning discussions and subsequent correspondence . In the
papers produced by the JPC prior to the Radford/Collins meeting it would appear that th e
Committee was unaware of the agreement reached in 1948 on regional boundaries.
Discussions between the ANZAM delegation and CINCPAC were held in Hawaii fro m
26 February to 2 March 1951 . Admiral Collins led the ANZAM delegation, which include d
representatives from the British Commander-in-Chief, Far East representing the British Chiefs
of Staff, as well as the New Zealand CNS . The conference discussed a number of issue s
relating to naval cooperation and coordination of activities in global war . Admiral Radfor d
made it clear that he was not authorised to discussed the ANZAM Region as a theatre of war ;
he was prepared only for coordination of naval operational matters .
The ANZAM Region was accepted for the allocation of responsibility for the followin g
naval operational matters :
escort, convoy routeing and diversion of traffic ,
reconnaissance ,
local defence anti-submarine warfare, and
search and rescue . 28
The meeting also set in train the resolution of what coordination was practical in
relation to these four functions . The coordination of routine naval operational matters betwee n
CINCPAC and CNS Australia, including the exchange of naval liaison officers, was agreed .
In relation to escort, convoy routeing and diversion of traffic i .e . naval control o f
shipping, the establishment of a common system of routes was set in train and the US agree d
to exchange basic publications and doctrine . The coordination of reconnaissance, ASW an d
search and rescue procedures was arranged, to include the exchange of appropriate
publications .
With respect to communications, it was agreed to improve the radio links betwee n
Pearl Harbor and Canberra, exchange appropriate publications, and to coordinate technica l
aspects . Some adjustments were also made to the ANZAM Region boundaries to meet U S
requirements. The conference also agreed that when all participating authorities had approve d
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the conference report, it would be considered an agreed document, and the necessary actio n
taken at the Service level to implement the recommendations .
The new boundaries differed slightly from those agreed to previously by the ANZA M
nations, the basic difference being the inclusion of the Gulf of Siam and a slight western shift o f
the eastern boundary which excluded a number of islands for which the UK and New Zealan d
were responsible . 29 By late 1951, the ANZAM countries had agreed to the revised boundaries.
The UK, however, was concerned that there was no US recognition of the ANZA M
Region as a possible war theatre. Such recognition would give US agreement to planning to b e
conducted in peace, but more importantly recognise that in war, operations would be directe d
by the ANZAM Chiefs of Staff, equal in status to the US or UK Chiefs of Staff, an d
responsible to the allied authority for the higher military direction of the war .
The US position was put clearly by Admiral Radford that the ANZAM Region had n o
significance other than for the purposes specifically stated i .e . coordination of specific naval
activities relating to control and protection of shipping . The US Chief of Naval Operation s
approved the conference recommendations and authorised CINCPAC to implement them .
In October 1951, the Defence Committee, discussed the issue and agreed that, as th e
other parties had concurred with the conference recommendations, the endorsement of th e
Minister for Defence and the Prime Minister be sought to adopting the revised area as th e
ANZAM Region, and for coordination between ANZAM and the US as agreed . It was also
agreed by the Defence Committee to pursue the UK Chiefs of Staff proposal to discuss th e
question of the status of the ANZAM Region with the US . 3 0
This latter aspect was treated in a rather perfunctory manner by Collins who, in a letter
to Radford in September 1951 informing him in general terms of the UK Chiefs of Staff views ,
and particularly their desire for a wider status to be given to the region, concluded :
I don't think you and 1 need worry at present about this aspect, the initiation o f
which must come, if at all, from higher authority . . . . I feel the way is now clea r
to go ahead, on the naval level, with our planning . 3 1
In the event, the US never recognised ANZAM as a potential war theatre .
The Radford/Collins Agreement was subsequently endorsed by the Prime Minister an d
Minister for Defence in October 1951 . 72 The Agreement is not a treaty, but provides fo r
coordinated operations in relation to naval control and protection of shipping when mutually
agreed by two or more of the parties . If invoked, Australia would assume responsibility fo r
naval control and protection of shipping broadly within the Australian Maritime Surveillanc e
Area (MARSAR) .
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The primary value of the Agreement has been as a peacetime planning and liaiso n
measure to exercise doctrine for the naval control and protection of shipping . Hence ,
independently of the ANZUS Treaty negotiations, a basis for allied maritime cooperation in th e
Pacific had been established.
The ANZUS Treaty and its Impact
In addition to the Colombo Plan", the other major strategic initiative achieved by Spende r
during his short term in office (some fifteen months) was the ANZUS Treaty . Although
eclipsed by cooperation in British Commonwealth defence in its early years, ANZUS was t o
become the cornerstone of Australia's defence policy for the next forty years, and remain s
today as Australia's primary defence treaty . The development of the cold war and the US ai m
of containing communism, in concert with its allies, together with the US desired for a `peac e
of reconciliation' with Japan, set the scene for the successful negotiation of the Treaty .
The ANZUS Treaty was negotiated in Canberra in February 1951 ; Spender being th e
major player from the Australian perspective . It was formally signed in San Francisco on 1
September 1951 and ratified in April 19 .52 . ANZUS' origins and implications have bee n
extensively analysed in the literature .' 4 It is generally agreed that it was the US desire to secur e
a moderate peace treaty with Japan, made more urgent as a result of military setbacks in Kore a
in 1950, which enabled Australia and New Zealand to achieve such a defence pact . The prompt
commitment of Australian and New Zealand forces to Korea also helped improve relation s
with the US and would have ensured a more conducive climate in Washington to th e
implementation of such a treaty . A more recent analysis by Philip Dorling suggests that in
addition to these factors, 'the ability and willingness of Australia and New Zealand t o
contribute to the defence of the Middle East in the event of global war was a major, perhap s
the most important element in the chain of diplomatic and strategic interaction which produce d
the ANZUS Treaty . 3 5
Australia's decision in mid-1950 to extend the scope of Australian strategic planning to
provide for the possible dispatch of land and air forces to the Middle East in the event of globa l
war was seen by UK and US strategic planners as a significant contribution to assist th e
possible implementation of Anglo-American global war plans . No major threat was likely t o
emerge in the South-West Pacific, and the provision of a public and formal security guarantee ,
unlikely to impose any significant new military burden on the US, was in large part intended t o
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alleviate any potential political difficulties in Australia relating to the dispatch of troops to the
Middle East . A State Department assessment prepared in late 1951 noted that the Treat y
would 'free substantial Australian and New Zealand forces for the defence of the Middl e
East'. 36
The Pact includes two main issues—action in the face of aggression and the provisio n
for consultation in the face of aggression or threat of aggression . It also provided for th e
establishment of an ANZUS Council consisting of the respective Foreign Ministers, to meet a s
required .
The first major provision in the Treaty regarding action in the face of aggression i s
covered in Articles IV and V . Article IV (the heart of the Pact) says :
Each Party recognises that an armed attack in the Pacific area on any of th e
Parties would be dangerous to its own peace and safety and declares that it
would act to meet the common danger in accordance with its constitutiona l
processes .
Article V then defines 'an armed attack' as including an attack on the metropolitan
territory of a Party or on the island territories under its jurisdiction in the Pacific, or on its
armed forces, public vessels or aircraft in the Pacific . The other main provision is th e
preparation or planning to meet aggression (Articles III and VII) . The former provides for
consultation in the event of a threat to any of the Parties, the latter establishes a Council to dea l
with implementation of the Treaty .
It is of interest to note that the preamble recognises that Australia and New Zealand, a s
members of the British Commonwealth, have military obligations outside as well as within th e
Pacific area. This was an implicit acknowledgment of the Middle East commitment whic h
created the need for an American security guarantee .
Another issue in the preamble notes that the Pact was an interim step 'pending th e
development of a more comprehensive system of regional security in the Pacific area' (this i s
also noted in Article VIII) . This reference probably goes back to the US desire to have a n
arrangement including Asian countries . A wider system of security was eventually establishe d
under SEATO, which is discussed in Chapter Eight .
The exclusion of the UK from the ANZUS treaty was a decision by Australia and the
US for different reasons . Australia was aware of the British objections, and acknowledged tha t
the UK would not enter a pact which did not include all its conditions, and also recognised tha t
these would not be acceptable to the US .
One major British reservation perceived by Spender was the apprehension that as a
consequence, Australian and New Zealand commitments would be increased in the Pacific ,
leading to a diminishing capacity to contribute military assistance to the Middle East. The
British reservations were also centred around its objection to a 'white man's pact' which coul d
engender hostility among Asian countries and adversely affect the Colombo Plan .
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The UK also raised the propositions that : an 'offshore' arrangement (including Japa n
and the Philippines) was undesirable ; any defensive pact which did not include the nations o f
South-East Asia (i .e. ex-British colonies) was inadvisable ; it was unlikely these nations woul d
join any such pact ; and, unless they did, no pact should be entered into . It also considered tha t
security in the Pacific was unreal unless there was security also in the Indian Ocean, an d
therefore nothing should be done to impede this being achieved .
The UK was opposed to any Pacific Pact of which it was not a party, yet was unwillin g
to enter into any at all . Spender noted that 'in substance the UK objections . . .were to th e
creation at that time of any Pacific security pact' . The British view was unacceptable t o
Australia ." The US, on the other hand, a major critic of colonial empires, could not underwrit e
the UK's colonial territories in the Pacific, noting that significant British commitments in th e
Middle East reduced its ability to defend its territories in the Pacific .
David McIntyre, in a comprehensive analysis of the background to ANZUS, puts the
British objections and the misunderstanding with Australia in focus . Because of UK interests i n
South-East Asia, an 'island chain' agreement fie, 'offshore' arrangement) with Britai n
excluded had the potential to damage British prestige and cause insecurity in the ex-Britis h
colonies . In view of the British objections and the fact that British inclusion in any agreemen t
would be likely to cause problems with France, the Netherlands and Portugal, the U S
reconsidered its options. The result was the decision to offer a tripartite agreement wit h
Australia and New Zealand . Bureaucratic delays in Whitehall prevented this option bein g
seriously considered by the British Cabinet whose objections, which upset Spender, reall y
related to the discarded 'island chain' proposal . "
While Attlee welcomed ANZUS and recognised its relevance to the Middle Eas t
strategy, Churchill, after his re-election in 1951, stated that he regarded the pact as an affron t
to Britain, and sought a wider arrangement which he considered would be more satisfactory .
Despite British attempts to be included at later ANZUS Council meetings, given the U S
position, Australia and New Zealand declined to argue strongly for British membership . 3 9
The relationship between ANZUS and the ANZAM arrangements was not addresse d
when negotiating ANZUS and, in the event, was never resolved . Given Britain's responsibility
for the defence of Malaya and its close strategic relationship with two of the ANZUS partners ,
who were also committed to planning in support of Britain in the Middle East, Britain' s
objections to its exclusion from the Treaty have some validity . Any planning for the Pacifi c
area should sensibly involve Britain, and a more comprehensive Pacific Pact, including Britain ,
was ultimately seen as the way ahead .
The ANZUS Treaty was criticised during the debate in the Australian Parliamen t
primarily because it was less definitive than the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO )
Pact, with correspondingly less obligation on the US for assistance . Despite the vagueness o f
its wording, ANZUS set the scene for a close defence relationship with the US . The alliance
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was seen as giving grounds for confidence that in the event of a fundamental threat t o
Australia's security, US military support would be forthcoming .
Australian enthusiasm for the agreement was tempered during the early years by apath y
towards ANZUS by the US . The US Government showed no desire to make ANZUS more
than a means of exchanging views and information and fostering a common approach t o
problems, and suspicions grew that the Eisenhower administration was cool towards th e
alliance . 4 o
The Treaty had a major by-product in that Australia (and New Zealand) attache d
themselves firmly to the US in the interests of what was regarded as a realistic policy . As a
result, for over a decade Australian foreign and defence policy was closely identified with tha t
of the US and little effort was made to establish close relationships with other countries in th e
region . Despite attempts by Casey, Menzies could not conceive of any but western nations a s
ever being seriously considered as dependable or as close allies. While identifying itself wit h
US policies, Australia was neither able to influence them significantly, nor remain remote fro m
them .
Although the benefits of ANZUS have often been praised, the existence of this allianc e
did cause the Menzies government to reduce defence expenditure and maintain it at minimal
levels. The benefits of this low defence spending allowed the Government to avoid divertin g
fully committed labour from the civil sector to defence, to refrain from imposing extra taxatio n
to fund increased defence spending, and to avoid fuelling the fires of inflation, 4 t
A study of Australia's defence during the period states, in relation to Australia's defenc e
responsibilities under ANZUS, 'Although military representatives of the signatories conferre d
on means of developing the capacity to resist attack, it is doubtful whether Australia or Ne w
Zealand fulfilled the pledge in Article 2 for at least a decade' . 42 Dr Millar was also critical o f
the Australian approach to defence funding and he states, And yet on the evidence it is difficul t
not to conclude that if the Australian government took seriously the communist military threa t
in South East Asia, it wanted other people to bear the costs of meeting that threat' .43
Reese contends that Australian and New Zealand expenditure on defence was, 'th e
minimum that their governments judged compatible with the retention of the good will o f
major allies, and this was widely acknowledged in the press and the universities as being les s
than it should be' . 44 The need to contribute to domestic economic and demographic
development as a more important contribution to security evolved into a claim for Australia t o
contribute less than its proper share to western defence which, according to Millar, wa s
'neither credible nor honourable'. 45
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It was repeatedly argued by the Government that defence was essentially a matter o f
cooperation with the UK and the US in South East Asia, and that this protection had to b e
earned by supporting those countries in the area . At no time in the 1950s, however, was th e
Australian (or New Zealand) contribution commensurate with government statements o f
intent' . 46
The issue is succinctly summarised by B . D . Beddie :
.. .officially we undertook a major defence effort in order to secure and carr y
influence in our alliances, in reality we relied upon our alliances to relax ou r
defence effort . Instead of treating defence as complementary to diplomacy, w e
treated diplomacy as a substitute for defence . Again, it is an open questio n
whether the government intentionally followed this course as a policy of 'gettin g
away with it' at the expense of our allies or whether it genuinely failed t o
appreciate the divergence between its foreign and defence policies . 47
While the weight of historic evidence favours the former, the absence of clear forc e
structure plans and an overly complex defence machinery, meant that the Government
consistently failed to come to grips with what its defence policy was achieving in real terms ,
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CHAPTER FIV E
THE IMPACT OF MOBILISATION PLANNIN G
ON FORCE STRUCTURE DEVELOPMEN T
The dangers of war have increase d
considerably . It is my belief that the state of the
world is such that we cannot, and must nor, giv e
ourselves more than three years in which w ge t
ready to defend ourselves . Indeed three years i s
a liberal estimate .

R .G. Menzies, 195 1
The Three Year Progra m
On 5 July 1950 the Council of Defence agreed to a proposal by the Prime Minister that a ne w
defence program be instituted by the present government and that the period for it s
implementation be three years . , The Three Year Defence Program (1950—52) was based o n
completing the objectives of the Chifley government's Five Year Program (1947-51), wit h
additional objectives .
These included the introduction of national service, the re-introduction of Women' s
Services in the three Services, the re-forming of a Citizen Air Force Reserve, the production i n
Australia of the latest high speed bomber (Canberra) and of the latest development in
jet-propelled fighter aircraft (Hawker F1081—under development in the UK ; in the event th e
Sabre jet fighter was procured), as well as an extension of the present contracts for a jet fighter
in production in Australia (Vampire), the modernisation and conversion of existing destroyer s
and the commencement of a new naval construction program . Ultimately, provision was mad e
for the Malayan and Korean commitments and a significant pay increase was approved . 2
The naval construction and modernisation programs had been raised by the RAN lat e
1949, endorsed by the Defence Committee in early 1950, and were finally approved by th e
Government in August that year . '
The basis of the new Three Year Program was outlined in a Defence Committe e
Memorandum in September.' The memorandum referred to the Soviet cold war strategy an d
tactics and emphasised that Australia's cold war policy must be related to military strength .
Increased strength was necessary for greater preparedness for a speedy transition to a wa r
footing . The policy framework developed for the previous plan was assessed as still relevant.

2
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A major issue identified was the strength of the Services . The state of the Servic e
personnel in 1950 is shown in Table 5 .1 :
Table 5 .1

Personnel Status - 1950

PRESEN T
STRENGTH

MANNE D
BY JULY
1952

Navy

10 407

15 173

4760

Army

15 064

19 000

3936

Air Force

10 14 4

14 356

421 2

TOTAL

35 615

46 529

12 91 4

81 8

1000

18 2

Navy

511 1

; 580

246 9

Army

18 467

30 000

11 53 3

Air Force

144 5

11) 64(1

919 5

TOTAL

25 023

413 220

23 197

PERMANENT FORCES

Land Force for Korea
CITIZEN FORCES

The numbers required on mobilisation, and the planned expansion after the first yea r
(M + 1), are shown in Table 5 .2 .
Table 5-2

SERVICE

Mobilisation Pla n

M DA Y
on outbreak of war)

Navy

23 255

Army

167 000

Air Force

22 950

TOTAL PERSONNEL

213 203

M + 1 YEAR

294 000
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The new program heralded a brief period of significantly increased defence spendin g
which allowed a number of objectives, developed after the introduction of the 1947—51 Fiv e
Year Plan, to be funded . With the exception of national service, these were initiated by th e
Defence establishment. An initial amount of some £272 .2m was estimated for the new thre e
year program, based on the following factors :
£m
balance of the Five Year Program

164, 3

1952—53 amount to maintain approved strength and organisation

56 . 9
5.7

outstanding Navy capital for 1952—53

45 . 3

additional objectives approved by government

TOTAL £272 .2 m
This amounted to a planned annual defence expenditure of some £91m, or some 4 . 1
percent of national income, compared with £54 .3m or 2 .9 percent spent the year before . 5
Cabinet considered the Defence Committee's advice on the state of Australia's defenc e
preparedness in mid September . The planned strengths of the Services were endorsed except
that the Army's Citizen Military Force (CMF) was to be increased from 30 000 to 50 000. I t
was agreed to limit national service to 21 000 and bring forward the commencement of th e
scheme to 1 May 1951 .
The Field Force was to be expanded to complete a brigade group with a third battalion ,
and a second brigade group was to be recruited, when the first was at full strength . Condition s
of service in the Army were to be amended to allow for service anywhere .' In the context of
approving the national service scheme earlier that year, Cabinet had approved a majo r
recruiting campaign and, to improve recruiting and retention, a significant service pay rise . '
The increased emphasis on Army personnel and the aircraft production progra m
resulted in a change in the balance of funding between the Services, apart from the overal l
increase in Defence spending. The actual expenditure compared with the previous yea r
(excluding £57 .lm for strategic stores) is shown in Table 5 .3 : 8

ibid .
Cabinet Minute No . 185, 11—13 September 1950, CRS A4639,

Vol . 6, AA .
Cabinet Minutes No . 144 (National Service), 14 July 1950; 154 (Recruiting), 31
186A (Pay Rise), 25 September 1950; CRS A4639, Vol . 6, AA .

July

1950 ; and 186 an d

National service recruits were to undertake the following training :
Navy :

124 days continuous training, followed by 13 days in each of the next 4 years.

Anny:

98 days continuous training, followed by a 14 day camp and 12 days of evening and weekend
training for the next 3 years.
Air Force:

s

CPD Vol .

l76 days continuous training .

209, 12 October 1950, p . 782 and CPD Vol . 214, 26 September 1951, p . 7 l .
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Table 5 .3

DEPARTMENT

Defence Expenditure 1949–50 and 1950–5 1

EXPENDITURE
(£m)
1949-SO

PERCENTAG E
INCREAS E

1950-5 1

16 . 8

46,4%

Army

15. 1

73 .5 %

Air Force

11 . 8

134 .7 %

Defence

0.3

33

Supply

10. 3

.5%17 %

TOTAL

54.3

67.6%

The increase in defence spending which began in 1950–51 was not a result of th e
Korean War, as is the popularly held belief, but the result of an increase in defenc e
preparedness in expectation of the imminence of war . In 1950-51, the additional costs o f
Korea, RCOF Japan, and Malaya were estimated to be some £3 .9m or 7 per cent of the
defence draft estimates for personnel and operating costs for that year . 9
The change in defence thinking and the need for greater defence preparedness wer e
outlined by Menzies in a series of three rather dramatic radio broadcasts, 'The Defence Call t o
the Nation' in late September 1950 . During these broadcasts he raised the prospect of war and
called for increased defence preparation, noting that :
we are, in truth, confronting a new technique of world aggression . . . . If the evi l
clay dawns on which the last great world struggle begins, we must be prepare d
to fight wherever it is essential that the enemy be met and overcome . If there is
to be a third world war, the safety of Australia will not be protected here in
Australia, but in some other area . . . and so the Services must be designed an d
equipped, not for the last war, but for the next, 1 0
These speeches outlined the Government's recently agreed defence policy and it wa s
against this political framework that the increase in defence expenditure was authorised.
With regard to the Navy, Menzies raised the need to counter the long-range submarin e
threat to Australia's trade as the RAN's primary role, emphasised the need for a capabl e
force-in-being, and recognised that the previous government had put in hand 'a sound nava l
program' . With some extension, he stated, it would be a modem force with significant nava l

9
10
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aviation and ASW capabilities . He raised the serious personnel problems facing the RAN an d
called for 5500 recruits, emphasising the overall Defence recruiting campaign and the increased
rates of pay for Service personnel.
In the case of the Army, he announced that the Government intended to raise a regula r
army of two brigade groups, one of which was to be ready for instant deployment . He also
noted the strength of the Citizen Military Forces was to be expanded to 50 000 and that al l
new enlistments (both regular and reserve) would have to volunteer for overseas service . An
Australian Army raised only for service in Australia would, in all probability, be raised for n o
service at all . It would be the equivalent of a wooden gun . '
He announced that the Air Force would continue its expansion to 16 squadrons (th e
planned target in the old five year program) and raised the requirement to introduce jet aircraft ,
both procured from overseas and manufactured in Australia . The later introduction of modern
jet fighters (Meteor and Sabre) in response to the need to cope with the Chinese flown, Sovie t
built MiG-15, was the one force structure change which could be attributed to Australia' s
experience in Korea .
Although he did not spell it out in so many words, Menzies was committing Australia
to providing an expeditionary force with a reduced emphasis on defence of Australia . The
revised defence expenditure pattern reflected this change in emphasis, with the RAN's role o f
protection of shipping being of a secondary nature . This was to be undertaken in an area o f
assessed low threat, and one where the US Navy was dominant .
State of the Navy - 195 0
By December 1950 the RAN ' s active forces included one carrier, five destroyers and fou r
frigates. Personnel strength of 10 860 was still well down on the 15 DUO target for mid-1953.
National service training was planned to commence in 1951 with an annual intake of 500 . Th e
first carrier, Sydney, had an embarked air group and a second air group was formed an d
stationed at the Naval Air Station, Nowra . Melbourne, the second carrier, was building in th e
UK . A second naval air station at Schofields (Nirintba) was planned for aircraft repair,
maintenance training and to accommodate reserve aircraft "
The first of the six destroyers approved for construction, Tobruk, finally commissioned
in May 1950 some 15 months later than originally scheduled . The second, Anzac, was
originally planned to commission in September 1949 and finally did, some 18 months late in
March 1951 . The four Durings were planned for delivery successively in 1953-55 . Th e
ongoing building program of six anti-submarine frigates had been authorised . 1 2
The modernisation of the cruiser Hobart had begun at Garden Island Dockyard, with a
planned completion date of 1952 . The conversion of the five 'Q' Class destroyers to fast
anti-submarine frigates had been authorised and work on three had begun . Modernisation of 1 2
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of the 30 Australian minesweepers (currently in reserve) was planned . Modernisation of the
three 'Tribal' class destroyers had been authorised, and work on Arunta had begun . 1 3
The planned modernisation of the Australian minesweepers later termed 'ocea n
minesweepers', recognised the potential mine threat in the ANZAM region . The modernisatio n
involved fitting out the Bathurst class with the latest British influence and mechanical
minesweeping equipment . While this equipment was developed in the late 1940s, the Sovie t
mines used in the Korean War gave an emphasis to mine countermeasures which was to be
reflected in RAN planning, if not force structure .
Maintaining ships in reserve was an accepted concept which, for a minimal expenditur e
in manpower and finance, ensured that ships that were unable to be manned in peace time wer e
available to meet mobilisation plans . The relatively unsophisticated weapons systems of th e
ships of that era made the concept more viable, although without careful and expensiv e
preservation work, the ships did deteriorate . With the large number of ships left over fro m
World War II and the reduced manpower available, placing ships in reserve and rotating the m
in active service was preferable to scrapping them .
In early 1951, the Admiralty advised that Melbourne would not be completed unti l
March 1954 . This represented a delay of some 21 months to the agreed delivery (late, on whic h
the naval aviation plans were based. 14 The Naval Board was quite concemed at the effec t
which this delay would have on its plans and sought to acquire a carrier on loan from th e
Admiralty for a period of about four years from late 1952 to late 1956 . This period was seen a s
covering the delay in the arrival of Melbourne and the modernisation of Sydney .
The Minister concurred with a Defence Committee recommendation in June 1951 t o
acquire a carrier on loan from the UK . The Navy anticipated it could finance the cost fro m
within its allocation under the Three Year Program but, in view of the manning situation, coul d
not commission Hobart, which was deleted from the order of battle. t 5
The British Government made no charge for the loan . The cost to the RAN wa s
estimated at £382 000, including £62 000 for air fares for the RAN crew to fly to the UK ,
£200 00(1 for alterations to provide additional aircrew accommodation and £12(1 (((10 for th e
initial outfit of air stores . 16 The RAN took over Vengeance in November 1952 . (It reverted t o
the RN in October 1955.) 1 '
In May 1951 the CNS wrote to the Minister advising that he was 'gravely concerned . . .
at the delays in our dockyard which are resulting in a disastrous lag in the construction and
conversion program' . The main cause for this situation was seen as a general shortage o f
manpower, the effect of material shortages being negligible compared to the labour problem .
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The naval dockyards at the time had some 5000 workers and the CNS estimated 10 000 mor e
were necessary . ) 8
The general situation at the three dockyards gives an insight into the problems at tha t
time . 19
Garden Island Dockyar d
Priority given to repair and refit of ships in commission .
-

Maintenance of ships in reserve was well behind and consequently thei r
condition was deteriorating badly.
.
Modernisation of Hobart was two years behind schedule
No work had been possible on the modernisation of minesweepers o r
frigates (it had been planned to convert a'Q' class) .

