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FOREWORD


'Taking the Lead 1972-96’




I am delighted to provide the foreword to this, the third in a new series of official histories of the Royal Australian Air Force. The preceding two volumes, The Third Brother and Going Solo, addressed the years before and after World War II, each covering a quarter of a century of challenges and development. Taking the Lead takes us from Air Force’s 50th anniversary in 1971 and looks at the next quarter of a century. It describes how Air Force came of age, such that by 1996 it was starting the journey towards becoming a fully-integrated fifth-generation air force, with the foundations of this distinction laid two-and-a-half decades ago.


Taking the Lead follows Dr Alan Stephen’s Going Solo, which covers the post-World War II period when Air Force was adjusting to a peacetime footing – only to find itself quickly embroiled in wars in Korea, Malaya, and Vietnam. These conflicts occurred while we as a nation were coming to terms with both the British withdrawal from South-East Asia, and the US pushing its allies, including Australia, to be increasingly responsible for their own defence. Air Force was expected to contribute, albeit as a junior partner, and this truly tested us.


It was a difficult time for Air Force, and my predecessors were acutely aware of this. Taking the Lead dispels the notion that at this time Air Force was doing little besides training and reacting to changing government policy. In reality we were at the forefront of operations that stretched from South-East Asia to the Sub-Continent, the Middle East and to Africa. We were also kept busy providing emergency assistance at home, and humanitarian and disaster response throughout the Pacific. Without Air Force the ADF could not have deployed, and clever restructuring for expeditionary operations ahead of the stress of significant downsizing ultimately laid the foundations for future operational success, including the 1999 deployment to East Timor.


In Taking the Lead, Air Commodore Mark Lax examines the major elements that contributed to Air Force’s application of air power in the defence of Australia, and in supporting our national interests. Consequently, it is not just a book about Air Force as an organisation, or our aircraft and our bases. It also looks closely at our personnel, including the integration of women into Air Force following the disbanding of the Women’s Royal Australian Air Force in 1977. This was a time that saw the development of the Force Element Groups, greatly improved safety systems, and modernised training systems that anticipated future–now current–Air Force training needs.


This book is essential reading for anyone seeking to learn more about our Air Force journey. While our story continues to be written, understanding where we are in our centenary year requires us to truly understand where we have come from.


Taking the Lead covers an important part of Air Force’s unfolding narrative–its successes and its failures–and illustrates how Air Force has remained true to its motto – Per Ardua ad Astra – Through Adversity to the Stars.


M.E.G. Hupfeld AO, DSC
Air Marshal
Chief of Air Force
Canberra, 2020








AUTHOR’S PREFACE




Taking the Lead is the seventh volume in the series of RAAF official histories. The first, The Third Brother: The Royal Australian Air Force 1921-1939 by Dr Chris Coulthard-Clark (now known as Dr Chris Clark), covered the RAAF from pre-inception to the start of World War II. Next are the four volumes by authors Herrington, Gillison and Odgers produced by the AWM covering the European and Pacific Theatres of World War II. The sixth volume by Dr Alan Stephens called Going Solo: The Royal Australian Air Force, 1946-1971 covers the post war years up to 1971, the RAAF’s fiftieth Anniversary. This volume covers the period 1972 to 1996, the RAAF’s third quarter century.


It is an honour to have been asked to write this volume covering the period in which I served. In developing the framework for the book, I was guided by the format and style of Going Solo, and consequently readers familiar with that work will note similarities in style and themes. As in Going Solo, at the start of some chapters, I have briefly covered the preceding history of the subject to place it in context.


This is not an operational history nor is it a chronology. Readers will find that each chapter generally stands alone, so they can easily skip those themes that do not interest them. Likewise, it is intended to be a reference for future researchers into how the RAAF developed, why and what impact that had. Consequently, I have structured the volume into four parts. The first covers the broader strategic environment, the RAAF’s organisation and the myriad reviews. The second, is about personnel and training, the third covers logistics, bases and the operational groups, and the fourth the RAAF’s operations.


I have deliberately included dates, places, units, positions held, outcomes of decisions, and, where appropriate, names of key individuals, for future reference purposes. I found it necessary to add extensive footnotes to denote sources or to clarify salient points and this style follows previous official history publications. I have avoided anecdotes and many readers may be disappointed that only the key decision-makers and change managers are mentioned.


Official records have been used where possible. Unfortunately, in society’s rush to move to digital media, much material has been lost, destroyed or become inaccessible. Consequently, I am grateful to many RAAF members, past and present, and Defence officials who have assisted me in this work. They are too numerous to mention individually, but all have been mentioned in footnotes and in the bibliography. Many proofread chapters, corrected errors and highlighted missing information they deemed important. However, several deserve special attention. Foremost among them are Dr Alan Stephens and Air Vice-Marshals Dave Rogers (Retd) and Bob Richardson (Retd). Each guided me throughout. Air Marshals Evans, Newham, Funnell and Fisher were particularly helpful, adding much to the work. Mr Martin James and Steve Allan of the History and Heritage Branch-Air Force allowed me full access to RAAF historical records, as did the staff at the AWM, RAAF Museum and the National Archives of Australia. Mr Denny Neave and his staff at Big Sky Publishing deserve special thanks for the excellent job they did in producing this volume to a very high standard. My final thanks go to Wing Commander David Fredericks who’s insightful editing made the work all the clearer, however any lasting errors remain mine.


Abbreviations and acronyms




AAP Australian Air Publication


AAR Air-Air Refuelling


ACAUST Air Commander Australia


ACG Air Combat Group


AD Aircraft Depot


ADFA Australian Defence Force Academy


ADG Airfield Defence Guard


AEW&C Airborne Early Warning and Control


AFB Air Force Base


AFHQ Air Force Headquarters


ALG Air Lift Group


AMTS Air Member for Technical Services


ANZAM Australia-New Zealand-Malaysia (Treaty)


ANZUK Australia-New Zealand-UK (Treaty)


ANZUS Australia-New Zealand-US (Treaty)


AOC Air Officer Commanding


APIN Army Presence in the North


ARDU Aircraft Research and Development Unit


ARL Aeronautical Research Laboratories


ASADPO Australian Strategic Analysis and Defence Policy Objectives


ASEAN Association of Southeast Asian Nations


ASR Air Staff Requirement


ATC Air Traffic Control


AUP Avionics Update Program


AWB Air Worthiness Board


AWM Australian War Memorial


BOI Board of Inquiry


CABMIN Cabinet Minute


CABSUB Cabinet Submission


CAF Chief of Air Force


CAFAC Chief of Air Force Advisory Committee


CAFOP Chief of Air Force Operations


CAFTS Chief of Air Force Technical Services


CAS Chief of the Air Staff


CASAC Chief of Air Staff Advisory Committee


CDF Chief of the Defence Force


CDFS Chief of Defence Force Staff


CO Commanding Officer


COSC Chiefs of Staff Committee


CONOPS Concept of Operations


CRS Commonwealth Record Series


CSP Commercial Support Program


CSR Commonwealth Strategic Reserve


DER Defence Efficiency Review


DFDC Defence Force Development Committee


DFRDB Defence Force Retirement and Death Benefits (superannuation scheme)


DHS-AF Directorate of History Services – Air Force


DLRP Defence Logistics Redevelopment Project


DRP Defence Reform Program


DRSR Defence Regional Support Review


DSTO Defence Science and Technology Organisation


EWOSU Electronic Warfare Operational Support Unit


FDA Force Development and Analysis (Branch)


FEG Force Element Group


FIC Fundamental Inputs to Capability


FPDA Five Power Defence Arrangements


FSC Force Structure Committee


FSR Force Structure Review


FYDP Five-Year Defence Program


HQTC Headquarters Training Command


IADS Integrated Air Defence System


IDC Inter-Departmental Committee


JCFAD Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence


JCFADT Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade


JIC Joint Intelligence Committee


JORN Jindalee Over the Horizon Radar Network


JPC Joint Planning Committee


JSF Joint Strike Fighter


LOT Life of Type


MBP Model Base Project


MINSUB Ministerial Submission


MPG Maritime Patrol Group


MRU Manpower (later Members) Required in Uniform


MSBS Military Superannuation Benefits Scheme


NAA National Archives of Australia


NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organisation


NLA National Library of Australia


NORCOM Northern Command


NTTSR Non-Technical Trade Structure Review


OC Officer Commanding


OCSR Officer Corps Structure Review


OCU Operational Conversion Unit


ORBAT Order of Battle


OSG Operational Support Group


OTS Officer Training School


PAF Permanent Air Force (members)


PGM Precision Guided Munition


PMB Program Management and Budgeting


RABS Review of Air Base Support


R&D Research and Development


RAAF Royal Australian Air Force


RAAFAR RAAF Active Reserve


RAAFGR RAAF General Reserve


RAAFM RAAF Museum


RAAF(NS) RAAF Nursing Service


RAAFSC RAAF Staff College


RAAFSR RAAF Specialist Reserve


RAF Royal Air Force


RDT&E Research, Development, Test and Evaluation


RFT Request for Tender


RSG Reserve Staff Group


SEATO South East Asia Treaty Organisation


SMH Sydney Morning Herald (newspaper)


SPO System Program Office


SRG Strike Reconnaissance Group


TFG Tactical Fighter Group


TTG Tactical Transport Group


TTSR Technical Trade Structure Review


TYDP Ten Year Defence Program


UNAMIC UN Mission in Cambodia


UNAMIR UN Mission in Rwanda


UNOSOM UN Mission in Somalia


USAF United States Air Force


USN United States Navy


WRAAF Women’s Royal Australian Air Force






INTRODUCTION




The RAAF had gone solo, and done it well, but the challenge of reaching wings standard was still ahead.





Dr Alan Stephens1


On 20 December 1972, a RAAF No 37 Squadron C-130E Hercules, A97-189, touched down at RAAF Richmond ending Australia’s commitment to the Vietnam War. It was the last of two Hercules bringing the remaining few Army members home. It was the end of an era in RAAF history and the beginning of another.


During the period 1972 to 1996, the timeframe of this history, the RAAF arguably came of age after a slow but steady start. In using the analogy of a student learning to fly, Dr Alan Stephens in Going solo, the official history of the RAAF between 1946 and1971, stated that by 1971 the Service had finally ‘gone solo, and done it well, but the challenge of reaching wings standard was still ahead’. This is the story of the RAAF’s third quarter century and how the RAAF finally earned its wings.


From 1945 to 1971 the RAAF had been fully engaged in the Cold War undertaking operations as far afield as Berlin and Malta in Western Europe to Korea and Vietnam in Asia. Throughout this post-World War II period, the RAAF had been expeditionary in nature, committed to supporting Australia’s treaty and alliance obligations as part of a forward defence posture. The period 1972 to 1996 was one of changing strategic circumstances and from 1990, with the collapse of the Soviet Union, one of instability and uncertainty. However, it was also a period of maturity for the RAAF which had to finally shrug off the protective embrace of ‘great and powerful friends’.


Between 1972 and 1996 the RAAF developed into a modern, technologically advanced, regional air force, able to prosecute air operations under its own command arrangements. The full spectrum of air power roles was finally developed, primarily for the defence of Australia, but also allowing the RAAF to contribute to regional stability, peacekeeping, wider defence exercises and assistance to the civil community. This period is characterised by independence, maturity and managing change. It was a period when the RAAF took the lead in many change initiatives.


Consequently, this work is primarily about change and how the RAAF developed because of it. In many cases, significant change for the better came from individuals who had to overcome entrenched attitudes and dogma. Examples include the establishment of the Force Element Groups, the introduction of Total Quality Management (TQM) into Logistics Command, the development of Members Required in Uniform (MRU) and the trade restructures. A broad study of history tells us that such upheavals in the way of doing business generally come about from three factors: economic forces, societal change and new ways of thinking. This is certainly the case for the RAAF as it approached the twenty-first Century.


When the RAAF celebrated its seventy-fifth Anniversary in 1996 as the world’s second oldest air force, it could feel justifiably proud of its achievements.2 In the preceding years, much had changed from beginnings in 1921 with just 21 officers and 130 other ranks. Its fleet of aircraft then consisted of 164 biplanes, most of which were a British Imperial Gift, leftovers from service in World War I and all of which were obsolete. Seventy-five years later, the RAAF could boast 3976 officers, 14 193 airmen and airwomen and eighteen fully operational squadrons of world standing.3


✸✸✸


The year 1971 was the RAAF’s fiftieth or Golden Anniversary, a milestone celebrated around the country in March and April with a series of spectacular air shows and other memorable events. VIPs including Marshal of the RAAF, His Royal Highness, The Prince Philip, Duke of Edinburgh, attended numerous functions and represented Her Majesty the Queen. The air show ‘circus’ (as it was colloquially called at the time) did wonders for recruiting as many enthralled young men and women sought to make the Air Force a career. All would wear the new lighter blue-grey uniform brought into service in 1972.


As well as making appearances at air shows, official dinners and civic receptions, Prince Philip was shown a model of the proposed RAAF Memorial to be erected on Anzac Parade in Canberra. He returned to Canberra two years later to officially unveil the memorial which depicted three stylised aluminium wings on a black granite plinth. According to the Victorian sculpture artist, Ms Inge King, the sculpture was ‘symbolic of flight’ but despite the RAAF News lauding its virtues, it was not liked by many RAAF members past and present.4 It would take until November 2002 when a series of interpretive granite panels were erected behind the sculptures before the memorial ‘more fully portray[ed] the history of the RAAF and the contribution by former and current serving personnel...’5 Nevertheless, the memorial recognised the service and sacrifice of the many thousands of men and women who wore the blue uniform.
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HRH the Prince Phillip, AIRMSHL Colin Hannah and AIRMSHL Sir Richard ‘Dicky’ Williams inspect the RAAF memorial model





In recognition of the RAAFs service to the Australian community, Australia Post issued a six-cent stamp in 1971 (the postage cost of a standard letter) depicting a flight of Mirages, and the RAAF produced a souvenir book entitled The Golden Years, which was part RAAF history and part recruitment material. Both were well received by the Australian public.


While much was made of the RAAF's traditions, history and success, as with all such celebrations controversy also existed. Perhaps the most controversial decision made as the RAAF approached its fiftieth Anniversary as far as airmen and airwomen were concerned was the introduction of a new ‘all seasons' uniform. This was blue-grey in colour and made from a modern, lightweight material. The original dark blue uniform colour was chosen in the 1920s by the first RAAF chief, Air Marshal Sir Richard Williams. It was popular but the new colour not so. The idea was that it could be worn in ‘all-seasons' but given the range of temperatures across Australia from Canberra's dry minus six Centigrade in winter to Darwin's humid plus 33 degrees in the wet season, the new material would never satisfy all conditions. The wool-polyester blend was the height of 1970's fashion, and was designed to overcome shortfalls in the old uniform and to modernise the RAAF in the public's eye.6 However, the RAAF's new uniform soon became common wear among other government employees such as public transport workers, police, customs officers and security guards as the uniforms were made by the Government Clothing Factory. Unfortunately, the RAAF did not have a trade mark on the colour or design. It would take another twenty-five years before the RAAF would change back to the original dark blue, with the choice of the most appropriate heavy or lightweight material left up to the member.


By late 1971 the Australian involvement in the Vietnam War was almost over and plans had already been laid for the inevitable final withdrawal of all RAAF forces. On 18 August that year, the McMahon Government (1971-1972) had announced in Parliament that all remaining Australian combat forces would be withdrawn from Vietnam with the majority ‘home in Australia by Christmas’.7 No 2 Squadron’s Canberra bombers had already departed in June 1971 and by December, No 9 Squadron and their Iroquois had also returned home. The Caribous of No 35 Squadron, which were first into Vietnam in 1964, were the last out so by February 1972 only a few small support elements remained. Their departure the following month ended the air force’s commitment to what was at the time Australia’s longest war. It would also usher in a period of relative peace, the result of the Cold War order enforced by the superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union.


The RAAF members who returned from the Vietnam War were mostly permanent air force, so their transition back into a peacetime Australian life was relatively straightforward as they resumed their usual base duties. Operational flying turned into training or exercises. The homecoming was certainly not as traumatic as that of many National Servicemen who went back to their previous civilian occupations, as Dr Chris Clark has written, into ‘an unsympathetic and frequently hostile community’.8 RAAF Vietnam veterans quickly reintegrated without too much trauma, although several long-term issues remain to this day.9


Australia as a nation was also changing. The Whitlam Labor Government (1972-1975) brought in major social changes to health, education, immigration and family law. Australia’s international relations changed too. The 1971 Defence Report recorded that after the US and USSR, ‘three new and major centres of power, in the broadest sense, have emerged’. The paper sited ‘the Atlantic hemisphere’, the Asian region and a rising economic power, Japan.10 Whitlam when Labor opposition leader, had recognised Communist China and now as Prime Minister formalised it, thus placing a new emphasis on regional engagement, particularly with nearer South-East Asian neighbours. Within a year, the policy had shifted towards Australia  ‘develop[ing] its own capability to serve its own strategic interests’ and the terms ‘self-reliance’ and ‘independence’ emerged in the strategic language of the day.11 A response to the British withdrawal from Singapore, and revised defence arrangements with the US, were also foreshadowed. These changes would deeply affect the RAAF, its basing and its force structure in the coming years.
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CHAPTER 1


Strategy, Policy and the RAAF 1972-1996


The changing world order of the 1970s meant that Australia had to reassess its role in the world and in the Asia-Pacific in particular. For much of the previous two decades, Australia was preoccupied with the threat of communist expansion and took on a posture of ‘forward defence’ primarily against Communist China and North Vietnam, apart from the tracking Soviet and Chinese submarines as part of the western hemisphere’s contribution to Cold War politics. The engagement of both Britain and the US in the region was critical to this equation. But British withdrawal ‘from East of Suez’ announced in their 1966 Defence White Paper, to be complete by the end of 1971, and a move towards the European Economic Community meant that British influence in the Asia-Pacific was very much on the wane.


