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			Preface 
The Man with the Mona Lisa Smile

			The photograph showed a man at the height of his powers, when his powerful gaze had unsettled many an interlocutor. The grey suit, the striped shirt, the spotted tie were appropriate for the senior public servant, but the knot of the tie had just a hint of casualness, of being there for the sake of convention, not because the wearer needed the protection of immaculate clothing. The hair, white and well trimmed, suggested maturity rather than age; the brow and the set of the eyes indicated an incisive intelligence; the jaw reflected determination; the firm lips were serious, but one corner hinted enigmatically at an internal, slightly superior smile—a Mona Lisa smile on a middle-aged male bureaucrat.

			The photograph formed the frontispiece for the sheet distributed at a memorial service held in the Great Hall of Parliament House on 24 May 2001. On a magnificent autumn day in Canberra, several hundred had gathered for a ‘Service of Thanksgiving to celebrate the life of Sir Arthur Harold Tange AC CBE, 18 August 1914–10 May 2001’. The great and the good of Canberra were strongly represented—the Governor-General, the Prime Minister, the Leader of the Opposition, the Foreign Minister and the Defence Minister, the Speaker of the House and the President of the Senate, and many others who held, or had once held, high office in Australian public life, whether political, official, diplomatic or military.

			Amid the distinction and the solemnity there were touches that might have prompted the enigmatic smile. Perhaps the subject was amused by the current blurring of the lines between church and state, and between the civil and the military. Although held in a secular building to honour a civilian who was not religious and had been notoriously unpopular with large sections of the military, the service followed Anglican forms and was led by the Anglican Bishop-designate of the Defence Force, Dr Tom Frame. Like the man being remembered, Dr Frame was an able and energetic young man who had wondered whether he was ready for his early elevation to high office.

			In addition to the sermon, eulogies were given, by a former Prime Minister (Malcolm Fraser), the current Minister for Foreign Affairs (Alexander Downer) and the current Secretary of the Defence Department (Allan Hawke). All spoke of a lifetime of dedication to the public service, of enormous contribution to Australian defence and foreign affairs, and of the highest personal integrity. Fraser, so often compared with the emotionless statues on Easter Island, was close to tears as he finished speaking. The smile might also have been prompted by the flash of conflict that emerged even in these solemn tributes. Fraser doubted whether, under current arrangements, any future government would receive such forthright, independent and non-partisan advice as Tange had given to governments of all persuasions. Downer immediately retorted that the current departmental heads were no less frank and fearless than their predecessors.

			Or the smile might have reflected amusement as the first hymn called on the congregation to praise a God who was ‘slow to chide, and swift to bless’. As many in the Great Hall could attest, Tange had been extremely swift to chide and slow to bless. It might also have indicated a pride in his two granddaughters who also spoke. One told of her delight in sharing meals with her Granddad; the other read the David Campbell poem, ‘Looking down on Canberra’. It was easy to imagine Tange’s ghost looking down on this Canberra gathering, reflecting on the professional and personal relationships that they represented. The former head of Australia’s foreign service would surely have noted the diplomatic attendance. Several ambassadors were there but—on the day known to earlier generations as Empire Day—the British High Commission could only manage a third secretary.

			Perhaps the smile reflected Tange’s bemusement at the fact that obituaries and recollections in the media were not exclusively positive. Mingled with the tributes to his powerful intellect and his many years of outstanding service to Australian governments were hints that this was a man who might have carried some secrets of state to his grave. Had he defended the American alliance to a degree that exceeded Australian national interests? Had he been improperly associated with such controversial events as the dismissal of the Whitlam government, or the deaths of five Australia-based journalists in East Timor in 1975?

			Dr Frame, a biographer and historian as well as a clergyman, observed in his sermon that a biography of someone like Tange should not merely describe the subject’s deeds in detail but should aim to ‘reveal the things of which their greatness consisted’. What follows is an attempt to meet that challenge.

			This book arises from the coincidence of three elements. In the late 1990s I was looking for a topic to follow my earlier work on the making of Australian foreign policy and on the official history of Australia’s military commitments in Malaya, Borneo and Vietnam between 1948 and 1975. I recalled that a historian who had taught me as an undergraduate, Frank Crowley, had said that every historian should attempt at least one biography. I decided to tackle the life of a man who had long been significant, albeit behind the scenes, in shaping Australian foreign and defence policies and who had, in many books including my own, been described as ‘formidable’. Fortunately the Defence Department, especially its then Deputy Secretary (Strategy), Mr Hugh White, saw value in a substantial study of Tange. That Department has supported this work, and has made available records not yet released under the ‘thirty-year rule’, while steadfastly maintaining its commitment not to direct me or to censor my judgments. Its only requirement has been that I make the following disclaimer: ‘Defence does not necessarily agree with the views expressed in this book, nor does it affirm the veracity of any purported facts or assertions contained in it or inferences that might be drawn from it.’

			Lastly, Tange himself, while engaged in writing his own memoirs, was not averse to cooperation with a biographer He granted me privileged access to his personal papers, while guaranteeing me freedom to draw my own conclusions. Before his death in 2001, I undertook some of the initial work for this book in his study and spoke on several occasions with him, in circumstances discussed in chapter 14.

			For stronger reasons than the lure of alliteration, I soon decided that the themes of this work would be policy, personality and public administration. The book addresses several major episodes and longstanding themes in Australian foreign and defence policies, including the Australian—American alliance and Australia’s relations with Asia. I hope that relating Tange’s role will shed some new light on Australian policies, on the structures that shaped the policy-making process, and on the influence of Tange’s formidable personality on both policy and structure.

			More generally, this book aims to say something about the role of the great ‘mandarins’ of the Commonwealth public service between the 1940s and the 1970s. Like many strategic and diplomatic policy issues, the question of the relationship between ministers and public servants recurs repeatedly in public debate, with new variations embellishing old themes. From time to time, some voices call for a return to the days when great public servants were allowed considerable independence and influence; others reply that those days cannot, and probably should not, return. I hope this book, by relating the life and work of a man widely regarded as the last of the great public-service mandarins, will give some depth and historical context to those debates.

			Since Lytton Strachey wrote Eminent Victorians, biographers have been encouraged to write—and all too often to speculate—on the sex life of their subjects, while glossy magazines are filled with the supposedly private affairs of celebrities. This book refers to Tange’s sixty-year marriage, and his relationship with his children, but has little for the prurient. Certain rumours came to my attention but without confirmation—Tange did not emulate another of the great mandarins of his era, who kept files on his various extramarital relationships—so there was little point in repeating gossip or indulging in speculation. Most of Tange’s life was dedicated to the serious purpose of making public policy, and this account reflects that priority.

			Dr Johnson wrote in the preface to his great dictionary that it ‘was written with little assistance of the learned, and without any patronage of the great, not in the soft obscurities of retirement, or under the shelter of academick bowers, but amidst inconvenience and distraction, in sickness and in sorrow’. I have been far more fortunate and my debts are many.

			This work was made possible by the enlightened patronage of the Department of Defence. I thank especially Mr (now Professor) Hugh White; the two most recent Secretaries, Dr Allan Hawke and Mr Ric Smith; and the heads and members of Strategic Policy Branch, especially Mr Peter Jennings, Mr Murray Perks and Mr Marc Ablong. The department’s Directorate of Classified Archival Records Review, especially Mr Jim Ryan and Ms Eltara Blennerhassett, facilitated access to material still in the ‘closed period’. Mr Christopher Tange and Mrs Jennifer Moir (née Tange) maintained their father’s approach of giving all possible assistance while not seeking any control over the product. Judge and Mrs Stampe Jakobsen were generous and encouraging hosts during a research visit to Denmark.

			The ‘shelter of academick bowers’ was provided initially by the Reshaping Australian Institutions project and the History Program in the Research School of Social Sciences at the Australian National University, with my particular thanks to Professor Pat Jalland. Subsequently, I held an honorary professorship at Deakin University with the support of the Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Professor Joan Beaumont, and her colleagues, including Professor David Walker and Associate Professor David Lowe. Thanks to Professor James Cotton and Associate Professor David Lovell, I also had the privilege of an honorary visiting professorship of the University of New South Wales at the Australian Defence Force Academy in Canberra. The friendly and supportive colleagues there included Associate Professor Hugh Smith and Dr Graeme Cheeseman, who generously shared source material in their private possession. With similar generosity Professor Desmond Ball of the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre at the Australian National University shared notes and drafts of his unpublished work on defence policy-making in the 1970s. Dr Moreen Dee and Dr Stuart Doran enabled me to read their respective PhD theses.

			Further ‘assistance of the learned’ on particular points was rendered by Dr Nicholas Brown, Mr Kenneth Cable, Ms Fran Cummings, Mrs Gwen Dundon, Mr Ian Hancock, Dr Tim Rowse, Dr Ric Shand, Professor Graeme Snooks, Mr Sean Turnell, Mr Philip Wheeler and Mr Garry Woodard. Many of Tange’s former ministers, colleagues and subordinates in various capacities spoke to me of their recollections, in circumstances ranging from formal interviews to friendly chats. Their names are recorded in the Bibliography. Mr John Nethercote shared his exceptional knowledge of the history of Commonwealth government and public administration, while Mr Jeremy Hearder was generous with the fruits of his parallel research on the life of Sir James Plimsoll. Both read the entire draft of this book and made valuable comments, as did Professor Geoffrey Bolton and Mr David Harper. For any virtues in this work, they and the others named above deserve much credit; for any remaining errors of fact or judgment, I alone am responsible.

			For access to documentary sources I am particularly grateful to the National Library of Australia, which granted me a Harold White Fellowship, and especially to Mr Graeme Powell and his staff in the Manuscripts Collection. I briefly joined their number when ordering and listing Tange’s private papers, on which much of this work is based, as MS9847. My thanks are also due to Mr Mark Cranfield and the staff of the Oral History Collection at the National Library; to the staff of the Canberra office of the National Archives of Australia; to the Barr Smith Library of the University of Adelaide, especially Ms Susan Woodburn, the Special Collections Librarian; and to Westpac Historical Services, especially Ms Lucy Rantzen. A grant from the Institute of Public Administration Australia/University of Canberra Public Administration Research Trust Fund enabled me to secure research assistance from Ms Glenda Lynch.

			To all these institutions and individuals, I express my profound thanks. I apologise for any omissions that may have arisen either from my own failings or from the theft of a personal computer at a vulnerable stage of completing this work.

			My greatest debt is to my wife, Jacky Abbott. In gratitude for support during ‘sickness and … sorrow’, for tolerating much ‘inconvenience and distraction’, for patience with my chronic ‘Arthur-itis’, and for much else, I dedicate this work to her.

		


		
			Chapter One 
The Boy and His Forebears 
1914–1930

			About thirty kilometres northwest of the ancient Danish seaport of Odense, the village of Bogense lies on the coast of the North Sea. Now a harbour for fishing vessels and private yachts on a smoothly curved coastline, Bogense is located where a small promontory formerly jutted into the North Sea. The Danish word for such a tongue of land is tange, which probably explains the surname of the town clerk of Bogense in the mid-eighteenth century, Niels Sorensen Tange. The Danes, like many of their neighbours around the North Sea, emigrated extensively in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Tange is not a common surname in Denmark, but by the late twentieth century the descendants of Niels Sorensen Tange were to be found not only in Europe but also in the United States, Canada and Australia.1

			The first to come to Australia was Anton Tange. Born in Odense in 1824, Anton was a son of August Frederik Schilling Tange, a landowner in Odense who lost a fortune in the failure of a tannery of one of his three sons. Anton migrated to the colony of New South Wales on the schooner Sovereign of the Seas in 1854, exactly one hundred years before his grandson would become the head of an institution not yet imagined, an Australian foreign office. Anton Tange’s precise motives for migrating remain unclear but, by the 1850s, Scandinavian, and especially Danish, migration to Australia was well established. Throughout the nineteenth century, population growth at home, the political and military strife between Danes and Prussians over Schleswig-Holstein, and ‘a desire for adventure in the strange and unknown’ had prompted many Scandinavian wanderers to visit the antipodean continent.2 Their numbers were augmented by the disbanding of the Danish army after its victory in the first war over Schleswig-Holstein in 1851. When news spread of the riches to be found on Australian goldfields, Scandinavian seamen in Australian waters or working on Australian wharves deserted their posts, most heading for the productive but cold (by Australian if not Scandinavian standards) Victorian goldfields. Anton Tange, who may have sought a warm climate to alleviate his asthma, did not follow them but became a merchant in Sydney. The firm of Anton Tange and Co., later Anton Tange and Sons, which he established in 1855, was among the pioneers in importing tea from China. Australian colonists had a prodigious thirst for tea and the firm at 58 Pitt Street soon prospered.

			Anton Tange became the model of a successful immigrant-businessman, respected by the leaders of both his native land and his adopted country. By the 1860s Sydney’s professional and business elite had elected him to the Union Club and in 1865 he was appointed the first Danish consul in New South Wales. His home was in Milton Terrace, Lower Fort Street, in the crowded streets of The Rocks district near the harbour. As his family and prosperity grew, he moved to the healthier air of the spacious new suburb of Ashfield. There he built a two-storey house, known as ‘Dalmar’, with nine bedrooms, servants’ quarters and the other characteristics of a substantial, middle-class residence. In 1878 he also acquired a country house at Sutton Forest in the southern highlands, where Sydney’s more affluent families escaped the city’s heat and humidity. Like others in the district, he sometimes rented his rural property, which he named ‘Mount Valdemar’, to the governor of New South Wales before an official country residence was acquired for the vice-regal representative. In 1883, when Anton Tange made a triumphal visit to his homeland, the King of Denmark appointed him a Knight (third class) of the Order of Dannebrog.

			Although the Tanges had been Lutherans in Denmark, Anton Tange joined the Church of England in Australia. In 1856, in St Philip’s Church of England in York Street, he married his landlady’s daughter, Frances Adelaide Cousens, known as Fanny. Not yet 17 at her marriage, she bore Anton thirteen children, of whom nine survived their father’s death at the age of 64 in 1888. Charles Louis Tange, the fourth child and second son, was born in 1859. He attended The King’s School, Parramatta, and then the University of Sydney, where he was a resident in St Paul’s College from 1878 to 1880. All three institutions—the oldest school, university and university college in Britain’s Australian colonies—were consciously seeking to prove themselves worthy of their British models. The King’s School and St Paul’s College in particular were supported by affluent members of the Church of England. Here Charles was mixing with the sons of the colony’s most prominent and successful families. Sydney University had not yet established its Law School, so he graduated in Arts—remaining throughout his life proud of his knowledge of Latin and Greek—before taking articles with a leading Sydney law firm. He was admitted to the practice of law in 1883.

			The young Charles Tange made his greatest mark on the football field. The 1860s and 1870s were years of ferment for football-minded men in Britain and Australia. Arguments over the rules of the game were gradually resolved by the establishment and organisation of three rival codes: rugby, association football (soccer) and an Australian game invented in Melbourne and especially popular in Victoria. After a brief flirtation with the Australian code, the Sydney University Football Club (which would always retain that name) affirmed its loyalty to the game that took its name from the British public school, Rugby.3 In the stratified society of Victorian England this brand of football was closely linked with the ‘muscular Christianity’ of Rugby’s headmaster, Thomas Arnold, and with the assertion of middle-class values such as amateurism, fair play and club loyalty. The young gentlemen of The King’s School, St Paul’s College and other leading private schools and residential colleges were prominent in establishing rugby as the dominant football code at the University and in encouraging its growth in New South Wales and other colonies. By excelling at the game, Charles Tange consolidated his place in his social class and helped to establish its ethos in a significant part of Australian life.

			And excel he did. He not only played in the highly successful Sydney University teams of the 1880s, but also represented New South Wales eleven times, nine times as captain. He played in the first game between New South Wales and Queensland in 1882, when a newspaper report described him as ‘a muscular forward player; when in possession of the ball ducks and dodges with marvellous agility; excellent kick; generally draws some good Australian blood’.4 Subsequently he played in four more encounters with Queensland and captained New South Wales in a series of matches in 1888 against a visiting England side, the first Anglo–Australian rugby contests.5 Off the field, his leadership was recognised by his election in 1887 to vice-president of the Sydney University Football Club, the presidency being held by the University’s chancellor as a token of official patronage.

			Charles established a law practice in Sydney and, like his father, was elected to the Union Club. In 1890 he married Kate Frances Arguimbau, daughter of a Royal Navy officer of French descent. His best man was the poet and journalist A.B. Paterson, known to the world as ‘Banjo’ but to his friends as ‘Barty’. Charles Tange shared the poet’s feeling for ‘the vision splendid of the sunlit plains extended’.

			Charles and his wife lived at ‘Eurolee’ in the upper North Shore suburb of Turramurra. Two daughters, Hilda Dorothea (known as Dorothy) and Thelma Lilian Frances (known as Thelma), were born in 1891 and 1893 respectively, before Kate died of pneumonia in September 1895, aged 32. Within seven months, on 20 April 1896, Charles married again, to the nineteen-year-old Elsie Maud Kingsmill (always known as Maud), and soon had three more daughters, Elsa Marian Eveline (1897), Ruth Kingsmill (1899) and Helen Joan (1901), known respectively as Molly, Ruth and Nelly. And so it was that around the turn of the century, Charles Tange was a well-connected Sydney solicitor with a city office at 10 Bligh Street, a home in what was then an outer and semi-rural suburb and, despite the loss of his first wife, a growing family. But about this time he took a decision that would drastically affect his fortunes and those of his descendants.

			According to family memory, he saw that land was being cleared for housing as new suburbs advanced from the city towards Turramurra, and announced that he would not be stifled by suburbia. He decided to ‘go on the land’, buying property at Mangrove Mountain near the town of Gosford, about eighty kilometres north of Sydney, where he planted an orchard, predominantly of lemons and other citrus fruits. For some time Charles maintained his Sydney law practice during the week, returning at weekends by the available travel arrangements of that time, primitive by today’s standards. Initially the venture was successful, for which his overseer, his brother-in-law Lennie Kingsmill, deserves much of the credit. From a weekender, ‘Koree’ grew to a substantial property, with a six-bedroom home; household staff including a cook, housemaid and governess; and outbuildings and facilities of high quality. Charles’s properties, including another orchard adjacent to Koree and an uncleared selection, exceeded 200 acres in total. Charles proved adept in budding, grafting, pruning and the other skills of an orchardist, and he successfully pioneered ventures such as exporting lemons as deck cargo to the Philippines. A persistent advocate of the district, Charles Tange donated part of his property so that the main road could be diverted (through ‘Tange’s Cutting’) to avoid a difficult hill. In 1906 he was a member of the first council of the newly enlarged Erina Shire, which included Gosford.

			Early in the twentieth century, however, prices for lemons fell and he tore out the lemon trees to try different citrus varieties. This, it seems, was when he erred—‘Wrong varieties and too many’.6 Charles diversified too widely into fruits that proved uncommercial, revealing that his business acumen was weaker than his enthusiasm or his horticultural skills. Koree, the expression of his love of rural life, began an inexorable slide in the Tanges’ prosperity. By about 1910, his family’s life was blighted by debts, mortgages and the associated humiliations.

			By nature Charles was dour, serious and reserved. Always hard-working and remarkably tolerant of physical discomfort, he expected as much of others. The labourers on the orchard were required to start so early that one was heard to comment sarcastically on the novel experience of hoeing by moonlight. As his son later recorded, Charles could be ‘autocratic and quick to boil, though more in speech than in action’.7 Highly conscious of social status, he deprecated behaviour and attitudes that were ‘common’ and he was quick to take offence at what he regarded as presumption or untoward familiarity. Many of these characteristics would be passed on to the next generation.

			Charles Tange was not directly associated with the firm started by his father, but that suffered a similar decline in fortunes. According to a family anecdote, someone pointed out to Anton Tange (or perhaps one of his sons) that the firm was losing sales to a rival company named Bushells, which was selling tea in pound packets rather than only in tea chests. ‘So be it’, was the alleged reply. ‘Bushells are only grocers. We are merchants.’ If true, it was a fatal piece of commercial snobbery. Perhaps the story was convenient shorthand for other failings. Possibly the firm did not cope well with the huge shift m Australian preference in the late nineteenth century, from China tea to that emanating from fellow members of the British Empire, India and Ceylon (Sri Lanka). Perhaps it did not keep up with new marketing methods, which placed more emphasis on the grocer’s name than on the product’s origin. Perhaps, as often happened, the second generation was simply less astute at business than the first.8 For whatever reason, the firm founded by Anton Tange faded and disappeared in the early 1920s.

			After five daughters, Charles Tange’s first son was born in 1908. Christened Charles Kingsmill, he was always known as Jack. In his early years the orchard at Koree was in decline and in 1914 the family moved to Point Clare. On the other side of a small bay from Gosford, to which it was connected by a railway causeway, Point Clare was a tiny village, mostly populated by weekend holidaymakers from Sydney. The family rented a small cottage, leaving many of their possessions at Koree. The homestead there, along with its contents, was later destroyed by fire. The property was uninsured and the fire ruined whatever hopes there might have been of a recovery in fortune.

			Charles began practising law one or two days a week in Gosford. In 1916 he left his Sydney office altogether and took over an unoccupied bank building in Mann Street, the main street of Gosford, as both solicitor’s office and family residence. But from 1921 until Charles’s death in 1931 the family home was ‘Braeside’, a rented weatherboard house in Point Clare.

			On 18 August 1914, around the time of the move to Point Clare, Charles Tange’s last child was born in a small private hospital in Neutral Bay.9 The date, in the first month of the greatest war the world had ever seen, was the day that later generations would mark as Vietnam Veterans’ Day, which now seems remarkably appropriate for a man who would spend much of his life dealing with issues of war and peace. This second son was named Arthur Harold, after two of Charles’s brothers. Although the youngest of seven siblings, Arthur was in many ways more like an only child. When he was born his brother was already six, his sisters between thirteen and twenty-two. For much of his childhood, they were leading their own lives. When Arthur was ten, his brother Jack left home to work on a farm near Parkes owned by a sister and brother-in-law, Molly and Owen Marriott. Several of Arthur’s sisters were more like benevolent aunts, bringing him presents when they visited and listening with amusement to his poetry recitals.

			Despite his father’s social prejudices, the family’s financial position precluded sending Arthur to The King’s School or any comparable institution Instead he attended Woy Woy Primary School, then Gosford High School. Both were reached by train—Woy Woy to the south, Gosford to the north—after more than a kilometre’s walk to the station. If Arthur missed the train to Gosford, he would take the illegal and potentially dangerous walk across the railway causeway. Charles was bitterly disappointed that his son was mixing with ‘common’ people, the children of fishermen and railway fettlers. Perhaps his greatest regret was the brand of football adopted by the state school system in New South Wales. Instead of Charles’s beloved rugby union, Arthur was obliged to play rugby league, the semi-professional code developed by the working classes in the north of England around the turn of the century.

			Arthur Tange’s schoolmates were too widely scattered to allow close friendships outside school hours. With his siblings far from home, much of Arthur’s early life was solitary, but not lonely. He spent many hours in the bush, taking long walks and collecting birds’ eggs; he paddled his canoe in the mangroves on the edge of the bay and collected oysters from an abandoned lease; he rode the family horse, with a chaff bag for a saddle; he stole watermelons from a local market garden; he collected stamps; he invented adventures, such as riding the second-hand bicycle he had been given for his eleventh birthday around his grandmother’s grave in the local cemetery by the light of a full moon. There were also household chores: firewood to be split, fowls to be fed, sometimes a cow to be milked, groceries to be fetched, and the ‘appalling duty’ associated with an outdoor ‘dunny’.10

			Several school holidays in the 1920s were spent on the Marriotts’ wheat and sheep property. Despite the cold and discomfort of the long rail journey, Arthur enjoyed these stays. ‘Everything was discovery and experience’, he later recorded.11 The self-sufficiency engendered by the rigours of rural life was perhaps the greatest legacy of his childhood. In his mature years he would recreate much of that experience, building a cottage on his country property near Cooma.

			From an early age, Arthur liked writing. He submitted contributions to the children’s page of a Sunday newspaper, which offered two shillings and sixpence—no mean sum for a child in those times—for those published. Then it was an anxious wait until Sunday, and a cycle ride to the newsagent, to see if his literary efforts had earned another reward.

			Charles Tange was 54 when his youngest child was born. For much of Arthur’s childhood he was a distant figure, physically ailing under the stress of his financial misfortunes. In his values and attitudes, Arthur was more deeply influenced by his mother, Maud. She was deeply proud of her family history and spoke of it often to her children. There was much to tell.

			Her surname, Kingsmill, had been granted in the thirteenth century by King John to the incumbent of the Royal Mill at Basingstoke in Hampshire. So began a long line of distinguished Kingsmills, with members in successive generations holding high office. One of Maud’s forebears in the sixteenth century, for example, Sir William Kingsmill, was High Sheriff of Hampshire, as were his father and son. Sir William’s siblings, of whom two brothers were also knighted and two sisters were married to knights, included a judge, an attorney of the Court of Wards, a Fellow of All Souls’ College in Oxford, a Professor of Hebrew at Oxford, a sister whose grandson became the first Earl of Shaftesbury, and another sister whose husband was the first Protestant Bishop of Durham. (In his later years Arthur kept a chart recording this part of his family tree on the wall of his study.12) In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, after Kingsmills had served in the Queen’s Army in Ireland, members of the family were granted land, first in Cork and then in Kilkenny. The Kingsmills became prominent members of the governing class, the Anglo-Irish Ascendancy. High and respected positions, whether civil, military, naval, judicial, academic or ecclesiastical, became a hallmark of the family in England, Ireland and later Canada. An Australian branch, descended from a brother of Maud’s great-grandfather, included Sir Walter Kingsmill, a prominent politician in Western Australia and President of the Commonwealth Senate from 1929 to 1932.

			Maud’s father, Charles Lacy Kingsmill, was born in Kilkenny in 1830 and studied divinity at King’s College, Cambridge. After ordination in the Church of England he served in the East End of London. At the age of 45, with a wife and five young children, he accepted an invitation to become chaplain of the British Church in Batavia in the Netherlands East Indies (today Jakarta, Indonesia). His youngest child, Maud, was born in the adjacent rectory in 1877. (In 1964 Arthur took the opportunity of an official visit to Jakarta to seek out his mother’s birthplace, but it had been destroyed in anti-British riots the previous year, during the Indonesian ‘confrontation’ of Malaysia.)

			The Reverend Charles Kingsmill found too little in Batavia to occupy him and, reacting against his ‘compulsory idleness’, accepted an invitation from the Bishop of Goulburn in 1879 to come to New South Wales.13 There he became rector to a succession of parishes in southern New South Wales: Gunning, Queanbeyan, Young, Albury and North Goulburn, where he was also Canon at St Saviour’s Cathedral. A man of keen intellect and a warm sense of humour, Charles Kingsmill preached on a wide range of public affairs but with a particular interest in war. ‘The history of European warfare he knew as his alphabet’, one parish record noted, ‘and while he was essentially a man of peace, his voice and pen often warned Australia against the perils of the future’.14 A sermon in 1899, three weeks after the outbreak of war in South Africa, argued that ‘War often saves more war, and there are worse things than war.’ Canon Kingsmill disparaged the Boers’ claim to have biblical authority for their repression of ‘the Kaffirs’, observing tartly that ‘if you choose to piece together bits of the Bible … you can prove anything you like’.15 Liked and admired by his parishioners, he was honoured by memorials in two churches. Canon Kingsmill’s death in Manly in 1910 followed a broken leg incurred when he tried to stop a bolting horse in a crowded street.

			Throughout her life Maud spoke with love of her father and admiration of his intellect. She had fond recollections of her youth in the 1890s, visiting the properties of her father’s pastoral parishioners and observing the proprieties of an ordered and stratified society, with calling-cards for formal visits and governesses to teach young ladies. By the time her youngest child was born, the financial basis for her place in this society had disappeared. In addition to his stipend, Charles Kingsmill drew some income from a family estate in Kilkenny, but after his death the money was divided between so many descendants in Australia and other relatives in Ireland that it provided little comfort.

			There was a striking contrast in Arthur Tange’s childhood between heredity and environment, between the memories and aspirations he inherited from his parents and the surroundings in which his boyhood was spent. The prosperity and social status that his paternal grandfather had established and that his father had initially enjoyed were now eroded. His mother was highly conscious of her distinguished heritage, looking with pride at some inherited silverware with the crests of the Kingsmills and the Hunts (a family related by marriage), which contrasted sharply with the meagre surroundings of the house at Point Clare. For most of her married life, and for much of her forty subsequent years as a widow, Maud had to struggle for the daily necessities of life. At one point this genteel descendant of high sheriffs was taking in knitting to earn a living.

			As a boy, Arthur Tange simply took his surroundings for granted, but in his teenage years he became more conscious of this contrast between past and present, between the silver case for his mother’s unused calling-cards and the wood-fired stove and copper with which she struggled daily. Indignant at his mother’s poverty he decided that neither he nor his dependants would experience similar misfortune. There are few stronger spurs to ambition than the desire of a son to ensure that due respect and honour are paid to his mother. Until her death in 1971, Arthur visited his mother often, especially at the little cottage in Austinmer where she spent many years and from which he sometimes had to be summoned (with some difficulty, as there was no telephone) to deal with an international crisis. At the height of his career, journalists sometimes alluded to his Danish heritage, portraying Tange as a latter-day Viking in the Australian bureaucracy. It would be more accurate to see him as a twentieth-century Kingsmill, striving to restore the honour, status and fortunes of a proud and distinguished family of which his branch had suffered a severe reverse. Family photographs make it clear that even the shape of his face owed far more to his maternal than to his paternal heritage.

			Arthur Tange’s ambition for sufficient success to restore the family’s honour and to ensure financial security was not his mother’s only legacy. She spoke often of the importance of being independent, on which Arthur commented, ‘I think she probably meant financial independence, but I’ve interpreted it more widely’ Another maternal axiom, ‘Perseverance overcomes everything’, also left its mark.16

			Maud’s influence on Arthur, reflecting the values of a class to which the family no longer belonged, was augmented by two of his sisters, Ruth and Nelly, who sent him periodicals such as Chum’s Annual, the Gem and the Magnet, full of tales set in English public schools. The virtues extolled in these books—in Arthur’s recollection ‘truthfulness, honour, good sportsmanship, and courage in adversity’—had a profound impact. To identify with the heroes of these stories was, as Arthur later recognised, sheer fantasy, but that did not reduce their lasting effect. The boy sitting next to ‘a particularly smelly urchin’ at Woy Woy Primary School had his mind shaped by the ethos of Arnold’s Rugby and tales of Greyfriars.17

			Much in Arthur Tange’s early life supports the maxim that the boy is father to the man. His family circumstances prompted a fierce ambition tempered by an especially strong sense of principle. Success was respected, provided it had been created by hard work and, no less importantly, by honourable and upright conduct. Both Tanges and Kingsmills represented a tradition of loyal and devoted service to the state, recognised by knighthoods and other accolades. The Kingsmill family motto, ‘Do Well, Doubt Not’, epitomised the confidence with which he would conduct that service. Tange’s assertive nationalism can readily be linked to his youthful background as a rural battler, a background that the occupants of this highly urbanised nation have always seen as quintessentially Australian. At the same time there was a distinctly international flavour to his heritage, with one grandfather born in Denmark, his mother born in the Netherlands East Indies, generations of Kingsmill forebears in England and Ireland, and numerous relatives in the United States and Canada. Unlike some other Australians influenced by a modest rural upbringing, such as Robert Menzies and Herbert Evatt, he did not develop any early sympathies for either side of politics. Given his family’s associations, there was no natural inclination to the Labor Party, but he was equally distant from the confident suburban conservatism of one non-Labor party or the assertive agrarian collectivism of the other. He would always prize independence above party loyalty. To the end of his days, many of those close to him remained uncertain about his voting preferences.

			Reflecting in his retirement, Arthur Tange noted that he shared some traits of character with Charles’s and Maud’s other children, which were hard to link to their parents. ‘Attack as a form of defence is discernible in this generation of Tanges’, he wrote, as was ‘questioning the competence of anyone placed in authority over them’, based on ‘some inner voice telling them that they were as good as the next one and probably better’. He conceded that there might have been ‘some inherited snobbery derived from memories of grander social standing’, but he was also well aware that social pretension had done great damage to his family’s financial status. ‘Tanges’, he asserted, ‘have always reacted against the boastful or vainglorious. Absurdity could be found anywhere (funerals not excepted) and produce gales of laughter.’18 These were his own assessments. Others would note a contrast between his willingness to challenge the competence of others and the confidence he always demonstrated in his own.

			The values and attitudes initiated in childhood would take a lifetime to mature. There is no doubt that the young Arthur Tange was both ambitious and able. Despite starting school relatively late, aged seven, he was promoted so quickly that he matriculated at the end of 1930, soon after turning 16. His results in the state’s formal examinations were good, especially for one so young, but not brilliant. For his Intermediate Certificate, where only A and B passes were awarded, he gained three As (History, Latin and French) and four Bs (Mathematics I and II, English and Geography). In his Leaving Certificate examination in 1930, where two classes of honours were awarded as well as A and B passes, he gained no honours, two As (English and Modern History) and five Bs (Mathematics I and II, French, Latin and Chemistry).19 In his own recollection, words and the ideas they expressed were his strength, whereas mathematics was an alien world. He enjoyed the precision and logic of Latin as well as English. When a group of fourth-year high school (in current terms, Year 11) students visited the Newcastle Steel Works, it was fourteen-year-old Arthur’s account that was published in the Gosford Times. The paragraphs, sentences and some words were longer than modern journalism would allow, but all were precisely and accurately deployed.20

			His headmaster, Herbert G. Stoyles, was a considerable force for education in the Gosford area. Stoyles did much to ensure that the Gosford District School was successively upgraded to become an intermediate (or three-year) high school and then a full (five-year) high school in 1929, fortuitously in time to allow Arthur Tange to complete his matriculation there. In his final year, 1930, Tange was elected boys’ captain of the school, an achievement which heightened Stoyles’s dismay when Tange had to be punished for laughing too loudly at a chemistry teacher’s inability to keep a Bunsen burner alight. Stoyles, a man of ‘austere deportment’, was recalled by his former pupils as ‘an old-fashioned Headmaster who was both firm and fair’.21 The boys’ captain, who later rose to the top of the public service, adopted much of his leadership style.

			Stoyles’s final reference for Tange was strongly positive but not effusive. It said that Arthur’s ‘character and conduct [were] above reproach’, that he had ‘always shown a marked readiness for work’, and that he possessed ‘ability well above the average’.22 Stoyles’s suggestion, in a farewell conversation, that Arthur join his father’s law practice was well meant but unrealistic. Given the finances of both the family and the country, there was little chance that Arthur could attend university, much less follow his father to St Paul’s College. If his ambition and ability were to find a worthwhile outlet, he would need a generous mentor.






		
			Chapter Two 
The Student, Bank Clerk and Rugby Player 
1931–42

			During the 1930s A.C. Davidson (from 1938, Sir Alfred) was one of Australia’s most influential bankers, after a remarkably sudden elevation. Having joined the Bank of New South Wales in 1901, Davidson was a 42-year-old sub-inspector in New Zealand in 1924, when he was transferred to manage the bank’s Perth branch. With the major Australian banks competing for mergers and amalgamations, Davidson effected the bank’s first amalgamation in a bold manoeuvre, taking over The Western Australian Bank (WAB) in 1926–27. After the WAB had rebuffed Davidson’s initial approach, its general manager retired and the position was advertised. Davidson applied, was selected, and resigned from the ‘Wales’. Within a few months he succeeded from within where he had failed from without, persuading the WAB to accept amalgamation. Davidson then returned triumphantly to the Bank of New South Wales, having greatly expanded its operations in a state for which he was a lifelong enthusiast. In 1928 he was recalled to Sydney as chief inspector and within months, in January 1929, the 46-year-old Davidson was appointed general manager.23

			This position, which later generations would know as Chief Executive Officer of Westpac, was one of the most significant in Australian finance. Over the next several years Australia’s approach to the Great Depression was profoundly influenced by Davidson’s determination that the private banks, especially his own, would play a decisive part in economic policy. He contributed substantially to the development of the Premiers’ Plan, which shaped the Commonwealth and state governments’ reactions to the Depression. Davidson took important initiatives on controversial issues such as the creation of a central bank and the depreciation of Australian currency against sterling, a crucial step in Australia’s economic recovery. His aggressive style, coupled with his support for expansionist measures, won critics as well as admirers. R.G. Casey, the Federal Treasurer from 1935 to 1939, thought that Davidson suffered ‘an aggravated form of personal megalomania’, that his expansionism was based on commercial and personal interests rather than the national interest, and that his tactics were not always honourable.24 But Davidson was thick-skinned and his critics could not dent what the bank’s historian has called his ‘drive and self-confidence’.25

			In 1916 Davidson had married Dorothy Tange, the eldest of Charles Tange’s children. The couple had no children and Davidson used his resources to help several members of his wife’s family. He paid, for example, the private hospital insurance premiums for his wife’s stepmother, Maud Tange, and her elderly unmarried aunt, Minnie Tange, as well as the funeral expenses for her uncle Arthur, after whom the young Arthur had been named.26 Davidson also owned ‘Braeside’, the Point Clare house in which Charles, Maud and their youngest children lived in the 1920s, and he adjusted the rent to meet their straitened circumstances. As unemployment spread in the Gosford area in 1930, Davidson arranged for his wife’s half-brother, the sixteen-year-old Arthur, to be given a junior position in the bank’s branch at Bathurst.

			Arthur spent 1931 and 1932 there. Apart from putting out the front doormat at 10 a.m. and bringing it in at 3 p.m., his principal task was to conduct the daily exchange with counterparts from other local banks of the cheques drawn on their respective customers’ accounts. Although he was only dimly aware of the political and economic upheavals of the time, he learned much about life in Depression-ravaged Australia. Each Monday, for example, Tange would bring back from the exchange settlement the cheques given to several local hotels the previous Saturday by a solicitor customer of the bank. As this man had proceeded from pub to pub, his cheques became increasingly illegible, and their total exceeded his credit balance. ‘There was’, Tange later noted, ‘a touch of humanity in the decision to send his cheques back dishonoured, not with the damning notation “insufficient funds”, but because of “unlike signature”.’27

			Arthur lived in a boarding house run by a couple who had been forced off their farm by the Depression. The landlady and the older residents of the boarding house, many of whom were slightly older bank clerks, kept an almost paternal eye on him, both protective and constricting. His principal escapes came when the landlady’s son took Arthur for rides on his motorcycle at weekends. On one occasion the two lads practised shooting with a borrowed .22 rifle at rabbits on what they thought was a vacant paddock, until a ‘short, round and highly excited man’ emerged from behind a tree. He happened to be the local stipendiary magistrate, and Arthur had to give a grovelling apology—never something that came easily to him—in order to escape a court appearance.28 In many other respects he remained innocent. When he was in a room one day with only the landlady’s daughter and she pressed herself against him in an unexpectedly inviting way, he reacted with embarrassment and confusion. She turned her attention elsewhere. When a group of women came to town to practise their age-old profession, the other men in the boarding house ensured that young Arthur was not subjected to their temptations.29

			The price for the privilege of a secure job was to endure lectures from his half-sister and her avuncular but rather prudish husband. They spoke of Arthur’s duty to serve the bank with unquestioning loyalty, to accept unwelcome postings without complaint, and to dress and conduct himself appropriately. These instructions prefigured his own speeches, a generation later, to young recruits to the Department of External Affairs. Arthur Tange drew for himself the conclusion that the bank’s requirements—‘timeliness, accuracy, complete discretion in respect of the private affairs of others, and the obligations of trust’—were equally applicable to a government department.30 In the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s he would not hesitate to instruct his subordinates accordingly.

			After leaving home for Bathurst in early 1931, Arthur Tange saw his father only once more before Charles’s death later that year. While grateful for his position, Arthur was anxious to improve his chances of escaping from the financial hardship in which his widowed mother was now placed. In 1932 he wrote what he later called ‘the most important letter that I wrote throughout my career’, asking Davidson’s advice on correspondence courses that he might take to secure advancement in the bank. Davidson’s reply, dated 28 November 1932 and retained by Tange ever afterwards, advised him to tackle a university course in economics. That, he said, would include sufficient accountancy for his banking requirements, but he recommended that Tange seek both practical experience and theoretical knowledge.31

			While grateful for Davidson’s advice and personal concern, Tange wondered how he could ever afford university fees. He then received another letter, holding out the prospect of a transfer to the bank’s Perth branch, which would enable him to study economics at the University of Western Australia. Thanks to a generous endowment by the newspaper magnate Winthrop Hackett, this was the only university in Australia that did not charge fees. In February 1933 Tange, now eighteen, took the five-day sea voyage on the Westralia—winning a cup for deck tennis—to reach Western Australia in time for the start of the academic year. Davidson ensured that the bank’s senior officers in Melbourne and Adelaide facilitated his stops in those cities. More importantly, he wrote to the head of the Perth branch:

			I would not like you to give any special consideration on the score of my interest in him as my wife’s half-brother, but, no doubt, it will be possible to place him so that he will be able to attend lectures without having to get special permission to leave the office to time. He is very keen, and with the growing complexities of world affairs in which we are necessarily involved, it seems to me to be important that we should encourage junior officers with the mental equipment and industry to fit themselves to take the torch from us when the time comes for us to hand it on.32

			In addition to this continuing support from his distant mentor, it appears that Arthur also won the regard of Sir Edward and Lady Wittenoom, leading citizens of Perth who were also travelling on the Westralia.33

			Davidson’s thoughtful generosity in enabling Tange to study at the University of Western Australia reflected more than its advantage as a free university. During his own time in Perth he had become friendly with Edward Shann, the university’s energetic and quick-witted professor of history and economics. Academic boundaries between the various humanities and social sciences were flexible and Shann, who had unusually broad intellectual interests, had lectured in constitutional history at the University of Melbourne and, when only 22, in philosophy at the University of Adelaide.34 He studied political theory and sociology as well as economics at the London School of Economics, returning to Australia as a Fabian socialist. Shann’s socialism later gave way to the liberalism of John Stuart Mill—Tange prized Shann’s heavily annotated copy of Mill’s On Liberty35—but his support for the enterprising individual’s struggle against governmental restrictions was coupled with a strong sense of social responsibility. His books of economic history were substantial and highly regarded, but his public reputation owed much to his prescient 1927 essay, The boom of 1890—and now. In this Shann argued that Australia’s economic policies in the 1920s might lead to disaster, just as the boom of the late 1880s had led to the depression of the 1890s.

			In 1930 Davidson appointed Shann as economic consultant to the Bank of New South Wales. Shann established the Economic Department, the first ‘think tank’ in an Australian bank, and inaugurated a circular newsletter to encourage public debate on current economic issues. Although he had no university education himself, Davidson was contributing to the process that would place professors of economics, such as Shann, Douglas Copland and Leslie Melville, at the centre of national policy-making. By sending Arthur Tange to Perth, Davidson was creating the opportunity for him to join an influential new elite, the small group of academically trained and publicly engaged economists.

			For the next four years Arthur Tange worked until 5 p.m. each weekday in the Security Department at the bank’s office in Perth, then took the rickety tram to the university’s campus at Crawley to attend evening lectures. In addition to his degree requirements, he took some extra courses with the aim of adding a diploma in commerce. As a result, although he spread his pass degree over four years instead of three, he took each year what the university recognised as a full-time load. Economics did not yet have a faculty of its own but was taught within the Arts faculty. Tange enjoyed the broader education that this encouraged, taking units in English, French, philosophy, history and politics, as well as economics and related subjects. On completing his degree he told Davidson that he had ‘no regrets at having done a course more widely cultural than specialised’.36

			Of those who taught him, Tange recalled Walter Murdoch as a lovable professor of English, but one who had apparently lectured from the same yellowing notes for the past twenty years. His assistant, Alec King, was more original. Tange was struck by the contrast between, on the one hand, the elegance of the language of Keats, Donne and the other poets he was studying at night and, on the other, the constipated and clumsy ‘business English’ he was encouraged to use by day in the bank, full of phrases like ‘we are in receipt of yours of the third instant’. Fred Alexander’s lectures on history and political institutions were also valuable. Only later did Tange question their relevance to Australia, reflecting that they included much on the direct and indirect forms of British colonialism in Africa, but practically nothing on Asia. Margaret Clark’s lectures on French literature were given in French, a challenge for someone with only a moderate pass in his school examinations more than two years earlier. Perhaps the deepest impact was made by philosophy, taught by A.C. Fox. The study of philosophical concepts did not especially move him, but Tange was excited by the study of logic, a training in precise and clear thinking. Forty years later, when espousing the cause of a broad and liberal tertiary education for young officers in the armed services, Tange was to startle the service chiefs by recommending that philosophy be part of the curriculum at the new Australian Defence Force Academy.

			The attractions of studying logic and French were not solely intellectual. In these lectures Tange sat next to one of Professor Shann’s daughters, Marjorie. Less enthused than Arthur by the study of logic, she seemed to welcome the additional encouragement that he offered, sitting on the lawns outside the imposing Winthrop Hall on the country’s most attractive university campus. Shann was not only respected by business and government but also popular with his students. Invitations to his home were welcomed both for his company and for that of his three daughters, of whom Tange had decided that Marjorie, the middle daughter and two months younger than himself, was especially attractive. Tange misunderstood the first such invitation he received to include dinner and arrived at 7.15 p.m., only later discovering that he had not been expected until 8.30 p.m. Despite this faux pas and the intense competition from Perth’s young men of means, including (as he vividly recalled) ‘a rich young man with a motor car in the days when I doubted that I could afford a bicycle’,37 Tange made headway in impressing Marjorie. For some years, however, he would feel that he was too poor to propose marriage.