Garden Island Dockyard, June 1946 . (J . Straczek )

19
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Cockatoo Docks and Engineering Work s
New construction Darings had slipped two years .
Anti-submarine frigates were not yet started .
Aroma was in hand but delayed six months to June 1952.
Queenboraugh and Quiberon were in hand but had slipped six month s
to December 1952 and 1953 respectively .
Quality had not yet started and was delayed to at least 1953 .
Williamstown Naval Dockyard
New construction Darings delayed at least two years .
Plan to build three anti-submarine frigates was not possible .
Quadrant and Quickmatch were in hand but had slipped indefinitely .
Conversion of two ocean minesweepers was in hand on a low priorit y
basis .
Action had been taken to attract more labour by increased pay rates, but this had onl y
prevented further reductions . The CNS proposed a number of measures to improve th e
situation including : dockyard training, structural changes, improved work practices and extr a
allowances . 20 These, however, failed to an improve the very slow rate of progress .
In a further submission taken by the Defence Committee in December 1951, th e
situation regarding the new construction delays was starkly laid out . The delay was no w
assessed as being two to three years with delivery estimated in the period 1954 to 1956. Agai n
the cause was given as the very slow work in both yards . 2 1
Because of these delays and the inability to build any minesweepers in Australia befor e
1954, and following investigations in late 1951, the Navy proposed that orders for four anti submarine frigates and five coastal minesweepers be placed in Canada at a cost of £15m . 22 The
need to maintain continuity of the construction programs in Australia would be accommodate d
by maintaining the order for two frigates to be built in Australia, as approved, and building th e
other two in Australia as a later, follow-up program. In addition to the three minesweeper s
already approved, four more would be built in Australia which, with the five Canadian vessels ,
would complete the total of 12 considered necessary .
While the Navy appreciated that Australia's falling international reserves made th e
proposals unlikely to be practical, it was considered necessary to put on record to th e
Government the shortage of these vessels and to emphasise that every source of supply ha d
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been investigated . The Cabinet Committee on Defence Preparations decided in March 195 2
that in view of the foreign currency involved the proposal could not be approved . 2 3
Mobilisation Planning
In early 1951, while the ANZUS Treaty and the Radford/Collins Agreement were bein g
negotiated, Menzies was overseas attending the Commonwealth Prime Ministers' Conferenc e
in the UK . Shortly after his return, in March 1951, in a speech reporting on the conference h e
raised the increased probability of a third world war . After a wide ranging review of the stat e
of the global situation and particularly the Commonwealth, he stated :
The dangers of war have increased considerably . It is my belief that the state o f
the world is such that we cannot, and must not, give ourselves more than thre e
years in which to get ready to defend ourselves . Indeed, three years is a liberal
estimate . Nobody can guarantee that it may not be two years or one year . But
certainly nobody could say with any authority that we have a day more tha n
three years . . . against that imminent danger we must be prepared, and in time . 24
In assessing Australia' s strategic environment he stated that : 'Australian shipping migh t
well be harried by long range submarines, and there might conceivably be some sporadic o r
isolated air attack. But invasion . . . can be conducted only by oceanic powers . We have n o
present or potential enemy that could become an oceanic power within the time, or anythin g
like the time, that I have stated' . 25 His concerns were principally related to the communist
threat to the Western alliance in the Middle East, East and South-East Asia .
As proposed in his broadcast The Defence Call to the Nation', Menzies established a
National Security Resources Board in late 1950 to examine the civil and military resources an d
needs to ensure effective planning and priorities for the best use of Australian resources in th e
interests of national security . This Board was created to advise government on distributin g
national resources between defence and civilian needs . It was chaired by the Prime Ministe r
and consisted of senior public servants and prominent leaders in industry and trade unions, wit h
a full-time executive member . 26
The Prime Minister had written to the Minister for Defence in February noting that th e
Government should give consideration 'to the revision of some parts of our defence plans t o
meet the present international situation and . . . the size of the direct military effort which shoul d
be contemplated in the event of war' . In preparing for detailed discussions with the Nationa l
Security Resources Board on guidance on the size of the direct military effort, Menzies aske d
for a synopsis of the present stage of defence approvals and planning 27 .
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In his response, the Minister included a detailed statement of the material requirements ,
the strengths of the Services, the forces planned to be raised on mobilisation and the rate o f
expansion after mobilisation . The total material requirements were estimated by the Defence
Committee to be some £397m including £84m already in the Three Year Defence Plan, £113 m
to be provided by June 1953 and £200m to meet the remaining deficiencies as soon as possibl e
after June 1953 . The breakdown by Service is shown in Table 5 .4 : 2 8
Table 5 .4

Mobilisation Total Material Requirements - 195 1

Service

3 Year
Plan £m

Atkin! by
Jun 53
£m

After Jun 53

£m

Tota l
£m

Navy

24 .0

23. 5

58.0

105 . 5

Army

10 .0

44. 0

111 .0

165 . 0

Air Force

50 .0

45. 5

31 .0

126 . 5

TOTAL

x4.0

113. 0

200,ll

397 .0

The personnel requirements including reserves and national servicemen are shown i n
Table 5 .5 :
Table 5 .5

Mobilisation - Personnel Requirements - 195 1

Feb 51

On
Mobilisation

M+1
Year

M+3
Years

Navy

17 700

24 163

30 000

44 000

Actual

Army

36 641

124 500

240 000

366 00 0

Air Force

12 111

34 725

78 000

200 0(1 0

TOTAL

66 452

183 388

348 000

610 000

Reserves comprised 37 per cent of the actual personnel and, including nationa l
servicemen estimated to be under training at the end of 1953, some 70 per cent of the
mobilisation plan. 29
The Navy's planned forces to be raised on mobilisation are shown in Table 5 .6 : 1 0
28

DCA 50/1951, 9 March 1951, ibid .

29

ibid.

30

ibid .
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Table 5 .6

Navy Personnel - Planned Employment on Mobilisatio n

Major War V
2 carriers
7 destroyers
12 ocean minesweepers

2 cruiser s
11 frigate s

Minor War Vessels
Handing ship tank
3 coastal minesweepers
others including 2 salvage tug s

6 boom defence vessels
I. coastal minehunte r

9180

Fleet Trai n
1 armament stores issuing ship
stores carriers

1 fleet tanke r

Reserve Fleet

800
8f1 0

Harbour Defence including 4 seaward defence launches
Shore Establishments. punts and under training
TOTAL PERSONNEL

180 0
10 93 3
24 163

The planned expansion of the Navy after mobilisation included building up the frigates
to 22 (M+2), the fleet minesweepers to 32 (M+2), the coastal minesweepers to 12 (M+2), a
slight increase in the fleet train (1000 personnel at M+1), harbour defence (4,000 personnel a t
M+2), and an increase in the shore establishments, and training (1600 personnel at M+2) . The
build up of ships was not consistent with the number of ships in reserve and must hav e
anticipated overseas assistance.
The strengths to be raised on mobilisation were approved by Cabinet on 1 March ,
which also 'noted' the material requirements . The National Security Resources Board examine d
the proposal in March and April but made no decision . The Minister for Defence, Senato r
McBride, complained to the Prime Minister in late March expressing his concerns about th e
'further action necessary to obtain authority for placing orders in view of the time factor i n
preparedness' . In early May, the Prime Minister approved £50m for orders to be placed locally ,
with the object of converting available capacity in government factories to defenc e
production .' t
The Prime Minister was less than enthusiastic about the Services' proposals partl y
because the data was substantially that approved by the then Minister for Defence in May 194 9
merely as a 'basis of enquiry' . He indicated that he was very conscious of the total demands t o
be made on the Australian economy during a period of preparation as well as in the event o f

3'

Material Requirements of the Services on Mobilisation, attached to letter from Minister for Defence t o
Prime Minister, 17 August 1951, enclosed DCA 244/1951, 23 August 1951, CRS A5799, AA .
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war. He also stated that he had considerable doubts as to whether so large a war-tim e
expansion as that proposed by the Services would be justified, having regard to the probabl e
nature of the war and Australia's role in it . 3 2
In a letter to the Minister for Defence in early May Menzies outlined his preferre d
procedure . This would involve the National Security Resources Board conferring with th e
Defence Committee 'on the size of the Armed Forces that would be consistent with the
maintenance of the other sectors of the economy in war-time ' . The Defence Committee 's
proposals were to be examined by the Board and a report made to the Government on 'thei r
feasibility, having regard to the resources available and the need for a balanced allocation of
resources among the four sectors of the war effort and for preparing the economy for war' . 33
The Defence Committee produced a revised statement in late May giving the strength s
of the Services, the forces planned to be raised on mobilisation, and the rate of expansion afte r
mobilisation . These plans, although prepared in the light of the Prime Minister's comments ,
were no doubt influenced by the revised government position on the imminence of war . Th e
mobilisation strength of the Services after the outbreak of war remained as previousl y
submitted i .e . a total of 610 000 after three years . 34 This total may be compared with the peak
strength in World War II of 643 000 men and 48 500 women . 1 5
In the Navy's case, the personnel were to man 'the minimum forces assessed as
necessary to meet the form and scale of attack in the ANZAM region and Australian home
waters' . The Navy noted that these forces would eventually comprise : '2 aircraft carriers ; 2
cruisers ; 7 groups of destroyers, fast escort, or escort vessels ; a small fleet train ; 20 ocean
minesweepers and 20 coastal minesweepers ; besides harbour defence and auxiliary vessels' . 3 6
This was consistent with the early plan and hardly considered Australia's economic situation .
The Navy further covered itself in the rather ambitious plan by noting that if the for m
and scale of attack in the ANZAM Region were less than estimated, some of the forces 'will be
available to meet the grave deficiencies in the naval forces required for other theatres wher e
they will constitute a reasonable Australian contribution to the overall naval requirements o f
the British Commonwealth' . 3 7

32

Summary of Prime Minister's remarks at Sixth Meeting of National Security Resources Board, 12 Marc h
1951, CRS A816, Item 14/301/451, AA.

33

Letter, Prime Minister to Minister for Defence, 9 May 1951, CRS A816, Item 14/301/451, AA . The four
sectors of the economy were :
Armed Forces .
Munitions and supply production.
Food and raw materials production for export .
Maintenance of the civilian population on war standards .

34
35

Attachment to DCM 149/1951, 31 May 1951, CRS A2031, AA .
National Security Resources Board Paper No . B30,9 March 1951, CRS A816, Item 14/301/451, AA .

36

Appendix B to attachment to DCM 149/1951, 31 May 1951, CRS 2031, AA .

37

ibid .
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In line with the other two Services, these plans drew very much on World War I I
experience and were, in accordance with government policy, oriented to the overall plans fo r
the defence of the Middle East and Malaya . In this regard, the Australian defence planners use d
UK planning documents extensively to outline existing deficiencies .
There would also appear to have been little consideration of the likelihood of the units
to be manned actually being available within the postulated three years, and little recognition o f
Menzies' doubts as to whether the defence planners were considering the probable nature o f
the war and Australia's role . It was assessed that the UK and US would be unlikely to provid e
equipment to Australia for local defence, however, they would probably assist if a n
expeditionary force was being provided to a critical operational theatre . Although these plans
were developed on the basis that there might be no more than three years in which to prepare
for war, the Navy's plans in particular would appear to have been very ambitious .
In June 1951, McBride wrote to the Prime Minister recommending that the materia l
requirements of the forces on mobilisation be approved as an objective and that the anticipate d
requirements which could be provided by 30 June 1953 be approved . He emphasised that thes e
requirements applied only on mobilisation and not the subsequent expansion . The Nationa l
Security Resources Board considered the problem in June and July and decided mor e
consultation was necessary. "
In August, Menzies proposed to Cabinet that it adopt the objectives already implicit i n
previous approvals of the mobilisation strengths of the Services . To provide the materia l
requirements of the forces on mobilisation a planning figure of £400m, of which £156m ha d
already been approved (£84m in the context of the Three Year Plan, £50m for local orders and
£22m for individual items—mainly ship building), was established . He further proposed that the
previously approved strengths of the Services on mobilisation be agreed, ? '' as shown in tabl e
5 .7 :
Table 5 .7

Approved Mobilisation Number s

Service

Personne l

Navy

30 00 0

Army

124 501)

Air Force

34 72 5
189 225

Cabinet endorsed (again) the strengths on mobilisation, noted the additional financia l
approvals required over the period (£244m), and decided the material proposals require d

38

Attachment to DCA 244/1951, 23 August 1951, CRS A5799, AA .

39

Letter, Prime Minister to Cabinet, 15 August 1951, attached to DCA 244/1951, ibid .
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further analysis and re-categorisation into those needed in Australia and overseas .40 The Nav y
personnel figure was that planned for M+ I, but was accepted by Cabinet .
Menzies attitude to the mobilisation plan can be assessed in his submission to Cabine t
on 15 August, where he noted that a determined effort be made to restrict the total program t o
levels that, while affording the necessary degree of preparedness, will keep the additional strai n
on our domestic resources and our overseas funds within reasonable limits' . 41 Menzies wante d
to concentrate attention on what could be done up to mobilisation and how this could b e
achieved within three years .
McBride again represented to Menzies that it was clear Defence would not meet th e
mobilisation requirements by mid-1953, and no orders could be placed in the short term as h e
would have to divert all available staff for one month to reformat the needs as required by
Cabinet . He suggested the expression in time for mobilisation' be defined more accurately t o
give a more definite idea as to the period within which the approved objective should be
achieved . 4 2
Menzies agreed that the preparation of orders should not be prejudiced by a
reclassification of the statement of requirements and that :
. . . plans should be directed towards being in a position to mobilise our Forces by
the end of 1953, although the danger point may come earlier . My view is that as
regards mobilisation requirements that cannot be readily obtained in Australia by
the end of 1953 or shortly afterwards, we must explore every possibility o f
obtaining our relatively small requirements from the United Kingdom or th e
United States by that date . In exploring these matters we should of course als o
have information available regarding any items that could be supplied i n
Australia somewhat later even though they would not be to hand in time fo r
mobilisation at the end of 1953 . 4 1
After much deliberation, the National Security Resources Board decided in November
1951 that in view of the many variable and contingent factors involved in attaining th e
strengths proposed by the Defence Committee for expansion of the forces in the course of war ,
a substantially lower figure should be taken for planning at present' . The Prime Minister state d
that 'Cabinet would consider, at an appropriate moment, what specific guidance should b e
given to the Services . . . and the views of the Board and the considerations on which they wer e
based would be brought to the attention of Cabinet' . 44

40

Cabinet Decision No . 123, 20 August 1951, Supplement No. 2, 12 September 1951, attached to DC A
248/1951,30 August 1951, ibid .

4 1

Letter, Prime Minister to Cabinet, IS August 1951, attached to DCA 244/1951, op. cit .

42

Letter, Minister for Defence to Prime Minister, 5 September 1951, Supplement No . 1, 7 September 1951 ,
attached to DCA 248/1951, op . cit .

43

Letter, Prime Minister to Minister for Defence, 18 September 1951, Supplement No . 4, 9 October 1951 ,
ibid .

44

National Security Resources Board, Minute No . 194, 12 November 1951, CRS 816, Item 14/301/451, AA .
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Despite the announcement in March of the prospect of war within three years, Menzie s
and his administration had effectively dithered for some nine months on the allocation of
resources for mobilisation, with a planning figure of 'substantially less' . Cabinet further delayed
a decision when it determined in November, in the context of endorsing the Three Year
Program, that Defence should consolidate that program with the Mobilisation Program an d
submit a single one to the Defence Preparations Committee as soon as possible . 4 5
This is an example of how Menzies' government failed to fulfil its function through it s
use of an overly complex administrative structure. The National Security Resources Boar d
never achieved the stated aim of supporting the committee structure as a central advisory body ,
able to review the plan for economic mobilisation from the impact on the national economy ,
and to determine the relative priorities between defence and the civil sector . A study whic h
examines why this Board failed, noted that the Board 'struck great internal opposition an d
lasted . . . for no more than three years, though it has never formally been abolished . Nor did i t
succeed in producing a full manpower and materials budget ; this proved too hard for technical
reasons . . .'46
Impact of Mobilisation Planning on the Nav y
The RAN's final mobilisation planning recognised the reality of the likely resources to be
allocated to the fleet, and moved away from the '7 groups of destroyers, fast escorts or escor t
vessels' given in the May paper. With one cruiser, a destroyer, four frigates and 12 ocea n
minesweepers in or planned for modernisation, the June 1951 proposal for the planned activ e
fleet by mid-1953 is shown in Table 5 .8 : 47
The majority of these ships were left over from World War II and would have been of
limited use given the advances in submarine technology, the primary threat postulated for th e
ANZAM Region. The large number of ships remaining in reserve would indicate the sever e
manpower problems the RAN was experiencing .
The emphasis on local defence was maintained in the list of 'additional requirements t o
be provided for the strengths of the Services on mobilisation prior to June 1953' as shown i n
Table 5 .9 . 48 With the exception of the fleet tanker, the RAN decided to build all the ships i n
Australia. By the time the proposals were submitted to Cabinet, the numbers had been furthe r
reduced, no doubt reflecting the Government's financial guidance 49

45

Cabinet Decision No. 34, 22 November 1951, Supplement No . 2, 13 December 1951, attached to DC A
256/1951, 4 September 1951, CRS A5799, AA.

46

R . Mendelsohn, The Allocation of Resources as an Administrative Problem, Public Administration,
September 1958, p . 184 .

47

Attachment to DCM 960/1951, 8 June 1951, CRS A2031, AA .

48

ibid.

49

Cabinet Committee on Shipping and Shipbuilding, 30 November 1951, CRS A816, Item 40/301/630, AA .
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Table 5 .8

Planned Active Fleet for 1953, After Mobilisatio n

In Reserve
2 aircraft carriers
1 x 8-in ., cruiser (obsolete)

8-in„ cruiser (obsolete )

1 x 6-in ., cruiser
5 destroyers
3 frigate s

5 'Q' class frigate s

1 training frigate

7 frigates

2 ocean minesweepers

27 ocean minesweepers

14 auxiliaries

19 auxiliaries

The initial proposal and the proposal submitted to cabinet, together with estimate d
costs, are shown in Table 5 .9 . The fleet tanker proposal went to Cabinet in August and th e
remainder in October 1951 .
Apart from the fleet tanker and the minesweepers, the planned construction progra m
was hardly a mobilisation issue and could be classed more in the category of desirable addition s
to Navy's auxiliary vessels .
The one fleet tanker was the first realisation of the need for afloat support, although a
fleet train was also to be developed by requisitioning merchant ships to include : $0
2 naval stores issue ships ,
4 stores carriers,
1 victualling stores issue ship ,
2 armament stores issue ships,
1 armament stores carrier,
I repair ship, an d
1 mobile workshop .

50

Attachment to DCM 160/195I, 8 June 1951, CRS A2031, AA .
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Table 5 .9

Navy Mobilisation Ship Construction Pla n

Initial Proposa l
10 boom defence vessels

3

12 coastal minesweepers

3

2 mine destruction ships
(tninchunters)

coastal minesweepers Type I
(the 'Ton' class minesweepe r
developed in the UK in 1949 )

3 coastal minesweeper Ty pe 1151

0.6

0.2
0.6

30 seaward defence motor
launches
1 fleet tanker

fleet tanker

2.6

1 self propelled oil fuel lighter

self propelled oil fuel lighter

0. 3

3 de-penning lighters

de-perming lighters

0.1

Cabinet approved the construction program in October, but in line with the method o f
operation of that government, decided 'that the problem of carrying out this program b e
referred to the Cabinet Committee to be set up to deal with the placing of orders for shipping
generally' . 52 In the event, the matter was ultimately dealt with in December by the Cabine t
Committee on Defence Preparations, which agreed to the construction program . 5 3
The Navy's ability to estimate the cost of ship building was again thrown into doubt, a s
by June 1957 the cost of the three boom defence vessels had risen some 120 per cent to £L8m .
Ten of the vessels were stated as required to work and maintain boom defences (one ship pe r
mile of net), but only three were approved, limiting Australia's boom defences to three mile s
(Sydney, Darwin and Fremantle) . The Defence Preparations Committee agreed the increase d
costs . 54 In the event, only Kimbla was built, being laid down in 1953 and completing in 1956 .55

5 1

52
53
54
55

This was the planned minehunting version of the 'To n ' class which was not built as minehurning sona r
development was not mature enough at that stage. N . Friedman, The Postwar Naval Revolution, Conwa y
Maritime Press, London 1986, p . 178 .
DPC Decision No . 9, 4 October 195I, CRS A816, Item 40/301/630, AA .
Cabinet Committee on Defence Preparations, Decision No . 52, 11 December 1951, ibid .
DPCA No . 52/60, 18 June 1952, ibid .
R .V .B . Blackman (ed .), Janes Fighting Ships 1972-73, Sampson Low, Marston & Company Ltd, London,
p . 24 .

106

As the expansion of the Army and Air Force gained ascendancy in defence planning ,
the priority for the naval program gradually reduced . The Navy faced severe manpowe r
shortages both in the Service and in the supporting infrastructure, particularly in the dockyards .
This led to substantial delays to the planned construction program, making the timescales give n
in the 1947 plan almost irrelevant .
The Defence Committee considered the procurement of a fleet tanker in August 195 1
and endorsed the proposal to purchase one from the UK at a cost of £2 .6m. The British desig n
was based on HMS Olna (used by the RN in the Pacific) and modified as a result of experienc e
gained in World War IL The Admiralty tankers, to be operated as Royal Fleet Auxiliaries, wer e
to be laid down in 1953 and completed in 1954 . An overseas buy was proposed a s
construction in Australia was assessed as taking longer . 56
Development of the proposal was delayed by Cabinet's decision not to conside r
individual items in anticipation of a general approval to the mobilisation plan . The CN S
circumvented this delay with a letter explaining that the opportunity to buy would be lost if a
decision were not made immediately, and this was the only way to obtain such a capabilit y
before 1957 .
Collins proposed to man the tanker with a merchant navy crew in peacetime, avoidin g
any requirement for additional service manpower . He also offered the advantage of using th e
ship for freighting oil from the Persian Gulf, with the potential to reduce the costs paid t o
Admiralty tankers . S7 After further consideration in August 1951, the Defence Committe e
recommended the procurement of the tanker, which was approved by Cabinet that month . 5 8
The fleet tanker Tide Austral was ordered that year and completed in 1955 . The cos t
over run was some 20 per cent, with the final cost being £3 .13m. By 1955, with n o
requirements for mobilisation, the RAN attempted without success to sell the ship . Th e
Parliamentary Public Accounts Committee raised the question of the ship's employmen t
because it seemed unlikely that it could be put to economic use, and might have to be laid up .
In March 1955, the Admiralty offered to man and manage the vessel, integrating it int o
the Royal Fleet Auxiliary service. This offer was accepted with a surplus of up to £75 000 pe r
annum over running costs anticipatecl . 59 The ship remained on loan to the RN until 1962, whe n
it was re-named Supply and commissioned into the RAN arriving in Australia in November tha t
year60 .
Despite Korea and more particularly mobilisation planning, the character of the Navy' s
planned force structure remained that conceived in 1947 . There were no force structur e
changes proposed as a result of the RAN's operational experience in Korea . The end result of

56
57
58

59
60

DCA 217/1951, 7 August 1951, CRS A816, Item 40/301/616, AA .
Letter CNS to Minister, 10 August 1951, ibid .
DCM 252/1951, 9 August 1951, CRS A2031, AA, and Cabinet Decision No . 112, 22 August 1951, CR S
A816, Item 40/301/616, AA.
Cabinet Agendum No . 419, 28 June 1955, CRS A816, Item 40/301/616, AA.
Blackman, op . cit ., p. 25 .
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the considerable planning effort in relation to mobilisation was the fleet tanker, Supply, and one
boom defence vessel, Kimbla .