Adding to the regional dynamic, the start of the British withdrawal began shortly after US President Richard Nixon’s Guam Doctrine statement of 25 July 1969 in which he stated at a press conference that the US expected its allies to do more for their own defence. While targeted at US South-East Asian allies, the implication of Nixon’s speech was not lost on Australian policy makers, especially while enjoying the benefits of the security blanket of the ANZUS treaty in place since 1951. In a similar vein, the US defeat in April 1975 by the relatively unsophisticated North Vietnamese armed forces clearly indicated that the American will to remain engaged was dependent on domestic policy and US public opinion. There would be no guarantees.


Likewise, the South-East Asia Treaty Organisation (SEATO), a collective regional security framework designed to counter communist expansion, was also on the wane. Although established in 1954 with much fanfare as a South-East Asian version of NATO without the assigned forces or command and control structure, it too would be phased out by 1977. As far as the RAAF was concerned, at least SEATO allowed for the deployment of No 79 Squadron’s Sabres to Ubon from 1962 until 1968, which provided some valuable training with the USAF units deployed there for operations in Vietnam.


The establishment of the Five Power Defence Arrangements (FPDA) on 1 November 1971 between Australia, New Zealand, Britain, Malaysia and Singapore at least kept the British engaged, if not in situ. The FPDA replaced the Commonwealth Strategic Reserve and terminated the Anglo-Malaysian Defence Agreement, both of which had had their day. As a temporary measure to manage the transition, a tripartite agreement called ANZUK–Australia, New Zealand and the UK–also formed in November 1971, but this folded on I January 1975 once the FPDA organisation had established itself. Thus by the mid-1970s, Australians had come to realise that in future they would have to provide more for their own defence. A major part of the FPDA was the institution of an Integrated Air Defence System (IADS) which would be commanded by a RAAF Air Vice-Marshal (a two-star officer). Supporting IADS would become key to the RAAF’s maintenance of a forward regional presence.


The combination of these announcements effectively meant that Australia would need to continue to operate in Asia and raise Defence expenditure accordingly. Consequently, from 1972, two Mirage fighter squadrons (No 3 and No 75) and a Transport Support Flight of Dakotas would continue to be permanently based in Butterworth, Malaysia, with the rotation of a flight of Mirages to the air base at Tengah in Singapore. Regular deployments of Canberra bombers, Neptune maritime patrol aircraft and, by 1976, F-111C strike aircraft also helped maintain that forward presence.


Nevertheless, throughout the 1970s the Air Force roles remained as they had since the end of World War II. In 1972 these were threefold. First, to organise, train and equip the Air Force for timely and sustained combat operations with an emphasis on ‘defending Australia, its Territories and Australian forces against air attack’. Second, ‘to provide close offensive and tactical transport air support for Army’ and third, ‘to provide strategic and other military air transport support for the Australian Armed Forces’.1 In view of the apparent ‘steady as she goes’ approach, these priorities would remain over the coming decades, with only the language changing to suit the political environment.


The Changing Strategic Environment – 1973-1983


Post-Vietnam, the Gorton and later McMahon Governments began to consider a new strategic paradigm for Australian defence, beyond the dualistic approach of ‘forward defence’ and continuing alliance obligations with the US, UK and Singapore/Malaysia. The relationship with New Zealand under the Anzac tradition was seemingly taken for granted. Australia was now expected to look after its own, without having to rely on the good graces of ‘great and powerful friends’. Australia had to ‘come of age’ in a strategic sense and with that her defence forces had to mature as well. The West was warming to China, the Vietnam War had ended, and Indonesia was now seen as benign. Concomitant with this new regional reality was the emergence of the idea of ‘no immediate threat’, a pronouncement initially made by Minister for Defence Allen Fairhall and expanded upon in the 1971 Strategic Basis Paper. This concept would be developed further throughout the coming decade.


At the time of the RAAF’s fiftieth Anniversary in March 1971, Australia’s Prime Minister John Gorton began making public comments that he did not believe there was any prospect of an attack on the mainland of Australia within the next decade. He even specified the ten-year time frame. As well as the ‘no threat for ten years’ mantra, Defence planners began exploring the challenge of managing low-level contingencies with the extant force structure, and in 1973 produced a Services capability paper called the Environment of Future Australian Military Operations or EFAMO.2 The Services were required to summarise their proposed force capabilities, which would then go through the Defence Force Development and Force Structure committees, and if approved, enter the Five Year Defence Program for investment between 1973 and 1978.


The 1972 Defence Report was released coincident with a prototype White Paper called Australian Defence Review which examined Australia’s defence interests, the environment past and future, commitments and alliances, and the structure of the defence force as it stood. The brief thirty-eight-page public document was a departure from the usual Defence Report format as it provided additional analysis of Australia’s strategic situation, with an emphasis on maritime defence.3 It finally put paid to the debates of both ‘Fortress Australia’ and ‘Forward Defence’ and preceded the 1976 White Paper in its consideration of the kind of forces Australia would need in the 1970s and 1980s. The paper recognised four broad ‘influences’ on force structure:


First, the geography of our environs and Australia’s tangible interests located in our homeland and dependencies; Second, the expectations allies and friends have of us and we of them to contribute to collective security; Third, the degree of probability of a threat or resort to force in the area of Australian concern; and fourth, the options we would wish future governments to have as to the nature of our involvement in foreseeable or contingent situations of conflict.4


The review paper also raised three important defence concepts: deterrence, power projection, and the protection of the maritime approaches. Australian forces would henceforth be focussed more on continental defence–this was a quantum shift. Already the planners were suggesting the new F-111Cs would ‘play an important part in this deterrence’ and ‘power projection’, and were thinking in terms of a new maritime strike role additional to the SP-2H Neptunes and P-3B Orions, noting ‘the maritime air capability can be supplemented by the F-111C aircraft when they come into service’. Most importantly for the RAAF, ‘a capability to project our strength beyond Australia’s continental boundaries’ was deemed necessary and was a clear departure from previous Defence consideration.5 Concurrently, the annual Defence Report also drifted towards the notion of ‘self-reliance’ with a greater emphasis on the maritime and archipelagic environment.6 The idea of power projection across the ‘air-sea’ gap had emerged.


With the election of the Whitlam Government in December 1972 after the Labor Party’s twenty-three years in opposition, Australia’s defence strategy was little changed. The 1973 Strategic Basis, the first under the new government, was similar to its predecessor, but extended the ‘no threat’ issue out to fifteen years and suggested that force structure planning should provide an adequate basis for expansion. It noted the global trend towards multi-polarity given the détente between the US and USSR, China’s increasing re-engagement with the international community, and the growing power of Western Europe and Japan. Economics was now seen as a more credible driver of international relations. Alliances such as FPDA were still important, but no longer force determinants. Specifically, FPDA did ‘not require that Australian personnel be stationed permanently abroad’, a notion echoed in the Defence Report released that same year and presaging a general drawdown of Australian forces overseas.7 As well as assess direct threats to Australia as low, it recognised the importance of timing and introduced the concept of lead time– the time required to develop a force structure ‘from when a Government decision to develop is given’.8 It signalled the start of what a later Chief of Army, Lieutenant General Peter Leahy, termed the decade of ‘coming home’–out of Vietnam, out of Malaysia and Singapore, and generally, out of sight.9


According to academic Alan Dupont, for decades, there was ‘the long-established fear that a deterioration of relations with Indonesia could directly threaten Australia’s own security in its own backyard’.10 Whitlam took a more conciliatory stand on relations with Indonesia than his predecessors, realising Australia’s most populous neighbour was the gateway to Asia and that there could be significant trade benefits as Asia grew out of its colonial past. In 1972, the Seabed Boundaries Agreement was signed, followed a year later by the resolution of the border between Papua New Guinea and Irian Jaya.11 Significantly, defence cooperation with Indonesia rapidly increased, including the donation by Australia of patrol boats, and Sabre and Nomad aircraft.12


The new Labor Government wasted no time in stamping its authority. Within a month, the Minister for Defence, Lance Barnard, announced a wide-ranging reorganisation and amalgamation of the Defence group of Departments–Defence, Navy, Army, Air Force, and Supply–into one consolidated Department of Defence. Foreshadowed in Barnard’s reply to the 1972 Appropriations Bill,13 and largely arising from recommendations of the Tange Review, the new Department was to be in place by 1973 but would take till late 1975 for implementation to be complete.14


The 1975 Indonesian invasion of East Timor after the collapse of the Portuguese colonial government also precipitated a crisis in Canberra. The invasion created a political dilemma because it occurred as Australia entered its own constitutional crisis with the sacking of the Whitlam Government by the Governor-General, Sir John Kerr. In October 1974 under Operasi Komodo the Indonesian military began to plan the takeover of East Timor which came to fruition a year later. The whole affair should have come as no surprise. By February 1975, The Age newspaper was openly quoting ‘Top Secret Intelligence Reports’ reaching Canberra that Indonesian forces were preparing to invade.15 However, it took until early December that year for the full scale invasion, and then with tacit Australian and US blessing.16 Had Australia wanted, the RAAF could have responded quickly as it was given enough warning–but for political reasons, nothing was done.


The Whitlam Government faced huge public pressure to ‘do something’ in its dying days, particularly after claims of Indonesian atrocities began to emerge and allegations of the murder of five Western TV journalists became public knowledge.17 From July 1975, the diplomatic traffic became intense, with Australian Ambassador to Indonesia, Richard Woolcott, sending cables on a weekly, then daily basis. After the border town of Batugarde was taken by Indonesian troops on 8 October, any Australian response was too late. The Government’s position was influenced by a Minute from Bill Pritchett, the First Assistant Secretary of the Strategic and International Policy Division in the Department of Defence, to Secretary Tange and the Defence Minister, Bill Morrison. As Realpolitik, it pointed out the threefold policy option dilemma facing Australia–accede to an Indonesian take over without Australian involvement; persuade the Indonesians to accept the reality of Timor’s opposition movement (called Fretlin), but be left with a poor and weak independent state of East Timor; or fight the invasion.18 The first option appealed as the neatest solution and was quickly accepted.


By 1976, the Government had changed and despite new Foreign Minister Andrew Peacock’s condemnation of the Timor invasion, the new Government remained opposed to any Australian military involvement, and little was done. While Timor was within easy reach from Darwin, had the F-111Cs been called upon to strike, the RAAF faced the embarrassment that their aircraft had no precision weapons, no means of target discrimination, and no way of rescuing crews had an aircraft been lost.


The Strategic Basis Paper of 1975, a product developed under the guidance of Labor apparatchiks, was rejected by the incoming Fraser Government and sent for redraft. It returned to Cabinet in October as the Australian Strategic Analysis and Defence Policy Objectives (ASADPO) 1976, but it kept most of the Strategic Basis 1975 observations, took on a clear Defence of Australia outlook, retained the ‘force-in-being’ concept now known as the ‘core force’, and presaged the White Paper released later the same year.19 With input from the Department of Foreign Affairs who had produced their own White Paper– ‘The Regional Outlook in South East Asia’–in October 1975, it considered the main regional competition would be between China and the USSR, particularly over the newly independent Vietnam. The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) countries were no longer seen as ‘fragile’ and Australia would now focus more on looking after itself.20 The ridiculous idea that there would still be ten to fifteen years warning before a threat emerged remained. Of this idea, incoming CAS Air Marshal James Rowland remarked: ‘I could not recall a conflict in which there had been ten years’ warning time – ten days was more like it – and since there had been some ninety [conflicts] this century, the prognostication seemed a little optimistic’. It simply suited the economic downturn Australia was in at the time and kept Defence expenditure to a minimum.21 However, the main critique from a Service point of view was that ASADPO ‘76 failed to provide guidance on what force structure should apply, how it should be developed or how it should be used.


Australia’s first Defence White Paper, Australian Defence, was released in November 1976 by the Minister for Defence, Jim Killen. It was the first Government public document after the implementation of the Tange reforms and used the term Australian Defence Force (ADF) for the first time. The paper has been described as having a bet each way–self-reliance within and alliance framework’. It also envisaged further ‘jointery’ in the language it used to describe changes to the force structure. The basis of the White Paper’s chapter on military capabilities planned for the future was a Parliamentary Foreign Affairs and Defence Committee report considered in April 1976.22 As a result, for the RAAF, the White Paper recognised the deficiencies in weapons, sensors, reconnaissance, early warning and air-to-air refuelling (AAR), and set about funding several projects to rectify the situation.23 These would come piecemeal over the next ten years, but of them, the lack of an early warning aircraft and an AAR capability would remain problematic for the RAAF.


The 1976 White Paper was intended to have a five-year life; however, its failing was that there was to be no strategy, budget appropriation or concept of operations (CONOPS) flowing from it. The idea of simply responding to threats as they emerged was not a compelling strategy. It was up to the Services to examine potential or emerging threats and to propose response options–still as separate and competing entities. What was needed was an agreed CONOPS, a challenge taken up by Air Vice-Marshal David Evans when he was the Chief of Air Force Operations in Air Force Office.24




[image: ]


Minister for Defence Jim Killen released Australia’s first Defence White Paper





Three years after the advent of ASADPO ‘76, a newer version was released as ASADPO ‘79. It was intended to fill the gaps in policy guidance, but it simply replaced its predecessor and was of little help to Air Force planners. It was overtly couched in terms of ‘no identifiable threat’ with the caveat of ‘the need for insurance against uncertainty’25, again, not valid policy for either force development or capability decisions. The Australian Parliament’s Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence (JCFAD) acknowledged the approach taken by successive governments as ‘sound’ but specifically highlighted the lack of precision guided munitions (PGMs or so called ‘smart bombs’) for the RAAF and noted that a ‘high priority would need to be accorded to naval and air strike capabilities’ for any strike force to have real deterrent value.26 Clearly they had seen the Evans’ CONOPS paper.


While ASADPO ‘79 was highly classified, Minister for Defence James Killen gave a speech in Parliament in March 1979 on Australia’s new Defence program’ where, among other issues, he announced a significant number of improvement projects across the portfolio. It drew upon the classified policy objectives and for the RAAF, these included upgrades to the P-3Bs, a reconnaissance capability for the F-111, and improved fuel storage at selected RAAF bases. Killen also foreshadowed a new tactical fighter project to replace the Mirage.27 He made particular comment that the Government’s ‘core force’ concept was still extant, the expectation being that a smaller, highly skilled workforce could quickly train up recruits if a threat emerged. This policy might have been adequate for the Army who could rapidly train infantry soldiers in a matter of weeks, but for the RAAF and the Navy, it was just not practical. As time went on and technology became more complex, even ten years warning was not sufficient to ensure full combat readiness.


The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 came as a shock as the Cold War was expected to remain ‘cold’. This event suggested that Soviet expansion was on the rise. It triggered an urgent review of Australia’s Western Alliance commitments and resulted in an unexpected budget increase of almost fifteen per cent for the RAAF over the previous year. It also led to the establishment in February 1981 of Operation Gateway, the forward deployment to Butterworth of No 92 Wing’s P-3 Orions to monitor Soviet ships and submarines passing through the region. These Gateway patrols ended with cessation of the Cold War in 1989, whereupon Operation Gateway was refocused onto maintaining regional maritime security.


It was not until 1983 that the newly elected Hawke Labor Government undertook a more analytical policy review. The 1983 Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy (called Strat Basis ’83) was crafted after the Soviet invasion so, not surprisingly, it took a more ‘superpower struggle’ approach to the defence environment. Consideration of Asian and other regional issues were couched in terms of Cold War politics and the balance of global power. The British-Argentinian Falklands War experience in 1982 seems not to have made an impact, so expeditionary operations were virtually not considered. The 1983 Strategic Basis noted Soviet nuclear superiority over the US, at least in warhead numbers, and the emerging policy included tacit approval for a further build-up of the US joint facilities at Pine Gap, Nurrungar, Amberley and North-West Cape, and access to Australian airspace for USAF B-52 bombers on long-range training missions. Support for the US remained as strong as ever, with ANZUS commitments given priority.28 The paper recognised Australia’s treaty obligations and in the maritime environment noted: ‘The US would probably look to Australia to assume control, under the Radford/Collins Agreement of allied shipping in nearby areas’.29 Strat Basis ’83 went further by suggesting that Indonesia would take ten years to become a serious threat, and that Australia would ‘exploit [this] warning time to equip, supply and expand our defence force (and its infrastructure)’. The question no-one apparently asked was when do you start the countdown for year one?


Despite an embarrassing leak to the media of the entire Strat Basis ’83 paper, Cabinet quietly ‘endorsed’ the document in late September 1983, a few hours after celebrating Australia’s win in the 1983 America’s Cup yacht race, and the document subsequently became the basis for further policy and force development.30 The fallout from the leak was not just confined to the political arena. Strat Basis ‘83 was to be the last such document produced in that format, with future reviews of the strategic environment being conducted separately by the Departments of Prime Minister & Cabinet, Defence, and Foreign Affairs, each with input from the various intelligence organisations and overseas missions.