			Combining full-time work at the bank with full-time studies at the university left Arthur with little time for extracurricular activities, while his meagre salary, from which he tried to assist his mother, offered few opportunities. He boarded with a Mr and Mrs Fulcher at 30 Portland Street, Nedlands, not far from the university. Mrs Fulcher treated him, as he once put it, like ‘a little tin god’. When the worthy Mr Fulcher, a gasfitter, returned home and turned on the wireless in the kitchen to listen to his favourite radio serial, his wife would chastise him: ‘’Ush! ’e’s studyin’!’38 Arthur literally watched his pennies, accumulating them on a shelf until they sufficed to afford a trip to the movies. In university vacations the bank sometimes sent him to gain experience in rural branches, replacing staff taking leave. During one such visit with a young colleague from another bank to the wheatbelt town of Toodyay, the local hotel licensee evidently recognised their managerial potential. He decided to take a brief holiday himself, leaving Tange and his colleague in sole (and probably illegal) charge of the pub for a weekend. Such experiences notwithstanding, Tange was often lonely in Perth. Thousands of kilometres from home and family, committed to full-time work and full-time study, and impecunious—one cocktail in a hotel would consume his week’s entertainment budget—he had few opportunities to make close friends. This period of his life, a tune when many establish lifelong friendships, laid the basis for his enduring reputation as a loner.

			Despite the pressures on his time, Tange became treasurer of the university’s Economic and Historical Society. In this capacity he was one of the students chosen to speak at the farewell dinner for Shann, who had accepted the chair of economics at the University of Adelaide. Tange found public speaking an ordeal, which he would later devote considerable effort—not least at United Nations meetings—to master.

			Shann’s move from Perth to Adelaide had a tragic outcome. By a cruel irony, the scholar whose reputation was founded on studies of economic depressions was himself subject to bouts of mental depression, probably a symptom of the disease known later as manic depression or bi-polar disorder. The discovery that lithium could be used to control this disorder lay several years in the future. On the morning of 23 May 1935 Marjorie drove her father to the university; around 7.30 that evening Shann fell to his death from a window in the Napier Building. The coroner’s verdict was suicide but the evidence was not totally conclusive. Someone determined on suicide would normally choose a window higher than the first floor, but the first floor of the Napier Building is unusually far above ground level, and the distance of Shann’s body from the building was more consistent with a jump than with a fall. Some of Shann’s colleagues and relatives believed that Shann, who had just delivered his last lecture for the term sitting down, felt increasingly unwell, rushed to a window (as was his custom on such occasions), reached out to open the awkward mechanism, and lost his balance. As the historian G.V. Portus, Shann’s colleague and friend for 28 years, wrote to Davidson, ‘What happened in that room between 7.25 p.m. and 7.35 p.m. no-one will ever know with certainty.’39 Whether the death was accidental or willed, it deprived Arthur of an early mentor and underlined the significance of a disease that was to play a part in his later family life.

			Within days of Shann’s death, Portus wrote to Davidson to seek assistance for Shann’s widow and the two daughters, Marjorie and Betty, who had accompanied him to Adelaide. Shann, the highly regarded financial adviser to the nation’s leaders, had shown scant ability to manage his own family’s resources. His life insurance was minimal and his will was written so that his widow would receive only the interest on his estate—a pittance. Portus was especially anxious that Marjorie should receive support while she finished her Arts degree at the University of Western Australia. She had completed two years but had suspended the third to accompany her father to Adelaide. Even before receiving Portus’s letter, Davidson had already taken action, writing to the heads of his Adelaide and Perth branches. Two weeks after Shann’s death his widow and daughters returned to Perth and, on 17 June, Marjorie became an employee of the Bank of New South Wales in that city.40

			With both his father and his principal academic mentor dead, Tange now relied even more heavily upon Davidson for paternal advice. They had already begun an exchange of letters across the continent, invariably serious in subject and earnest in tone, on Tange’s choice of courses, on the state of economics and banking, and similar topics.41 Davidson wrote to ‘My dear Arthur’. Tange addressed his mentor, who was both his employer and his relative by marriage, first as ‘Dear Sir’, then as ‘My dear Sir’, and after about three years as ‘My dear Chief’. Davidson consistently encouraged Arthur to spend time and effort on the more theoretical and mind-broadening subjects, rather than those more immediately related to the daily work of a banker. He shared Arthur’s admiration for philosophy (‘always useful in the affairs of life’) and did not want to see him distracted into studying accountancy or similar subjects for a diploma of commerce. These, he said, were skills that Arthur could easily pick up later. When Arthur expressed concern over his progress in statistical methods, Davidson was less worried. It was an exacting subject, he said, but in any case ‘it is very difficult to get any statistics that are really truthful, searching and reliable’. When Shann had moved to Adelaide, Tange and Davidson had discussed whether to accept Shann’s advice that Arthur suspend his studies for a year, by which time Shann’s successor, Allan Fisher, would have arrived from New Zealand. Davidson had agreed with Tange’s decision to continue.42

			After mid-1935 the correspondence began to include references to Davidson’s other protégée in Perth, Marjorie Shann. Tange reported that the Shanns were courageous in their misfortune but had so many visitors that Marjorie had to rise at 5 a.m. to keep up with her studies. Davidson responded sympathetically to Arthur’s hints that the bank might give further advancement to Marjorie, perhaps in a position involving ‘contact with important people as she has great charm of manner’. Davidson said that he would always have opportunities for ‘bright, intelligent, well-educated girls’, but she should complete her economics degree and also study shorthand and typing, subjects so important that ‘they are even useful to men in almost all walks of life’.43

			In early 1936 the Economics and Historical Society started a movement to establish a memorial to Shann at the University of Western Australia (UWA), appointing as the committee their treasurer, Arthur Tange, and the lecturer in charge of history, Fred Alexander. Among the many bodies they approached for support was the Bank of New South Wales. Tange wrote to Davidson to give him forewarning of the approach. Davidson and other donors responded well,44 and the Shann memorial in the ‘sunken garden’ on the UWA campus now commemorates one of its most significant early figures.

			Tange completed his pass degree at the end of 1936, having gained distinctions in all three of his Economics units as well as Philosophy, History and Modern Political Institutions; credits in two English units, French, Contract Law and Statistical Methods; and a pass in Company Law. Both he and Marjorie Shann received their Bachelor of Arts degrees at a graduation ceremony in April 1937. So also did a slightly older man, a rising journalist on The West Australian named Paul Hasluck.45 They did not know each other at this time, but in future decades their careers would intertwine.

			With the pass degree completed, Davidson wondered whether Arthur might come to Sydney to study with R.C. Mills at the University of Sydney while working for the bank, but Tange sought and received his permission to stay in Perth for another year to complete an honours degree. At a time when master’s degrees were rare and PhDs unknown, study at this level, begun after completing the pass degree, was generally regarded as postgraduate work. Sydney, Tange conceded, was more advanced in technical aspects of economics, but Fisher, now arrived in Perth, would lead a course in advanced economic theory that would redress that balance. Tange would abandon the diploma of commerce, but the honours degree would require a thesis as well as the course in advanced theory. Tange sought Davidson’s advice on the crucial question of a suitable thesis topic.46

			The world of economics had just been struck by the publication in 1936 of John Maynard Keynes’s revolutionary book, The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money. Tange, the eager post-graduate student, considered this ‘rather like a breath of cold air after the somewhat stifling complacency of classical economics’. Davidson, although seen as more Keynesian than most bankers of his day, was less enthusiastic. ‘Keynes is very stimulating and provocative,’ he told Arthur, ‘but the feeling we have is that much of his stuff nowadays is more or less half-baked and is not worth your devoting that attention to it which would be warranted were it more finished and the result of a greater and more searching study.’ Nor was Davidson greatly impressed by the suggestion that Australian banks were unduly conservative about directing capital towards new investments rather than secure deposits. Davidson knew that Torleiv Hytten, the former professor of economics at the University of Tasmania who now headed the bank’s Economic Department, was less critical of the banks than was Fisher.47 Nevertheless, with Davidson’s permission to use accrued and anticipated leave to allow him some time as a full-time student, Tange wrote a thesis under Fisher’s supervision on ‘Some Aspects of the Australian Capital Market’.48 The thesis was awarded first-class honours and, taken together with his course work, led to the award of the degree of Bachelor of Arts with first-class honours in Economics, to which he was formally admitted in April 1938.

			While full-time work and full-time studies left him little time for involvement in student clubs and societies, Tange was able to play sport for UWA teams during weekends. As a cricketer, Tange was a useful fast bowler, in and out of the first eleven but sufficiently accomplished to win a half-blue. But his principal sporting achievements were in the game to which his father had been devoted—rugby union. In a state where the main winter sport was Australian rules football, Tange enjoyed converting young Western Australians to the code that was predominant in New South Wales and Queensland. One such convert was Harry Giese, who later became a prominent official in the Northern Territory.

			In later years, because of his strong physique and robust style, many people assumed that Arthur Tange, like his father, played rugby as a forward, where the game is characterised by physical strength and unflinching confrontations. Although he played some games as a breakaway (a forward whose task is to harass the opposition’s backs), Arthur made his name as a five-eighth, a pivotal position (also known as fly-half, stand-off half or first five-eighth) requiring agility, dexterity and quick tactical thinking. Press reports of the University A Grade team’s matches from 1934 to 1937 included several accounts of Tange cutting brilliantly through the opposition, side-stepping and dodging tackles, and either scoring himself or enabling his colleagues in a brilliant backline to do so. Unlike some players with flair in attack, he was equally determined in defence, seldom missing a tackle. He was awarded a full blue in 1934, his first A Grade season. (Gordon Freeth, whom Tange would serve as Minister for External Affairs in later years, was awarded a half-blue in the same year, before concentrating his sporting talent on rowing.) In a final in 1935, a try by Tange was hailed as ‘a masterpiece of change of pace and judgment’. The following week, in a grand final described as ‘one of the most stirring matches ever seen in this State’, Tange’s ‘speed and initiative’ were listed among the principal factors in University’s narrow victory. Moved to innovative metaphors, the reporter wrote that Tange ‘made a brilliant run through the field, twisting, turning, and side-stepping like an eel’.49

			By this time he was regarded as the state’s outstanding five-eighth. He wrote to his sister Thelma that he was ‘spitting with rage’ when a knee injury, which kept him on the sidelines for much of the 1936 season, prevented him from playing in the state side, which twice beat South Australia.50 Davidson offered little sympathy on this score. So many young men in the bank suffered from sporting injuries that he recommended only recreational sport and thought Tange’s injury might be a blessing in disguise.51 But Tange’s enthusiasm was undimmed and in the following year he was virtually an automatic selection when the South African Springboks played Western Australia in the first match of their 1937 tour of Australia. Before the match on 31 May, the local press eagerly anticipated the arrival of the first international side to visit Perth since the Wallabies passed through en route to South Africa in 1933. Their readers were told that Tange, 22, ‘5ft. 11in [180cm.] and 11 st. 10 lb.’ [74 kg.], had inherited ‘rugby in his blood’ from his father.52 In the event the match was a one-sided exhibition. Totally outplayed, Western Australia was thrashed 47 to 8. Against such odds, Tange’s preference for attack as a means of defence was not an option. His main consolation was the recollection that, as he picked himself out of the mud after tackling a formidable second-row forward, the Springbok complimented him, a little patronisingly, on the tackle. The Springboks rested several of their key players, including the vice-captain and five-eighth, Danie Craven, later South African rugby’s most prominent administrator in the era of international boycotts over apartheid.

			Tange won more respect than close friendship from his rugby-playing contemporaries. Decades later, he was remembered by colleagues in the backline as a clean and honourable player, never stooping to the illegal tactics for which some forwards were noted.53 At the time he was seen as a strong and effective leader both on the field—as vice-captain of the premiership-winning A Grade team in 1935, then captain in his injury-plagued season of 1936—and off the field, being elected president of the UWA rugby club in 1937. When his time in Perth came to an end, the club secretary wrote that’[t]he lads were disappointed to learn that you were leaving us, not only because we were losing a “crack” five-eighths, but also because we were losing one who personified the club spirit and good fellowship which the University Rugby Club could always boast’.54 But his full-time commitments at the bank meant that his student life was inevitably distanced from that of his teammates, and to most he had always seemed a little aloof.

			Despite being the grandson of a distinguished and popular clergyman, Tange had only a tenuous association with organised religion. In Bathurst he worked in the soup kitchen established by the Reverend EJ. ‘Ted’ Davidson to provide sustenance for the unemployed who were sleeping by the Macquarie River in the bitter cold of the inland winter. Davidson (no relation to the banker) was a great organiser who later became a notable, and sometimes controversial, rector of St James’s Anglican church in King Street, Sydney. Church historians have noted that he gave a distinctly Australian style of leadership to the church, most of whose bishops were sent out from Britain.55 In Perth Tange joined a group of young men, mostly bank clerks, solicitors and the like, formed by the Reverend John Bell (later Canon Bell), the Rector of Christ Church in Claremont. Bell was another charismatic clergyman, whose preaching drew overflowing congregations and large radio audiences, and whose caring and outgoing personality attracted men and women of all ages. In a conservative parish his views, influenced by Christian socialism and pacifism, generated considerable controversy but Tange respected Bell’s combination of compassion and robust opinions. Later Tange’s doubts about the existence of God prevailed over Bell’s encouragement. In a farewell letter on Tange’s leaving Perth, Bell regretted not having known Arthur better and hoped that God would reveal Himself to the young man.56 The revelation never took place. Tange dropped the outward forms of Christianity but retained an ingrained respect for the ethics of those who served their fellow humans in deeds as well as words.

			After completing his honours degree Tange, at Davidson’s suggestion, took a little time to look around Western Australia before returning to Sydney in early 1938 to join the bank’s Economic Department.57 Davidson admired Lionel Curtis, a leader of the Round Table group that promoted closer relations between the nations of the British Empire. Davidson helped to organise, and Curtis attended, the Lapstone Conference in 1938, a British Empire conference held near Sydney. Curtis was one of the group of bright young men gathered by Alfred Milner, the British High Commissioner in South Africa at the beginning of the twentieth century, known as ‘Milner’s Kindergarten’. Inevitably the ten or fifteen young men and women in the Economic Department became known as ‘Davidson’s Kindergarten’. Selected as the best and brightest of their day, they included many who went on to distinguished careers in government, business or academia, but few who reached the top in banking or finance. (They included Leslie Bury, James Plimsoll, D.H. Merry, Arthur Lowndes, Walter Ives and Ronald Mendelsohn.) Under Hytten’s leadership, the Economic Department had its office ‘about a cricket-pitch distance’, as Tange later put it, from Davidson’s imposing office on the first floor of the bank’s marble-lined head office in Martin Place, Sydney.58

			In accordance with Davidson’s concept of the assertive role that the bank should play in national life, the bright young economists were encouraged to take part in public activities. In addition to writing speeches for Davidson and articles for the bank’s circular, Tange and his colleagues became involved in the conferences and other activities of various organisations—in his case, principally the Junior Chamber of Commerce and the Economic Society of Australia and New Zealand. Articles by ‘A.H.T.’ appeared in the press on economic issues of the day, sometimes taking positions that were more ‘advanced’ than those associated with Davidson and the bank. One, for example, advocated economic planning to overcome interstate rivalries and a public works program, financed by Treasury bills, to combat unemployment.59 Another, which proved several decades ahead of its time, discussed the effects of an aging population.60 Tange, serious and assiduous as ever, was appointed Supervisor in 1939, overseeing the research work and office routine of the nineteen members of the department.

			At the outbreak of war, Tange and his colleagues in the Economic Department were ‘manpowered’ by the bank—that is, declared under manpower regulations to be carrying out essential duties and therefore exempt from military service. This reflected Davidson’s trenchantly expressed view that those working for the bank were undertaking war duties at least as important as what he liked to call ‘that crowd of rather hopeless people’ in Canberra. Despite this official exemption, Tange early in the war approached the Navy’s recruiting office at Rushcutters Bay in Sydney but was informed they had all the recruits they could handle at that point. By this time Tange felt the Economic Department was not living up to Davidson’s unrealistically high expectations. Apart from the inevitable dispersal of talent caused by the demands of war, it was becoming clear that the ‘think tank’ was having little impact on the day-to-day activities of the bank, in either the branches or the policy areas. Australians at this time instinctively turned to Britain when seeking advice or leadership in any field, and it was not unusual for Davidson to recruit young British economists for the Economic Department. Tange, never troubled by the colonial cringe, felt the success rate of these imports did not match that of the Australian recruits.

			Tange was witnessing the result of the bank’s internal politics. The Economic Department, which the bank’s historian described as ‘virtually Davidson’s hobby’.61 had probably had its greatest influence in the mid-1930s, including helping Davidson to prepare his evidence for the Royal Commission on Banking in 1936–37. By 1940 Davidson was losing the support of his board. Among other reductions to Davidson’s power, the Economic Department was reduced in size and renamed, rather pointedly, the General Manager’s Department. It was time for members of Davidson’s Kindergarten to move on.

			Tange’s enjoyment of his work was aided by the fact that Davidson had also employed Marjorie Shann in the Economic Department. Tange was discreet about his family relationship with the Davidsons, although he was invited more frequently than his colleagues to spend weekends at ‘Montgreenan’, their house at Leura in the Blue Mountains. To the other members of the Economic Department, it seemed that Davidson was encouraging a match between the two young graduates from Western Australia, although Marjorie appeared less keen. Arthur and Marjorie announced their engagement but, after a tiff, they broke it off and Marjorie returned to Perth, where another young man, also named Arthur, proposed matrimony. Marjorie’s younger sister, Betty, could see that Marjorie was torn between the two Arthurs and urged Arthur Tange to press his claims once more. He returned to Perth and this time achieved his goal. On 19 November 1940 Arthur Tange and Marjorie Shann were married by Canon Bell at Christ Church, Claremont, a popular venue for weddings. Tange’s best man was Gresley Clarkson, a lawyer (later a Queen’s Counsel and later again a judge of the Supreme Court of Papua New Guinea) who had played inside-centre in the University rugby team; the bridesmaid was Marjorie’s matchmaking sister, Betty.62 The marriage would last more than sixty years but the middle-class matrons around Perth’s bridge tables lamented the loss of one of their jewels to a young man from the eastern states.

			People who lead lives full of distinction and honours often remain proudest of their earliest successes, gained as young individuals with minimal support from subordinates and institutions. Throughout his many years at the top of the public service in Canberra, Arthur Tange remained intensely proud of three achievements of his early twenties in Perth. He had won distinction in post-graduate studies in economics; he had played rugby against the Springboks; and he had won the hand of his distinguished professor’s charming daughter. Any reporter or historian who interviewed him during the next sixty years was likely to be quickly reminded of these first successes.

			Early in 1941 the newlyweds departed for Fiji, where the bank had posted Tange to supervise its foreign exchange operations in the British colony, one of the bank’s most profitable activities. The work required meticulous knowledge and observation of the foreign exchange regulations of several countries but, apart from shipping difficulties, Fiji was not greatly affected by the war. The occasion he recalled most vividly was when:

			what appeared to be the whole of the Australian gold reserve arrived in the bowels of a Matson Line ship and the officers of the Bank of New South Wales were armed with pistols to go and wrench it out of the bowels of the ship and transport it to the Bank and sit over it all night and return it to the ship the next day.

			Tange and his colleagues joined the local citizens’ force, in which ‘Private Tange learned a certain amount of military art, but only a certain amount’.63 His discharge certificate showed that 1057 Private Tange was discharged after nine months’ service in the 2nd (Territorial) Battalion of the Fiji Defence Force with his performance described as ‘V. Good’—less than ‘Exemplary’ but better than ‘Good’ or ‘Fair’.64

			Early in 1940, while he was still in Sydney, Tange had been appointed convenor of one of five committees established by the New South Wales branch of the Economic Society to conduct research into economic problems arising from the war. Tange’s committee addressed issues of public and private finance. His colleagues were S.J. Butlin (later a professor of economics and author of the economic volumes of the official war history) and T.K. Critchley (later a distinguished diplomat). Before he left Sydney, Tange had prepared a large proportion of what appeared in mid-1941 as a book entitled Australia Foots the Bill.65 The authors (joined after Tange’s departure by K.B. McMillan, another member of Davidson’s Kindergarten) were critical of the Australian government’s failure to explain the financial demands the war would make on the community. The Prime Minister, R.G. Menzies, had spoken of ‘business as usual’ but the book emphasised that the government would have to impose much more severe controls on individuals and businesses. Its principal conclusion was ‘taxation should be drastically increased’, with particular attention to a more progressive income tax, selective sales taxes, and much greater taxation of profits. As a later writer has noted, Tange and his colleagues did not have the sophistication of Keynes in recommending ways in which public opinion could be induced to accept these taxes: they simply referred to the need for ‘government propaganda’.66 Higher taxation was not a message that Davidson would have welcomed but Tange saw his contribution to this book as quite separate from his work for the bank. Nor was this the last time that Tange would give advice that was politically inconvenient to Menzies as Prime Minister.

			In 1941 Arthur Tange was a young economist with a secure job in a bank, an exemption from war service, a charming and intelligent wife, and a growing reputation for his ability to handle the public discussion of economic and political issues. Around the time that Australia Foots the Bill was published, Tange in Fiji received a letter that would redirect his life almost as significantly as the one from Alfred Davidson in 1932. Hytten, still head of Davidson’s Kindergarten, told Tange that he had been telephoned by Dr Roland Wilson, the head of the newly formed Department of Labour and National Service, who wanted Tange to join the department’s Post-War Reconstruction Division. Precisely why was not immediately clear, but it gradually emerged that the division, established to examine issues that would arise if and when the war was won, needed a research officer to work on international economics. Tange’s name had probably been suggested by Dr P.W.E. (‘Pike’) Curtin, the division’s director of research, with whom Tange had studied economics and played cricket at the University of Western Australia. Davidson’s first reaction was that Tange was amply fulfilling his national duty where he was, and told Tange: ‘I do not suppose that you would like to become a permanent civil servant.’ Wilson was pressed to give assurances that the range of activities would be wide and interesting, that it would not include much statistical work (for which Tange had declared himself unqualified), and that the appointment would be temporary, so the bank could claim him back. Thus mollified, Davidson granted Tange leave from the bank. Tange’s first public service appointment thus had the modest title of temporary research officer in the Department of Labour and National Service, but even for this lowly level he had been, as a later generation would put it, head-hunted.67

			After the Japanese entered the war in December 1941, travel across the Pacific became more difficult, but in early 1942, after spending six weeks in New Zealand. Tange and his wife reached Canberra and reported to Roland Wilson. At the age of 27, Arthur Tange had become what both his father and his principal mentor, Alfred Davidson, had constantly scorned—a public servant.

			




		
			Chapter Three 
The Economist in Post-War Reconstruction 
1942–45

			The Commonwealth public service that Arthur Tange joined in 1942 was undergoing what one writer has called ‘a permanent revolution at once in the size, the calibre, the philosophy and the significance of the Service’.68 Between 1939 and 1945 the number of Commonwealth government departments more than doubled, while existing departments adopted new functions, new structures and new approaches. University graduates were, for the first time, employed in significant numbers in general administration, as distinct from specialists such as lawyers, doctors or engineers. Membership of the public service also doubled, while the total level of employment by the Commonwealth trebled. Most of the increase came from people recruited, like Tange, on a temporary basis.69

			A major new concern of the Commonwealth government was post-war reconstruction. Memories of 1914 to 1918 were fresh enough to ensure there were few illusions about the glory of war. Instead, from the very early days in this second and even larger war, a war that made unprecedented demands on civilians at home as well as those in uniform, governments around the world felt compelled to enunciate statements of ‘war aims’ that would inspire their people to serve and to sacrifice. Because such statements were made by the member countries of the alliance in which Australia was fighting, there soon developed a network of international discussions and negotiations that led to agreements designed to give concrete effect to the rhetoric of war aims.

			In Australia these discussions were linked to a sense that the post-war nation had to overcome the failures of its pre-war economic and political life. The most obvious of these failures was the economic depression of the 1930s. Few Australians actually starved but the extent of unemployment and economic hardship demoralised individuals, families and society. The Australian Labor Party, in office from October 1941 to December 1949, was dedicated to reforms that it hoped would eliminate the scourge of unemployment. They were supported by many economists who believed, as Paul Hasluck put it in his official history, ‘that the central problem of Australian economic management was the creation of employment opportunities, so that they sometimes tended to think of employment as the target and not as the score that would be the consequence of hitting the economic target’.70

			The politicians saw full employment as the principal goal for post-war Australia and the economists encouraged them to think it could be achieved. The revolution in the public service is usually attributed to the pressures of war but the philosophy of its leaders owed much to vivid memories of the Depression. In this philosophy, military victory would be of little value unless it led to broadly based prosperity, of which the principal criterion would be full employment. Nowhere was this attitude more evident than among a group whom Hasluck wrote about with dry scepticism:

			In the public service and, on the fringes of the public service, in various agencies created for the purpose, there grew up towards the end of the war a group of persons who might best be described as the planners. They were a group somewhat apart and clearly distinguishable on the one hand from the politicians, caged in Parliament, to whom their plans were fed, and on the other hand from the main body of public servants who tended the administrative garden day by day. The planners were a new phenomenon in Australian government and the administrative arrangements made for postwar reconstruction gave them unusual opportunities. They were a new and devout group who had believed in the planned state and had communed about it when they were only a devout few in the political catacombs, and now the Emperor himself had embraced their religion.71 

			The picture was brilliant but overdrawn. Many of the planners, including Hasluck himself, were conscious of the potential dangers.

			Before the war it had been possible for people like Charles Tange and Alfred Davidson to characterise government employees as either shovel-leaning roadworkers, who took four men two days to repair a hole which one hard-working self-employed man could fix in a day, or as tea-drinking, cardigan-wearing, pen-pushing form-fillers, whose principal achievement was to obstruct the truly productive members of society. These were, of course, gross caricatures but they were not without a grain of accuracy. Now the expansion of the numbers and activities of the new ‘bureaucrats’ (an uncomplimentary term that came into vogue at this time) led to new tensions. These new bureaucrats saw themselves as crusaders, fighting to create a kinder and fairer post-war world; but their critics saw them as a socialistic elite, telling ordinary people how to run their lives in intolerable detail.

			This was the world into which Arthur Tange was recruited in 1942. The Department of Labour and National Service had been created by the Menzies government, holding precariously onto office after the election of September 1940. The new portfolio was given to Harold Holt, whom Menzies had recalled to Canberra from the Second AIF after the deaths of three senior ministers in an air crash in August. The department’s principal founder was the Commonwealth Statistician and Economic Adviser to the Treasury, Dr Roland Wilson, who prepared the plan on which its purpose and structure were based and who then accepted Holt’s invitation to become its first Secretary.72 Six of its seven branches dealt with policy on labour, industrial relations and technical training, but the seventh, known as the Reconstruction Division, was dedicated to ‘planning for post-war rehabilitation and development’. It was in this context, expressing the need for Australia to display ‘social progress’ and to exercise ‘social leadership’ in the post-war Pacific, that Holt introduced a child endowment scheme, his principal achievement during his first term as Minister for Labour and National Service.

			The Labor government of John Curtin, which took office in October 1941, was even more sympathetic to such plans and readily acceded to proposals from the ALP’s federal conference that the Reconstruction Division be elevated to become a separate department. The Department of Post-War Reconstruction was established in late 1942 and Curtin allocated the portfolio to J.B. Chifley, already the Treasurer and the Cabinet colleague for whom Curtin had the highest respect, ahead of other ministerial claimants. The role of this department in the Commonwealth government was not unlike that of Davidson’s Kindergarten in the Bank of New South Wales. Although not all of its staff were young, it was predominantly youthful—Chifley joked about its ‘long-haired men and short-skirted women’. Once again Tange had been recruited to a think tank, formed to address long-term issues, within a large organisation, most of whose members faced day-to-day administrative tasks.

			To head the new department Curtin had already chosen the 36-year-old Director of Rationing, Dr H.C. ‘Nugget’ Coombs. A graduate in economics from the University of Western Australia and the London School of Economics, Coombs was appointed Director-General, a title that implied a more directive role than that of a secretary, as departmental heads were usually known. Coombs later described his work in Post-War Reconstruction as a ‘Keynesian crusade’. There is little doubt that much of the intellectual inspiration for the ‘long-haired men and short-skirted women’ working with Coombs came from the writings of John Maynard Keynes, especially the General Theory, which had had such an impact on economists when Arthur Tange was working on his honours thesis. Even economists more or less sceptical of Keynes’s ideas shared a broader ethos. Economics in the 1930s and 1940s was not a matter of mathematical equations or arcane theories about impersonal forces. For many—not least those who, like both Coombs and Tange, had studied economics as part of an Arts degree—it belonged within the humanities as much as the social sciences. A discipline with a strong humane and ethical element, economics was seen as the appropriate academic training for administrators, who were expected not merely to keep the machinery of government running efficiently but, more importantly, to adopt and to implement policies that would improve the fortunes of the populace. These economist—administrators were expected to perceive and to pursue the national interest, rising above the personal and sectional interests to which the private sector was thought to be dedicated.73

			Within the Department of Post-War Reconstruction, Coombs established three commissions to conduct research into and to prepare plans for, respectively, rural reconstruction, housing and secondary industries. Tange was initially directed to work on housing. Here he researched, wrote and spoke to architects and union leaders about how to ensure that Australians would be well housed after the war, but it did not prove satisfying. Much about the post-war economy could not be predicted, so no-one could clearly define what the problem would be, let alone devise satisfactory solutions. Tange later noted that he began to feel ‘ineffective and dispirited’.74 The gloom did not last long. In what Tange regarded as a major turning point of his career, he moved from housing to work on international economic policy, the field for which he had originally been recruited. Here there was ‘something very tangible to get one’s teeth into’,75 the vexed question of Article VII.

			In February 1942 Britain and the United States had signed the Mutual Aid Agreement, establishing the lifesaving flow of American economic assistance to the beleaguered Britain, generally known as ‘lend-lease’. Article VII of the agreement embodied the American insistence that the parties work towards the elimination of tariffs and all other forms of trade discrimination. In September 1942, after intense tripartite negotiations, Australia and the United States exchanged notes that accepted the principles of the Anglo-American agreement. The implications were enormous. The support of the mighty American economy was immensely valuable but it came at a price. Australian trade policy was based on the system of imperial preference, established at Ottawa in 1932, which promoted trade between members of the British Empire by erecting tariff barriers against all other countries. The Australian government now had to ensure that Australian interests, including both its well-established primary industries and the secondary industries that it hoped to develop after the war, would not be damaged by the American pressure to implement Article VII. This became the focus of a huge amount of the time and energy of Australian policymakers. Tange became a junior, but not insignificant, member of the team that shaped Australian policy, mostly by extensive correspondence with counterparts in London and Washington.

			In Labour and National Service and, subsequently, Post-War Reconstruction, Tange’s seniors included several rising stars of the public service, notably John Crawford, Roland Wilson and Allen Brown. He also worked closely with the influential group of advisers officially known as the Finance and Economics Advisory Committee, more commonly ‘the F & E’, whose members included professors of economics such as L E Giblin, Leslie Melville and Douglas Copland, as well as Roland Wilson and H.C. Coombs. Giblin told Tange to use fewer adjectives in his papers—sound advice for which he remained grateful—but none of these figures had as much impact on him as Nugget Coombs.

			Although both Tange and Coombs had played cricket for the University of Western Australia, Coombs was eight years older and the two had not known each other before Tange came to Canberra. Tange soon became a great admirer of one of the most admired Australians of the twentieth century. For decades afterwards, even when Coombs’s Keynesian crusade was out of political favour, Tange would attest to the influence of Coombs’s rather romantic idealism, his integrity, his constructive optimism, and the vigour and reasonableness with which he would present his case. Coombs was, in Tange’s view, ‘one of the most persuasive men that I have ever met’. The young public servant would long remember his leader’s ability to impress a group of American bankers, the epitome of capitalist conservatism, as he sought to convince them of the need to take account of the social effects of economic decisions.76 In Coombs, Tange had found an exemplar whose influence would match and, in some respects, counterbalance that of his early mentor, Alfred Davidson.

			Moreover, in the activist public service of the 1940s Tange had found a suitable framework for his combination of ambition and principle. The bright young men and—much fewer in number—women brought to Canberra to plan the post-war world shared a sense of excitement and opportunity, tempered by sober reflection. As a historian who interviewed Tange and a number of his colleagues has noted, three themes recur in their recollections of wartime Canberra: their consciousness of privilege, of responsibility and of impermanence.77 They knew that they were privileged to have secure, civilian jobs in Canberra when many of their contemporaries were facing shot and shell in the various theatres of war. This heightened their pronounced concern to ensure that their actions were responsibly conceived and implemented, so they would create a better society as well as a more efficient economy. Highly aware of the failings of liberal democracy in the 1930s, and now engaged in a great war with European fascism and Japanese militarism as enemies and Stalinist communism as an ally, they constantly assessed the legitimacy and the boundaries of the blueprints they were preparing for a better planned post-war society. And they were well aware that they were the temporary beneficiaries of impermanent positions in departments like Post-War Reconstruction, which would inevitably disappear or be transformed in the post-war world for which they were planning. In this context, Tange found the cause to which he would dedicate his working life. The public service was not just a source of employment but a vocation.

			Canberra itself offered few charms to distract the public servants from their duties. Tange found it ‘a town of abundant fresh air and few amenities, and those not always accessible for lack of transport’. These included ‘dreary boarding houses and a charm-free Hotel Canberra from which politicians fled by the first available train’. Houses were ‘cruelly cold in winter [and] were scattered about in isolated clumps separated by bare areas’. Across these bare areas public servants trudged dutifully to their offices. Soon after reaching Canberra, Marjorie Tange wrote to her mother-in-law: ‘men solemnly dress up as though going to the centre of Sydney in their suits, and then proceed to walk miles through dusty rabbit-inhabited paddocks, where shorts, shirt and a pea rifle would be more appropriate’. One such pedestrian was the Tanges’ neighbour, the Crown Solicitor, Frederick Whitlam, who walked from the suburb of Deakin across the scrub of Capital Hill (now the site of Parliament House), ‘unimpeded by any obstacle except perhaps the occasional brown snake’.78

			Marjorie Tange similarly walked to her job at the Parliamentary Library, but Arthur travelled by bicycle, appreciating a Christmas gift of some mudguards. With petrol rationed, Canberra streets in the 1940s swarmed with bicycles, like those of a third-world country in later decades, but Roland Wilson constructed his own battery-driven car and Paul Hasluck rode his horse to the office.

			Life was not without some simple pleasures. One of Tange’s friends and colleagues in Post-War Reconstruction, L.F. ‘Fin’ Crisp, has recorded that the YMCA cricket team in Canberra became in effect the PWR team. Among those who played for it were Coombs. Tange, Crisp, Allen Brown, Pike Curtin (who had been struck in the groin by a delivery from Harold Larwood when opening the batting for Western Australia during the notorious bodyline series), Ron Mendelsohn, Gerald Firth, Noel Butlin and, occasionally, Paul Hasluck. The YMCA is a teetotal organisation and Crisp noted that its Secretary, Clive Glover, was embarrassed to be seen joining his less abstemious colleagues in post-match drinks. Crisp noted: ‘His team-mates, appreciating his bashfulness, developed a “flying-wedge” approach to hostelries, with Clive, who was broad rather than tall, constituting its inconspicuous core.’79

			Although junior and temporary in status, Arthur Tange was mixing professionally and socially with the current and future leaders of Australian politics, public service and academia. He was already adopting some of the style for which he would later become renowned. One colleague, who had also known him in the Economic Department of the Bank of New South Wales, was struck by the confident ease with which Tange summoned and instructed a messenger, when messengers were regarded as something of a luxury for other areas in the public service.80

			Tange’s skills also led to his first association with another department coping with rapid change, the Department of External Affairs. For the first third of the twentieth century, Australian political leaders were uncertain about how. or even whether, Australia should play a role in international affairs.81 Many thought it constitutionally proper to regard foreign policy as the prerogative of the British Empire, rather than its constituent members. It was also a lot cheaper to allow the United Kingdom taxpayer to meet the cost of a foreign office and an extensive network of diplomatic missions. Australia’s needs, it was assumed, could be met by pressure on the British government, either at imperial conferences, or by direct correspondence between prime ministers, or through the Australian High Commission in London, Australia’s only diplomatic mission. In the 1920s and 1930s Australia was much slower than Canada, South Africa or Ireland to develop the administrative machinery for a more or less independent foreign policy. Eventually, in 1935, the Department of External Affairs was separated from the Prime Ministers Department, of which it had been in effect a branch. In April 1939, on his first day as Prime Minister, Robert Menzies announced that, despite his lack of sympathy for ‘exaggerated ideas of Dominion independence and separatism’, Australia would send its own diplomatic missions to countries around the Pacific. During the next two years Australia opened diplomatic missions in Washington, Tokyo, Ottawa and Chungking (China’s wartime capital). No senior public servants had been trained to become ambassadors so the new diplomatic missions were led by Australians prominent in public life, usually with a background in non-Labor politics.

			This cautious approach to an Australian role in international affairs was abruptly overturned when Labor came to office in October 1941, with Dr H.V. Evatt as Minister for External Affairs. As psychologically complex as he was intellectually powerful, Evatt was driven by the volatile combination of an idealistic liberal internationalism, a brashly assertive Australian nationalism, an obsessive determination to win every available prize in national or international politics, and a morbid suspicion of the loyalty and motives of those working with or under him. His political views were supported, and his egotism was skilfully managed, by his closest adviser in External Affairs, Dr John Burton.

			From remarkably early in the war, the Department of External Affairs had established a ‘post hostilities’ section, led by the man who had graduated from the University of Western Australia on the same day as Arthur Tange, Paul Hasluck. This section concentrated on political rather than economic issues, such as the international trusteeship arrangements for former colonies and the shape and powers of the international organisation that was expected to take the place of the pre-war League of Nations. This work came to fruition at the high point of Dr Evatt’s career, the San Francisco Conference in April-May 1945 that established the United Nations Organisation. For some time, therefore, the departments of External Affairs and Post-War Reconstruction pursued parallel rather than interlocking paths in preparing for the post-war world.

			By 1943, however, Evatt and Burton were obliged to take an increasing interest in the pursuit of full employment as a central element in Australia’s international economic policies, a policy endorsed by Cabinet in January 1944. Tange and others involved in the ‘Keynesian crusade’ wondered whether Evatt and Burton had fully thought through the economic implications of the campaign for full employment, suspecting that Evatt in particular saw it primarily as a politically valuable cause. Tange reflected later that probably all involved were acting on the false assumption that the crucial post-war economic problem would be a lack of demand, as it had been in the depressed 1930s. In fact the post-1945 world proved to be one in which there was excessive demand for limited, war-depleted resources, ‘so we had the problem … back to front’.82

			Irrespective of its economic wisdom, full employment was a politically powerful cause, especially when it became increasingly likely that the new United Nations Organisation would include an Economic and Social Council. This meant that, to meet Evatt’s aspirations for his country and himself, the Department of External Affairs needed someone familiar with the economic aspects of the new international agenda and with Australia’s developing policies in this area. In the small and dedicated community of wartime Canberra, where everybody knew everybody and the number of economics graduates was limited, John Burton regarded Arthur Tange as an obvious choice. In 1944, at Burton’s request, Coombs allowed Tange to be temporarily seconded to External Affairs. Tange was quickly made aware of Evatt’s highly personal and intensely suspicious style of operation. When Burton left on an overseas mission, he left Tange to look after not only economic policy matters but also the sensitive issue of the distribution of copies of inward and outward telegrams. Relevant ministers and officials were supposed to be informed of matters affecting their responsibilities, but Burton instructed Tange that, ‘If the Minister [Evatt) sends personal messages, there is to be no distribution and, on many occasions, you will find that it is unappropriate [sic] to give a general distribution to outward telegrams.’83

			From mid-1942 it seemed increasingly likely that victory would be achieved, albeit not for some years. Civilian air travel during wartime was uncomfortable and dangerous but it was at least possible for politicians and officials to meet more expeditiously than sea travel had allowed before 1939. For the rest of the 1940s, before and after the end of the war, much of the effort of policy-makers was focused on a series of international conferences. Here were established the institutions and many of the policies that formed the framework of the international system for the next half-century and more. At the Hot Springs Conference of 1943, which laid the basis for the Food and Agriculture Organisation, and the Philadelphia Conference of April 1944, which continued the work of the International Labor Organization, the Australian delegations pressed the case for full employment to be regarded as a central goal of such bodies.

			Tange’s work was principally directed towards questions of international finance, including exchange rates and loans to governments. This work came to a head at a conference in July 1944, for which the American State Department had hastily requisitioned a hotel in a mountain resort in Vermont named Bretton Woods. Chifley and Evatt were keen to accept the American invitation to this conference but many in the Labor Party, including several Cabinet ministers, were deeply suspicious of arrangements that recalled ‘the money power’ and the capitalist forces that they associated with the 1930s Depression. Consequently, the Australian delegation to Bretton Woods was not led by a minister and comprised only three officials: Leslie Melville as leader, Fred Wheeler from the Treasury, and Tange, representing both Post-War Reconstruction and External Affairs. They were joined in the United States by James Brigden, the economic counsellor at the Australian diplomatic mission in Washington. The delegation was instructed to press strongly for an employment agreement and other Australian goals, but not to commit Australia to any decision ‘even on an official level’. The size of the delegation reflected the Labor Party’s reluctance to be involved, not the amount or importance of the work to be done. In these circumstances, Tange’s inclusion reflected his acceptance as a member of Chifley’s ‘official family’, the unofficial grouping of politicians, planners and public servants, both permanent and temporary, who looked to Chifley as their political mentor.84

			To get to Bretton Woods Tange had to undertake his first flight. Taking off from Brisbane, where American military aircraft operated from a secure area, the aeroplane, probably a DC4, flew the trans-Pacific series of hops from island to island, flying unpressurised at about 8000 feet. The passengers got such sleep as was possible on the aluminium floor of the aircraft, with a partly inflated life jacket for a pillow. Although not quite as apprehensive as Evatt, Tange was never comfortable with air travel. He long recalled the nervous anxiety with which both he and the pilot looked through the darkness for the speck of light that was Canton Island, one of the refuelling stops. Meanwhile he could admire, but not emulate, the sang froid with which Melville sat on the plane’s hard wooden benches and read a book on econometrics. ‘I could not have spelled econometrics, let alone read it, in those conditions,’ he admitted.85 On arrival in the United States the delegation called on Owen Dixon, the distinguished jurist who headed the Australian mission in Washington. Tange was amazed that Dixon spent much of the conversation denouncing Evatt. The two had been colleagues on the High Court bench until Evatt resigned in 1940 to enter federal politics, but Dixon had little respect for Evatt as either judge or politician. From Washington the Australian delegation went to Atlantic City, New Jersey, for a preliminary conference, before proceeding to Bretton Woods, where Tange could smell the fresh paint on the refurbished hotel.

			Tange’s first flight, his first venture into international diplomacy and, apart from his work in Fiji for the Bank of New South Wales, his first trip outside Australia took him to one of the most significant international conferences of modern times. The Bretton Woods conference of July 1944 established the International Monetary Fund and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (generally known as the World Bank), institutions that would remain central to international finance into the next century. The principal role in shaping Australia’s interventions at the conference was taken by Melville, but the tiny delegation was overwhelmed by the work involved in the numerous committees and informal meetings. They also had to contend with a stream of telegrams from Evatt (or from Burton in Evatt’s name) in Canberra. As the official historians have recorded. ‘Despite an enormous amount of very able work, the three delegates found it impossible to keep in touch adequately with all the developments that were taking place.’86 Apart from assisting Melville and Brigden, Tange and Wheeler were responsible for encoding and sending the telegrams back to Australia to report on each day’s proceedings and to seek further instructions. Neither had been trained in communications skills, but they muddled through.

			Bretton Woods and its aftermath demonstrated both the sensitivity of the issues at stake and the immaturity and inexperience of Australian governments in international conference diplomacy. Although it had been made clear that conference decisions were not binding on governments, and that all that was sought was official agreement for governments to ratify if they so chose, Melville was initially refused permission to sign the final act of the conference, an instruction that placed him in an impossible position and left Australia diplomatically exposed. Eventually he was allowed to sign just to certify the results of the conference.

			The issue of whether to ratify Australian membership of the International Monetary Fund then became a protracted topic of intense, often vitriolic, controversy within the Labor Party. Not until April 1947, nearly three years after Bretton Woods, was Chifley (by now both Prime Minister and Treasurer) able to secure Australian agreement to the terms negotiated at the conference. During this time numerous meetings of Cabinet and its committees, as well as other Labor Party forums, were devoted to the decision on Australia’s policy. On one such occasion, while a Cabinet committee chaired by Chifley was sitting, Tange encountered Evatt in a corridor in Parliament House. Evatt was, as always, over-committed to political business arising from his duties as Attorney-General as well as Minister for External Affairs, not to mention his numerous national and international political ambitions. He seized Tange and instructed the young public servant to deputise for him in the Cabinet committee, giving rapid instructions on the line he should adopt. As far as Tange could recall, this involved stating that Australia should place conditions on its ratification of the Bretton Woods agreement, conditions that would sound politically attractive in Australia but which were highly unlikely to be acceptable to the other signatories.