The launching of RAFA Tide Austral, (later HMAS Supply), September 1954 . (J . Straczek )

Mobilisation - the Political Realit y
Menzies' warning of the imminence of war in March 1951 and his decision to commit Australi a
to mobilise seem to lack any credible foundation . Despite the general assessment at the January
1951 Commonwealth Prime Ministers' Conference that the world situation was grave (se e
Chapter Six), no other Western leader took such drastic action . The UK view had changed
from 1950 when the intervention of Chinese forces in Korea had made world war seem muc h
more imminent, and the recent Prime Ministers' Conference had concluded that war was no t
inevitable .
In explaining the warning, Menzies drew on the 'deplorable weakness of Western
European defences' and the need to support the UK in the Middle East. He raised the spectr e
of increased communist activity in Asia, 'intense and renewed activity' by communists i n
Australia, and finally referred to increased defence expenditure in Britain and the US . None o f
these reasons adequately justified such a serious warning, which was to cause such a significan t
administrative load on an already stretched organisation, and the unnecessary expenditure of
scarce defence funding .

108

Chifley disputed Menzies' assessment and cautioned that it was easy to make fals e
prophecies about the likelihood of war . He also pointed out that rationalism and a desire fo r
independence were also causes of radical and revolutionary movements and that it wa s
fallacious to claim that communism was the cause of every trouble in the world . 6 1
In the following election campaign, the Govemment emphasised the imminent danger s
of war and communist expansion, while the opposition stressed the need to remove the roo t
cause of international friction, arguing the policies of humanity would prevent war . Th e
outcome of the election held on 28 April 1951 was a decisive Liberal-Country Party majority .
Sadly, Chifley [lied of a heart attack some six weeks later .
Menzies' motives behind the mobilisation planning he had set underway need to b e
questioned . He had caused a frenzy of activity within the defence arena, but was reticent i n
approving expenditure, cautioning that the program could not put undue strain on domesti c
resources and overseas funds . The National Security Resources Board (chaired by Menzies )
also served as a brake to any rapid progress in approving Defence mobilisation plans .
The lack of urgency at government level to approve expenditure ensured tha t
mobilisation plans were never implemented in the 'critical three years available' . Despite the
rhetoric, the Government made no serious attempt to improve Australia's defence preparednes s
and, while the rhetoric continued, the defence program drifted .
Menzies never explained why war did not come as predicted and it is interesting tha t
none of the literature on his period in power mentions that he caused his country to mobilis e
for war . 62 Given the imminence of the 1951 election when he announced the decision t o
mobilise, it would appear that Menzies' primary motive was political and that he successfull y
exploited an electorate's cultivated fear of communism and used the threat of war to discredi t
his political opponents .

6 1

CPD Vol . 212, 7 March 1951, p . 78 .
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See for example: Sir Robert Menzies, Afternoon Light, Cassell Australia Company, Melbourne, 1967;
Sir Robert Menzies, The Measure of the Years, Cassell Australia Company, Melbourne, 1970 ; C.
Hazelhurs' . Menzies Observed, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1979 .
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CHAPTER SIX
THE COLD WAR AND PLANNING PRIORITIE S
Whilst the immediate threat of global war ha s
receded the cold war has been intensified . . .
defence measures must be in balance with th e
national economy .
Strategic Basis Paper, 195 2

Strategic Vacillatio n
As plans for mobilisation proceeded during 1951, Australian strategic policy remained unclea r
regarding the relative priority between the Middle East and Malaya . The strategic importance
of the Middle East was recognised, but fears remained over what was seen as the deterioratin g
situation in South-East Asia, particularly the possibility of Chinese intervention in Indo-Chin a
and subsequent attack on Malaya. Consequently, Australia remained reluctant to commit
troops to the Middle East .
At the Prime Ministers' Conference held in London in January 1951, the UK Prim e
Minister, Mr Attlee, expressed concern at the very grave world situation . He saw the Far Eas t
as being the main current danger point. Attention was focused on Korea, but there was also
danger in lndo-China and the potential for trouble to spread to Burma, Malaya and Indonesia .
There was a great danger of being drawn into a major war with China which would result onl y
in disaster, since it would inevitably be a long-drawn struggle and would immobilise US and
allied forces in Asia, leaving Russia with a free hand in Europe )
Attlee noted that negotiations with China might be necessary to avoid a major war i n
the Far East and, to be successful, there was a need to approach such negotiations from a
position of strength . He concluded that 'in spite of the present dangers and difficulties . . . w e
should not drift into believing . . . that the only way of dealing with communism was by war'.2
The Conference concluded that war was not inevitable and that it was important to keep i n
mind the distinction between being prepared for war and preparing to prevent war .
Subsequently at a meeting held at 10 Downing Street attended by the Prime Minister s
of the UK, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and Southern Rhodesia, to discus s
Middle East defence, Menzies pointed out that from an Australian viewpoint any contributio n
to the defence of the Middle East was linked with the position in South-East Asia and th e
Pacific . He noted that the military position in Indo-China and Malaya and the outcome o f
events in Dutch New Guinea would exercise a powerful influence on Australian public opinio n
regarding the strength of forces that could be despatched to the Middle East . Of supreme
importance and effect in this respect was the stipulation laid down by the Australia n
Government that the strategic planning authorised for the deployment of forces to the Middl e

2

Commonwealth Prune Ministers' Conference London 1951, Minutes
meeting 4 January 1951, p . 5, CRS A 1209/25, Item 57/5227, AA .
ibid .

of

Memorandum PMM(51) 1st

11 0

East and Malaya should be linked to US plans for the Pacific . The reassuring effect of this o n
public opinion would be a vital factor in determining the extent of Australia's Middle Eas t
contribution . '
The UK Defence Minister, Mr Shinwell, suggested at this meeting that further detaile d
discussions on the military aspects of the defence of the Middle East should be held with th e
Commonwealth Defence Ministers and Chiefs of Staff in a month or two . This proposal was
welcomed by Menzies and endorsed by the Prime Ministers . 4
A series of Tripartite military staff meetings began in May 1951 which led to th e
establishment in 1953 of the Five Power Staff Agency . These meetings influenced Australia' s
position in relation to the relative importance of South-East Asia and the Middle East .
Following French representations to the US and UK, military staff talks were held in Singapor e
to discuss the defence of South-East Asia . Australia and New Zealand were invited to send
observers . Australia hoped to use the forum to coordinate planning in South-East Asia wit h
ANZAM, but the US focused discussions on the French problems in lndo-China . 5
The conference agreed that the US aid program in Thailand should continue and tha t
Indo-China and Burma were keystones to the defence of South-East Asia . There was n o
mention of any coordinated defence in the region, but the conference served to focu s
Australia's attention on defence problems in South-East Asia .
At the Defence Ministers' Conference held in London in June 1951 to develop plans fo r
Middle East defence, the UK Chiefs of Staff were of the opinion that although the worl d
situation remained acute, the allied measures to meet this had improved and the likelihood o f
war was assessed as more remote . The vital importance of the defence of the Middle East t o
the security of the Commonwealth nations and the need to dispatch adequate forces in a timel y
manner was emphasised . Specifically the UK wanted Australia to be able to provide three an d
one third divisions and 166 aircraft within nine months of the outbreak of war . '
McBride stated that events in Asia and the Pacific exerted a powerful influence o n
Australia's strategy . The outcome of the struggle in Korea was still in doubt, he asserted, and a
direct attack by Communist China on Indo-China would tip the balance against the French an d
bring communism closer to Malaya . Moreover, he was concerned that, in the event of a globa l
war, the British might allow Malaya to fall to the communists in the interest of beating th e
Soviet Union first . He concluded that Australia would plan on the basis of sending tw o
divisions to the Middle East . The CIGS assured McBride that if Malaya was attacked by Chin a
in a global war, the UK would endeavour to hold it. 7

Notes on discussions on Middle East defence, 6 January 1951, CRS A5954, Item 1798/3, AA .
9/85/8, 1st meeting, the Middle East and the Defence of Africa, Minutes of a meeting held at 10 Downin g
Street, London, 6 January 1951, CRS A5954, Item 1798/3, AA .
Notes on origins of Five Power Staff Agency, CRS A5954, Box 2306, AA .
Cotmnonweath Defence Ministers' Conference, June 1951, Minutes and Memoranda, CRS Al209/23 ,
Item 1957/5858, AA .
ibid.
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After the Conference, McBride sought further information from Shinwell on th e
Chinese threat to Malaya . He pointed out that the general deficiencies in available forces and
the low priority awarded by the UK to South-East Asia was not reassuring to Australia . Any
Australian consideration of forces for the Middle East would have to be governed by more
detailed assessment of threats to South-East Asia and appropriate responses . 8
Shinwell responded in September to McBride's request by giving a detailed Malaya n
threat assessment . It was argued that Malaya was not under any acute threat and even if Chin a
launched an attack, it would take D + 285 days or some nine and a half months for Chines e
forces to reach Malaya. Further, if Malaya was lost, there would be no land threat to Australi a
as China lacked the naval and air force assets to launch a seaborne invasion. The only threat
might be from sporadic air and submarine attack . 9
Shinwell stressed the importance of an early and firm guarantee of a maximu m
Australian contribution to allied global strategy in the Middle East . He also pointed out tha t
should local war occur in South-East Asia, with the rest of the world at peace, 'the UK shal l
certainly fight to hold Malaya with all available resources' . 1 0
The Defence Committee, in a detailed paper for Cabinet on the Middle East question ,
accepted the UK advice that the Soviet Union could threaten the Middle East much mor e
quickly and seriously than the Chinese could threaten Malaya . It was concluded that the
Middle East was of greater strategic importance than Malaya . The Committee recommende d
that plans be developed to deploy the first army and air force contingents raised to the Middl e
East . Later forces could be deployed to the Middle East, Malaya or the island chain t o
Australia's north, depending on the government's assessment of the strategic situation at th e
time . t t
In December 1951, Cabinet accepted a commitment to have one division available i n
the Middle East within six months of the outbreak of war, and an additional two and a third
divisions ready to be sent there within nine months of the outbreak of war . It also committed
five out of nine au force squadrons available for Middle East service on the outbreak of war, 1 2
With respect to the Navy, Cabinet noted that draft regional planning arrangements gav e
the RAN responsibility for a large share of the ANZAM region and that the task of convoyin g
Australian land and air forces to the Middle East might last for several months. Should th e
scale of attack prove less than estimated, forces such as a carrier task group and ocea n
minesweepers could be available for service elsewhere. Defence was directed to draft a lette r
to advise the UK of the Government's decision . 1 3
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The Australian Government's decision on the Middle East was never formall y
communicated to the UK . The reasons were both strategic and economic . During the course o f
1952 Australia became worried about the trend of events in South-East Asia . Also in early
1952 Australia's economy experienced high inflation, and the government was forced to plac e
drastic restrictions on imports, and to review the defence program . The result was th e
beginning of reductions to the Menzies government's planned increased spending on defence .
At further tripartite military talks in Washington between the US, UK and France i n
January 1952 (with Australia and New Zealand as observers) it was agreed to set up an ad ho c
committee involving all countries present to determine the collective capabilities of the nation s
represented and recommend specific military measures to be taken against China . 1 4
The Defence Committee concluded in April from the ad hoc committee's report tha t
there were insufficient conventional forces available to deter China . The Committee agreed the
importance of South-East Asia, and that all practicable political and economic support shoul d
be given to the French and Vietnamese governments . Military support however, was to be
decided by the major powers concerned, as with its present commitments in Korea, Japan ,
Malaya and the Middle East, Australia could not provide any military aid to Indo-China . 1 5
The Committee also noted from the ad hoc report that neither the US nor the UK wer e
prepared to commit further forces in South-East Asia. This was not consistent with previou s
assurances given by both countries in relation to Australia's planned commitment to the Middl e
East .
Within the Prime Minister's Department there was concern that the Middle Eas t
strategy was being developed as in a vacuum so far as any views were expressed by the UK o r
US which showed that the proposals for the Middle East were correlated to similar an d
adequate proposals for South-East Asia . The UK, with a major responsibility in the Middl e
East, could not undertake a similar role in South-East Asia . This would rest with the US ,
which was likely to look to Australia for support . Consequently it was considered unwise t o
give a firm commitment to the UK Government without first understanding the US position . 1 6
At the Prime Ministers' Conference in June 1952, the UK assessed that the threat o f
war was now less . Slim advised that the Soviets had their best chance if they had wanted wa r
during the Berlin air lift (1948-49), and they were now beginning to think in terms of a lon g
period (20 years) of cold war activities. t "
The Prime Minister was advised in July 1952 by the Secretary of the Prime Minister s
Department, Mr Brown, that 'since the decision to commit forces to the Middle East, there ha s
been an increased interest in South-East Asia by the US and the UK . Views expressed at th e
highest authority indicate that South-East Asia is now top priority and also the prospects o f
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war in the Middle East in the near future are somewhat more remote than they were' . 1B Th e
Prime Minister agreed, noting that during his recent overseas visit it was apparent that strategic
thinking in both the US and UK was placing much more importance on South-East Asia . H e
therefore requested defence planning consider an initial deployment in South-East Asia as well
as the Middle East . "
In August 1952, the Government authorised the basis of planning for the deployment of
Australian Forces overseas to provide for the possible deployments to the Middle East o r
Malaya, depending on the strategic situation . 20 Later, the Defence Committee observed that i t
was necessary to determine priorities for planning, and decided to defer consideration of th e
matter until a copy of the latest paper by the UK Chiefs of Staff on Defence Policy and Global
Strategy was available . 21 When subsequently tasked to prepare Australia's Strategic Basi s
Paper, it again deferred consideration of the matter pending that review . 2 2
After some two and a half years of deliberations, Australia's strategic thinking ha d
advanced little despite significant changes in the strategic environment. Although Australia' s
political leaders expressed disquiet over the priority to be given to the Middle East, Australia' s
defence planners still appeared to rely on UK advice as to what their priorities should be . Th e
real strategic importance of the Middle East to Australia was not questioned, and the UK' s
three pillars of British Commonwealth strategy outlined in 1948 (as discussed in Chapter
Three) remained the basis of Australia's defence strategic policy . i .e. :
defence of the UK and its development as an offensive base ,
control of vital sea communications (particularly the North Atlantic), an d
maintain a firm hold in the Middle East and the development of Egypt as an
offensive base.2 3
Even though trade to the UK via the Suez Canal and oil from the Middle East were
important to Australia, the UK strategy was hardly a suitable basis from which to develo p
Australia's force structure .
Although the Defence Committee report on the deployment of Australian forces t o
either theatre was accepted by Cabinet, it was not really in accord with the government' s
changing attitude. Mr Casey, the External Affairs Minister, advised Cabinet that, because o f
events in South-East Asia and particularly the possibility of a Chinese invasion of Indo-China ,
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'we should be hesitant in irrevocably committing ourselves to the Middle East' . 24 External
intelligence advice and pot heal direction ultimately caused Defence to adjust to the changin g
strategic environment .
The Program Environment - Indecision and Uncertaint y
The gap between the narrow thinking of Defence and the broader economic issues facin g
Australia is well illustrated by an examination of the development of the 1952—53 Program ,
which was finally endorsed by government in April 1953 . Although the Defence Committee
was supported by six other committees (the JPC primarily supporting Defence strategic policy )
which in turn were assisted by some 20 sub-committees, there was no committee as such t o
deal with finance or advise on economic issues . However, the Assistant Secretary, Defence
Division, Treasury, did attend the Defence Committee when financial matters were bein g
discussed.
The next financial year, 1952-53, was the third year of the second of the Defenc e
Programs to have been undertaken since the War . Through the combination of outstandin g
items from the Chifley Five Year Program, the first Three Years ' Program and the Mobilisatio n
Program, the Government was becoming concerned at how to monitor and keep defenc e
expenditure within the bounds of economic reality.
In January 1952, the Minister approved an Inter-Departmental Committee' s
recommendations that the Three Years' Program and the approved element of the Mobilisatio n
Program be consolidated . Outstanding mobilisation requirements would be incorporated int o
the Consolidated Program when approved . Until then, they would be classed as 'Statement o f
Additional Material Requirements of the Services on Mobilisation', 25
In its deliberations on mobilisation in August 1951, Cabinet had decided that the scale s
of provisioning for the three Services in the mobilisation program should be examined with a
view to achieving potential economies . A Committee was established under Mr Richardso n
(appointed by the Prime Minister) consisting of the Permanent Heads of the Servic e
Departments, the Service heads of Supply and Engineering (third Naval member in the case o f
the Navy), the Deputy Chairman of the War Production Committee and the Assistan t
Secretary, Defence Division, Treasury . Pending the Committee's report to a Cabine t
Committee (Treasurer, Minister for Defence and the three Service Ministers) orders fo r
equipment for mobilisation were restricted to less than 50 per cent of the current estimate .2 6
The Committee on Scales of Provisioning or the Richardson Committee produced it s
first report in May 1952 . This covered mainly naval ship building and repair . It concluded tha t
the figures (some £74m) covered the Navy's material requirements, and as the RAN wa s
standardised to the RN, it recognised an inherent cost to ensure interoperability . It could no t
24
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identify any area of overlap or over provision, or items to be omitted . It was concerned at the
cost estimates, which it considered could be no more than a guess, as there was no provisio n
for escalation . The Committee observed that this category had the potential to rise some 35 pe r
cent, to £ 100m. 2 7
Of lesser import, but an indication of the Committee ' s inability to undertake its allotte d
task, was its deliberation in relation to naval vehicles (some £221 000) . The Navy differed fro m
the Army and Air Force in that RN practice was followed, and the Committee determined that
it was difficult to say whether Navy quantities are too high or too low, but it is what they wan t
and appears modest' . 28
The fourteenth and final report was presented on 31 July 1952 and taken by Cabinet i n
September . The estimated cost of mobilisation material had risen from £397m to £516 .9 m
during the course of the review. The Richardson Committee added sonic £115 .5m to this tota l
but also found savings of some £54m . The overall increase to £578 .4m, was due primarily t o
price increases in the costs of ships, aircraft, weapons and ammunition ; the reductions were a s
a result of over provisioning within the Services found by the Committee .29
The Committee also pointed out that considerable quantities of stores and equipment i n
the Army and Air Force programs were required for overseas operations . It was suggeste d
only those items needed in Australia should be procured . Storage was not available for the
quantities under consideration and if the full plan were to proceed, construction of significan t
storage areas would be a priority . The final report was agreed by the Cabinet Committee, bu t
merely forwarded to the Services for information and guidance . 7 0
After almost a year of activity, the scrutiny of the mobilisation plans had achieved littl e
of note except perhaps to point to the high cost and potential excess of equipment unde r
consideration . The basis for the plans was not questioned nor linked to any force developmen t
issue .
An examination of the total estimated cost of the Program (some £1,013m), and th e
expenditure for the three years 1950—51 to 1952—53 in the context of preparing the 1952—5 3
program, showed an excess of some £500m to be spread over subsequent years. In addition ,
annual maintenance expenditure (i .e . personnel and operating costs) would have to be added t o
the carry over, estimated at some £115m in 1953—54 . 3 1
A Cabinet Submission prepared in April 1952, noted a March statement to the Hous e
of Commons by Churchill, who outlined the reasons why he did not believe war was imminen t
or inevitable . The submission also noted that at the Defence Ministers' Conference in Jun e
1951, the British Chiefs of Staff did not recognise total war as inevitable, and considered th e
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Soviet Union was unlikely to start war deliberately . Apart from not being in a position t o
commence hostilities, the Soviet Union, they believed, feared the US superiority with it s
atomic bomb. 3 2
The conclusion of the April Cabinet Submission was that there were reasonabl e
grounds for spreading the Defence Program over a longer period . The submission was taken at
a meeting for the Prime Minister's visit abroad, held on 7 May 1952 with the Prime Minister ,
the Treasurer, the Minister for Defence and the Minister for Defence Production present . I t
was agreed that it was beyond Australia's capacity to carry out the Defence Program in thre e
years, and the term should be extended . The period required was to be governed by the annua l
Defence Vote, i .e . determined annually . It was also decided that the Government—through th e
Defence Preparations Committee—would examine the annual program for size and balance, th e
financial capacity to provide the Vote, and economic ability to fulfil the program during th e
financial year . "
The initial Defence draft estimates submitted to Treasury in March 1952 for 1952—5 3
were £236m, but subsequent proposals in the program submitted in mid-year for consideratio n
by the Defence Committee totalled some £308m . The proposals contained even greate r
outstanding commitments at the end of the financial year, when the Three Year Program woul d
have normally terminated .
In July, Cabinet decided in its Budget discussions that the Defence allocation for 1952 —
53 should be £200m and that 'the Defence Committee should advise on the allocation of th e
vote and a program that would ensure a balanced development of the objectives of policy' . 34
The Defence Committee met in July and August to consider the significant reduction to it s
planned outlays .
To determine the allocation between Departments, the Committee noted that the tota l
of £200m represented a 25 per cent increase in the Defence vote for 1951–52 (£159m) . Th e
Committee decided that a 25 per cent increase on the previous year gave a reasonably balanced
apportionment between the Service and non-Service Departments . This gave a total of £22 m
to the departments of Defence Production, Supply and Defence . The Committee then
examined how to allocate the remaining £ 178m between the Services . 3 S
In the 1947 Five Year Program, the Navy had received the major proportion (38 pe r
cent), Air Force some 33 per cent, and Army 29 per cent . Since mobilisation planning, tha t
trend had reversed, with the Army planning for larger levels of projected expenditure .
However, as both the Navy and Air Force had ongoing capital commitments, it was no t
feasible to adjust drastically the relativity of the allocation between the Services . Th e
compromise reached, after the Committee's rather convoluted deliberations, was almost th e
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initial simplistic approach of a 25 per cent increase on the previous year's expenditure . This i s
outlined in Table 6 .1 .
Table 6 .1 Allocation of Reduced Vote - August 195 2