In summarising the changing strategic setting throughout this period, Hugh White, a former Deputy Secretary for Strategy in the Defence Department, stated:


Two separate operational concepts emerged in the 1970s. One was that we would respond to low level incursions onto Australia’s territory by running around trying to round them up. This was the ‘Kangaroo’ series of exercises scenario. The other concept was deterrence. Right at the heart was the thought that the F-111s [and submarines] provided us the unique capacity to impose unacceptable levels of cost upon an enemy, all in the scenario of low-level incursions across the air and maritime approaches.31


These concepts of defence self-reliance, defending the maritime approaches, and deterrence would soon emerge to dominate the defence debate.


The 1986 Dibb Review and the 1987 Defence White Paper


The year 1986 heralded the start of major changes to government policy regarding how the ADF was managed and developed. It would be remembered as the start of commercialisation and a redefining of Australia’s strategic outlook. In February 1985, the Minister for Defence, Kim Beazley, commissioned Mr Paul Dibb, an academic and senior public servant of the Defence Department, to undertake a review of Australia’s defence capabilities. It was the first major public review to be conducted since Vietnam and ushered in a new era in Defence planning. Dibb was not just to report on what he found, but ‘to make judgements on the appropriate balances between equipment, personnel numbers, facilities and operating costs, between current readiness and long-term investment, and between the relative priority given to responding to various levels of possible threats’.32 This review had the potential to lead to large changes in force structure, beyond the control of the service chiefs.


The Dibb Review, as it became known, was presented to Parliament by Beazley on 3 June 1986.33 It generated considerable debate.34 Dibb was thorough in his coverage of the terms of reference and while the report began with the phrase: ‘Australia is one of the most secure countries in the world’, Dibb recognised that this would not always be the case.35 Consequently, what was called ‘low-level conflict’ was seen as more credible and as such, a layered defence strategy within Australia’s area of direct military interest was needed. It was a strategy of denial where the focus was clearly on what Dibb called ‘the sea and air gap’. As far as force structure determinants went, Dibb recognised eight important layers which should receive attention (in order of importance):36


• Intelligence and surveillance


• Strike and Interdiction


• Anti-submarine Warfare


• Surface Maritime Forces


• Mine Countermeasures


• Maritime Air Defence


• Continental Air Defence


• Ground Forces.
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Mr Paul Dibb’s capabilities review had a major impact on the RAAF’s development





The inclusion at the end of Dibb’s report of an azimuthal equidistant projection map of Australia’s regional security interests with concentric 500 nautical mile distance rings emanating from Darwin like ripples in a pond also left the reader with the impression that we were back to ‘Fortress Australia’–the further distant, the less the threat.


One immediate and unintended consequence of Dibb’s report was the impact it had upon the US, who became fearful that Australia was becoming isolationist. Coincidently, the Dibb report was tabled almost immediately after New Zealand’s anti-nuclear stance led to a breakdown in the ANZUS alliance. The US had particular interest in their three joint intelligence bases in Australia and could not afford to have these threatened. It took a visit to the US by Beazley and a meeting with Defense Secretary Casper Weinberger to reassure the Americans that Australia was not becoming isolationist.37


Dibb’s report was hailed by some and derided by others. It became the source of much debate between the military, academia, Defence civilians and the media. Opposition Defence spokesman, Ian Sinclair, called the Dibb strategy, ‘a modern Maginot Line’.38 It caused the recently retired CDFS, Air Chief Marshal Sir Neville McNamara, to put pen to paper in critique, but unfortunately, his twenty-six-page rebuttal was never published.39 McNamara argued that a strategy of ‘denial’ was too limiting and in terms of strike, ‘there seems to be an underlying desire to restrict strike capability and keep it within certain bounds’. Furthermore, ‘the emphasis is on maritime strike and interdiction because it is less offensive in character and likely to be subject to fewer constraints than attacks on the enemy’s territory’.40 While McNamara argued for greater flexibility in the use of air power, neither Dibb nor McNamara went so far as to raise the issue of power projection, nor the matter of deterrence as a reason why countries such as Australia acquire a strike force in the first place. The term ‘expeditionary’ became anathema and RAAF planners as well as Defence bureaucrats were forbidden to use the term; this despite Australia’s long and successful history of such expeditionary operations.


Dibb’s Report became a blueprint for the 1987 Defence White Paper. Its title, ‘The Defence of Australia’, forewarned of its contents being heavily biased towards a self-reliant defence force that would focus on defending continental Australia and its territories. Beazley had announced as much when Dibb’s Report was tabled in Parliament.41 It clearly echoed Labor Party policy, so it came as no real surprise. Known as DOA87, the White Paper went further than Dibb in that it foresaw three levels of potential conflict for Australia: low-level; escalated low-level; and more substantial conflict.42 According to ANU academic Dr Stephan Frühling, DOA87 was ‘the high watermark of the DOA strategic policy, as it provided the detailed conceptual framework and capability development priorities that its predecessor of 1976 had not addressed’.43 The other subtle change was that the ‘strategy of denial’ had become ‘defence in depth’. Clearly, northern Australia was the focal point of such conflict and as well as the establishment of RAAF Tindal as a major air defence base, the Army would progressively move forward under the Army Presence in the North (APIN) policy.


DOA87’s release also came at a time when Australia was still grappling with New Zealand’s effective withdrawal from ANZUS in 1986 over a disagreement with the Americans regarding nuclear (armed and/or powered) ship visits. It would mean that any regional contingency that involved the US might not include support from the New Zealand Defence Force. Neither would information and intelligence be shared with New Zealand to any extent. However, the main question for RAAF planners was: given the RAAF’s force structure, how would it fit into this new three levels of conflict paradigm? Another dilemma was how could the RAAF fully engage with one partner while isolating the other? Unfortunately for New Zealand, the larger partner won the debate.


Although the strategic analysis of the 1980s now clearly directed a focus on the defence of Australia, the RAAF CONOPS of 1977 could easily be adapted to suit. By the time of the release of Dibb’s report, the CONOPS had been refined and was now based upon three inter-related missions: joint control of the air and sea approaches; counter force strikes against the enemy; and joint action to destroy any enemy that lands on Australian shores. Although this looked good on paper, the approach also had its limitations. To be successful, the RAAF had to avoid attrition, avoid personnel-intensive operations and implement a campaign to deny the enemy sanctuaries and bases from which an attack could be launched. It would be questionable if the first two could be managed and as to the third, whether the government would support such an approach. Fortunately, the question was never asked.44


Into the 1990s


If the 1970s were the years of ‘coming home’, and the 1980s ‘the years of introspection’, the 1990s would be called the decade of ‘going out’–out to Somalia, Rwanda, Cambodia, and various other UN deployments, and finally, East Timor.45


Under DOA87, expeditionary operations were not to be countenanced, the very term excised from strategic planning documents and speeches given by politicians and senior military officers. Much emphasis was placed upon Australia’s responsibilities regarding the US security commitment to the region, but by the late 1980s, few in Washington or in US Pacific Command had ever heard of Nixon’s Guam Doctrine, let alone knew what it said. DOA87 did not predict the end of the Cold War, but it did foresee a changing regional dynamic–the days of the East-West balance of power were gone. It ushered in a series of new Defence reviews as planners grappled with the new world disorder, each of which would deeply affect the RAAF.46


The end of the Cold War meant a huge change in Australia’s strategic circumstances. Defence and Foreign Affairs policy staffs grappled with the implications and by the time the Defence Report 1988-89 had been tabled, DOA87 was still the government’s position on defence priorities and force structure development. The letter of transmission appended to the Report, co-signed by the Secretary and CDF, noted the ongoing constrained economic climate and reported primarily on organisational changes that had been agreed previously.47 It was not until late 1989 when Australia’s Strategic Planning in the 1990s (ASP90) was endorsed by government that Defence had clearer direction for Australia’s future defence development.48


The release of ASP90 meant that force structure planners had to first and foremost think in terms of how capability could be used for the defence of the island continent, rather than continue with the equipment replacement mentality of the past. It was a first step to the development of a much tighter procurement process, where capability decisions had to satisfy a range of criteria, not just fill the equipment gap in a Service-perceived void. ASP90 also reprioritised the principal defence role, with intelligence collection and evaluation given priority. strategic strike was placed well down the order after surveillance, patrol and response, and air defence.49


A Peacekeeping Policy


As well as reviewing the emerging strategic environment, by 1993 the Department of Defence was also considering the growing number of peacekeeping and peace enforcement operations to which it was expected to contribute. Western Sahara, a disintegrating Yugoslavia, Cambodia and Somalia had all recently involved the ADF to some extent and requests for Australia to provide forces to other trouble spots was expected. Provision of RAAF air transport support was thus placed high on the peacekeeping planning agenda. Consequently, on 4 November 1992, the Chiefs of Staff Committee, known as the COSC, endorsed a peacekeeping policy paper which placed peacekeeping in context and declared that peacekeeping was only a ‘secondary activity’ after DOA87 requirements had been satisfied.50 After some changes, the paper received broad government agreement and was released to the public in June 1993.


The paper was only ten pages and espoused the benefits of assigning peacekeeping a higher profile as an ADF activity, but there was no case made to maintain units specifically for the peacekeeping role. It was Army centric in terms of what forces might be required but conceded ‘a fixed wing SRT [short range transport] or MRT [medium range transport] air transport flight would be required’.51 Presumably, this would be provided by the RAAF, although commercially contracted air services were now possible. Now as official government policy, peacekeeping would influence ADF operational planning and deployments but not capability decisions. However, the paper’s prediction that the ‘average base of about 200 [personnel]’ involved at any one time would be soon shown to be way short of the mark.52


Although he signed off the document, Minister for Defence Robert Ray was not entirely happy with the thrust of the paper, so he referred the matter to the Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade (JCFADT) in July. Unfortunately, there was no RAAF submission to the Committee nor did any RAAF member appear before it–a distinct failing. The Committee’s report in December 1994 recognised that in the post-Cold War environment, the world had changed dramatically, and that Australia needed an integrated plan before peacekeeping missions were sent. Long-term strategic goals also had to be set regarding managing the eventual peace.53 It offered little in terms of policy direction or capability development guidance, but the Committee agreed it was better than nothing.


Later reviews further reshaped the defence environment. Strategic Review 1993 (SR93) released in December that year was part of the new cycle of planning activities, prompted by the end of the Cold War and the emerging doctrine of how the Keating Labor Government saw Australia’s place in the world. The concept of defence in depth re-emerged, but this had few differences from the layered defence proposal proffered by Dibb, and the only ‘new’ idea was a regional or collective security community in South-East Asia being pushed by Minister for Foreign Affairs Gareth Evans, but this idea never got off the ground.54


SR93 used the language of deterrence more forcefully yet still retained the previous priority of defence of Australia roles, with intelligence, surveillance, and maritime patrol and response being paramount. Air defence and strike were again afforded much lower priority and transport operations not mentioned at all.55 Of all the Air Force’s force elements, the RAAF’s transport fleet had been the most effective and most often used but was simply taken for granted. Nevertheless, SR93 formed the basis of the third Defence White Paper, Defending Australia 1994 (DA94) which maintained the defence self-reliance mantra together with no foreseeable threat for fifteen years taking the idea well into the future. Rather surprisingly considering its contents and the low priority placed upon offensive capabilities, the public released document had a photograph of an F-111C bomber emblazoned across the cover.


DA94 suggested that planning would now focus on ‘capability rather than threats’ and warning time now replaced levels of conflict. Major conflict was assessed as unlikely but ‘short-warning conflict’ could range from small raids to larger and protracted operations–a clear case of hedging one’s bets.56 While geography was important, it was technological acumen and Australia’s national support base that would ensure Australia maintained a competitive edge.
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The 1994 Defence White Paper cover





Despite the rhetoric, little else changed in the order of force development priority. As far as the RAAF was concerned, DA94 offered nothing new. Priorities were set at intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, command and control (known as C2), key weapons and sensors, and electronic warfare. No new equipment would be forthcoming but upgrades to weapons and systems would be likely. However, as with past government white papers, there was no ten or fifteen-year budget allocation offered to support the force development guidance. Again, there were no guarantees.


The release of DA94 coincided with Cooperating for Peace: The Global Agenda for the 1990s and Beyond. Written by Foreign Minister Evans, it was launched at the forty-eighth United Nations General Assembly in September 1993. While not relating directly to Australia or the ADF in particular, it became defacto government policy regarding the type of peace operations the ADF would be expected to undertake in the 1990s, at least until the Howard Coalition Government came to office in 1996.57 It was far more extensive than the ADF’s Peacekeeping Policy and predicted that given global dynamics, it appeared peacekeeping operations would become the new norm. The ‘New World Order’, promised by US President George H.W Bush after Gulf War I, was already disintegrating and the UN was now firmly focussed on responding to global trouble spots.


The implications for the RAAF’s third quarter century of these official and public policy documents were profound. They set budget and force structure priorities, and thus what the RAAF could and could not do. It meant that the RAAF had to structure for the defence of Australia and to defend the air-sea gap, not prepare force options that allowed for power projection or protection of Australia’s interests further afield. This has been termed the ‘on the beach looking out’ policy with little ability to do anything but gaze to the horizon, symbolised by a cartoon of the time depicting a mouse somewhere on the coast of Northern Australia with its middle finger raised in the ‘last great act of defiance’.


✸✸✸


Apart from a series of humanitarian, peacekeeping and peace enforcement missions to Asia, Africa and to numerous Middle East trouble spots, this insular view of Australia’s role in global affairs meant that when a serious war did happen in January 1991, the RAAF was not wanted–unable or unwilling to deploy even a modicum of offensive force. C-130 transports were all that could be offered, and these were limited in their intra-theatre contribution because of a lack of self-defence equipment. A B707 was placed on standby but spent the war comfortably in Cyprus. It would also mean that when East Timor again became a trouble spot in 1999, the ability of the RAAF to support this more substantial expeditionary operation once again would be a close-run thing.


Nevertheless, as the RAAF approached its seventy-fifth anniversary in 1996, its force structure had finally achieved some measure of balance, but many elements would still be immature or simply lacking. These had been recognised but had been stalled by various Defence committees or changing government priorities. At least the RAAF had finally issued its own indigenous air power doctrine and could act independently of ‘great and powerful friends’ if only in relatively minor or regional conflicts. Nevertheless, by the mid-1990s the RAAF had become a more professional force; it had finally travelled the long journey from going solo to wings standard.




CHAPTER 2


Air Force Plans and Doctrine


Australia’s withdrawal from Vietnam in 1972 came at a time of rapidly changing strategic circumstances, particularly in Australia’s region of influence. US President Nixon’s ‘Guam Doctrine’ expected US allies to do more for their own defence, the British withdrawal from ‘east of Suez’ in 1971 leaving Malaysia and Singapore open, and the general perception that the spread of communism was a growing threat all impacted the way Australians saw the world. Indonesia at least was seen as a less troublesome neighbour. This meant that the RAAF was also facing considerable change. No longer could Australia simply rely on traditional allies like Britain and the US to get the country out of trouble. Australia had to become more self-reliant and focus more on defence of the nation. To better prepare for the emerging environment required careful planning that specified how the RAAF should be organised, where the RAAF should be based and what force structure it should have.


While the senior committees in Defence such as the Chiefs of Staff Committee (COSC) and the Joint Planning Committee (JPC) considered the higher levels of strategy and broader planning issues, the Air Board and Air Force Office were responsible for determining how the RAAF contributed to the defence equation and how the RAAF should be developed to meet future circumstances. First and foremost, as far as immediate planning was concerned, was the matter of the return of units from Vietnam, Malaysia and Singapore which had been under consideration from early 1969.1


In its planning deliberations for the relocation out of Vietnam, the Air Board first considered the return of Nos 9 and 35 Squadrons and No 1 Operational Support Unit, and approved RAAF Townsville as their new temporary home. This was decided in 1969 and confirmed in April 1970.2 While No 35 Squadron went to Townsville, the lack of suitable facilities and hardstand (as the base was also home to No 10 Squadron’s Neptunes), meant that No 9 Squadron eventually relocated to Amberley in December 1971, joining No 2 Squadron which had relocated there in June that year. Further consideration resulted in No 1 Operational Support Unit being disbanded, only to later be reformed at Richmond in 1984.


The incoming Whitlam Labor Government had in 1973 as one of its first decisions, ordered the final withdrawal of Australian troops and squadrons from Vietnam which had begun under Liberal Prime Minister Gorton. This was to be followed by a drawdown from Singapore. The Mirage fighter squadrons then in Butterworth which had been there as part of SEATO and ANZUK commitments would be kept in situ ‘for the time being’.3 The signing of the Five Power Defence Arrangements (FPDA) ensured some Mirages would remain ‘up there’ for the foreseeable future.


The RAAF took a ‘steady as she goes’ approach to planning during the decade of the 1970s. Apart from internecine fights for a slice of the Defence budget, planning was conducted in relative isolation from the Navy and Army. Token agreement on new equipment acquisition was reached in the COSC, but only after the Department’s civilian policy staff had given their approval. The adoption of the Tange review recommendations forced the Services to adhere strictly to the government’s extant defence policy, and this was supervised by the powerful Defence central organisation. While the guidance was clear, the strategy required to achieve this was strongly debated and the inevitable outcome was deference to the ‘core force’ concept which in time of no identifiable threat, meant the Services simply replaced like with a newer like.