			Tange duly sat in the meeting and, when invited, delivered his minister’s views to the meeting. This was a significant experience for a public servant as young as Tange, but one more unusual was to follow. Chifley, in a characteristic gesture, sat back in his chair, puffed on his pipe, and addressed Tange directly. ‘We know what Dr Evatt thinks’, he said, ‘but what do you think?’ It was not unprecedented for a Prime Minister, and especially Chifley, to seek a public servant’s personal views, as distinct from those of his minister and department, but to do so in front of a Cabinet committee placed Tange in a difficult position. By his own recollection, he could only give a muddied answer, trying to remain loyal to his minister while acknowledging the strength of opposing arguments. He emerged determined that in future he would always be able to give clear, confident advice whenever requested.

			The episode was a measure of the trust put in the young public servant by both Chifley and Evatt. As was typical of his contemporaries in Canberra, Tange responded warmly to Chifley’s willingness to recognise and develop the talents of young public servants. Equally typically, Tange thought less of Evatt, who seemed to regard departmental officers principally as a resource for his numerous ambitions. Tange was deeply offended by the instruction to insert in any speech to an international gathering a prominent and favourable reference to Evatt personally. Whether because he could not be bothered to be correct or because he liked annoying people, Evatt persistently mispronounced Tange’s name, addressing him as ‘Tang-ee’. Evatt had an almost infinite appetite for praise, but Tange was as unable to dispense flattery as he was uncomfortable in receiving it. On occasions, such as just after a major speech in the House, when Evatt was eager for congratulation, Burton readily obliged while Tange remained stiff and reticent. Evatt often reacted with curiously old-fashioned expressions of displeasure, saying ‘What’s the matter—I would like to stick a pin in you’, or ‘You look like that chap from Treasury—the one who wears a red tie.’ This was a reference to Tange’s friend Fred Wheeler, which both men would enjoy repeating for decades to come. When Evatt likened an External Affairs man to someone from the Treasury, it was a deliberate insult.

			In his retirement Tange reflected at length on his experience at Bretton Woods and corresponded with Leslie Melville (Tange being in his early eighties, Melville well into his nineties). The outcome was an article by Tange published in 1996 in the Australian Journal of International Affairs.87 His general theme was that Evatt’s and Burton’s principal aim was to secure External Affairs control over Australian international economic policy, especially as it seemed likely that the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) would become a significant part of the United Nations framework. Tange doubted whether Evatt and Burton fully understood the implications of their policies, with the emphasis on full employment owing more to attractive politics than to sound economics. They were protectionists, he felt, and did not realise that freer trade would create more employment.88

			Despite the prickly relations with Evatt, Tange’s work for his department, both in Canberra and overseas, was highly respected. In early 1945 he was again seconded from Post-War Reconstruction to External Affairs at the latter’s request. One of his many roles was to ‘mind the shop’ in Canberra while Evatt, Burton and many of the best and brightest of the young diplomats were in San Francisco, supporting Evatt’s campaign to shape the United Nations Charter in ways favourable to the interests of small and middle powers.

			Between his two temporary secondments to External Affairs, Tange continued his work as an economist in Post-War Reconstruction. In late 1944 and early 1945, one of that department’s principal tasks was to prepare the governments White Paper entitled Full Employment in Australia, which was tabled in Parliament on 30 May 1945. Tange was not heavily engaged with this task, but over several months successive drafts of the document, to which the Curtin and Chifley governments accorded the highest importance, were analysed and debated by middle-level and senior officials in Post-War Reconstruction and other departments. When Draft B was circulated to officials in Post-War Reconstruction in January 1945, Tange offered typically forthright comments not only on technical economic aspects but also on ways to make the policy politically acceptable. He noted that many of the relevant powers were held by state governments, who therefore had to be brought in as joint underwriters of the policy. To avoid the states’ fears of ‘dictation from Canberra’ he suggested the paper should ‘humour the States by referring to their reconstruction planning, such as it is’. The combination of public sensitivity and private disdain was becoming a hallmark of his style.89

			As his reputation spread, Tange was invited to join yet another think tank, the Australian Army’s Directorate of Research and Civil Affairs (DORCA). Senior generals had been led to establish this organisation by the egregious Alfred Conlon, whose persuasiveness, imagination and charm far outweighed his obvious achievement as a perpetual student at the University of Sydney. DORCA’s ostensible role was to advise the Army’s leaders, especially its chief, General Sir Thomas Blamey, on matters where military and civil affairs intersected. By the last year of the war one of its major functions was to assist the Army to prepare for its expected role in administering the islands to Australia’s north, especially Borneo, as they were liberated from the Japanese. Conlon convinced many that he was an éminence grise, operating behind the scenes but with enormous influence not only on the Army but also on Curtin and other political leaders. Others, then and since, were more sceptical of his claims, believing that he was essentially a ‘charismatic charlatan’,90 whose principal service was probably to keep some brilliant young men and women—the nucleus of Australia’s post-war intelligentsia—out of the front line.

			Although he and Conlon had had little or no direct contact, Tange was precisely the sort of person—young, ambitious, highly intelligent, a potential post-war leader—that DORCA sought to recruit. He was attracted by the offer of a position that would have led to his becoming a civil affairs officer, with the rank of major, in liberated Borneo. In early June 1945, Tange wrote to Coombs seeking permission to accept ‘Conlon’s Proposition’, saying that ‘Personally I would like the job, speculative and all as it is’.91 By the end of July it was agreed that Tange would be seconded to DORCA for three months, after which he would return to Post-War Reconstruction. Having reported to the Army in Melbourne, Tange received courses of injections against tropical diseases. These inoculations laid him low, requiring nursing at the home of Marjorie’s cousin Keith Shann, who was also serving in Post-War Reconstruction.

			While he was still recuperating, the atomic bombs were dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Suddenly the war ended, reducing the demand for the civil affairs officers of DORCA. Tange’s military career was over before it had begun. VX98269 Major A.H. Tange was released from his military duties with effect from 30 August.92 However brief and inconsequential his military service (and Tange never pretended that it was otherwise), it was not irrelevant to his future career. Preference for ex-servicemen in the public service was less pronounced after 1945 than it had been after 1918, but it was still a factor. Tange could at least tick that box. He had volunteered for, and been given a commissioned officer’s rank in, the Second AIF. Years later, when he was Secretary of the Defence Department, many servicemen assumed that Tange had never worn a uniform. In substance they were right, but technically he was an ex-serviceman.

			In the same minute to Coombs in June 1945 in which he discussed the offer from Conlon, Tange also raised a more substantial issue: the possibility of an appointment in the Department of External Affairs.93 Tange made clear that he was seriously interested in this prospect, which was consistent with the idea that the Department of Post-War Reconstruction would soon be wound up, with the knowledge and skills gained by its members dispersed among other departments. External Affairs certainly wanted him. On the day after his release from DORCA back to Post-War Reconstruction, External Affairs again approached Coombs to have Tange transferred to External Affairs. Evatt wanted him to leave immediately for London, where the Preparatory Commission of the United Nations Organisation was already meeting and where Australia’s lone representative, Hasluck, was calling for assistance. While Post-War Reconstruction would continue to pay his salary. External Affairs would raise it to a higher level and also meet his overseas expenses. The request reflected their assessment that he was ‘by far the most suitable person to carry on the economic and social work of the Preparatory Commission’, to which Evatt and the government attached great importance.94

			Coombs agreed once more and Tange spent the European autumn and winter of 1945–46 on External Affairs duties in war-ravaged London and Paris. In September and October he was in London as an adviser on the Australian delegation to the Executive Committee of the Preparatory Commission of the United Nations. Tange was the Australian spokesman on three committees—those dealing with the Economic and Social Council, the Specialised Agencies, and financial and budgetary matters—and their associated sub-committees. Hasluck’s memoir of this period pays tribute to his ‘competent and even-tempered team’ but directs more warmth towards Alan Renouf than towards Arthur Tange.95 At one point Chifley asked Evatt to release Tange for conference duties in Washington but this apparently proved impossible.96 In October and November he was in Paris, advising both the delegation to the International Labor Organization conference and the Australian representative on the ILO’s governing body, as well as serving on the committee revising the ILO constitution. Drafting and revising the constitutions of international organisations was a substantial part of his work for the next two years. Still in Paris, he was a member of the delegation to the Reparations Conference. Then he returned to the UN Preparatory Commission in London as principal adviser to the Australian delegation and spokesman on the Economic and Social Council and the Administrative and Budgetary Committee. Still in London in January and February 1946, Tange was one of Australia’s alternate delegates at the first meeting of the UN General Assembly. While serving as required on the economic, social and budgetary committees, he was appointed in his own right to a panel of experts on administrative and budgetary questions. In short, he was becoming an almost indispensable part of Australia’s international conference diplomacy, especially on economic matters, and a widely respected expert on the constitutional, financial and administrative aspects of international organisations.

			Amid the heavy demands of this succession of conferences and committees, Tange faced the question of the future direction of his career. The offer from External Affairs he had discussed with Coombs in June was of a temporary appointment, one that might either lead to a permanent position or allow him to seek another opening after two or three years. Tange sought to discuss with Coombs the respective merits of this offer and the prospect Coombs offered of a permanent, but less remunerative, appointment in Post-War Reconstruction. In the event Tange did not pursue the External Affairs option. In December he was encouraged to apply for a permanent position in that department at first secretary level, offering a distinct improvement on his current salary. Tange never made any secret of the importance he attached to salary. The position was also senior. The department at this time used diplomatic designations (counsellor, first secretary, second secretary, third secretary) for its Canberra-based positions. A first secretary would today be considered to hold a middle-level position; in 1946, well before the invention of the senior executive levels known as deputy secretary and first assistant secretary, a first secretary was only two levels below the head of department. In a long letter to Coombs, supplementing the cables he was exchanging with both Coombs and the head of External Affairs in Canberra, Tange said that if the department offered him a first secretary’s position, he would not feel justified in turning it down.97

			On his return to Australia at the end of February 1946, Tange confirmed his intentions with a formal application. Given the experience he could point to, serving External Affairs both in Canberra and abroad at that department’s request, it was an impressive document.98 Nevertheless, because this was his first permanent appointment in the public service, it came with the standard six months’ probationary period, so the appointment in March was not confirmed until later in the year.99 At 32, Tange was a permanent member of the Department of External Affairs, at a level unusual for his age but justified by his experience. Diplomats m Australian and other foreign services often oppose the recruitment of officers at middle-ranking or senior levels from other departments, preferring to rely solely on the experience gained by career officers appointed at base-grade level. At this time, however, the lateral recruitment of qualified outsiders was essential for a foreign service required to expand rapidly. Like a handful of others, including James Plimsoll, Ronald Walker, Tom Critchley and Keith Shann, Tange had been brought into External Affairs at a relatively senior level on the basis of undeniable merit and experience. In Tange’s case it reinforced his status as a loner, respected but separate.

			Since his invitation to join Labour and National Service in 1941, Tange had remained an employee of the Bank of New South Wales, only temporarily seconded to the public service. He discussed the prospects of permanent appointment to the public service with the bank in 1945 and 1946 but did not resign until that appointment was confirmed, giving him and his dependants the protection of the Commonwealth Superannuation Scheme. Then he wrote to the staff inspector of the bank, expressing his genuine gratitude for the opportunities and support that the bank had given both him and Marjorie. In resigning he pointed out that he had had no experience in banking for several years, while his specialisation in international economic affairs had opened up a new career path.100 He had been more candid about his ambitions when writing earlier in the year to Davidson. He noted characteristically that: ‘No-one will ever grow rich in the Public Service’, but there were opportunities for young men to get to the top, and the work was unquestionably interesting and important. He added:

			I also believe there are prospects in Australia of raising the status of the public service to a level comparable with the United Kingdom and commensurate with the requirements of the Australian people. This is especially true of this Department, where there is an encouraging flow of able young people. It is the higher grade which I hope to enter and there deficiencies remain, giving so much greater opportunity to myself.101

			His course for the rest of his career was now set.

			It could be said that Tange had had ‘a good war’, not in the usual sense in which that term was used after 1945 of notable servicemen, but as a postwar planner. The revolution in the Commonwealth public service had given him both extraordinary job opportunities and a lifetime’s vocation. From an early age he had mixed with a new elite in the public service, forming professional and personal links with people who would continue to hold influential positions for years to come. Nugget Coombs, John Crawford, Roland Wilson and Allen Brown, for example, were all among the so-called ‘seven dwarfs’, the public servants short in physical stature but tall in ability and influence who would dominate public administration in Canberra well beyond the 1940s. Tange had also worked closely with ministers, both those who encouraged talented young public servants and those who were notoriously difficult. He was establishing a reputation as an intelligent, able and hard-working officer who could be trusted to understand and to handle complex and sensitive issues, finding practical solutions to the problems faced by his ministerial masters. Ministers and departmental heads actively sought his talents.

			Tange was able to develop skills, all the more valuable for being rare among Australians, in international economic affairs and in the suddenly expanding field of international conference diplomacy. He had developed confidence in these skills and, ever mindful of the need to establish financial security for himself and his family, could negotiate a substantial price for his services, in a manner more common in the private sector. He was also developing the style for which he would become noted—serious, as demanding of others as of himself, and sometimes dismissive of those he regarded as less able or meritorious. He could work well with others, but remained a loner, aloof rather than gregarious. He was not a typical diplomat, but a dedicated public servant with substantial experience in international diplomacy—quite a different matter. He had joined Australia’s fledgling foreign service with the clear aim of rising to the top of what he hoped would become a strong, able and respected department.

			




		
			Chapter Four 
The Rising Diplomat 
1946–53

			In April 1946, a couple of weeks after he wrote to Davidson, Tange was on his way to New York, where the new United Nations Organisation, founded at San Francisco in May 1945, was establishing its permanent headquarters. After a strenuous diplomatic fight, Australia had achieved one of Evatt’s principal ambitions: success in the first elections for places on the Security Council. In what was becoming his standard practice, Evatt designated himself as Australian representative on the Security Council, even though the Council would be in permanent session and Evatt would seldom be in New York. The effective head of the mission, Paul Hasluck, had only the rank of counsellor, although he was expected to deal on equal terms with heads of mission who were ambassadors in title as well as function. Hasluck was bitterly frustrated by his treatment at the hands of not only the Treasury and the Public Service Board, but also his own department under Evatt, William Dunk as Secretary, and Burton as Evatt’s most influential adviser.102 None of these agencies and individuals, he felt, had any real understanding of the requirements of an Australian diplomatic mission, especially one located at a new international organisation on which the world’s attention was centred, but at least they made one response to Hasluck’s appeals for assistance.

			In March 1946 External Affairs submitted to the Public Service Board that an appointment at first secretary level was urgently needed in the mission, to handle the work associated with the Economic and Social Council. Because of the urgency they had made a choice from the applicants for the previously advertised position of first secretary in the economic area of the department in Canberra. In United Nations economic work, the department reported, no applicant matched the experience and proven ability of Arthur Tange. (The unsuccessful applicants included Leslie Bury and Tom Critchley.) Furthermore he was, by the relevant definition, an ex-serviceman. The Board concurred promptly and within days Tange was on his way.103

			This time Tange was travelling en famille. The first day of the long trip to New York was the second birthday of Arthur’s and Marjorie’s son Christopher John, born in Canberra on 7 April 1944. The young family travelled to Sydney by car; to Brisbane by rail; to San Francisco on the SS Mariposa with a complement of 900 Australian war brides about to be reunited with their American husbands; and then by rail across the North American continent to New York. Arthur reported to a relative that young Chris had been marvellous, but the parents had arrived exhausted.104 Nevertheless, Arthur’s forceful personality had won admirers on the trip. Among the small contingent of Australian public servants and their families with whom the Tanges travelled were Hasluck’s wife Alexandra and her two young sons, bound for New York to join their husband and father. Recalling the transcontinental journey, which she called ‘a nightmare of discomfort’, Alexandra Hasluck recorded an incident when the train’s air-conditioning broke down and the windows were screwed shut. ‘People were fainting, our small children were gasping and flaking out.’ Tange summoned the conductor and demanded that the air-conditioning be fixed. When told that this was impossible, he demanded that the windows be opened. Again, impossible.

			And then, I did so admire Arthur, he loomed over the conductor—Arthur is a tall man—and in his most fierce Australian vernacular told him that if he did not unscrew the windows at once, Arthur and the other Australians would break them open. They were unscrewed and we could breathe again …105

			Difficulties in living and working conditions during the next two years would not be so easily resolved. Office space and housing in New York were expensive and in short supply. Through the initiative of Alan Renouf, the third secretary, the Australian mission had secured an office on the 45th floor of the Empire State Building but, as Hasluck later noted, the work of all the staff suffered from their ‘makeshift and unsatisfactory’ living conditions. Tange especially spent much of his time and effort desperately seeking accommodation for his young family.106 Christopher fell ill, which his father attributed to the insanitary state of the hotel into which they initially moved. A further month was spent in another hotel before they were finally able to secure a short-term lease on a house.107 This was in Bronxville, on the opposite side of the city from Long Island, where the United Nations had its temporary headquarters at Lake Success. Later they rented a house on Long Island, but Tange had to travel on the inefficient Long Island Railroad to the office in Manhattan to check his telegrams from Canberra before attending meetings at Lake Success or elsewhere. Tange, who always placed a high value on his working time, was frustrated by the many hours spent travelling through the congested city. The allowances allocated to the Australian diplomats were insufficient to meet the cost of living in New York so Tange was obliged to use his representation allowance (supposedly for entertaining in the course of official business) to meet day-to-day costs.

			To add to both their long-term pride and their immediate challenges, Arthur and Marjorie became parents for the second time on 31 January 1947, when Jennifer Mary Tange was born in a community hospital in New York. The strains on the mother-of-two became greater in September when Marjorie slipped and fell on the front steps of a building, breaking her arm. Arthur and Marjorie were a little startled to be congratulated on their good fortune by American acquaintances, who assumed that they would immediately sue the building’s owners for a handsome sum. This was an aspect of American life they did not care to emulate.108

			The demands of his position prevented Tange from giving his wife much support. His work from mid-1946 to mid-1948 was essentially a continuation of his role in London and Paris between September 1945 and January 1946—attending a seemingly endless series of international conferences. Several of these took Tange away from home for weeks or even months at a time, as he crossed the Atlantic for meetings in London and Geneva and returned for others in Montreal, Washington and New York. Sometimes he carried in his hand luggage two commodities available in the United States and avidly sought by friends in London—eggs and Scotch whisky. The most time-consuming and important official meetings were those on trade (or, as the Australians preferred to say, trade and employment), leading to the establishment of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) as a substitute for the hoped-for International Trade Organization. Tange spent almost half of 1947 on these discussions in London and Geneva. (It was in Geneva that Tange saw Coombs persuade conservative American bankers that they had social responsibilities.) Tange also served in the Australian delegations to meetings of the General Assembly and the Economic and Social Council in New York, the International Labour Organization in Montreal, and the first conference of the International Monetary Fund in Washington.

			Hasluck, meanwhile, was concentrating on the Security Council, so for a year he and Tange were working in parallel rather than together, much as they had been as post-war planners in 1942 and 1943. Nevertheless, Tange learned that Hasluck could be as prickly and sensitive as he was able. Once Tange wrote directly to the United Nations Secretary-General, instead of sending the letter through Hasluck as his head of mission. Hasluck rebuked him in a formal letter. He was in the right but colleagues thought that, as he saw Tange virtually every day, he could have resolved the matter with a quiet word.109 Hasluck soon had bigger targets for his wrath. In early 1947 the Chifley government, on Evatt’s nomination, appointed Burton to succeed Dunk as Secretary of the department. Burton took up the appointment days after he turned 32. Hasluck, older and more experienced but less close personally to Evatt, resigned in protest.110 Within three years he was in Parliament as a Liberal.

			Tange’s conference skills, especially in drafting constitutions, continued to be sought outside the economic sphere. He was appointed deputy leader of the Australian delegation to the conference in 1946 that established the World Health Organization. As Dr Evatt had once again designated himself as leader, but did not attend the conference, Tange was the de facto leader and became heavily involved in drafting the WHO constitution. Three of the delegation’s four members had the appropriate-sounding title of Doctor, but two of these doctorates—those of Evatt and the senior diplomat Anstey Wynes—were actually in law. Moreover, Evatt had instructed Tange to minimise the role of the only medical doctor, the distinguished but conservative Queenslander, Raphael Cilento. It was the unmistakably non-medical public servant who did most of the work. Interspersed with all these conferences were several meetings of principal committees of the International Children’s Emergency Fund (now known as the United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund, or UNICEF) in New York. In the phrase made famous by Dean Acheson, Tange could claim to have been ‘present at the creation’ of many of the most significant institutions of the post-1945 international system.

			While professionally satisfying, the work and associated travel were demanding. By late 1947 Tange was tired of the long separations from his family, which were placing considerable strain on Marjorie’s health. Another major conference was scheduled for late 1947 and early 1948 in Havana, to follow the work at Geneva towards an international trade organisation. It would last from November 1947 to March 1948, laying the foundations for the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the substitute for the proposed World Trade Organization. Tange was to be a member of a large delegation led by the Minister for Post-War Reconstruction, John Dedman, and including Coombs, Edwin McCarthy, Lenox Hewitt, Alan Renouf and others, who, as the historian of Australian trade diplomacy has written, ‘acquitted themselves with skill and vigour’.111 This time Tange asked that Marjorie and the two children should accompany him, at government expense. He calculated that, if he were again to attend alone, between September 1945 and January 1948 he would have been away from his family on official business for 60 weeks out of 124. The Public Service Board hesitated, asking for further information in December, when Tange was already at the conference. It eventually advised External Affairs that it could not authorise travel payments for Tange’s wife and children. By the time of this report, at the end of August 1948, the Tange’s had not only long returned from Havana but were en route back to Australia. Precisely what the government did pay for is not clear, but it is certain that Tange was accompanied by his family.112

			The conference was itself not without incident. The house that the Tanges leased was on the outskirts of Havana, bordering the jungle. Windows were left open at night in the tropical heat, with curved iron bars to deter the numerous thieves. The local bandits had noted that American men often left their wallets in the hip pocket of their trousers, which were hung over the back of a chair at night. Using long poles through the barred but open windows, they would try to extricate the trousers to obtain the wallets. One night Marjorie was awakened by a noise; an attempt at such a theft was in progress. She woke Arthur. Not content to frighten the thief away, the pyjama-clad Tange chased him into the jungle without success. He was lucky. The locals later told him that the inhabitants of the jungle were not just thieves but cut-throats.

			As Nugget Coombs’s biographer has noted, these post-war conferences created an international community of government officials, mostly economists.113 Originally employed to run their respective war economies, they continued after 1945 to seek to resolve the tensions between the wartime allies over issues that were highly sensitive, both economically and politically. The officials often faced new tensions between loyalty to the new international institutions that they were creating and to their various domestic constituencies, who were offended by the loss (real, potential or imagined) of their former privileges and protections. By his presence at many major conferences, from Bretton Woods to Havana, Tange had become a junior member of this elite community. The experience did much to shape his confidence in his ability to advise ministers on what was in Australia’s national interests.

			It is not unusual for those who reach the top of their profession to tell tales of the hard times they endured when young and junior in status. Tange in later life did not dwell unduly on the difficulties of life in New York, although even Hasluck, who had little time for public servants who complained of their circumstances, conceded that Tange had faced ‘appalling difficulties’ in finding adequate housing.114 Like others of his generation, Tange was well aware that many of his contemporaries had endured far greater privations and dangers during the war. But the years in New York established patterns of enduring importance for Tange and for the Department of External Affairs in the ensuing decades.

			His conception of the public service as a privileged vocation, combined with his constant concern for his family’s financial security, evolved into a sort of tacit contract. From this time onwards, Tange would always expect to work extremely hard and loyally, even under difficult conditions, but he would expect corresponding loyalty and support from his employer. He took meticulous care to account for his expenses and did not take all his permitted leave. At the same time he was equally meticulous and determined in seeking every penny of the allowances to which he was entitled and in pressing the relevant agencies to ensure that the allowances and entitlements were realistic. Moreover, his personal experience convinced him that the Treasury and the Public Service Board, two central agencies with powers that shaped the living conditions of public servants in every department, had little understanding of the requirements of those who served in diplomatic missions abroad. If he could face real difficulties in a wealthy Western city that had not been damaged by war, he knew his colleagues posted to countries ‘where you could not drink the water’—his shorthand for what would soon become known as ‘the third world’—suffered much greater problems. These were major concerns when he became Secretary of External Affairs.

			Diplomats, especially those on their first posting or their first in a senior position, often form a special bond with the country to which they are posted. Tange’s experience in New York did not leave him as a starry-eyed pro-American. He was accredited to an international organisation, rather than to the United States government, undertaking work in areas where Australian and American interests were often at odds. Moreover, the experience of life in New York left him, like other Australians there,115 somewhat sceptical of the hyperbole in assertions about American efficiency and superior way of life. If anything, the Tanges became even more patriotic. When Jennifer was born, a nurse paid Marjorie Tange what was intended as a great compliment: ‘Ma’am, you have a beautiful American baby.’ Marjorie promptly retorted: ‘No, she is a beautiful Australian baby!’116

			By April 1948 Tange had spent two years based in New York without taking any leave. The northern summer of 1948 allowed him some respite. In May and June he took four weeks during which he drove to California, while Marjorie and the children travelled by tram. The car was the first Tange had ever owned. He had not learned to drive in Australia so the transcontinental trip was his first real experience of being behind the wheel. He had been directed to attend yet another conference, this time of the International Labour Organization in San Francisco, before taking a ship back to Australia. After the conference, however, there were no ships leaving at suitable dates, so the Tanges travelled to Vancouver, from where the Lakemba sailed on the 28th and brought Tange, his family and the car to Sydney on 24 September.117

			On returning to Canberra in October 1948, Tange was appointed Acting Counsellor, responsible directly to Burton for both the United Nations Division and the Economic Relations Section. (The promotion to Counsellor was confirmed in 1949.) The United Nations remained the focus of Burton’s attention and aspirations for world peace, although he was beginning to doubt Evatt’s commitment to it in the face of the growing pressures of the Cold War. The United Nations Division was thus at the heart of Australian foreign policy. The economic side of the department was less influential, but Tange’s credentials in this area made him its natural leader and earned him a place as the External Affairs representative on the Australian delegation to the Commonwealth Finance Ministers’ conference in London in July 1949. This conference played a major part in influencing the Chifley government’s decision to maintain Australia’s membership of the sterling area, despite the critical shortage of American dollars being endured by Britain and the other Commonwealth countries. The experience further reinforced Tange’s familiarity with the immensely difficult issues, affecting Australia’s military as well as economic security, in its relations with both Britain and the United States.118

			By this time Tange’s reputation was spreading beyond the public service. One of the most notable outcomes of the wartime discussions sparked by Alf Conlon, in which he had involved Nugget Coombs and R.D. ‘Panzee’ Wright among others, was the idea of a national university in Canberra, to be devoted to advanced research on subjects of national and international significance. When the Australian National University was created, a major task for its first Vice-Chancellor, Professor Douglas Copland, was to attract leading expatriate scholars to return to Australia to head its research schools. He sought to persuade the historian Keith Hancock to become the first Director of the Research School of Social Sciences, but Hancock required convincing that suitable people could be appointed to the senior positions. In August 1948 Copland told Hancock that the university council had formed a sub-committee, comprising Sir Frederic Eggleston, Nugget Coombs, Kenneth Bailey and Douglas Copland, which had suggested some names additional to those canvassed by Hancock. As a potential Reader in Economics, he suggested Tange. Copland said that, when he had attended the United Nations General Assembly in 1946, he had ‘formed a very high opinion of [Tange’s] intellectual capacity and his knowledge of economic theory’. Copland added that Brigden, the economic counsellor at the Australian Embassy in Washington (and, like Copland, a former academic), had also worked closely with Tange and ‘speaks in the highest terms of him’. The nomination of the ‘consistent and energetic’ Tange presumably had the additional support of Coombs.119

			Tange was never aware that his name had been mentioned in this context and it is unlikely that he would have accepted an offer. In early 1949 it appears that he was ‘sounded out’ for a well-paid job in the private sector, probably in the Bank of New South Wales. He subsequently wrote to Davidson, whom he still addressed as ‘My dear Chief’, that he was happy enough with his prospects in the public service, although, as he characteristically added, the pay was ‘far from spectacular’.120

			The elections of December 1949 saw the return of Robert Menzies to the position of Prime Minister, after he and colleagues had created the Liberal Party from a combination of non-Labor groups and factions and had restored the coalition with the Country Party. Many on this side of politics, especially within the Country Party, were suspicious of the influence of the public servants who had risen during the eight years of Labor government, especially those who were seen as Chifley’s ‘official family’. The individual on whom most attention centred was Nugget Coombs, by this time Governor of the Commonwealth Bank. Despite the pressure, Menzies decided that he would retain Coombs and, by extension, many others, trusting that they would use their abilities in accordance with the policies and priorities of the elected government, whatever their private political views might be. This decision was crucial for the way in which Australia was governed for the next generation. The economic section of the Department of Post-War Reconstruction, for example, was transferred to the Prime Minister’s Department. Under Chifley, Alien Brown had already become the department’s permanent head and Menzies confirmed him in that post. A different decision by Menzies would certainly have slowed, and perhaps ended, the careers of several other public servants who were rapidly rising in prestige and influence, including Arthur Tange.

			Hasluck gained a seat in the House of Representatives at this election, having entered politics as a Menzies supporter, largely as a reaction to his experience of Evatt and Burton. Many speculated that he might immediately return to External Affairs as its minister. Before the ministry had been chosen, however, Tange and his family were on summer holidays at his mother’s house at Austinmer when he received a telegram summoning him to the Commonwealth Parliamentary Offices in Sydney the next day. There he met a short, rosy-cheeked, bristly-moustached figure, full of vigour and confidence. Percy Spender made it clear that he would be the new Minister for External Affairs, that Australian foreign policy would be different from what it had been under Evatt, and that the changes were to start at once.

			Pacing the carpet in his office, Spender outlined a policy in which the United Nations would be much less prominent than under Evatt. Australia would now place much more emphasis on policies designed to strengthen Australian security through close relations with the United States, a restored relationship with Britain and the Commonwealth, and careful attention to developments in Indonesia and New Guinea. The immediate challenge was a meeting of Commonwealth Foreign Ministers to be held in Colombo, the capital of Ceylon (now Sri Lanka), in January, only a few weeks away. Spender wanted a substantial outcome from this meeting, preferably a scheme of economic support for the British colonies that were proceeding towards independence as members of the Commonwealth. Hence the summons to Tange. Spender had asked Burton for someone in the department who knew something about economics and Burton had nominated Tange. Spender now wanted Tange to draft the Australian proposal to the conference.

			This task, and the fact that he accompanied Spender to Colombo, later led Tange to be described as the father of the Colombo Plan. It was not a claim that he would make in as many words. Many of the ideas were, as he put it, ‘in the air’. Before the election, Burton and others in External Affairs had been looking at non-military means of supporting the emerging new nations of South-East Asia. The motives were both humanitarian and geopolitical, for the victory of the communists in China in October 1949 increased the risk that weak colonies or ex-colonies in South-East and South Asia might succumb to Chinese-supported communist insurgencies. Tange’s role was to draft a proposal that had a chance of winning support, both in Australia and in the Commonwealth Conference. He knew that what the emerging countries really needed was capital for major investments; he also knew that the Treasury would not countenance capital grants. Even Britain, the strongest industrial power in the Commonwealth, was only slowly recovering its financial strength after the war. But Australia had already started a program of scholarships for Indonesian students to study in Australia. An extension of this principle, to establish a wider system of scholarships and technical assistance to the developing countries of the region, had a better chance of domestic and international support.

			En route to Colombo, Tange accompanied Spender to Jakarta, where the Indonesian leaders were celebrating the independence they had won from the Dutch in November 1949. In Opposition, the conservative parties had criticised the Chifley Labor government for its support for the Indonesian nationalists. Menzies had famously described support for independence movements against European colonial powers as ‘the very ecstasy of suicide’. Now that the nationalists were in power, Spender wanted to assure them that they enjoyed the goodwill of the Menzies government. By the time of the Australian visit the euphoria of the independence celebrations was waning; many of the Indonesian leaders seemed tired and emotionally drained. Some of the champagne that the delegation brought was put to good use by the Australians, who had cork-popping competitions in the corridors of their guest quarters, and other diplomats in Jakarta.

			After Indonesia, Tange and Spender travelled to Colombo by different routes. Tange had not been able to complete his draft of the Australian proposal before leaving Canberra. On the seven-hour flight from Singapore to Colombo he drafted the paper that Spender would place before the conference. In Colombo Tange was at Spender’s side as he negotiated with international luminaries, including Ernest Bevin, the powerful but ailing Foreign Secretary of Britain, Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru of India, and Lester Pearson, the Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs (and later Prime Minister). The two delegations most actively sponsoring proposals were those from the host nation and from Australia; the major challenge was to gain British support. One of Bevin’s principal Foreign Office advisers, Roger Makins, explained to Tange that Britain’s real aim was to develop a plan that would encourage the commitment to Asia of resources from the only country that could really make a difference—the United States. The Marshall Plan of 1947 was already proving vital to the political and economic recovery of non-communist Europe, and Britain hoped to see an Asian equivalent.

			An Australian diplomat serving in Jakarta at the time later recalled the visit as the first occasion on which he had met the man who was clearly a rising star in the department. Tange, he said, entered the room unsmiling and declined the offer of a cigarette without thanks, curtly noting that he had his own. ‘Rank was established without a word being said.’121 Tange recorded his impressions of the visit, soon after his return to Australia, in a ‘My dear Chief’ letter to Alfred Davidson:

			I personally am very contented with the personal and working relationship that I have with my Minister and his quick grasp of economic policy questions (which still remains my main field of work) but also of the international political subjects with which I deal. The Colombo conference was an agreeable experience and a valuable one as I was present throughout the discussions among the Ministers—Nehru from India, Bevin, Pearson from Canada, Spender, Doidge [of New Zealand], Sauer [of South Africa], Senanayake (the PM of Ceylon) and Ghulam Mohammed of Pakistan. The Commonwealth has indeed an Eastern flavour—a great source of strength, and influence for Australia in the area so close in the North, provided we do not fail to recognise these potentialities by vainly regretting the passing of the exclusive Western domination of the Commonwealth. It is my personal opinion that one of the standards by which the Spender Ministry should be judged in future will be his success or failure in leading Australian opinion to recognise the vital importance of a cooperative good neighbour policy towards South and South East Asia, mixing tolerance with firmness which I suppose are the essential attitudes of mind to apply to diplomacy in the area. It is not an area that I know very well myself, but I formed some impressions of Indonesia during a week’s stay there during which time we met all the Cabinet. They are moderate and intelligent men but unused to administration and the tasks are very great.122

			Although only 35, Tange already had the manner of someone much older and more experienced—serious in demeanour, conscious of rank, clear if a little ponderous in style, aloof from his departmental colleagues, but superbly skilful in assisting ministers to achieve their aims. Tange was also perceptive in identifying a major foreign policy challenge for the Menzies government—the establishment of good relations with the newly independent countries that were emerging from the former European empires. Tange was well aware that Menzies, like most Australians of his generation, was much more comfortable dealing with Britain and other European powers than with the new Asian governments. It was already clear that Menzies was not enthusiastic about the changing nature of the British Commonwealth, as former colonies in Asia and later Africa joined the old white Dominions on equal terms. Nevertheless, from 1950 onwards the Colombo Plan became the most obvious example of Australia’s ‘good neighbour’ policy of a slightly patronising goodwill towards Asian countries, ‘mixing tolerance with firmness’ as Tange had put it.

			Confident as he was of his relationship with Spender, Tange did not know how close he had already come to very high office. Paul Hasluck later recalled that, early in 1950, Spender had asked him to ‘come and have a yarn’. Spender had said that he was looking for a new permanent head of External Affairs. By mutual agreement, Burton was departing. Spender sought Hasluck’s advice on the members of the department, whom Hasluck knew better than Spender. Hasluck’s recollection continued:

			I commended to his notice Alan Watt, both for his seniority and his capacity and also suggested that he might look at a more junior man, Arthur Tange. Some months later when he had come to know both of them he thanked me for ‘a good tip’. Tange especially had impressed him. Watt irritated him a bit because he ‘fidgetted’ but he had seniority and broader experience and would be more acceptable to other aspirants. On June 15, 1950, Spender announced that Burton had been granted six months’ leave of absence, at his own request, and that Watt had been appointed permanent head of the Department of External Affairs.123

			Tange’s role in formulating the Spender proposal at Colombo turned into a continuing duty, as technical assistance policy was added to his responsibilities for United Nations and economic policy. Spender’s term as Minister for External Affairs lasted only fifteen months, but in that time he was the moving force behind two great initiatives that shaped Australian foreign policy for decades to come. In both cases he worked closely with senior officials in his department. While Tange was the predominant official on the Colombo Plan, he was rather less closely involved in the negotiations on the Japanese Peace Treaty, which led to Spender’s other monument, the Australia-New Zealand-United States (ANZUS) Security Treaty of 1951. Here two Tasmanian Rhodes Scholars, Laurence ‘Jim’ McIntyre and Ralph Harry, were the key officials assisting Spender and Watt.

			This is not to say that Tange was altogether removed from the ANZUS negotiations. In 1950 he accompanied Spender to London for tense discussions with the British, who were severely displeased at the prospect of the two antipodean dominions signing a treaty with the United States to which Britain was not a party. At the end of these discussions. Spender took a car to Southampton to catch a ship to the United States In the ‘dicky’ seat of the car sat Tange, relying on the uncertain street lights of the villages on the road as he struggled to record the exact words of the telegram to Menzies that Spender was rapidly dictating. Tange long afterwards wondered whether historians, as they analyse every nuance of documents in official files, always appreciated the circumstances under which those documents may have been drafted.124

			Tange also accompanied Spender in New York in November 1950 for negotiations on the treaty with senior American State Department officials, particularly Dean Rusk and John Foster Dulles. As they concluded Spender promised to show Rusk a draft of a major statement he proposed to make to the Australian Parliament, outlining the stage that the negotiations had reached. Before leaving New York Spender wrote a hurried draft of this statement, which he sent to Norman Makin, the Australian Ambassador in Washington, with the following instruction:

			Have Tange come to Washington and peruse this proposed statement. He is at liberty to strengthen it further and otherwise amend it. He knows my mind upon the matter.

			A copy in the External Affairs files is covered with amendments in Tange’s unmistakable hand, adding to, subtracting from and otherwise altering the text. The draft that was sent to the Americans reflected these amendments.125

			Despite being at Spender’s right hand in these discussions, Tange was not as closely involved in the detailed discussion of the terms of the treaty as Watt, McIntyre and Harry. The separation of spheres of interest was consolidated in 1951 when Watt reorganised the departmental hierarchy, with three assistant secretaries reporting to him. Tange was made assistant secretary in charge of United Nations, economic and technical assistance matters, while McIntyre dealt with all other policy matters (most notably those associated with Japan, the United States and ANZUS). The other assistant secretary, Charles Kevin, had the unenviable task of handling departmental administration.

			Tange’s promotion recognised and confirmed both his leadership of one side of the department’s central concerns and his relative distance from the other. Henceforth Australian foreign policy could be seen as revolving around two, sometimes conflicting, aims: to maintain and strengthen the American alliance and to establish a positive relationship with the emerging countries of South-East Asia. The distinction should not be overdrawn, but for the next twenty years Tange was to be more closely associated with the Asian dimension of Australian policy, despite the fact that his own diplomatic experience had been predominantly in Europe and North America. He had, for example, a silent personal hope that the experience of seeing many Asian faces around Australian universities and other training establishments, because of the Colombo Plan, would in time lead to an immigration policy based more on skills and merit and less on race and skin colour. By contrast, while in no doubt about the supreme importance of the United States as a world power, Tange took a hard-headed realist’s view of the value of ANZUS. He had not been present at its creation.

			Of the three areas for which he was responsible, economic matters and technical assistance—meaning, principally, the Colombo Plan—now seemed to be more important than the United Nations. Spender and his colleagues thought Evatt had been naive to place so much faith in the ability of the Security Council and the General Assembly, acting in accordance with the Charter, to solve major international conflicts. It was therefore ironic that Tange’s United Nations responsibilities led to his next major role in influencing policy. In June 1950 the leader of communist North Korea, Kim Il-Sung, after consulting Josef Stalin and Mao Zedong, invaded the non-communist South. In a tactical blunder, he did so when the Soviet Union was boycotting the Security Council, so the United States was able to secure a United Nations mandate for the operation to oppose the invasion. Fast footwork by Spender and his department ensured that Australia impressed the Americans by being even quicker than Britain and New Zealand to volunteer ground forces for this operation. For the next three years the Korean War was fought by a coalition of sixteen nations, led by the United States but with the authority of the United Nations. This crisis, which deteriorated dramatically when the Chinese intervened in November 1950, created the opportunity for Spender to press for his goal of a security treaty with the United States. While he relied principally on McIntyre and Harry to assist in the treaty negotiations, Spender turned for advice on all other aspects of Australian policy during the Korean War to the United Nations division of his department, led by Tange.

			From the start of the Korean War, therefore, Tange was close to those who made Australian decisions. On 26 July 1950 he accompanied Alan Watt in a hurried trip from Canberra to Moss Vale, where Spender was recuperating from his recurrent stomach ulcers. Advised by Watt that the British, contrary to prior assurances, were about to announce a commitment of troops to Korea, Spender decided that Australia should pre-empt Britain and make an earlier announcement. It was a bold move, as Menzies was then travelling by sea to the United States and could not be consulted, but it proved a vital step in Australian-American relations, the warmth of which helped Spender to achieve the ANZUS treaty and Menzies to secure a loan of USS25O million. Tange was a witness to what the official historian of Australia’s involvement in the Korean War, Robert O’Neill, has called ‘one of [Australia’s] rare significant crises of choice in the conduct of relations with its two major allies’.126

			More than fifty years later, as Australia was marking both the centenary of federation and the half-centenary of the Korean War, Tange told television viewers that ‘Australia contributed forces to Korea for its own diplomatic reasons, not through any sense that it was our duty to protect the people of Korea.’127 This typified what O’Neill has described as Tange’s ‘uncompromising pragmatism’.128 He was referring particularly to an important policy paper that Tange wrote in February 1951, but the phrase could equally be applied to Tange’s advice throughout the war. He urged his ministerial superiors to provide as much military and political support to the United States as was necessary to maintain American goodwill. But he had also seen General Douglas MacArthur rashly pursue his offensive in North Korea to the Yalu River, precipitating the Chinese intervention and leading President Truman to speculate publicly about the possible use of the atomic bomb. In later years Tange retained a suspicion that American political and military leaders might be tempted to resort to similarly extreme and counterproductive measures. Tange was also inclined to be sceptical of British policy and diplomacy, although he was happy to recommend collaboration when appropriate with Britain and other Commonwealth nations, especially in seeking to moderate unwelcome American policies. His experiences during the Korean War shaped his views on Australia’s relations with ‘great and powerful friends’ for the next thirty years.

			Tange was especially clear-sighted in foreseeing likely outcomes to complex situations. In the policy analysis of February 1951, he saw the South Korean government of Syngman Rhee—a dictatorial figure only marginally preferable to his North Korean counterpart—as an embarrassment to the United Nations cause. Consequently he recommended negotiations with the Chinese to secure a unified Korea, which would probably mean a communist government rather than support for the Rhee regime. As O’Neill has noted, Tange was right to foresee that special protection for the Rhee government would require a military commitment by the United Nations, and then the United States alone, for decades to come.129 The United States chose to follow a different course from that foreshadowed by Tange’s analysis, and has thereby ensured the eventual emergence of a more democratic and highly prosperous South Korea, but at an enduring and substantial cost to the American taxpayer. The Korean War exemplified many of the hardest dilemmas faced by the United States and its allies during the next forty years. It was an environment that sharpened and toughened the hard-headed realism of Tange’s approach to international relations.

			In early 1951, with Australian forces fighting in Korea and the country in political turmoil over Menzies’ attempt to outlaw the Australian Communist Party, Spender resigned from Parliament and accepted Menzies’ offer to become ambassador in Washington. He was succeeded as Minister for External Affairs by Richard Casey, a wealthy and patrician politician who had served Australian Cabinets as a senior minister and, at Churchill’s request, as Britain’s wartime Cabinet Minister resident in the Middle East and as Governor of Bengal. Casey would overtake Evatt’s record as Australia’s longest-serving foreign minister before taking a seat in the House of Lords and then becoming Governor-General in 1965, the first native-born occupant of that position to be nominated by a non-Labor government. His tenure at External Affairs would be distinguished by his eagerness to develop relations with the new countries of Asia and his efforts to ensure the closest possible relations between Australia, Britain and the United States, which included personal interventions intended to patch up relations between London and Washington. Always better suited to diplomacy and vice-regal office than to the more brutal elements of domestic politics, Casey not only extended his worldwide network of high-level friends and contacts of many nationalities, races and creeds, but also took a paternal interest in the young diplomats of External Affairs. If Casey knew of Tange’s close association with Alfred Davidson (whom Casey, as noted earlier, regarded as a dangerous megalomaniac), he did not hold it against Tange. The two men soon formed a close working relationship that, with time, matured into a warm personal friendship.

			Casey’s instinct was to direct his first international trip as Minister for External Affairs towards the Middle East, but he was persuaded by Watt that he should instead signal that Australia’s interests were now focused on South-East and East Asia. Accordingly, he travelled, accompanied by Watt, in July-August to Jakarta, Singapore, Saigon, Bangkok, Tokyo and Manila, with short visits to Hong Kong, Pusan and Seoul. This visit had considerable impact on Casey, leading him in subsequent years to sponsor a substantial increase in Australian diplomatic representation in the region and to support the view that the security of Australia was greatly affected by developments not only in Malaya and Singapore but also in Indochina and Burma.