Service

Ora t

Estimates
£m

1

208

_

Program

£m

Elude d

m

Statement 1951 -̀-5 2

25 %
lnerease

54

38

47

47

133

56

70

75

91

48

61

56

2711

142

17S

The impact on the Navy was to postpone indefinitely the construction of the following :
6 boom defence vessels ,
4 coastal minesweepers ,
l self propelled oil fuel lighter, and
4 seaward defence vessels .
In addition, the Navy cancelled the proposal to put defensive equipment on merchan t
ships, postponed the conversion of one of the five 'Q' class frigates, deferred modernisation o f
the second 12 of the 24 ocean minesweepers and cancelled existing orders for Firefly and Se a
Fury aircraft 3 6
In reporting to the Defence Preparations Committee, the Defence Committee observe d
that the reduced vote meant that the mobilisation plans would need to be substantially modifie d
and that the spread and balance of the program would need to be reviewed ." At the Defence
Preparations Committee meeting on 21 August, the Committee rejected the Navy and Arm y
proposals to reduce national service intakes, and decided to increase orders in respect o f
Australian production by £3m. It noted that these decisions imposed obligations additional t o
those already considered, but that the Defence Vote could not be increased above £200m . In
looking at adjustments, it directed that the value of the recently re-introduced Women' s
Services should be examined critically . Further, it could not be assumed that the Defence Vot e
for 1953—54 would be greater than £200m . 38
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In October 1952, following a report by a special committee comprising the Secretarie s
of Defence and the Service Departments, the Defence Preparations Committee decided to re establish the Board of Business Administration. Such a Board had been constituted during th e
war to 'advise on defence expenditure and report on the possibility of effecting economies ,
progress of defence preparations and the effectiveness of the organisation and method s
employed, and the business organisation and administration of the Service Departments i n
relation to the supply of defence requirements' . 39 It was disbanded in 1947 and th e
responsibilities transferred to the Treasury Defence Review Committee .40
The Board was to have similar responsibilities as during the war, and would look t o
ways of achieving standardisation within the Services . Members of the Board would also b e
available to provide business advice to each Service 4' This was an attempt by the Defence
Preparations Committee to improve the standard of financial management, particularly i n
relation to capital expenditure . However, in the absence of the imperative of total war, an d
being part time, the Board was unable to achieve all that was expected .
Following further revision of the Program, the Minister for Defence submitted th e
revised Defence Committee Report to the Defence Preparations Committee on 11 November
1952 . The Minister said that the Defence Committee report gave an immediate program fo r
1952-53, but it was separate from the longer term task of reviewing the objectives for defenc e
policy and the balance between them in the light of present and prospective conditions .
He considered the proposed new authorisations of £227m for 1952—53 were too hig h
in relation to the total Vote and in particular the naval outstanding commitments were to o
high . The new commitments would result in outstanding commitments in June 1953 of £214 m
as against £187m in June 1952 . He also noted that the increasing capital commitment woul d
progressively decrease the annual provision for operating and personnel costs, and it appeare d
that Defence was assuming the Vote would increase . 42
In general discussion it was considered that a review of objectives of defence policy
was necessary in light of the changes in the international scene . The proposed program did no t
fit within the tentative ceiling of £200m for 1953—54 advised in August . it was observed that in
relation to local defence, the Navy and Air Force had a more important function than Army,
and it appeared that Australia could not afford to procure equipment for expeditionar y
forces . 4 3
Strategic Basis - 195 2
Menzies noted that there had to be a balance between Defence preparedness and interna l
economic stability, and stated that a basic review of the program was required, rather than a
39
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rearrangement of the present program. Fie called for a report on the kind of war Australi a
might have to face, and the weapons required . In the light of this, Defence should resubmit it s
program suitably adjusted . The Defence Preparations Committee agreed that as a matter o f
urgency the Defence Committee should review the program along the lines of the Prime
Minister's remarks . Pending this strategic review, 20 per cent of the proposed ne w
authorisations were to be deferred . 44
The Defence Committee met in late November and directed the JPC, in conjunctio n
with the Joint Intelligence Committee where necessary, to carry out a review of the basi c
objectives of Australian defence policy and general strategy and submit a report on 'A Strategi c
Basis of Policy' by mid-December . Pending this report, Departments were advised to examin e
their programs critically and as soon as the strategic report had been agreed, revised programs
would be considered by the Committee . 45 On 18 December 1952, the Defence Committe e
endorsed the strategic basis paper and recommended the Services review their curren t
organisation and strengths and 'planned rate of build up and preparedness for global war' . 4 6
The strategic basis paper reviewed changes in the world situation since 1950, the majo r
strategic problems confronting the Western alliance and the tasks confronting Australia n
defence policy makers . The likelihood of global war was assessed as more remote, althoug h
the cold war had intensified, and a prolonged period of defence preparedness and cold wa r
activity was forecast .
The ultimate Soviet aim was still assessed as world domination, but it was considere d
that because of NATO, the Soviets had directed their main efforts towards East Asia, with th e
Chinese communist regime being the principal collaborator . The Korean War was seen as
forming part of the Communist strategy designed to wreck the morale and economy of th e
democratic nations without directly affecting the Soviet Union . The successful atomic weapo n
tests by the US (in the Marshall Islands) and the UK (in the Monte Bello Islands) and hence
the influence of these weapons was now seen as a major factor in deterring global war .
Defence preparations were based on a balance of deterrence and the build up o f
operational capability by participating in cold war activities . The focus on South-East Asia
grew, and two main issues were identified which were to hold the attention of Australia n
strategic thinking for about the next 20 years :
Indo China is the key to the defence of South East Asia; and while Indo China is
held, defence in depth is provided for the Australian New Zealand main support
area . 47
Influenced by the Prime Minister's views that excessive defence preparations coul d
have a deleterious effect on the national economy, the paper observed that 'Defence measure s
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must be in balance with the national economy' . i8 In relation to the vexed question of th e
relative strategic importance of the Middle East and South-East Asia, the Review concluded :
In a cold or limited war, the threat to South East Asia is greater than that to th e
Middle East . Therefore, during this period, South East Asia should be give n
priority of Allied effort . In global war, although the retention of the Middle Eas t
is of more importance to the Allies than South East Asia, the retention o f
Malaya is of great importance. a9
With respect to the defence of Australia the 1952 paper urged that all possible actio n
should be taken by the allies to bolster the security of Indo-China . However, Australia' s
limitations and the limits of external assistance in the defence of South-East Asia were
recognised and this security, it judged, would be more effectively maintained by national an d
indigenous forces, rather than by the forces of allied nations .
Accordingly, the 1952 Strategic Basis determined Australia's defence priorities as :
firstly, to defend Australia - 'sufficient forces must at all times be maintained t o
ensure the security of Australia' ;
secondly, to make a major contribution to the defence of the ANZAM region ;
an d
thirdly, to make the maximum possible contribution to the vital theatres i n
accordance with global strategy .
For force structure planning purposes it was felt that 'whilst the immediate threat of
global war has receded . . . . Defence preparations for a global war should therefore be reviewed '
and that ' . . . the rates of peacetime build-up for mobilisation should be capable of being sprea d
over a longer period' . 5 0
The paper included an Appendix which amended the Basic Objectives of Britis h
Commonwealth Defence Policy and General Strategy, as agreed with the UK in 1950 . The
principal change was to note 'In view of the effects on the defence of Australia of the fall o f
Malaya . . . it is the Australian government's view that the aim of the Allies should be to ensure
the retention of Malaya' . 5 '
In the light of subsequent events, it is of interest that the then newly formed ANZU S
was not mentioned . Defence strategic issues remained firmly with ANZAM and cooperation i n
British Commonwealth defence .
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Funding Restrictions
In March 1953, the Defence Committee examined the revised program and considered that i t
conformed to the requirements of 'the Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy' an d
constituted a 'balanced program in respect of the proposed organisation and strengths of th e
Forces and the proposed financial allocation between the Services' . The Chiefs of Staff pointed
out that the reductions effected would result in the Services being less ready for global wa r
than under the provisions of their original programs and no further reductions could b e
suggested . 5 2
The program was now prepared on the basis of an approximate vote of £200m over th e
next two years, and the new authorisations for 1952—53 were reduced to £165m . Planned
allocations for each Service remained as decided in August 1952 with slight increases planne d
for the Navy and Air Force in the following years but a reduction in Army expenditure (by
cancelling provision for mobilisation equipment) . 53
The policy decisions resulting were as follows :
Personnel - approved ceiling of permanent forces pegged as follows :
Approved Ceiling

Pegged Strength

Navy -

17 000

14 55 0

Army -

33 000

26 00 0

Air Force -

22 000

16 416

National Service Training :
Navy -

Annual intake of 1200 maintained, training reduced from
175 to 154 days.

Army -

Annual intake of 29 250 reduced to 22 500; trainin g
reduced from 175 days to 140 days by reduction of perio d
in Citizen Forces.

Air Force - Annual reduced intake of 5000 retained, training of 17 6
days retained.
Organisation :
Navy -

Reduce ships in commission, shore establishments, and
naval aviation branch .

Army -

Delete one infantry brigade group .
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Air Force - Reduce mobile task force by a photographi c
reconnaissance squadron, reductions to the home defenc e
force and general reconnaissance squadrons .
Capital :
Navy -

New construction, conversion and modernisation progra m
reduced, but £9.6m allowed for aircraft.

Army -

No further mobilisation equipment.

Air Force - Additional 30 Sabres and 10 transport aircraft .
The Defence Preparations Committee examined the new program in conjunction wit h
the strategic basis paper in April 1953 . The Prime Minister considered that the Services wer e
not acting consistently in their force structure aims in seeking to meet the conflicting claims o f
cold war vis-a-vis global war . The Army proposed cuts to the national service intake whil e
maintaining the strength of its regulars to fight limited wars . The Navy, however, proposed t o
give priority to the purchase of Gannet anti-submarine aircraft which were unlikely to be use d
except in global war. Likewise the Air Force was ordering Sabres, but not to reinforce No . 7 7
Squadron in Korea, with the inference they were for global war . The Minister for both the
Navy and Air Force claimed that both naval and air force capabilities needed in the event o f
global war also met the demands of cold war. 55
This is a prime example of how force structure planning was out of step with th e
evolving strategic policy . The Services had not reacted to the Prime Minister's request t o
develop force structure plans from an Australian perspective to be appropriate to the type o f
conflict Australia might face in the future .
The strategic basis paper was treated in a cursory way, Menzies noting that the Servic e
Chiefs were the experts and asked them if the forces proposed constituted those appropriate t o
meet the needs of the strategy . He received an unanimous 'yes . The Defence Preparation s
Committee then approved for planning and programming purposes the strategic basis report ,
and the broad program for 1952-53 . 5 5
The naval program aimed at building up a balanced fleet to meet the threat of attack o n
shipping by submarines and mines in Australian waters, and to provide a contribution to the
British Commonwealth naval forces . The aim was to build up a fleet of two light fleet carrier s
manned for anti-submarine operations and screened by destroyers, escort vessels for th e
protection of shipping, minesweepers, and survey vessels to continue hydrographic tasks i n
Australia and PNG waters .
The fleet at this stage had a number of primary roles . These included :
Naval support of the UN forces in Korea . This involved two ships at full wa r
complement in Korean waters . A total of three or four ships had to be allocate d
to this role to maintain the two on task .
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Policing of Australian waters . Periodic cruises were taken around the Australia n
coast and the offshore islands to ensure international law was observed . Three
small patrol vessels were stationed in PNG and northern waters .
Training for both permanent and reserve forces. This was a major role ; national
service training involved two frigates and four ocean minesweepers .
Surveying activities in Australian waters, particularly in the northern
approaches .
Special operations such as the Monte Bello atomic bomb project . The RAN
gave significant logistic support to this activity .
Following the April 1953 review of the program, the Navy's planned development wa s
adjusted as follows :
Carrier
1 reduced to training role ,
Cruiser
Hobar t modernisation cancelled .
Destroye r
1 Daring new construction cancelled .

1 'Tribal' modernisation deferred indefinitely .
Frigate
1 'Q' class conversion deferred indefinitely .
2 Type 12 frigates cancelled ,
Minesweepe r
12 ocean minesweeper conversions cancelled (leaving 12) .
Shore Establishmen t
Nirimba reduced from a full technical training and aircraft repair base t o

technical training only .
Naval Aviation
Front line aircraft establishment reduced from 72 aircraft to 48 and tw o
reserve squadrons deleted .
Despite their endorsement of the revised strategic basis paper, which suggested th e
possibility of global war was receding, the Chiefs still insisted that the overall reductions woul d
result in the Services being less ready for global war than under the original program .
Additionally, the strategic basis paper clearly recognised that the financial, economic an d
personnel resources allotted to the defence sector had to be in balance with the essential need s
of other sectors in the economy .
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Within this overall framework, the Navy continued to press to maintain its two carrie r
policy . The loan of the Vengeance at this time really made little sense since the Governmen t
was already committed to the ASW conversion program which meant that the fleet's escor t
availability level would be significantly reduced for at least two years .
During 1953, only four destroyers were continuously available and consequently th e
Navy was unable to provide suitable escorts for two carriers, especially when some units wer e
not immediately available for fleet operations ; one destroyer and one frigate were committed t o
UN Forces in Korea, and one destroyer or frigate was constantly maintained in norther n
Australian waters on patrol duties.
The extensive modernisation for Melbourne (adding an angled flight deck, stea m
catapult, and mirror deck landing lights) confirmed Sydney's obsolescence, Within the financia l
limits now imposed by government, it must have become obvious that Sydney's planne d
modernisation would be in doubt . The Navy also failed to come to grips with the cost benefi t
of continuing the modernisations and conversions of the destroyers and frigates in the light of
the changing submarine threat .
Process Inadequacies
The onset of the cold war meant that the global strategic situation had changed significantly .
Australia lacked its own intelligence information and relied on UK sources . A major input t o
strategic policy making was the annual Commonwealth Prime Ministers' meeting, where the
British Prime Minister would expand on the world situation as seen from Whitehall . Australia's
politicians, and the bureaucracy supporting the Prime Minister, could see the need for Australi a
to focus defence attention on South-East Asia, whereas Australia's defence planners continue d
to support the British view; a view that was rapidly becoming less relevant to Australia in th e
changing strategic environment.
Australia remained cautious in its approach to the possible deployment of forces in
support of British Commonwealth defence objectives, with strategic indecision being evident at
all levels. The revised strategic basis paper did move away from adherence to the Britis h
Commonwealth strategy of the late 1940s, and start the process of focussing on Australia' s
region . However, it failed to meet the Prime Minister's objective of setting guidelines for the
force structure appropriate to the changed environment of cold war . Consequently, the rathe r
futile attempts by Defence to come to grips with a limited prospective Defence Vote wer e
inappropriate, as they still embraced the notion of preparation for global war, but with the
build-up being spread over a longer period .
The ponderous Committee system did not help the process of reaching a decision o n
how best to spend the Defence allocation . The 1952—53 program was finally agreed b y
government in April 1953, less than three months before the end of the financial year .
In an agendum relating to the review of expenditure in 1953—54 which analysed a n
under expenditure at June 1954 of £22m, the deficiencies with the present system wer e
enunciated . Defence concluded the agendum with the statement that :
Departments have emphasised that the achievement of the objectives in eac h
year would be greatly facilitated if approval could be given to the annual
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programs at the commencement of each financial year . This involved approval to
the new authorisations to be placed during the year, the estimated expenditur e
for the year, and the outstanding commitments to be carried forward at the en d
of the year. 5 6
The major problem facing Defence in this era was that there was no effective, centra l
organisation able to direct policy away from the incremental approach by the Services to th e
basic programs developed in 1947 and expanded in 1951 as a result of the government decisio n
to mobilise.
The Defence Committee, as the one responsible for advising government on defenc e
policy, was failing to produce suitable advice because of the parochialism of its Servic e
members . However, the Minister for Defence, advised by the Department of Defence, was fas t
appreciating that the Defence organisation was not working satisfactorily . But first, Australia' s
strategic priorities needed resolution .
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CHAPTER SEVE N
STRATEGIC AND ECONOMIC REALITY - THE LONG HAU L
The basis of defence policy has bee n
transformed from preparedness by a critical
date, to the capacity to maintain it at a leve l
that can reasonably be sustained for a "Lon g
Haul"
Sir Philip McBride, April 1954

Five Power Staff Agenc y
Following the Chinese intervention in the Korean War, the spectre of a subsequent majo r
intervention in South-East Asia was raised . As a result, informal consultation between the US ,
UK and France, with Australian and New Zealand participation as observers, began in Ma y
1951 .
The Australian government was very supportive of Australian military participation i n
the Tripartite Talks because of the possible access it offered to allied strategic planning in th e
Far East. However, all decisions taken were regarded merely as recommendations t o
government and, despite French calls for implementation of agreed measures, no definitiv e
actions ever resulted .
The divergence of US and UK views, and the US non-committal approach to thi s
forum, ensured its ultimate demise . However, it did prove useful for Australia to gain a bette r
understanding of the strategic situation in its region and help resolve its strategic dilemma .
Although Australia was keen to play a leading role in strategic planning in the region, it s
position was weakened by its lack of forces available to contribute and its total reliance on U K
and US strategic intelligence .
A report produced in February 1952 by the ad hoc committee, examining measures t o
counter possible Chinese expansion, was considered at a tripartite meeting of foreign minister s
in London in June 1952. Little positive progress was achieved because of the divergence of U S
and UK views in the studies . The UK and French members had drawn attention to the urgen t
need to consider setting up a theatre strategic reserve to implement the agreed militar y
measures . The US held that the ad hoc committee was not competent to recommend action s
such as these, being outside its terms of reference, nor were the suggested actions desirable .
At the London meeting, the French Foreign Minister pressed for the establishment of a
formal planning organisation to examine the defence of Indo-China and further areas as migh t
be agreed . While the UK supported this, the US Secretary for State reserved his position . I t
was agreed that the military representatives should re-examine the question with the object o f
reconciling divergences .

Notes on the Origins of the Five Power Staff Agency, CRS A5954/28, Item 2306/4, AA .
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A meeting of the tripartite military planners, with Australia and New Zealand present ,
was held in Washington in October 1952 . The terms of reference were to examine from th e
military point of view all military courses of action in the light of allied capabilities whic h
would be militarily possible, effective and necessary in order to cause the Chinese Communist s
to cease aggression in South East Asia' . The UK proposed a Five Power Staff Agency, fo r
coordination of planning be set up . Australia endorsed the UK position in principle . 2
It was agreed at a tripartite meeting of foreign ministers in Paris in December 1952 ,
that the Staff Agency be set up . An informal meeting of representatives of the Staff Agenc y
was held in January 1953 in Washington . The US agreed the functions of the proposed agency ,
but noted it did not envisage a permanent body with associated staff and infrastructure . Th e
meeting agreed to set up such a Staff Agency .
The first Five Power Staff Agency met at Pearl Harbor in April 1953 with the aim of
providing coordination of approved national plans to increase the effectiveness of the overal l
strategic defence of South-East Asia. Planning studies to determine the possible courses o f
action to counter further Chinese Communist aggression in South-East Asia were put in train . '
The series of Five Power Staff Agency meetings in 1953 and 1954 became a plannin g
and liaison arrangement to share intelligence and study possible courses of action . They served
to increase Australia's awareness of the perceived Chinese Communist threat in South-Eas t
Asia, and to harden Australia's resolve to concentrate on this region from a defenc e
perspective, rather than on the Middle East . The talks, however, never resulted in any real plan
of action, mostly due to US reluctance to fully embrace the concept .
Australia was given an indication of the future of the group when Rowell reported t o
Shedden at the end of the June 1954 Washington talks that:
the US Administration had been seriously embarrassed in the present conferenc e
by the exclusion of any representative of the Asiatic powers and that strong
pressure had come from Thailand and the Philippines . The President and Dulles
were doing their utmost to bring the non white people into the field o f
discussion and the US had decided to reserve its position as to future meeting s
of the Five Power Staff Agency . 4
In July 1954, when invited to hold the next meeting in Australia, the US effectivel y
ended the Agency when CINCPAC advised the US decision on its future in a signal to th e
other Five Power military representatives that :
in view of the thorough study of the present situation and foreseeable futur e
contingencies in South East Asia recently conducted by Five Power militar y
representatives in Washington, the US Defense Department has concluded tha t
there is no requirement for a Five Power military conference in Australia in
September. Further . . .the US reserves its position with respect to holding furthe r
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multilateral conferences regarding South East Asia pending developments in th e
situation .5
This effectively ended this consultative framework pending negotiations for a mor e
comprehensive South-East Asian Defence Organisation . However, during its brief existence ,
the Five Power Staff Agency had a major impact on Australia's strategic thinking. The talks
also provided the impetus for the formation of the Commonwealth strategic reserve .
Genesis of the Forward Defence Strategy
The Commonwealth Prime Ministers' meeting in London in June 1953 set the scene fo r
Australia ultimately to concentrate its defence endeavours in an area of more direct relevanc e
to Australia ' s future security . At the first session, the Ministers were advised that the UK ha d
detected a change in Soviet policy since Stalin's death in March, and there were grounds fo r
hope of a more peaceful future . Churchill proposed talks with the Soviet Union to explor e
areas of potential agreement which would aim to improve relations with the Communis t
Powers. 9
It was considered, however, that peace in Korea might lead to increased Communist
pressure in South-East Asia and the Commonwealth members should concert their efforts i n
readiness to meet it. Mr Lloyd, the UK Minister of State for Foreign Affairs, emphasised th e
vital role Malaya had in the economy of the Commonwealth and pointed out that the situatio n
in Indo-China was deteriorating .' (The armistice in Korea was declared in July 1953) .
Churchill admitted that the Suez Canal was not now so important to the UK's strategy ,
but because of the international importance of the area, it was necessary to secure the cana l
and the military installations in the Canal Zone ." However, in less than a year, the Anglo Egyptian treaty was renegotiated and all British forces were withdrawn . The two Australian
fighter squadrons, deployed in 1952 to Malta after a request from the UK, were withdrawn in
1954, their mission now redundant. 9
Following the conference, Churchill had a special meeting with Menzies and New
Zealand's Prime Minister, Mr Holland, to discuss defence questions of common concern . Th e
UK Chiefs of Staff were also present. Churchill raised again arguments for Britain's inclusion in
ANZUS . The UK was keen to set up some sort of system in the Pacific for defence, and felt
that ANZAM was of little relevance. Churchill was supportive of the Five Power Defenc e
Agency concept, and suggested that high level military discussions should be held in Australi a
to exchange views on common defence problems in the Pacific and the Far East . Menzies