By the mid-1980s, and despite the Tange’s committee system instituted ten years prior, the three Services were according to Australian academic Professor Ross Babbage, ‘preparing for different wars, in different locations and at different times’.4 Force structure decisions were apparently made in isolation and with only vested interests in mind. This was despite the creation of the Force Structure Committee (FSC) in 1976 which was intended to make collegiate and informed force structure decisions for the country’s betterment. The FSC had representation from the Services, Strategic and International Policy Division and Finance, all at the most senior level. However, the FSC was anything but collegiate since a win for one was seen as a loss for another. In like fashion, Babbage argued that the Strategic Basis Papers which decided such matters, and had been completed annually until 1985, were ‘a product of bureaucratic compromise’. The RAAF at least had a Force Capabilities Paper, which specified development goals, and provided a starting point for force structure deliberations.5


The 1986 Dibb Review, which would influence the 1987 Defence White Paper, did not please Air Force planning staffs. The review’s strategy of denial across the air and sea gap suited some as a response would involve maritime and air forces, but Dibb’s career background as an intelligence officer showed through as he clearly favoured intelligence and surveillance as the nation’s highest defence priority. Surveillance would be by a combination of ADF platforms, including a yet to be acquired Airborne Early Warning and Control (AEW&C) aircraft, but primarily by the Jindalee Over-the-horizon Radar Network (JORN) developed by Defence’s radar scientists. The cost was claimed to be ‘modest at $100m each’ with three to five needed to cover Australia’s northern approaches. While the RAAF was pressing for a squadron of AEW&C aircraft at somewhere between $100m to $300m each, Dibb also recommended a serious study into tethered radar-carrying airships to be scattered across Australia’s north. Fortunately, this idea went nowhere–cyclones and maintenance in remote locations were deemed insurmountable. At least the F-111s were safe although they too were up for further consideration while the F/A-18s on order were recommended to proceed as was the modest B707 air-to-air refuelling aircraft modification which was already approved in the 1986/87 budget.


Dibb and the White Paper pronounced that the probability of an invasion of Australia was remote and that small-scale incursions were more likely. The RAAF chose to argue that defending the air-sea gap was the priority and that if any enemy got through the air and maritime cordon, the Army would be there to dislodge any enemy forces. This idea displeased the Army who saw it as a direct threat to their establishment. Meanwhile, the RAAF argued that to defend the air-sea gap required air and surface surveillance; a rapid response maritime strike capability; counter-air operations; and both anti-surface and anti-submarine warfare elements.6 Yet again, it appeared simply an expensive ‘wish list’ with little intellectual underpinning.


As well as the Force Capabilities Paper, the RAAF relied on three publications – the Australian Secret Document 235 or ASD 235 – Air Staff Plans and Policy; the ASD 208 – RAAF Planning and Provisioning Data – Wartime; and the Australian Confidential Document or ACD 171 – RAAF Planning and Provisioning Data – Peacetime. The ACD 171 ‘provides a basis for personnel, materiel and financial planning needed to support air staff requirements’ and specified authorised flying hours per fiscal year.7 The latter two documents also covered stockholding requirements, but sadly, were not adhered to–budget constraints were offered as the reason. Since the end of the Vietnam War, the ADF did not have an approved stockholding policy with which to bid for weapons, a deplorable state based on the Department’s assessment that such a policy would be too costly, and a belief that weapons could be acquired from the US and UK ‘if and when required’. Such a fallacious argument had been perpetuated since the early 1970s and followed the Defence cuts under the Whitlam Government. An attempt was made to re-establish at least a baseline in 1981, and although the Services produced conservative proposals, the First Assistant Secretary of the Force Development and Analysis Branch provided the single dissenting view that carried the day. With that, the stockholding policy was neatly put aside.8


At least ASD 235 was extensive, covering all aspects of RAAF policy and planning. It was classified ‘Secret’ as its name suggests and had a very limited distribution. The 1972 edition covered such aspects as air power in war; the basis of RAAF planning, organisation, disposition and employment; facilities; stockholding; security and RAAF responsibilities in Joint Service matters. The problem was that few in the RAAF or the other Services actually got access to it. Being closely held meant there was little internal debate and no high point from which to argue capability proposals.


For those that had access, the chapter in the ASD 235 on RAAF planning covered the strategic setting (extracted from the Strategic Basis Papers), the strategic concept developed by Air-Vice Marshal Evans and his staff, characteristics of the forces required, the threat, concept for development of forces, present capabilities, and priorities for the development of those forces. It was exactly what was needed and should have been watered down into a more useable and widely circulated publication. Other pressing issues were covered in chapter six such as treaties, military agreements, working arrangements and memoranda of understanding. Rather incredibly, RAN attempts to see the document were rebuffed for reasons not stated.9 However, the main failing of the ASD 235 was its lack of visibility and lack of regular update. In 1979, Director-General Material Definition – Air Force, Air Commodore Roy Frost, stated the document was of little use for RAAF development, a complaint echoed four years later by Director-General Policy and Plans – Air Force, Air Commodore Doug Cameron. It appeared little was done to rectify the ASD situation, but at least such internal criticism set the RAAF on the road to developing its own air power doctrine.10


The other secret document, the ASD 208, was revised in 1975 after the Air Board considered the Air Staff’s Air Weapons Study, so it was updated particularly for F-111 and P-3C requirements, but still remained under lock and key, and the wartime contingency stocks it listed were not acquired.11


Surprisingly, between 1972 and 1976, the Air Board–until it disbanded–apparently did not consider a strategic or long-term plan for the development of the RAAF but merely continued the ‘business as usual’ approach. While the Air Board made decisions on RAAF disposition, capability development and force structure, this was mainly on the basis of replacing type with like type. The new CAS Advisory Committee (CASAC) formed in 1976 did likewise and while such an approach had sufficed in the past, it would not for the future.
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AVM David Evans as CAFOPS, later CAS, developed the RAAF’s Operational Concept of the 1980s





During the CAS weekly conference on 24 October 1977, Evans as Chief of Air Force Operations raised the vexed issue of problems that might arise in the management of the RAAF’s aircraft replacement program. In his submission to CASAC on the matter, Evans outlined the planned life-of-type (LOT), the staff’s view on extensions to the LOT and estimated replacement costs. The findings were startling in that, with the exception of the P-3C and C-130H, the entire fleet ‘would need to be replaced between 1980 and 1990 if we are to retain current capabilities’.12 The RAAF was facing the prospect of replacing seven capabilities at an estimated cost of $850m–including the Iroquois, VIP fleet, Winjeels, CT-4 and Macchi, Dakotas and Caribou. Additional to this, the replacement projects under consideration included the AEW&C, Tanker/Transport and coastal surveillance aircraft which were expected to cost another $360m. Then there was the looming ‘spectre’ of a replacement for the Mirage.


The RAAF’s forward acquisition program would therefore need to be very carefully managed. CAS, Air Marshal Rowland, directed that DCAS, Air Vice-Marshal Neville McNamara, should propose ‘an organisation which would have the staff responsibility for long-term RAAF planning’. Such an organisation would develop a ten-year plan covering major equipment, and supply and support matters, including infrastructure.13 The staff grappled with the concept and it struggled to ‘get wings and fly’. However, the RAAF would be ahead of the game as a Defence Ten-Year Defence Program did not appear until 1991.


A RAAF CONOPS


It was during this mid-to-late 1970s period that senior officers within the RAAF’s Operational Requirements Division were concerned that the ‘core force’ policy did not provide any real options should a threat arise–it offered just a response to a threat after the event. The ‘core force’ policy was flawed from the outset as it was purely defensive and required a long lead time. Unfortunately for the Department’s policy staff, RAAF force structure changes took years to deliver. The Air Staff commenced work on a concept of operations (CONOPS) that brought together several ideas then circulating, including taking the initiative with offensive operations not countenanced by the Department’s policy staff. A CONOPS is a high-level document describing the characteristics of a proposed system from the viewpoint of an individual who will use that system. It is used to communicate the quantitative and qualitative system characteristics to all stakeholders. In the RAAF case, it describes how and where the RAAF will fight, what it will fight with and how the RAAF contributes to Australia’s defence.


Drafted by Air Commodore Roy Frost, Director-General Operational Requirements at the time, this concept identified four options for the nation’s defence: deterrence; pre-emption; attrition; and repulsion, all in a conventional sense.14 Frost’s preference for ‘repulsion’ was refined in 1977 by Air Vice-Marshal David Evans, who as Chief of Air Force Operations also saw the failings of extant guidance. The result was basically the defence of the air-sea gap concept that would resurface as Government policy ten years later. Evans proposed that ‘the defence of continental Australia would involve the offensive use of air and naval power to attack enemy forces at their source’ a rather forward looking if obvious solution.15 This could be achieved without being manpower intensive and would make best use of modern technology. It was an operational concept designed to deter aggression, and if that failed, to act to prevent an enemy lodgement on Australian soil. It made sense to him that Air Force and Navy would be at the vanguard, and any lodgement would then be dealt with by the Army. The defence of Australia strategy was simply one of deterrence/anti-lodgement and therefore the RAAF needed an anti-lodgement capability which had to be offensive in nature. Evans’s CONOPS was based upon three inter-related military missions or objectives:


• Joint control of the sea and air approaches to Australia


• Counterforce strikes against threatening enemy forces at source or enroute in the sea-air gap


• Joint action to destroy enemy forces that may land on Australian soil.


This idea made the RAAF’s northern bases and Cocos and Christmas Islands critically important. Evans coined the term ‘the RAAF’s combat triad–the F-111C, the F/A-18 and the P-3Cs’, and stated at a public conference that ‘given the flexibility, mobility and versatility that are the characteristics of air power, the anti-lodgement defence strategy lends itself to the application of air power’.16 Each element of the combat triad could be used in a multiplicity of roles.


The concept was approved by Chief of the Air Staff, Air Marshal Neville McNamara, in July 1979, but while the concept appeared sound to the RAAF, it was not adopted as official policy. Army did not like it. It did, however, drive RAAF thinking and force structure development beyond the status quo. The concept required a balanced air force capable of deterring and if that failed, repelling an enemy force while protecting Australia’s own force elements whether engaged or not. This required a surveillance system, a strike force, an air defence force and a mobility force. The RAAF therefore gave strong support to JORN, and proposed the acquisition of modern precision weapons, an AEW&C capability and AAR aircraft with a view to enabling power projection. New fighters were already on the shopping list.


Evans’s ideas did not receive official departmental endorsement but gave the Air Staff a conceptual basis with which to argue their project requirements. While the RAAF at least had an approved CONOPS which identified elements of force structure missing from the order of battle, RAAF operational requirements staff were still hamstrung by the limitations of official government policy drafted by the Secretary and his Defence Central staff. Higher Defence Committees would not countenance changes to the force structure without top cover from government. Perhaps surprisingly, under Evans’s leadership as CAS, the Operations Branch which reported directly to the Deputy Chief was disbanded and its functions transferred to the Chief of Air Force Operations. The unintended consequence was that CAS no longer had operations under his direct control–an issue that Air Marshal Jake Newham saw as an organisational failure. He reversed the 1983 decision two years later when he became CAS and directed a reorganisation of the Office of CAS thus providing him with direct oversight of the operations function.17


The RAAF Annual Plan 1980-1988


Between 1980 and 1988, the office of the Director-General of Policy and Plans-Air Force (DGPP-AF) published The RAAF Annual Plan.18 The document was classified Restricted and set out the operational, training and support objectives expected during the following financial year. There was no ten-year planning guidance contained within. While the plan represented the judgement of the Department and the RAAF, there was no medium or longer-term projection and the document was used more as a briefing statement of what would happen in the year ahead. It contained a useful summary of agreed projects, operations and exercises, yet most of its content was of little use to the Air Staff grappling with the RAAF’s future. The fact that only slightly over two pages was dedicated to ‘policy and planning’ is an indictment on the poor state of RAAF thinking at the time.


The introduction of The RAAF Annual Plan was one of the key recommendations of the RAAF Organisation Review Committee headed by then Air Vice-Marshal Neville McNamara. McNamara’s report was accepted in February 1979 and while McNamara had in mind a suite of plans covering short, medium and long-term, only the short-term annual plan was developed.19


By the late 1980s, the RAAF Annual Plan had matured, but it still just referenced higher policy papers like the 1983 Strategic Basis and the 1981 Defence Force Capability Paper. This at least was solid ground, as both were approved by Government. Meanwhile, the RAAF CONOPS had morphed into ‘Development Goals’ and a Statement of Objectives and Activities, which were essentially a list of unapproved and approved projects.20 Still there was no detail and no doctrinal underpinning for why these items were necessary.


The Dibb Review and the RAAF


Paul Dibb’s March 1986 Review of Australia’s Defence Capabilities was a watershed in Defence planning documents and had a direct impact on RAAF planning. However, while Dibb was responsible for his review, it was Minister for Defence, Kim Beazley, who was the real driving force for change. Beazley was intelligent, educated and had an interest in his portfolio, three things many of his predecessors lacked. Beazley took a personal interest in ADF development and it was Beazley who pushed the seminal 1987 White Paper forward, developed in part from Dibb’s work. That Beazley chose a Defence bureaucrat to conduct such a far-reaching review says something about his faith in the senior ADF members who might have been available.
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Minister for Defence Kim Beazley was a driving force for change in Defence





Dibb’s view regarding Australian defence was based on a strategy of denial, defence self-reliance and a concentric ring approach to defence, but while it fitted reasonably well with RAAF conceptual thinking, it did not dovetail with RAAF’s acquisition plans. Defending the air-sea gap was always a pillar of RAAF strategy since the RAAF’s first CAS, then Wing Commander Richard Williams, penned a Memorandum Regarding the Air Defence of Australia in 1925.21 At odds with RAAF thinking was Dibb’s counter views of the need for long range strike aircraft, AEW&C and an operational AAR capability. Dibb’s faith in intelligence and surveillance was one thing, but early warning provided by JORN was only one piece of the puzzle. JORN’s early warning would only be within a matter of hours, not years. Then there was the matter of helicopter ownership.


CAS, Air Marshal Newham, argued strongly for the RAAF’s force structure when it appeared to be under considerable threat. Newham faced a proposal to change the roles of the F/A-18 squadrons, no AEW&C aircraft, an AAR training capability and then only for the F/A-18s, and there was a question mark over the retention of the F-111 force. All these issues were clearly at odds with the RAAF’s view of force development and the projected order of battle of 2000.22 While many projects had been developed with a replacement mentality, at least the RAAF was intent on developing a modern, balanced force that was capable of responding to threats across the spectrum of conflict, not just meeting low-level contingencies. The key argument was that the small size of the RAAF provided a ‘qualitative edge’ over potential adversaries and the term entered the RAAF’s doctrine as one of air power’s imperatives.23 While the F-111s survived and eventually received an update, the B707s were converted to provide a limited training AAR capability, but the helicopters were lost, as was the case for AEW&C.


The RAAF Plan 1989


When Air Marshal Ray Funnell became CAS in July 1987, little did he realise the tidal wave of forced change his Service was about to endure but a hint was there. Funnell decided one of the first challenges he faced was the need for a plan that was unclassified and able to be seen by all RAAF personnel. He deemed it essential that all air force members understood the RAAF’s future direction and worked towards that goal. According to the foreword of his RAAF Plan 1989; ‘This plan aims to assist personnel at all levels to understand what [our] objectives are and how we plan to achieve them’.24 The pithy eighteen-page document covered looming developments within the RAAF’s Force Element Groups (FEGs), personnel matters, training, engineering, supply and facilities and introduced the concept of the RAAF having to ‘do more with less’–a mantra that would challenge him and successive chiefs.25 Nevertheless, it was still technology rather than people-focused, a problem that would continue to pervade future planning documents.


Towards 2010: The RAAF Strategic Plan 1991


The first real attempt to revise the RAAF’s Annual Plan which became focussed primarily on financial allocations was the February 1991 Restricted document called Towards 2010: The RAAF Strategic Plan 1991. At last, it was designed along the classic strategic plan template of missions, goals and objectives as used by business. Business management techniques had begun to creep into RAAF planning culture. Program Management and Budgeting was mandated from July 1990, and a total quality management program called RAAFQ was introduced from 1991, and both spread quickly across the organisation. As such, the traditional mission and roles of prior documents changed into mission, goals and objectives and added key result areas to pre-set achievement targets.


Towards 2010 began by defining the RAAF’s Mission which it stated was:


To conduct effective strategic and tactical air operations as an independent, joint or combined force in the pursuit of Australia’s defence and national interests.26


The plan was well-considered and well-presented. It explained the strategic planning environment, expanded the objectives and how they affected the major RAAF elements, and derived short, medium and long-term plans for force development. The plan first set out six objectives: Preparedness; Operational Excellence; Improved Productivity; Personnel Development; Improved Community Relations; and Improved International Relations. Now, the RAAF had finally aligned its thinking with Defence goals and Government objectives.


As well as espousing planning principals, the document also discussed operational concepts for air operations, condensed the August 1990 Air Power Manual’s doctrinal principles, and expanded on the roles of the individual Force Element Groups. Short (1991-1993), medium (19932000) and long-term plans were covered off in detail, but these were still heavily equipment and acquisition-focussed. While Towards 2010 was not open to everyone, the RAAF published Air Force 1991, a twenty-page glossy publication which covered Towards 2010’s main points and this was made widely available to members and the public. With the release of Towards 2010, The RAAF Air Power Manual and the creation of the Air Power Studies Centre, Funnell had finally placed the RAAF on a sound intellectual footing.


The Future Disposition of the RAAF: The Cox Review 1991


The next challenge Funnell faced was determining the RAAF’s future shape and disposition. He was cognisant of the pressure on the support side of the RAAF coming from several external Defence reviews and the impending Force Structure Review. For a start, it was already clear that the RAAF was not going to be permitted to retain both airfields at Point Cook and Laverton, and some support bases were going to close. In February 1989, Funnell directed the formation of RAAF Williams and a few years later, closed the Laverton airfield.27


Consequently, in late 1990, Funnell tasked Air Commodore Frank Cox, who had just completed the Royal College of Defence Studies course in London, to examine where the RAAF could be based in the early twenty-first Century. The subsequent study was titled The Future Disposition of the RAAF, but it soon became known as the Cox Report. It had 2025 as its planning horizon.