			Casey shared the scepticism of Menzies and Spender towards the United Nations. In one of his rather forced attempts at humour, he liked to describe the UN Charter—a sacrosanct document for Evatt—as ‘a cross between the Lord’s Prayer and the telephone directory’. Nevertheless his department persuaded him that it was his duty to attend the annual meeting of the General Assembly. Casey’s second visit abroad, from October to December, therefore included Jakarta, Rangoon, Delhi, Karachi, Cairo, Rome, Paris (where the General Assembly met), The Hague, London, Ottawa, New York, Washington and Honolulu. Unlike ministers in later decades, who would be accompanied by substantial parties of officials and subordinates, Casey took just two people with him: his private secretary, Max Loveday, and Tange.

			For several weeks, Tange had almost unrestricted access to his minister and was his principal source of official advice. This trip was probably the foundation for their close working relationship. Loveday noted that Casey seemed more comfortable with Tange than he had been with Watt.130 A lawyer by profession, conservative by nature and exceptionally cautious by instinct, Watt tended to hedge his advice: ‘On the one hand, Minister … but on the other hand …’. Casey preferred Tange’s style, more confident and decisive. Unlike Spender and Menzies, Casey also made a point of including an official, often Tange, whenever possible in his discussions, even in one-to-one talks with presidents, prime ministers and foreign ministers.

			Shared experiences did much to create a cordial working relationship, whether it was paying solemn respects at the tomb of Mahatma Gandhi or walking in stockinged feet on the floor, wet and littered with dog droppings, of the Golden Pagoda in Rangoon. At the General Assembly meeting in Paris, Casey was outraged by the anti-Western tirade launched by the Soviet delegate, Andrei Vyshinsky, who had been the state prosecutor in Stalin’s notorious show-trials during the 1930s. Although sitting next to his minister, Tange was unable to prevent Casey from interrupting Vyshinsky by standing, approaching the podium and trying to take a point of order, which the chairman understandably declined to accept. As Tange now knew, Casey was above all a gentleman, one who found it hard to understand, let alone tolerate, conduct he regarded as ungentlemanly.

			Tange’s star was clearly rising rapidly. One day two junior External Affairs officers were in Parliament House when they saw Tange, McIntyre and Harry striding through the corridors, probably answering a summons from the Minister. One of the juniors joked to the other: ‘It’s the race for the Secretaryship!’131 On that day McIntyre, a former athlete, seemed to have the edge, but in the metaphorical race Tange was abreast of him and taking the lead. When Watt was about to accompany Casey to East and South-East Asia in July 1951, he recommended to Casey that Tange and McIntyre should alternate as Acting Secretary on such occasions. Casey agreed, saying that Tange should act on this occasion and McIntyre the next. In fact it is not clear if McIntyre ever had his turn. Tange had already been Acting Secretary in January 1951, when Watt accompanied Menzies to a Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ Conference, and he had further stints in August and again in September 1952.132 Tange was still only in his late thirties, but that placed him among the senior members of an exceptionally young department. A study in December 1952 showed that, of the diplomatic officers in External Affairs, 52 were in their twenties and 59 in their thirties, with only thirteen in their forties and three aged fifty or more.133

			In 1952, there was no sign that Watt contemplated leaving his position. In that year Spender, now making a notable impact as ambassador in Washington, was knighted. He replied to Tange’s letter of congratulations in extraordinarily warm, almost deferential, terms:

			My dear Arthur

			There is no one from whom I would rather have received congratulations than yourself. I think you know the regard I hold for you and for your service to Australia. Our association in the Department was in many senses far too short, but sufficiently long enough to have given me the satisfaction of, I hope, acquiring your friendship.134

			While this tribute was presumably private, Spender’s high opinion of Tange was probably known and contributed to his next major task. Spender was inclined to act as if he were still the Minister for External Affairs, not an ambassador who was required to consult his government and act on instructions. In November 1952, less than six months after Spender expressed the hope that he had won Tange’s friendship, it was announced that the young official would be sent to Washington as Spender’s deputy. In the minds of Casey and Watt, Tange’s principal task was to curb Spender’s inclination to develop and pursue his own foreign policy, rather than that of the government.

			Tange was appointed at the level of minister, a diplomatic grade below ambassador but higher than counsellor (the level given to Hasluck when he represented Australia at the Security Council). Until the 1940s the convention was that only great powers sent ambassadors to each other, while lesser countries sent ministers to head diplomatic missions. Thus the heads of Australia’s missions to the United States, the Soviet Union, Japan and China during the 1940s were all designated as ministers, until the missions were elevated to the status of embassies. Tange’s appointment as a minister, when only deputy head of mission, reflected both the respect in which he was held and his success in negotiating the best possible terms and conditions for his appointment. Although he insisted that he was only seeking sufficient emoluments to do the job and to retain his ranking in the public service, and Charles Kevin advised Watt that ’Mr Tange’s approach is very reasonable’, Casey thought that Tange’s opening bid was excessive. After considerable discussions, Casey signed a list, covering two foolscap pages, of terms and conditions, with the further agreement that these conditions were to be reviewed in a few months. He then wrote almost apologetically to Tange:

			I hope you do not think that I have been gunning for you over your prospective allowances at Washington. I hope I don’t have to tell you that this is not the case at all. I want you to have at least all that is necessary—but the original proposal seemed to me to be criticisable. I have discussed it with Alan Watt again this morning and we have decided on S5,000 [for the living allowance]—with a proviso that in three or six months the matter is reviewed, and as I have marked the papers it will be reviewed sympathetically and not in any hardboiled fashion.135

			The appointment was handled as if it were that of a head of mission—an Executive Council minute, a long press release by Casey, a call upon the Governor-General and congratulatory messages from the public.136 One came from Eris O’Brien, the scholarly Catholic bishop who had been a member of the Australian delegation to the United Nations General Assembly the previous year. O’Brien told Tange that he had formed a high opinion of ‘your learning and practical experience and … your calm and unprejudiced judgements … I found you always a most friendly and helpful person, with a straight and matter-of-fact outlook.’137

			Tange spent most of January 1953 as Acting Secretary while Witt took leave. Tange then travelled by sea via Britain to the United States, arriving in mid-March. On arrival he wrote to Casey that he was grateful for the six-week sea voyage, which had been ‘a tremendous benefit to my family and myself’ and had ‘relieved my mind of a good deal of tension’, leaving him ‘well equipped physically to start this new mission’. His only regret was that spending four days fog-bound in the Thames estuary had left him unable to use the letters of introduction to two senior British ministers, Viscount Swinton and Selwyn Lloyd, with which Casey had furnished him.138

			After the expectations built up by the manner of his appointment, the outcome was anti-climactic. Tange found it as hard to hold Spender’s coattails, metaphorically speaking, as it had been literally to hold Casey’s at the General Assembly. Spender’s energy often took him to New York, on United Nations business, or elsewhere around the country, where a Washington-based Tange could do little to restrain him. Even Lady Spender, who achieved considerable success as a hostess in the competitive milieu of Washington society, proved more than a handful for the young official. Tange spent much of his time in Washington in discussions with Alexis Johnson, a senior State Department official, on the vexed and complex question of repatriation of prisoners-of-war from Korea. Tange admired Johnson but had less regard for Walter Robertson, Assistant Secretary of State for the Far East in the new Republican administration. ‘Robertson’s overriding interest in world affairs’, as Marshall Green later recorded, ‘was to uphold the position of Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek as President of all of China, even though Chiang and his defeated Nationalist forces had fled the mainland in 1949 to take refuge on Taiwan, China’s island-province’.139 Robertson was the administration’s leading representative of the ‘China lobby’, which supported Chiang’s hopes of a return to power on the mainland with American support. In later years Tange’s suspicion of the ‘China lobby’ and their influence on American foreign policy remained an important element in Australia’s approach to issues involving the United States and China

			Another lasting impact of Tange’s time in Washington was more personal. Jenny greatly enjoyed the kindergarten she attended, which encouraged artistic expression and individual development. This experience sparked an interest in pottery, which became a lifelong hobby, and inspired her later choice of career as a kindergarten teacher and director.140

			In June 1953, in the honours list that coincided with the coronation of Queen Elizabeth II, Tange was appointed an Officer of the Order of the British Empire (OBE), both a recognition of his past services and, given his age, a sign of expected further advancement. By this time Watt was finding the strain of the secretaryship intolerable. A tense man who found it difficult to delegate, Watt was also having difficulties with Casey’s fondness for unorthodox ventures into personal diplomacy. Impressed by the role of the British Commissioner-General in South-East Asia, who had a roving commission to oversee British diplomatic interests in the region, Casey gained Cabinet approval for Watt to spend three months in Singapore on a similar basis while still remaining Secretary. Watt could see that this would be unworkable but volunteered to resign as Secretary and become Australian Commissioner for South-East Asia, based in Singapore.141

			Watt for his part appears not to have known that Casey had for some time been looking for a new departmental secretary. As early as November 1951, Casey had raised the idea with Alfred Stirling. A longstanding member of External Affairs, Stirling looked and sounded like the model of a traditional British ambassador, but even he knew that, as he told Casey, ‘running a dept. is not my line’.142 More than a decade later Stirling was told by Walter Crocker, at that time a critic of Tange, that Casey had also approached both Keith Officer and Allen Brown over the position.143 Officer was another longstanding member of External Affairs, better suited to diplomacy abroad than to policy-making in Canberra. Allen Brown was Secretary of the Prime Minister’s Department and was developing an interest in foreign policy that Tange would later find severely inconvenient. If they had indeed been approached, they would have had quite different, but equally valid, reasons to decline.

			In July 1953, during protracted discussions with Casey over the Singapore proposal, Watt sent a handwritten confidential note to Tange, indicating that he had asked to be relieved of his post at the end of the year. Casey, he said, was likely to agree, provided he could get Menzies’ support and agreement on a replacement. Watt said that he had made several suggestions. One was to appoint Alfred Stirling, together with a deputy secretary ‘who would really run policy’. The alternative would be a younger man. meaning either Tange, McIntyre or James Plimsoll (recently returned from notable work in Korea), with Tange and McIntyre having the stronger claims. Witt said that Casey ‘has not got to the point of expressing a preference, but any hints suggest that he rules out the Stirling idea and that on the whole he would prefer to appoint you’. Ever cautious, Watt warned that nothing might come of any of these thoughts, but he clearly thought it appropriate to advise Tange and had even identified his likely replacement in Washington—at the level of counsellor rather than minister.144 A few weeks later, Tange received another personal note, this time from Casey who said that he would be in Washington in early September and ‘would like to have [an] opportunity to see you privately’.145 It is unlikely, therefore, that Tange was completely taken by surprise when Casey offered him the post, although both men later liked to relate Tange’s alleged expostulation: ‘But I’m only 39! What will I do with the rest of my life?’ (By one account, Casey retorted that he might become a Tibetan monk.)

			From several carefully worded replies to letters of congratulation, it is clear that Tange’s attitude in 1953 to the secretaryship was like that of the young St Augustine to chastity—he wanted it, but not yet. As he told William Dunk, now chairman of the Public Service Board, ‘I would have found it easier, and no doubt have been better equipped, in five or six years’ time.’146 To Dunk and to the three men who would be his most senior lieutenants—Plimsoll, Patrick Shaw and Keith Waller—he emphasised that he had not sought the position and that he had told Casey that he ‘felt no preeminent claim to this position above that of two or three others’.147 Even with these reservations expressed, he decided ‘I should accept the compliment as well as the responsibility for reasons that are not easy to define.’ Now that the position was his, he told Waller, ‘I shall give it what I have.’148

			Although it was not prudent to mention it even in private correspondence, there was another element to be considered before accepting the position. For much of 1951 and 1952 the Menzies government’s stocks were low, with many indicators pointing towards defeat in the elections due in the first half of 1954. Although there were some signs in late 1953 that the tide might be turning, few foresaw that Menzies and his colleagues would gain a narrow, and highly controversial, electoral victory. Tange therefore faced the possibility that, within a few months of his appointment, he would be serving a Labor government headed by Evatt. After some thought Tange decided that, notwithstanding his reservations about Evatt, he had loyally served both Labor and coalition governments and could continue to give professional and independent advice to whatever government was elected.

			At the age of 39, exactly one hundred years after his grandfather arrived in Sydney, Arthur Tange became head of Australia’s foreign office and diplomatic service. He was right to be conscious of the limitations as well as the strengths in his credentials. He had served in only two overseas posts, New York and Washington. Although he was well aware that much of Australia’s foreign policy would be focused on Asia, especially South-East Asia, his only experience there had been in conferences and passing visits. He had never been head of a diplomatic mission, but this was less remarkable in the 1950s than it would be in later decades. Only one of his four predecessors, Alan Watt, had had that experience when appointed. Tange’s schoolboy French was not fluent: effectively, he was monolingual. Nevertheless, his dedication and ability had impressed successive ministers and governments, to the point that his appointment did not come as a surprise. Now he faced both the privileges and the challenges that went with the position of Secretary and permanent head of a department.

			




		
			Chapter Five 
The New Departmental Head 
1954–55

			Tange’s appointment as Secretary of the Department of External Affairs raised him not just to the highest level in the public service but to an especially privileged category. Under the Public Service Act of 1922, which governed the service with few amendments until a series of major reforms in the 1980s, departmental secretaries (and a few others of comparable rank) formed the First Division of a four-division public service. They were officially designated as ‘permanent heads’ because their position was protected by legislation that made it very difficult for a government to remove them. With security of tenure thus protected, they were expected to give policy advice to their respective ministers without fear or favour, leaving the ministers to judge whether it was politically feasible to accept the advice. The role was two-sided, for the permanent head was expected to be not only the minister’s principal adviser on policy, but also the department’s administrative chief. He (always he—no woman was appointed a departmental secretary until 1985) thus operated in two worlds and formed the link between them. For the next quarter of a century, Tange operated at this privileged but demanding level. The first eleven of those years were spent as both the government’s chief official adviser on foreign policy and the administrative head of Australia’s foreign office and diplomatic service.

			Important policy decisions generally emerged from written advice and oral discussions between ministers and permanent heads. In the rose-tinted view of L.F. Crisp, a political scientist who had been an extraordinarily young departmental head under Chifley:

			The relations between the permanent departmental heads and their transient ministerial chiefs, which are crucial to the successful working of the executive branch of government, are usually easy enough and are in some cases even enriched as time goes on by lasting friendship and genuine affection.

			There were rumours, he continued, that highly trained departmental heads were sometimes impatient with their less able ministers, but the ministers usually had useful political qualities and, in any case, could count on the loyalty of their advisers.149

			By the 1950s and 1960s, it was generally accepted that permanent heads were major contributors to policy-making. Weaker ministers, of whom there were many between the 1940s and the 1970s, tended to rely heavily on their official advisers, while the relatively few strong and competent ministers used their departments, especially the departmental heads, as important allies. As Menzies established himself in the Prime Minister’s Lodge for a record-breaking term of sixteen continuous years, policy-making in Canberra took on some similarity to that of a medieval court. Menzies could exercise quasi-regal authority as the final arbiter, but the ministers and permanent heads were like semi-independent barons whose power depended upon, respectively, their political strength and their bureaucratic weight. These barons were constantly jockeying for power, amid changing alliances, jealousies and rivalries. In this arena, the combination of a politically strong minister and a bureaucratically effective permanent head in the one department made a formidable combination.

			Having already been a senior policy adviser to his ministers, Tange was unquestionably keen to be, and to be seen as, the government’s foremost adviser on external policy. But he knew that his influence on policy would be directly related to the department’s administrative capacity. Even before taking up his post on 1 February 1954. he knew that he would have to spend much of his time managing his department, reforming its procedures, developing its resources and asserting its position in the constant interdepartmental struggles for power and influence. At one point he estimated that he was spending sixty per cent of his time on policy and forty per cent on administration,150 but these could only be rough estimates and, in any case, the two areas were constantly interacting.

			It was as well that Tange was young and fit when he took on the position, for the first year to eighteen months proved exceptionally demanding. Tange had clear ideas about directions in both policy and administration but his first steps took place in an unexpectedly complex environment. Historians now see 1954 as a crucial year in the history of the Cold War, for the world, for the South-East Asian region, and for Australia. For the world, it was the year in which, following the death of Josef Stalin in March 1953 and the armistice in Korea in July, it became clear that the Cold War was not the prelude to a third global cataclysm but an enduring conflict that would be fought ideologically, politically, diplomatically and in relatively small military encounters, always with the potential to precipitate a nuclear catastrophe.151 For South-East Asia, it was the year of the French defeat at Dien Bien Phu, the Geneva Conference on both Korea and Indochina, and the Manila conference which established the South-East Asia Treaty Organisation (SEATO). And for Australia, it was the year in which Vladimir Petrov defected from the Soviet Embassy in Canberra. This precipitated a rupture in Soviet-Australian diplomatic relations and influenced—in ways that provoked controversy for decades—an election in which Menzies gained his third successive victory, one that had appeared highly unlikely at the beginning of the year. The defection also triggered a schism in the Labor Party, which helped to maintain the conservative coalition in office for years to come.

			The Petrov Affair

			Tange’s involvement in the Petrov Affair was minor, yet significant.152 On 10 February, less than two weeks into his secretaryship, he was visited by Colonel Charles Spry, the head of the Australian Security Intelligence Organization (ASIO). Spry had just been to see Kenneth Bailey who, as Solicitor-General and head of the Attorney-General’s Department, was the government’s principal adviser on international law. Spry was about to call on Menzies. Spry indicated that a defection was possible, with the implication that External Affairs would have to handle the inevitable diplomatic repercussions. Spry had previously raised the possibility with Watt, whose immediate concern was for the safety of the staff of the Australian Embassy in Moscow.

			Spry’s consultation with Tange has been seen by the most authoritative historian of the Petrov Affair, Robert Manne, as an attempt to see off ASIO’s ‘natural departmental enemy’.153 This did not imply any fear that External Affairs officers might still be leaking classified material to the Soviet Union. Those described by Casey in 1952 as a ‘nest of traitors’, and others of only mildly left-wing views, had been effectively sidelined by the strongly anti-communist Watt in the previous three years. External Affairs, however, would have to carry the burden of the rupture in diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union that would be the inevitable result of a defection. For a youthful and inexperienced foreign office, a breach in relations with the world’s second most powerful country was not to be taken lightly. Tange, like Watt before him, was properly concerned about the potential repercussions on the Australian diplomats serving in Moscow. Nevertheless, he offered no opposition to the idea of encouraging a defection from the Soviet Embassy. From the outset, this was clearly seen to be a counterespionage operation to be run by ASIO, with Tange and Bailey covering its diplomatic and legal flanks.

			Tange and Bailey agreed that they were ‘pretty green’ on the law and diplomatic practice pertaining to defections. During the following weeks, while ASIO dealt with the Petrovs, they met several times. To preserve secrecy, Bailey came to Tange’s home in the Canberra suburb of Manuka. Marjorie Tange was fascinated by the efforts that Bailey took to avoid being seen as he entered the house at 22 Furneaux Street, which was near, but not within sight of, the Soviet Embassy. Initially, the two men were principally concerned to ensure that all proper steps were taken while Evdokia Petrova was held, virtually incarcerated, in the embassy after her husband had disappeared from Soviet view but before the defection was publicly announced. During this time Tange deliberately kept Francis Stuart, whom he had appointed as the department’s first Chief of Protocol, in the dark about the defection, so that Stuart could honestly plead ignorance of Petrov’s whereabouts to protesting Soviet diplomats.

			The most dramatic moment of the Petrov Affair came on the night of 19–20 April when, amid a heated demonstration at Sydney’s Mascot airport, Evdokia Petrova was escorted by two burly Soviet couriers onto a commercial aircraft, to start her return to Moscow. It had been agreed that no attempt would be made to encourage Petrova to defect until the aircraft reached Singapore. External Affairs thought that one defection on Australian soil would be enough to cope with; two might have disastrous repercussions. But the pressure of the crowd at Mascot, focused on the government and ASIO by the vehemently anti-communist parliamentarian W.C. Wentworth, forced a change in tactics while the aircraft was still crossing the Australian continent. When it landed at Darwin, Petrova was separated from her armed escorts and given the opportunity to defect, which she accepted. In the national mood, as Manne has put it, ‘At Mascot the forces of Good and Evil had contended; at Darwin Good had triumphed.’154

			On that night, Tange had gone to bed early, nursing a heavy head cold, and was unaware of the developing crisis. His recollection was that he was telephoned by Menzies personally and told to join Spry, Bailey and others handling the issue. Spry’s own report said that he called Tange from his bed after 3.45 a.m. Spry also reported that Bailey advised that Australian authorities had legal grounds to remove the weapons from the diplomatic couriers who had effectively abducted Petrova.155 Tange later claimed that he had dredged from his memory an authoritative statement—perhaps from the diplomats’ bible, Sir Ernest Satow’s A Guide to Diplomatic Practice—to the effect that those with diplomatic privileges could be disarmed if there were a reasonable apprehension that a crime was about to be committed.156 Probably both Tange and Bailey gave similar advice under circumstances that did not permit the careful consultation of sources and precedents.

			The outcome was successful, and Tange’s principal task as night turned into morning was to prepare his minister for the inevitable confrontation with an irate Soviet ambassador. Casey was overseas to attend the Geneva Conference—he later lamented plaintively that he always seemed to be away when things happened—and the Minister for Defence, Sir Philip McBride, was Acting Minister for External Affairs. Tange recalled that, even when wakened at an unseemly hour, McBride was courteous and effective as he learned his lines for this unscheduled performance. Then, at last, Tange could go back to bed, mourning the loss of a favourite hat that had been mislaid somewhere in the night’s tumult.

			In the succeeding days Tange oversaw the department’s handling of the rupture of Soviet—Australian relations. Keith Waller, as assistant secretary in charge of administration, and Francis Stuart had to obtain sea passages for the departing Soviet embassy staff at a time of shipping shortage, while ensuring that the Australian staff in Moscow, including diplomats Brian Hill, William Morrison and Richard Woolcott, and their dependents were allowed safely out of the Soviet Union. The Soviets were threatening to withdraw diplomatic privileges from the departing Australian diplomats, rendering them vulnerable to any charge the Soviet authorities might manufacture. They were also withholding their exit visas and impeding communications between the Australian mission and Canberra, while falsely accusing the Australian government of similarly interfering with the diplomatic communications of the Soviet Embassy in Canberra. In a pre-emptive diplomatic strike, Tange called in the Soviet ambassador, told him that he knew that his communications were in fact being correctly handled (by coded telegrams through the local post office), and that no such accusation would be tolerated. The ambassador, caught without instructions, could only bluster in reply. Tange asserted that the ship carrying the Soviet staff would only be allowed to leave Fremantle when it was clear that the Australians would depart the Soviet Union safely. On 29 April Canberra finally received word that the exit visas had been granted, the Australian diplomats left Moscow by train, and the ship carrying the Soviet diplomats left Fremantle.

			Two days later a newspaper headline read ‘Four men heave a sigh of relief’. The story described Menzies, McBride, Tange and Waller as tired but pleased to have successfully handled one of the most delicate diplomatic situations faced by Australia.157 The Petrov Affair clearly sealed the esteem in which Menzies held ASIO, and Spry personally, but other agencies that supported Menzies and Spry throughout the critical period also shared the credit. Any mistake by the newly appointed, 39-year-old Secretary of External Affairs or his officers could have compromised the entire outcome. With a blend of hard work, attention to protocol, toughness in defence of his overseas staff, well-judged opportunism, and the fortune that sometimes favours the brave, Tange had ensured that he and his department had moved up a notch in the estimation of the man who would remain Prime Minister for nearly twelve more years.

			South-East Asian crises and a review of policy

			After this demanding initiation, Tange faced a year or more of successive crises and intensive diplomacy, prompted by the complex interaction of the Cold War and the decolonisation of the European empires in South-East Asia. During an international crisis over Indochina that ran parallel to the Petrov Affair, Australia narrowly avoided being involved in what the American Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, called ‘united action’ against the Viet Minh and potentially its Chinese allies, before witnessing the uneasy settlement established by the Geneva Conference. Dulles clearly regarded the Geneva Agreement (or Accords) as unduly favourable to the communists, and imposed by the public refusal of Britain to support steps that risked nuclear war. Australia then became a foundation member of the South-East Asia Treaty Organisation (SEATO), established by the Manila Conference, which brought together three external great powers, the United Kingdom, the United States and France, with Australia, New Zealand, Thailand, the Philippines and Pakistan. The aim was to form a local equivalent of NATO, in an attempt to ‘hold the line’ against communist expansionism, but it soon became obvious that SEATO would not prove as effective as its North Atlantic model In the ‘oil-shore islands crisis’ of late 1954 and early 1955, Australia played a diplomatic role in helping Britain and other Commonwealth countries to head off a direct American-Chinese confrontation over the Taiwan straits. In 1955 Australia sent an Army battalion to Malaya, the first time Australian troops had been despatched overseas in peacetime. Officially, their primary role was to form part of the Commonwealth’s Far East Strategic Reserve, designed to deter Chinese expansionism. In the event, their secondary role proved more significant, as they helped British and other Commonwealth forces to put down the communist insurgency in what was known as the Malayan Emergency.

			Policy on these and other external crises was often decided in meetings in Menzies’ office in Parliament House, bringing together three ministers—Menzies, Casey and McBride—and two departmental secretaries, Allen Brown of the Prime Ministers Department and Tange. The conspicuous absentee was the Secretary of the Defence Department, Sir Frederick Shedden, who was separated by both physical distance and intellectual disengagement. The departmental secretary since 1937, Shedden had achieved a great reputation for his dedication and efficiency during the 1939–45 war. Now, in his office in Victoria Barracks, Melbourne, Shedden seemed more concerned to rehearse his wartime association with Prime Minister John Curtin and General Douglas MacArthur than to give prompt and useful advice on current issues. Shedden was proud of what he called ‘the higher Defence machinery’, but in Tange’s view it produced documents that did indeed seem to have been created by a machine rather than a human mind, reiterating precedents at length but offering little relevant information or constructive advice. Within weeks of taking up his post. Tange was sharply criticising Shedden over Defence’s inability to give advice to ministers on ‘fastmoving events abroad’.158 A gap was opened into which External Affairs was able to expand, but Tange was frustrated by the way in which, as it seemed to him, his department was obliged to do Defence’s thinking as well as its own.

			It is not easy to distinguish the strands of Tange’s personal contribution from the whole cloth of Australian policy. His advice was given, often orally, on topics that were politically sensitive, while Menzies and Casey were senior ministers with long experience in international affairs. Nevertheless, some clear emphases emerge from detailed reconstructions of these various crises, as well as a ‘Policy Critique’ that he submitted to Casey on 22 June 1955, nearly eighteen months into his Secretaryship.’159 With the Cold War in Asia moving into a more settled pattern, this document summarised views that Tange had developed during a decade’s first-hand experience in international affairs, sharpened by the events surrounding Dien Bien Phu, Geneva, Manila, the off-shore islands and Malaya.

			It is a remarkable document, for it unabashedly criticised many crucial elements of current policy, especially as that policy was presented to the public. The Menzies government took every opportunity to point to its close relations with ‘great and powerful friends’. It proclaimed ANZUS and SEATO as evidence that, under a Liberal-Country Party coalition government, Australia could call upon these powerful friends—meaning Britain and, for a time, France as well as the United States—to ensure Australia’s protection against Chinese communism or any other threats that might emerge from Asia. Tange, by contrast, underlined the unwisdom of relying totally on great powers to protect Australian interests, citing ‘United Kingdom preoccupations with avoiding nuclear warfare, French incompetence and cynicism in Indo-China, [and] American clumsiness in Asia’ to illustrate the point.

			The support of great powers was, he said, a great asset, but Australia was paying an unnecessarily high price even for ‘the supremely important American friendship’. In what was to become a constant theme for the next decade, Tange said that Australia should support the United States on fundamental issues but should differ publicly ‘for our other friends to see’ on lesser issues. Liberal opinion in the United States, he said, would welcome a lead from an independent democracy like Australia, and genuine allies could sometimes help the American administration ‘out of a box it has made for itself’. Australia should, for example, assert its strong interest in détente in American-Soviet relations. This would not only ensure that more resources were available to deter China, but also show other Asian nations that Australian concerns went beyond simple Cold War anti-communism to include the control of atomic weapons, the peaceful resolution of conflict and the direction of resources towards welfare and development.

			In Tange’s critique, SEATO and ANZUS appeared by name solely as ‘handicaps’ to Australia’s proclaimed ‘good neighbour’ policy towards Asia. SEATO, he said, ‘connotes intervention in the affairs of Asia and “provocation”’, while ANZUS ‘connotes accord with U.S. foreign policy in Asia towards Peking, Chiang Kai-shek, [and] the Geneva Agreement’. Australia, Tange continued, relied too much on the Colombo Plan to support its ‘good neighbour’ policy, not realising that it would not compensate for Australian support for what was seen in Asia as ‘American intervention’ or ‘colonialism’. Australia should therefore offer at least some verbal support for the principles of the Geneva Agreement on Vietnam and distance itself from other colonial powers, such as Britain, France and Belgium, in United Nations discussions of colonial issues. Moreover, Australia should also show more sympathy for the hopes that Asian and other countries placed in the United Nations. A reputation for positive, co-operative and objective actions and attitudes in the United Nations would create goodwill towards Australia, thus supporting ‘the security we acquire through military treaties with the United States’. Tange particularly stressed that: ‘In an issue with Indonesia, we might find that American support was dependent upon the amount of support we found in the rest of the United Nations’.

			Tange noted that, after considerable effort in the early 1950s, Australia’s defence and foreign policies had been brought into alignment, but he lamented External Affairs’ burden in having to deal with defence and strategic questions as well as the political and diplomatic aspects of external issues. Tange began and ended his account by calling for the government to give the department long-term objectives and priorities, rather than merely reacting ‘piecemeal’ to issues as they arose. He listed thirteen topics as worthy of such consideration, the first six of which were policy towards China, Malaya, Indonesia, Dutch New Guinea, SEATO and ANZUS.

			This was a document that a departmental secretary might well have offered to a newly elected Labor government. Its arguments echoed some of Evatt’s favourite themes, such as the value of the United Nations, and foreshadowed others that appealed to later Labor ministers, such as Gough Whitlam’s eagerness to distance Australia from Western colonialism and Gareth Evans’s desire to see Australia established as a ‘good international citizen’. As advice to an increasingly entrenched conservative administration, facing a discredited Evatt at the head of a deeply divided Opposition, it was courageous—the bureaucrat’s euphemism for dangerous. Forty years later, a departmental secretary offering such frank advice might well have been given 24 hours to clear his desk, but not for a moment did it dent Casey’s confidence in Tange.

			This was, of course, advice and not decision. Tange always expected that his advice would be heard but accepted that the minister (or the Prime Minister, or a group of ministers, or the Cabinet) would take the policy decisions. He would abide by, and faithfully implement, those decisions and he was always careful to ensure that he had ministerial authority for the politically sensitive instructions he sent to diplomatic missions. Nevertheless it is clear that Tange’s advice and actions during the various crises of 1954–55 were consistent with the directions implied in the ‘Policy Critique’. On the Geneva Conference, his advice to the government was that Australia should seek to put itself ‘in the best possible position to learn what is going on, to express our views, and to influence the trend of discussion and of decisions’. But he also recognised that it was the major powers that made the important decisions, while small powers who pressed their claims too hard would be brushed aside. (At this time newspaper headlines habitually referred to ‘the Big Two’, ‘the Big Three’ or ‘the Big Four’ when the leaders of the United States, the Soviet Union, Britain or France met.) So Menzies and Casey accepted observer status at Geneva, which at least gave Australia the opportunity to watch developments closely and to offer advice in the margins of the conference.160

			The ‘united action’ crisis of April-May 1954, although overshadowed for most Australians by the Petrov defection and the election campaign, proved one of the most stringent tests of Australian diplomacy and, therefore, of the operations of Tange and his department. Menzies, Casey and their Cabinet colleagues played a delicate balancing act, sharing the British reluctance to support any American military involvement in Vietnam, where the French were suffering a humiliating defeat, but also anxious not to frustrate the Americans to the point of prompting an American withdrawal from South-East Asia. From the outset, the advice from Tange and his department pointed to the dangers of Western military intervention, which might provoke a Chinese reaction and would jeopardise Australia’s relations with Asian countries.161 This last concern was a constant theme in External Affairs’ advice in Tange’s time.

			To avoid offending Washington, the Australians concealed their concerns over American policy for as long as possible, by referring to the imminent election, but by 26 May, just three days before the election, a clear statement was essential. At this point Tange—presumably with Casey’s authority, although this is not recorded—sent a long telegram to Australian missions, setting out Australian objections to American proposals. The military and political aims of ‘united action’ were unclear; it would risk Chinese intervention and thus a third world war; it would offend Asian nations; and it would forestall the attempt to seek an honourable, negotiated settlement at the Geneva Conference. For the first time, the telegram indicated that Australia would accept the partition of Vietnam as part of such a settlement. This was ‘a clear and forthright statement of Australian policy, echoing neither London nor Washington …’162 As such, it was typical of Tange’s approach, as well as a contrast to the policy on Vietnam that Australia would adopt when his tenure as Secretary ended eleven years later.

			In the off-shore islands crisis, Tange helped Menzies to use the Commonwealth as a means of steering the United States away from an outright confrontation with China over an issue that Britain, Australia and New Zealand did not think was worth a war. Tange was at Menzies’ right hand when Menzies pursued this role, both in a Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ meeting in London and when he went on to Washington to meet President Eisenhower and his senior officials. A consistent aspect of the advice from Tange and his department was the wary attitude towards the Chiang Kaishek (Jiang Jieshi) regime, now in control only of Taiwan and a few neighbouring islands but still claiming to be the rightful government of all of China and recognised as such by the United States. Tange and his colleagues believed, with good reason, that Chiang would try to entangle the United States in conflict with Beijing, that being the only way that Chiang would be able to reclaim control of the mainland from which he had been ejected in 1949. They also feared that the Eisenhower Administration might not be able to resist the pressures of the ‘China lobby’ in Washington towards such entanglement. Tange’s own experience of the influence of Walter Robertson, Assistant Secretary of State for the Far East, exacerbated these fears. Tange and his colleagues were also extremely concerned by hints—part of Dulles’s tactic of ‘brinkmanship’—that the Americans might even use nuclear weapons in a conflict with China. The thrust of departmental advice was therefore to support various initiatives, taken by Menzies, Casey and Spender, towards dissociating the tiny off-shore islands at the heart of the dispute from Taiwan and the Pescadores, the islands on which Chiang’s government was based.

			In the early stages of the dispute, the Australians were effectively using fellow members of the Commonwealth, especially Britain, Canada and New Zealand but also India, as diplomatic allies seeking to constrain the Americans. Later, in April 1955, it was the British who let down the Australians, and ‘Canberra and London exchanged messages which on the Australian side were undisguisedly tart’.163

			A week after his ‘Policy Critique’, in a sequel to the off-shore islands crisis, Tange and his department received a major policy setback. Casey took to Cabinet a long submission, prepared by the department, on the situation in East Asia, particularly the recognition of the Peoples Republic of China.164 It was the product of a major effort by Tange and the department to learn from the off-shore islands crisis and to move towards a more secure settlement of regional issues. Although the argument was ‘diffuse’,165 the submission clearly implied that Australia should join Britain and Canada in diplomatic moves that might, as part of a wider settlement, include Australian recognition of the Beijing government. In an example of his naive and clumsy Cabinet tactics, Casey apparently read out the entire 25-page submission, then described it as ‘largely an information paper’. He told Tange that it was taken ‘as a factual and objective analysis of a very complicated series of situations’ but that Cabinet ‘decided that we should take no unilateral or other action on this for the present at least’. In a rearguard action, Tange and his colleagues established that Cabinet’s decision did not rule out coordinated diplomatic moves towards a general East Asian settlement, but only that there should be no public action that implied Australian recognition of Beijing.166

			The basis of this policy was clear enough, although Tange may not have known that Menzies would, within months, be telling a confidant that:

			the Americans cause him more sleepless nights than anything else. Red China ought to be recognized. What does USA get out of refusing them recognition?… He [Menzies] went on to say that we have to play along with the Americans because we can’t live without their protection.167

			The rejection of the 1955 Cabinet submission put an end to a period of diplomatic activism by the Menzies government on the China issue. Tange and the department now knew that Menzies felt that he could not confront Washington on this matter and that there was therefore no point, for the foreseeable future, in seeking diplomatic ways out of the impasse.

			Immigration reform

			During his demanding first year, Tange initiated pressure for reform in another area of continuing concern, although not one mentioned in his ‘Policy Critique’. In October 1954 he wrote to Casey of his concern that the Department of Immigration did not understand the impact of Australia’s restrictive immigration policy, almost universally known as the White Australia Policy, on Australia’s relations with Asian countries.168 Public servants in Immigration, he wrote, had long thought that External Affairs officers were ‘too soft and long-haired’ on Asian immigration, but he was determined to confront the difficulties that the policy posed for Australian diplomacy in Asia.

			His aims were far from extreme. After consulting Australia’s diplomatic missions in Asia, Tange pressed for changes that would permit a limited number of ‘advanced’ Asians to be able to enter Australia and to gain permanent residence. Moreover, ‘mixed race’ applicants should only be required to prove that they had 50 per cent ‘European blood’ instead of 75 per cent. As later writers have noted, Tange and his External Affairs colleagues were arguing on the basis, not of morality or equity, but of ‘pragmatic managerialism’ and of the class-consciousness of the Asian leaders with whom they dealt. Tange pressed the view that Asian sensibilities were most offended by Australia’s placing ‘the most educated and advanced Asian individual … in the same category as unassimilable coolies’.169

			For the moment, there were few results from this pressure, but the significance lay in the fact that Tange was raising the issue. As recent writers have noted:

			It was Tange, of all the major policy-makers at this time, who seemed most alive to the nuances of effective Australian diplomacy in Asia—and to the fact that marrying the objectives of the Department of Immigration … with those of [External Affairs] was not going to be a simple task.170

			His minister, Casey, was well aware of the problem, but reluctant to tackle the obstacles that impeded his desire for closer relations with Australia’s ‘friends and neighbours’ in Asia. Successive Ministers for Immigration, Harold Holt, Athol Townley and Alexander Downer, and their departmental secretary, Tasman Heyes, staunchly defended the existing policy, with the support of Menzies as Prime Minister. Substantial reform would require changes in the occupants of all those positions, but Tange made the first chips in the adamantine façade of White Australia, and he began to wield his chisel within his first year in office.

			Administrative reform

			At the same time as he was dealing with crises that set the shape of international relations for years to come, and tackling the conflict between Australia’s immigration and diplomatic policies, Tange began to institute a major set of administrative reforms. In some respects, as he recorded, Tange was carrying on tasks that had been started by Watt but the scope of Tange’s actions was much wider and the energy that he imparted much greater. Even before he officially took up his position, he signalled that he would fully assert his prerogatives as permanent head. In December 1953, before leaving Washington, he was discussing the details of proposed appointments and office structures with Watt and Waller, expressing firm judgments on individuals and ensuring that movements did not take place until he was convinced of their wisdom.171 He also told Watt that he was troubled by Casey’s tendency, in private conversations and press releases, to claim personnel decisions as his own. ‘I hope,’ Tange noted, ‘it is nothing more than carelessness and perhaps an unimportant failure to appreciate the traditional and statutory distinction between the sole responsibility of a Permanent Head and that of a Minister of the Crown.’172

			Casey was indeed inclined to blur this distinction, generally with noble motives. He took a close personal interest in the senior officers of the department, both at home and abroad, to the point that he sometimes seemed to be acting more like an especially senior departmental head rather than as a minister concentrating on policy and politics. He made a point of telling Tange that he conducted an extensive personal correspondence with heads of diplomatic missions, to ensure they did not feel neglected, and urged Tange to do likewise. Tange took the point but noted that letters from heads of missions that combined policy advice (which should be shared with the relevant desk) with personal comment (which should remain confidential) caused him ‘to waste many minutes juggling about trying to decide whether the whole letter should get distribution or it should be carved into pieces’.173 As will be noted in the next chapter, he developed his own format for personal correspondence with several heads of mission, in ways designed to avoid wasting precious minutes.

			Some of the reforms that Tange initiated in his first year reflected the experience of ‘united action’ and other crises of the time. His dealings with the Public Service Board over the structure of the department in Canberra, for example, stressed the need, following the Geneva and Manila conferences, for higher level positions to handle relations with East and South-East Asia and liaison with the Defence Department. His dissatisfaction with the standard of reporting from missions in Asia during the ‘united action’ crisis led him to consider instituting a major review of the department’s Asian missions. The positions were created. The review did not take place, but the adequacy of the Asian posts was a subject of constant attention.174

			Other initiatives similarly reflected Tange’s fundamental concern—that External Affairs should operate less as a loose collection of talented individuals and more as a coordinated, professional foreign office and diplomatic service. An early and important example concerned records of conversation, a basic tool in the operations of any foreign office. In 1950, when accompanying Spender in London, he had sought to test the views of British government departments on some current issues. In the morning he asked an official of the Board of Trade a series of questions. In the afternoon he started to put the same questions to an official in the Foreign Office, but was quickly told that he had been given the answers at the morning interview. Tange realised that the British departments had an effective system of recording and promptly sharing the content of diplomatic conversations, whereas the Secretary of External Affairs—despite some earlier efforts by Watt—could not be sure that, even within the one department, all his officials were ‘singing from the same songbook’ when talking to their various interlocutors.175 Tange laid down strict guidelines for records of conversation, including deadlines for their production. Typically, he policed these guidelines rigorously and led by example. The archives contain several bulging files of records of his own diplomatic conversations during his term as Secretary.176

			Another major reform, which today seems remarkable only for its previous absence, was the introduction of an assessment system. Each officer was assessed annually by his or her superiors under a series of headings—categories to which Tange had given some thought. He wanted to ensure that the department promoted officers who had not only the desire and the intellectual capacity but also the character and the temperament to cope with the vicissitudes of diplomatic life. Charm, style and brains were not enough if officers were to be able to give advice on, and to implement faithfully, the minister’s policy, whether overseas or in Canberra. To reduce the risk of personal prejudice, he laid down that, if an officer’s assessment fell in the lowest two of the five levels in any category, he or she was to be advised personally by the supervisor making the assessment.177 To Tange’s disappointment, his colleagues did not share his own willingness to confront subordinates with their inadequacies. Instead, few officers were ever graded in these lowest two levels.

			The assessments were kept in what were known as the ‘X files’, a confidential series to which only those senior officers who had a ‘need to know’ at times of postings and promotions had access. Many officers spent anxious hours worrying about the content of their X files, but those who used them said that it proved quite easy to allow for personal quirks on the part of individual supervisors. After the system had been in place a year or two, the files presented reliable and rounded portraits of the subject’s strengths and weaknesses.178

			Within his first, frenetically active year as Secretary, Tange also tackled the sensitive issue of the gradings and conditions of service applying to heads of diplomatic missions.179 As noted in chapter 3, Australia’s diplomatic missions had been created before there were any diplomats in External Affairs qualified to become heads of mission. The first heads of mission were therefore men who had had political, judicial, military or academic careers. Some carried out their new role with considerable distinction, others proved less suited to diplomacy, and a few were embarrassingly mediocre. Such men continued to be appointed as heads of mission through the 1940s and into the 1950s, with the appointment of career diplomats (like that of Alan Watt to Moscow) being the exception rather than the norm. These external appointees were a problem for the department, especially the permanent head, who was obliged to employ people over whom he had relatively little control. Public servants who believed themselves better qualified could not appeal against these appointments as they could for most public service positions. There was little consistency in the salaries and other conditions of service, which often reflected the personal influence of the appointee with the Prime Minister or minister who had backed the appointment. Some, taking unduly seriously the constitutional fiction that they were appointed by the Executive Council, objected to receiving policy or administrative instructions from the department, seeing themselves as answerable only to the Prime Minister or the minister personally.

			Tange treated these appointees with as much care as possible but faced a particular problem when a head of mission, at the end of his term, sought (with ministerial support) to continue in a diplomatic career. Those who had some talent for overseas representation, or who simply had influence with ministers, could be retained in what sometimes became a long series of ambassadorial appointments. A few expected to be offered positions in the department in Canberra, despite the fact that they had not been trained for the public service. Tange devised and implemented a system under which all the head of mission positions were graded, coordinating their salaries with those of the various departmental levels, so that everyone understood at what level such an appointee would be integrated into the department. This brought a degree of order, and of departmental control, into an ill-managed system, but he still had to find an appropriate task for an external appointee. Tange was proud of his choice for Roden Cutler VC, a war hero who performed creditably as the head of four diplomatic missions. He made Cutler Chief of Protocol, the departmental position responsible for liaison with the diplomatic corps in Canberra, for which Cutler proved to have a natural flair.