Cable, CINCPAC, 16 July 1954, ibid.
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welcomed the suggestion for a meeting of the Chiefs of Staff but resisted Churchill's protes t
regarding ANZUS membership) °
Earl Alexander, the UK Defence Minister, wrote to Menzies on 29 June 1953, noting
that he was struck by what Menzies had said at the Prime Ministers' meeting about th e
dangerous period that could follow an armistice in Korea, and a need to examine what woul d
then be the major defence requirements in the Far East . After stating that the first objective in
the Far East was to ensure 'there is no recrudescence of aggression in Korea', Alexande r
considered 'Thereafter it would be essential to take steps to guard against any new aggressio n
in the Far East generally and in particular South East Asia' . °
He then proposed the formation of a Commonwealth Far East Strategic Reserve i n
conjunction with Australia and New Zealand as an effective arrangement to safeguar d
Commonwealth interest in the cold war . It was proposed that this be examined in detail at th e
Chiefs of Staff meeting in Australia to provide recommendations for government . It was seen
that the nucleus of the forces could come from those already stationed in Korea . 1 2
Following further negotiations, the UK, Australian and New Zealand government s
agreed that Field Marshal Sir John Harding, the CIGS, and the New Zealand Chiefs of Staff
should visit Melbourne between 19 and 21 October 1953 for discussions with the Australia n
Defence Committee . The agenda was agreed at a preliminary meeting of staff officers an d
officials as the strategic basis of policy and deployment of Australian forces in war ; review o f
ANZAM arrangements ; planning for cooperation in British Commonwealth Defence—review o f
plans ; formation of a Far East strategic reserve ; and coordination of defence planning in th e
Pacific .' 3
The Australian planners produced a series of papers covering each of these items .
Apart from the paper on the formation of a strategic reserve, the major paper was the Strategi c
Basis of Policy, which was the only one to produce major differences in points of view .
In producing their strategic basis paper, the UK, New Zealand and Australian planner s
reviewed the effects of recent changes in the world situation since the publication of the UK ,
July 1952 paper 'Defence Policy and Global Strategy' and the December 1952 'Strategic Basi s
of Australian Defence Policy' . The major issues assessed can be summarised as :
USSR - no indication of any change in policy, but advances made in nuclea r
weapon technology .
China - confirmed its position as a major military power .
Korean Armistice - if followed by a satisfactory peace settlement, Chines e
forces would be free to conduct further aggression .
w
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Malaya - internal situation improved .
Indo-China - security situation deteriorated ,
Five Power Staff Agency - effective step towards coordinated, agreed allied
military policy for the Far East and South East Asia .
Middle East - no advance made in establishing the Middle East Defenc e
Organisation .
The planners concluded that recent developments gave no cause to revise the basi c
strategy, but emphasised the importance of taking all possible steps to win the cold war . 1 4
The major difference exposed by the preliminary paper was between the UK an d
Australia regarding the priority to be accorded to the Middle East in global war. The U K
considered the Middle East to be of a higher category than Malaya, whereas Australia stresse d
the importance of Malaya being held .
The Australian planners were in no doubt, and considered that developments since
January 1953 had reinforced the conclusions of Strategic Basis 1952 . Their recommendation t o
the Defence Committee noted the continued failure to develop an effective security system i n
the Middle East has emphasised the importance of taking all possible steps to improve th e
security of South East Asia in the cold war .' s
The paper's discussion on the differences between the UK and Australia on this aspec t
concluded that the effect of the loss of Malaya on the security of Australia and New Zealan d
would be such that a threat to Malaya would seriously reduce the possibility of their being abl e
to release forces for service in the Middle East' .' 6
The Defence Committee expressed general agreement with the paper ." This in effect
meant that they noted the views of the UK planning team on the strategic priorities to b e
accorded by the UK to Malaya, but endorsed the Australian planners' view on the importanc e
to Australia of the retention of Malaya .
The September 1953 Five Power Defence Agency conference in Honolulu played a n
important part in resolving the differences on the importance of Malaya . Two of the studie s
undertaken, one on Indo-China and one on Malaya, raised concerns regarding future stabilit y
of the Far East . In relation to Indo-China, the study concluded that the land forces required t o
defend Indo China (13 divisions with naval and air support in addition to French Union forces )
did not exist in South-East Asia and without them the loss of Indo-China must be expected if
attacked by Chinese Communist forces . The loss of Thailand and Burma might quickly follo w
(i .e . the 'domino theory' as it was later called) .
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In relation to Malaya, the study concluded that its successful defence was bot h
desirable and feasible . Such defence would require four infantry divisions and considerable air
(512 aircraft) and naval support . Substantial development of air fields, ports and lan d
communications was also required . In addition, a complete air defence system was seen a s
essential to protect the allied build-up. The military representatives concluded that it wa s
important to bring to the notice of governments the need for early determination of the Britis h
Commonwealth contribution to the force requirements to defence in Malaya . 1 8
These studies raised special problems and potential commitments for Australia whic h
had not arisen in other Five Power studies . As a result of the aggressive policies of China, i t
was considered that a communist dominated and controlled South-East Asia would so increas e
the threat to the ANZAM countries that it was vital to counter this existing and potentia l
threat.
Responsibility for the defence of Malaya was now firmly placed by the Five Powe r
planners on the UK, Australia and New Zealand . The study emphasised the urgency of earl y
agreement between the three British Commonwealth governments on the level of forces to b e
provided . It also emphasised the deteriorating strategic situation in South-East Asia and th e
importance to Australia of holding Malaya .
Prior to the discussions between the CIGS, the Australian Defence Committee and th e
New Zealand Chiefs of Staff, discussions were held in Canberra between the Prime Minister ,
his key defence advisers, the UK Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations, Viscount
Swinton, and Harding on 16 October 1953 .
Menzies led the discussions, pointing out that in relation to ANZUS there was littl e
chance of altering the constitution, and he saw the way ahead as close cooperation betwee n
ANZUS and ANZAM . He was aware there was a proposal, not yet precisely defined, for a
Pacific NATO, but did not think this would occur in the short term . In relation to the Five
Power Staff Agency, Menzies was doubtful whether the US would be willing to have a Pac t
composed of the countries comprising the agency .
Menzies most telling comments were that if lndo China fell to the Communists and i n
war Malaya was overrun, Indonesia would fall by example and Australian public opinion woul d
inhibit the sending of Australian troops to the Middle East' . He conceded the importance of the
Middle East but emphasised Australia's relationship to the Middle East, was directly affecte d
by what happened in Malaya . 1 9
The CIGS then gave a review of the global situation and emphasised that the present
concern was to get down to practical collaboration in planning . He emphasised that the Middl e
East was a vital area, but Malaya was also very important, and in the present status (i .e . in th e
cold war) was of the highest importance . In perhaps a slight rebuke, he also pointed out that
1 8
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the UK was spending some 13 per cent of GNP on Defence .20 There is no doubt that Menzies'
point made at these discussions set the scene for the conclusions needed at the meeting i n
Melbourne .
The discussions held in Melbourne from 19—21 October came to a number of ke y
conclusions . These were then submitted to the respective governments for consideration .
The report stressed the strategic importance of South-East Asia and the urgency o f
completing planning with deployment of forces for reinforcement of Malaya. With respect to
the provision of forces, the conference recommended that 'Australia's primary objective i n
global war should therefore now be the security of Malaya and priority and planning should b e
given to the deployment of Australian land and Air Forces in the Malayan area.' New Zealand
maintained its existing commitment to deploy land forces in the Middle East, but agreed that all
air forces would be deployed to Malaya .21 The conclusion of the conference represented a
notable change in United Kingdom's strategic thinking and no doubt reflected anxiety about th e
situation in Indo-China, concerns regarding the political settlement in Korea, and , th e
assessment that if fighting broke out afresh, it might not be confined to Korea.
With regard to the ANZAM arrangements, the conference agreed with the Australia n
view point that ANZAM should be preserved as a regional arrangement . 22 This represented a
considerable success for the Australian Defence Committee as the UK had been sceptical abou t
the value of ANZAM .
In relation to the formation of a Far East strategic reserve, the conferenc e
recommended that 'The formation of the proposed reserve would be of great value as a
deterrent to further aggression in South East Asia and would provide a valuable nucleus of th e
additional forces required for the defence of Malaya' . The nucleus of this reserve would be
found from the UK forces in Malaya and the Australian and New Zealand contingents i n
Korea, as and when the latter could be released by the United Nations Command . 2 3
The basis of the reserve would be a brigade group consisting of an Australian battalio n
together with the British units . New Zealand would continue to maintain support for the Fijia n
Battalion already in Malaya. The RN in the Far East would be supplemented by an Australia n
destroyer or frigate on full time duty and, from time to time, an Australian aircraft carrier an d
one or more New Zealand frigates . Units of the RAF in Malaya would be supplemented by a
bomber squadron and a fighter squadron from Australia, with a possible addition of the tw o
Australian fighter squadrons from the Middle East, and two half squadrons from the RNZAF .2 4
The agreements reached by the conference were subject to government approval, an d
political negotiations ensued over the following 18 months, until formation of the Far Eas t
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strategic reserve was announced . However, the conference was vital in setting Australia' s
strategic priorities, and marked the beginning of the strategy of forward defence .
Further Pressures on the Progra m
When Menzies left in May for the 1953 Prime Ministers' Conference, he had considered £200 m
to be the maximum Defence Vote for 1953—54 . He had suggested to the Treasurer that
advantage should be taken of any possible reduction . In June, while Menzies was overseas, th e
acting Prime Minister, Mr Fadden called a meeting with McBride, and their principal officials ,
to discuss the 1953—54 Defence Vote .
His aim was twofold, to ensure Treasury and Defence understood the basis fo r
developing the Defence Vote, and because of the imminent Korean armistice, to discuss th e
impact of press and public pressures for a reduction in defence expenditure . In the light of the
improving situation in Korea there was a general perception that reductions in Defenc e
spending could result in tax cuts . The Government was being put in a position where it eithe r
had to make a substantial reduction in defence spending or have convincing public reasons wh y
not.
McBride pointed out that £200m for 1953-54, represented considerable constraint o n
the requirements originally put forward by the Services. The appropriation only provided fo r
training equipment in Australia, not for mobilisation equipment. Further, the Navy was overcommitted, in comparison with the other two Services . He concluded that there was a lack of
balance between the Services, which, even with a Vote of £200m, could not be immediately
corrected . 2 5
McBride added that £135m was committed to maintenance unless personnel levels an d
national service intakes were cut. Together with overseas commitments, there was very littl e
room to manoeuvre . 26
Fadden acknowledged the restraint shown by Defence, but pointed out another Vote o f
a similar magnitude would not appear to the public as a reduction in defence expenditure .
McBride acknowledged this, but responded it was important to have a firm ceiling as th e
Services would take advantage of any slack. Despite pressure from Treasury, McBride hel d
out for a vote of £200m. 2 7
Fadden advised Menzies in London of the preliminary discussions and his desire t o
have a Cabinet discussion on defence budgetary and political issue . He also pressed to have th e
Korean maintenance costs included in the Defence Vote . 28
Menzies response rejected the inclusion of Korean costs in the Defence Vote . He
pointed out that the Prime Ministers' talks indicated there were grounds for hoping there woul d
be an improvement in the international situation . However, if the Western democracies reduced
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their strength too rapidly, the situation was unlikely to improve. Menzies indicated he was
against a discussion by Cabinet on the defence aspects of the budget in his absence . 29
The pressures on the program were such that in July 1953 the Navy proposed to pay
off Australia and sell it for scrap . The ship was in need of substantial maintenance and woul d
be uneconomical to modernise or refit . The ship's roles were to be undertaken by the 6-inc h
gun cruiser Hobart (in refit until mid 1955) and the Daring class then under construction .
The Defence Committee endorsed the Navy proposal and noted the CNS advice tha t
there would be no personnel savings from this proposal, as they would be required for ships in
commission, the reserve, which was undermanned, and for new ships . 30 The Minister approved
the proposal in September, but as the action involved an important variation to the Nava l
Program, submitted the proposal to the Defence Preparations Committee for confirmation .3 '
The Defence Preparations Committee noted and approved this decision in November 1953 .32
Prior to Cabinet consideration of the 1953 Program in August, the notes prepared fo r
the Prime Minister observed that there was a need to establish the basis on which the Defenc e
Program should proceed . The aim was to fix the ceiling at £200m for 1953—54 and similarl y
for the following year . The Agendum noted that the defence proposals had increased fro m
£205 .3m in April to £209 .9m in August .
The question raised in the brief was whether the Government could get the presen t
level of defence preparedness for less than £200m . It concluded that this would need study ,
which would take time, 'apart from the fact that in the past all the special committees who hav e
looked at Defence, do not seem to have vitalised the Defence Departments' . 33
The Prime Minister's Department, which prepared the brief, considered that th e
administration support in the Defence Departments was too large and suggested the Prim e
Minister might consider imposing a cut of 5 per cent, and direct it to be achieved fro m
administration services only . There appeared to be a general disquiet by this department' s
officials at the size of the Defence budget and the inability to establish what was actually bein g
achieved.
The aim of the Agendum was to establish the broad basis on which the Defenc e
Program should proceed . However, the Cabinet Minute did not endorse it, and directed a
review by the Business Board of the increase in the cost of aircraft programs . 3 4
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In early August 1953, Cabinet approved £200m for Defence in 1953—54. The allotment
between the Services and non Service Departments proposed by the Minister is shown in Tabl e
7.1 . 35
Table 7 .1

Defence Allocations-1953

Nav y
Army
Air Force

Defence Production, Supply, Defence
TOTA L

The cost of Australian participation in Korea, some £9 .3m in 1953—54, was maintaine d
as a separate account, the Korean Operations Pool Account, but added to the Defence Vote .
Cabinet, in considering the prospective position for the 1954—55 Defence Vote, too k
an Agendum in which the Minister, and the Treasurer, recommended approval be given t o
proceed on the assumption of a provisional Defence Vote in 1954—55 not exceeding £200m.
The Cabinet's decision, however, only directed that statements should be prepared setting ou t
the commitments for both maintenance and capital expenditures extending beyond the curren t
year . 36
As the first Three Year Program completed and the next came under consideration, th e
Minster (as advised by the Defence Department) became increasingly concerned about th e
balance of the program within the changed financial guidelines . The change in policy from
completing mobilisation by 1953 to a pegged vote of £200m meant that a majo r
reconsideration of the Program's balance and objectives was necessary. This was not being
achieved by the Defence Committee, and McBride raised the overall problem with Menzies i n
August 1953 .
McBride followed up his discussions with some notes on a review of Defence polic y
and expenditure . He illustrated the problem facing Defence with four examples :
A limited vote cannot provide for an extensive naval aviation program as well a s
an air force of the strength and organisation proposed .

35

35

Cabinet Decision No. 788, 6 August 1953, CRS A4940/1, [tern C838, AA.
Cabinet Decision No. 806, Agendum No. 515, 13 August 1953, CRS A4905, Vol . 19, AA.

13 6

The local costs of aircraft manufacture were such that maintaining the loca l
industry was taking too large a share of the Air Force vote .
Navy and Air Force were primarily permanent forces, but Army, which wa s
primarily a Citizen Force with Permanent cadres, had built up an extensiv e
Permanent Force . In any curtailment of the Vote, this strength should diminish .
The Defence Vote must be related to the economic and financial capacity of the
Australian economy to sustain, and the willingness of the people to continue t o
carry the burden . 7 7
The note went on to say that from the strategic aspect, there were three policy areas :
provision of local defence ,
provision for overseas cooperation, and
extent of commitments that can be accepted .
Australia had accepted commitments of a British Commonwealth nature in respect o f
naval aviation, intelligence, and research and development shortly after the war. Since then ,
additional commitments in Korea, Malaya and the Middle East were undertaken . Additionally ,
Australia was being pressed to extend the commitments for intelligence, research an d
development, and for a strategic reserve in Malaya. It was concluded that a balanced polic y
within realistic resource levels should be established, in consultation with the UK and USA . 3 8
The Defence Committee, in mid November, endorsed the detailed 1953—54 program a s
being in balance. It also endorsed the overall commitment for 1954—55 arising from the 1953 —
54 Program of some £ 91m . 1 9
The commitment of £191m for 1954—55 related solely to commitments arising from th e
1953—54 program . It did not include provision for ordering any equipment in 1954—55, nor fo r
the cost of maintaining the forces in Korea . The backlog arising from commitments approve d
in the first Three Year Program, and the subsequent large cost increases, had resulted in a n
untenable situation within the financial constraints now being imposed by government .
The Defence Committee further exacerbated the situation as far as the Minister wa s
concerned when a few days later it took an internal report commissioned by the Committee t o
arrive at a basis for a reduction in Defence Program commitments . The Committee endorse d
the conclusions of the report, and advised the Minister that it 'could not indicate a basis fo r
such reduction without involving reductions or deferment in important approved objectives o f
the Program, which they did not feel able to suggest' . 4 D
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The Long Haul Policy
The Minister, who had been concerned for some time at the advice he was receiving in relatio n
to the Program and the balance between the Services, was now left in no doubt that he had t o
override the Defence Committee and direct the way ahead, The notes used to brief the Prim e
Minister in August on the overall problem, after a number of iterations within the Defenc e
Department, formed the basis of a milestone paper which gave direction to the Services an d
the Defence Committee on how to develop a balanced program that could reasonably be
sustained under a financial limit of around £200m .
After consulting the Prime Minister, McBride tabled a paper titled 'Defence Policy, the
Vote and the Program' in late January 1954 . 41 This was in response to the program submitte d
by the Defence Committee, which appeared unable to examine critically the overall Defenc e
program in the light of the changing circumstances . Although the Committee approved the
proposed program as being balanced, it merely involved an incremental change to existin g
proposals and failed to relate to the revised strategic circumstances, particularly the focus o n
Malaya . More importantly, it had no provision for ordering new equipment in 1954-55 .
McBride's paper, known as DPC3I after the Agendum number, was an important ste p
in rationalising Defence thinking from a desire to be ready for world war, to what could b e
reasonably sustained within a restricted budget. It set the scene for the government's 'Long
Haul' policy. 42
The paper examined the financial situation, the strategic basis, personnel, the vexe d
question of air power, material requirements and the procedure for adjustments . It noted tha t
the relative strengths of the Services were governed by the probable form and scale of attack .
This fell into two areas :
local defence of Australia, an d
overseas defence based on global strategy .
It argued that the nature and strength of the forces raised for overseas service mus t
have a close relation to local defence. This would provide for the possibility that Australia ,
might have to rely on its own efforts until aid was forthcoming to meet any major threat tha t
might develop in the South-West Pacific . The paper assessed that while South-East Asia was
held, defence in depth was provided to Australia, and there would be no direct threat, excep t
to sea communications in the form of submarine attacks and mine laying .
Should Malaya fall, however, it was believed Indonesia could follow and, in thi s
eventuality, Australia would be confronted by hostile land and air forces within five hundre d
miles of the Northern Territory . Practically the whole of the continent would be within rang e
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of enemy bombers, necessitating a large air defence commitment . 43 This strategic assessmen t
played an important role in the revised attitude towards naval air power and the need for
greater emphasis on air defence .
With regard to personnel, the paper emphasised the importance of reserve forces, bu t
noted that by reason of their nature and roles, the Navy and Air Force should be constituted o n
a predominantly permanent footing. While national service had given the Army its targe t
mobilisation figure of 115 500, little provision had been made for equipment required i n
Australia and nothing for equipment for use overseas . The paper made the point of that 'traine d
manpower without equipment is illusory . . . . and the balance between manpower and the
provision of equipment must be kept steadfastly in mind' . It therefore proposed that th e
strength of the permanent Army be reduced . 4 4
The major point of the paper was to discuss the future of air power in Australia . I t
pointed out that a nation like Australia with a large territory, limited resources, and a smal l
population, must exploit technology to the greatest degree to develop striking power an d
mobility This placed emphasis on air power.
The problem was whether two air forces on the scale at present contemplated can b e
financed from the present Defence Vote' . It was noted that air power was extremely expensive
and the obsolescence of aircraft entailed regular replacements. Other costly requirements were
radar for air defence, and the replacement of aircraft carriers and escort vessels. 45
The paper then conducted an assessment of the costs of air force and naval assets . In
relation to Air Force, it noted some £38m was required for aircraft in the next few years . This ,
together with the works program, made a commitment of £48m . The paper noted that a grav e
deficiency in the plan for the Air Force was that it could not be implemented until moder n
radar equipment was obtained .
The Air Department had stated that for financial reasons it did not intend to procure ai r
defence radar beyond one set for training .46 This decision was Air Force's view of the relativ e
priorities in the Air Program, and implied that the general Australian defence need for mor e
radars would be reviewed in the light of the allotments made to the Air Force in future years .
This is a clear case of where that Service should have been instructed to adjust its priorities i n
line with overall Defence requirements .
With regard to the Navy, the paper reviewed the financial requirements for nava l
aviation and considered the estimated expenditure for 1953—54, the amount required in 1954 —
55 and the outstanding liabilities after that year . Total costs for Navy are summarised in Tabl e
7 .2.
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Table 7 .2

Impact of Naval Aviation on Navy Costs
Five 7'eur CetSt
£nt
16 . 3

Operating Costs (including personnel)
Capital
Carriers
Aircraft
Other Equipment
Shore Bases
Total Capital

4.4
17 . 1
7.2
1 .1
29.8

In addition, the expenditure on shore bases to June 1953 (£3 .5m) and the estimate d
costs for naval construction (£62 .8m) were included, giving a grand total for the cost of nava l
aviation of £l 12.4m.
It was concluded that the present commitments and proposed authorisation for nava l
aviation and ship construction would establish a 'considerable lien on the future naval allotmen t
of the Defence Vote . In comparison, the Army was lagging in the provision of equipment and
if the views earlier on the importance of air power in Australian Defence are accepted, greate r
provision should be made for the Air Force' . 4 7
The paper then examined the role of the Navy and its probable strategic employment .
At the outbreak of war, the RAN planned to have a carrier task force, frigates for escort dutie s
and minesweepers in both the ANZAM region, based at Singapore, and in Australian waters .
The paper questioned the value of a carrier task force in defence of trade in Australian waters ,
noting that the financial implications had an important bearing on the ability to provide for
other urgent needs' . 4 8
It was assessed that shore based long range and-submarine aircraft could do the wor k
at least as effectively and less expensively (when taking into account the cost of screenin g
vessels) . However, as a result of the introduction of the snorting submarine, it was assessed
that the value of aircraft in the anti-submarine role was reduced and that priority should b e
given by the Navy to surface anti-submarine vessels .
The provision of a carrier task force to the Singapore area was questioned as it wa s
considered the provision of carriers in the Pacific should be left to the US Navy . In relation t o
a7
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convoys for Australian Expeditionary Forces, the RAN should be supplemented by the U S
Navy or RN, which should provide escorts of the necessary strength . One aircraft carrier onl y
should be retained, and naval aviation should be equivalent with the army expeditionary force ,
i .e . an organisation which existed in peace but which could not be fully equipped and maci e
operational until sometime after the outbreak of war . The second carrier should be bartered for
aircraft or placed in reserve . A training ship should be provided by other means . 4 9
In an examination of the equipment the requirements of the Services on mobilisation, a
totally different picture of the costs between the three Services emerged . The materia l
requirements of the Services on mobilisation as at October 1953 are summarised in Tabl e
7 .3 : 50
Table 7 .3

Service

Material Requirements of the Services on Mobilisatio n

Local Defence
and Training
in)

Overseas
fin
44

Navy

44

Army

104

70

174

90

91

181

Air Force

The fact that naval forces were capable of operating locally or overseas, i .e. the value
of the mobile platform, was not addressed . The significant financial implications of the materia l
requirements for the Army and Air Force were not discussed further .
The overall conclusion of the paper was that there should be a readjustment of the
allotments of the Defence Vote to provide more for the Air Force and less for the Navy an d
Army . The Defence Preparations Committee generally agreed the views expressed by th e
Minister for Defence, and invited the Service Departments to indicate how effect would b e
given to the Committee's decision . S 1
The paper had made an attempt to come to grips with the significant problems facin g
Defence, and had indicated a direction for the overall balance between the Services . Althoug h
the level of analysis conducted by the Defence Department was shallow, it was the first time in
the post-war era that the Defence Committee's judgement had been questioned . The overal l
defence structure and its development under the series of programs had become a comple x
issue to analyse . The key aspect missing was the necessary link between strategic guidance an d
force structure development .
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The carrier task force had its origin in the £250m Five Year Defence Progra m
approved in 1947 . Viewed in isolation as the Navy's share of the program, it appeare d
reasonable to keep the RAN abreast of aviation . The position subsequently becam e
complicated by the decision in March 1951 to complete the provision of mobilisatio n
requirements by 1953 . This led to considerable additional commitments . Rising costs further
increased the commitments, particularly in respect of naval construction and for aircraft . It wa s
now clear that the number of aircraft carriers should have been limited to one .
The Army and Air Force organisations were based around providing for a n
expeditionary force as well as home defence . Although the Navy argued otherwise, the
Defence Department view, accepted by the Minister, was that the carrier task force was Navy' s
equivalent of an expeditionary force and therefore priority should be given to the sea frontie r
force i .e . the escorts for the protection of sea trade.
The other aspect arising from DPC31 was related to the world wide controvers y
between the merits of aircraft carriers (and their protective escort ships) and land base d
aircraft. In Australia's case, the Government decided that for air defence, which included th e
protection of shipping in local waters, reliance should be placed on land based aircraf t
The result of this decision was an increase of £3 .5m to the Air Force . This covered an
increase of 490 personnel, and an adjustment of the maritime organisation . The two RAA F
maritime reconnaissance squadrons, then organised on a one flight basis, were to be expanded
to two full squadrons comprising eight Neptunes and eight Lincolns, and grouped within a
maritime reconnaissance wing. The additional Neptune aircraft were to be provided fro m
reserve aircraft and replaced in later years . The Lincolns were to be modified at a cost o f
£0.75m .52
The DPC31 decision (as it was referred to) became a milestone in the evolution of th e
Services' force structures . The Prime Minister and Minister for Defence met with the Chiefs o f
Staff on 3 March 1954 to amplify the conclusions .
In his notes to Menzies for this meeting, McBride drew from the US and U K
experiences . The US had a New Look policy which aimed to develop an armed posture whic h
could be supported on a long term basis . Similarly the UK was developing its armed force s
within a financial and economic framework which was affordable now and in the future . H e
suggested Australia should follow suit and prepare for a ' Long Pull' .
McBride considered the major issue was that too much was being attempted from a
Defence Vote of £200m . The Government appreciated the reason for the present situation, bu t
the Defence Committee had been faced with the problem over the past three years . It was th e
responsibility of government to provide guidance and, after considering the Services' views, t o
take the final decision .
The notes were aimed at helping persuade the Chiefs of the need to cooperate t o
introduce the significant changes proposed . McBride had subtly pointed out that the Defenc e
Committee had not been able to resolve the issue satisfactorily . At this stage he was referrin g
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to the policy shift as the 'Long Pull'. This term lasted to the final drafts of his press statemen t
before being adjusted to the 'Long Haul' . The earlier term may have reflected McBride' s
frustration at pulling the Services into line .
The term 'Long Haul' had been used by US Secretary of State, Mr Dulles, in a speec h
in January 1954 . 5 ' The concept had been put to the NATO Council by the US in April 195 3
and meant a'steady development of defensive strength at a rate which would preserve and no t
exhaust the economic strength of our allies and ourselves' . 54 This concept was certainl y
reflected by the new Australian policy .
The Minister issued a press statement on 10 April 1954, on Defence Policy and the
Program . This announced the change in government policy from preparedness by a critical dat e
to the 'Long Haul' . He noted that the collective strength of the democracies had opposed th e
spread of cold war aggression and diminished the prospect of global war .
While increased strength and greater preparedness did not lesson the burden o f
armaments, 'they have transformed the basis of Defence Policy from preparedness by a critica l
date, to the capacity to maintain it at a level that can reasonably be sustained for a "Lon g
Haul".' McBride also emphasised in the statement that the size of the Defence effort wa s
related to the level of national expenditure able to be devoted to Defence, while maintaining a
stable economy .' '
It is noteworthy that McBride stated that the increase in Defence spending to a vote o f
£20Dm 'arose from the intensification of the cold war by communist aggression in Korea' . 56
There was no mention of the ineffective mobilisation plan started just three years earlier, whe n
war was forecast to start the month in which he gave his statement .
Navy Resistance to the New Polic y
Following the meeting with the Prime Minister, the Minister for the Navy, Mr McMahon ,
wrote to McBride on 15 April 1954 informing him of the principles he had directed the Nav y
to work to in relation to the reorganisation of the naval program . These were :
One carrier to be retained with a front line aircraft establishment of 40, 16 Se a
Venom fighters and 24 ASW Gannets .
The destroyer and frigate program to be continued .
Plans to be prepared to close Nirimba at Schofields .
Vengeance to be used as a training ship, being replaced by Sydney whe n
Vengeance was returned to the UK with the crew of Melbourne.
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Consideration as to whether the dockyards at Garden Island, Williamstown an d
Cockatoo could all be kept going.
He also noted that attempts had been made to sell the tanker building in UK withou t
any interest. There was an inquiry relating to charter, which was being pursued . 57
This letter caused a sharp reaction from McBride, who, with Defence Departmen t
advice, wrote back very quickly with the following points :
The front line establishment of 40 aircraft equated to the peace time
complement of two aircraft carriers, and therefore a reduction in aircraft was a n
integral element in the reduction to be effected in the size and cost of the nava l
air arm .
The naval construction program should be reviewed in respect of the number o f
vessels now needed to service only one carrier.
The proposal for savings in relation to Schofields should be reviewed in the ligh t
of less aircraft and possible personnel reductions to be also made at Nowra .
Vengeance should be bartered for aircraft or placed in reserve and the trainin g
ship provided by other means, as agreed by the Defence Preparation s
Committee .
He concluded that the Navy program as suggested did not propose the level o f
reductions originally envisaged by the Defence Preparations Committee . 5 8
McMahon returned a detailed submission on 28 May, defending the position taken i n
his original letter . He pointed out that:
The strength of 40 aircraft was the minimum level to maintain a fleet air arm to
support one operational carrier and one air station .
A reduction in carrier numbers did not enable a consequential reduction in th e
number of ships, as screening a carrier was only one of many tasks destroyers
and frigates undertook. In any case, three new constructions and tw o
modernisations had already been cancelled because of financial restrictions .
Further reductions in relation to closing Schofields could not be found, as 4 0
aircraft was regarded as a minimum .
There was no alternative to replacing Australia as the training ship by
Vengeance, because the large number of trainees, including national service ,
requ ired a large ship.
Substantial reductions to the 1954—55 estimates were not possible as they were
prepared in anticipation of the reductions subsequently agreed .
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McMahon suggested that there were so many military changes since 4 February 195 4
that it might be desirable to review the basis on which the present policy was based. S9
McBride responded on 10 June, reminding McMahon of the basic consideration s
underlying the February decision . He requested the Navy to submit its plans and progra m
statements in accordance with the DPC31 agendum . With reference to the military changes ,
which were presumed to refer to the trend of events in South-East Asia, McBride emphasise d
that the decisions of the Defence Preparations Committee on a balanced policy and program
were fundamental not only to the 'Long Haul' in respect of a vote of £200m, but also to an y
increased programs that might arise in respect of any deterioration in strategic circumstances . 6 0
McMahon proposed a compromise in relation to the obvious direction for Navy t o
reduce its bid for funds . This related to the key issue (from Navy's viewpoint) that 40 front lin e
aircraft was the minimum requirement if a Fleet Air Arm were to be continued in the RAN .
The Navy found it could achieve savings of some £7m by not ordering 44 Gannets an d
cancelling an order for 10 Sea Venoms . This would mean procuring only 36 Gannets an d
retaining the Firefly in service until 1960 . The reduction in the existing order for 49 Se a
Venoms by 10 would delete the war reserve .6 1
McMahon subsequently discussed this proposal with McBride . However, a note on th e
file by Shedden indicated that McBride was becoming tired of the Navy's continued dialogu e
on the program. It was noted by Shedden that :
The Minister informed me that he had told Mr McMahon that he was no t
discussing anything further and that statements had to be submitted as require d
by the Defence Preparations Committee. If the Minister for the Navy wished t o
put up alternatives at the same time for the Defence Preparations Committee, h e
could do so . 6 2
McBride did respond again on 7 July, advising the Navy that its program should b e
submitted without delay . He emphasised that the Navy would need to provide detaile d
explanations to support its proposals . For his part, the Minister would reserve his conclusion s
pending the Navy's submission. 63
The difficulties in obtaining a program from the Navy were also encountered with th e
other defence Departments, and required personal letters from McBride to all Ministers to
enable the Defence Preparations Committee to deliberate on the Defence Program in time fo r
the finalisation of the 1954—55 Budget Estimates . This lengthy exchange of correspondenc e
illustrates how difficult it was for the Defence Department, which was responsible for th e
formulation and implementation of a unified defence policy relating to the Services and thei r
requirements, to ensure Cabinet decisions were complied with by the Service Departments .
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In August 1954, the Defence Preparations Committee examined the 1954—55 Defence
Program in the context of the next Three Year Program . This included the impact of the
DPC3I policy decision. The Navy proposals did not include any major alternatives to th e
broad thrust of the decisions reached by the government, but followed the proposals as raise d
by McMahon with McBride over the previous four months .
Navy's proposals argued strongly for a front line aircraft establishment of 40 eve n
though the peace time complement for a carrier was 20 and the full war complement 30 . Th e
Navy pointed out that reductions below 40 aircraft would not justify the retention of a fleet air
arm economically, administratively or operationally . The compromise reached in the earlier
correspondence, to retain the older obsolete aircraft and not to hold war reserves, which
offered savings of over £7m, were put forward .
Front line naval air squadrons would be : 6 4
No . 805 :
No . 808 :
No . 816, 817 :
No. 851 :