After conducting his review of RAAF bases listed in his terms of reference, Cox concluded that it was inevitable that Richmond, Williamtown, Orchard Hills and Wagga, all in NSW, would close by 2025. It was already clear that Richmond, Williamtown and Orchard Hills were being encroached by the expansion of Sydney and Newcastle, and so closure seemed inevitable. The problem was particularly obvious at Richmond which was also considered a candidate for Sydney’s much-needed second airport. Williamtown had an increasing number of aircraft noise complaints, and there was community pressure to close the nearby Saltash Air Weapons Range for urban development, to reduce danger from ‘stray’ munitions, and to give the inhabitants peace and quiet. Most of Wagga’s facilities were of World War II vintage and in need of replacement with the cost of development of a new base elsewhere offsetting the cost of redevelopment of Wagga, something a Joint Parliamentary Committee had already figured out.28 Then there was the matter of RAAF Glenbrook (and attached ‘Briarcliffe’ property–the Air Officer Commanding’s house) situated on prime real estate in the NSW Blue Mountains which could be easily sold to developers. This site, however, the RAAF wanted to keep.


Richmond and Williamtown would therefore need to relocate their squadrons and facilities to a new site. What was needed was a large base with room to expand and clear airspace in which to train and operate. An idea was put forward that this base be called ‘The Western Plains Air Base’ and be located at Dubbo or at Parkes, but it was not taken seriously by the Department. Nevertheless, Dubbo offered several attractions. There was already a stores depot and airfield in situ, and the RAAF was well-regarded in the community. The airspace was open and there was plenty of land available for expansion. The major impediments were the massive development cost of a ‘green field’ site and local politics. The whole concept came to nought when the idea was axed by Chief of the Defence Force, General Gration, after being faced with the bill.


Immediately following Cox’s study, and in the aftermath of the 1991 Force Structure Review, a study into the rationalisation of Defence facilities was jointly commissioned by the Vice Chief of the Defence Force and the Deputy Secretary – Acquisition and Logistics in Defence Central in 1992. The resultant Facilities Rationalisation Study calculated that the RAAF had 6625 properties, or 21.2 per cent of the entire Defence Estate, and that consolidation and rationalisation was possible. The study team concluded that Fairbairn in the ACT, and Richmond could close, and that the ammunition depot at Orchard Hills could relocate to Myambat or to the proposed East Coast Armaments Complex somewhere on the NSW South Coast.29


RAAF 2000: Our Flight Plan for the Future


While Towards 2010 was timely, during the period 1989-1991 the ADF was subject to several externally imposed reviews which would deeply impact the way the RAAF operated, deployed, trained and organised. Funnell was faced with a multi-dimensional problem; how to keep the RAAF operating and meet his assigned tasks whilst concomitantly, implementing the directed changes of a series of major reviews, all of which went beyond initial expectations and required a reduction in RAAF strength of about twenty-five per cent. This was to be the mantra of ‘doing more with less’ in action. In May 1991, he tasked Air Commodore Dave Rogers with a hand-picked team, to develop an implementation plan. After considerable analysis and service-wide consultation, Rogers’s team delivered the final document in September 1991, called RAAF 2000 – Our Flight Plan for the Future. The plan determined the force disposition, covered unit relocation and closures, personnel reductions, and resource allocations. It followed up with CAS Directives to his senior commanders to implement the changes. The outcome was a decision by CAS to deliver the changes over the following years with the stated goal: ‘To improve our resource efficiency while maintaining operational effectiveness’.30 One of the more important concepts developed by the team was the basis for which the service (and later the ADF) could determine the Manpower Required in Uniform, known simply as MRU.31


RAAF 2000 recognised the most important change to the way the RAAF was managed was the implementation of Program Management and Budgeting (PMB) across all Government portfolios. One of the basic tenets of PMB was the devolution of responsibility and financial accountability to the lowest practical level. PMB made CAS the overall ‘Program Manager’ for Defence Program 4 – Air Force, responsible for the RAAF budget which once allocated, he could spend as he saw fit to deliver capability. RAAF 2000 complemented Towards 2010, but it was more of a change management directive than a plan. While it catered for the myriad of reviews underway in the 1989-1991 period, the focus was on the impact on RAAF personnel and resources. RAAF 2000 provided the direction and framework for the largest personnel reduction (21 000 to about 15 000) since the immediate post-war years.


Southern Bases Infrastructure Review (SBIR)


DCAS, Air Vice-Marshal Dave Rogers briefed the attendees at the 1995 CAS Strategic Planning Conference on the draft Southern Bases Infrastructure Review (SBIR), done following the Facilities Rationalisation Study, noting the emphasis on retaining operational bases and that consequently Training and Logistics Command bases would bear the brunt of any rationalisation. The SBIR had listed Point Cook (assuming HQTC, RAAF College and the School of Languages could be relocated), RAAF Fairbairn, RAAF Wagga (when facilities reach the end of life), and RAAF Richmond (in the longer term) would be closed. Units at RAAF Wagga were slated in the report to eventually move to RAAF Edinburgh.


The SBIR went to CASAC in April 1996 but posed questions rather than solutions. If the then mooted Joint Force Headquarters was established elsewhere, this would decide the future of Glenbrook as Air Command would move into this new HQ. If Air Command relocated, then Training Command and the RAAF College could move into Glenbrook and Point Cook then could be closed. RAAF Wagga could close when the facilities reached their useful life, estimated between 2015 and 2020.


The SBIR was presented at a time when the Force Structure Review had recommended the closure of Point Cook, Laverton, and Fairbairn and the Joint Parliamentary Standing Committee of Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade also recommended the closure of Fairbairn (but keeping No 34 Squadron–the VIP fleet in place).32 Furthermore, the Facilities Rationalisation Study had already recommended Fairbairn and Richmond be closed. Not surprisingly, there was no dissent as there was no RAAF member on the study team.33


Regardless of all these proposals, it was only Fairbairn that closed, but much later than anticipated on 27 June 2003. The immense cost of developing a new operational base in the Western Plains of NSW put stop to Richmond and Williamtown moving and local political objections stopped Wagga and Orchard Hills from closing. As a sop to the treasury officials who were already counting their savings, Point Cook and Laverton’s airfields were closed with Laverton airfield being sold off for urban development and Point Cook being leased in part to a civilian flying training school.


The Strategic Planning Cycle


By the early 1990s, the Air Force had a well-established planning process to further develop RAAF capability and capacity to meet Government and CDF guidance. The cycle commenced with the annual CAS Strategic Planning Conference, usually held at the end of each calendar year. Here, senior staff met to consider among other issues, the long-term future of the RAAF. The first such gathering was in August 1975 when CAS, Air Marshal Rowland, convened a ‘symposium’ of fifty senior officers to discuss ‘operational capability and effectiveness of the Service’.34


The vision, values, mission, goals and objectives were reviewed, and key strategic issues discussed. The conference provided the necessary guidance to the Air Force sub-programs (Air Force Office and subordinate Commands) to allow them to review their own plans and set objectives for the year ahead. When speaking about his CAS Conference held in December 1994, Air Marshal Les Fisher explained the intent was to ‘decide on our long-term priorities so we know exactly where we want to be by 2015, and not simply arrive there by accident’.35


By the time of the 1995 CAS Conference, a significant number of items were addressed over the three-day gathering. For example, among the variety of issues discussed were the role of the RAAF Reserves, the Weapon System Master Plan concept, the recommendations of the SBIR, and the RAAF’s corporate values.36 Agreed outcomes would go into the following year’s RAAF Annual Plan.


The Introduction of the AAP 1010 in 1993


While Towards 2010 and RAAF 2000 met the immediate planning needs of a RAAF under considerable personnel stress and facing base closures, a more holistic plan was required once the major reductions in RAAF personnel numbers had stabilised to around 13 500. The RAAF Plan needed a revision to co-ordinate the impact of the many changes underway. Consequently CAS, Air Marshal Barry Gration, introduced DI(AF) AAP 1010 – The RAAF Plan as his annual CAS planning directive to promulgate his guidance. It included the short and medium strategic plans, the RAAF’s mission, goals and objectives and the RAAF financial plan for the Five-Year Defence Program. The RAAF’s approved roles, tasks and organisation were also covered. Development of the long-term plan would have to wait until 1996. AAP 1010 replaced Towards 2010, updated RAAF 2000 and was somewhat of a watershed as it tackled many of the areas that were deemed ‘too hard’ previously.37
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AIRMSHL Les Fisher set the RAAF on the path to the future





However, it fell to the following CAS, Air Marshal Les Fisher, to reinvigorate AAP 1010 as a formal planning document for RAAF development that encapsulated the impact of reviews as well as offered direction for the future. AAP 1010 was classified Restricted which meant it could be distributed widely and read by anyone in the RAAF command chain.


In early December 1995, Fisher convened a CAS Strategic Planning Conference with his senior commanders with, amongst other items discussed, a view to determine what the RAAF strategic plan should cover. The Conference outcomes combined with higher guidance, Force Structure Review outcomes and financial guidance led to the next iteration of the 1010.38 The 1996 edition superseded previous plans and a classified annex issued in February 1997 replaced the ASD 235, the ASD 208 and ACD 171, following which these documents were withdrawn.


The improved AAP 1010 was divided into eight parts covering short, medium and long-term plans and became the main guidance document against which the RAAF’s financial bids for the Five-Year Defence Program were submitted. The document also directed development of a cascade of plans down to unit level, so finally everyone in the RAAF knew their role and how their RAAF was being developed. Unit executives were required to develop a unit plan in accordance with AAP 1010 guidelines and each level was held to account to their plan.


The Mission, Goals and Objectives Approach


By the time AAP 1010 had been released in 1996, the headings mission, goals and objectives had entered the RAAF planning lexicon. By aligning the planning with PMB principles and the corporate world, the RAAF could for once clearly explain what its job was and why it cost so much. Now as Program Four of the Defence portfolio, few could argue against goals that had been agreed by government and published in the annual Defence Report from 1990.


While PMB principles were an effective management and reporting tool of government, it was not clear from reporting just how well the RAAF was delivering air power capability. Program 4 was divided into four subprograms: 4.1 – Combat Forces; 4.2 – Executive; 4.3 – Logistics and 4.4 – Training. Splitting the reporting may have been ideal for financial programming purposes, but there was little to cross reference capability delivery between sub-programs, let alone between Army and Navy. From the approved goals, planners would distil key result areas allowing the RAAF program to be evaluated for efficiency and effectiveness, now pillars of the government’s budgeting and reporting process.39


Planning at the Operational Level


Following the 1991 Gulf War, the RAAF began to think more seriously about air campaign planning or planning at the operational level. The air campaign that was conducted over Kuwait and Iraq came as an eye-opener to many, not just for the sheer size and number of air elements employed, but for the fact that it went so smoothly. The success of the forty-three-day air war meant only a five-day ground war and the saving of many allied lives. While the staff at Headquarters Air Command conducted planning for both contingencies and exercises, little thought was given to planning an air campaign with combined forces, that is not just with Army and Navy, but with other national air forces as well.


The Director of the Air Power Studies Centre, Group Captain Gary Waters, was the one who pushed for serious consideration of planning at the operational level. In 1994, the air plans staff from the USAF’s 13th Air Force based in Guam delivered a series of air campaign planning briefs to RAAF members including the staff at the Air Power Studies Centre. These briefs on the Air Tasking Cycle became the basis of the RAAF’s adoption of the USAF methodology, not just because the RAAF would likely operate with US forces in future, but for its elegance and effectiveness.


Despite the work completed in 1989 in developing the RAAF’s higher-level doctrine, another ten years would pass before the AAP 1002 – The Operational Air Doctrine Manual was published. It covered the component method of command, the roles of the Air Component Commander, the air tasking cycle and force execution. Adoption of the US system paid dividends when Australia agreed to join a coalition under US lead for Afghanistan in 2001, Iraq in 2003 and subsequent global operations.40


Weapons Planning and Stockholding


After Australia’s withdrawal from Vietnam in 1972, the Air Staff began to consider the updating of RAAF weapons in a holistic way and to produce a policy document that would better inform project officers when considering weapon fits for new aircraft capability. One area of deep concern was stockholding, or more precisely, lack thereof.


Traditionally within the RAAF, stockholdings were considered as either Operating Stock (used to maintain peacetime capability levels) and Reserve Stock (additional stock not expected to be used in peacetime, that is, war stock). During peacetime and given the budgetary restrictions of fulfilling the ASD 235 and ASD 208 recommended holdings, the RAAF maintained stocks of selected munitions and war stores which represented the annual usage at peacetime rates of effort and a contingency reserve. Perhaps surprisingly, the RAAF did not appear to consider usage rates for credible contingencies which had overall Departmental endorsement.


The ADF had first attempted to produce a stockholding policy in 1963, but it was not endorsed by Cabinet who were shocked at the cost of implementation. Nevertheless, it became the basis for planning for Vietnam and the 1970s. Further reviews occurred in 1973 and several in the late 1970s but all lapsed.


Meanwhile, by 1975 the Air Requirements–Weapons staff had conducted an extensive study over the previous three years. They produced a draft RAAF Air Weapons Policy and Plans document which was intended to guide staff on RAAF weapons requirements from 1975 to 1990, define operational usage rates and replace the ASD 208. The document was part policy and part plan, divided into two sections. Part I – presented the results of the study and Part II – the path for development of RAAF weapon capability.41 The secret AUSTEO study was presented to the Air Board on 12 December 1975 and while it was endorsed, the Board restricted the circulation of the document to a select number of positions within Air Force Office, thus denying the Army, Navy and a major supplier, the Department of Manufacturing and Industry, the opportunity to comment.42


Concerns about ADF stockholding continued to be raised in public as well as privately by CDF and the Service Chiefs. The matter again came to the fore in December 1988 when the CDF, General Gration, speaking at a conference Australia and the World made the statement that:


... there is the vexed question of stockholdings, particularly of ammunition and spare parts. There is a careful balance to be struck between, on the one hand, wasting resources by holding unnecessarily large inventories of expensive stores and, on the other hand, holding too little and being caught short.43


Gration had months previously in May directed Major General John Baker and Air Vice-Marshal Alan Heggen to conduct a review of stockholding policy and to report their findings by 1 July 1988.44 Their key finding was that while operational stockholding was managed on an annual bid basis, reserve stockholding should be managed within the overall force development process, rather than as a separate budget item. This is where the policy had broken down in the past. The Baker-Heggen Review was followed by a review into operational readiness by Air Commodore Ian Westmore, and from these reviews a development program was instituted to establish three elements that were missing in ADF planning: preparedness objectives; endorsed activity levels with attendant usage rates; and reserve stockholding policy.


The result was a breakthrough for ADF planning principles. The first issue resulted in CDF issuing the Chief of the Defence Force Readiness Directive or CORD in 1989. Bi-annual Operational Readiness Reports were introduced which recorded the readiness state of all force elements. For the RAAF, the CORD was considered by the plans staff and reissued as the more detailed CAS Readiness Directive which further refined CAS requirements. From 1992, the CORD was retitled the CDF Preparedness Directive or simply the CPD.


While consideration of readiness was fine for short notice conflict of expected short duration, it was not suited to protracted operations. Preparedness had two components–readiness and sustainability and it was sustainability that had not been addressed in the first two issues of the CORD. Such concern had already caught the attention of the Parliament and prompted the Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade to examine the matter in a review entitled ‘Stockholding and Sustainability in the Australian Defence Force’. Sustainment remained a problem because by 1993, ‘endorsed contingency activity levels and usage rates–which form the essential basis for determining reserve stock requirements from preparedness objectives–are not yet established’. In essence, ‘it became evident [to the Committee] that the ADF does not have a stockholding policy’.45 The Parliamentary Committee was right. By 1996, it was still just too hard, so nothing had changed.


Towards Weapons System Master Plans


The changes that affected the RAAF during the 1990s also meant that the way the RAAF thought about its capabilities also had to change. The idea of a ‘cradle to grave’ weapon system master plan (WSMP) for each weapon system (such as the F/A-18 or P-3) had been under consideration for some time but only came about in 1996. The ADF had already been using ten fundamental inputs to capability (FICs) to describe project requirements, so it seemed reasonable to adopt these and include a timeline for all major and minor projects. This would provide a clearer picture of the RAAF’s operational assets and their ongoing viability.


At his CAS annual strategic planning conference in December 1995, Air Marshal Les Fisher thought the idea of a WSMP was sound and directed WSMPs be developed for each weapon system. At the following year’s conference, the methodology was agreed.46 After canvassing the FEG commanders and Commands, the Operational Requirements staff (in Development Division) would produce a draft plan for each weapon system. The draft would be scrutinised by the Air Force Development Committee before consideration by CASAC. To keep the WSMP in force, it was to be approved every two years or after a major amendment. A major amendment was defined as changing on-line availability, changing operational capability, or anything having an impact on the Air Force program of more than $1.0m, or if a change was deemed high risk. Once approved by CAS, the endorsed WSMP was published in the RAAF Annual Plan.47


Developing an Australian Air Power Doctrine


Australia’s geographic location, vast distances and relatively sparse population make air power a critical capability for the nation. While the RAN and Australian Army have an organic air power capability, the predominant provider of Australian military air power is the RAAF. Although the RAAF is arguably the world’s second oldest air force, surprisingly almost seventy years elapsed before the RAAF published its own basic air power doctrine–the fundamentals of how and why air power should be used. For nearly that entire interregnum, the RAAF had adopted RAF doctrine which no doubt suited during the inter-war period when the RAAF was in survival mode, but was found wanting once World War II began, particularly in the Pacific theatre. Although the RAAF contributed significantly to the war in Europe, Africa and the Mediterranean, where RAAF squadrons were integrated into RAF Wings, the case was not so in the Pacific. Here the major partner was the US, and Americans had quite different ideas about the employment of air power. The sheer scale and capacity of the US Army Air Force dwarfed anything the RAAF could provide, so the RAAF had to quickly adapt. While the RAAF ended the war as very capable tactically, and had some experience operationally, it was without experience strategically. One significant failing was only a few Australian airmen had served at the operational level and none who understood air campaign planning and command and control of air forces. Importantly, the RAAF had no experienced commander who could go on to take the RAAF forward.