			This is not to claim that Tange’s handling of returning heads of mission was faultless. When Douglas Copland returned in late 1956 from his term as High Commissioner in Canada, he took up the position of Principal of the Australian Administrative Staff College in Melbourne. Tange wrote to him in March 1957 to suggest that Copland meet him and other senior departmental officers during a visit to Canberra. Copland retorted that he should not have had to wait six months for such an invitation and noted that, unbeknown to Tange, he had already written to the minister, Casey, to protest over the lack of contact with the department. Tange’s reply noted that the Suez crisis had driven normal practice aside but conceded that Copland was justified in asserting that any returning head of mission should at least be invited to Canberra to take his leave. In later years, it was Copland’s insistence on his direct contact with the minister and Prime Minister that stuck in Tange’s mind, contributing to the end of what had been a cordial relationship.180

			The administrative review

			On 22 June 1955, the same day as he submitted his ‘Policy Critique’ to Casey, Tange also delivered an ‘Administrative Review’.181 He presented this ‘stocktaking’ not as the beginning, but as the mid-point of a period of reform, from roughly 1952 to 1957, that would determine whether Australia had a ‘worthwhile’ foreign service or one that was ‘weak, bad in morale, and lacking in proper influence’. This timing tactfully implied that the reform process had started under Watt, but Tange said that he had done much ‘with most competent help from Waller’ to ‘accelerate the trend’ that had been started then.

			Tange portrayed a department struggling inefficiently with too few people, especially too few competent people, to meet the demands placed upon it. He emphasised the strain placed by heavy workloads on the senior executive ranks of the department, to the point that the department was in the ‘precarious’ position of running risks with too few fit men. Tange claimed that thirteen of the forty-five most senior officers, and nine of the top eighteen, had a medical disability, either personally or in their family, which restricted their postings. (For these purposes, a wife’s pregnancy was included in the category of ‘a medical disability’.) Further strain was created by the fact that the department had some incompetent staff, who could not be dismissed from the public service. All he could do was to reform procedures on promotions and recruitment, and he outlined the reforms he had already introduced. These included not only the regular and comprehensive assessment of staff, but also the creation of a committee of senior officers to advise him on promotions. This would make the process less open to ‘inefficiency and injustice’, as well as reducing the time spent by Waller and himself on assessing individual cases.

			Tange emphasised the enormous amount of time spent by External Affairs officers, in Canberra and abroad, in meeting the requirements of the Treasury and, to a lesser extent, the Public Service Board. Treasury control of expenditure was minutely and frustratingly detailed but Tange acknowledged that External Affairs had made some bad mistakes in the past. Consequently, in order to justify being granted greater autonomy (for example, in spending on minor works or furniture at embassies), the department would have to raise its own administrative standards.

			Tange noted that he and Waller had already instituted a number of reforms, including the systematic recording of official diplomatic conversations, better provision of policy information to posts, promoting policy discussion between branches before decisions were taken, and a less timid approach to giving guidance to the press on policy issues, but much remained to be done. Tange listed eighteen reforms that were likely to take two years to implement. These covered almost every aspect of administration, from salaries and working conditions to structural improvements and recruitment procedures. Tange also asserted that the department, however reformed, simply could not do everything that was being required of it. The only specific matter on which he sought Casey’s help was to seek to offload, as far as possible, responsibility for Colombo Plan projects to other departments in order to reduce the enormous demands of these projects on the department’s resources.

			Tange’s first eighteen months as Secretary of External Affairs proved to be among the most important periods of his life. He had come to the position with clear intentions, both about the directions of his policy advice to ministers and about ways to improve the department’s performance and its influence. Before he could set out his agenda in either area, however, he was immersed in a series of crises that shaped both Australian politics and international relations for the next generation. These crises served mainly to reinforce in his mind the need for the administrative reforms and policy changes to which he was already committed. By the time he set out his ideas in both areas, in June 1955, he had already initiated many of the reforms and seen his ideas on policy tested in major crises. The template for his first decade as a permanent head had been forged.

			




		
			Chapter Six 
The Administrative Reformer 
1955–60

			A story Tange told in later years, as a comment on his youthful naivety, gives some idea of the bureaucratic milieu in which he operated. Soon after being recruited from the Bank of New South Wales to join the Department of Labour and National Service, he remarked to the department’s head, Roland Wilson, that he was surprised at the extent of interdepartmental rivalry in the public service. He had thought that all public servants were supposed to be working for the one government. Wilson, a master of the sharp riposte, retorted that he did not recall that the Bank of New South Wales had shown much inclination to cooperate with the Commonwealth Bank. (Wilson had been closely associated with the Commonwealth Bank when it was arguing over banking policy with Davidson at the Bank of New South Wales.) Both men—Wilson at the time, Tange in retrospect—evidently took this as a powerful reply, accepting that it was perfectly normal for departments to be as antagonistic to one another as two rival banks, competing for market share and political influence.182 In short, what mattered for public servants was how their department was faring in a constant battle for influence. A truly successful public servant was one who led a department that was at or near the top of an imaginary league table. Standing in this table depended on perceptions of the department’s strength and influence, particularly in the eyes of senior ministers and other departmental heads.

			By the reckoning of many observers, including its own members, the Department of External Affairs in 1954 was well down that league table. Some departments, taking little interest in the outside world, were reluctant to accept that Australia needed to have its own foreign policy and therefore the structures needed to form and implement it. Others, having already established themselves in particular areas of Australia’s international relations, showed no inclination to make concessions to the ‘Johnnys-come-lately’ in External Affairs. At a different level, Tange also knew that he would have a constant and difficult battle to secure financial and human resources from Roland Wilson at the Treasury and William Dunk at the Public Service Board (notwithstanding his earlier service as Secretary of External Affairs). But Tange also knew that reform had to start from within.

			More than two years after taking up his position, Tange wrote to Watt that he was spending much of every day on administrative problems and seeking better conditions from the Treasury and the Public Service Board, but External Affairs had to lift its game as well:

			I am determined to bring to an end the fumbling administrative practices in the Dept in the past which placed a premium on bluff, bluster, and opportunism. More and more it is becoming necessary to introduce administrative rules and yardsticks. I cannot look Wilson in the face and pretend that we are justified in asking for more administrative autonomy (which we want) when Wilson is all too aware of the deficiencies in administrative procedures in External Affairs which had led, in the past, to some situations little short of scandalous …183

			He later described his colleagues in External Affairs, at the time of his appointment, as ‘a rabble of people of varying degrees of talent, some very considerable’.184 Even in a relatively new department, groups could be distinguished based on the time and manner of their recruitment. First, there were those who had joined the department in the 1930s. Most were bright, able and well connected; some had family associations with Menzies and Casey. From its earliest days, the department was notable for its recruitment of graduates, including Rhodes Scholars (such as Alan Watt from New South Wales and Laurence ‘Jim’ McIntyre, Ralph Harry and John Hood from Tasmania) and other graduates of Oxford, Cambridge and several Australian universities. A second category had been recruited under the diplomatic cadet scheme, first introduced by Evatt during the war. Four of them—Alan Renouf, Nicholas Parkinson, Peter Henderson and Richard Woolcott—would eventually reach the Secretary’s desk. Some cadets, like Renouf and Alec Borthwick, came out of the services during the war, but another group joined as ex-servicemen, having served in the armed forces throughout the war, in some cases (like David Hay and David Dexter) with considerable distinction. Some felt that their diplomatic careers had suffered, in comparison with those who had not worn uniform (in which category they placed Tange).185 A further category comprised the heads of Australia’s diplomatic missions, who in the 1940s and 1950s were, as already noted, drawn almost entirely from outside the embryonic diplomatic service. Crossing these boundaries were fluctuating factions based on social and political allegiances—realists and liberal internationalists, Catholics and Masons, and in the 1940s pro-Evatt and anti-Evatt groupings.

			At the memorial service for Tange, Allan Hawke said that he inherited ‘a collection of silver spoons’ in his department.186 This was a widespread image but it would be wrong to imply that the typical member of External Affairs was, like a typical member of the British Foreign Office in the nineteenth century, the second son of a fourteenth earl. Many of the young diplomats had backgrounds which were, even by Australian standards, middle rather than upper middle class, with fathers who were teachers, public servants and moderately successful businessmen. Several had followed the common pattern of attending government schools at primary and lower secondary level, before spending their last two years or so at an independent school. Others had attended the selective government high schools in New South Wales. Sydney High School alone was the alma mater of four departmental secretaries and several other senior diplomats. Talent scouts at university colleges, such as Trinity College at Melbourne University, had as much to do with recruiting diplomats as did the legendary headmaster of Geelong Grammar, Dr James Darling, and other schoolmasters. But it was the last school attended that appeared in the departmental ‘stud book’, the confidential list of staff, which included details of marriages and children as well as education and postings. Thus the department had the reputation of being filled with the products of Geelong Grammar, Melbourne Grammar, Shore, St Peter’s and the like.

			Tange could not be placed in any of these categories. Instead of joining External Affairs at the start of his public service career, the graduate of Gosford High School had been recruited from another department at a relatively senior level. It made a fundamental difference. His ambition was to be a successful public servant, while those in the diplomatic stream of External Affairs aspired to be Australian diplomats. This was a new phenomenon in the Australian public service, provoking some resentment in the more traditional departments. Moreover, a number of the young diplomats did what Australians of their generation generally did when unsure of how to conduct themselves: they imitated a British model. By this time Tange had had considerable experience in negotiating with British officials and he admired the professional skills of many in the Foreign Office, the Board of Trade and other departments. But he was not by background, inclination or experience an instinctive Anglophile. His ingrained Australian sensibility was offended by what he saw as a tendency of some in External Affairs to ape what they thought to be a Foreign Office style of dress, mannerisms, even speech patterns, as a way of establishing the status of the new Australian foreign office.

			Tange was not alone in his reaction. In the early 1950s the journalist Alan Reid asserted that External Affairs had produced a ‘type’ who ‘Speaks with a home-cultivated Oxonian accent … Does not mix with its fellow public servants, considering itself the elite … Is interested in music, art and fine writing, usually of the more exotic kind and is rather disdainful of industry, commerce and politics.’ Politicians from all sides launched similar barbs at the products of Dr Evatt’s diplomatic cadet scheme.187

			Nor was Tange as convinced of the intellectual quality of the young diplomats as they themselves were. After a visit to New Zealand in 1956, he told Watt that he had found ‘sharp and enquiring minds’ among the officials in Wellington. ‘I came away feeling’, he wrote, ‘that we can reasonably be smug about the relative quality of our political leaders, but not necessarily about the standard of intelligent and sceptical thinking in our External Affairs Service’.188 More importantly, Tange did not think that External Affairs had either the collective organisation or the individual discipline to be an effective department of state. For the next decade, therefore, he continued to lay down the law on the ‘administrative rules and yardsticks’ that he had mentioned to Watt, following the pattern he had set in his first year.

			To achieve long-term improvements in the department, Tange knew that he would have to tackle the basic elements of the career structure—recruitment, postings, placements and promotions. By his own recollection, Tange was ‘appalled’ by the handling of postings and promotions under his predecessor. When a vacancy appeared, Watt would call for suggestions. A senior officer would put forward a name, Watt might recall something that officer had done two or three years ago of which he happened to be aware, and on such a casual basis a decision would be taken.189 In his early years as Secretary, Tange spent a substantial amount of his own time on postings and promotions, seeking to make the most effective use of the talents under his direction, always with an eye on long-term considerations. Marjorie told stories of coming home and finding Arthur on the living-room floor, surrounded by strips of paper carrying names, as he sought to work out the complex requirements and implications of the necessary moves: if A fills this position, who is qualified to replace him? B needs Asian experience, so should forego London and accept Kuala Lumpur. C, on the other hand, has just had a tough assignment where ‘you can’t drink the water’ and has earned a posting in Paris or Geneva—but is his French up to standard?

			As time passed, Tange increasingly delegated these decisions, especially those affecting lower-level appointments, to the personnel officers of the department, but he continued to monitor their actions closely. He would visit that area most days, usually after 5 p.m., and would insist on detailed explanations for their recommendations. One officer in that section was expected by his wife, a woman whose personality was as formidable as Tange’s, to leave the office promptly at five to help bathe and feed their young children. To avoid confronting Tange, he would slip out of a conveniently placed ground-floor window, leaving his colleagues to explain away his absence.190

			As Tange often lamented, it was extremely difficult to sack a public servant, no matter how incompetent, so the best way to ensure a supply of talent was to improve the recruiting system. Tange disliked the scheme of diplomatic cadetships that had started under Evatt during the war and had been continued ever since. This scheme brought in bright young people who had done well at university and gave them a further two years’ academic training in the specially created School of Diplomatic Studies at the Canberra University College.191 They took courses from teachers such as Manning Clark, L.F. Crisp, Kenneth Bailey and Sir Frederic Eggleston. (Before becoming Secretary, Tange had himself lectured on international economics to the cadets, who generally regarded him as competent but aloof. Unlike some other lecturers, he did not take the opportunity to fraternise with the cadets and develop personal links.192) Like many of the cadets, Tange felt that the scheme was giving further academic development to people who had already proved those abilities. More especially, he thought it encouraged them to concentrate on the intellectual challenges of international relations and to neglect the more mundane but essential requirements of life in the public service. As he saw it, the cadets were brought into the administrative areas of the department for only the briefest of visits, as if that was all that they needed or that administration required. He wanted a system of recruiting and initial training that placed much more emphasis on the nuts and bolts of being good public servants. The cadet scheme also proved unable to produce the numbers of young diplomats the department needed as it expanded rapidly, opening new missions especially in Asia.

			After modifying the scheme in 1956, Tange advised his colleagues in 1958 that it would be replaced by a system under which graduates would be brought straight into the department and receive ‘on-the-job’ training, with particular emphasis on the requirements of being a good public servant.193 Part of this training was received from people like Bob Johns, recruited by Tange in 1959 to head the department’s finance section. With Tange’s encouragement and support, Johns set about tightening the financial administration of the department and its missions, starting with the cadets. He enjoyed puncturing some of the self-esteem of the ‘Group A’ recruits to the diplomatic stream, many of whom appeared to think that the work of the ‘Group B’ stream, the administrative and consular officers, was beneath their dignity.194

			These reforms were accompanied by a host of others. The first acquaintance that new External Affairs officers had with their departmental head was usually in the solemn lectures he gave them on the importance of being good public servants, whether in giving policy advice to Cabinet or in keeping their desks tidy and their appearance respectable. His emphasis was on the need to behave in ways that would command respect from other departments and from ministers. Even outside the office he expected officers to dress and to behave in ways that reflected well on the department. His efforts were not universally successful. He could never, for example, convince Alec Borthwick, a scholarly and amiably eccentric diplomat, to wear a jacket while riding his bicycle home for lunch on a hot day.

			Some of Tange’s directives gave him a reputation for obsessive micromanagement. The most famous was the instruction that officers should not use the standard push-on form of paper-clip. This followed an incident where a sensitive Cabinet paper was mislaid. It was eventually found to have become caught up with a group of lesser papers by such a paper-clip, and thus to have been placed on an unclassified file to which it had no relevance. Casey lamented the rule (which he seems to have blamed upon Waller, the assistant secretary responsible for administration, rather than Tange), although he urged Tange to keep, as he did, a supply of dressmaker’s pins in his lapel as a preferred means of attaching pieces of paper.195 On these as on other protests, Tange was unmoved. He was determined that, on matters small and large, the department’s administrative standards would be improved. Despite occasional backslidings, they were.

			According to a French aristocrat, le style est l’homme même—the style is the man himself.196 During his decade as head of External Affairs Tange developed the style for which he was to become famous among his admirers and notorious among his critics, nervously respected by many but feared and even hated by some. Its base lay in the personality of a man who, by nature and early background, had always been something of a loner, seldom totally at ease with superiors, peers or subordinates. His rapid rise to the top of the public service had inculcated in him a deep sense of the responsibilities as well as the opportunities it provided. Now that he had been raised to its highest level, he exercised his rights—and, as he would emphasise, his obligations—with a severity that often seemed abrasive and some thought callous.

			From his early environment Tange had several potential models of leadership, but heredity may also have played its part. Much as he admired them, he could not emulate the witty charm of Edward Shann or the persuasiveness of Nugget Coombs. Consciously or unconsciously, he was probably trying to emulate his stern but fair headmaster, Herbert Stoyles, but Tange’s manner included strong reminders of the assertive, at times belligerent, confidence of Alfred Davidson as well as the hard-driving dominance of Charles Tange.

			In his own eyes, Arthur Tange treated all his subordinates according to his estimate of their ability and dedication to their work. That meant that all, regardless of rank, had to be prepared to face his censure if they had failed to live up to the standards that he expected. He defended his notorious severity as merely the appropriate penalty for failing to live up to the standards expected of a public servant, someone who held a privileged position at the taxpayer’s expense and who should be held fully accountable. But another, less predictable element became increasingly apparent, especially under stress: a short and ferocious temper. When, as noted in chapter 1, he said that his father was ‘autocratic and quick to boil, though more in speech than in action’,197 he could have been describing himself. His voice would be raised, a file of official papers would be slammed down with disgust. The physical strength of the former rugby player would be pronounced, but when he jabbed his strong, square fingers towards the chest of an unfortunate subordinate, they always stopped fractionally short of actually touching. The most senior officers paled when they were summoned to the Secretary’s office to explain, for example, why a policy paper was overdue. At a time when the Secretary’s office and its immediate environs were the only part of the department to have carpet, to be summoned to ‘the carpet’ was an experience to be dreaded. More commonly, his criticisms were dispensed in writing on the papers submitted to him. Amendments and acerbic comments in what some called ‘his dragon hand’ were written with such force that, if done with a pen, they sometimes tore the paper; if written with a favourite magenta pencil, his usually clear handwriting became almost illegible.

			As time passed, his style became like an outer garment that he put on each morning, much as some put on a favourite cardigan or pullover when sitting at their desk. As he approached the Secretary’s office, his step would get heavier, his expression more serious. He would enter the office with the curtest of greetings to his loyal and long-suffering secretary, Sylvia Brown, and whichever young male diplomat was serving as his executive assistant, then slam the door to his office as if it had no right to be there. Often the slam would displace the same picture on the same wall by the same amount as it had the previous day, and the day before that. At his insistence he would be brought a cup of tea at precisely 10 each morning and another at precisely 10.10. Their arrival and the removal of the empty cup would pass without thanks or other time-wasting courtesies. Throughout a long day, he would insist that his demands, on matters of policy and administration, be met not only ably but speedily, insisting that his time, like his ability, must be regarded as a precious departmental resource.

			The severity of his style, the ferocity of his anger, his impatience and his insistence on his prerogatives gave rise to numerous anecdotes, some related for years afterwards. Many centred on lifts or his reserved parking space, for impediments to his access to either enraged him. One, of which different versions circulated, concerned the day Tange allegedly returned to the department from a formal diplomatic function in full morning suit, attire he claimed to disdain although he knew he carried it well. He pressed the button for the lift but it was clearly out of action. Tange banged furiously on the lift door, only to be told by a laconic tradesman inside the compartment that this would not expedite the work. Further remonstrations evoked the rhetorical question: ‘Who do you think you are—Arthur Tange?’ Angrily, Tange summoned the departmental administrative officer who supervised building maintenance. This man calmly repeated the advice that the repair work was being carried out as quickly as circumstances permitted. At this point a low-ranking female administrative officer emerged from the women’s lavatory and engaged the maintenance supervisor with a complaint about a shortage of toilet paper. The maintenance officer turned away from the departmental head and gave his full attention to this manageable problem, leaving Tange, now white with anger and frustration, to stamp up the stairs to his office.198

			Although stories such as these became legion, alternative accounts also circulated. While many were aware of the Sturm und Drang in Tange’s manner, a few detected the sensitivity of a loner. In 1959, by which time Tange’s style was a matter of widespread comment, Walter Crocker recorded Roden Cutler’s perceptive comment that, in Tange, ‘rudeness = gruffness = shyness’.199 Nicholas Parkinson recalled that, as the junior officer at a Heads of Mission conference in 1959, he joined Tange late each evening to draft the record of the day’s proceedings. Parkinson found that Tange ‘was very warm and almost giggly’ as they jointly doctored the prose of senior ambassadors.200 Rae Oldfield, a secretary who supported Tange on Saturday mornings, even told a lift story in his favour. Tange, immaculately dressed after a diplomatic engagement, went to enter the office lift but was rudely brushed aside by an unkempt young man of slovenly manners and abusive speech, who insisted that his task—delivering bags of mail to the departmental mailroom—had priority. Oldfield braced herself for an explosion of wrath, but Tange conceded graciously and joked about the incident on the following day.201

			Many in the department found Marjorie a charming and welcome foil to Arthur’s severity. On one occasion Tange’s executive assistant, knowing that his boss was attending a long meeting, took the chance to leave the office and dash into town to buy a present for his fiancée. While he was in the jeweller’s shop, Marjorie Tange entered. Observing his obvious discomfort, she smiled and said: ‘Don’t worry, I won’t tell him.’ The relief of the young officer was still palpable when he told the story forty years later.202

			As the department’s overseas missions grew in number and size, Marjorie formed a committee that produced a guide for the wives of diplomats and administrative officers who needed assistance in handling such challenges as the protocol of official entertaining. Although, in the anti-establishment atmosphere of the time, this was sometimes derided as ‘Lady Tange’s titbits’, it provided valuable advice and was revised and reissued by the department several times.203

			Some of Tange’s senior officers also provided a velvet glove for Tange’s iron hand. For example, James Plimsoll, a gentle and highly cultured man, was happy to walk about the department, offering a kind word or chatting about books or opera. Tange, by contrast, was seldom seen in the corridors, usually remaining secluded in his office. Small talk in the office was not his strength. Although he could be charming at an official dinner or cocktail party, he was usually ill-at-ease when talking, for example, to new recruits to the department. Nor did he always appreciate the efforts of senior officers whose personality helped to oil the department’s wheels. Peter Heydon, a gifted raconteur with an endless fund of stories about Evatt and Menzies, was brusquely told: ‘Heydon, you talk too much.’

			Tange’s rages tended, like summer storms, to blow themselves out fairly quickly. As a relatively junior officer, Bill Morrison incurred Tange’s wrath more than once. On the first such occasion, his mentor, Keith Waller, advised him: ‘If you do get a letter from Tange be prepared for a stinker. In many ways it would be a good thing if he blew his top since, in my experience, this is followed by a period of contrition.’204 Gordon Jockel, who worked closely with Tange both in External Affairs and later in Defence, noted that there was more bark than bite in Tange’s reprimands. Having taken the hard decision to confront a subordinate, Tange would generally impose the most lenient penalty available.205 Moreover, Tange’s well-known and often semi-public displays of wrath were balanced by strong, but discreet, expressions of support or sympathy for officers who had suffered misfortune. Bob Furlonger’s wife fell seriously ill while they were posted to West Africa. Tange arranged for Furlonger to be temporarily transferred to London, where the necessary operation could be undertaken. Afterwards, when his wife required quarterly check-ups in London, Furlonger was permanently transferred to a European post which made this possible.206 Neither Jockel nor Furlonger would ever countenance the suggestion that Tange was a bully. Nor did others who suffered unexpected misfortune, such as serious illness, bereavement, or injury in a car accident, and who were surprised to receive a hospital visit or a sympathetic and thoughtfully worded message—a telegram if abroad, a handwritten letter if in Canberra—from the man most had seen only as an unforgiving martinet.207

			Tange’s tendency to be outwardly severe and privately sympathetic was amply demonstrated by one of the best-publicised legacies of the Royal Commission associated with the Petrov Affair. Ric Throssell, an External Affairs officer and son of the communist novelist Katharine Susannah Prichard, had been named at the Commission without any conclusive proof that he had leaked secret documents to the Soviet Union. Afterwards ASIO consistently advised Tange that Throssell could not be given any posting, in Canberra or abroad, where he would have access to highly classified material. Tange acted accordingly and for years Throssell, together with his sympathisers in politics, the public service and journalism, saw Tange as the villain who denied him postings and promotions. Supporters of Throssell’s long campaign to clear his name often painted Tange in this light. Only much later did Throssell become aware—ironically enough, through the use of Freedom of Information legislation, which Tange heartily disliked—that Tange had been conducting a long correspondence with the ASIO head, Spry, trying to elicit grounds on which he could justify the department’s actions in holding back Throssell’s career. Moreover, in an unusual move that testified to his own concerns about the matter, Tange appointed an internal committee of senior External Affairs officers, including two with legal qualifications, to reassess the department’s—for all practical purposes, Tange’s—actions over Throssell. By the time that Throssell wrote in his book, My Father’s Son, of his battle to bring into the open the evidence that ASIO held against him, he knew that his earlier assumptions had been mistaken.208 As he confirmed in private conversations with Tange (usually at funerals where, as the octogenarian Tange remarked, he had most of his best conversations), Throssell admitted that Tange had acted with complete propriety and decency.

			In fact, Tange had been deeply worried by the Throssell case. He had taken the view that he was bound to accept ASIO’s advice on security matters. The prestige with which ASIO had emerged from the Petrov Affair made it virtually impossible to do otherwise. But ASIO was ultra-cautious in protecting its principal source, the communications intercepts codenamed Venona, and refused to provide any hard evidence against Throssell. Tange, therefore, had to find another basis for refusing to promote him into sensitive positions. He focused on Throssell’s refusal to give an assurance that he would not associate with people of questionable political views outside the office. Throssell was active in amateur dramatics in Canberra, where many of those with whom he mixed had views considered excessively leftist in the post-Petrov climate. Other External Affairs officers participated in or frequently attended amateur theatre, without incurring disfavour, but Tange took the position that Throssell’s obstinacy cast questions on his judgment. Tange felt that ASIO’s attitude forced him into denying Throssell promotion, not for being untrustworthy, but for being pig-headed.

			Only much later, in the Second Report of the Hope Royal Commission, was it made clear that a head of department had the right, and the responsibility, to take or to reject advice from ASIO on such matters. While Tange was always willing to battle with other authorities in the department’s interests, he sometimes accepted that those authorities had stronger positions than may have been the case. In a final irony in a case full of ironies, the most substantial investigation of the pro-Soviet spy ring in External Affairs left open the question whether Throssell was as innocent as he always presented himself, and as he was accepted by many. He may well have been at least an unwitting informant for the Soviets, by means of what he told both his unrepentantly communist mother and his wife.209

			Tange’s approach was always hierarchical. In his early years as head of department he was careful not to cause offence to his more senior associates, particularly Plimsoll, Shaw and Waller, any one of whom might well, in his view, have been chosen ahead of him for the Secretaryship. As noted earlier, Casey urged him to ensure that heads of diplomatic missions were not allowed to feel forgotten and neglected. It was unnecessary advice, for even as assistant secretary Tange had made good use of what the British call ‘demi-official’ correspondence, the sort of private-yet-business letter that enables the diplomat in the field and the senior officer in the foreign office to understand the political and administrative context of the various memos and cables exchanged daily on specific items of business. Tange had, for example, written in this way to Walter Crocker in 1952.210

			Tange developed clear views on the role of personal correspondence between the Secretary and the heads of major diplomatic missions. In 1955 he wrote to Peter Heydon, then High Commissioner in India:

			Unlike one or two of your colleagues—who clutter my desk with personal letters that I cannot always find time to read—you are a model of reticence. When you have an untroubled hour, I should like to hear from you—something about how you and Naomi find the daily business of living in New Delhi, any problems you have, and what you make of the Indians.211

			Heydon cheerfully responded: ‘No one is going to call me reticent and get away with it.’212 From then on, he wrote about twice a year to Tange, giving an overview of the nature and conditions of life and work in New Delhi. These letters gave Tange what he wanted, a general guide to the work of a major diplomatic mission, providing the context in which matters of policy and administration were being handled without requiring any specific action. Watt, by contrast, although a former Secretary, could not grasp what Tange needed in this demi-official correspondence. His letters combined perceptive comment on international affairs with petty complaints about staffing issues and almost paranoid concerns over supposed security threats. Tange complained that he had to spend valuable minutes literally cutting up Watt’s letters, so that individual paragraphs could be sent to departmental officers for appropriate action, without sending sensitive items to desks which did not ‘need to know’.213

			In the 1990s, a woman External Affairs officer told an interviewer, who was researching the history of the department, that she had heard Tange say that no woman would become head of mission while he was Secretary. When Tange heard of this statement, he vehemently denied its accuracy and tried to prevent its publication.214 His own claim was that he judged all officers on their merits, irrespective of gender, and that he respected the ability of some women officers. He particularly admired, for example, the way that Cynthia Nelson, as chargée d’affaires in Saigon, handled a call by Tange upon President Ngo Dinh Diem, who was notorious for turning such occasions into interminable monologues. For her part, Cynthia Nelson felt that she had not been treated unfairly because of her gender.215

			The real barrier to the advancement of women was the statutory requirement throughout the public service that women resign upon marriage. The ‘marriage bar’ lasted until 1966. Thus when Nelson and Max Loveday, both already counsellors in their thirties, decided to marry, Nelson inevitably had to resign. Tange sent them a cheerful telegram: ‘Two for the price of one.’216 Tange was certainly not ahead of his time in his attitude towards the advancement of women—even Marjorie, his most loyal supporter, was well aware of that217—and women officers were even more likely than men to dislike Tange’s management style. Nevertheless, he was not a misogynist by the standards of his day. Always inclined to accept rather than to challenge the laws and conventions governing the public service. Tange allowed women equal opportunities within the limits of a system that was, for a remarkably long time, biased against them. It is likely that, like many senior public servants, he came to see the marriage bar as an unnecessary and unfair restraint not only on women but more especially on the ability of the public service to attract and retain the talents of able women. In the early 1960s, it was increasingly evident that Menzies was the last obstacle to reform in this area. Within a year of Menzies’ retirement, the public service mandarins had secured the removal of the relevant provision from the Public Service Act, but by this time Tange was overseas.

			There is no doubt that he could make tough demands of officers when he thought the situation so demanded. He had no hesitation in despatching officers at minimal notice for short, and sometimes not so short, missions. Even newly married officers could only be accompanied by a spouse at their own expense.218 Even for a longer-term posting, the notice could be negligible. Nicholas Parkinson was summoned by Tange on a Monday and told that he was to go to Moscow, where a vacancy had suddenly arisen. Parkinson departed at lunchtime on Tuesday.219

			Inevitably demands like these were sometimes resented, just as it was inevitable that some within the department thought that some decisions on promotions and postings were based on personal prejudice. But such criticisms were less common for Tange than for almost anyone else in such a position. More common, both at the time and in retrospect, was the feeling that Tange genuinely sought to deal with individuals according to the department’s needs and to their merits as public servants. The former member of Davidson’s Kindergarten never attempted to create a ‘Tange’s kindergarten’ or a ‘fast track’ for personal favourites. Toughness was one of the characteristics he admired, and some of those he promoted were themselves unpopular. David Dexter (who thought Tange ruthless and abrasive, but ‘a pretty good Secretary on the whole’) complained that Tange was behind the advancement of one officer who would never have won a popularity contest.220 At the same time, Tange also rewarded those who displayed the classic skills of diplomacy, especially those, like Keith Shann and Tom Critchley, who could deploy those skills effectively in Asian capitals. Those who flourished under Tange were generally tough, able and urbane, but proud to be Australian public servants and not inclined to the pretensions associated with diplomacy in different continents and earlier eras. As he told a journalist after a decade as Secretary, ‘We’ve developed what can be labelled a uniquely Australian diplomatic “style”.’221

			Opinions on Tange varied over time. Walter Crocker’s, for example, were consistently strong, but not consistently favourable. After working closely with Tange for nine days in 1956, he noted that he was:

			impressed with Tange, he has intellect, he uses it, he has justice, he has character, and he has personality. He has the stuff of leadership—which his predecessor. Alan Watt, lacked. He will probably end up with a title, as that is now the practice for heads of the Dept, but he is the sort of man who would be in the leading half dozen of a revolution. He has stuff and stuffing, not froth & bubble.222

			In subsequent years, Crocker frequently noted that Tange appeared tired and worn, with the strain of the job affecting his performance. Then, almost inevitably, the two strong-minded men fell out and exchanged vitriolic letters. In one masterpiece of malevolence (which may or may not have been sent), Crocker denounced Tange as a pompous, ill-educated bully, who had never headed a diplomatic mission, who lacked the classical education of a true diplomat, and who covered his weaknesses with bluster.223 By the last years of his century-long life, however, Crocker had returned to his earlier admiration. He contended that Tange:

			was not a bully. He was bent on bringing order into a group of men who saw themselves as special and specially interesting … Heaven knows that these men needed discipline and needed true leadership. Tange’s manner was not gentle and he could give the rugby tackles as needed. The truth is he came to head the department when it was pretty feeble yet a highly pretentious organ. His nine [sic] years of leadership turned it into a worthy diplomatic body comparing not too badly with old diplomatic corps like the British or the French or the German.224

			Some objects of Tange’s censure accepted his rebukes as justified; others began to describe him as a brute or a bully. Several younger officers who worked closely with Tange in External Affairs were proud and grateful to have served someone of great ability who knew what he wanted, who insisted on high standards in his subordinates, and who fought for the department against both rival departments and misguided ministers. Philip Flood, for example, worked as Tange’s executive assistant and much later became Secretary of the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade. He regarded his early mentor’s ability and dedication with ‘awe and admiration’.225 Others who served under Tange, including people of real ability, never forgave his dominating, demanding and autocratic style. But most respected his genuine determination to raise standards without playing factions or favourites, and were prepared to accept his Draconian methods as the necessary price. He might best be compared with the captain of a naval vessel, who is expected to be a decisive autocrat, as aloof from the officers’ wardroom as from those below decks. Provided this style of leadership does not inspire a mutiny, it is generally seen as necessary and desirable, for the good of the ship and its entire company. While there were frequent mutterings among all ranks over Tange’s abrasiveness, no-one played Fletcher Christian to his Captain Bligh, and most of his crew felt that he was turning a wayward frigate of uncertain reputation into a respected and increasingly powerful battleship.

			Driving himself and all around him hard. Tange gradually turned External Affairs into a department of the public service that commanded some respect. This had to be turned to advantage in the perpetual struggle with other departments, beginning with the Treasury and the Public Service Board. With the Treasury (in its role of supervisor of government expenditure, hived off in 1976 to a separate Department of Finance) progress was slow. Despite their earlier association, Tange did not get on particularly well with Roland Wilson, whom he found to be sharp-tongued and schoolmasterish in manner, but his, and the department’s, bête noire was one of Wilson’s chief lieutenants, C.L.S. (later Sir Lenox) Hewitt. As far as Tange and his officers could see, Hewitt seemed to enjoy ‘playing Russia’s role in the Security Council—the perpetual veto’.226

			Other departmental heads, like John Crawford in Trade, were equally frustrated with Hewitt and the scope that he was given by Wilson, but Hewitt seemed to take particular delight in denying requests from External Affairs. According to one oft-told story, Hewitt was well aware of an occasion when a senior diplomat in a European mission signed a cheque that a subordinate had prepared carelessly, enabling the recipient to alter the figures and attempt to defraud the Commonwealth. When an External Affairs officer went to the Treasury to seek additional funding, Hewitt would reach into a desk drawer, pull out the offending cheque and wave it in the air, with the obvious implication that External Affairs was incapable of handling public money appropriately.

			During a discussion with Wilson, lasting more than four hours over two days, Tange emphasised his feelings about ‘the attitude of hostility sometimes displayed by Mr. Hewitt’ and his subordinates in the Treasury. Wilson, according to Tange, was ‘conciliatory and responsive’, conceding that some of his officers might be ‘zealously pursuing’ External Affairs on matters when the time had come to reduce the pressure. Tange admitted that External Affairs had made errors, but argued that his reforms meant the department should now be regarded as competent administrators, who deserved to be treated with some flexibility.227

			A longstanding bone of contention was the number of reunion visits—travel by children being educated in Australia to rejoin their parents at an overseas mission in school holidays—to be paid for by the public purse. On these and other matters, Tange gradually succeeded in wearing down Wilson and even Hewitt. Some felt that his tactics were not always wise—for example, in trying to gain salary increases for External Affairs officers instead of concentrating on their allowances.228 Many of the diplomats felt that their conditions still lagged behind those of their colleagues from comparable countries. Nevertheless, during his decade in office Tange gained concessions that raised the standard of living of diplomats, especially those in the harder posts.

			Tange’s dealings with the Public Service Board were conducted mainly through his subordinates, but all parties were constantly aware of his close personal interest in postings, promotions and changes to departmental structures. When Keith Waller ended his four years as assistant secretary in charge of administration, his closest contact at the Public Service Board, Evan Collings, congratulated him on his ‘rather saintly forbearance … towards what might be described [as] a “certain power”’. Waller reflected ruefully: ‘No doubt the austere discipline of those four years refined my spirit and made me a better and nobler man but it really was rather a chore which I should not like to repeat.’229 But there was a point to the ‘austere discipline’ that Tange imposed. The department’s submissions, for example, to Promotions Appeal Committees, which played a major role in public servants’ careers, were carefully prepared and based on the officers’ assessment reports. Tange was proud of his high success rate in defending his selections for promotion. As the word spread, within the Public Service Board and throughout the public service, that Tange was running a tight ship, the department’s standing in Canberra rose.

			Although Tange was sympathetic to the development of a better career structure for the administrative, or non-diplomatic, officers in the department, he insisted that the senior officials in charge of departmental management come from the diplomatic side. This, he felt, ensured the managers understood the problems experienced by those in overseas missions. Nor was a term in management detrimental to the careers of those concerned. Several of those who worked there—including Waller, his successor David Hay, and Bill Pritchett, Nicholas Parkinson and Peter Henderson at lower levels—went on to become departmental heads, in some cases as a direct result of Tange’s recommendations.230

			While battling with the Treasury and the Public Service Board over resources, External Affairs also had to establish, extend and defend its position in the constant interdepartmental struggles over policy. When Tange became Secretary, the department’s reputation in Canberra was far from high. In some circles there were suspicions, which would become highly publicised by the Petrov Affair, that the department might still harbour a ‘nest of traitors’ loyal to the Soviet Union rather than to Australia and its Western allies. In other eyes the department was seen as a haven for pretentious and effete snobs who, unlike the tough negotiators in the economic departments, could contribute little to Australia’s national interests. Moreover, some public servants, like some politicians and journalists, simply did not understand what a foreign office did or why Australia needed one. Donald Anderson, for example, the formidable permanent head of the Department of Civil Aviation, was heavily engaged in negotiating agreements with several countries in the new and rapidly growing field of international aviation, but he was not being disingenuous when he asked Tange what embassies did. The idea that nations had ‘political interests’, of which note had to be taken in such negotiations, was something genuinely alien to his thinking. The process was eased when a former diplomat, Trevor Pyman, was transferred to take charge of the International Division of Anderson’s department, despite the fact that Pyman had himself fallen from Tange’s favour.231

			External Affairs was, in many respects, well placed to strengthen its influence and prestige in the 1950s and 1960s, but Tange was acutely conscious that it lacked advantages possessed by several departments that had already established a place in Australia’s relations with the rest of the world. Departments like Trade, the Defence group—Defence, Navy, Army, Air, Supply, and, until 1958, Defence Production—Immigration and Civil Aviation enjoyed a generally sympathetic public opinion and some had politically influential domestic constituencies. By contrast, External Affairs had no natural base of political support, making diplomats an easy target for journalists and parliamentarians. Tange made much of the fact that some rival departments had legislative backing for their activities. The Trade Commissioner Service, for example, was established by an Act of Parliament in the 1930s. This was initially attached to the Department of Commerce and Agriculture but in a reshuffle of economic departments in 1956 it became the overseas arm of a reinforced Department of Trade.

			Trade was certainly a formidable force in Canberra politics but this owed as much to coalition politics and powerful personalities as to legislative backing. John McEwen, leader of the Country Party and Deputy Prime Minister from early 1958, was its minister, while John Crawford, one of the most intellectually powerful of the ‘seven dwarfs’, was departmental secretary until 1960, when he was succeeded by Alan Westerman. McEwen was far more effective than Casey in Cabinet, and both Crawford and Westerman were formidable departmental heads. Trade’s strength was especially apparent in the negotiation of the Australia—Japan Commerce Agreement of 1957, in which External Affairs was largely sidelined. Although Tange himself signed the formal agreement, policy towards Japan henceforth became virtually the prerogative of Trade rather than of External Affairs.

			While Tange resented the strength that Trade derived from having an overseas service with statutory backing, he nevertheless opposed suggestions that External Affairs should seek a similar statute for its diplomatic service. His judgment was that such an Act would only lead to more, rather than less, control by the Treasury and the Public Service Board. In Tange’s early years as Secretary, this was probably an accurate assessment. Whether it was equally true by the early 1960s could be questioned, but Tange by then had other preoccupations.

			In any case, Tange felt that External Affairs simply had to accept the facts of political life in this area. He urged his diplomats to handle McEwen with extreme care during overseas visits, as the minister was quick to take offence when well-meaning ambassadors arranged dinners or cocktail parties in his honour, without consulting him.232 Tange hoped that Westerman would prove more cooperative with External Affairs than Crawford had been, but was generally disappointed.233 In the early 1960s Tange sought to use various interdepartmental arrangements to insert a degree of External Affairs influence into the relationship with Japan, but he could do little to reduce Trade’s domination.

			Similarly, Tange was not able—nor did he seriously aspire—to reduce the Treasury’s hegemony in the financial areas of international economic policy. Despite his intentions and his own background, economics remained a relatively weak area in External Affairs in Tange’s time. Good economists in the public service generally gravitated towards either the protectionists in Trade or the rationalists in Treasury, enabling those departments to concentrate on competing with each other, while scornfully dismissing any claims by External Affairs to become involved.

			Tange had a little more success with Immigration. That department resisted the pressures Tange had created in 1954 and 1955, but between 1956 and 1958 Cabinet made several minor modifications to the White Australia Policy. They included the creation of a new category of ‘distinguished and highly qualified’ non-Europeans who would be permitted to stay for renewable periods of seven years. It was a tiny gesture towards External Affairs’ concerns (only 73 individuals and their dependants entered Australia under this category during the next eight years), but this and other amendments were nonetheless seen by the Menzies government as the first departures from the principles of their immigration policy.234

			Tange and his department were far from satisfied, especially because some of the changes had not been publicised. After the meeting of heads of Asian missions in Bangkok in 1959, Tange told the Secretary of Immigration, Tasman Heyes, that Asians still believed that ‘Australian policy is basically an anti-Asian racial policy’ and resented their exclusion on those grounds. Heyes resisted further liberalisation, but in November 1961 he retired. His successor was Peter Heydon, by this time Tange’s deputy in External Affairs. Heydon’s understandable ambition was to head External Affairs but, as Tange showed no signs of relinquishing his post, he accepted the offer of Immigration. A former High Commissioner to India, Heydon entirely shared Tange’s views on the importance of race in international relations. Both men knew that in India and elsewhere in Asia Australia’s racial attitudes were often compared with those behind the apartheid system in South Africa.

			In the following years Tange and Heydon worked on parallel lines but could achieve little without ministerial support. The auguries improved when Hubert Opperman succeeded Alexander Downer as Minister for Immigration in December 1963, but the real obstacle to change was only removed when Menzies retired in January 1966. Two months later the first major breaches in the White Australia Policy were endorsed by Parliament. By this time Tange had left Canberra to become High Commissioner to India, but these changes, like the modest concessions made between 1956 and 1964, owed much to the long battle that he and his colleagues in External Affairs had waged. The story of the dismantling of the White Australia Policy cannot be told without acknowledging the role of both Tange and Heydon. It is a classic tale of what permanent heads of departments could, and could not, achieve in the face of ministerial indifference or opposition.235

			The Prime Minister’s Department posed its own peculiar—in both senses of the word—challenges to External Affairs. Tange could not challenge the longstanding orthodoxy that relations with Britain were intrinsically different from those with any other country and had to be handled by the Prime Minister rather than the Minister for External Affairs. Thus the British High Commissioner, unlike every other head of mission in Canberra, had access to the Prime Minister (and by extension his department). To Tange’s intense chagrin, the Australian High Commission in London was always headed by a former Cabinet minister, who insisted that only he, not his subordinates, would see British ministers. For Tange to raise a policy matter with Britain was therefore an extraordinarily cumbersome process. He had to advise his minister to ask the Prime Minister to instruct the Australian High Commissioner to see the relevant minister at the Foreign Office, not forgetting that Whitehall had a separate Commonwealth Relations Office to deal with Australia and other Commonwealth members and a Colonial Office to deal with the affairs of its colonies, which were often at the heart of Australian concerns and representations. In making his calls the High Commissioner might or might not choose to take with him the head of the External Affairs Office in London, probably the only Australian official who actually understood the issue under discussion. Tange fought constantly to give the External Affairs Office higher standing within the loose collection of departmental offices that constituted the High Commission at Australia House in London. Despite frustrations posed by personalities and power structures, he pushed External Affairs up the pecking order but it was not until 1970 that relations with Britain were brought within the department’s responsibilities.

			Although the Prime Minister’s Department was much smaller and less powerful, especially in foreign policy, than it later became under Prime Ministers Whitlam and Fraser, Tange and his colleagues were wary of the influence wielded by its officers, especially the Secretary, Sir Allen Brown. Early in his time Tange told a colleague of his tactics:

			I have decided that the best course is one of non-recognition—the bureaucratic response, but it is founded on principle and also on the facts of life in the bureaucratic jungle. I forbid his [Brown’s] underlings to meddle in our affairs and, in consequence, it is EA who in 90% of cases, carry views to the PM and Cabinet. The 10% matters: but it is not disastrous.236

			These tactics were not as successful as Tange claimed. Brown’s proximity to Menzies gave him a degree of influence that gave Tange continuing concern, especially as his interests included foreign policy. Only his wife’s reluctance dissuaded Brown from putting himself forward for the post of Ambassador in Jakarta, which was left vacant for a long period in the 1950s.237Tange was especially annoyed when Brown arranged for diplomatic telegrams to be passed directly to Menzies. This meant that Menzies often reacted immediately to the views expressed by a minister or senior official in London or Washington before External Affairs had time to note that, for example, there might be implications for Australia’s relations with Asian countries in the issue under discussion. Tange’s concerns continued even after Brown left the Prime Minister’s Department, for he took the position of Deputy High Commissioner in London. He thus undermined Tange’s contention that public servants of his and Brown’s rank should only accept diplomatic appointments as heads of mission.