8 Sea Furies, re-equipping with Sea Venoms in 1957 .
8 Sea Furies, re-equipping with Sea Venoms in 1955 .
6 Fireflies each, re-equipping with Gannets in 1955 .
12 Fireflies until 1960.

In addition, training aircraft included : three Wirraways for pilot instrument training ;
two Dakotas for observation and aircrew training ; three Sea Furies and six Fireflies for pilo t
conversion and fleet support; three helicopters for search and rescue and training ; two Auste r
communication aircraft .65
The proposal to retain a carrier as a non-flying training ship, despite the decision mad e
by the Defence Preparations Committee on this matter, was argued strongly . Six frigate s
would be necessary to meet the training demand, and the retention of the carrier was muc h
more cost effective . As Vengeance was owned by the Admiralty, she could not be bartered for
aircraft. The glut of light fleet carriers in the RN meant that it would not be interested i n
Sydney if she was offered after completion of Melbourne. This option was therefore assesse d
as not realistic . 66
In relation to the number of escorts, it was planned to retain four destroyers and si x
frigates in commission . Given an availability of 66 per cent after maintenance and leave, th e
commitments on the Navy were : 6 7
four ships to meet the two required in Korea ,
two to meet the requirement for one to undertake the northern waters Japanes e
fisheries patrol, an d
four to undertake fleet training and 'flag showing' .
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A personnel ceiling of 14 400 was proposed, down from the previous 14 550 . The
number borne at the time was only 14 200 and with the high wastage rate, it was estimated tha t
the actual ceiling would be only 14 000. This meant that ships were generally undermanned ,
except for the two in Korea. 6 s
During the Cabinet discussion on the program, the CNS emphasised the importance of
the carrier, citing the Harding talks and the fact that in the context of contemplatin g
intervention in Indo-China, the US had asked for an Australian carrier . In relation to U S
participation in SEATO, the CNS defended the need for a carrier on the basis of the size of th e
ANZAM area which was the responsibility of the RAN and RNZN . He pointed out tha t
surface vessels were needed for ASW . Maritime air squadrons could only cover focal points
and hence fighter aircraft were needed at sea. He did concede that SEATO might change th e
extent of Australian responsibility for sea communications in the ANZAM area . 6 9
The emergence of SEATO was starting to influence defence thinking, although at thi s
stage commitments had not been decided . It was felt that after the Manila SEATO discussions ,
Australia should approach both the US and UK to give consideration to the defence aspects of
South-East Asia which could lead to equipment discussions, on the basis of Australia' s
willingness to accept a commitment. 76
The Defence Preparations Committee endorsed the Defence program as submitte d
except for Army . The Army had proposed reductions to its Field Force which in effect woul d
prevent Australia making any rapid contribution to Pacific security. This was directly opposite
to the way strategic thinking was developing, and the Government could see the potential for
embarrassment . The Army's equipment was also in poor state, and no change had been made to
that proposed for mobilisation and support for the UK in the Middle East . Consequently, th e
Defence Preparations Committee expressed the view that any diminution in the strength of th e
Permanent Army was undesirable and funds from the Defence Trust Fund should be credite d
towards Army deficiencies in equipment ."
The nexus between the Harding talks and SEATO was tending to cloud strategi c
thinking and hence Australia 's planned force structure . The programs put forward by the
Defence Committee had not built on the decisions of DPC31, nor were they related to possibl e
future Australian commitments . The implications arising from the proposal to contribute to a
Strategic Reserve, and any obligations which might arise from a collective security system i n
South-East Asia were not addressed . Basically, the original program conceived in 1947, as
adjusted for mobilisation in 1951, was being incrementally adjusted in the light of reduce d
financial guidance .
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CHAPTER EIGH T
THE STATUS OF NAVAL FORCE STRUCTURE PLANNIN G
IN THE MID 1950 s
The retention of the post-war "Long Term Plan" ,
envisaging an RAN consisting of a balance d
force of 3 aircraft carriers, 6 cruisers, 2 4
destroyers, an escort force of some 60 ships an d
many smaller vessels, is unrealistic and it s
implementation in the foreseeable future i s
beyond the capacity of the country 's resource s
in peace .
Captain J .S . Mesley ,
Deputy Chief of Naval Staff, July 195 5

Faltering Force Structure Aspirations
The 1947 Five Year Program, the 1950 Three Year Program and the additional requirement s
of mobilisation all created a number of major projects within the Navy and an expectation of a
dynamic and improved force structure . The build delays and overspend in the new constructio n
program prevented the planned introduction of the new capabilities . The other major impact o n
the planned force structure development was the limit on defence funding imposed b y
government from 1952 . The plans developed in the late 1940s and further enhanced in the firs t
years of the new government were gradually eroded as the reality of what the Governmen t
wished to allocate to defence was realised .
In addition to reductions to planned major capital expenditure, the Service s
experienced significant cuts to operating costs . The planned personnel build up was also no t
achieved . In the Navy's case, this resulted in the extension of ship refit activity (includin g
modernisations), reductions in facility development and maintenance, and reduced availabilit y
of spares and ammunition . These factors all contributed to a general lowering of operationa l
readiness and sustainability . However, the most visible impact on the Navy ' s planne d
development was the erosion of the planned force structure which had been endorsed by th e
Government
Naval aviation plans were drastically cut back with cancellation of Sydney's upgrade t o
Melbourne status and a more than 50 per cent reduction in front line aircraft . This effectivel y
foreshadowed the inability of the Navy to sustain two carriers . The modernisation program
was significantly reduced, which meant that the ultimate size of the fleet would be less tha n
that planned . Additionally, in relation to new construction, one of the four Darings, two of the
six Type 12 frigates, and all four coastal minesweepers were cancelled . The reductions to th e
Government endorsed program are illustrated in Table 8 .1 .
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Table 8 .1

Navy Force Structure Plans and Adjustments 1947–195 5

Capability

Endorsed by Government

1952--55 Adjustmen t

naval aviation

2 carrier s
2 air station s
72 front line aircraft
49 Sea Venom aircraft
45 Gannet aircraft

cancel Sydney upgrade
shut dawn Nitimb a
reduce to 40
cancel 1 0
cancel 9

cruiser

Australia - training shi p
modernise Hobart

scrap Australia

destroyer 2 'Battles'
4 Daring s
modernise 3 'Tribals '

cancel
cancel I
cancel 1

frigate

fi Type 12 frigate s
modernise 5 'Q' clas s

cancel 2
cancel I

minesweeper

modernise 24 ocean minesweepers
4 coastal minesweepers

cancel 1 2
cancel 4

The rapid changes in policy direction over the period caused major revisions to th e
modernisation program, which resulted in wastage of funds . A good example is the
modernisation of Hobart .
In 1950, the Cruiser Policy was reviewed, and when it was evident that no moder n
cruiser design was suitable from Admiralty sources, purchase from the US was investigated .
This was discarded because of the dollar shortage, and the decision was taken to modernis e
Hobart. This was to be a similar work package to that planned by the RN for its ' Colon y ' class.
By 1951, with the deterioration in the world strategic situation, the cruiser wa s
considered necessary to protect the carrier until the Darings were completed . The role see n
then was escorting convoys carrying troops to the Middle East .
The financial restrictions imposed in 1952 caused a change of plan, to use Hobart t o
replace Australia as the training cruiser. The planned armament was limited to reduce cost, bu t
was still seen as adequate in the anti-raider role, which would be secondary to the training role .
The 'Battle' class, now in commission, were seen as suitable units to escort the carrier pendin g
the commissioning of the Darings .
With the decision in 1953–54 to have only one operational carrier, and for the other t o
assume the training role, the primary role for Hobart had gone . A brief investigation wa s
undertaken to see whether Hobar t could be used as a headquarters ship in Sydney for th e
Commanding Officer Reserves, and as an engineering training ship . In April 1955 all thes e
proposals were abandoned .
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Hobart's refit at the Newcastle State Dockyard had cost some £1 .3m when work wa s
stopped . The hull was in good condition, and the possibility of conversion to a guided missil e
ship in the future was briefly examined . The cost of completing the current conversion an d
modifying the ship to be suitable for convoy escorting was estimated to be £lm . This could no t
be afforded and the ship was brought to Sydney and put reserve at a cost of £150 000 .' Hobar t
was maintained in reserve until early 1962 when she was finally sold for scrap . 2
Ship Construction and Modernisation Delay s
A significant problem which came to a head in 1955 was the cost increases and delays in th e
new construction and modernisation programs . In February 1955, the Navy sough t
authorisation of an additional £77m to complete these programs . The Defence Preparation s
Committee, concerned at this increase, requested the Board of Business Administration to
report on the increases in costs and recommend more effective procedures for future control o f
costs . 3
The naval commitment in 1954—55 and subsequent years was due mainly to the lon g
term commitments incurred in the Five Year Program and subsequent Three Years Progra m
for defence preparedness by 1953 . These included the completion of Melbourne, the
construction of the Owings and Type 12 frigates, the 'Q' class conversion, and the 'Tribal '
modernisation.
The cost of acquiring the aircraft carrier Melbourne was originally estimated at £3 .1m ;
the final cost was £7 .5m . By December 1948 it was estimated that the cost to Australia of th e
ship completely modernised and outfitted would be £3 .5m. This was on the basis that the
Admiralty would pay approximately half the cost of actual construction, and that Australia
would pay £0 .5m for the cost of modernisation and the full cost of any alterations to mee t
Australian requirements . '
By May 1953, the cost to Australia had risen to £6 .7m . This was mainly attributable to
delay in construction due to labour difficulties, late delivery of equipment, increased stores cos t
and additional requirements for Australian alterations. Later increases brought the total cost t o
£7.5m. 5 The Business Board reported that under the special circumstances relating to sharing
of the purchase price by the UK, it accepted that the Naval Board was not in a position t o
exercise very much control over expenditure .6
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The Daring class destroyers were originally estimated at £2 .6m each ; the final costs
were of the order of £7m each . The original estimate for construction time was 4 to 6 years ;
they took 7 to 9 years to complete . The original estimate of £2 .6m, made in April 1945, wa s
based on the estimated cost (£2m) of the 'Battle' class destroyers. ?
Early in 1948 the Daring project was reviewed, and the estimate revised to £3 .2m for
each ship. During 1951 changes were decided in the armament of the ships, which cause d
moderate cost increases, and in 1952, following a complete review, the estimate of final cos t
was increased to £6 .7m per ship . Late in 1952, it was decided to reduce the project from four
to three ships, and in July 1954, the estimated cost was £6 .9m per ship. The total cost was
later estimated at £7 .Om each in October, 1954. There was, in addition, an estimated liability of
£1 .6m in connection with work done on the fourth ship before its cancellation . Much of th e
material included in this was able to be used in the Type 12 frigates . '
The Business Board considered that the very large increase in the cost of these ship s
over the original estimate was due not only to increased wage levels during the currency-of th e
work and to changes in armament and fighting equipment, but also largely to the fact tha t
when the original estimate was made, insufficient data was available to enable a reasonabl e
estimate of costs to be made . 9
The four Type 12 anti-submarine frigates also experienced delays and cost overruns .
They were originally estimated at an average cost of £2m each ; the estimate in 1957 was
£6.9m. 10
The original estimate of £2m was a preliminary one advised in 1949 by the then Thir d
Naval Member after investigation in the UK which showed that the cost of building in the U K
would be between £1 .4m and £1 .6m. As experience had shown Australian shipbuilding costs t o
be higher than those in the UK, the Navy estimated that the cost of an Australian built frigate
would be approximately £2m. In doing so it took the following factors into consideration :
limited facilities available and the necessity to develop potential ,
smaller number of ships to be built ,
longer period of construction, an d
higher costs of labour and material .) t
Cabinet approval was given to the project on the basis of £2m per ship in August 1950 .
By 1952, a review of the cost was made based on the additional information then available .
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This placed the probable cost as £5 .lm . The Business Board expressed the opinion that thi s
was the first real estimate and that the original estimate of £2m was unreasonably low . 1 2
The RAN's almost total acceptance of RN advice in relation to ship building i s
demonstrated from this decision . The Admiralty did not consider the sketch design for thi s
class of ship until February 1950 . The building drawings were approved in December, and th e
first of six ordered by the Admiralty in February 1951, with planned completion mid-1953 .
Delays followed, and HMS Whitby, the lead ship, was laid down at Catmnel Laud Shipyard i n
September 1952, entering service in July 1956 . 1 3
In the context of the 1953—54 program, the number of RAN ships was reduced from
six to four . Subsequent variation in cost brought the estimate up to the 1957 figure of £6 .9m
per ship .
The increases in the estimated cost over the original estimate were mainly due to :
increases in construction costs resulting mainly from rises in costs of wages an d
materials;
changes in the basic design of the ship by the Admiralty, which made the ship s
more capable but complex, and modifications to meet Australian requirements ;
increased cost of auxiliary machinery and gearing being produced in Australia ;
changes in the type of gun mountings, anti-submarine and communications fit ,
and increases in their respective costs ; and
increases in the cost of naval stores . 1 4
The original order for six ships was placed in October 1951 for long lead items, wit h
construction planned to commence in 1954—55. The four ships were not laid down until th e
late 1950s and ultimately completed in the early 1960s .
The conversion of the 'Q' class destroyers was planned to bridge the gap until the Typ e
12 frigates could be built (i .e . mid 1950s) . The conversion of five of the class was approved i n
early 1950 at an estimated cost of £0 .4m per ship . At this time it was envisaged a high priority
would be afforded to the project, with the conversion of the first ship completing within 12 to
15 months of approval .° Budget reductions, delays in refit activity, and changes in the exten t
of the program during the period extended the time for conversion to an average of five years .
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HMAS Queenborough before conversion . (J . Straczek )

HMAS Queenborough after conversion . (.1 . Straczek)
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In September 1951, following a change in the ship's anti-submarine armament, th e
estimate was increased to £0 .9m per ship. By 1952 considerable work had been done toward s
converting two of the ships, and the estimate was again reviewed and increased to £1 .6m pe r
ship . In the 1953—54 program, the conversion of Quality was deferred indefinitely . Prior to
October 1954, a further estimate placed the cost at approximately £1 .8m per ship, and the final
cost was approximately £2m per ship . t 6
The increases were mainly attributable to increases in shipyard work, machinery ,
ordnance and naval stores and changes in armament and equipment. The Business Board
reported that as the work progressed, the scope and magnitude of the conversion wor k
increased from the original conception . The Board believed that to a considerable extent thi s
was inevitable when extensive conversion work was undertaken . In the opinion of the Board, i t
was doubtful if any reliable estimate of cost could be made for major conversion work on a
fighting ship, especially in view of the rate of developments in scientific fighting equipment . 1 7
The 'Tribal' class modernisation was much more modest, involving removal of the af t
4 .7 inch gun mounting, extending the deck area and fitting the squid anti-submarine weapon .
New sonar and radar were fitted, the latter causing the tripod mast to be replaced with a
lattice . 18
Warrantunga entered Garden Island in September 1952 and completed in Octobe r
1954 . Arunta was modernised at Cockatoo from late 1950 to November 1952 . Bataan was no t
modernised, and paid off in mid 1954 . 19 The RAN gained little from these conversions Th e
combination of lack of manpower and obsolescence meant they did not remain in service long .
The reasons for the cost overruns were complex, but were basically similar for each o f
the major programs then under way . The RAN, keen to ensure each class incorporated th e
latest technology, had selected designs still in the formative stages . Consequently, the origina l
cost estimates were very tentative . This was an era when significant advances were being mad e
in weapons technology and the updating of systems involved increased cost . Labour and
material costs also rose significantly over the period . The cost of machinery produced i n
Australia, in accordance with government policy to foster local capacity, also exacerbated th e
situation. 2°
A summary of the difference between the original estimates for time and cost and th e
actual achievement (including the 'Battles') is given in Table 8 .2 . The construction times ar e
averaged over each ship class .
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Table 8.2

Ship/Class

Navy Construction/Conversion Progra m
-Comparison of Estimates with Achievemen t

Averag e
Build/Conversio n
Time (years)
Original
Estimate

Melbourne

nerease
(em )

Delay
(years )

Achieve d

Original
Estimate

Achieved

-

3 .1

7.5

4, 4

'Battle'

2 .8

4 .1

1 .3

2.0

2. 5

0.5

Daring

5.0

8 .0

3. 0

2 .6

7, 0

4.4

Type 12

3 .7

4.7

1 .0

2,0

6.9

4.9

1 .1

5 .0

3 .9

0 .4

2.0

1 .6

0.5

2.0

1 .5

0.07

NK

'Tribal'