By the 1950s, the predominant view was that the RAAF would operate with the Americans in the future: first in Korea and later Vietnam. The British withdrawal from east of Suez in the early 1970s meant that Australian defence was no longer under a British protectorate umbrella. Australia hurriedly joined a series of alliances to bolster its regional security and became part of the collective security arrangements offered by other regional partners. Yet RAAF thinking was still based upon RAF doctrine, ideas and geographic circumstances. Then there was the RAF’s focus on nuclear strike which was totally inappropriate for Australian circumstances.48


As well as fight regional wars, the onset of the Cold War brought about a new set of challenges for the RAAF. The world entered four ‘new ages’ from the 1950s: the nuclear age; the jet age; the missile age; and the space age. The RAAF tried to adopt or at least be a part of all four, although the nuclear and space age were beyond it. By the late 1950s, the RAAF made a concerted effort to get nuclear weapons but was unsuccessful. Australia’s involvement in British nuclear testing and the purchase of the F-111 (which was designed to be nuclear weapon-capable) saw a concerted push by CDFS, Air Chief Marshal Sir Frederick Scherger in particular, to convince the Menzies Government to acquire a nuclear weapon capability, first from the British, then the Americans. This desire continued, but political realities got in the way. By 1972, any final hope the RAAF may have had to go nuclear was firmly quashed by the incoming Labor government. The issue has never been revisited.


The RAAF was more successful with the advent of the jet and missile ages. Meteor jets had been acquired for the Korean War after the RAAF’s Mustangs were found unsuited to modern jet aerial combat. Originally, the RAAF had wanted the North American F-86 Sabre, but the Americans were outfitting their squadrons as a priority, particularly those in Western Europe supporting NATO. The Sabre would eventually arrive in RAAF livery in 1954, too late for Korea, but when they arrived, they were not fitted with air-to-air missiles. Guns remained the order of the day. The Air Board grasped the opportunity and recommended the AIM-9B as suitable for the Sabre and confirmed it would enter the RAAF inventory in I960.49 The Bloodhound surface-to-air missile was considered at the same time, with a recommendation going forward to acquire sixteen missiles and associated fire control equipment. With these acquisitions, the RAAF realised it had to begin training both officers and airmen in guided weapons systems, advanced electronics and radar.50


The fourth ‘new age’ was the space age. Australia would be a major contributor, particularly to the US space program, but mainly with provision of ground-based space tracking facilities. While Australia was the third nation into space after the Soviet Union and the US, little follow-up and lack of funding meant any space program based out of Woomera would be piecemeal.51 Despite continued lobbying to develop Woomera as an international space launch facility, little was done, and Woomera became synonymous with flight trials and weapons testing which continue today.


Despite the rapid advances in aircraft and weapon technology and their application, and the rapidly changing nature of air war, the RAAF still did not codify its raison d’être. This was a significant failing and one which would cause successive generations of senior personnel to both misunderstand and misapply air power lessons, particularly when debating serious defence issues. It was the officer categories which were most at fault. For example, in the 1960s and 70s while fighter pilots knew all about fighter operations, they generally knew little about transport or maritime operations, nor did they really care. Other officer ground categories had nothing but a superficial understanding of air operations or could discuss the theory of air power application. The RAAF had become an organisation of technocrats, with each officer category safe within its own fiefdom. For most of the RAAF’s airmen, they just knew how to do their own job and little about how their work was applied.


This lack of an intellectual backstop would be problematic for successive Chiefs, particularly as the strategic setting changed post-Vietnam. While adopting RAF, and to some extent USAF doctrine was convenient, the inability to explain the raison d’être behind the RAAF’s roles and, how new equipment proposals might be used in the Australian context, was satisfactory up till then. One reason was because of the Australian Government’s policy of ‘forward defence’, in vogue at the time, whereby the RAAF would simply contribute to the forces of the major players. By 1980, such was no longer the case. Unfortunately, the RAAF had settled into an equipment replacement mentality without the need for much intellectual rigour and which simply sought to replace like with like, even if the choice of new machines proved sound.


When Air Marshal Rowland became Chief, he was faced with a long shopping list of equipment decisions at a time when the Defence budget was being drawn down after Australia entered the depths of peace postVietnam. New fighters, new transports and new trainers were among the many types the RAAF needed to replace. Rowland found his staff generally had little understanding of the fundamental principles of air power or any in-depth knowledge about its application, particularly as to how each role meshed with others. Given such a paucity of intellectual rigor, it was difficult to sustain a valid argument in support of acquiring a new capability. Few could articulate what the basic principles of air power were, how a capability fit within the ADF’s force structure, how it could be employed, and so on. As discussed in chapter 4, Rowland tasked his Deputy to undertake a thorough review of the RAAF including its doctrinal basis. Frustratingly for Rowland, the terms of reference were not supported by the Secretary and CDF, so a watered-down version was agreed which just examined RAAF organisation, something that had been tinkered with on numerous previous occasions.


This lack of indigenous RAAF doctrine was most evident when the ‘ownership’ of the rotary wing transport fleet came up for discussion in the COSC in 1986. Apart from the one-sided perceptions and bias of several committee members, the sole dissenter, CAS Air Marshal Jake Newham, had no published conceptual basis from which to launch his defensive argument. Basics such as the need for centralised command and decentralised execution of air assets and the need for a single air commander, while obvious to a fighter pilot like Newham, were not so with the other COSC members. With that, a predetermined outcome and internecine politics at play, the helicopter ownership debate was lost.52


The RAAF’s First Air Power Doctrine


Not all Australian airmen of the past blindly adopted RAF doctrine and ideas. Air Vice-Marshal Henry Wrigley, one of Australia’s first airmen, had put his ideas about air power down on paper in the 1920s when a Squadron Leader. Unfortunately, these ideas were never circulated, or considered official, and were only published in 1990, three years after his death.53 From 1921 to 1990, the RAAF had no corporate basis from which to draw air power lessons, understand current concepts or test emerging ideas. It is an indictment on members of the air force that virtually none contributed to the air power debate until the late 1980s. For example, in surveying the ADF’s professional academic publication, The ADF Journal, between the first edition in November 1976 and the fifty-first in 1985, only three articles discussed air power doctrinal issues and one of those was written by an RAF Group Captain.54 The period 1986 to 1990 was little better with only eight entries on air power, three of which were letters to the editor decrying one of the previous articles.


As well as having no doctrinal basis with which to argue, one problem regarding gaining a deeper mastery of air power in the Australian context was the lack of a broader understanding of air power roles at almost every level within the RAAF. Over the ensuing eighteen years from 1972 to 1990, the air force roles had become ‘objectives’, a rather trendy business term. These objectives were to provide air forces capable of first: ‘conducting effective air operations in the pursuit of Australia’s security interests using both regular and reserve forces’; and second: ‘expanding in a timely manner in response to warning of more substantial conflict’.55 There was nothing in this to indicate just how this would be done. Gone were specifics such as ‘control of airspace’, ‘offensive operations’ and ‘maritime air warfare’ as had been used in the RAAF plan of 1972. This situation was in part of the RAAF’s own making as until 1990, RAAF air power doctrine had been adopted entirely from the RAF’s doctrine written in 1957, apparently without question.56 Until ‘B’ and ‘C’ promotion exams were discontinued in the 1980s, all General Duties officers (i.e. aircrew) were examined on their knowledge of the RAF AP 1300 Manual – Operations as the sole authority on air power practice, regardless of whether it applied in the Australian context or not. The only chapter not to be studied related to the employment of nuclear weapons.


By the late 1980s, the RAAF had developed into a potent offensive force with the acquisition of the F-111s, P-3C and F/A-18, together with advanced weapons such as the Harpoon missile and laser guided bombs. The RAAF’s transport fleet of later-model C-130s could cross the globe and react quickly to contingencies and crises. These assets combined with new ‘bare’ bases across the north of the continent meant the RAAF could for the first time in its history project power well into South-East Asia on a sustained basis. However, and despite the obvious need for air-to-air refuelling and AEW&C aircraft to complete the package, RAAF plans staff were unable to convince the other Services or the Defence bureaucrats as to why these assets were essential to ADF capability. While it was clear to the Air Force’s most senior officers, it was not clear to the uninitiated. The lack of formal doctrine, the fundamental principles which guide the actions of military forces, was a clear deficiency.


This lack of doctrine in part inhibited the RAAF’s continued attempts to acquire an AEW&C platform to support the F-111 and F/A-18 force. These began in the mid-1970s, but never went anywhere until the project was finally approved in 1997 and the Boeing E-7 Wedgetail finally arrived in 2009.57 Such an assertion, however, is too simplistic. Each project for a new capability needed to be placed in strategic context. All had to fit within extant government policy, compete with other force structure priorities and importantly, consider the budget implications.


The same might be said of the attempts by the RAAF to obtain an operational AAR capability in the same time period. When the Boeing B707 entered service in 1979, and after a previous failure to get a dedicated AAR aircraft, RAAF planners began to consider the conversion of the B707s into a multi-role tanker-transport which could be reconfigured as the situation required. The proposal was to configure the aircraft for F-111 tanking which required a boom system and for F/A-18s which require a drogue. When considered by the Force Structure Committee and the COSC, the outcome was a training capability delivered in 1991 that could only refuel the F/A-18s with a limited offload from the Boeing’s internal wing tanks, fuel that was also required for the B707 itself. While cost was proffered as the reason for such short-term thinking, it was more likely the position taken by many Defence bureaucrats that Australia did not want to appear ‘threatening’ as an AAR capability would allow the RAAF greater power projection capability well into the region.


Attempts to rectify the situation had begun in 1983 when the Director-General Plans and Policy, Air Commodore Doug Cameron, had concluded that the lack of indigenous RAAF doctrine ‘inhibited effective planning’ and the Air Force needed a ‘single source of authoritative doctrinal guidance to circulate to all staff. Cameron convinced the Chief of Air Force Development, Air Vice-Marshal Funnell and the CAS, Air Marshal David Evans, that a doctrine manual was desperately needed. With higher approval, a team was formed to draft such a manual, but for several reasons, the task fell by the wayside.58 Between 1983 and 1987, further attempts to quantify air power doctrine for one reason or another failed to progress.59


Although the original attempt to write doctrine had petered out, the RAAF can credit the drive and foresight of then Chief of the Air Staff, Air Marshal Ray Funnell, who in 1988 recognised the need to develop a new breed of strategic thinkers in the RAAF and for his recognition of the desperate need for a written, indigenous air power doctrine. This would come with a program of air power education across all ranks. Funnell observed that the RAAF had become ‘intellectual beachcombers’, collecting ideas from the doctrinal flotsam that washed up on Australia’s shores. Generally, these were leftovers from the ideas of others and from concept papers written by self-appointed experts in academia. He found the RAAF’s seventy-year old reliance on RAF manuals and the selected input from US think tanks as the basis for the RAAF’s ‘cobbled together’ approach to air power and its application. Funnell realised the RAAF had to develop its own, unique doctrine derived from Australian experience, ideas and theory that was set within the Australian context.60 By the time Funnell had been appointed, the over-arching Defence policy was one of self-reliance and limited war. That meant that the ADF would be expected to operate on its own in the Australian region without the support of major allies. Adoption of foreign doctrine and concepts was no longer appropriate.


Early in his appointment as CAS, Funnell tasked two RAAF Wing Commanders who attended the USAF Air War College in 1987-88 to examine the state of RAAF air doctrine. Wing Commanders Peter Criss and Dave Schubert published a monograph entitled The Leading Edge: Air Power in Australia’s Unique Environment based on their joint student research paper which won the College Commandant’s Prize for writing excellence.61 Their 187-page analysis unearthed three major problems facing the RAAF: the legacy of European and US air power philosophies as applied in Australia; the slow changes in Australia’s perception of changing geopolitical conditions affecting defence policy; and the lack of uniquely Australian thought and guidance for air power development. While not a doctrinal guidebook as such, The Leading Edge prompted a serious rethink about air power and its role in Australia’s defence.


As well as the findings of The Leading Edge, Funnell was also prompted by the 1987 Baker Report’s damning assessment of the RAAF’s identity. Baker forced the CAS to take a closer look at air power education in the RAAF to see what might be done to fix the general lack of understanding of air power not just within the RAAF, but also within the ADF. Funnell subsequently tasked Air Commodore Ian Westmore to conduct a survey of air power education across the RAAF and to consider the extent to which it was taught and more importantly, understood. Westmore’s findings came as a shock, but in some way, was expected. What was taught to officers was ‘ad hoc, largely superficial, and unrelated to career progression, endorsed doctrine or common references. No attempt had been made to educate enlisted ranks’. Westmore concluded that the ‘malaise’ within the RAAF was ‘universally’ attributed to the lack of an air power education system.62 CAS now realised he had two problems: the lack of an Australian unique air power doctrine and the lack of an air power education program across all ranks. Funnell tackled both simultaneously.
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The RAAF’s Air Power Development Centre staff: WGCDRs Dave Schubert and Alan Stephens, GPCAPT Brendan O’Loghlin, WGCDRs Gary Waters and Brian ‘Bushy’ Kavanagh







In response to the parlous situation regarding air power knowledge, understanding and education, Funnell withdrew two officers from the RAAF’s Development Division and tasked them to produce doctrine that was specific to the RAAF Adopting USAF doctrine was clearly lazy and inappropriate. Funnell later recalled his basic reasoning. The RAAF and USAF were very different: ‘Different in size, different in background and different in tradition’.63 He might have added different in global perspective. Consequently, he moved Wing Commanders David Schubert and Brian ‘Bushy’ Kavanagh from their office in Air Force Office and relocated them to the World War II era wooden huts behind the RAAF Staff College at RAAF Fairbairn. Here, they set about the task of writing the RAAF’s first doctrine and were shortly to be joined by a third member, Wing Commander Gary Waters.64


The Air Power Studies Centre


Having placed Schubert, Kavanagh and Waters at Fairbairn to work on the doctrine, the next step was to create a centre of excellence to ‘develop and recommend air power doctrine and policy for the RAAF’.65 Funnell created the Air Power Studies Centre with effect on 7 August 1989 and handpicked the team. He placed Group Captain Brendan ‘Bol’ O’Loghlin as its first Director. O’Loghlin was ably supported by four Wing Commanders (the original three with Alan Stephens joining shortly after) and a single supporting staff member.


The result of their efforts was the AAP 1000 – Royal Australian Air Force Air Power Manual which was released in August 1990. As well as discussing war, air power and its application in the Australian context, the manual first exposed what were called the air power campaigns. These were: Control of the Air (as the prime campaign), Air Bombardment, and Air Support for Combat Forces-simple but accurate descriptors of what air power brought to the joint battle.66 The manual reinforced the idea that these campaigns were to be conducted simultaneously, not in sequence. As important, the manual introduced the characteristics of air power, its maxims and imperatives.


In 1994, the second edition appeared as The Air Power Manual with several revisions and clarifications. Most noticeable were firstly Air Bombardment had been renamed Air Strike and then Air Support for Combat Forces became just Air Support. The six air power operations were recast as four air power roles-Counter-air; Strike and Interdiction; Anti-Surface Forces; and Force Enhancement. Five support functions were also expanded upon.


The intent was to keep the doctrine contemporary. The doctrine process was always intended to be flexible and was mandated to be reviewed every three to four years as the air power environment changed and evolved.67


The Air Power Manual was issued to every officer, ADF training establishment, libraries and universities, allied air forces and public institutions. Despite its success, there were numerous detractors when the Manual was first released, mainly from Army and to a lesser extent, Navy. Public debate, however, was supportive with His Excellency, the Governor-General Bill Hayden, and the Minister for Defence, Robert Ray, both lauding it at a major conference.68 Contentious statements such as air power being the ‘dominant component of combat power’ and the use of the term ‘air campaigns’ reinforced ingrained prejudices. Then there was the matter of the term ‘independence’. This notion, which dated back to the earliest air power theorist’s promises for air power, implied that the air force wanted to do its own thing to the detriment of the overall effort. This was never the case and was clearly explained in the Manual, but many critics did not read the document and continued to believe what they wanted to believe. It was not until the 1991 Gulf War that some of these promises about air power’s contribution to modern joint warfare were demonstrated and could be better understood, even by the most ardent critics.


Some RAAF officers also questioned the use of the name Air Power Manual, with a manual being a ‘how to guide’ which they claimed doctrine was not. Semantics aside, the AAP1000 was soon adopted, and an education program developed, delivered first to all members of the RAAF, then taken wider afield to educate the sister Services and finally, to politicians and the public. To better achieve the broader education aim, the AAP 1001 – The Condensed Air Power Manual was produced which in twenty pages covered the main points of the parent document’s 273 pages and was issued to every airman and airwoman as they entered Recruit Training Unit.