			Tange had fewer concerns about Brown’s successor as Secretary of the Prime Minister’s Department, John Bunting, but he may have underestimated the extent to which Bunting and his officers were able to influence Cabinet decisions on foreign policy. The briefing notes that they gave to Menzies on each Cabinet submission, just before Cabinet met, were thought to be merely prompts to help Menzies ask penetrating questions of the minister who initiated the submission. From the 1960s, however, one departmental officer, Allan Griffith, used these notes to give policy advice that Tange would have thought improper. Even the cautious Bunting sometimes ventured into foreign affairs, not least on a major issue on which the Prime Minister and the Minister for External Affairs were at odds. The importance of these divisions during the Indonesian Confrontation of 1963–66 will be considered in the next chapter.

			The most important departmental rival to External Affairs was undoubtedly Defence. Relations between the two departments had reached a nadir in the late 1940s, with their respective secretaries, Sir Frederick Shedden and Dr John Burton, personifying opposing approaches to Australia’s external policies. Shedden looked to London for leadership and gloried in his wartime association with MacArthur, while Burton inspired much of Evatt’s enthusiasm for the United Nations, sympathised with the radical nationalists of Asia, and challenged the wisdom of Western policies in the early years of the Cold War. Moreover Burton was clearly hostile to the security measures, such as the creation of the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation (ASIO), put in place by the Chifley and Menzies governments in reaction to the leaking by External Affairs officers of classified documents to the Soviet Union. The replacement of Burton by Watt in 1950 had helped to improve relations, but there was still considerable wariness on both sides by the time Tange became head.

			During Tange’s decade in office, the combination of the Cold War and the decolonisation of the European empires opened up a new field of Australia’s international relations—the effort to establish stable, anti-communist governments in post-colonial South-East Asia. Australia needed a foreign policy in this area and only External Affairs could take the lead. Defence could have proved a major rival but, in Tange’s experience, it was ill-equipped under Shedden’s leadership to handle these issues. As noted in the previous chapter, Shedden was conspicuously absent from the meetings of ministers and permanent heads convened by Menzies in his Parliament House office, while requests for Defence advice produced only long recitations of past events and policies, with no useful guidance for the current crisis. When the government eventually eased Shedden out of the position in 1956, Tange was only marginally more impressed by his successor, Edwin Hicks. Tange doubted that he would ‘inject the … intelligence, imagination and instinct for action’ that Defence needed.238 The move of the Defence group of departments from Melbourne to Canberra, the planning and implementation of which took a decade from the mid-1950s to the mid-1960s, eventually led to some improvement in Defence’s ability to respond to ministerial needs.

			A particularly important channel for Tange to exert influence was the Defence Committee, the most important grouping of official advisers in this field at the time. Chaired by the Secretary of Defence, the committee included the chiefs of staff of the three services, the chairman of the chiefs of staffs committee (after that position was created in 1957), and the secretaries of the Prime Minister’s Department and the Treasury (the latter usually represented by his deputy). Tange inherited the status granted to Watt in 1951 when Cabinet decided that External Affairs ‘should be represented either by the Secretary or an Assistant Secretary at all meetings of the Defence Committee at which matters involving strategy are likely to be discussed’.239 The department’s increasing influence was marked by his being made an ex officio member in 1957. Tange recognised the importance of this committee in shaping the government’s policies. Members of External Affairs, especially the Defence Liaison Branch, which became one of the centres of departmental influence, were left in no doubt that his briefs for Defence Committee meetings had to be comprehensive, accurate and timely. Although, as always, he restricted his discussion of the subject matter to those with a ‘need to know’, he was frank in discussing the outcome of the meetings with senior External Affairs officers. Despite his frustration over the length of meetings, the time spent travelling between Canberra and Melbourne, and the triviality of many of the topics discussed, he seized every opportunity to press the views of External Affairs upon the committee, and thus the government.

			Early in his term as Secretary of External Affairs, Tange lost one major battle with Defence—the battle not to have responsibility for the Australian Secret Intelligence Service (ASIS).240 This agency was established in 1952 in order to emulate its British model, the Secret Intelligence Service (also known as MI6), by gathering secret information and conducting covert operations in foreign countries. Its chief ministerial patron was Casey, who had developed an enthusiasm for what he called ‘the “dirt” boys’ stuff’ as a member of the British War Cabinet, based in the Middle East, during the Second World War. Although ASIS operatives would operate under the cover of posts in Australian diplomatic missions, the agency was initially placed within the Department of Defence. By 1954 resentment in Defence was so strong over the high salaries and other resources devoted to ASIS that it had to be transferred to another department. Overriding Tange’s strong objections, Menzies and Casey insisted that ASIS come under the wing of External Affairs through a directive that made the director responsible directly to the minister, and thus able to circumvent the permanent head.

			Tange and his colleagues found it intensely distasteful to have departmental responsibility for ASIS without the power to oversee it. They felt sure the value of the intelligence gathered would be far outweighed by the risks incurred by agents of an ethnically European country seeking information, and more especially conducting covert operations, in Asian countries. The ‘diplomatic cover’, they believed, would inevitably be blown from time to time. On such occasions the embarrassment would be felt most acutely by External Affairs and the mission concerned, who would have to try to repair the damage done to a bilateral relationship by an agency they could not control. Tange particularly regarded the first Director of ASIS, Alfred Brookes, as a loose cannon. Brookes, a charming and well-connected young Melburnian, named after his grandfather Alfred Deakin, enjoyed direct access to Casey. The diplomats were particularly concerned when he set out to establish a close relationship with the Central Intelligence Agency and its head, Allen Dulles. They took this as a sign that he wanted to conduct what almost amounted to an independent foreign policy. Tange was pressed by numerous reports from diplomats in Australian missions, criticising the personal and intellectual qualities of the ASIS officers, casting suspicions on their actions and their secret reports to Canberra, and fearing the impact of ASIS activities on Australia’s relations with Asian countries. By 1956 Tange and his senior colleagues were even more opposed to ASIS than they had been two years earlier, but they had reluctantly concluded that, as Crocker noted in his journal, ‘since both RGC [Casey] and RGM [Menzies] love the idea they have to live with it. Policy is therefore to get it enmeshed with the Dept & Service and to control it.’241

			By 1957 Casey had—to the shock and dismay of Brookes, who thought his ministerial patron had ‘lost his judgement’242—accepted Tange’s argument that the risks of using diplomatic cover for ASIS were too great. A meeting of ministers and senior officials, including Tange, decided that ASIS should be disbanded. After representations of dismay from London and Washington, the decision was modified. ASIS survived, but Brookes was sacked. He was replaced by Ralph Harry, a senior External Affairs officer, in whose orthodoxy and competence Tange had much greater faith. Tange’s was the principal hand in writing a new directive for ASIS in 1958, which created what its unofficial historians have called a ‘quagmire’ of ambiguities in its lines of control, especially with respect to the triangular relationship between the Director of ASIS, the Secretary of External Affairs, and the minister.243 The director was granted direct access to the minister and discretion to shape the agency’s operations, but was also required to consult the secretaries of External Affairs and Defence on matters affecting their departments. The Secretary of External Affairs oversaw all senior appointments and budget estimates.

			Many years later, Justice Robert Hope, conducting a Royal Commission on the intelligence agencies, found the 1958 Directive ‘a bizarre mixture of great and small constraints’.244 In retirement, Tange chuckled at the implied criticism, which he took as a compliment and a comment on Hope’s naivety. Tange had deliberately created the constraints so that he would have as much control as possible over the agency while remaining able to distance himself from any scandals to which its activities might give rise. He had also ensured that, under Harry and his successors, ASIS would concentrate on seeking information rather than on covert operations, which were more likely to lead to political and diplomatic embarrassment. If External Affairs had to accept the existence of ASIS, it would be thus ‘enmeshed’.

			In addition to overseeing ASIS, External Affairs had to carry two additional functions which absorbed many of the department’s human and material resources, although they did not fit into Tange’s vision of the role and functions of a foreign office. The first of these was responsibility for Australia’s actions under the Colombo Plan, to which Tange had drawn attention in his 1955 ‘Administrative Review’. Despite his close association with the plan’s inauguration, Tange shared the view—widespread among his senior colleagues—that its implementation demanded far too much of the department’s limited resources, especially in missions in Asian countries. Moreover, Tange felt keenly that a foreign office and diplomatic service existed to give advice on, and to implement, the government’s foreign policy, not to conduct aid projects, a task for which most diplomats were neither trained nor suited. Tange sought to off-load the problem to another department but none was willing to accept it. In any case, there was an overriding obstacle: Casey’s deep personal interest in the scheme. As a politician, he loved a scheme which offered public relations opportunities and, as a former engineer, he was constantly bringing forward what he thought were practical proposals for new aid projects.

			Tange therefore told his colleagues that they simply had to accept the task, while trying to steer Casey away from his sillier proposals and to avoid adverse publicity of whatever origin. (Tange was grateful to be spared comment on a decision to bring out officials from the Indian railway system, the second biggest in the world, on the assumption that they could learn from their counterparts running the far smaller, and notoriously inefficient, system in New South Wales.) In 1965, after Casey had left Australian politics, Tange conducted a major review of aid policy, which led among other things to Australian involvement in the Asian Development Bank and the establishment of an Aid Policy section in External Affairs. The department’s role in what was emerging as an important strand in foreign policy was thus strengthened, but it was not until 1974 that Australia established a semi-autonomous aid agency, separate from the department but within the same minister’s portfolio.

			Somewhat similarly, Tange had to tolerate the inclusion of the Antarctic Division in External Affairs, although a group dedicated to scientific research was an anomaly in a foreign office.245 The division was a legacy of Australia’s territorial ambitions in the 1940s, when Evatt had had to accept it into External Affairs because no other department would. In the early 1950s there was some logic in the inclusion, as nations conducted research expeditions in order to justify their competing territorial claims. But during the International Geophysical Year of 1957–58, the idea took hold that all nations would do better to set aside their territorial claims and accept an international, cooperative framework. This became international law by the Antarctic Treaty, negotiated in 1959 and signed in 1961. The negotiation of this treaty, despite Cold War and other rivalries, was among the major achievements of Casey and his department.

			Throughout this time, there were tensions between the forceful head of the Antarctic Division, Phillip Law, and the senior diplomats in External Affairs. Waller, Plimsoll and others resented the demands made by Law for resources and his willingness to stretch public service practice to gain publicity for himself and his division. But Tange knew that, like ASIS and the Colombo Plan, the Antarctic Division had a special place in Casey’s heart. Casey had been associated with Antarctic exploration since 1929 and, as a keen pilot, was fascinated by the Australians’ ability to fly in an Antarctic winter. The Antarctic Division was based in Melbourne, allowing Law to have easy access to his ministerial patron, to the chagrin of the departmental hierarchy in Canberra.

			Once more, therefore, Tange had to accept the situation, which required him to adjudicate disputes. At times he came down heavily on Law, especially over publicity and budgets, and he was apparently ungracious in forwarding a prestigious medal awarded to Law with a curt, almost churlish, note of congratulations. But Law knew that he was pushing the boundaries in his claims and he generally regarded Tange as a fair arbiter in his disputes with Waller and others. It was Law, in his capacity as Chair of the Australian Antarctic Place Names Committee, who recommended that a geographical feature within the Australian-claimed territory be named after Tange. Thus maps of Antarctica now show Tange Promontory, next to Casey Bay. In making this proposal, Law had no idea that tange was Danish for a small promontory, and that the feature might thus be known in Danish as Tange Tange.246

			Tange’s severe admonitions were not popular, but they were effective. Month by month, year by year, not without setbacks and false steps, External Affairs advanced towards Tange’s goal of a well-run foreign office and diplomatic service that carried weight with ministers and bureaucratic rivals. Despite the difficulty of acquiring enough recruits of the required standard, the department and its overseas missions, especially in Asia, grew in reputation as well as in size. It was undoubtedly a better run and better resourced department by the mid-1960s than it had been in the mid-1950s. This was a major achievement in institution-building, no less significant than the reorganisation of Defence in the 1970s for which Tange has been better remembered.

			Many of those who served under Tange felt that he was the principal creator of an effective foreign office and diplomatic service. In the 1950s, External Affairs, like the government as a whole, relied heavily on information and policy guidance from Britain and the United States. By the 1960s, however, British and American officials were turning to the Australians for intelligence and advice, especially on South-East Asia. This reflected a wider pattern. While policy and administration were constantly interacting, it is broadly true to say that Tange’s principal achievements in the 1950s were administrative, turning External Affairs into a more effective machine for the formulation and implementation of foreign policy. The policy outcomes of this process would become most obvious in the early 1960s, to be discussed in the next chapter. But first it is appropriate to look at Tange’s relations with his political masters, Menzies and Casey, during the institution-building phase of his Secretaryship.

			At least until Casey’s retirement in early 1960, there is every indication that Tange was highly regarded by both men. Like many of his colleagues, Tange was frustrated by many aspects of Casey’s ministerial performance. His naivety and weakness as a Cabinet minister saw him ‘rolled’ time after time, not least on the size of the foreign aid budget. Casey had long developed and maintained an extraordinarily extensive network of friends in high places around the world but he seemed incapable of using these contacts to serve Australia’s diplomatic interests. His correspondence with foreign dignitaries often lacked clear purpose and his fondness for international travel seemed to lead to nowhere in particular, while he resented being required to attend the United Nations General Assembly and other arenas of multilateral diplomacy. Casey’s devotion to, and close personal interest in, the Colombo Plan, in ASIS and in the Antarctic Division all cut across Tange’s view of the structure and functions of a professional foreign office.

			Despite all these frustrations, Tange and his colleagues in External Affairs cared for Casey as a man, largely because he so obviously cared for them. He was constantly taking steps, and urging Tange and the department to take steps, to ensure that diplomats in overseas missions did not feel neglected or uninformed. Moreover, he was concerned for their personal welfare, even to ensure that they looked the part. He noted, for example, that one senior officer had a wandering eye—quite literally, his morals were unsullied—and ensured that he had the appropriate ocular operation. On such matters, Casey sometimes reached discreetly into his pocket. On other matters, large and small, he supported the allocation of government funds. At a time when housing, especially housing suitable for official entertaining, was in severely short supply in Canberra, Casey supported the proposal that an appropriate house should be built for the Secretary of External Affairs. Watt had strongly recommended this measure as he left the position, as well as a permanent residence for the minister,247 but Roland Wilson and the Treasury had little difficulty in vetoing that idea.

			During the period of nearly six years that Casey and Tange worked together as minister and departmental head, they became as close as two men, a generation apart in age and both highly reserved in their personal relationships, could be.248 Unhappy and lonely in Canberra, where he spent as little time as possible, Casey often asked if he could visit the Tanges and persuade Marjorie to cook a lamb chop. He would read bedtime stories to Jenny and Chris, although when told by her mother to kiss Mr Casey goodnight, Jenny objected that she did not like kissing men with moustaches. The Caseys became, as it were, honorary grandparents to the young Tanges. Maie Casey took a particular interest in Jenny, in later years helping her with her kindergarten-teaching studies and giving her an opal brooch to accompany a dress that Jenny had chosen for a formal ball. For years, however, Casey could not overcome his traditional reluctance to use first names outside his family. ‘I say, Tange,’ he would say, ‘you don’t mind if I call you “Tange”, do you, Tange?’ Marjorie found that, even in such homely circumstances, when Tange was out of the room Casey would refer awkwardly to ‘him’, rather than permit Arthur’s first name to cross his lips. In later years, when the Tanges were in India, the Caseys would visit them, as a break during their annual trip to attend the House of Lords in London. Only then did the Caseys and the Tanges become literally on first-name terms.

			Other boundaries could not be crossed. When visiting Casey’s home in Berwick, outside Melbourne, whether on business or socially, Tange consistently declined Casey’s invitations of a flight with either Casey or another guest as pilot. Casey’s typically Edwardian phrase, ‘come for a spin’, did nothing to reassure Tange, who pointed out that he did not have sufficient wealth or insurance to provide for his children in the event of an untimely demise. Marjorie, by contrast, boldly accepted an invitation to a long flight over Port Phillip Bay in a glider, mischievously commenting afterwards that the pilot was ‘a goodlooking Irishman’.

			Tange’s own view was that Casey had a strained relationship with his own children, especially his son, and that the department became a substitute family.249 Casey, born in 1890, was ageing, while many of the External Affairs officers, a generation younger, were precisely the sort of men he would have been delighted to have as sons. There was no doubt who was the favourite son. Immediately after Casey retired, he amazed Tange with an extraordinary present—a magnificent silver cigar box. It was engraved:

			Sir Arthur Tange 

			with appreciation and best wishes

			from R.G. Casey 4–2-60

			The date did not mark a birthday or any other obvious occasion, but was simply the day after Casey’s retirement as minister. In short, this was a personal gift, not one from a serving minister to a public servant, which would have transgressed both men’s ethical standards. The cigar box had been a present to Casey from his father; now he was passing it on, not to his own son, but to Arthur Tange. The symbolism could hardly have been stronger. In the late 1940s many in and around External Affairs observed that Evatt and Burton had developed an almost father-son relationship, but few recognised that Casey and Tange had become equally close.

			For at least the first five or six years of his term as Secretary of External Affairs, Tange also enjoyed Menzies’ support, albeit not expressed in such personal terms. In part this reflected Menzies’ general attitude to the public service.250 After winning his fifth successive election in 1958, Menzies told the first meeting of the new ministry that all ministers ‘should obtain and heed departmental advice on official matters’. The Cabinet record continued:

			This is not to exclude the Minister’s own responsibility to bring his own judgment including his political judgment to bear and to make decisions as he believes best. But the Ministers should understand that their departments are staffed by experienced and able public servants whose advice is to be given the fullest possible weight. Each Minister should know his department and use it—but at the same time remain in control.251

			Menzies evidently had more confidence in his senior public servants than in some of the less ‘experienced and able’ members of his ministry.

			But beyond his general respect for the public service, and despite his former reluctance to see a dominion like Australia embark on creating and implementing a separate foreign policy, Menzies was now clearly enjoying the fact that Australia was establishing a foreign office and diplomatic service that commanded respect. Early in 1958 Menzies told a confidant of some dissatisfaction with Tange, without further detail, but that attitude seems not to have lasted.252 There were several subsequent signs of Menzies’ benevolence towards Tange and External Affairs, of which two were particularly significant.

			The first was the question of salaries. In the late 1950s, when Tange pressed the Public Service Board to approve higher salaries for the large number of senior officers in the department or overseas missions, the Board countered that it was constrained by the relatively low salary accorded to the Secretary. The salaries of departmental heads were a matter for the Higher Salaries Committee of Cabinet, which by this time had established two levels. The heads of a small number of major departments—the Prime Minister’s, the Treasury, Defence, the Attorney-General’s and Trade—enjoyed the higher level. External Affairs was on the lower level, alongside not only substantial middle-ranking departments like Immigration, Labour and National Service, and Civil Aviation, but also the tailenders, such as Interior, Works, and the lesser departments in the Defence group (Navy, Army, Air, Supply and Defence Production). Tange found it especially galling to be equated with the heads of the single-service departments, whom he considered to be more like chief accounting officers for the services than policy-advising permanent heads. (In the early 1950s, Watt had been on the middle of five salary levels, with ten on the higher levels, seven others on the same level, and only six, including the three service departments, on the two lower levels.253) To aggravate the wound, the chiefs of the three armed services were on a separate salary level, between the two levels of permanent heads. Thus, when he became a permanent member of the Defence Committee, Tange was on a lower salary level than either the other civilians (the heads of Defence, the Prime Minister’s and the Treasury) or the uniformed chiefs (who were members of the committee, while the secretaries of the service departments were not). It was a matter of departmental status, personal prestige, his own remuneration, and that of his senior subordinates—all of which were close to Tange’s heart.

			He drew his concerns to Casey’s attention, evidently in the hope that something might be achieved when the Higher Salaries Committee next reported to the full Cabinet, initially to no avail.254 In 1957 the Cabinet granted a pay rise to both levels of permanent head, but External Affairs remained on the lower level.255 The great breakthrough came on 3 February 1960, Casey’s last day as a minister. Not only was another substantial pay increase approved for both levels of permanent head, but External Affairs was raised to the higher level.256 The combined effect was to raise Tange’s salary by 38 per cent (from £5000 to £6900), but he was as much pleased by the symbolism of putting External Affairs on the same grade as Defence, the Prime Minister’s and the Treasury.

			The other classic marker of Menzies’ attitude was the honours list, especially the award of knighthoods. Menzies believed that senior public servants should be so honoured, unlike his New Zealand opposite number, Sidney Holland,257 but Casey and Tange felt that the number and level of honours granted to Australian diplomats in the imperial system of honours was demeaning. As Tange put it, a senior ambassador was made to look ‘like the fire chief of Leeds’. There was more than mere amour propre at stake. Tange had a study done of the honours held by British and Australian heads of missions and their deputies in various posts.258 His argument was that, in a post like Jakarta, where Australian interests were greater than those of Britain, the host country might note that the British ambassador held a KBE or KCMG, while the Australian ambassador only had a CBE or CMG. It would look as if the Briton were the senior diplomat of the two, and thus the Australian would be taken less seriously. Menzies, as Tange recalled, saw the point and ensured that External Affairs received a more generous allocation of honours, asking Tange only to ensure that ‘you don’t make me honour someone who turns out to have led a life of undiscovered crime’. In the late 1950s and early 1960s, there was generally one knighthood awarded each year to a senior diplomat in External Affairs.

			An early beneficiary of the new dispensation was Tange himself. He was promoted from Officer of the Order of the British Empire (OBE) to Commander in the same order (CBE) in 1955. But the most important elevation came in June 1959, when Tange was knighted. He was still remarkably young for such an honour. The announcement came before he had turned 45. He was invested on the same day as John Crawford, who was four years older and had been a permanent head since 1950. Tange had thus caught up with one of the most respected of the ‘seven dwarfs’. When Tange, Crawford and the Commissioner of Taxation, Patrick McGovern, were invested by the Governor-General, Sir William Slim, in November 1959, Tange wore a tail suit while the others wore lounge suits.259

			Those around Tange at this time were in no doubt that he was absolutely delighted with his knighthood and that he attributed the honour unequivocally to Menzies. Neither then nor later did he exhibit any regrets that he was made a ‘knight bachelor’ rather than being inducted into one of the orders of chivalry, which would have entitled him to post-nominal initials such as KBE or KCMG. Henceforward it became almost impossible to refer to Tange except as ‘Sir Arthur’. The title merged into his name, being used where others might have dropped it—for example, on the cover of a collection of his speeches and on the service sheets for both his private funeral service and the public memorial service. Marjorie got short at times when she heard him introduce himself in telephone conversations by saying ‘This is Sir Arthur Tange’, although she was not averse to being known as Lady Tange. Some friends who had known them for many years in Canberra noticed some differences in their manner. Christopher’s and Jenny’s contemporaries were told that ‘Arthur’ and ‘Marjorie’ were now to be addressed as ‘Sir Arthur’ and ‘Lady Tange’.

			The knighthood cemented the Tanges’ place, not only in the public service, but more generally in Canberra’s emerging social elite. Tange had already joined the Commonwealth Club, formed in 1954 by some of the leading men in professional, commercial, academic, diplomatic and landed circles in and around Canberra. He was elected to the committee for 1959–60, the year in which he was knighted. Tange took particular pleasure in joining the ‘sergeants’ mess’, to use the self-deprecating nickname given (to the chagrin of one its members, a brigadier) to the ‘club within a club’, the members-only group who lunched together informally on most weekdays. It was understood that discussions there remained strictly ‘in club’, a convention that Tange valued highly. Another member of both the club and the sergeants’ mess was Ivan Skripov, first secretary at the Soviet Embassy. In 1960 Skripov was declared persona non grata and Tange had to arrange his departure from Australia the next day. ‘That evening’, he later recalled, ‘I went to the club and there was Skripov who invited me to have a drink. I accepted but I still had to expel him [from Australia] the next day.’260

			The supposed political influence of the permanent heads who lunched at the Commonwealth Club would be much discussed in the 1970s, but some of this missed the point. At this time Tange took as much pleasure mixing with the landed families of the Canberra region as with his peers in the topmost echelon of the public service. He was already providing for his own family in the way that his father would have approved but could not afford in Arthur’s boyhood, by sending them to leading independent boarding schools. Christopher attended Cranbrook in Sydney’s eastern suburbs, Jenny went to Frensham in the southern highlands. Having children in Canberra only in the holidays meant that Tange could devote more of his time and attention to his work. The knighthood set the seal on these arrangements: the honour of the Tanges and the Kingsmills had been restored.

			




		
			Chapter Seven 
The Policy Adviser Triumphant: Serving Menzies And Barwick 
1960–64

			The early 1960s were years of both triumph and humiliation for Tange. During the five years after Casey’s retirement in early 1960, Tange served three ministers for External Affairs. With the first, who was concurrently Prime Minister, his relationship was outwardly correct but personally strained, although Tange himself did not realise the extent to which he had fallen from favour. With the second, Tange achieved perhaps his greatest success, playing a major role in shaping Australian foreign policy in a delicate and crucially important episode. With the third, Tange’s relationship constituted a miniature cold war. In all three cases, the peaks and troughs of Tange’s influence were shaped by the three conveniently alliterative themes of his public life: policy, personality and public administration.

			Fundamental to this story was one outcome of the developments outlined in the previous chapter. By 1960 Tange had achieved a great deal in his efforts to turn his department into an effective and professional foreign office, with his knighthood and his salary level testifying that External Affairs, and Tange personally, were now major players in Canberra’s bureaucratic politics. The rise of External Affairs, based on Tange’s administrative reforms, carried policy implications. An increasingly confident department, with continuity in its structure and leadership, almost inevitably began to develop a recognisable set of views on policy, a departmental ‘line’ or outlook. Like any department in a Westminster-style government, it always remained subject to ministerial direction and control. Moreover, there were always different strands of opinion within its ranks at any given time—more or less supportive of the United States and Britain, more or less attuned to Asian opinions and attitudes, more or less sympathetic to the United Nations and other international organisations. Nevertheless, it became increasingly clear that departmental advice tended in certain consistent directions. When backed by professionalism in the development of that advice and the implementation of policy decisions, this advice inevitably had a perceptible impact. It is commonplace to note that foreign offices and ministries of finance around the world have their own departmental lines, but few observers have recognised the extent to which Canberra had, by the early 1960s, its own foreign office line.

			In part the External Affairs line represented a sort of middle way between the positions or attitudes of the two major political parties, especially their more extreme elements. On the United Nations, for example, Tange and his colleagues often deprecated the fervent idealism of Evatt and some of his close associates, who treated the United Nations as the best means to solve virtually all international disputes. But they were equally concerned by the dismissive condescension of Menzies and Casey, who resented the time and effort they had to give to what they regarded as an ineffective talking-shop, increasingly dominated by countries with views hostile to Australia and its friends. As far as the professional diplomats were concerned, United Nations forums might be tiresome but they provided valuable opportunities for formal and informal discussions in normal times, and for crucial negotiations in crises. On relations with the United States, the professionals deprecated the anti-Americanism of some on the left of the Labor party, whose starting point was the assumption that most American foreign policy was ill-conceived warmongering. At the same time the diplomats, and especially Tange, regarded with dismay the tendency of many conservative politicians to assume that virtually all Australia’s security problems could be solved by public and uncritical support of American policy, even if that meant accepting positions that were not in Australia’s, or the Western world’s, best interests. The External Affairs outlook was that the American alliance was immensely useful, but neither American wisdom nor unqualified American support could be taken for granted. As the junior partner, Australia had to argue its case cogently, seeking to ensure that Washington took adequate notice of Australian attitudes and interests. Moreover, Tange frequently emphasised the importance of publicly demonstrating, especially for the benefit of Asian countries, that Australian policy was not simply an uncritical echo of that of the United States.

			In some cases, however, the External Affairs Weltanschauung was different from that of either side of parliamentary politics. The most important example concerned policy towards Indonesia. Both major parties were growing increasingly suspicious of, if not overtly hostile towards, Indonesia, especially as President Sukarno tended towards rhetorical excess, economic irresponsibility, and closer ties with communists and other extremists in both domestic and foreign affairs. External Affairs, by contrast, usually argued that it was in Australia’s long-term interests to be on the best possible terms with any government that was in effective control of the Indonesian archipelago, provided that this did not come at the price of sacrificing important national interests. This position inevitably led to accusations of appeasement from both sides of politics. Somewhat similarly, as has already been seen, External Affairs was ahead of the politicians from both sides on immigration policy, in seeking some modest amelioration of the conditions under which non-whites, especially ‘distinguished’ Asians, could come to Australia.

			Many of these attitudes developed from the environment in which the diplomats moved. Diplomats are trained to pursue their national interests, but with a professional preference for conciliation rather than confrontation; for seeking good relations with as many countries as possible (especially to those where they wished to be posted), while avoiding obsequious genuflection before the great powers; and for avoiding any impression of racism or jingoism. The officers of External Affairs inevitably mixed, socially and professionally, predominantly with diplomats from other countries and their views tended to reflect the norms of their milieu, as well as those of their own nation.

			Suez, Subandrio and self-reliance

			The developments that came to a head in the early 1960s were foreshadowed by some important policy decisions in the late 1950s, beginning with the Suez crisis of 1956. When President Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt nationalised the Suez Canal company in late July, it quickly became clear that the crucial question was whether Britain and France would respond with military force. If so, Australia’s political and perhaps military support might be sought. Tange’s first reactions reflected his customary response when a major new issue appeared on the international agenda. He sought advice from the assistant secretaries, from the relevant areas within the department (including those dealing with South and South-East Asia as well as the Middle East, defence liaison, the Commonwealth and legal affairs), from other departments (particularly the Prime Minister’s, Trade and Defence) and from the relevant diplomatic missions in Canberra. This advice covered a wide span, from hawkish support for any forceful reaction by the United Kingdom and France, to a dovish inclination to deprecate force, for fear of alienating Asian opinion, endangering trading interests and suffering criticism for breaching the United Nations Charter.261 Based on consideration of these views, Tange’s advice to his minister leaned towards the doves, even before it became fully apparent that the United States would not support any Anglo-French use of force. Casey took much the same view as his department. Britain deserved sympathy, and Egypt was distrusted, but force should not be employed to undo the nationalisation. Over the ensuing weeks, Tange and Casey consistently pointed to the dangers of Australian support for any British military action, including the strains that such action would place on relations with the United States, with Canada, with Asian countries and within the Commonwealth.

			But Australia’s policy was shaped from the outset by the fact that Menzies was overseas when the crisis erupted and was clearly determined to keep control of Australian policy. When, in early August, Britain invited Australia to a 24-nation conference in London, Menzies, then in North America, immediately told the British Prime Minister, Sir Anthony Eden, that he was ‘strongly inclined to attend … myself’.262 Tange presciently told Casey that he had ‘serious doubts about the wisdom of the Prime Minister getting himself involved in this conference’. His expressed concerns were procedural. The timetable was most uncertain, so another minister, preferably Casey, should attend, while Menzies should be with his Cabinet in Canberra.263 But Tange also knew that the conference would be at foreign minister level and Menzies would be the only head of government present. A foreign minister who, in the heady atmosphere of an international conference, was tempted to go too far could be overruled by his Cabinet at home; a prime minister would be much harder to restrain. Menzies was likely to be influenced by his close relationship with Eden. Although he could not say it openly, Tange probably feared, quite correctly as it transpired, that in London Menzies was more likely than Casey to be ‘duchessed’ into supporting an aggressive British policy.

			Menzies nevertheless had his way. Both Casey and Tange were summoned to London, but it was Menzies who called the Australian tune. He said little in the conference itself, where he was supported by both Tange and his own departmental secretary, Brown, who had been accompanying Menzies on his overseas trip. Unlike Casey and Tange, Brown (by now Sir Allen) consistently reinforced Menzies’ support for Eden’s attitudes; in any case it was Menzies alone who was called into the British Cabinet and private meetings with British ministers. It remains to this day unclear whether Menzies knew that a small Cabinet committee, formed by Eden at the start of the crisis, had determined that Britain’s aim was not to undo the nationalisation of the canal but to bring Nasser down by military force. The conference, and much else in British diplomacy, was essentially a cover, designed to win public support and to gain time for military planning. Even the other members of the British Cabinet were not privy to the deceit. Menzies was either part of the conspiracy or, more probably, an imperfectly informed but willing accomplice. Whatever he knew of British intentions was not shared with Casey or Tange, whose opposition to the use of force was all too obvious.

			Casey and Tange therefore operated in the margins of the conference, trying to implement Australian policy without knowing what that policy was, apart from support for whatever the British were saying and doing. After the conference had been running nearly a week, Tange sent a handwritten, ‘Top Secret’ letter to Plimsoll to explain why his reporting on the conference was constrained:

			I do not know the precise line—we have to urge to be told (every other day) so as to be able to talk at the official level with other delegations. It isn’t the way delegations are usually conducted. But it is clear that not much is expected of officials, that what they do will not materially affect the policy of ourselves or anyone else, and that the Prime Minister has definite views on broad policy.

			Tange noted that Menzies had shown little disposition to have discussions with anyone other than the British and the Americans. Casey and Tange had sought to fill the gap, concentrating on the delegations from Asian members of the Commonwealth—Pakistan, India and Ceylon (Sri Lanka).264

			Eighteen of the 24 states at the London conference agreed to an American proposal for international control of the canal. Discussion then centred on the formation of a group to convey this proposal to Nasser. Tange advised Menzies that, in order to facilitate Nasser’s agreement, the group should go to Cairo. Menzies bluntly dismissed this suggestion as ‘crawling to the Egyptians and unacceptable to the U.K. Cabinet’. Tange told Plimsoll that this was ‘reasoning that I do not understand—and makes me the more fearful of what will happen after that’. Tange clearly sensed the possibility that Eden and his colleagues wanted the approach to Nasser to fail, clearing the way for Britain to use force. He feared that, despite Casey’s efforts, Australia would support Britain. Tange knew that the British had made ‘complete’ military plans, and that they would not want to give any hint to Egypt of reluctance to implement them, but the British were obviously unwilling to tell the Australians (other than perhaps Menzies) of their real intentions. Tange thought that, if the Egyptians rejected the conference proposal, there was ‘a distinct possibility’ that Britain would use force. This, Tange thought, was ‘awkward … not least because our own P.M. may not be in Cabinet when far-reaching decisions have to be made’.265

			As Tange was writing these words, Menzies was being chosen to lead a five-member delegation to put the conference proposal to Nasser. This mission placed Menzies at the forefront of the world stage. Despite Menzies’ attitude, Nasser successfully insisted that the meeting take place in Cairo, rather than a neutral venue such as Rome. Casey returned home to Australia but Tange stayed on and accompanied Menzies to Cairo. Here, even more than in London, Tange was excluded from any substantial involvement. Menzies never consulted him on the central issues. It was little consolation that Brown, who had also accompanied Menzies to Cairo, was similarly excluded. Tange learned what he could from the other members of the mission, but did not witness the crucial meetings between Menzies and Nasser. After the last such meeting, as Nasser’s final answer was awaited, Tange reported to Casey on how the mission and the Egyptians had performed but said nothing about Menzies. As to the future, he said, ‘I cannot speculate. The P.M. will go to London and see the Cabinet. I do not know his mind. He is unlikely to discuss the subject with me.’266 Hudson’s careful conclusion is that Menzies, by handling his mission in such a way that it was bound to fail, served Eden’s cause very well, (but] probably he was not consciously Eden’s agent’ 267 Perhaps Menzies, by taking his senior foreign affairs adviser to Cairo but never consulting him, was both using Tange as part of his own cover and protecting him from any charge of complicity. He would have known that if Tange had ‘known his mind’ he would have been appalled.

			Menzies and Tange returned to London, where Menzies had more discussions with Eden before proceeding home via the United States. On 12 September the Manchester Guardian, a critic of Eden’s policies, carried a prominent and well-informed story, reporting an ‘impassioned appeal’ by Casey to the Australian Cabinet to oppose the use of force. This was seen as an attempt, on the eve of a major parliamentary debate in London, to reinforce views expressed by Canada. It had been ‘widely disclosed in Canberra that Casey had seen the use of force at Suez as likely to cause a rift between Britain and Canada, threaten relations with the United States, and jeopardise the future of the Commonwealth, from which the Asian members might withdraw.268 Menzies was understandably furious at this leak, and commissioned Tange to let his anger be known. By telephone and then hand-written letter, Tange told Plimsoll to convey to Casey Menzies’ ‘sense of outrage’ at this story, written when ‘the P.M. was known to be consulting intimately & daily with the man (Eden) whose policy Casey is said to criticise’. The article’s timing could not have been more embarrassing. On the day it was published, Menzies was in the Distinguished Strangers’ Gallery of the House of Commons, where he heard Eden pay tribute to him, only to hear the Leader of the Opposition reply by quoting Casey approvingly. The incident has probably been underestimated in widening the rift between Menzies and Casey, and Tange’s standing was correspondingly affected. Tange told Plimsoll that the atmosphere towards him in Menzies’ entourage had been chilly even before this article. Having heard Tange’s views ‘once or twice’ and seen them to be in accord with Casey’s, Menzies had long seen Tange as a ‘Casey man’ and was therefore ‘considerably less receptive to anything I had to say’.269

			The episode also had implications for Tange’s relations with Allen Brown and his department. As Tange put it. Brown ‘was no more help than you might expect’. In an ambiguous comment, Tange reported that ‘relations with the PM’s Dept are in future to be put on a more formal level. Moreover I find that Brown does seem to understand the language of derision and blunt contradiction—not a style I like, but we are forced to it.’270 Whether he liked it or not, it was a style that he would choose to employ for years to come.

			The following weeks saw intense negotiations, including a second conference in London where Australia was represented by Spender. Tange remained there for some time, but was none the wiser as to Britain’s policies or Menzies’ mind. It seemed possible that the crisis might end without the use of force, until late October when British, French and Israeli ministers colluded in a highly secret plan. Israel would invade Egypt and advance towards the canal; Britain and France would issue an ultimatum to both Israel and Egypt, which Egypt would doubtless decline; and Anglo-French forces would then intervene, supposedly to separate the combatants and protect the canal zone but in fact to reassert their control. The collusion was hidden even from most of the British Cabinet, let alone Britain’s friends and allies. Despite being kept in the dark, Menzies continued to offer loyal support to Eden as the diplomatic and military steps in this charade were taken. By this time the Prime Minister was in Canberra with his Cabinet, but once again Casey was away when things were happening. As the most critical phase in the crisis opened, he was in London en route to the United Nations General Assembly. There he worked to support the idea, put forward by the Canadians and Americans, of a United Nations Expeditionary Force to keep the peace and remove the Anglo-French forces. In Canberra, Tange was once again working with Philip McBride as Acting Minister for External Affairs.

			When Australia heard news reports of the Israeli invasion of Egypt, Menzies, McBride, Brown and Tange were preparing a parliamentary statement on the other international crisis of the day, the Soviet military intervention in Hungary. Tange recommended that Australia make an immediate statement calling for Israeli withdrawal and referral of the issue to the United Nations. Brown opined that this would be a mistake, distracting attention from Menzies’ intended statement on Hungary. As Tange later recorded in a confidential report to Casey, ‘This view prevailed. There was no serious discussion of the Israeli invasion.’ On the next day the Australians heard, again through the radio, of the Anglo-French ultimatum. Before a Cabinet meeting called to discuss the issue, Tange told McBride that he assumed that Australia would have to support the United Kingdom, although the British had acted without consulting Australia. Nevertheless he urged that Australia should ‘stand on the sidelines as far as practicable’ because of the effect that Anglo-French action, without United Nations authorisation, would have on ‘our relations with Asia and other countries’. He again urged that Australia call on Israel to withdraw.

			Cabinet took a different view, supporting Britain even though Australia was thoroughly confused by Eden’s actions and London had not even sought Australian support. (In a subsequent marginal comment at this point of his report to Casey, Tange pointedly noted that Brown was Cabinet Secretary as well as Secretary of the Prime Minister’s Department and was therefore present ex officio at the Cabinet meeting. Tange only attended Cabinet when invited, which on this occasion he was not.) Tange then sought McBride’s approval for a telegram of instructions to Ronald Walker, Australia’s representative at the Security Council (to which Australia had been elected for one year), which said that Walker should support a resolution calling on Israel to withdraw. Brown, however, advised that a majority of Cabinet would have opposed any criticism of Israel. Tange retorted that:

			In my view, there were occasions when the Minister responsible for External Affairs had to decide what was the course of action best calculated to protect Australian interests in the particular circumstances of the Security Council, of which individual Cabinet Ministers could not be expected to have very much knowledge.

			With that off his chest, Tange suggested a revision of the passage, which McBride approved.

			In the middle of the night, around 1 a.m., McBride and Tange were summoned to the Prime Minister’s office to join a group of ministers. Menzies read out the text of a message he proposed to send to Eden, promising Australia’s full support and accepting that consultation with the Commonwealth had not been possible. The assembled ministers expressed their warm approval. When invited to comment, Tange said that Menzies ‘was generously relieving the United Kingdom of an obligation to consult, and that this was not the first occasion upon which the U.K. had failed to do so’. Menzies replied that consultation with the whole Commonwealth would have taken a week and was therefore impracticable.

			This set the pattern for the following weeks of intense diplomatic activity, during which Menzies sent a number of telegrams to Eden and made several parliamentary statements. Tange’s advice was only sought at very late stages, when he could only suggest minor changes, designed to restrain Menzies from giving Eden a blank cheque.271 On the eve of the Anglo-French intervention Tange cabled McIntyre in London, suggesting arguments that might persuade the British to postpone operations. McIntyre was to present these views on his own account, not ‘as Australian Government views’. Menzies had agreed to such a message being sent at the official level but he was not asked to approve its terms.272 In any case, it was to no avail. The British and French intervened and then almost as precipitately withdrew under severe financial pressure from the United States. They had succeeded only in attracting worldwide condemnation without securing any of their goals in Egypt.

			At the end of November Menzies made a statement to the House of Representatives, defending his government’s association with Britain’s ignominious failure. When given an indication of what Menzies was likely to say, Tange again sought through McBride to urge the Prime Minister to tone down its terms. To criticise the United States and the United Nations for actions that had forced the withdrawal of the Anglo-French forces would, he said, be counterproductive, further isolating Australia ‘from the whole world’ and widening the rift between Britain and the United States.273 Menzies totally disregarded this advice, referring to both the United Nations and the United States in patronising and sarcastic tones. While Menzies was preparing a parliamentary statement, probably this one, Tange passed though the Prime Minister’s office on other business. Menzies looked up and said angrily: ‘Tange, you have been no help to me at all on this.’ From Menzies’ perspective it was fair comment, for Tange was clearly at odds with his policy and attitudes. Nevertheless Tange was taken aback since Menzies had made it clear throughout the crisis that he wanted no advice from a ‘Casey man’.274 The outburst probably owed much to the nervous tension that Menzies often suffered before going into the House for a major debate and speaking with apparently relaxed authority. Much later, Tange wondered if this might have marked the beginning of his fall from Menzies’ favour. If so, the rift was not terminal for Tange’s knighthood and salary promotion were still to come. But the Suez episode may well have warned Menzies that Tange’s work in developing a professional foreign office might not always produce advice that he wanted to hear.

			On the same day as Menzies’ statement, Tange sent to Casey a strictly personal, four-page denunciation of Australian policy, as revealed over the crisis. Among the points that he ‘venture[d] to suggest’ that Casey might emphasise in Cabinet were the importance of the United Nations, for all its faults, precisely because it was respected by the United States under both Democrat and Republican administrations. Tange clearly implied that British and Australian tactics could only ‘drive us into isolation’, alienating not only the Asian countries ‘with whom we have to live out our future’ but also Canada, the United States and western Europe. Moreover, Tange argued, Britain’s failure to consult the Americans before taking military action might create a precedent for the Americans themselves in the Far East, where Australia had long feared ‘impulsive, rash American actions without prior consultation’, referring specifically to Korea, Indochina and the Taiwan straits.275

			As Tange had noted, the Suez crisis exposed the military and financial weakness of post-1945 Britain and its dependence on American support. In 1957, only a few months after he had poured scorn on Washington’s Suez policy, Menzies announced that Australia would now standardise its military equipment as far as possible with that of the United States, instead of that of the United Kingdom. The basis of Australian defence policy would be ‘to fit ourselves for close cooperation with the United States in the South-East Asian area’.276 In the subsequent years Tange became increasingly disturbed by some of the implications of this decision, especially as it affected Australia’s relations with Indonesia. Throughout the 1950s Australia had resisted Indonesia’s claim to take over West New Guinea, the only part of the former Netherlands East Indies that had been retained by the Dutch after 1949. While referring publicly to legal and ethnic considerations, Australian ministers were privately most concerned about the strategic importance of keeping West New Guinea in friendly, non-communist hands. In 1957 Australia, which administered the eastern half of New Guinea under a United Nations trusteeship, and the Netherlands issued a joint statement, pledging to strengthen administrative cooperation between their territories. The implication was that the two halves of the island would eventually achieve independence, either jointly (uniting the whole island) or separately, rather than acceding to the Indonesian claim. Indonesia and many other newly independent Asian countries were furious.