The significant delays incurred in introducing the Daring, Type 15 frigate ('Q'
conversion) and modernised 'Tribal' as illustrated in 'Fable 8 .2, had a major impact on th e
planned development of the RAN . By the mid 1950s, the Darings were still under constructio n
and the Type 12s not yet laid down . The planned rapid modernisation of the Tribals' an d
conversion of the 'Q' class had dragged on and they were only just entering service in 1954-55 .
The significant construction delays did not attract much attention from th e
Government, as it was more concerned with the cost overrun . The delays could be contribute d
to a combination of poor planning, inadequate training and preparation for the ne w
technologies necessary, antiquated construction techniques and inefficient work practices . Th e
time overrun of about one year for the Type 12 frigate was less than with the Darings,
indicating the benefit of the construction yard's experience and greater scrutiny as a result o f
the inquiry by the Board.
The delays in the 'Q' class conversion and the 'Tribal' modernisation can be mainl y
attributed to the general slowing down of refit activity because of budget reductions . The 'Q'
class also suffered from revisions to the extent of the program to keep up with the evolvin g
anti-submarine equipment .
The Navy sought to minimise any criticism of its administration and treated th e
enquiries into the program in an almost cavalier manner . The inability to estimate with an y
accuracy construction costs and duration and the apparent acceptance of this situation a s
beyond the Navy's control, reflect poorly on the Department's effectiveness in managing such a
major force structure program . The high cost of completing the program inhibited an y
significant reduction proposed for the Navy element of the Defence Vote under the 'Long Haul '
policy .
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The 'Battle' class destroyer HMAS Tobruk . (J . Mortimer)
Public Reaction to the Long Haul Polic y
McBride gave a speech in the Parliament on 28 September 1954 on Defence Policy and th e
Program. This built on his press statement of April, which had announced the 'Long Haul'
policy . He advised that the Government had now approved the Defence program, whic h
provided for a vote of £200m. He also noted that the South-East Asia Defence Treaty (i .e .
SEATO) would shortly be submitted to Parliament for ratification . He emphasised the
importance the government gave to SEATO which was referred to as the regional equivalen t
to NATO .
In relation to future force structure planning he said :
We look to the development of planning in consultation with our allies to defin e
our task, and to indicate precisely the nature and extent of the forces we nee d
for the most effective contribution, within our capacity toward the commo n
effort for the defence of this area . 2 1
In relation to air power and naval defence, he reiterated what was announced in Apri l
that in view of the probable nature and scale of attack . . . priority should be given by the Nav y
to surface anti-submarine vessels, and that the responsibility for air protection at sea within th e
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range of land based aircraft should be assigned to the Air Force' . The Fleet Air Arm was to b e
' retained at a reduced, but never-the-less substantial strength in balanced relation to the othe r
Services' . 2 2
After discussing the Defence program and the revision to national service, whic h
relaxed the call up for country registrants and those not living close to a training centre,
McBride clearly stated the key issue behind the Government's revised policy .
. . .the long term security of Australia requires that there should be no relaxatio n
in the efforts to increase our population and to develop our resources . The result
of this is to expand our economy, and to build up our future potential strength. 27
The announcement of the policy caused a flurry of press comment which reflected th e
lack of public understanding of the evolution of defence strategic thinking, and a genera l
concern that the Government might water down national service training and cut back th e
Army . The reduction to one carrier, and the increased role given to the Air Force, scarcel y
raised a comment or any critical analysis . 24
Sydney's operational career had been marked by constant allegations of obsolescence .
Even before joining the RAN, Sydney was heavily criticised for being a needless expense b y
Air Vice Marshal Bostock, who in the early 1950s became a Liberal Member of Parliament . H e
argued that the weak carrier force being developed by the Government did not constitute a
contribution to Empire Defence and that local security was being ignored by the heav y
expenditure on carriers . 25
Secondly, he argued that carrier-borne aircraft were not essential for ASW . He based
this argument not on the redundancy of aircraft for ASW search but rather on the premise tha t
the density of shipping around Australia was sufficient to attract enemy submarines only nea r
the focal ports, where a combination of escorts and new long range maritime patrol (LRMP )
aircraft such as the Neptune would prove far more cost effective than carriers . 26
The leading article in the Age of 29 September, in relation to the new defence policy ,
concentrated primarily on the national service issue and stated that :
the revised defence policy was in direct contradiction to everything th e
government has proclaimed during the last three to four years as to the urgenc y
and critical importance of constructing the most efficient and effective National
Defence . 2 7
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The article then went on to decry the reduction in national service training . Despite the
Service's views of the limited benefits and high costs of this scheme, the public saw it as a
valuable contribution to Australia ' s defence.
The Sydney Morning Herald leader of the 29th also criticised the policy, but althoug h
concentrating on the impact on the Army, did mention the change in policy in relation to ai r
defence at sea :
The government has two fresh ideas to meet the radically altered strategi c
situation created by the collapse of French power in Indo China and the signin g
of the Manila Pact. First, to restrict compulsory military training, and second t o
assign the RAAF responsibility for air protection at sea . 2 8
The article then criticised the Minister for having no plan to increase the fightin g
strength of the regular Army . These comments reflect the overall public debate on Defence
generally in Australia, with its preoccupation with the Anny and the lack of comprehension of
the importance of the maritime environment to an island nation .
SEATO - the Dream
As the series of Five Power Staff Agency talks had shown, the situation in 1953 and early 195 4
in Indo-China was deteriorating despite the increasing level of US help . In mid April 1954, the
Five Powers and other nations in South-East Asia, following a US initiative, agreed to examin e
a collective defence system in South-East Asia .
When the US pressed for immediate discussions, the UK refused until after the planne d
Geneva conference on Korea and Indo-China due to start on 22 April 1954 . The UK, with
Australian support, also rejected US proposals for massive air intervention at Dien Bien Phu .
The UK was troubled by the wider implications of using nuclear weapons and possibl e
escalation leading to a world war . Casey considered that such intervention without UN backin g
was wrong, as it would be against world opinion, particularly in Asia, it could lead to problems
with China, and would wreck the Geneva Conference . 2 9
For the US, Indo-China rapidly became the focal point in the defence of 'the whole fre e
community'. 30 On 7 April, Eisenhower explained the strategic importance of lndo-China b y
citing the falling domino principle : 'the fall of Indo China would lead to the fall of Burma ,
Thailand, Malaya and Indonesia ; India would be hemmed in by Communism and Australia ,
New Zealand, Formosa, the Philippines and Japan would all be gravely threatened' .
'Dien Bien Phu fel in May and the Geneva Conference agre d in July to the temporar y
partition of Vietnam at the 17th parallel, an International Supervisory Commission, and th e
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withdrawal of French forces . None of the participants signed the final declaration and ther e
was a general lack of confidence that the agreement reached would be lasting . 3 2
These concerns were such that a conference in Manila in September, some seven week s
after the Geneva conference, led to the South-East Asia Collective Defence Treaty, bette r
known as SEATO or the Manila Pact . This pact was established between Australia, France ,
New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines, Thailand, the UK and US, and was signed in Manila o n
8 September 1954 . The treaty came into force on 19 February 1955 . 3 '
Under the essential paragraph, Article IV, of SEATO, the parties agreed that in th e
event of armed aggression against any one of them, or any State or Territories unanimously
designated, they would act to meet the common danger 'in accordance with their constitutiona l
processes' . There was no binding commitment to military action in specific circumstances . Th e
commitment was similar to that laid down in ANZUS, and deliberately avoided the tighte r
wording of the 1948 Brussels Pact and NATO for the same political and constitutiona l
reasons . 34
A major distinction between ANZUS and SEATO was the limitation under SEATO o f
a special US reservation that its obligation only applied to 'Communist Aggression' . N o
attempt was made to create a unified command or an integrated force of the NATO type .
Military consultations led to the establishment of SEATO Headquarters in Bangkok in 1956 ,
where some contingency planning was undertaken . Additionally, a series of annual militar y
exercises were held .3 5
In his statement to Parliament on 28 September 1954 McBride reiterated that the ai m
of Australia's defence policy was to cooperate in repelling communist aggression . This speech
laid the ground for the commitment of forces in Malaya by stressing the inherent right unde r
the UN Charter for collective self defence against aggression and the creation of regional
arrangements. He went on to quote the Prime Minister in respect of South-East Asia n
collective defence that:
We will become contributing parties . We will in association with other nations . . .
accept military obligations in support of our membership . . . The nature of thes e
commitments must be worked out . . . What they will involve in terms of militar y
preparation, nobody can as yet say . . . All 1 want to say is that we will not hesitate
to make any changes that are necessary for the full performance of ou r
commitments . 3 6
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In relation to Australia's strategic considerations he pointed out the importance o f
defence in depth and maintaining the gap between Australia and the present high water mar k
of the southward flow of Communism' . 3 7
This was yet another example of the rhetoric of the Menzies government in relation t o
defence . Despite the series of defence programs since 1947, the Services were in poo r
condition to undertake major operational activities in the mid-1950s . They were limited in size,
short of modem equipment, and were strained to maintain the relatively small commitments i n
Korea and Malaya .
This situation reflected the reality of Australia's situation, with scarce financia l
resources being allocated to economic development rather than defence expansion . At th e
same time, Australia was insisting on a high profile in military policy matters in the region an d
sought to claim art influence way beyond its demonstrable ability to contribute to any alliance .
Despite its rhetoric, the Government believed the most appropriate way to ensure Australia' s
security was to strengthen its economy and increase the population through migration .
During the debate in Parliament on SEATO, the treaty was justified on the grounds o f
'checking the growth of communist tyranny' and the defence of Australia under what
Eisenhower had called the 'falling domino' effect . During the debate in Parliament, the Minister
for External Affairs, Casey said:
If the whole of Indo-China fell to the Communists, Thailand would be gravely
exposed . If Thailand were to fall, the road would be open to Malaya an d
Singapore . From the Malay Peninsula the Communists could dominate th e
northern approaches to Australia and even cut our lifelines with Europe . Thes e
grave eventualities may seem long-range, but it is not impossible that they could
happen within a reasonably short period of time . 3 8
In retrospect, the probability of the postulated contingencies actually occurring seem s
remote, but they must be put in the context of the time . It was not many years earlier that th e
Japanese armed forces had threatened Australia by just such a route . The extension of
communist power in Europe and Asia by the use of armed force was viewed with grea t
concern, and Australia (and the Western allies) had only just stopped fighting in Korea . Despite
these legitimate concerns, the Australian government did little to its match words with deeds .
Australia's full embracement of the concept of SEATO created further indecision fo r
the Naval planners . Despite the clear enunciation of the threat, and the endorsement of Malay a
and the South-East Asian region as the focus of Australia's strategic planning, the Navy now
wished to wait for ANZAM and SEATO planning to provide the guidance to develop forc e
structure plans .
This indecision was not helped by the Government's perception of the role of SEATO .
As Menzies described it in the Parliament :
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The achievement of SEATO . . . . will define our task ; it will give a clarifie d
direction to our defence organisation ; it will mark out our zone of possible
operations . We will know, not generally, but specifically, the nature and exten t
of the forces we need, the character of the equipment they will require, and th e
material support which the nation must be capable of rendering . "
Australia's policy remained that its forces should be shaped primarily for oversea s
commitment in conjunction with allies, and adapted for home defence if the need arose .
Consequently, participation in regional arrangements was seen as the most economic metho d
of ensuring Australia's security. It was also seen as the best means of relating Australia' s
defence policy and planning to the global strategy of the US and UK .
SEATO, being a regional arrangement, was seen as the key organisation in whic h
Australian strategic plans could be coordinated with those of the US . ANZAM remained th e
umbrella under which Australia contributed forces to the Strategic Reserve, but was graduall y
eroded in favour of SEATO . ANZUS, in its early years, was primarily political in nature .
Naval Planning - Approaching Realit y
Despite the changed strategic and economic circumstances, Navy planning still followed th e
initial plan agreed in 1947 . In a paper on the Naval Plan in early 1955, the then Director of
Plans saw no reason not to continue to use the original plan (i .e . the 1947 Long Range Plan a s
discussed in Chapter Two) as a basis for long term planning . He did admit though, for financia l
reasons, a balanced force of 3 carriers, 6 cruisers, 24 destroyers, and an escort force of som e
60 ships, a yet to be specified number of coastal minesweepers, 30 fleet train and miscellaneou s
craft, was a 'goal unlikely to be attained' . However, he considered this Long Term Plan 'shoul d
be regarded as the ideal Eplani if the Navy is to be a fully effective force, capable of defendin g
the ANZAM region'.4 °
The future structure of the Navy was addressed in the paper, and the problem o f
planning what forces should be available for cold, limited or global war was evident . While th e
restrictions on the size of the Defence Vote meant that the long term plan could not b e
progressed to any extent, it was considered that it should be retained as an ideal . However, a
more practicable Interim Plan was put forward for approval within Navy .
Despite the uncertainty over what type of war was likely, the cold war meant tha t
Australia would commit forces to meet regional obligations . The emphasis was on flexibilit y
and the need to operate from secondary regional harbours . This placed some priority on th e
development of a fleet train .
Australia was also seen as a main support area for the Allies . The supply line betwee n
Western Australia and Malaya was considered vital, and should Indonesia turn communist, th e
supply lines from both east and west Australia to Darwin would be important. Consequently ,
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the facilities in Fremantle were proposed to be built up as well as investigating the possibility o f
a war time escort base in the North West Cape/ Onslow area .4 1
The need for a larger minesweeping force was acknowledged . The delay in proposing
future construction of inshore minesweepers reflected the lengthy development of th e
Admiralty program and the difficulty Australian shipyards experienced in meeting th e
construction standards necessary to achieve the stringent magnetic and acoustic standards .
With the large build program underway in the UK, Australia was well down the list to receiv e
equipment for the ships .
The deployment of guided missiles was now in prospect and this raised the question o f
what future type of ship would be appropriate . However, the Interim Plan, as proposed,
remained based on a two-carrier Navy . This illustrates the intransigence of the Servic e
Departments to the Government endorsed policy of a year earlier .
The Interim Plan, although claimed to be practicable and within reach of present nava l
resources, clearly did not recognise the realities of Australia's economic situation, nor did i t
embrace the strategic and force structure concepts enunciated by the Government in it s
presentation of the 'Long Haul' . The Interim Plan proposed the development of the followin g
forces : 42
Squadron :

2 light carriers .
9 destroyers .
6 frigates .

Escort Force :

24 frigates.
16 ocean minesweepers .
inshore minesweepers (under review) .

Survey Vessels :

2 survey ships and 3 tenders .

Fleet Train

l tanker.
1 repair ship .
remainder to be requisitioned.

Miscellaneous Craft

1 floating dock.
2 ocean-going tugs .

With the exception of the realisation of the need for a fleet train, this showed that nava l
force structure planning had not advanced significantly since 1947 .
An examination of the fleet and the expected life of the ships, based on the RN concep t
of 20 years for a major fleet unit and 16 for smaller ships, showed that the Navy was facin g
block obsolescence . Between 1961 and 1970, using the Interim Plan as a yard stick, a total o f
38 ships of destroyer size and below would be over age and due for replacement . The
Australian ship building effort was assessed at about one ship per year, thus the deficiencie s
already recognised in the Interim Plan would be exacerbated .
41
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The major deficiencies were assessed to be in escorts and minesweepers . The
minesweepers were put to one side as having to await further developments . The increasin g
submarine threat indicated that a follow-on shipbuilding program of Type 12 frigates should b e
initiated. It was also proposed that a program of overseas purchases, either from the US o r
Canada, be drawn up . A repair ship and a floating dock were included in the proposals .
The Plan also recommended that Sydney and Fremantle be declared the main suppor t
bases for the fleet and that a suitable Maritime Headquarters be constructed in Sydney, wit h
limited command and control facilities at Darwin and Fremantle . "
Despite the unrealistic assumptions regarding the actual force structure, the Plan di d
indicate realistic planning in relation to fleet support and command and control . The latter had
long been neglected in a navy which when deployed operationally, as in Korea or the Strategi c
Reserve, was controlled in an operational sense to all practical purposes by the RN .
The Interim Plan as proposed received a range of comments . The more enlightened
suggested that it would be better to confine the RAN to a plan capable of achievement .
Perhaps the most insightful comments were made by the then Captain Smith (Later Admiral Si r
Victor, Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee) who certainly appeared to appreciate the overal l
problem . After pointing out that anti-submarine helicopters promised well for the future, h e
noted :
The long term plan force of 3 light fleet carriers is regarded as being unrealistic ,
unfortunately . The two main reasons for this are :
a.

finance e .g. 6 Gannet aircraft cost £lm, their stores backin g
£600,000 ;

b.

aircrew e .g . a pilot takes two years to train and for a 40 FAE it is
hoped to complete the pilot establishment in 1958 i .e . 11 years
after the FAA was instituted .

The interim term force of two light fleet carriers would involve :
a.

additional finance e .g . to purchase more aircraft and to modernis e
Sydney;

b.

additional personnel - paragraph lb. is relevant ;

c.

a change in government policy.

In effect, a compromise is necessary and it is somewhere between the minimu m
force considered essential by the Navy and the maximum finance granted to th e
Navy, in practice these factors never equate . As the latter is the predominatin g
factor, if the amount of money to be available in future years could be know n
then long term and realistic planning could be undertaken . It seems extremel y

43
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doubtful whether much progress could be made towards even D of Ps Interi m
Force on a vote of £48 million . 4 4
The DCNS, noting the range of views held within the Navy, put forward a number o f
proposals which were agreed by the CNS . The Long Term Plan was given up as bein g
unrealistic and beyond the capacity of Australia's resources in peace . While recognising that th e
introduction of guided missiles would involve changes in ship design and the composition of
task forces, the DCNS proposed that an alternative Interim Plan be approved to enabl e
construction orders to be placed with dockyards to keep them employed until this plan can b e
reviewed in the light of future requirements in the Nuclear Age' . 4 5
The DCNS alternative Interim Plan would only cover the minimum period to ensur e
full dockyard employment until guided weapon ships became available, and regional defenc e
planning had progressed to a stage where a firm policy for the RAN could be determined . 46
This latter issue i .e . the impact of SEATO, was used to defer any realistic planning of th e
future shape of the Navy . The guidelines laid down by the Government were actually quit e
clear and could have been used to define the way ahead .
The Navy chose to defer such planning, preferring to await the outcome of ANZAM
and SEATO planning . This was expected to provide a clear definition of the wartim e
commitments, the probable form and scale of attack, and the forces available from allies . Whil e
Australian defence responsibilities would be directed towards home defence and the defence o f
South-East Asia, with allies, it was argued that until regional planning was further progressed ,
it was not possible to indicate clearly what elements of the RAN's resources would b e
committed to either responsibility. 47 This rather circular argument avoided any decision .
In addition, unrealistic readiness standards were imposed which did not really recognis e
what could sensibly be achieved in the existing financial climate . The DCNS noted that 'It is
certain that there will be a requirement for the greatest possible contribution from Australi a
within the shortest possible time and it is therefore essential that the active and Reserv e
sections of the RAN should be maintained in a state of readiness for operations at the shortes t
possible notice '. 4 8
The result was to defer the formulation of any naval force structure plan until a cleare r
picture of future commitments was enunciated following the further development of regiona l
planning . In the mean time, it was proposed to build two more Type 12 frigates to keep th e
dockyards operating . These orders were contingent on progress with the current build
program.
With no clear plan on the way ahead, the Navy was making do with ships in
commission and those already under construction . It failed to recognise the future needs of a
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navy, which actually had clearly defined roles provided by government . The manpower
situation was deteriorating and resulted in an operational fleet in the mid-1950s of one
operational carrier, one carrier as a training ship, four destroyers, six frigates, fiv e
minesweepers, one sloop for training, together with a number of auxiliary vessels . (The thre e
older frigates were placed in reserve in 1956 . )
This allowed the RAN to contribute to the Strategic Reserve, the northern fisherie s
patrol and undertake fleet training . The reduction in trained manpower meant that the level o f
operational readiness was generally low . The RAN had achieved the introduction of an
operational carrier, but at some cost to the supporting escorts and general operationa l
effectiveness of the fleet.
A fleet based on an aircraft carrier was an accepted norm in most western navies in th e
post-war period . Navies also relied on a combination of active and reserve (mobilisation )
forces . The plan for the future RAN fleet, developed in 1947, had been eroded over the year s
as the reality of reduced defence expenditure, rising costs, and technological change came t o
pass .
The limit imposed on Defence expenditure by Australia was not unique and als o
affected all Western countries including the UK and US . The importance of economic
reconstruction (though the Marshall Plan) as a precondition for military reconstruction wa s
recognised by the Western Powers as the only way to deter the Soviet threat.
It was unacceptable to destroy hard won political freedom by excessive defenc e
spending as the whole reason for the stand against the East was to preserve quality of life .
Consequently, all Western countries placed a cap on defence spending . In the early post-war
years, reliance was placed on the deterrent effect of the atomic bomb .
The outbreak of war in Korea reintroduced the concept of limited war and resulted i n
the US focusing attention on the Pacific. Gradually the threat of global war receded, and wit h
it Australia's desire to mobilise . However, with the limit on defence spending, the Navy's forc e
structure plans and future fleet composition had to change . The RAN in 1955 was rapidl y
becoming obsolete and was predominantly composed of ships of World War II vintage . Th e
delay in the ship construction program served to compound the problem.
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CHAPTER NIN E
CONCLUSIO N

"Cheshire Puss " she began rather mildly ,
"Would you tell me, please, which way I ought to
go from here? "
'That depends a good deal on where you want t o
get to" said the Cat .
Lewis Carroll ,
Alice in Wonderland .

The examination in this book of the development of defence policy, the defence program, an d
naval force structure, illustrates the many problems that Australia faced in adjusting to th e
changing strategic situation in the post-war era . The planning for, and implementation of ,
major force structure changes was an area in which Australia had little experience or expertise .
However, Australia saw its military role primarily as contributing to a larger force organise d
and commanded by the UK or US, with the primary military obligation being to participat e
overseas within the grand strategy of these allies . Such forces could be adapted for hom e
defence needs if necessary .
By adopting a strategic posture which was aligned to that of the UK and US, Australi a
did not need an independent strategic assessment, and hence there was seen to be n o
requirement to develop an independent national defence policy . This meant that the processe s
of analytical thinking about force structure balance and priorities were largely unknown o r
ignored by an organisation which was in any case ill equipped to undertake such analysis . In
the Navy's case, the complex issues relating to warship construction and the rapid advance s
being made in weapons technology made force structure development even harder .
The major themes developed are brought together in this final chapter. They include :
the continuing reliance on allies for strategic advice and the binding of Australia ' s strategy to
that of its allies ; the slow realisation that Australia's strategic future lay in the region with a
strategy of 'defence in depth; the reluctant recognition that defence planning had to compl y
with overall economic reality; the divergence between rhetoric and reality in relation t o
government defence policy and alliance obligations ; the misrepresentation of the defenc e
situation for political purposes; the RAN's reliance on the RN in many crucial areas including
ship design, and its unrealistic appreciation of what force structure was appropriate an d
achievable ; the momentum the RAN ship building program developed independent of forc e
structure deliberations : and the complex defence machinery of the period which contributed t o
an inferior defence planning process .
During Labor's post-war period in office, it developed defence arrangements with th e
UK and New Zealand and set in place a modest defence program . A sense of danger persistin g
beyond the end of the war, and the desire to help shape security arrangements in the Pacific t o
ensure Australia 's security, motivated Labor' s early post-war defence policies, rather than an y
sense of specific threat to Australia's security . Despite the analysis of the lessons of the recen t
war, which asserted that allied assistance might not readily be available in a future war,
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Australia, with its limited resources, had few practical options but to support a system o f
collective defence, i .e . Empire cooperation . The Labor government declared its faith in th e
potential of the UN to help maintain peace, but its overriding policy was to ensure Australia' s
defence needs were covered .
Defence planning was placed on a five-yearly basis to ensure continuity, and a limit o f
some £60m per year was put on defence expenditure . A particular problem for the defenc e
establishment was the difficulty in competing for scarce labour in the post-war boom, but th e
planned acquisition of two aircraft carriers and the creation of a standing army were evidenc e
of a totally new peace-time defence concept, which aimed to ensure that Australia would b e
able to commit forces at short notice against any future threat .
The essential elements of early post-war strategic perceptions were durable, an d
consisted of the following general themes :
the risk of direct military threat to Australia was low ;
the potential enemy was the Soviet Union, with the major theatres for globa l
war being in Europe and the Middle East;
the concept was of one grand design for world security, based on the Britis h
Empire and the United States ;
cooperation in Empire Defence would be on a regional basis, with Australi a
taking an increasing share of the burden in the Pacific ; and
Australian forces should be shaped primarily for overseas commitment with
allies, and capable of the defence of Australia if the need should arise .
The early years of the Menzies government were characterised by a change in th e
strategic environment and a fear of the imminence of a world war . Following the outbreak o f
the Korean war, a short-lived but significant increase in defence spending was started a s
Australia prepared to mobilise for a world war within three years .
Australia's strategy was to support the UK in the Middle East, as part of that country' s
overall strategy . This area's importance was seen as a potential strategic base–especially fo r
offensive action against the central and southern Soviet Union, as a main source of oil supply ,
and for communications to South-East Asia from Europe .
The plan to support this strategy had been developed by Defence in conjunction wit h
the UK in the late 1940s, and the Menzies government officially endorsed the proposal in mid 1950 . However, there were lingering doubts about the relevance of this policy within th e
Government . These doubts, along with the changing strategic circumstances, led ultimately t o
a focus back to Australia's region .
Australia's participation in the series of Five Power Staff Agency meetings in 1953–5 4
with the USA, UK, France and New Zealand, served to increase Australia's perception of a
Chinese communist threat in South-East Asia, and to harden Australia's resolve to concentrat e
its defence planning in that region rather than the Middle East . Menzies had also realised that,
with the deteriorating strategic situation in South-East Asia, it was unrealistic politically for
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Australia to be considering the dispatch of Australian troops to the Middle East . Consequently ,
Australia's defence strategy began to focus on South-East Asia .
The strategic situation as seen by the government in early 1953 was that the likelihoo d
of global war was now more remote, but the cold war had been intensified, with communis t
activities in Korea, Indo-China and Malaya. While Indo-China and Malaya were held, it was
believed that there was no direct threat to the ANZAM region, but should Malaya be lost an d
Indonesia successfully infiltrated, the threat to sea communications would be increased and a
d irect air threat to mainland Australia would exist . Indo-China was seen as the key to defenc e
in South-East Asia and while it was held, defence in depth was provided for Australia .
The 'falling domino principle' was expounded by Eisenhower in 1954 to explain i n
ideological terms the importance of lndo-China and the general communist threat in South East Asia . Australia had embraced this general principle for some years and the strategi c
concept of 'defence in depth' was put forward by McBride in 1954 . He stated that it was vital
to 'maintain the gap between Australia and the present high water mark of the southward flo w
of communism' . l
In 1953 the Government had also become concerned at the cost of the burgeonin g
defence program with its emphasis on mobilisation, despite the December 1952 Strategic Basi s
paper which indicated that the possibility of global war was now more remote . McBride
emphasised that the Defence Vote had to be related to the economic and financial capacity o f
the Australian economy .
In a landmark paper, McBride attempted to shift defence thinking from a desire to be
ready for a world war, to a balance between the Services and what could be reasonabl y
sustained from a restricted budget. As McBride enunciated it : 'the basis of defence policy has
been transformed from preparedness by a critical date, to the capacity to maintain it at a leve l
that can reasonably be sustained for the "Long Haul"' . 2
Australia's participation in ANZAM, ANZUS and SEATO gave it implied defenc e
responsibilities, and it is clear from the debate in Parliament that these obligations were full y
understood . Menzies stated in 1950 that 'Nothing could be more ruinous than the easy
acceptance of obligations with an indifferent willingness to perform them' . '
The Government, in any public debate on defence, always had stated that it shoul d
contribute its share to collective defence. However, the inconsistency between Australia' s
actual defence capability and the Government's many statements about the threat to Australia' s
security was striking.
From an analysis of the actual defence allocations over the period (see Appendix 1V) ,
apart from the one year when mobilisation planning commenced, it can be seen that defenc e
spending was maintained at minimal levels . Casey recorded in his diary in December 1956 tha t
'it is clear that the defence vote is still to be based on economic (budgetary) considerations' .