Next, there was the vexed issue of command of air assets. Was the RAAF’s air power doctrine meant to apply to the Army and the Navy? If so, the Manual’s dictum that air power must be commanded by a single air commander (called the Air Component Commander) with professional knowledge of the application of air power was also against the grain of the two surface forces, despite the fact that a Land Component and Maritime Component were always a given. The Army and Navy argued that their air assets were organic to their operations and could not be reallocated or controlled by another Service. Airmen have always argued that only an airman has the professional mastery and expertise to conduct an effective joint air campaign without falling into the trap of ‘penny packeting’ or losing focus on the prime aim. The Manual went on to recognise that all components would be under a Joint Force Commander, who, depending on the circumstances may be a soldier, sailor or airman and they would decide how assets were apportioned and employed.


Following publication of the Manual, a wide-reaching air power education program was implemented in July 1992 which targeted three levels: a formal education program set within the education and training context; courses at unit level through largely informal means; and presentations to the Defence organisation, the wider community and regional nation’s armed forces. In time, more extensive air power courses were developed and delivered to all ab initio courses, staff courses and air power seminars. With the advent of the Air Power Mannual and a formal air power education program, the RAAF finally had the intellectual standing it desperately needed.








CHAPTER 3


Reviews, Reviews, Reviews


As the RAAF entered its sixth decade, few could foresee the dramatic changes that would shortly affect the way the Service was structured, commanded, administered, populated and organised. It was a period in which the Services suffered sustained attacks on personnel numbers, basing and organisation. Within the Government and media, there was the dogmatic belief that somehow the RAAF could make do with far fewer personnel and that commercial business could deliver defence services much cheaper and more efficiently than those delivered by men and women in uniform. The late 1980s and 1990s would be remembered as the era of defence reviews. The suite of reviews undertaken in that period came in three forms: Government initiated; Defence initiated; and RAAF initiated. All affected the RAAF and this chapter discusses the first two. Chapter 12 entitled Workforce Reform covers the latter.


What prompted the plethora of reviews was a combination of events that few had foreseen in the 1980s. The first was the collapse of the Soviet Union which effectively ended the Cold War. For the first time in living memory, the world was not under the direct threat of nuclear annihilation. The second was the pronouncement by then US President George H.W Bush after Gulf War I that the West had entered ‘a new world order’. These two events ushered in calls from global leaders for a ‘peace dividend’, much like similar calls at the end of World War I and World War II. Defence was now likely to be engaged in wars of choice and ‘simple’ peacekeeping expeditions, which required fewer in uniform and less sophisticated hardware. The third was a changing social and industrial environment within Australia.


The first of a string of reviews began in 1972 with Sir Arthur Tange and continued unabated over the next quarter century as each newly elected government sought to make its political mark, override or outdo its predecessor, and garner savings to meet pressing domestic needs. In a time of relative peace, the Defence portfolio was an easy target. By 1985-86,  Defence cost the country 2.9 per cent of GDP which equated to 8.5 per cent of government outlays.1 The Social Security, Health and Education portfolios all sought an even larger slice of the budget, so the Government turned to Defence to help relieve the pressure.


Table 3.1 summarises the seventeen major reviews discussed in this chapter by year the report was tabled. After Tange, they ran between 1982 and 1996 equating to one every seven months.
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Table 3.1 – Summary of Major Defence Reviews – 1982-1996





The 1972 Tange Review


Chief instigator of the first post-Vietnam review and major upheaval to the way of doing business in Defence was the incoming Secretary of the Department, Sir Arthur Tange. Tange was a career public servant who had risen through the ranks to head the Department of External Affairs and was High Commissioner to India before taking up his Defence appointment in March 1970. He would be remembered as one of the last true mandarins, despised by some, admired by others, but the right man for reform.


Tange had to first understand the workings and internal politics of the massive Defence group of Departments which included Navy, Army, Air Force, Supply and Defence (Central). All had their own Ministers, budgets, cultures and organisational rules. Each competed with the others for budget and kudos, most often on acrimonious terms. Tange soon found that previous attempts at reform under Minister Allen Fairhall and Secretary Sir Henry Bland had come to nothing. Tribalism and entrenched attitudes were extremely hard to overcome.2 Tange would not allow further obfuscation.


Under the Liberal Governments of Gorton and McMahon, Tange found he was regularly overridden by the various Ministers, who took advice directly from their Service heads, often without reference to their departmental secretaries. The Naval, Army and Air Force Boards had been responsible for administration, budget expenditure, equipment acquisition and organisation of their respective Service. Each Board, chaired by the respective Service chief, was only beholden to their respective Minister and as such, became a law unto themselves.


It was not until a more engaged Labor Government came to power that Tange could undertake the reforms he thought were desperately needed. One of the incoming Defence Minister Lance Barnard’s first directives was for Tange to undertake ‘a review and to make recommendations leading to a reorganisation of the Defence Group of Departments’. Tange later recalled that regardless of his report, it was Whitlam who insisted on the main thrust – abolishing the Service Departments and to strengthen the role of the one Department of Defence.3 Almost a year after the Whitlam Government was elected, Tange submitted his report in November 1973 and it was tabled in Parliament as Australian Defence: Report on the Reorganisation of the Defence Group of Departments early in December that year.4


Tange’s far-reaching review was based upon his belief that parochial and entrenched traditional ideas among the various ‘tribes’ ... were ‘not responsive to changing external circumstances’.5 He recommended amalgamation of the three Service departments with the existing Department of Defence and selected parts of the Department of Supply. The Service Boards would be abolished, and the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee was to be replaced by a ‘joint’ Chief of the Defence Force Staff, appointed to command the three Services. Administrative functions would be placed within the Department and the organisation would be managed through a hierarchy of committees. One Minister would now be responsible for the working of the entire department.


The Government accepted the majority of Tange’s recommendations and gave authority for the changes proposed.6 There was little impact on the majority in the RAAF below wing commander rank and for most it was business as usual. The main impact was on how the RAAF would be commanded, controlled, funded and administered. These were all extremely important matters but were the worry of those in the higher headquarters. While command of airmen was a matter for the Services, Tange considered administration, budgeting and acquisition should be left to professional public servants who didn’t hold parochial views and were there for the long term.
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AIRMSHL Charles Read had to stabilise the RAAF after Vietnam





Consequently, the Services had to carefully manage the relationship with their prickly departmental Secretary. CAS at the time, Air Marshal Charles Read, later recalled his professional relationship with Tange:7


I think I got on quite well with him although he knew I didn’t agree with all aspects of the reorganisation which was being pushed through. The Air Board was to be disestablished and [there were] quite a few other dramatic changes. Millions of committees were being formed. I used to get impatient with the committee system. It seemed to be [just] keeping minutes and wasting hours.


[Tange] was certainly the most senior public servant in the area. I thought he handled things reasonably well, but I certainly know about the attitude a lot of officers took towards him. He was pretty ruthless. I can always remember his treatment of the new incoming minister which ... was Barnard. And, of course, Barnard knew nothing at all about Defence in the slightest and it was rather trying to sit there in some of the combined meetings and see Sir Arthur trying to brief his new minister. In fact, I thought he was very patient.


While Tange did not get things all his way, it presaged a series of future reviews and reforms beginning in the 1980s which would deeply affect the way the RAAF delivered air power capability and conducted its business.


As well as major changes under Tange, the next Minister for Defence, James Killen announced in October 1976 that Air Office would be retitled Air Force Office as the term Air’ had a ‘misleading connotation in that it did not reflect the distinction between Air Force and civil aviation’. With that, Defence Instructions (Air) became Defence Instructions (Air Force) and the Defence Act 1903 and the Defence Force Reorganisation Act 1975 required amendment in due course.


The Utz Review


The next review after Tange came ten years later and was called The Higher Defence Organisation in Australia. This was more colloquially known as the Utz Review, so named after the review chairman, Mr John Utz, the Chief Executive of Wormald International Limited. In 1981, and at the behest of the CDFS, Admiral Sir Anthony Synnot, Prime Minister Fraser announced this review into how Defence was managed post-Tange. Synnot was particularly concerned in the way that Tange’s changes had been implemented and with the now unsatisfactory, almost dysfunctional relationship between the military and civilian elements within the Department. The findings of the Utz Review were subsequently tabled in Parliament in October 1982, but they never addressed Synnot’s primary concern.8


Utz had broad terms of reference which included an examination of the suitability of the defence organisation to develop capability for independent defence, the level of defence preparedness, the level of co-operation with allies, and the self-reliance of national infrastructure. Responsibilities within the portfolio, particularly that of CDFS, and the functions of the numerous higher defence committees were also considered in detail.9 Senior officers from the Services and across the Department were invited to share their views, but any who thought their level of influence would change anything were in for a shock and disappointment.10


Utz reported that the Tange reforms had gained general acceptance and that substantial improvements had been made to the existing structure, but that the lack of involvement of the Services in the development and implementation of policy was a shortcoming. This was not surprising since Tange had specifically recommended that policy development was a matter for senior public servants, not the military. Attempts by the Services to subsume the force development process was also rejected under Utz and so too the proposal to reduce the numerous higher defence committees. Thankfully the intention to give these committees executive authority was also dismissed, so at least the Secretary and CDFS retained their respective Ministerial delegations.


Although no Air Force member was on the Utz Committee review panel, Air Marshal Sir Neville McNamara as CAS, Air Vice-Marshal David Evans as Chief of Air Force Operations (CAFOPS) and Air Vice-Marshal Tony Dietz as Chief of Air Force Technical Services (CAFTS) all appeared before it. Despite Utz’s findings of ‘cordial and effective’ working relationships at the highest level, both McNamara and Evans made it quite clear that the antagonistic environment between Service and civilian staff was destructive, in particular with regards to force development. McNamara told the Committee that the structure was wrong in that certain higher-level civilians could unduly influence the system, particularly over funding. He later stated in his memoirs that:


The Utz Committee was itself an example of one of the problems that I saw besetting Defence ... To be blunt, I do not really know why we had to have a review because I never saw anything explicit in terms of precisely what deficiencies it was meant to correct . to me, it was a disappointment ... it would seem the truth behind these organisational reviews is that they were always simply exercises in trying to harvest budgetary savings.11


Air Vice-Marshal Evans went further in that the arrangement ‘was an impediment to the proper functioning of the Australian Defence Force’ and he offered over fifty extant examples of the Force Development and Analysis Division of Defence (FDA, known disparagingly within RAAF circles as the Forces of Darkness and Annihilation or other such terms) opposing the RAAF’s proposals for equipment and capability acquisition.12 Evans and Sir Neville’s views were generally ignored, but at least they must have felt some comfort when the Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade found in its 1987 report on the Management of Australia’s Defence five years later that:


The Committee considers that the present organisational arrangements tend to favour the civilian hierarchy. The changes that were made in 1976 have provided the Secretary with increased formal and informal powers, some of which have been obtained at the expense of the military... [The Secretary] and his senior officers chair most of the senior defence committees, have privileged access to the Minister ... and tend to serve much longer in key positions.13


Perhaps the main outcome of Utz was the establishment of the Department of Defence Support with its own Minister, argued on the basis of the wide span of control, predominantly under the Secretary. It was almost a step backwards to recreating the defunct Department of Supply. The Government however, agreed with Utz and the Department of Defence Support was created in May 1982. The Department was to be short lived, being abolished in December 1984. While Australian industry generally supported the idea of a Department of Support, the implementation of the added requirement for thirty per cent Australian offsets was strongly argued against by overseas companies, the majority of whom supplied the RAAF with aircraft, weapons, maintenance spares and handling equipment.14 While the Department of Defence Support soon ceased, the offsets policy remained (later renamed Australian Industrial Participation or AIP), which boded well for the Nomad aircraft, impacted the decision to acquire the F/A-18, and spawned the idea of an indigenous training aircraft to be known as the Wamira.


While Utz had delivered what he was generally asked to do, the Joint Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence conducted its own review into the ADF’s structure and capabilities in early 1984.15 The scope of the inquiry considered the extant organisation, capabilities and doctrine– how the elements related to each other, how they were commanded and how they were employed in combat. It was this latter element, doctrine, that the RAAF was found wanting. The Committee found the core force strategy to be inadequate in terms of its short-term deployment capacity and combat sustainability, its expansion potential and its operational command structure’, something the Service chiefs had been saying all along.16 The report pointed out that the strategy was essentially a reactive one. As might be expected, the report created sensational news, with the media claiming the ADF could not respond when needed – yet the blame for this fell upon the Services not government policy.17


The Formation of HQADF


Given the lack of power exercised within the Department by the individual Services and the relatively small headquarters under the CDFS, the incoming CDFS, General Sir Phillip Bennett, redesignated his staff as Headquarters ADF in September 1984. This was to both emphasise his command authority and to support him in his role as principal military advisor to the Minister. The following month, the Government changed the title of CDFS to just CDF-Chief of the Defence Force, a more appropriate designation highlighting the incumbent’s primary role as commander of Australia’s military forces.18 Bennett would have to wait for nearly two more years to get a deputy before Air Marshal Ray Funnell assumed the new appointment of Vice Chief of the Defence Force, effectively becoming the CDF’s deputy and Chief of Staff.


Although Utz attempted to examine how the Defence organisation worked, it really did not affect the RAAF that much. It took the 1986 review by Mr Paul Dibb and two further reviews, one in 1988 by Brigadier John Baker and the other in 1989 by Mr Alan Wrigley, to drive the organisational direction into the 1990s and beyond.19 While Dibb’s Review has been covered in the first two chapters, several key recommendations stifled RAAF plans to develop a balanced force that could project power into the region when necessary. Dibb would not propose major capability enhancements to the ADF, rather reductions in some areas. Dibb’s strategy of denial and his levels of conflict construct placed an emphasis on intelligence and surveillance in which the RAAF had a role to play. Dibb’s focus would be on continental defence using over-the-horizon radar backed up by F/A-18s and naval forces. The RAAF’s C-130 and Caribou force was a given, but the helicopters were identified as a need of the Army for tactical mobility. Dibb recommended that as well as the UH-1 Iroquois and the Black Hawks then on order, that the government acquire 36 more helicopters, specifically for company lift. This left the door open for the Army to argue taking over the RAAF’s entire helicopter fleet.20


The Cooksey Review


As well as the Dibb Review, in February 1987, Minister for Defence Kim Beazley commissioned Mr Robert Cooksey, a management consultant, to report on Australia’s Defence facilities following release of the 1987 White Paper. Cooksey’s terms of reference included the identification of properties ‘which do not significantly contribute to the Defence function’ and to ‘propose alternative arrangements for relocating essential Defence functions which would be displaced by disposals’.21


As far as the RAAF was concerned, Cooksey noted the development of bare bases at Derby, Tindal and one proposed at Cape York, but that as they were not permanent, were to be ‘seen as austere operating facilities’ and kept. In his view, the placement of bases in the south made good strategic and economic sense being located near Australia’s civil population, industry and infrastructure and the location of operational forces at Richmond, Amberley, Edinburgh and Williamtown were also deemed sound.22


While the operational side was safe, the logistics side was not. Cooksey reported that the major stores depots at Dubbo, Regents Park and Toowoomba should be rationalised and that No 1 Central Ammunition Depot at Kingswood be relocated by ‘about the turn of the century’. Likewise, the three aircraft depots at Laverton, Richmond and Amberley came under scrutiny with the proposal that the Laverton Depot be rationalised between the other two. This was not taken up at the time but would come to fruition within five years.23 By all accounts, the review had little initial impact on the RAAF when released but it would trigger further examination of the stores and depot maintenance functions in the coming years.


A Series of Efficiency Reviews


With the end of Cold War certainty, western governments sought to redefine their place in the world and in particular, the role of their armed Services. Australia was no exception and in 1989, the first of a series of efficiency reviews into the Services would make significant changes to personnel, basing and force structure. It appeared to many policy makers that ‘a new world order’ had arrived now the Soviet Union was no longer a threat and so there was no longer a need for substantial or high readiness military forces. How quickly strategic certainty turned to strategic uncertainty.


The first of what would become a plethora of post-Cold War reviews commenced between 1989 and 1991 and fundamentally changed the way support services were delivered to the defence force.24 While each review had its own impact, all squeezed more savings out of a shrinking Defence budget at a time when global instability became the key concern. The most influential documents were the Wrigley Review and the Force Structure Review (FSR) of1991. The former, which was written in 1989 with a public version released in 1992, set the ADF on a course of commercialisation and contracting out of ‘support’ functions. It spawned the Commercial Support Program (CSP), the Defence Regional Support Review (DRSR) and the Defence Logistics Redevelopment Project (DLRP). The FSR provided the strategic guidance missing from DOA87 and followed directly from the Wrigley Review of two years prior. FSR had a significant effect on the RAAF as base operations, aircraft maintenance and logistics support that had previously been preserved ‘in-house’ as a matter of policy were now up for contracting.


The Wrigley Review


Perhaps the most ground-breaking and possibly damaging review for the RAAF at the time was The Defence Force and the Community: A Partnership in Australia’s defence (sic).25 Undertaken by former Deputy Secretary B of the Department and Director-General of ASIO, Mr Alan Wrigley, his review’s substantial 602 page report was tabled in June 1990 at a time when the Services were coming out of a period of the Cold War and were essentially entering a period of unknowns. Wrigley position was simple: ‘there are ways in which the Australian community can become more involved in defence’, a euphemistic phrase for contracting out all what was non-essential services to industry–the term ‘outsourcing’ now entered the Defence lexicon. Wrigley argued that the build-up of forces over past decades and shrinking defence budgets made it ‘timely to turn to a total force [emphasis in original] which includes a substantial and capable reserve component’.26 Wrigley then turned to the then current policy regarding defence self-sufficiency and how defence would respond to ‘credible contingencies’, meaning generally low-level incursions across Australia’s air-sea gap. The inevitable conclusion was that the civilian infrastructure and Australian industry should take up the support role (particularly in the southern regions of Australia) and that more emphasis be placed on the ready reserves, called rather anachronistically, the ‘militia’.