			Tange and his colleagues in External Affairs realised that Australia’s pro-Dutch stance was becoming increasingly untenable and sought to adjust Australian strategic policy. In 1958, influenced by Indonesia’s growing military strength and conscious of both Australian and Dutch military weakness, External Affairs and Defence collaborated on major studies that gave greater emphasis to Indonesia’s strategic importance to Australia and slightly lowered that of West New Guinea. Tange’s membership of the Defence Committee was central to this process. As he later said, his main aim at this time was to get the service chiefs ‘to think’—to think anew, that is, about the relative strategic importance of Indonesia and West New Guinea, rather than relying upon the traditional assumption that it was ‘vital’ to have West New Guinea in friendly hands.277 As part of the reassessment process, the Indonesian Foreign Minister, Dr Subandrio, was invited to visit Australia in February 1959. After lengthy discussions with the Cabinet, in which Tange’s advice played a significant part at crucial times, Casey and Subandrio signed a communiqué that stated Australia would not oppose an agreement to transfer the sovereignty of West New Guinea from the Dutch to the Indonesians, provided the agreement was reached by peaceful means. There was a major outcry in Australia as voices from across the political spectrum denounced this ‘appeasement’ of Indonesia.

			The problem for the government was that, while public opinion wanted Australia to stand firm against the Indonesian claim, the international context was making this position almost impossible to sustain. The American stance was crucial. After giving covert support to an anti-Sukarno rebellion in some outer islands in 1958, the Americans adopted the view that the best way to keep a united Indonesia in the non-communist camp would be to support Sukarno, while developing links with the Indonesian armed forces. They increasingly accepted the Indonesian argument that a friendly Indonesia, incorporating West New Guinea, would be more valuable to the Western world than to have West New Guinea in friendly hands but next to a hostile, perhaps communist, Indonesia. Thus the incorporation of West New Guinea into Indonesia would be an acceptable price for the West to pay. As the Americans adopted this view, it was becoming increasingly difficult to sustain Australia’s traditional opposition to the Indonesian claim.

			In this context Tange thought it time to bring defence policy into line with possible overseas commitments. He continued to press the members of the Defence Committee, both civilian and uniformed, to revise Australian strategic policy. In February 1959, the month that Dr Subandrio visited Australia, Cabinet received the Defence Committee’s periodic review of ‘the strategic basis of Australian defence policy’. Using arguments and even phrases that were characteristically Tange’s, the committee drew attention to ‘the rapidly increasing military strength of Indonesia and its potential threat to Australia’s interests’. The commitment of Australian forces in South-East Asia (apart from those already in Malaya) would be dependent on American deployments, but the committee emphasised ‘situations in which Australian forces should be prepared to act independently at least for a time’. These scenarios included conflict with Indonesia over West New Guinea and a limited war with Indonesia ‘while Allied forces were fully engaged in other areas’. The committee’s conclusion was that ‘our forces should be designed primarily with the ability to act independently of allies’.278 The direction of Tange’s thinking was clear. Australia could not assume that it would automatically have American support in the event of conflict with Indonesia; consequently, if Australia wanted to protect and promote its interests in the region, it should be prepared to act independently.

			This approach was unacceptable to Cabinet. In March it recorded that it ‘found difficulty in accepting this conclusion’ and returned it to the Chiefs of Staff Committee—not the full Defence Committee on which Tange sat, but only ns four uniformed members (the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee and the three single-service chiefs).279 After some months’ deliberation, they returned with an explanation (almost certainly coordinated with Tange) that they were seeking greater independence as a long-term aim, not a short-term goal. The chiefs repeated that Australia had to be prepared to meet some situations in which allied support might not be provided for some time.280 Cabinet was still unhappy, and asserted as its conclusion that

			in any war on the South East Asian mainland, in which Australia would be fighting with major allies, there should be no obligation on Australia or any expectation on the part of allies that Australia, with its limited population and resources, should necessarily put forward self-supporting Forces.

			It conceded, rather grudgingly, that it was

			conceivable that Australia could face a situation where it would be called upon to defend for a limited time independently of allies. This possibility indicates that the Australian Forces should be developed to be self-supporting to some degree. But this is a more limited and less ambitious concept of independent action then |sic] appeared to be envisaged in the strategic basis paper

			Tange had succeeded in bringing the service chiefs around to his arguments, only to be firmly overruled by Cabinet.281

			Tange attributed this setback to the consistent desire of the ministers in the Liberal-Country Party coalition to claim that the Australian people could rely upon American support as long as the coalition, the government that had secured the ANZUS alliance, remained in office. Talk of independently capable forces might undermine that appeal. McEwen later told Tange that his ministerial colleagues also thought that the talk of independent forces sounded like a blank cheque for the armed services. Both arguments probably influenced the result. Little was known of this at the time, but it was another sign that Tange and his department were developing ideas with which their political masters, who had now been in office for a decade, were not totally comfortable. It was also an indication that the concept of ‘self-reliance’ in defence, like many of Tange’s ideas on defence and strategy that would be more favourably received in the 1970s, was shaped by his experience on the Defence Committee in the late 1950s and early 1960s.

			Tange and Menzies 1960–61

			In February 1960, when Casey retired from politics, Menzies decided that he could not yet appoint the man who was obviously being groomed for External Affairs and who had already served several times as acting minister, Sir Garfield Barwick. Having entered politics late, already knighted and widely regarded as the most formidable barrister in Sydney, Barwick was Attorney-General and heavily engaged in major legal reforms. Menzies decided to take on the portfolio of External Affairs himself. The decision was widely criticised, not least within Menzies’ own party, as few thought that any Prime Minister could simultaneously fulfil the responsibilities in Australia and overseas of a foreign minister. Nevertheless. Menzies retained the portfolio for nearly two years, until the Cabinet reconstruction that followed the December 1961 election.

			Tange inevitably worked more closely with Menzies during these two years, both in Canberra and as an adviser on Menzies’ forays overseas, especially to the Commonwealth Prime Ministers’ conferences, on which Menzies placed great store. Tange accompanied Menzies to the 1960 and 1961 Prime Ministers’ conferences, the only years other than 1955 in which he did so.282 This proximity did not boost Tange’s position as it had in earlier years when he had worked closely with Spender or Casey. It seems rather to have made more evident to Menzies that the Australian foreign office, which he had encouraged Tange to develop, was becoming a powerful force, influencing policies in directions that did not accord with Menzies’ own preferences. Menzies became increasingly aware that Tange and his department did not agree with, for example, Menzies’ views on apartheid and the place of South Africa in the Commonwealth; or with what looked like uncritical reliance on Australia’s alliances with Britain and the United States; or with the White Australia Policy, on which Menzies was becoming the principal obstacle to the reforms for which External Affairs was pressing. Menzies had now become increasingly confident of his own ability to deal directly with American and British leaders, either disregarding or preempting advice from External Affairs. Such practices sometimes caused him severe problems, as with an ill-advised initiative at the United Nations General Assembly in October 1960, designed to assist the Americans and British. Nevertheless, this experience did not lead Menzies to hold departmental opinion in higher regard.

			There were few obvious manifestations of the growing divide between Menzies and Tange. Menzies was not given to explosions of rage and he had curbed the sharp tongue that alienated friends and foes in the 1930s and early 1940s. Tange, who could be remarkably insensitive to political nuances, did not pick up all the signs of a growing distance. He did notice, however, that Menzies would sometimes subtly distance himself from an External Affairs submission to Cabinet that he had endorsed as Minister, by describing it as the department’s views, leaving himself the freedom as Prime Minister to take a different line in Cabinet discussions. Tange also experienced the numerous wavs in which Menzies made it difficult for senior public servants to offer advice before, for instance, a session of a Prime Ministers’ conference in London. The Prime Minister would, for instance, emerge from his hotel suite at the last possible minute before setting off for the conference, or brush aside importunate advisers to have a chat with another Prime Minister.

			When, decades later, Tange realised that he had been slipping from Menzies’ favour, he put it down as much to personal as to political factors. When Menzies travelled to London and Washington he was accompanied by what was, by latter-day standards, a decidedly modest entourage of senior public servants—‘the boys’, as these men of at least middle-age were usually called.283 Tange observed that each of the boys had his own way of establishing a personal rapport with Menzies during off-duty hours. Some, like Allen Brown, could display the caustic lawyers’ wit that Menzies no longer allowed himself to express but still enjoyed hearing; others knew how, and when, to tell an earthy story or to offer a fine cigar. In retrospect, Tange recognised that, in his forties, he had been rather too serious, too earnestly dedicated to giving sound policy advice, to achieve the rapport that the other boys enjoyed. There was, moreover, an intangible but important element in their relationship. Tange had, from an early age, learned how to establish dominance in a one-to-one conversation by unsettling even a friendly interlocutor in the first minutes. There was only one person who could always out-do him in this game and overawe him even in private: that person was Menzies.

			In 1961, while he was still Minister for External Affairs, Menzies told Tange that ‘he ought to go’. Reminding Tange that he had never been an ambassador, Menzies suggested that he take an overseas post. The suggestion evidently fell on deaf ears. Menzies later told a confidant that he attributed Tange’s determination to stay largely to Marjorie.284 This probably explains why Menzies then tried a different approach. At a diplomatic function attended by both Arthur and Marjorie, Menzies took Marjorie aside and said: ‘Inky, how can you stand that husband of yours?’285 His words had been carefully chosen. ‘Inky’ had been a nickname for both Marjorie’s father, Edward Shann, and Edward’s brother, Frank, that Menzies liked to apply to Marjorie. Frank Shann was widely respected in Melbourne, especially as the headmaster of Trinity Grammar School, which was attended by his own son, Keith ‘Mick’ Shann, and John Bunting. Earlier in his career he had taught English at Wesley College, where his pupils included an exceptionally bright scholarship boy named Robert Menzies. Thus, by using the nickname to preface his blunt question, Menzies was signalling to Marjorie that she was ‘one of us’, but her husband was now definitely out of favour.

			This unexpected confrontation—the only obvious sign of Menzies’ displeasure that Tange could recall in later years—jolted the Tanges but did not make Arthur any more responsive to Menzies’ prodding. When Menzies handed the External Affairs portfolio to Barwick in December 1961, he made clear his opinion that Tange should be moved on. Barwick, however, was in no hurry to comply and evidently used the difficulties of finding a suitable destination as a means of delaying the process. By early 1963 Menzies was clearly frustrated that Tange, despite what he called ‘two brutal suggestions’ that he take an overseas post, was determinedly staying in place. By this time Plimsoll was widely seen as the most likely successor. Plimsoll’s appointment as High Commissioner to India, following an outstanding term as Australia’s representative at the United Nations in New York, was regarded by some as another move by Tange to protect his own position. Menzies told Crocker, however, that the New York post vacated by Plimsoll was being held open because Menzies wanted Tange sent there, adding firmly that ‘he is going’.286 And yet, Tange did not go.

			In Menzies’ mind, New York may have been an acceptable destination for Tange but Washington was not. In late 1963 and early 1964 there was considerable speculation over the succession to Sir Howard Beale, the former minister who had been ambassador to the United States since 1958. Beale wanted to stay but Menzies wanted him to move on, requiring Menzies to find an appointee of at least equal capacity. The position had always been held by a former Cabinet minister but the one Menzies had in mind, Athol Townley, died in December 1963. Of the others, as Menzies later put it, ‘the ones I consider suitable I can’t spare and the ones I can spare are not suitable’.287 He was thus led reluctantly to accept Barwick’s suggestion that he appoint a career diplomat for the first time. But, Menzies hastened to instruct Barwick, ‘you won’t appoint Tange’. Barwick said that he never understood the basis for Menzies’ antipathy to Tange but it was ‘deep-seated and persistent’.288 Keith Waller, by this time a first assistant secretary under Tange, was sent to Washington while his permanent head remained entrenched in Canberra.

			Tange, by his own account, was not only unaware of the basis for Menzies’ attitude but did not really accept that Menzies held such feelings. Menzies’ ‘brutal suggestions’ did not register significantly in Tange’s memory. Nor did Menzies tell others much about why his feelings had changed. He seems to have mentioned only two failings, which were common property to Tange’s critics: that Tange had never been head of a diplomatic mission and that he was sometimes long-winded and rambling. Menzies lamented, for example, a briefing that had been far from brief before the Prime Minister had met President Eisenhower. But generally he would only say that Tange was ‘decent enough but a dull fellow’.289 Throughout his career, and long afterwards, Tange was either hailed as a Colossus of the public service or denounced as an egotistical bully; only Menzies could dismiss him as decent but dull.

			It is impossible to be dogmatic about the reasons why Tange fell from Menzies’ favour but the circumstantial evidence suggests that it was a combination of three elements. The policy lines being adopted by External Affairs were increasingly at variance with those that Menzies preferred; he did not think that any public servant should be in such a position for so long; and, not least, he had simply become bored with Tange’s presence. What is most remarkable, by modern standards, is that for four years Tange was able to turn a Nelsonian eye to his Prime Minister’s repeated and blunt signals, simply refusing to acknowledge that he was being told to depart.

			Tange and Gorton: An early encounter

			To those who argued that he should not hold the External Affairs portfolio as well as the prime ministership, Menzies made one concession: the appointment of a ‘minister assisting’ to share the burden. This raised a longstanding legal issue, whether section 64 of the constitution permitted more than one minister to be appointed to any one department. The prevailing legal opinion was that such an appointment would be unconstitutional. Tange claimed that he ‘had a hand’ in proposing the solution that was adopted until a different legal opinion was accepted in the 1980s. This was to appoint a minister already holding a portfolio, presumably junior and not too demanding, to assist a senior colleague. As the ‘minister assisting’ would not claim an additional salary, this was considered to be constitutionally acceptable. Thus the relatively obscure Minister for the Navy, Senator John Gorton, was appointed Minister Assisting the Minister for External Affairs. Tange drew up a list of the areas on which the department would answer to Gorton, essentially those that could be readily separated from the mainstream of foreign policy.

			One of these areas was Antarctica. Phillip Law, the assertive head of the Antarctic Division, welcomed the chance to deal directly with another minister, now that Casey had left Australian politics. This provoked Tange to object strongly to Gorton’s corresponding directly with Law when their discussions impinged on the department’s budget. Gorton responded with a heavily sarcastic letter to Tange, asking him to put in writing whether communications between the division head and the responsible minister could only take place ‘with Departmental permission and after Departmental censorship’. In the meantime, Gorton asserted, ‘I shall see and communicate with Mr. Law direct should I wish to do so.’ Tange, infuriated by the tone as much as the substance of the letter, confronted Gorton, pointing out that, as departmental secretary and permanent head, he was by law responsible for the department’s expenditure. He therefore could not allow his financial responsibilities to be circumvented by a division head and a minister assisting. The confrontation, by Tange’s account, was vigorous but ended with Gorton telling Tange that he could tear up the letter. Tange decided not to do so. ‘It speaks for itself’, he wrote.290 Tange was fortunate that Gorton evidently bore no grudge since, before the decade was out, Gorton would, as Prime Minister, offer Tange his most senior appointments.

			Tange and Barwick: West New Guinea

			The principal reason for Tange’s continued survival during this time was the relationship he forged with Garfield Barwick, when Menzies finally appointed Barwick to External Affairs in December 1961. The relationship was founded largely on their shared views on Indonesia and New Guinea.291 Immediately after being sworn in on 22 December, Barwick visited the department to be briefed on current issues. Tange told him that West New Guinea was the most urgent. Sukarno had been making increasingly belligerent statements, implying that he was about to use force to seize the territory. It was also increasingly apparent that the Americans and the British were moving away from any military commitment to support the Dutch and towards convincing them to accept an Indonesian takeover. Barwick, who had been discussing developments with Australian diplomats, including Pat Shaw and Tom Critchley, over the preceding two years, had further discussions with the department on 30 December and with Menzies in early January. It seems that Barwick accepted the arguments that Tange and his colleagues had been unsuccessfully pressing on Menzies for some months, especially in a long minute in February 1961.

			Barwick presented long submissions, based largely on External Affairs advice but also reflecting his personal views and style, to a Cabinet meeting on 11 and 12 January. The government reluctantly accepted that the policy of the past decade had to change and that Australia would now support moves through the United Nations that would transfer control of West New Guinea to Indonesia. Most accounts of this period emphasise Barwick’s initiative in changing Australian policy but his task was probably made much easier by a letter, dated 27 December, from British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan to Menzies, following Macmillan’s meeting with President John F. Kennedy in Bermuda. This made it clear that both the United States and Britain placed Western links with Indonesia ahead of the Dutch position in New Guinea. If the Indonesians used force, there would be no American or British military support for the Dutch. It is likely that this, as much as Barwick’s skilled advocacy based on the briefs supplied by Tange, convinced Menzies and his Cabinet that the change had to come. Menzies announced on 12 January 1962 that Australia was adapting to ‘the hard facts of international life’, because Australian security depended on acting ‘in concert with our great and powerful friends’.

			As Tange noted in a reflective minute, External Affairs had ensured the change in policy did not surprise the Dutch but Australian public opinion had been less well prepared.292 The reaction was vitriolic. Leading the press denunciation of Australia’s ‘appeasement’ of Indonesia was the Sydney Morning Herald, which, in Tange’s view, had abandoned all ‘objectivity’ and was ‘writing like a morning edition of the Mirror’.293 Both Barwick and Menzies were the targets of the press campaign, but Tange and the department believed that it was their new minister who deserved the principal credit for moving the government towards acceptance of the position to which they had long been pointing, and who was now bearing the brunt of unfair criticism.

			After this promising start, Barwick was highly regarded by his officials. Unlike most ministers, who worked from their offices in Parliament House, he used the office in the department that was always provided for the minister. The diplomats responded well to his robust and cheerful manner and his shirt-sleeves style of work. Far from secluding himself in his office, Barwick would roam the corridors, looking to debate issues with his officials. He was even known on occasion to borrow a dinner suit from Keith Waller (who was of similar build), if he had left his own in Sydney. Tange and his colleagues drew increasing confidence from the belief that they had a strong minister, who would consult openly and listen to advice, but who also had his own mind and would give clear directions on policy; who was not overawed in international company, even by Australia’s most powerful allies; and who could win battles with other ministers and departments, even including Menzies and his department.

			In the last years of his life, Tange wrote an article intended to rescue Barwick’s reputation from the controversies associated with his term as Chief Justice, especially his judgments on tax-avoidance schemes and his advice to Sir John Kerr in November 1975. Tange felt that these controversies had overshadowed the respect that Barwick deserved as Minister for External Affairs. Tange pointed to his robust style of argument with leading Americans. On one occasion he had brushed aside an earnest reference to what Portugal was doing in similar circumstances, breezily asserting: ‘This is not Portugal, brother’. His courtroom style led him to cross-examine such eminent figures as American Secretary of State Dean Rusk, until even the admiring Tange had to whisper in his ear, ‘You can let him off the floor now, Minister’. Barwick, like Menzies, had a deeply ingrained respect for the traditions of British law and government but with a slightly different focus. Menzies had a romantic vision of established British institutions—the law, the monarchy, Parliament, cricket. Barwick’s admiration was directed more to the yeomen, the village Hampdens, and to the opportunities that even a hierarchical society granted to the able but less privileged. Tange did not mention that Barwick had not supported his department’s pressure to liberalise the implementation of the White Australia Policy, especially as it affected ‘distinguished Asians’.294

			While Tange and the officials in External Affairs generally welcomed Barwick’s robust attitude towards Australia’s great and powerful friends, their view was not universally shared in Canberra. In particular, the Prime Minister’s Department, still responsible for relations with the United Kingdom, thought that Barwick and his department were too abrasive towards Britain. Although aware of this concern, Tange underestimated its strength and importance, especially in the minds of John Bunting, the outwardly mild-mannered Secretary to both Cabinet and the Prime Minister’s Department, and Bunting’s principal adviser on foreign affairs and defence, Allan Griffith. When Griffith and Bunting moved Cabinet to form a Foreign Affairs and Defence (FAD) Committee in January 1963, they could foresee a period of considerable tension and difficult decisions in Australia’s relations with South-East Asia. They recommended, and Cabinet accepted, that a small committee of senior Cabinet ministers would be the most effective way to manage these decisions and, not least, to supervise Barwick and his officials in External Affairs.295

			Tange and Barwick: Konfrontasi

			The timing of this move was highly significant for in the same month the Indonesians adopted a policy of ‘konfrontasi’, or confrontation, towards the proposed new federation of Malaysia. This was to link the states of the existing federation of Malaya with Singapore and two British territories on the island of Borneo (in Indonesian, Kalimantan), which shared long land borders with Indonesia. Britain strongly supported this formula for the decolonisation of the region and reacted vehemently to Indonesia’s objections. While seeking support from the United States, Australia and New Zealand, the Foreign Office described Sukarno as an expansionist megalomaniac, comparable with Hitler. Thus was initiated one of the most significant episodes in the making of Australian foreign policy. It combined many of the most sensitive and enduring themes in that policy, themes to which Tange repeatedly adverted. They included Australia’s need to establish the best possible relationship with Indonesia, even when the Australian public was highly suspicious of Sukarno’s ambitions; the need to assert Australia’s national interests in the region, when Australia’s most powerful allies were trying to pull Australia in different directions; and the need to ensure that Australia’s foreign and defence policies were coordinated and consistent. Although this episode was soon overshadowed by the controversies associated with the Vietnam War, at the time ‘Confrontation’ was hugely significant in revealing and shaping Australian attitudes and policies.296

			The main lines of Australian policy on Confrontation were shaped when Barwick came into the department on 31 January to meet Tange, Waller (the head of the division responsible for South-East Asian policy, defence liaison and intelligence coordination) and Gordon Jockel (the head of the branch handling relations with South-East Asia). Barwick’s initial attitude was that ‘the Mother Country has called for help and we have to respond’, but the officials soon convinced him that the defence of Malaysia was primarily a matter for the British?297 Legally, morally and politically, Australia’s commitment was only secondary. Tange added that Australia should not be ‘sucked in’ by the British. He had already told London sharply that the British assessment of Sukarno’s ambitions had been very different when Australia had been seeking support over West New Guinea. Despite the reservations felt within the Prime Minister’s Department, Cabinet on 5 February supported the views that Barwick had developed with his officials. Australia would give clear support to Britain and Malaysia against Indonesia’s campaign but would at the same time try to improve relations with Indonesia. It would seek to persuade, rather than to force, Indonesia to accept the formation of Malaysia.298

			Soon after the Cabinet meeting Tange flew to Washington to represent Australia at ‘quadripartite’ talks involving the United States, Britain, Australia and New Zealand. (The American Under-Secretary of State, Averell Harriman, advised his superior, Dean Rusk, that Tange was ‘level-headed, able and well-informed but rather deliberate and cautious in approach’—a hint that he could be long-winded.)299 Here the Americans made it clear that their first priority was to keep Indonesia out of the communist bloc. Support for Malaysia was primarily a matter for Britain, and secondarily for Australia and New Zealand, but only as a last resort a task for the United States. From here on Australia had to manage its two most important alliances with dexterity, seeking to ensure as much support as possible from the Americans while urging restraint upon the British. The task would become more complex in late 1963 and into 1964, as the Americans sought support for their growing commitment in South Vietnam. By 1964 the Americans were telling Australia that Vietnam was the real priority, while the Commonwealth countries should be able to handle Indonesia with relative ease. The British assessed the priorities quite differently, pressing Australia and New Zealand for support for their Commonwealth partner, Malaysia, while seeking to avoid military involvement in the developing disaster in Vietnam. The difference in priority was only sharpened when Labour defeated the Conservatives in the British election of October 1964.

			Barwick and Tange had locked New Zealand into support for Australia’s approach to Confrontation even before the Cabinet meeting of 5 February 1963. Australia had long sought a quadripartite approach to South-East Asian affairs by the four English-speaking nations, but even the smallest partner had to be managed with care. Tange had a testy relationship with the New Zealanders who, as he saw it, sometimes misused confidential information from Australia. Just as Canberra was keen to show that it was acting independently of Washington and London, so Wellington was at pains to demonstrate independence from Canberra, sometimes deploying confidential information from Australian sources to this end. Tange was therefore reluctant to share as much information with New Zealand diplomats as they expected. As Confrontation dragged on into winter, officials from the New Zealand High Commission found it useful on a Saturday afternoon to attend whatever looked the most interesting rugby game in Canberra. There they could usually count on bumping into Tange, as if by chance, creating an opportunity to turn a discussion of the sporting confrontation into a conversation on the other Confrontation to the north.300

			From February 1963 onwards, Tange’s department succeeded in dominating Australian policy on Confrontation in the face of a persistent challenge from the Prime Minister’s Department. As they saw it at the time, and sympathetic historians have endorsed, External Affairs developed a policy that was based on Australia’s national interests in its immediate region and refined, not defined, by alliance considerations.301 By contrast, the Prime Minister’s Department, especially Bunting and Griffith, from the outset placed greater emphasis on supporting Britain, conscious not only of Menzies’ predilections but also of the importance of British military strength in South-East Asia for Australia’s forward defence posture. The British were well aware of these differences and made full use of their prerogative of access to the Prime Minister and his department as a way of circumscribing the influence of External Affairs. It was common ground for British diplomats and the officials in the Prime Minister’s Department to refer to the ‘starry-eyed optimism’ of External Affairs and that department’s ‘appeasement’ of Sukarno. A diplomat in the British High Commission in Canberra, no doubt recalling Clemenceau’s dictum that war was too serious a matter to be left to the generals, told his superiors in London that ‘Foreign policy in Australia is too important a matter to be left to the EA experts’.302 Tange knew something of this, but did not fully realise the significance of the briefing notes that Menzies received from his department, especially just before Cabinet meetings. He therefore underestimated the extent to which Menzies was advised by his department, for example, that External Affairs was ‘antipathetic to the British cause and judgment’.303 Not until the relevant volume of official war history was published in 1992 did Tange discover that Bunting had told Menzies in 1963 that the External Affairs approach to support for Malaysia was ‘flabby’, while that of Menzies and his department was ‘firm’.304

			In the face of this antagonism, External Affairs was able to maintain its dominant role in policy-making, even in the Prime Minister’s ‘sacred preserve’ of relations with Britain.305 Barwick’s skill, vigour and willingness to challenge Menzies even in public were crucial, but so was his department’s less public success in ensuring the support of Defence for its line on most issues. Edwin Hicks was more interested in administration than in strategic questions, which he left largely to Gordon Blakers, a deputy secretary. Blakers generally supported the External Affairs approach while Tange was also able to use his influence effectively in the Defence Committee. Having an External Affairs official as chair of the Joint Intelligence Committee, a goal that Tange had set himself some years earlier and had by this time achieved, was also helpful. One potential exception to this pattern was the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, Air Marshal Sir Frederick Scherger. A vigorous but erratic participant in strategic policy-making, Scherger supported British requests for Australian combat forces but his views were frequently overruled by ministers and civilian officials. The British maintained close contact with Scherger but his value to them was vitiated by his ‘consistently wrong forecasts … of the probable direction of government policy and decision-making in Cabinet’.306

			Confrontation lasted until 1966. Australia declared a policy of military support for Malaysia and sent combat forces to Borneo, but its ‘graduated response’ was carefully calibrated to minimise the damage to relations with Indonesia. Even when Australian and Indonesian forces were in low-level combat, the two countries maintained diplomatic relations, Indonesian and Australian officers continued to attend each other’s defence colleges, and Australia maintained aid support. When Malaysia’s existence was formally declared in 1963, mobs in Jakarta burned down the British Embassy but left its Australian counterpart untouched. (The following year Tange, on a visit to Jakarta, discovered that the mobs had also destroyed the British church and the adjacent rectory, in which his mother had been born.) The handling of Confrontation quickly came to be regarded, especially but not solely by External Affairs, as a triumph of Australian policy-making and diplomacy.

			Early accounts of this triumph tended to focus almost exclusively on the role of Keith ‘Mick’ Shann as ambassador in Jakarta. Shann certainly performed brilliantly and Tange (who, as one of his greatest admirers noted. was ‘too sparing in giving praise’) expressed his admiration of his wife’s cousin’s achievement in a gracious letter at the end of his term.307 But Shann was not the sole architect of the policy. It would be more accurate to see Confrontation as an outstanding example of policy formation and implementation by External Affairs, both in Canberra and abroad. Shann in Jakarta and Tom Critchley in Kuala Lumpur were outstanding heads of missions, while Waller and Jockel were the key policy advisers in Canberra. (When Waller was posted to Washington, Jockel was promoted to fill his position.) Barwick’s political leadership was essential, but so too was Tange’s role. He more than anyone else had promoted the key players and allocated them to their posts. Moreover he had consistently encouraged the development of a policy stance which, while sensitive to alliance considerations, was principally directed towards the promotion of Australia’s national interests in the region, especially by maintaining a positive relationship with Indonesia.

			Appropriately for a public servant, especially the head of a foreign office, Tange was generally out of public view throughout this protracted crisis, although his hand was evident in shaping many policy statements. His reluctance to have a public profile and his discomfort in handling the media were obvious. When he returned from the quadripartite talks in Washington in February 1963, reporters at Sydney airport pressed him for comment. A more diplomatic diplomat might have turned them away with a polite but firm comment that his duty was to report to his minister. Instead Tange deployed one of his most formidable weapons, a silent glare, before he was ‘[w]hisked away from the airport by a fast black car, [contributing] to the air of dark mystery surrounding his rushed Washington mission’.308 A photographer captured the glare and it appeared in a tabloid newspaper directly over an unrelated story with the headline ‘Quiet Killer Hunted’. External Affairs officials cut out the photograph and the headline and inserted them, without further comment, in departmental files. The press was less restrained and editorials appeared denouncing Tange for his ‘arrogance’ and ‘secrecy’. The episode helped to shape his image for years to come.

			If Tange was still little known to the public, those closer to the seat of government were aware of his importance, and not all were admirers. Sir Wilfrid Kent Hughes, who had been dropped from the ministry in 1955 by his long-standing rival Menzies, was the most prominent of the right-wing Liberals who repeatedly criticised the government for being insufficiently supportive of Chiang Kai-shek (Jiang Jieshi) and too willing to appease Sukarno. In September 1963, when Jakarta mobs burned the British Embassy and External Affairs’ reaction seemed unduly passive, Kent Hughes urged Menzies to sack both Barwick and Tange, replacing the latter with Plimsoll. Menzies had generally withstood criticism from this quarter without difficulty but on this occasion, according to Kent Hughes, he reacted calmly, noting that ‘E.A. had given him a shockingly weak draft for his statement’ that day.309 No immediate action was taken, and Menzies evidently did not hint that he had been trying to remove Tange for two years, but it was a straw in the wind.

			Running parallel to Tange’s involvement in the Confrontation crisis was his continuing concern over the adequacy of Australia’s defence capacity. Far from accepting the Cabinet’s ruling in 1959 as final, he continued to press the Defence Committee towards improving Australia’s ability to give military backing to its diplomacy, especially vis-a-vis Indonesia. He could not accept the apparent willingness of Hicks and the service chiefs to rely on American support under the ANZUS and SEATO treaties. Tange was pressing this line in late 1962, even before the Indonesians adopted their policy of Confrontation, and it clearly owed much to the experience of the West New Guinea dispute. Confrontation only strengthened Tange’s attitude as it further underlined American reluctance to offend the Indonesians, no matter how provocative their policies.

			Moreover, the Americans themselves were clearly expecting Australia to strengthen their hand. Tange was particularly struck by the tone of an interview he had with Secretary of State Dean Rusk during the quadripartite talks of February 1963.310 Rusk pressed him on the adequacy of Australia’s defence resources, especially the number of trained men it had available. Tange reported to Canberra that Rusk was ‘serious and emphatic’ and that ‘he was not seeking information but conveying an opinion’.311 Tange well understood what opinion Rusk was conveying but he did not think that either the senior ministers or their advisers in Defence comprehended it. The previous year, when Rusk had come to Canberra for an ANZUS Council meeting, he had pointedly said that the United States would ‘like to see many other free nations lend a helping hand’ in South-East Asia, especially Vietnam.312 In response Australia had sent a squadron of RAAF Sabre jet fighters to Thailand and a ‘training team’ of Army advisers to Vietnam. This team numbered 30, when the United States had about 12 OOO advisers in Vietnam.

			Tange was responding, therefore, both to American pressure for Australia to do more on the South-East Asian mainland and to American reluctance to act militarily in Indonesia when he pressed the government, through the Defence Committee, to improve Australia’s defence capacity. Cabinet initiated a defence review in March 1963 but Tange was not impressed by the immediate reaction, a submission by the Minister for Defence outlining proposed measures for the three armed services. Tange told Barwick that this was merely ‘three shopping lists’ of items the services wished to purchase, without any clear rationale.313 Defence and the services had to work long and hard before the Defence Review produced more substantial results in mid-1963. They included a commitment to a substantially larger army (which would lead to the introduction of selective conscription in 1964) and the acquisition of a medium bomber (eventually the F-l11) for the Air Force, clearly aimed at a potentially hostile Indonesia. The impetus for the major defence decisions of 1963 and 1964 therefore came mainly from the strategic thinking of Tange and External Affairs, rather than from Defence. The inadequacies of the way in which this review was handled also contributed greatly to Tange’s conviction of the need for major administrative and structural reforms in the Defence group of departments.

			Defence was not the only department that Tange challenged on its home turf. In August 1962 the Sydney Sun reported, under the frontpage headlines ‘Grave Issues for Australia: Indonesia Expands’, that the government had ‘sent a top adviser secretly to Australian New Guinea to investigate its readiness for self-government’. Naming Tange, the report stated that officials were not permitted to discuss his visit and the airlines had been asked not to mention his presence.314 Tange had not been sent by the government but had gone on his own initiative. He had arranged the visit with the Department of Territories, which had responsibility for the administration of the eastern half of New Guinea. It was not unusual for senior External Affairs officers to visit Papua New Guinea, for they had to endure and respond to the criticisms, in the United Nations and elsewhere, that were directed against all colonial powers in the 1960s. The two departments were often at odds. External Affairs was convinced that Territories was too slow and conservative in moving towards self-government. Territories thought that External Affairs was excessively influenced by the bloc of newly independent Afro-Asian nations at the United Nations and did not understand the difficulties that the Australian administration faced. Tange decided to see for himself and he was not impressed.

			In a report, distributed only within External Affairs, he expressed his concern that the Australian territory was being governed in a way that would keep it dependent on external support for years to come. Tange believed that Hasluck was allocating too many resources to social policies, especially education, and too few to commercial and strategic infrastructure, particularly roads and harbours. In a personal letter to a fellow permanent head, Harry Bland, he expressed astonishment at the balance in government spending ‘between the “hand-out” sector and the generative side of the economy’. The last sentences of his External Affairs report noted that, while PNG was a matter for the Department of Territories, DEA was potentially involved, as trouble there could provoke intervention by other countries. ‘Perhaps’, he concluded, ‘Algeria’s relations with France are the only comparable case in colonial history.’ As Algeria had just concluded a long and bloody war of independence from France, that had cost thousands of lives and poisoned French politics, this was an extremely bleak analogy?315 In his history of his time as Minister for Territories, Paul Hasluck said nothing of this incident and little of the Department of External Affairs,316 but he must have known of Tange’s visit and probably regarded it as an unwelcome and unwarranted intrusion into his responsibilities.

			A slow passage to India

			For a little more than two years from December 1961, Tange enjoyed a period that was almost ‘as good as it gets’ for a permanent head. Cooperating effectively with a politically strong and intellectually forceful minister, Tange led a department that was shaping policy on major issues, even dominating the contrary attitudes of the Prime Minister’s Department and prompting new energy in the clumsy and lethargic machinery of the Defence group. External Affairs was now a leading contender in the league of government departments, possessing an established area of expertise and willing to confront others on what they considered their home ground. Tange was even hopeful that External Affairs might be able to work more effectively with Trade and, by using interdepartmental bodies, to recover some degree of influence over Australia’s relations with Japan. But in April 1964 two threads of Australian political life came together to force a drastic change in Tange’s, and the department’s, fortunes.

			Throughout 1963, as the Confrontation crisis deepened, Australian ministers had sought an assurance from Washington that ANZUS guarantees would apply if the Indonesian-Malaysian dispute worsened. The Kennedy Administration was markedly cautious in offering any such assurance. Barwick pressed the matter in discussions with Kennedy and Rusk in Washington in October 1963, resulting in a document that linked ANZUS to an overt attack by Indonesia, but with numerous qualifications and limitations. In April 1964, just after Australia had committed a squadron of army engineers to Borneo, Barwick stated emphatically that ANZUS applied to Australian servicemen there. He was not factually wrong, but the strength of his assertion was clearly unwelcome to Washington and exposed the Menzies government to embarrassing criticism. Barwick’s many critics, who had labelled him an appeaser of Indonesia, had another issue with which to assail him.

			He might well have survived, however, had not Sir Owen Dixon chosen this moment to announce his retirement as Chief justice of the High Court. By this time it was obvious, even to Barwick, that he did not have the parliamentary and other skills to be an adequate successor to Menzies. Their different policy emphases on relations with Indonesia and the United States were also increasingly difficult to resolve. But Menzies and his colleagues retained considerable admiration for Barwick’s legal talent. Appointing Barwick to the High Court therefore had clear attractions. The principal obstacle was Dixon, whom Menzies had long revered, having been his pupil at the Victorian bar in 1918. Dixon let it be known that he considered Barwick entirely unsuitable for the Chief Justiceship, posing an acute dilemma for Menzies. Officially, Dixon had no say in the appointment but, according to information gleaned by Barwick and passed on to his personal staff, he arranged his departure to make it as difficult as possible for the government to appoint Barwick. Dixon made his announcement while Barwick was in Manila, on the first leg of what was intended to be an overseas mission lasting several weeks. Moreover, Dixon advised the government that they had to make an immediate appointment, as constitutionally there could not be an Acting Chief Justice at a time when there was no designated Chief Justice. The combination of the timing and the advice were, in the eyes of Barwick at least, designed to force the government to appoint anyone other than the heavily committed Minister for External Affairs.

			Menzies contacted Barwick in Manila and obtained his permission to put his name before Cabinet. Barwick broke off his overseas mission and returned to Australia, making his controversial statement at Sydney airport on 17 April. On 22 April Cabinet met to decide on the appointment, with Barwick waiting anxiously in his office. That evening, after delaying his departure several times, he flew, accompanied by Tange, from Canberra to Sydney, from where Barwick was scheduled the following morning to resume his mission to several European capitals. When they arrived in Sydney Barwick received a message asking him to call Canberra. He did, and was advised that Cabinet had decided to offer him the Chief Justiceship but required a virtually immediate reply. For some time the two men paced around the VIP lounge at Sydney airport as Barwick pondered his decision. He then decided to accept with immediate effect, leaving Tange to handle the repercussions of the last-minute cancellation of the mission to Europe.317

			Tange deeply regretted Barwick’s departure. Within days, at a function he organised to allow senior officers to farewell their minister, he spoke movingly of the department’s loss, with tears trickling down his cheeks. Few, if any, ever saw Tange weep at any other time.318 He found it hard to understand why Barwick would want to leave External Affairs. In a later personal letter to Casey, he wrote: ‘I suppose the Chief Justiceship is as important as they say it is’.319 But even he did not immediately realise the full implications for his own position.

			In 1963 Barwick had finally responded to Menzies’ pressure to remove Tange, but in a way that softened its impact. According to Tange:

			During 1963 Barwick told me that the Prime Minister had suggested the need to consider a change in the occupancy of the Secretary’s post. Barwick implied that there was no hurry but wanted suggestions as to where I would like to go. I had the impression that he would have liked me to stay on. It was only years later that I learned of the strength of Menzies’s dissatisfaction with me and his determination to have me out (and not to be offered the vacant Washington Embassy). As a result of this Barwick asked again later for my decision. I expressed a preference for New Delhi, enabling an exchange to be made with Plimsoll if they accepted my recommendation that he succeed me in Canberra.320

			Tange seems not to have known that Barwick had offered Plimsoll the Secretary’s position in April 1963, with the exchange of positions to take place at the year’s end. This was too soon for Plimsoll, however, who had only arrived in New Delhi the previous month.321 Barwick therefore seemed content to leave both men in their respective positions, possibly intending to exchange their posts in about 1965, by which time Plimsoll’s appointment would have lasted a respectable two years. In view of the widespread feeling that Plimsoll was Tange’s obvious successor, this may have influenced Tange’s decision to nominate India as his preferred destination. Barwick was evidently moving to comply with Menzies’ wishes, but far more slowly than Menzies wished. His successor as Minister for External Affairs, however, was a man who greatly admired Menzies and was determined that his will be done—Paul Hasluck.

			




		
			Chapter Eight 
The Policy Adviser Rejected: Serving Hasluck 
1964–65

			By the time of Barwick’s precipitate departure, Tange had agreed that he would go to the High Commission in New Delhi but no firm decision had been taken, let alone announced. Hasluck, however, was acting under different instructions. He later recalled that one of the few directions he received from Menzies on his appointment to External Affairs was that Tange had to go. Menzies was obviously frustrated by Barwick’s slow response. Like Barwick, Hasluck said he knew nothing of the reasons for Menzies’ attitude towards Tange but was obliged, as one of his first duties, to tell Tange that he must depart.322

			Hasluck was right to insist that he was acting at Menzies’ bidding, but he clearly failed to convey this adequately to Tange. At the time, and for years afterwards, Tange directed his anger towards Hasluck. When he finally accepted that it was Menzies who had instigated the removal, he had to puzzle over the reasons, seriously challenged by the task of identifying the causes of the Prime Minister’s discontent. On the other hand, he found it difficult to accept the various peace offerings from Hasluck who, as Governor-General and in retirement, insisted that he personally had only held positive feelings towards Tange. He liked, for example, to remind Tange that he had advised Spender in 1950 that Tange should be considered as a replacement for Burton as departmental secretary. Tange for many years rejected these assertions of Hasluck’s consistently high regard and only much later came reluctantly to the conclusion that he might have been blaming the messenger rather than the author of the message.

			The permanency of a permanent head

			There was another strand in the decision to remove Tange from his position, a strand of which Tange himself knew little or nothing. On several occasions, when discussing Tange’s obstinate refusal to depart, Menzies indicated that he believed that Cabinet had intended to appoint him for only a limited time, three or four years.323 The position would then be rotated among some of the other diplomats of similar age and seniority to Tange. Given the fact that, in the early 1950s, Tange had been one of a cohort of half a dozen diplomats of comparable age and experience, it was understandable that Menzies and his ministers might have had such an idea in mind. Moreover, Watt had recommended as he left the position, complaining of the severe strain it imposed, that the department required a head ‘below the age of 45… [who] should remain Secretary for no more than a maximum of three to five years.’324 No hint of this had been given at the time of Tange’s appointment but it contributed to Menzies’ private exasperation as Tange insisted on remaining in place after seven years, and stretched it eventually to eleven. Nevertheless, Menzies appears not to have mentioned this point when he raised the matter with Tange or Barwick in the early 1960s. It was Hasluck, the scrupulous historian and meticulous administrator, who asked that the Cabinet records be checked.

			The result was disappointing for Menzies and Hasluck. In early May, before Cabinet had formally minuted a decision, Bunting told Hasluck that the Cabinet decision of 10 November 1953 had simply stated:

			Cabinet, having been informed that Mr. A.S. Watt wished to relinquish the position, agreed to the appointment of Mr. A.H. Tange as Permanent Head of the Department of External Affairs.

			Allen Brown, Bunting added, had considered adding a sentence to this decision:

			Cabinet expressed the view that it was not desirable to attempt to place a time limit on an appointment of a Permanent Head of a Department.

			Brown had decided against this, but instead inserted a separate decision in the Cabinet records:

			Cabinet considered the Permanent Head of External Affairs. It insisted that there could be no appointment for a term of years.

			As Bunting pointed out tactfully, these records suggest that there had indeed been a discussion of the idea of limiting Tange’s appointment and rotating the position among his contemporaries, but the recorded decision did not match Menzies’ recollection. On the contrary, Cabinet had decided that it could not limit the tenure of a permanent head. Whether this was based on administrative principle or the provisions of the Public Service Act was not specified.325

			Consequently, when Cabinet recorded its decision on 19 May that Tange and Plimsoll would exchange places, and when Hasluck subsequently wrote to Plimsoll to offer him the position, they did so with caution. Hasluck’s letter expressed the view that, rather than having one person as Secretary of External Affairs ‘for long periods’, it was preferable to allow a Secretary to serve abroad and to bring in a new Secretary with recent diplomatic experience. Cabinet was now proposing, therefore, to appoint Tange to India and Plimsoll to Canberra as Secretary. Plimsoll’s appointment was not for a fixed term, but ‘after a period of years’ he might be considered for another overseas posting.326

			These tactful statements, like the careful reference to Watt’s wish to relinquish the position in 1953, all reflected Cabinet’s acceptance of the doctrine, enshrined in the Public Service Act, that permanent heads could not be removed unwillingly until they had reached retirement age. Anecdotal evidence suggests that these events prompted a conclusion about the permanency of a permanent head’s position. A departmental secretary, it was now accepted, could only be removed by abolishing his department. The government could then create a new department, with a new title and perhaps slightly different responsibilities, and appoint a new permanent head to this creation. As Bunting later noted, one manifestation of Menzies’ respect for the independence and nonpartisanship of the public service was his reluctance to indulge in frequent changes of names and functions of departments.327 Departments were allowed, in fact encouraged, to develop their own institutional cultures and loyalties. As a device for ousting a permanent head who had fallen from favour, the abolition of a department, and its re-establishment under a slightly different format and name, was an extraordinarily cumbersome operation. The creation of new departments and reconfiguration of existing ones only became a frequent practice under the Whitlam government and its successors in the last quarter of the twentieth century. This coincided with the challenge to, and abolition of, the concept of a permanent head, and the increasing popularity of a ‘whole of government’ approach to major policy decisions.