P .A.M . McBride, CPD (Hof R) Vol . 5,28 September 1954, p . 1630 .
CPD (H of R) Vol . 5, 28 September 1954, p. 1629 ,
CPD Vol . 209, 27 September 1950, p. 16 .
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Casey said later that repeatedly during these years, when pressing for defence measures mor e
adequate to meet Australia's commitments, he was met with the query : And who is about t o
attack us?'4
This approach was consistent with the policy of giving priority to developin g
Australia's economy . It is clear that 'throughout the post war period the Australian governmen t
was consistent in its attitude that it would not allow considerations of defence policy to distrac t
it from the task of the industrial development of Australia which was seen as vital t o
Australia's long-term security. 5 The policy of support for the UK and US, reinforced by
ANZUS and SEATO, gave Australia an overall security blanket and reduced the need for sel f
reliance in defence matters .
The whole question of a credible threat to Australia and hence what force structure wa s
relevant to support Australia' s defence and foreign policies in the 1950s was not full y
understood by the defence planners . In the initial years, planning was dominated by the polic y
of contributing to Empire Defence . Subsequently ANZAM, and ultimately SEATO, became
the basis for planning . This gave Australia the 'defence in depth' it desired, which ultimatel y
became known as a strategy of 'forward defence ' . Against this background of strategic policy i t
is possible to identify the principal features of naval force structure development .
Navy's first attempt at force structure planning in the early post war years was heavil y
influenced by recent war experience and was based around Admiralty advice . The plan was t o
build up gradually a significant force drawing on local ship building, with the aim of having a
'balanced force capable of operating independently by 1960' . The proposal constituted a carrier
task force of three aircraft carriers, six cruisers and 24 destroyers for commitment overseas ,
and a sea frontier force for local defence, of some 60 ships and a fleet train, or afloat support ,
as it was later termed .
The planned introduction of an afloat support capability was in line with strategi c
guidance and would have enabled RAN forces to operate independently . This capability was
one of the first casualties of the funding restrictions, with the result that the RAN could onl y
operate effectively as a component of an allied task group .
Table 9.1 shows the proposed and the approved plans . The latter reflected th e
Government decision in 1947 to restrict the Defence Vote to £60m . The approved plan was t o
be implemented by the end of the first Five Year Plan, i .e . 1951-52 . The proposed plan wa s
retained as an internal long range plan within the Navy for implementation by 196(1, and wa s
finally given up as unachievable in 1955 .
The table also includes, for comparison purposes, the actual fleet in 1946 and 1955 .

5
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Table 9 .1

RAN Major Fleet Units Planned and Actua l

aircraft carrier
cruiser
destroyer
frigate
ocean minesweeper
sloop
Survey
afloat suppor t
minor auxiliaries
Note 1 :

C = Commission
R = Reserve

The proposed 1947 plan reflected the RAN's belief regarding the level of forces whic h
should be maintained . The plan hardly considered the personnel and financial implications i n
relation to the economic and demographic problems then facing Australia, and reflected Worl d
War II experience and the decision to introduce naval air power . The role of the Navy wa s
seen in the context of the recent world war and not in relation to future possible roles .
A comparison of the 1947 approved plan and the actual force structure in 1955 show s
that despite the many changes in strategic planning during the period, apart from cruisers, the
Navy of 1955 was close to what had been approved in 1947 . It is of interest that th e
experience of the Korean War made no impact on force structure development .
By 1955, two a ircraft carriers (one on loan) were in service, four rather than si x
destroyers and six rather than four frigates as planned in 1947 . The destroyers in commission
were the two new 'Battle' class and two of the older 'Tribal' class . Construction delays meant
that the Uorings were still building . The frigates included three of the 'Q' class conversions ; th e
remaining three obsolete 'Bay' class were to pay off in 1956 . The sloop Swam had just bee n
brought from reserve to become the officer training ship . The actual ships in service are show n
in Appendix III .
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The interesting feature of the RAN's force structure is that most of the major fleet units
were approved outside any overall strategic or force structure plan . Only the 'Q' class
conversions and the anti-submarine frigates were in direct response to a perceived strategi c
need . The carriers were argued for independently albeit on strategic grounds, and th e
destroyer/frigate program, which was to dominate naval ship building until the early 1960s ,
was approved on the basis of maintaining a continuous ship building program at the tw o
construction yards—Cockatoo Island and Williamstown .
The decision to introduce naval air power had a long gestation, beginning in 1944 . The
value of the aircraft carrier had been amply demonstrated during the war in the Pacific, and a
fleet based around the carrier was seen as appropriate for the RAN . The case for the carrier
was argued over a number of years, with government approval finally being given in 1947 .
However, the significant decision to introduce naval air power was made without any
consideration of other force structure implications, and was ultimately to distort the force by
reducing the number of destroyers, frigates and afloat support ships which were affordable .
The lack of afloat support meant that the RAN was dependent on the RN or US Navy t o
deploy its ships operationally .
The cruiser plan reflected conventional thinking that these ships were necessary for
anti-aircraft and surface defence of a fleet or convoy, as well as able to operate independently .
The fact that the 'Battle' class and the new Daring class adequately covered such roles was no t
recognised by the Navy planners, as they tried to perpetuate a familiar class of ship . A
replacement program was finally cancelled in 1950 as there was no suitable RN design and th e
US dollar shortage prevented procurement from there . The modernisation of Hobart wa s
started in 1950, but finally cancelled in 1955 because of financial restrictions .
By 1948, the major threat to Australia was seen as the rapidly expanding Sovie t
submarine force . Proposals were developed in 1949 to modernise the 'Tribal' and 'Q' clas s
destroyers as an interim measure and build six new frigates in order to provide adequat e
protection to naval forces and merchant shipping . These measures followed Admiralty
thinking, and the conversion program was endorsed in January 1950 .
On the basis of strategic need and the necessity of providing continuity of ship building ,
the proposal to construct six frigates was approved in late May 1950 . The basis was the R N
scheme of escort groups of six frigates, giving four operational ships at any one time . The fac t
that this was accepted by the Defence Committee without question shows again the strong R N
influence on RAN force structure planning .
After some months of planning, and flirtations with significant increases to its forc e
structure as a result of mobilisation planning in 1951, Navy proposed an active fleet for 195 3
based very much on what was already available . Apart from the aircraft carriers and the tw o
'Battle class destroyers, the fleet was obsolete and would have been of little use against the
postulated submarine threat . Even the two new aircraft carriers were verging on obsolescence .
The final plan reflected the reality of manpower problems and the slow construction an d
modernisation program.
The only force structure changes arising from 'the additional requirements fo r
mobilisation' for the Navy were one boom defence vessel (Kimbla) and the fleet tanker ,
Supply, which finally entered RAN service in 1962 . Menzies had been less than enthusiastic
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about the Services' initial proposals, as he doubted that the wartime expansion as proposed wa s
relevant to the probable nature of war and Australia's potential role .
The Government's lack of urgency in relation to approving Defence mobilisatio n
proposals reflects the lack of conviction it felt regarding the need to mobilise . No other
western country had mobilised for war in this period, and within eighteen months the urgenc y
inspired by Menzies had petered out . It is now obvious that this was a political gambit whic h
helped win the 1951 election .
By 1955, the RAN was waiting to see what commitments would need to be met unde r
the new SEATO regional planning arrangements . The force structure process was effectivel y
moribund, with the Navy concentrating its efforts on fighting to retain the two-carrier fleet an d
the prolonged and expensive naval construction program . The Navy's inability to articulate an
effective force structure plan which took into account Australia's strategic requirements ,
economic reality and resource constraints, particularly personnel, reflected the immaturity of a
navy dependent on advice from the RN, and not yet ready or able to develop as an independen t
organisation .
The delays and cost overruns in relation to the conversion and constructio n
programmes were a symptom of inadequate planning and a lack of competence i n
implementing complex major capital programs . Apart from an inability to judge cost estimate s
accurately, Australian industry was also lacking in meeting the challenge of new technologie s
and techniques . Rapid advances in weapons technology meant that the RAN fleet was alway s
chasing obsolescence .
The quick fix 'Tribal' conversions planned to take six months per ship ultimately too k
two years . When complete in 1954, they were obsolete and were soon paid off (1956 an d
1959) . Little benefit was gained from these conversions, which had diverted resources from th e
construction program. The 'Q' class modernisations were estimated to take 12—15 months, bu t
took from three to seven years, as a result of budget cuts and changes to the extent of th e
program. This program nonetheless gave the Navy about ten years use of ships with moder n
AS W equipment, and filled a gap in the building program .
All the new construction programs experienced significant delays and cost overruns .
The Uarings averaged three years delay from the planned completion date and some 17 0
per cent cost increase over the original estimate . The Type 12 frigate program showed the
benefit of experience in building the Uarings, and had an average delay of only one year, bu t
cost overruns were in the order of 250 per cent .
The cost increases were attributed to the imprecise original estimates (based on U K
advice), the cost of sourcing some equipment in Australia, delays in construction imposed b y
financial restrictions, and rises in the cost of labour and materials . Despite a number of review s
relating to the cost and construction time overruns, the Navy maintained an almost cavalie r
attitude towards those, and effectively blocked thorough scrutiny of an issue which had the
potential to expose serious inefficiencies in that Department .
The construction program did ensure that the change in government emphasis t o
building up the Air Force in preference to the Navy, did not unduly affect the RAN's planne d
development. As can be seen in Table 9 .2, after priority was given to naval development in the
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Chifley Five Year Plan, the impact of mobilisation planning reduced the proportion of th e
Defence Vote allocated to the Navy. However, the decision in 1954 to reduce nava l
expenditure, did not have the major impact intended .
Table 9 .2 also shows that the criticism of the defence establishment made by the Join t
Committee of Public Accounts in relation to the laxity in the control of defence expenditure ,
resulting in substantial under expenditure of the Vote in 1953—54 and 1954—55, was no t
relevant to the Navy's performance . Army and Air Force significantly overestimated their
planned expenditure in these years . '
Table 9 .2
YEAR

Defence Outlay - Planned and Actual - Navy Proportio n
PLANNED

ACTUA L

TOTAL
£rxt

NAVY
Em

DEFENCE
£m

NAVY
£m

1947-48

75,0

20,6

71 . 6

18 .4

26%

1948-49

60,4

18 .2

61 . 1

2(1 .5

34 %

1949—50

60 .5

17 .3

54 . 3

16 .8

31 5

1950—51

83 .4

22.8

91 . 0

24.6

27 %

)951-52

149.2

34.4

159 . 4

37,7

24 %

1952-53

200.0

47.3

215 . 3

47.3

22 %

1953—54

200,0

45 .8

189 . 7

45 .0

24 %

1954—55

200,0

48.2

185 .5

47.2

25 %

Despite its policy of curtailing the Navy, the Government maintained the fleet' s
overseas commitments, and the RAN's achievements with a relatively small fleet wer e
significant in the overall contribution to defence and foreign policy . Deployments to Kore a
ceased in September 1955 (one destroyer or frigate had been maintained continuously ther e
since the armistice in 1953) . 7
In that year a Commonwealth Strategic Reserve was formed, in which Australi a
participated with Britain and New Zealand . The RAN ' s contribution was two destroyers or
frigates, an annual visit to South-East Asia by Melbourne, and additional ships if a defenc e

7

The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Joint Committee of Public Accounts, The Defenc e
Services and the Estimates, 29th Report, 30 October 1956, paragraphs 7 and 53, and Appendix 4 .
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emergency arose .' Although the provision of these forces imposed a heavy burden on th e
limited manpower and funds available to the RAN, the Government saw important benefits t o
be gained by Australia's demonstration of commitment to her allies, and in the operationa l
experience deriving from such tours of duty . 9
The major impediment to the development of sound force structure planning within th e
defence policy context was the complex defence machinery. By 1951, six departments were al l
directly concerned with defence : Defence, Navy, Army, Air Force, Supply and Defenc e
Production)°
Other departments also participated in defence planning . Treasury, through its Defenc e
Division, exercised financial control over Service estimates and expenditure; Prime Minister's
Department had an interest in defence coordination and policy ; and Labour and National
Service participated in the National Service Training Scheme . Within or attached to this
machinery was a large number of committees .
The Defence Committee, as the primary one advising government, had experience d
difficulties throughout the period in arriving at sound policy advice and continued to approac h
difficult force structure issues in an incrementalist way . The individual Service Offices sa w
themselves as autonomous, and resisted Defence Department guidance and attempts t o
coordinate policy decisions .
When the separate Service and Defence Departments had been re-created on th e
outbreak of war in 1939, the then Prime Minister, Menzies, stated that their activities would be
coordinated by a Minister for Defence Co-ordination . It was apparent that he intended the
three Service Departments to be subordinate, but this was not clearly stated . Consequently, a
potentially difficult relationship was exacerbated ." The other major problem facing the Service
Offices was the lack of financial advice and experience in dealing with complex policy issue s
that the Government wanted linked to the overall economic situation .
Menzies was often concerned about the relevance of force structure plans, an d
regularly invited Defence to rethink its plans on the basis of the type of conflict Australi a
would face in the future . The Defence Committee was never able to deliver on this aspect . The
Strategic Basis papers were derived almost entirely from British and US intelligenc e
assessments and reflected the changing strategic situation, but the Services continued to b e
'slaves to their own experience' and jealously protected the force structure plan as it had bee n
developed in 1947 . They failed to react to the Prime Minister's advice that policies and forc e
structure solutions should be developed ab initio from a purely Australian perspective .
The Joint Committee of Public Accounts inquiring into defence expenditure in 195 6
made it clear that the Defence machinery had not been operating efficiently . Apart from th e
revelation that Australia was never ready for mobilisation, the Committee was critical of th e
s

ibid.

9

ibid.

10

Newly created in 1951, Defence Production was again merged with Supply in 1958 .
Robert Hyslop . Aye Aye Minister, Australian Naval Administration 1939-55, AGPS, Canberra 1990, pp .
39-40.
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machinery in place to estimate defence expenditure . It noted that some 75 per cent of the
Defence Vote was allocated to 'maintenance' (i .e . personnel and operating costs) and th e
remainder was capital expenditure . 1 2
Its concern related to the Cabinet Committee procedure which did not allow Defence
to begin any capital expenditure until one third or even one half of the financial year wa s
completed . (In 1952-53, the approval was finally given in April less than three months before
the end of the financial year .) The Committee also expressed the view that it was not satisfie d
that appropriate allowance has been made, when fanning each year's estimates of expenditure ,
for the ever changing level of economic activity' . t 3
Government moves to remedy the situation involved increasing the authority of th e
Minister for Defence, and bringing the Departments of Prime Minister, Treasury and Externa l
Affairs more directly into defence planning . This included membership of the respectiv e
Permanent Heads on the Defence Committee . 1 A
By 1956, the Service members of the Defence Committee were outnumbered by senio r
bureaucrats, a move seen as necessary by the Government because of the inability of tha t
Committee to provide comprehensive advice on the wide range of defence policies . Whil e
professional military advice was still necessary, the skills needed to formulate defence policy i n
this era of a new strategic situation, low direct threat, and reducing budgets were different t o
those gained in operational command .
The Government's tendency to overplay the real threat for internal political purpose s
did not help the defence organisation in formulating realistic policies . However, th e
partisanship of the three Service members of the Defence Committee prevented a balance d
overall view being taken in relation to the difficult force structure issues regularly under
consideration .
While the Defence Preparations Committee was responsible for general oversight of th e
defence program at Cabinet level, the nature of the issues presented to it meant that man y
aspects of the program and defence policy remained outside its capacity to control . Th e
Defence Preparations Committee was responsible for approving the annual program in th e
context of a three year provisional program of expenditure . It would also be asked to approv e
specific projects as they were brought forward .
The annual program documents presented to the Committee were both complex an d
voluminous, with many detailed financial Appendixes, and were very difficult to analyse .
Approvals for individual projects were presented in isolation . Consequently, the Committe e
never gained an oversight of what the overall force structure plan was, and the relevance of th e
various capital items in the strategic context . The Committee tended to become enveloped in
detail and never approached defence force structure planning from a broad nationa l

1 2

The Parliament of the Commonwealth of Australia, Joint Committee of Public Accounts, The Defence
Services and the Estimates, 29th Report, op . cit., paragraphs 53, 83 and 84 .

1 3

ibid ., paragraphs 73 and 92-98 .
Beddie, op . cit., p. 132 .
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perspective . McBride's 1954 'Long Haul' paper was the first attempt to enunciate these broade r
issues .
The Navy did not assist government in developing force structure plans which wer e
relevant to Australia's changing strategic perceptions, as the RAN had for many year s
unquestioningly embraced Admiralty doctrine, organisation, training and planning concepts .
The Navy's planners had no experience in producing force structure plans which were relevan t
to Australia's situation and continued to seek Admiralty advice on all major issues . Despite
Menzies' desire to see the force structure developed for uniquely Australian requirements, hi s
policy of committing Australia's defence effort to the support of major allies did little t o
encourage such thinking .
The 'Long Haul' policy set the scene for the Navy to concentrate on ASW as its
primary role and was to influence the Navy's force structure planning, despite changing
strategic circumstances, for the next 30 years . By 1955, the Navy had finally accepted that th e
long term plan developed in 1947 was unrealistic and was beginning to consider planning a
force structure which was relevant to the region and achievable within realistic financial
expectations .
The combination of an over complex defence machinery and lack of experience in forc e
structure planning, together with a government lack of purpose in relation to defenc e
expenditure, meant that, by the mid-1950s, the Services had begun to lose direction . Th e
ceiling placed on defence expenditure had taken the urgency out of defence planning and bot h
personnel and force structure plans were in decline . It was becoming obvious that the whol e
organisation was not functioning well and that major reform was necessary .
The need to face economic reality and the strategic reorientation to a cold war
situation, with South-East Asia the focus of Australian defence planning, was to concentrat e
defence planning in the following years . Participation in SEATO also meant that Australia ha d
to look carefully at its defence organisation and capacity . However, the defence organisatio n
still had a long way to go to be able to coordinate defence planning and provide th e
Government with balanced professional advice . The decision to move the Defenc e
Departments to Canberra, and the appointment of a Chairman, Chiefs of Staff Committee ,
were government initiatives made in the late 1950s which were to assist in improving th e
organisational situation .
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APPENDIX I

RAN SQUADRON 1946 - ORGANISATIO N
ADMINISTRATIVE
AUTHORITY

SHIP

OPERATIONA L
AUTHORIT Y

CCAS (I)

CCA S

Destroye r
10th Destroyer Flotill a
Bataan (CAPT D 10 )
Arunta
Warramunga
Quickrnatch
Quihero n
Quadrant

CCAS

CCA S

Frigate

CCAS

CCAS (Except when
allocated to a NOIC o r
forward area by CCAS) (3)

CCAS

Navy Offic e

CCAS
CCA S
CST
CST

FOICS (4 )

Cruiser
Hobart
Shropshir e
Australi a

1st Flotill a
Shoalhaven (SO) (2 )
Macquarie
Diamantina
Condamin e
Barwon
Survey
Warreg o
Lachla n
Barco o
Training
Hawkeshury
Murchison
Latrobe
Gladstone

CST (5 )
CS T

17 7

ADMINIS"IRATIVE
AUTHORITY

SHIP

20th M .S . F
Swan (SO )
Arara t
Bunbury
Cowra
Ueloraine
Dubb o
Echuca
Katoomb a
Lirhgo w
Mildur a
Rockhampton
Townsvill e
Warrnanrboo l
Landing Ship Infantry
Munoora
Kaninrblu
Westralia
Miscellaneous

OPERATIONA L
AUTHORIT Y

SO 20th MSF (6)

SO 20th MS F

SNO ALS (7)

Navy Office

FO1CS

Navy Offic e

Ships in reserve were administered by the Commanding Officer Reserve Ships in th e
ports at which they were in reserve, under the Naval Officer-in-Charge concerned .

Notes :

1 . OCA S
SO
NO1 C

Canute.
Commandurg HMASq u
Senior Office r
Naval Officer in Charge ,

FOILS
CST

Flag Officer in Conuualxl, Sydney .

SO 2Uth MS F

Senior Ofcer 20th Mine Sweeping Flotill a

SNO ALS

5

conduce Supe intendent Training Oi s ~S Crrbrrttt3 .
{Ar Naa al t7~A, A usitalran l gis

is Suppcu'L .
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APPENDIX H

NUMBER OF RAN MAJOR WARSHIPS IN COMMISSION 1946—5 5
(OCTOBER EACH YEAR )

AJreraft (a.cne f
C'uiser

3

Deat6tyer

6

52

Frigate

6'

44

11 7

2

Sloop
AMSA)cetm

Mitlesweeps'.r

7

1B

Training ship status
3 not fully manned.
2 dedicated for training .
2 not fully manned.
1 'Q' Class conversion.
3 'Q' Class conversion.
2 dedicated training, remainder 20th MSF (including Swan) .
Not fully manned .
9

These ships were used for carrying BCOF personnel between Australia and Japan .
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181

182
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APPENDIX Vl

KEY PERSONNEL 1945—195 5

Prime Minister
J P Chifley

01 .11 .46 to 19 .12 .4 9

R G Menzies

19,12 .49 to 11 .01 .6 6

Ministers for Defence and the Services .
1.

2.

3.

Ministers for Defence
J A Beasle y

06 .07 .45 to 01 .11 .4 6

J J Dedman

01 .11 .46 to 19 .12 .4 9

E J Harriso n

19 .12 .49 to 24 .10 .5 0

Senator P A M McBride

24.10 .50 to 10,12 .5 8

Ministers for the Navy
N J 0 Makin

07 .10 .41 to 01 .11 .4 6

W J F Riordan

01 .11 .46 to 19 .12 .49

J Francis

19 .12 .49 to 11 .05 .5 1

Senator P A M McBride

11 .05 .51 to 17 .07 .5 1

W McMahon

17 .07 .51 to 09 .07 .5 4

J Francis

09 .07 .54 to 07 .11 .5 5

E J Harrison

07 .11 .55 to 11 .01 .5 6

Ministers for the Arm y
F M Forde

07 .10 .41 to 01 .11 .46

C Chambers

01 .11 .46 to 19.12 .49

J Francis

19 .12 .49 to 07 .11 .5 5

E J Harrison

07 .11 .55 to 11 .01 .56
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4.

Ministers for Air
A S Drakeford

07 .10 .41 to 19 .12 .4 9

T W Whit e

19 .12 .49 to 11 .05 .5 1

Senator P A M McBride

11 .05 .51 to 17 .07 .5 1

W McMaho n

17 .07 .51 to 09 07 .5 4

A G Townley

09 .07 .54 to 11 .01 .5 6

Permanent Heads
1.

Department of Defenc e
Sir Frederick Shedden, KCMG, OB E

2.

17 .11,37 to 28 .10 .5 6

Department of the Navy
A R Nankervis, OB E

30 .11 .39 to 09 .03,5 0

T J Hawkins, CB E

10 .03 .50 to 04 11 6 3

Chiefs of Naval Staf f
Admiral Sir Louis H K Hamilton, KCB ,
DSO, (RN )

21 .09 .45 to 23 .02 .48

Vice Admiral Sir John A Collins, KBE, CB ,
(RAN )

24.02 .48 to 23 .02 .5 5

Vice Admiral Sir Roy R Dowling, KBE,
CB, DSO (RAN )

24.02 .55 to 23 .02 .5 9

Deputy Chiefs of Naval Staf f
Captain (acting) D H Harrie s

27 .08 .44 to 10.10 .4 5

Captain H J Buchanan, DSO, AD C

11 .10 .45 to 23 .10 .46

Captain H M Burrel l

24 .10 .46 to 03,10 .4 8

Captain G G 0 Gatacre, DSC *

04.10 .48 to 27 .11 .5 0

Captain A W R McNicoll, GM

28 .11 .50 to 23 .10 .5 2

Captain 0 H Becher, DSC *

24.10 .52 to 24.08 .5 4

Captain H M Burrel l

29.08 .54 to 06.02 .5 5

Captain J S Mesley, MVO, DSC

07,02 .55 to 02 .01 .57

18 7

Director of Plans (Navy )
Commander 0 H Becher, DSC *

14 .08 .45 to 04.01 .4 8

Commander A W R McNicoll G M

05 .01 .48 to 24.07 .4 9

Commander R I Peek, OBE, DS C

25 .07 .49 to 18.10 .5 1

Lieutenant Commander W J Dovers, DS C

19 .10.51 to 12.05 .5 3

Commander H D Stevenso n

13 .05 .53 to 18.04 .5 5

Captain C M Hudson

19 .04.55 to 12,04 .5 6

Joint Planning Staff (Naval Member) '
Commander J S Mesley, DS C

31 .01 .49 to 24 .09 .5 0

Commander C M Hudson

25 .09 .50 to 19,08 .5 1

Lieutenant Commander W F Cook

20 .08 .51 to 30 .09 .5 3

Commander E J Peel, DS C

01 .10 .53 to 17 .10 .5 5

Commander G J B Crabb, DSC

18 .10 .55 to 18 .12 .56

Position established in 1949 .
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