Historian Eric Andrews recorded that there was a mixed response to Wrigley’s report as ‘he was considered by the military to be abrasive and confrontational, as was seen in the provocative tone in his report’.27 Regardless of style, it was content and recommendations that mattered. Two questions remained: Would Australian industry rise to the challenge and how would the military manage such a transition?


Of the three Services, the RAAF stood to lose the most. Navy had support as an integral part of the fighting ship and already had major ship maintenance and refits undertaken by dockyard contractors. Army’s support was intended to go forward into the field and when deployed, reduce the garrison into a caretaker mode that a contractor could certainly manage without impact to the fighting force. The RAAF on the other hand was consigned to fixed air bases from which to operate. ‘High tech’ systems meant a high support requirement. As the prevailing defence policy was one of defending Australia, it made sense to Wrigley to contract out the support and maintenance functions at air force bases. No thought was apparently given by Wrigley to expeditionary operations, as these were generally discounted and considered to be discretionary in nature.


Throughout the 1980s, the RAAF had maintained a deployment at Butterworth and a helicopter commitment to the Multi-National Force in the Sinai (1982-1986), but apart from that, little concerted operational tasking had been undertaken since Vietnam. Transport and maritime operations went on regardless, but generally fell under the radar of bureaucrats in Canberra. The same could be said of Army and Navy operations. In 1989, all of Wrigley’s ideas made sense in an ideal world where all the RAAF had to do was help defend Australia from ‘low-level’ attacks and employ the cheaper Reserves to fill in any gaps as or when required. Warning time would allow the RAAF to bring the Reserves up to operational standard.


It was also naïve to think that Australians would leave their regular jobs and families and rush to join a ready reserve force that placed heavy demands on their time to maintain certain levels of competency, often at remote locations. This was particularly so in the case of the RAAF which had a technologically dependent force and therefore required higher levels of education, skills and technical training. Remote area locations such as RAAF Tindal were certainly not popular for part-timers and the possibility of deployment overseas for extended periods no doubt put off many potential candidates.


After Wrigley’s report was presented to government, the new Minister for Defence, Robert Ray, perhaps sensing a military rebellion, commissioned two further reviews. The first was an inter-departmental committee (IDC) to examine the Wrigley recommendations and the other was the Force Structure Review to examine the Services in light of the 1987 White Paper. Both reported in May 1991.28 Ray was a Labor Party power broker and the right person to drive efficiencies within the largest Government department-service efficiency was a Hawke Government platform at the time.
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Senator Robert Ray, an effective Minister who supported the RAAF





An IDC to consider Wrigley’s recommendations was clearly the neatest course; after all, the solution would likely affect more than just Defence. Given the potential impact on a diverse number of portfolios and the perception of potentially considerable savings, the IDC was undertaken at Deputy Secretary level and chaired by Prime Minister & Cabinet. The Departments of Defence, Treasury, Finance, Industrial Relations, Transport and Communications and Industry, and Technology and Commerce were all equally represented. VCDF, Vice Admiral Alan Beaumont was the military representative. To give the committee its due, they canvassed a wide range of practices including base visits and case studies, costings, training and considered input from numerous subject matter experts, including members of the ADF.


The IDC agreed with Wrigley that ‘a substantial range of support activities currently undertaken by the military could be made more effectively and efficiently performed by industry or civilians’.29 Specifically listed were catering, stores/transport, administrative support, non-military training, repair/maintenance, communications, medical and firefighting. There was a broad belief that contracting such functions would be cheaper, but the IDC did not qualify this perception. Reasons supporting commercialisation were an increase in depth of the ADF, an increase in efficiency and an improvement of the level of understanding between the ADF and the community.


The Commercial Support Program


The IDC in turn recommended the introduction of a Commercial Support Program, (simplified to CSP), to contract out specified maintenance, logistics and base support functions. CSP was announced in May 1991 and divided the ADF’s activities into ‘core’ and ‘non-core’. The former were front line, war fighting capabilities such as fighter squadrons, naval vessels and Army battalions. The latter were base and administrative support, some levels of maintenance, and the provision of logistic services.


The RAAF was a clear target under CSP. Navies sent their entire ship’s company to war taking their supporting staff with them. In-port maintenance had already been largely contracted to civilians. The Army sent the troops to war and took their Brigade Administrative Support Battalions with them. But the RAAF with its small aircrew cadre who were the war fighters, relied heavily on fixed air base support and depots for maintenance of their much more advanced technology. The real difficulty came when ‘core’ and ‘noncore’ functions had to be determined. Was for example a corporal instrument fitter who worked at RAAF Williamtown core or non-core? The answer was ‘it depends’.


Implementation of the CSP program began in 1993 and allowed for the commercialisation of various tiers of activities, with the RAAF able to submit in-house bids to win the work back. Up to 2000 Service positions were expected to be civilianised. However, very few of the in-house bids won against strong commercial interests, not surprising given the significant fixed overheads the RAAF and Defence had to incorporate in their bids. Previously exempt force elements were no longer preserved, so this placed a huge burden on those who had to maintain training and operations while at the same time, submit detailed proposals for their own in-house work. Clearly a huge challenge lay ahead.


The IDC’s recommendations were agreed by government, so commercialisation it would be. ADF elements would be put up for contracting out – so called ‘market tested’ and this would be via a simultaneous three tier program. As a sop, the Services could compete for their own work, but in the main the in-house options were just not commercially competitive.


Three essential criteria were agreed before likely commercialisation candidates were put forward. The candidates chosen must not have any adverse impact on operations; must be cost effective; and must be practicable. Such constraints in hindsight were just wishful thinking.


For the RAAF, the CSP tiers consisted of the following:30


Tier-1 – Specific Activities


• Catering at Point Cook and Fairbairn


• Base support and clothing store at Fairbairn


• Depot level maintenance of P-3s at Richmond


• Depot level maintenance of HS-748s at East Sale


• Depot, Intermediate level and engine maintenance of F-111 aircraft at Amberley


• A turn-key approach to PC-9 maintenance at Pearce


• The corrosion control facility at Richmond


• Ab-initio pilot training


• Basic trade and aircraft training at RAAF Wagga.


Tier-2 – General Activities


• Strategic communications; movement and transport (including strategic air transport); base support functions; supply and procurement and general training. For the RAAF, these included:


• C-130 deeper maintenance


• Iroquois R3/R4 maintenance


• RAAF Wagga catering and accommodation


• RAAF Williams support services


• No 2 Stores Depot GEMS


• Base calibration centres


• No 1 Aircraft Depot residual functions


• ADF Aircrew Publications.


Tier-3 – Other Activities not Previously Considered


• Authorised line managers to commercialise functions listed as defence infrastructure under Tier-2.


Given the huge impost on the Services and the ambitious timescale required for implementation, only Tiers-1 and -2 were ever actioned.


CSP forced a major change to Defence as it challenged the entire organisation to become more efficient. Whether that meant more effective was not specified. The new buzzwords of ‘commercialisation’, ‘civilianisation’, ‘privatisation’ and ‘downsizing’ were now in vogue. Arguments that civilian contractors would end up being more expensive in the longer term, that they would not deploy, or that the Services would still bear the training and workplace overhead costs were not countenanced. Unfortunately, within a decade all would be proven true. CSP ushered in a wide range of commercialisation opportunities for base support, maintenance and the various Defence logistic units, as well as forcing a restructure in the Defence acquisition process. By 1993, all Tier-1 activities had been subjected to market testing and work had commenced on the testing of Tier-2.31 Tier-1 savings amounted to $43.4m.32


The impact of CSP on the RAAF was profound. While many ‘noncore’ activities were quarantined for operational support reasons, CSP was felt mainly in the logistics and training sub-programs. By 1995, fifteen air force activities had been through CSP with the first commercial contract let on 14 December 1992. Annualised recurrent savings of $38.74m were attributed to these CSP outcomes. In the case of Training Command, of the ten functions tested, only two (Fairbairn base support and HS-748 avionics) were retained in-house; but for losing bids, it was base catering functions that were the hardest hit.33


RAAF Wagga was among the bases to undergo major ‘civilianisation’. By February 1995 catering and technical training had undergone CSP testing with the in-house bids deemed uncompetitive. The catering function realised savings of $3.12m (49%) while technical training realised savings of just over $5m (72%). With regards to technical training, NSW TAFE secured the contract with a phase-in period in 1994 and full implementation by January 1995. Given the change, the RAAF School of Technical Training and the RAAF School of Clerical and Supply Training amalgamated in August 1996. Changes to training at RAAF Wagga are further discussed in chapter 10.


At the end of December 1995, the RAAF took stock of the Tier-2 activities either already tested or underway. 1376 uniformed and 122 public service positions across seventeen activities had been tested by that time, and 1031 uniformed and 627 public service positions were about to come under scrutiny. The original list of Tier-2 was now somewhat expanded to include base support and domestic services at Air Command bases, administrative support, base training services, records management, IT support, and facilities maintenance.34 Meanwhile, CSP had not yet finished. Director CSP – Air Force, Group Captain Dick Hedges, announced the future of Air Force CSP at an industry conference on 28 November 1995. Twenty-seven activities performed by 1600 Defence personnel were to be reviewed by the year 2000.35 By 2000, CSP was still underway when attention turned predominantly to No 501 Wing at RAAF Amberley.


But CSP always had a major flaw. Post-Vietnam, Australia had been in the depths of peace for many years. CSP had been predicated on rationalising ‘non-core’ functions as they were in peacetime, not under a serious contingency situation. The RAAF was designed around the philosophy that come a crisis, many ‘non-core’ personnel would almost immediately become ‘core’ personnel, even if only to allow for a rotational capacity if the contingency continued beyond six months. In addition, all deployed personnel had the secondary responsibility of base and airfield defence regardless of their usual duties. The adage ‘structure for war and adapt for peace’ would now be turned on its head.


The Force Structure Review (FSR)


The second major review of the time, commissioned in May 1990 by Minister for Defence Robert Ray, was the Force Structure Review or FSR. FSR’s intent was to ‘ensure that Defence planning for the 1990s goes forward in a balanced way’.36 However, in effect, it became a short-to-medium term restructuring project that would also have huge implications for the RAAF. FSR was jointly conducted by the Development Division of HQADF and Force Development and Analysis Division in the Department. Their proposals were endorsed by COSC in April 1991. The report was presented to Minister Ray a month later.


As well as understanding the fallout from Wrigley, the FSR team were conscious of the real growth needed in Defence outlays to deliver on the envisaged DOA87 force structure. By mid-1991, real growth was zero, while financial guidance averaged around 2.1 per cent of GDP, this when the White Paper was predicated on Defence being given between 2.6 to 3.0 per cent of GDP.37 While operating costs were generally non-discretionary, the other major components of budget expenditure–personnel and new equipment proposals–came under greater pressure. It meant that capital equipment expenditure and personnel growth clearly had to be curtailed, easiest to do through budget cuts. The FSR was sold on the premise that it would increase the ‘teeth-to-tail’ ratio and hand non-essential tasks such as deeper maintenance and base support to the civilian workforce, both of which were constantly assumed to be much cheaper. CSP was intended to do just that. FSR was expected to save a further 1800 positions over a ten-year horizon.


So it was not surprising that among FSR outcomes was a greater reliance on reserves (particularly for Army) and civilian contractors. Another outcome was the realisation that the Five-Year Defence Program, known as the FYDP–essentially the defence budget–was not far reaching enough, so it was expanded into a Ten-Year Defence Program, the TYDP. Furthermore, there was to be a move of the ADF to the north and west of the country, supposedly to be closer to any threat axis that might emerge in the nearer term. This continued the Beazley concept of an Army presence in the North (or APIN) and the Navy’s move west to HMAS Stirling to create a ‘two ocean navy’. For the RAAF, to manage and integrate the FSR initiatives, RAAF 2000, Our Flight Plan for the Future was released in FY 1991-92. In it, the manpower savings target was a reduction in uniformed strength of 1800 over the TYDP.38


On the more positive note, RAAF Tindal was commissioned as a permanent F/A-18 fighter base, the construction of a new bare base near Derby in Western Australia had begun, and another near Weipa in North Queensland was under consideration. These would complete a ring of northern air bases which included RAAF Learmonth near Exmouth in Western Australia, and RAAF Darwin and Townsville.


As well as basing changes and greater scrutiny of new equipment proposals, personnel costs had to be reined in and so a complementary Ready Reserve Program was proposed. In short, permanent ADF members would be reduced in number and a cadre of fully trained, highly skilled Ready Reserves would be available to be called out at short notice under the Defence Act 1903provisions. These personnel would be used to supplement any ADF operations that might arise.39 The FSR predicted a saving of $95m at maturity as Ready Reserves were expected to be forty-two per cent cheaper than regulars. The IDC acknowledged that the RAAF used high technology with an emphasis on individual skills, so any RAAF Ready Reserve program would consist of about 450 personnel, over 200 of whom would be ex-Permanent Air Force members already trained. After two years, the reliance on the Ready Reserve Program was to be reviewed.


Despite the euphoria that surrounded the idea of a Ready Reserve scheme that was expected to deliver both capability and cost savings, by February 1992 only ninety members had joined the scheme. By mid-1993, this number had risen to 204 to maintain a strength of 180, mainly in the Airfield Defence Guard mustering.40


Together with the reduction in personnel, the RAAF also lost nine bases or units. These included the four Stores Depots (Tottenham, Regents Park, Dubbo and Toowoomba); the three Aircraft Depots (Laverton, Richmond and Amberley); Frognall (the home of the Engineer Cadet Squadron); and RAAF Fairbairn. Point Cook and Laverton were slated to close but were saved, albeit at reduced operational tempo, by amalgamation into RAAF Williams.


Once CSP and the FSR had begun to take effect, the RAAF was faced with managing the downsizing, with many members, both service and civilians, within the RAAF program set to lose their jobs. While some would be able to join the successful commercial bidders, this would not be the case for all. Policy guidelines were developed and issued to commanding officers of affected units and a series of redundancies were promulgated. By 1 July 1993, ninety-eight officers, 200 civilians and 1081 airmen separated under redundancy provisions. As well as redundancies, a number of airmen were able to remuster to fill deficiencies in trades that were otherwise unaffected. The effect on the RAAF of involuntary separations is shown at Table 3.2.
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Table 3.2 – Officer and Other Rank Separations41





Defence Self-Imposed Reviews


Given the mounting pressure on supporting functions, the drive for commercialisation, and to further reduce personnel numbers, the Department also instituted several internal reviews to better manage the downsizing problem.


The first was the Defence Regional Support Review or DRSR. The DRSR was jointly directed by the Secretary and CDF in September 1989 and aimed to ‘improve regional administrative support arrangements’ as well as to concentrate functions such as pay, leave, and personnel administration into a centralised cell in the state capital cities. It resulted in the establishment of new Defence Centres in each State, replacing the Army’s Military Districts and civilian regional offices from 1992. DRSR was argued as being necessary because of ‘changes in Government policy, advances in technology and continuing financial pressures’.42


For the RAAF, it meant bases such as East Sale for example would give up their unit orderly rooms and administrative sections and hand over these functions to the newly established Defence Centre in Melbourne. This went to the ridiculous extent that an airman’s leave application had to be faxed to Melbourne to be processed (by someone not in his or her chain of command), then faxed back to the member concerned when approved. His or her CO or Flight Commander may or may not be notified. The same applied to all police investigations and legal matters, occupational health management, public relations, personnel pay and conditions, and facilities management. It effectively took the responsibility of command away from OCs and COs and handed it to a bureaucrat or contractor at some remote location who was generally ignorant of base local conditions. Another idea that rankled was the creation under DRSR of Base Administrative Support Centres called BASCs at each RAAF base, a term used by the Army for their equivalent of the RAAF’s Base Squadrons, the idea coming from Brigadier David Ferguson, the DRSR report co-author.


The COSC agreed the DRSR recommendations in December 1990 and the Defence Centres were created shortly thereafter.43 Eventually sense prevailed, but only after the RAAF instituted its own review of manpower required in uniform. This was a fight back against the economic rationalists within the higher Defence organisation whose wishes generally carried the day. Nevertheless, the DRSR did impact the RAAF, particularly in inner Melbourne where as a result 166 Permanent and 63 civilian positions were lost, twenty-one per cent of the 1066 total.44


To close off the DRSR outcomes and to confirm the savings mandated, on 28 January 1993, the COSC and Secretary directed a post-implementation review of DRSR. The team tasked with this activity became the Post-Implementation Review Team or PIRT. The PIRT recommendations ‘point to the scope to achieve savings of approximately 460 staff over the next two-and-a-half years through a combination of outright economies and CSP’. The team also recognised the considerable likelihood that parallel reviews were competing for the same positions and that ‘the portfolio should build on the successes of DRSR and incorporate the lessons learned over the past four years into a sensible evolution of administrative practice for the future’.45


✸✸✸


As well as DRSR, the Department instituted the Defence Logistics Redevelopment Project (DLRP). A DLRP-like review had been under consideration since at least 1989 with a Defence Supply Services Review undertaken by a contractor that year to ‘identify how supply services provided by the Department and the Military Services could be improved from an efficiency and effectiveness standpoint in the mid-term, of three-to-five years’.46 After an internal task force examined the consultant’s findings and found merit, on 18 June 1990, Minister for Defence, Science and Personnel, Mr Gordon Bilney, announced the DLRP
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