			Tange and Hasluck

			Apart from memories of their cool relationship in New York in the 1940s, the tension between Tange and Hasluck started immediately after Hasluck’s appointment. As noted in the previous chapter Barwick had, immediately after being sworn in, visited the department and started tackling the key issues of the day. By contrast, Hasluck’s secretary, Ellestan Dusting, telephoned Tange’s secretary, Sylvia Brown, at midday on 24 April, to say that Hasluck had been sworn in that morning and was now proceeding to Perth, where he would remain for the next week. When they finally met for the first time as minister and departmental head, at 4 p.m. on 4 May (Hasluck’s eleventh day in office), Hasluck referred to Menzies’ wish to see ‘turnover’ in the position of Secretary, including a ‘turnover of ideas’. He understood that Barwick had taken this up with Tange, specifically suggesting an exchange with Plimsoll in New Delhi. Tange replied that he had commented to Barwick on the inability of the Australian government, unlike the Dutch or the Canadians, to offer ‘a senior mission’ to an outgoing departmental head. He had complained of ‘the complete lack of protection of a First Division officer in exile’. Tange was concerned both at the implications for his reputation and for his rights, not least any future salary increases for First Division officers. (Watt, he noted, was effectively on an assistant secretary’s salary by 1956, three years after his resignation as Secretary.) Tange therefore wanted the government to discuss the position with the Opposition and to notify the Public Service Board of its attitude. Information subsequently received from the Board gave Tange little satisfaction. Under section 72 of the Public Service Act, the Board could offer Tange, after his diplomatic service, a position ‘of such status and salary’ as the Board determined, ‘having regard to’ his previous office and his service overseas. Eventually Menzies wrote to the Chairman of the Board—Tange’s colleague since Bretton Woods days, Fred Wheeler—that the government wanted Tange to retain his salary as permanent head of External Affairs, together with any future increases granted to permanent heads, and to preserve his rights under the Act.

			After all this had been agreed, it took almost a year to put the Cabinet decision of 19 May 1964 into effect, principally to grant Plimsoll’s wish to complete a respectable two-year term in India. During that time, Hasluck and Tange had to work together as minister and departmental secretary. It was an extraordinarily strained relationship. Tange later reflected that he directly served seventeen ministers, including six prime ministers, during his career, and none treated him as Hasluck did.

			In notes towards a memoir (which was never completed) of his time at External Affairs, Tange listed a catalogue of objections that covered almost every aspect of the relationship between minister and permanent head. Hasluck, he thought, was deliberately remote, dealing with Tange and other senior officers almost entirely by written minutes. ‘And what minutes!’, Tange wrote. ‘What scoldings, rebukes, and rudeness.’ In total contrast to the department’s experience of Barwick, there was with Hasluck ‘no meeting of minds or thrashing out of policy attitudes’. Instead Tange could only recall ‘many occasions when, after I had raised a question for a direction or a lead, the conversation was terminated abruptly, nervously, frostily’. Hasluck (Tange continued) opposed any innovation and suppressed the initiatives made by Barwick and Tange towards giving guidance to the press. He was obsessively distrustful of using his ambassadors as spokesmen. Moreover, his concept of the ‘the role of the civil servant’ emasculated any serious contributions towards Australian—American relations at the policy-planning level. His attitudes were destructive of initiative and morale in the department. Nor, Tange thought, were Hasluck’s suspicions and meanness confined to his department. Hasluck would not acknowledge the contribution of any other minister, save Menzies, ‘his mentor and creator’. A propos Barwick Hasluck made only ‘slighting references, then silence’. As a Cabinet minister (Tange continued) Hasluck lacked fight, never taking issue with the economic departments, supporting reactionary causes, and opposing any liberalisation of immigration policy. He lectured the department on the importance of economics but was himself economically ignorant.328 Tange’s attitude towards many of his sparring partners mellowed in later years, and occasionally he even admitted that he might have been in the wrong, but the wounds on his psyche inflicted by the relationship with Hasluck long remained fresh.

			Tange was not alone in experiencing, and resenting, the sharp criticisms that emanated from Hasluck’s pen. Many in External Affairs thought that their former colleague, now their political master, still bore grudges against the department that he had served in the 1940s. The tension, noted in earlier chapters, between External Affairs and Territories over the administration of Australia’s territories in New Guinea was particularly focused on Hasluck. Like many of his colleagues in External Affairs, Tange thought that Hasluck in Territories acted as if he were minister, permanent head and chief clerk, and therefore was principally responsible for the inadequacies of the preparation of Papua and New Guinea for independence. For his part, Hasluck took the view that the diplomats in External Affairs were naive and ignorant of the problems that the administration faced in the territories. In later reflection, he did not mention Tange’s name in this context, but strongly deprecated the attitudes and performance of another External Affairs officer, Malcolm Booker, who was transferred to Territories as a deputy secretary.329

			Hasluck was also, albeit only briefly, Minister for Defence between his appointments to Territories and External Affairs. In this capacity he continued the established policy on Confrontation, but without conceiving any greater respect for External Affairs as its author. As a member of Cabinet since the early 1950s, and of the FAD Committee since its creation in January 1963, he had closely observed the performance of External Affairs under Casey, Menzies and Barwick, and was not impressed.

			Relations between Hasluck and his officers in External Affairs were not uniformly bad. It became commonplace for departmental officers to observe that their minister could be charming, witty and cooperative when visiting an overseas mission or chairing a heads of mission conference abroad. Dr Jekyll overseas, however, became Mr Hyde when in Canberra, or in his office in Perth, from which Hasluck despatched transcontinental missives by written minutes or by teleprinter.330 The diplomats greatly resented the degree of influence, particularly over access to the minister, exercised by Hasluck’s longstanding personal secretary, Ellestan Dusting. After a brief transition period, Hasluck dispensed with the position of a departmental private secretary, so Hasluck’s office staff began and ended with Miss Dusting.

			With hindsight, Hasluck’s arguments with Tange can be seen in a broader perspective. Hasluck came to the portfolio with the potential to be an outstanding foreign minister. In addition to a powerful intellect and long ministerial experience, he had achieved considerable distinction as a journalist, a diplomat and an academic. But he seemed so determined not to be beholden to any of his former colleagues that he proceeded to distance himself from all three constituencies, to the point of alienating them all. A journalist said that Hasluck had the attitude of a ‘reformed alcoholic’ towards that profession;331 much the same might be said of his attitudes towards diplomats and academics. What particularly affected his relations with the diplomats was his reaction to the way in which, as he saw it, Dr Evatt had tried to turn the department into his personal possession. Determined not to emulate Evatt, he went to the opposite extreme. He pedantically insisted on meticulous correctness in what he considered to be the proper roles of the minister and the departmental officer, to a degree that was almost unworkable.

			Some of his arguments had substance, as even Tange had to concede. The department was wrong, for example, to send messages to overseas missions saying that an idea or action had departmental support ‘subject to Ministerial approval’. This, Tange was forced to admit, created ‘an artificial gulf between the Department and the Minister’, when the final decision might depend on a number of considerations. It was proper, as Hasluck insisted and Tange agreed, to say that the matter was ‘under consideration by the Minister’. But Tange vigorously disagreed with Hasluck’s objections to a cable to an overseas mission stating that a proposal to purchase a property for the mission had been approved by the department, was now before the minister and, if he approved, would be put to the Treasury. This, Tange insisted, was merely keeping the mission informed of the state of play; and he could not accept Hasluck’s implication that the Treasury did not have a ‘distinct personal view’ of its own.332

			More baffling and infuriating for Tange was Hasluck’s attitude to the use of departmental officers in dealings with the press. In 1964, with Barwick’s strong approval, Tange had created the position of Public Information Officer so the press could be given information and guidance on Australian policy, especially on Indonesia, Malaysia, Vietnam and the American alliance. Tange had appointed a middle-level officer with excellent media skills, Richard Woolcott, to the position. It was, of course, always the intention that press guidance be consistent with the minister’s policy. But in February 1965, when Gordon Jockel sought Hasluck’s approval for a suggested line of response to press enquiries concerning the greatest issue of the day, the American bombing of North Vietnam, Hasluck’s response was directed solely to the process, not to the policy. In a minute marked for Tange’s personal attention, he wrote:

			I should like to make it quite plain once again that I have no intention of using the departmental information officer as spokesman for the Government. I also do not intend to use him as a mouthpiece for my own views. If the Government wants to say anything about foreign policy either the Prime Minister or I will say it. If anyone wants to know what the Prime Minister thinks let them ask the Prime Minister. If they want to know what I think let them ask me. I deplore the tendency … for newspaper reporters to approach a departmental officer to interpret statements made by Ministers or to obtain so-called ‘background’ on Ministers’ statements. I appreciate the difficulty of a departmental officer who is approached in this way by persons who have curious standards of their own about the way they earn their pay, and I can only suggest that the officer has to discourage them gradually as politely as he can.

			This was too much for Tange, who told Hasluck that his minute implied that ‘Departmental officers were guilty of ambitions to rise above their station’, when all they were doing was seeking ‘your help in interpreting what is the duty of the Public Information Officer’. Was Hasluck saying, Tange asked, that the department should have no functions in dealing with the press? Should the position of Public Information Officer be abolished, and the press told that they would lose the assistance hitherto given them? Were officers to take full responsibility for whatever they said to the press, without the benefit of ministerial guidance? Tange said the department would observe Hasluck’s instructions, but hoped that he would not reverse the current practice, which had led to ‘better and more balanced press reporting’.333 On this occasion, there seems to have been no written reply. The Public Information Officer’s position survived, proving valuable to both Menzies and Hasluck on matters affecting Vietnam, Indonesia and the United States. In 1967, well after Tange had left Canberra, Woolcott had a major contretemps with Hasluck and was posted, not to Thailand (as he believed Tange had intended), but to Ghana.334

			Somewhat similarly, Hasluck objected to Tange’s establishment of a Policy Planning Officer in the department.335 This was a deliberate and commendable attempt to encourage internal debate within the department, as the officer was expected to anticipate medium- to long-term challenges and thus test current assumptions. Hasluck, however, saw it as another infringement of the principle that only the minister, not the department, should seek to make policy. On this occasion, he was obliged to back away, as senior Americans, most notably Dean Rusk, let it be known that they saw contact between policy planning officers as a productive way of giving Australia access to the formative stages of American policy-making. This was precisely what Australians had been seeking for years. Bunting drew Menzies’ attention to the dangers of Hasluck’s resistance to joint politico-military planning with the United States.336 The position survived and the first incumbent, Garry Woodard, developed a great admiration for Tange’s determination to shape a policy-advising department; but without Hasluck’s genuine support the innovation of policy planning never achieved its potential.

			These and many other points of friction all emerged from Hasluck’s broader attitude to the department and its role. Those in External Affairs who were pleased when a former colleague became their minister had totally misunderstood him. His later writings, particularly his submission in 1975 to the Royal Commission on Australian Government Administration (discussed in chapter 12), indicated that he had long held a low opinion of career diplomats in general and the Australian foreign office in particular. Career diplomats of all nations, he told the Coombs Commission, ‘form a circle of their own, exchanging information and opinions of their own, self-centred and self-satisfied but not so well regarded by the rough world outside the diplomatic circle as they used to be’. Traditional diplomatic structures, he said, were no longer suited to current needs, and the Australian system had produced too few competent public servants and ‘far too many inbred foreign service officers who … are not worth their pay and privileges’. While he professed admiration for ‘a dozen or more of the senior officers’, he recommended measures to break down any sense of an exclusive diplomatic service. Tange’s comment on this submission was that it was ‘full of prejudice—and self-esteem’.337

			In the 1980s Hasluck wrote that in the 1950s and 1960s External Affairs ‘had the attitude that foreign affairs was a mystery in their own keeping’. While other departments kept Cabinet well informed of their hopes and fears, ‘External Affairs often seemed to have the attitude to Cabinet that bright young men have to their parents: “It’s no use trying to explain it to you. You would not understand.”’338 What External Affairs officers regarded as justifiable confidence in their growing competence, Hasluck took as brashness and hubris.

			Hasluck was probably quite truthful, therefore, when he told Tange that his minutes had not reflected any personal animosity. He doubtlessly included Tange in the ‘dozen or more’ senior officers he claimed to admire and respect. Hasluck’s criticisms were directed towards the department and its culture. They continued long after Tange’s departure for India, alienating a whole generation of External Affairs officers. But for the first eight months of Hasluck’s term Tange, as Secretary and therefore the principal channel of communication between the minister and the department, was the recipient of most of the new minister’s testy minutes, attacking the department that Tange had done more than any other individual to shape. It is hardly surprising that Tange, always proud and sensitive to criticism, took Hasluck’s barbs as unfair and personal.

			Hasluck, the American alliance and Vietnam

			The differences between Hasluck and Tange extended beyond administrative relationships into policy questions. On Confrontation, Hasluck maintained the approach that Barwick and the department had shaped but this was by now settled Australian policy. Hasluck’s distinctive contribution, especially evident in mid-1964, was to adjust the balance between the two critical areas in which Australia was engaged, with its great and powerful allies, in South-East Asia. Indonesia’s Confrontation of Malaysia, he now believed, was under control but he saw the conflicts in Laos and South Vietnam as more urgent and important. To many Australians, this assessment was a surprise and not universally accepted. Hasluck shared the American view that the real aggressors in Laos and South Vietnam were the North Vietnamese, supported by China’s hegemonic ambitions. In August and September, the department was advising Hasluck that the instability in Saigon was so serious that the basis of support for the Western cause might disappear. Even the Americans were casting doubt on Hasluck’s reference to the North Vietnamese as China’s ‘puppets’ and on his hopes of gaining diplomatic support from Japan, India and the Soviet Union. But Hasluck remained determined to emphasise, to his department as well as to the wider public, that South Vietnam was ‘vital’ to Australian interests. He criticised the attitude of the ambassador in Saigon, David Anderson, a highly respected career diplomat, as too aloof and academic. On Hasluck’s instructions, Tange sent Anderson a letter conveying the minister’s views and urging that the ambassador not merely observe and report but act to protect Australia’s ‘vital’ interest in preserving a non-communist government in Saigon. The department also cabled all diplomatic posts, reiterating the crucial importance of the struggle in Vietnam for Australian national interests.339

			Tange, obliged to comply with his minister’s directives and priorities, did not explicitly demur over Vietnam, but he did not have a high opinion of Hasluck’s handling of the closely related question, the American alliance. As noted earlier, Tange had enjoyed the robust, sometimes abrasive, style of Barwick, as the Sydney barrister had cross-examined Rusk over American policies in South-East Asia and breezily dismissed some American arguments in the discussions over North-West Cape. Menzies and Hasluck preferred an entirely different approach. Four days after Barwick’s controversial statement of 17 April, concerning the application of ANZUS to the Indonesian-Malaysian conflict, Menzies made an unexpected statement in the House of Representatives. He emphasised that his government was not ‘trying in a rather cheap way to involve the United States’; that he had full confidence that the United States would stand by its ANZUS guarantees; that the treaty rested on the ‘utmost goodwill’ and trust; and that there was no point in trying to specify how, when and with what forces the United States might act.340

			Three months later Tange accompanied Hasluck to an ANZUS Council meeting in Washington. There Hasluck read out Menzies’ statement and then told Rusk that Australia accepted that it had a ‘moral obligation’ not to commit Australian forces without first giving the United States the opportunity to comment. Tange thought that Rusk was not impressed, warning the Australian minister not to think that there was a ‘residuum of responsibility’ that would fall upon the United States at a certain point. Rusk asserted, moreover, that Australia would be expected to mobilise its reserves and to introduce conscription, as the United States had done, before calling for American assistance. Tange took handwritten notes of these comments, of which there was no hint in either the official communiqué or the diplomatic cables back to Canberra.341

			In February 1965 Tange sent Hasluck a nine-page summary of the major discussions of the relevance of ANZUS to the Borneo conflict, together with a copy of the three-page ‘Record of Understanding’ of 17 October 1963 that Barwick had obtained from the Americans. Tange contended that Australia needed to know precisely what this document meant, and thus what the Americans would, or would not, do in certain circumstances. Hasluck replied that any attempt to make the record of understanding more specific, or to define more precisely American obligations under ANZUS, would only lead to narrower rather than broader interpretations. The government preferred to regard ANZUS as ‘a contract based on the utmost goodwill, the utmost good faith and unqualified friendship’, in the words of Menzies’ speech, which Hasluck noted had been a considered policy statement.342 Tange was not convinced. He believed that Hasluck, and the Menzies government in general, had not fully understood the strength of a point emphasised by Rusk at the quadripartite talks in February 1963, at which Tange had represented Australia before Hasluck had become Minister for either Defence or External Affairs. Rusk had let it be known that Australia had to do more, much more, to strengthen its own military capabilities before it could turn to Washington for assistance. Tange had reported that Rusk was ‘serious and emphatic’ on this point, but two years later he did not think that ministers had understood its ramifications.343 In later recollections, after his long term as head of the Defence Department, Tange also argued that Australia, when planning and developing its own military capabilities, had to have a clear idea of what the Americans would or would not do.

			In this debate, both Hasluck and Tange had a point. They were arguing one of the enduring and fundamental questions in Australian foreign policy: how to manage the American alliance, and especially how to calibrate Australia’s actions to maximise American warmth towards Australia while minimising Australian exposure to rash or unsupportable American policies. Whether this purpose was better served by detailed planning or by general expressions of warm intentions was always a matter for fine judgment. As the Vietnam crisis deepened, this topic warranted long and detailed examination by the minister and the department. Tange was astonished when, soon after the messages about the significance of Vietnam had been despatched in September 1964, Hasluck sent him a minute noting, as if it were an original observation, that Australia was becoming increasingly locked into support for all aspects of American foreign policy. He asked Tange to produce, on ‘not more than two or three pages, your assessment of the United States foreign policy’. This was to include an assessment of both favourable and unfavourable trends in that policy and also of ‘the needs or opportunities for us to try to change or to influence United States policy and … the appropriate steps or the appropriate instruments that might be used’.344 To treat such a longstanding and fundamental issue in Australian foreign policy with such superficiality was remarkable. This was a topic that demanded long, careful and iterated analysis, not a two- or three-page minute. Tange noted that it had taken Hasluck one full page just to outline the questions, and he wondered if Hasluck had been ‘writing for history’.345

			Thus, just as the issue that would dominate Australian politics and world affairs for the next ten years was coming to a head, Australia’s Foreign Minister and his most senior adviser were at a stand-off. They were exchanging tart written messages on administrative and managerial questions, and even points of grammar and syntax, but could not communicate frankly and constructively on policy. In retrospect, it is highly regrettable that Hasluck could not collaborate in 1964 with Tange and his senior officers in an uncompromising analysis of Australia’s policies towards Vietnam and the American alliance. Tange’s comments on the flow of diplomatic correspondence showed that he was well aware of the weaknesses in the Western position in South Vietnam, as well as those of the alternatives that were proposed by Washington’s critics.346 Nevertheless, he could not help the government to develop a coherent approach in the face of Hasluck’s assertions that policy was to be stated by ministers, not discussed by or with officials.

			Moreover, during the months leading to the commitment of an Australian battalion to Vietnam in April 1965, Tange was mentally and physically disengaging from the department and its policy concerns.347 In January 1965 Tange was on leave; in February he was heavily preoccupied with a major review of aid policy that the government wanted him to complete before his departure; and when the final decisions were taken (or confirmed) in March and April, Tange was in last-minute preparations for his departure and handing over the reins to Plimsoll. The plans were complicated by some illness. Tange noted that he saw a doctor in January, suffered an ‘intestinal disorder’ in February, and had an X-ray of his bladder in April. Tange officially ceased as Secretary on 10 March, Plimsoll officially started on 5 April. Patrick Shaw, who served as Acting Secretary between the two, supported a cautious approach to the Vietnam commitment but he and Bunting were unable to restrain the assertive Scherger, who represented Australia at talks in Honolulu in March and virtually ensured that Australia would offer a battalion. But the final decision was a matter for the Foreign Affairs and Defence (FAD) Committee of Cabinet, especially Menzies, who told his colleagues that Australia was ‘looking for a way in and not a way out’.348

			Tange did not become fully aware of the extent to which he had been excluded from influence on Vietnam policy until ten years later. In 1975, when advised that Evan Whitton was seeking information for an article in the National Times on the decision-making on Australia’s commitment to the Vietnam war, Tange had a list prepared of the relevant meetings of the Defence Committee. This confirmed his recollection, that there were no Defence Committee decisions on Vietnam between May 1964 and April 1965.349 In this exercise Tange discovered that, when the government was discussing an American request for assistance in Vietnam in December 1964, ministers received advice directly from the Chiefs of Staff Committee and its Chairman, Air Chief Marshal Sir Frederick Scherger. The Defence Committee (which, it will be recalled, included Tange and other civilian advisers as well as the military chiefs) met on 15 December but did not discuss Vietnam. The following day the Chiefs of Staff Committee did, and their advice went directly to the FAD Committee of Cabinet on the 17th. A detailed study of the involvement of External Affairs in the decision-making on Vietnam later concluded that this was the time when ministers effectively committed themselves to the involvement of Australian combat troops. It was also the culmination of a process by which Tange and his colleagues in External Affairs were excluded from policy influence on Vietnam, an exclusion that rankled in Tange’s mind for many years.350

			In later years, two contradictory myths arose concerning Tange and the Vietnam War. One asserted (or implied) that he was one of the ‘guilty men’ who had trapped Australia in a great folly.351 The other was that he had been sacked by Hasluck and exiled to India because he opposed the government’s policy on Vietnam.352 Neither was valid. The truth was less dramatic but in many ways sadder. He was effectively sidelined by Hasluck and therefore largely irrelevant to major policy questions during the year before his departure for India, which happened to be the year in which Australia took the decisions that culminated in the commitment of the first Australian battalion to Vietnam.

			The announcement that Tange and Plimsoll would change places came as a surprise to the media, some of whom had heard rumours that Tange might be destined for Washington.353 The coolness between Hasluck and Tange was well known, and the national newspaper recently established by the youthful Rupert Murdoch, the Australian, was often critical of Hasluck’s policies, administration and political style. Maxwell Newton of the Australian and Raymond Kerrison of the (Sydney) Mirror reported these and other diplomatic appointments in terms that implied that Hasluck was removing the most independent minds from the key posts. Ironically, Hasluck’s reputation was best protected by the public information officer whose services he rejected, the adept Woolcott, whose discussions with these and other journalists ensured that mildly critical articles were followed by congratulatory editorials. The Financial Review published a substantial account of ‘Davidson’s Kindergarten’, prompted by the fact that both Tange and Plimsoll had been members. There were few comments on Tange himself, beyond the recitation of his career appointments, but Herschel Hurst offered a brief pen-picture. Between noting that both Tange and Plimsoll were ‘top-flight diplomats’ and that Tange’s diplomatic reports had been described as ‘brilliant’, Hurst wrote:

			Sir Arthur Tange, 50, is a strongly built man of medium height. He is ultra conservative in his dress (mostly dark grey suits, Homburg hat) but wears his iron grey hair thick and long … He is a very shy, remote figure in Canberra—and in his office. It has been claimed that some Australian diplomats have reached counsellor level (one rank below ambassador) and that he has never met them personally.

			Another report noted that Tange, as High Commissioner in India, and Sir Allen Brown, as Deputy High Commissioner in London, would retain their First Division salaries of £8750, and thus be Australia’s most highly paid diplomats. Even Brown’s chief as High Commissioner in London, Sir Alexander Downer, was paid only £7209.

			Brilliant on paper, remote in person, well paid by public service standards, and perhaps being pushed aside by his minister—this was Tange’s public image, insofar as he had one, as he ended eleven years as head of department and took up his first appointment as head of a diplomatic mission.

			




		
			Chapter Nine 
The High Commissioner 
1965–69

			Tange spent the next five years—or, as he and other expatriates in India liked to put it, five summers—based in New Delhi as High Commissioner to India, also accredited as non-resident Ambassador to Nepal. For most of this time he had the air of a lion in a large, well-managed open-plains zoo. His environment was spacious, his living conditions were more than comfortable, but he was nonetheless in exile from his preferred habitat, the territory where he was the confident leader of a substantial pride. While he retained the entitlements of a First Division officer, he inevitably found a medium-sized diplomatic mission to be far smaller and more remote from the centre of power than a government department. He later claimed that he enjoyed these years as much as any in his career, but he spoke with a hint of defensiveness, as if he were justifying an extended holiday.

			His energy and drive found outlets not only in the traditional activities of a head of mission, but also in extensive travel in both India and Nepal, as well as in detailed management—at times almost obsessive micromanagement—of every aspect of the mission’s activities. He was able also to enjoy some of his favourite recreations. But he was too young to retire—he was 50 when he arrived in New Delhi—and considered himself too experienced and able to see out his career in diplomatic posts of less than the highest rank. He spent much of his term wondering if he would ever be offered a new position of the status to which he felt entitled. Then, in circumstances that mingled solemnity with farce, he was offered three high-level positions in rapid succession.

			The travelling diplomat

			The most important official guidance Tange received on the eve of his departure came not from Hasluck but from Menzies. In an interview on 15 April, Menzies indicated that he hoped for more positive support from India for Australia’s role in South-East Asia. A week earlier the Foreign Affairs and Defence Committee had decided to commit the first battalion of Australian combat troops to Vietnam but the announcement was still awaiting discussions with Washington and Saigon. Tange told Menzies that the best that could be expected from the Indians on this front was that they would continue their practice of saying as little as possible. They were both a little more optimistic of the chances of greater Indian support for Malaysia against Indonesian Confrontation. Menzies agreed with Tange’s suggestion that it would be advantageous to see Indian soldiers in non-combat roles. What was needed, in Menzies’ view, were ‘a few Indian flags’—a neat transposition to Confrontation of the American campaign for ‘more flags’ in Vietnam.354

			Little of this was achieved. Confrontation ended soon enough after Tange’s arrival for it not to be a major issue, but there was never any serious prospect of bridging the gulf between the Australian and Indian attitudes towards the Vietnam War. In New Delhi Tange established good relations, based on reciprocated respect, with a range of ministers and senior public servants. In 1966 he suggested that Australia and India start annual consultations between officials. The first such talks took place in 1967, when Plimsoll led an Australian team to New Delhi.355 But Tange never achieved a close rapport with Indira Gandhi, who became Prime Minister in 1966 and retained that position for fifteen of the next eighteen years. Tange was initially inclined to deprecate ‘the lady’, as he referred to her in the office, as it was clear that she was not a strong policy thinker. Many others similarly underestimated her at first, believing that the hierarchs of the Congress Party were manipulating Jawaharlal Nehru’s daughter for their own advantage. Tange’s staff, however, on the basis of close observation, decided that she was a shrewd politician, capable of outmanoeuvring even skilled opponents. Tange came around to that view and pressed it on the Australian government. He was instrumental in arranging Mrs Gandhi’s official visit to Australia in 1968, a success despite the two governments’ continuing differences over the Vietnam War. Nevertheless, he never forged a link sufficiently strong to overcome the political and personal tensions that had developed between her father and Menzies over many years.

			Tange spent less time than might have been expected dealing with the Prime Minister, the Foreign Minister and their respective officials. In the ideological climate of the mid-and late 1960s, he decided that India’s foreign office displayed ‘a Brahminical aloofness’ from the realities of Indian and international life.356 When, in the 1950s, he had pressed Casey and Menzies to demonstrate that Australia did not merely follow British and American leads but exercised an independent policy, especially sensitive to Asian concerns, he had India in mind as much as any Asian nation. Consequently he was vexed to see that Australia was still perceived as an American acolyte. To his intense and lasting chagrin Krishna Menon, the most prominent and influential leftist in the higher reaches of Indian policy-making, introduced Tange at a meeting of Indian lawyers by saying that they should beware of him for Australia was aligned with the United States. Not that Tange was unaware of an equal and opposite tendency in Australian foreign policy pronouncements. In a personal letter to Plimsoll in 1966 he criticised the constant reference in ministerial statements, especially those that emanated from a SEATO conference in Canberra, to ‘communist aggression’ and ‘free countries’.

			When Mr Hasluck took the present portfolio [he wrote), I remember that he began to eliminate the use of references to Communist aggressors and told the Department that people should be identified by their nationality and not by their ideology since ideologies did not press triggers. Has all this been abandoned? And surely it is unnecessarily provocative to talk about the ‘free’ world. Free from what?357

			The polarisation of the world into ideological camps, symbolised and exacerbated by the Vietnam War, offended Tange’s sense of how professionals should operate in the world of international politics.

			In New Delhi, therefore, rather than suffering the ‘fatuous ideological pronouncements of the foreign affairs community’, Tange spent more time than most heads of diplomatic missions observing parliamentary debates in the Lok Sabha and talking with politicians, heads of the economic departments and senior officers of the armed services. Moreover, as often as possible, Tange got away from New Delhi altogether. Menzies had encouraged him to do this, observing that it was particularly necessary for a Canberra resident, but Tange needed little persuasion. ‘The provincial cities and the rural districts,’ he later wrote, ‘were where Indians lived and worked in all their diversity. That is where India’s history became alive.’ His purpose, he always insisted, was to understand India. Relations between the central and state governments were closer in the Indian union than in the Australian federation, and state politicians could therefore speak knowledgeably, and often more candidly than their counterparts in New Delhi, on national politics.358

			Much of Tange’s energy, both in the capital and while travelling around the country, was devoted to improving Australia’s reputation, especially on matters with racial implications. As he noted in his diary early in his term:

			The popular impression of Australia is not good. The assumption of a racial bigotry, and allusion to similarity with African whites, come out too often for comfort. There is a battle to be won on this before we get emotional warmth into relations and … before reason will put India in support of Australia’s policies and interests.359

			Amendments to Australian immigration policy and signs of progress towards self-government in Papua New Guinea—issues on which Tange had long been exerting pressure in Canberra—made his task easier, but these remained sensitive issues, always at the front of Indian concerns.

			These were also years of acute grain shortage in India. Having been involved in a major review of aid policy, Tange was well placed to ensure that Australia gave a warmly appreciated donation of wheat at a critical time. He had little sympathy, however, for the view pressed by some Indians that it was Australia’s duty, as a nation with a surplus of grain, to donate some of that surplus to the impoverished Indians. His favourite line was to say that Australia had a surplus of wheat in the same way that Switzerland had a surplus of watches or Germany had of Mercedes-Benz cars. It was, in other words, a commodity that Australia produced for export trade, not an item that the Indians should expect to receive gratis. Tange took a close interest in what became known as ‘the green revolution’, correctly surmising that this would be the real answer to India’s food shortages.

			Tange also observed, within the first year of his term as High Commissioner, that he ‘had met many Indians who had an undefined concept of India, Japan and Australia working together for their common good, but that few people seemed to know where to go next’.360 The idea that India, Japan and Australia might establish some form of coalition had its supporters in the mid-1960s but never seemed close to fruition. Apart from a shared suspicion of Chinese expansionism, the three had too little in common. Australia was a committed military ally of the United States; Japan was also an ally but constitutionally restrained from military action; while India wished to preserve both its leadership of the ‘non-aligned’ bloc and its close relationship with the Soviet Union.

			Serious concerns about the state of India were not, it must be said, Tange’s only motives in his constant travel around India. He clearly loved the manner and style in which a head of mission travelled in India. There were more than a few echoes of the raj in the ways in which his journeys were prepared and conducted. A procession of cars would set out from the High Commission, with Tange and—whenever he could get the necessary permission from Hasluck—Marjorie in the lead car. Shafiq Mohammed Ali, the chief servant at the residence, would ensure that suitable provisions were made for meals en route, including linen tablecloths and ambassadorial silverware. Travels to Nepal and Bhutan were conducted with less pomp and circumstance as visiting the ancient kingdoms was like travelling back to feudal times. The difficulties were none the less cheerfully endured for they brought their own rewards of traveller’s tales.

			Travels on business—visiting aid projects, meeting politicians and officials, giving speeches on Australia and Australian policies—frequently included invitations to engage in hunting, shooting and fishing, traditional English sports which the Indians retained even as they became less fashionable in the former imperial homeland. Tange greatly enjoyed these sports and all that went with them, cheerfully wearing a colourful turban while riding an elephant. A photograph showing him with a brace of birds shot on one expedition was pinned to a kitchen cupboard for years in his retirement. He was not a great shot, expending many rounds for relatively few kills, but was stimulated by the experience. Tange was also able to share these sports with friends and guests, including Lord Carrington, who stayed with the Tanges rather than at the British High Commissioner’s residence and displayed his own skills as a shot on a visit to the Punjab. Tange combined two of his favourite activities, fishing and writing, to produce an essay entitled ‘On Trout Fishing in Kashmir’, which discussed the practicalities of the local sport with an evocative description of the ambience.361 From this time forward, trout fishing would be his favourite recreation, in India and after his return to Australia.

			In addition to the cables and memoranda that formed the staple diet of diplomatic correspondence, heads of Australian diplomatic missions in the 1960s still spent time and effort on writing formal despatches to Canberra. Presented in a form derived from the days of Castlereagh and Metternich, these despatches were intended to display the author’s mastery of substance and elegance of style on a major topic. Tange was increasingly dubious of the relevance of these formal despatches to Australian policy-making in the twentieth century, knowing that officers in Canberra saw them as irrelevant distractions from the pressing concerns of the daily ‘in-tray’. The practice was greatly reduced from the 1970s onwards. It was therefore ironic that in January 1970, at the end of his term in India, he was the author of a trilogy of despatches, which remained respected for decades afterwards as invaluable guides to India and Indian-Australian relations. Their topics were ‘India and Indians in the 1970s’, ‘India’s International Relations’ and ‘What Australia Can Expect from India’.362

			The overall theme was characteristic of Tange’s hard-nosed realism, a counterweight to those who succumbed to the romance of the Orient or a naive desire to uphold India as the democratic exemplar for Asia, the alternative to Chinese-style communism. In the last despatch of the trilogy he wrote:

			Australia should treat India as India treats others, realistically and without sentiment, weighing the advantages to us of co-operating or not co-operating … We should avoid sentimentality and not allow Indians—who are quick-minded bargainers—to use us.

			Throughout the twentieth century, the Australian-Indian relationship was a story of unmet expectations and false dawns. Since the days of Alfred Deakin, Australian leaders had seen enormous potential in the relationship but those hopes had never come to fruition. Ideological differences over decolonisation, the Cold War and the extent of state planning in economic policy were exacerbated by the personal animosity between the two long-serving Prime Ministers, Robert Menzies and Jawaharlal Nehru. Tange believed that Menzies and senior officials in the Prime Minister’s Department, including John Bunting, interpreted the history of Britain and the Commonwealth in a way that made it impossible to understand Indian perceptions. They did not seem to understand, for example, that India’s approach to South African apartheid, the issue that dominated Commonwealth affairs in the early 1960s, was profoundly affected by the fact that the architect of Indian independence, Mahatma Gandhi, had begun his career as a lawyer in South Africa. Australians like Menzies and Bunting, he reflected, knew too little history—or knew the wrong history, one that celebrated the triumphs of British imperialism rather than the bases of Asian nationalism.363 Tange was one of a series of particularly senior diplomats posted to the Australian mission in New Delhi, a token of Australia’s desire to realise the potential in the relationship. He was little more successful than the others but he could at least analyse the relationship and explain its strengths and weaknesses with insights that long remained pertinent.

			Visits to Vietnam

			During his time in India Tange made two visits to Vietnam, in August 1967 and September 1969, in order to make an independent assessment of the war, of Australia’s contribution and of the adequacy of Australian political and military reporting. In 1967 he offered a coolly objective appraisal of the conflict to which Australia was deeply committed, to which India was equally deeply opposed, and which was provoking deep divisions in Australian politics and society. On the military performance, he thought that Australia’s defence machinery and armed services had taken far too long to despatch and equip a tiny force. ‘It would be alarming to think,’ he reported to Plimsoll, ‘that this is the best we can do—and our quickest reaction—in the event of a more direct threat to Australian security.’ Privately, he said of Vietnam, as of other manifestations of Australian military performance, ‘the Australian public deserves better’.364

			By contrast, Tange was particularly impressed by the ability of the American generals to express themselves and to discuss broad political and strategic issues as well as more narrowly operational questions. They were, he said, ‘educated men as well as fighting men’, an impression that strongly influenced his approach in the 1970s towards the education of Australia’s officer cadets. But while Tange admired the ability of the American generals to think in broad strategic terms and to articulate their views persuasively, he also saw it as a major challenge to Australian policy-makers. Australians, he said, should not be easily persuaded by American enthusiasm. Were they winning? He told Plimsoll that:

			frankly, I don’t know where the truth lies. We simply have to remain sceptical. And perhaps this contains some lessons for the way Australia assesses Vietnam, determines our policy there, and runs our Mission there. I would counsel the creation of an analytical and self-critical approach (not a negative one) because the American effort combined with American enthusiasm in justifying what they are doing may swamp our better judgment. We must do everything we can to form independent conclusions … 365

			These views were of little or no immediate significance in Australia’s conduct of the war, but pointed to a longstanding theme in his attitude to the American alliance and a central concern in his subsequent administration of Australia’s defence machinery.

			By 1969 the United States was beginning to withdraw some of its forces from Vietnam but was still assuring its allies of its continued interest in South-East Asia. Britain, by contrast, was accelerating the withdrawal of its military from the whole region ‘east of Suez’. Tange, as noted earlier, had been involved in the negotiations in 1950 when the British had objected strongly to their exclusion from the security treaty that linked Australia and New Zealand with the United States. Tange now commented in his diary:

			It is interesting now to reflect, twenty years later, that ANZUS stands as a worthwhile contract between the US and Australia to share [the] defence burden in the Pacific/South East Asian region. And Britain, with all its concern of 20 years ago … has no special influence in India. She is withdrawing from Asia. What remains are China, South-East Asia, Australia—and ANZUS.366

			The Vietnam visits thus brought out the two strands of Tange’s attitude to the American alliance that would be highly influential in the 1970s. On the one hand Australia’s security was enormously strengthened by the ANZUS relationship. But this did not mean that Australian policy-makers should uncritically accept every assessment or piece of advice that emanated from Washington. Australians had to make their own independent assessments and manage the alliance relationship on the basis of that judgment

			The head of mission

			In New Delhi Tange’s personality and style, especially his unforgiving insistence on the highest professional standards, were only magnified by being confined within the scope of a moderately sized diplomatic mission.367 At first he was constantly arriving at his office with a list of ideas, wanting papers prepared on each of several topics and having to be reminded that a staff of four diplomats (one at each of the levels of counsellor, first secretary, second secretary and third secretary) simply could not cope with them all. Having issued orders to the gardeners at the residence in the morning, he was horrified to return at midday to find them enjoying their customary post-lunch rest. He set about driving virtually every aspect of the mission’s activities, from strategic policy assessments to the colours of furniture in the staff housing. (On this last topic, some of his staff thought that his ideas owed something to a desire to emulate the Sydney offices of his old friend Nugget Coombs, now Governor of the Reserve Bank. Orange cushions might have worked there, they thought, but fitted less well into the cool blues and greens appropriate for New Delhi.) He closely supervised the design of a new chancery building, opened during his time, and made adjustments to the High Commissioner’s residence, to the chagrin of Walter Crocker who had been responsible for the previous design. By the end of his term, the High Commission was regarded as having one of the best gardens in New Delhi, a reflection of the active and informed interest of both Arthur and Marjorie.

			Having made some adjustments to his new environment, he settled into driving his new machine as hard as possible. Of his staff, several came to admire his professionalism and energy. They accepted his critiques of their drafts as ruthless but beneficial. Many noted his emphasis on ensuring that reports always pointed to the implications for Australian policy. They were not reporting on Indian affairs as a matter of academic interest, he repeatedly reminded them, but in order to help Australian ministers to do their job. They also respected his political sense. His insistence that the mission closely monitor developments in the Lok Sabha meant that the Australians were among the first to predict that the Congress Party was about to suffer its historic split. His toughness on people, they later testified, was his way of testing the quality of their work. Those who stood their ground and argued their case with adequate evidence would be respected; those who folded under his initial criticisms would not recover ground. His probity was beyond question and touches like using his own stamps for private correspondence earned respect.

			Tim McDonald, instructed even before his arrival in New Delhi as second secretary to organise Tange’s first visit to Nepal, was terrified at the prospect, but discovered an unsuspected side to his notoriously severe chief. On the road he found Tange was charming and friendly. Back in New Delhi, Tim and his wife Gillian were invited to spend Sunday evenings with Arthur and Marjorie, which proved relaxed and enjoyable. But on Monday morning the personal rapport would be ‘put back in the cupboard’ and Tange’s office persona—demanding, dominating, driving—would again be the only side evident.

			The High Commission staff included vehement critics of Tange’s style, and even staunch admirers of Tange’s professionalism and insistence on excellence conceded that there were times when he went too far. His assertion of his own prerogatives, the importance of his time, and the priority to be given to his demands became wearing. The office telephone system included buzzers for internal communication; no-one. the mission’s staff found, could communicate his personality through a buzzer more unmistakably than Tange. His meticulous attention to protocol and procedures at diplomatic dinner parties could become stifling. (His generosity was not questioned. Tange noted on one occasion that a leading Indian politician stumbled out of a High Commission function asserting that he had only ever drunk two things: mother’s milk and Scotch whisky.368) One of his subordinates, who knew that Tange had criticised his Australian accent as unsuitable for a diplomatic representative, thought him highly class-conscious, but the same officer admitted that Tange’s confidential assessments of character and personality were remarkably perceptive.369

			Tange’s attitude towards the service attachés was particularly noticeable and, in the light of his later career, noteworthy. On the Defence Committee Tange had been critical of the attitude of the services towards these positions. Too often, he believed with good cause, they were allocated to officers who were thought to deserve a pre-retirement reward or to have the social skills appropriate for diplomatic cocktail parties. Tange believed they should be treated as important parts of the system providing information and advice to Canberra on defence policy. The service attachés in New Delhi were heavily criticised for what he regarded as naive, inept and inadequate contributions to policy discussions.

			India also offered a corrective to the idea that Tange was incorrigibly old-fashioned in his attitude to women. Tim McDonald’s wife Gillian—a diplomatic cadet, the first woman cadet for some years, who had been obliged to resign on marrying her fellow cadet—travelled often with the Tanges and saw no prejudice on Arthurs part. Moreover, she noted that Tange displayed a healthy respect, without any gender-based condescension, for the numerous outstanding Indian women in government and academia, one of whom he sponsored to visit Australia under the department’s Special Visitors Program.370

			Ministerial and other visitors from Australia, often an occupational hazard for heads of diplomatic missions, were treated with appropriate care. As noted in Chapter 6, Tange knew that John McEwen could be an uncomfortable visitor, who particularly resented ambassadors who, without consultation, organised dinners or cocktail parties in his honour. Tange was therefore solicitous when McEwen visited India, especially on the second such occasion in 1968. McEwen accepted his invitation to stay at the residence, where the Tanges took particular care to give him both the support and the freedom that he required. The letter of thanks that McEwen wrote afterwards expressed more than conventional gratitude and Tange was proud and relieved to have earned it.371 Visits by the Caseys on their annual pilgrimage to the House of Lords in London generated less tension, but the staff at the mission knew that nothing was to take priority over their comfort and care as long as the visit lasted. Some thought this a snobbish affectation on Tange’s part but few knew of the almost filial rapport they had developed as minister and departmental secretary.

			Filial rapport was not always predominant when Chris and Jenny Tange visited their parents at the High Commission. When Arthur went to New-Delhi, Jenny was starting a three-year course in kindergarten teaching in Sydney. As she liked to put it, she did not leave home, it left her. In her third year she told her father that she wanted to withdraw from the course and pursue her love of pottery. Arthur sternly replied that, while she could take up pottery, she must finish her course first. She did, and remained grateful for advice that allowed her to pursue the career that had attracted her since attending the kindergarten in Washington in 1953, while maintaining pottery as a hobby. Chris’s tertiary education was less successful. When visiting New Delhi he had to tell his father that his results were such that he had been excluded from his Arts-Law course at the Australian National University. Arthur was far from pleased but he helped Chris to make the contacts that allowed him to start a career in business. By the end of the decade he was part of the Australian expatriate business community in Hong Kong. In both New Delhi and Canberra, External Affairs colleagues saw enough of Arthur’s reactions to generate critical stories. Some said that he was too hard on both children, others that he came down heavily on Chris while favouring Jenny. This alleged harshness towards his own children contributed substantially to Tange’s reputation in Canberra as a bully. Nevertheless, it did not reflect the feelings of the supposed victims, who felt that their father had been stern but fair, giving helpful support and sound advice even when critical of signs of failure or weakness.

			As Secretary, Tange had had to send instructions to ambassadors and to handle their complaints about the failings of the department in Canberra. Now he was one of the ambassadors, conscious of being overseen by his immediate predecessor in New Delhi, a notably successful High Commissioner. Those close to him noted a wry smile around Tange’s lips as he observed Plimsoll encountering some difficulty when he came to New Delhi for the official talks or to chair a regional heads of mission conference. As the years passed, Tange became increasingly abrasive in finding fault with administrative instructions from Canberra. By 1969 he was sending a stream of long memoranda and letters to Plimsoll and the senior officer in charge of administration, Keith Brennan, recounting in great detail the sins of omission and commission that he detected in the department’s management. At one point Tange averred that he—famous, when Secretary, for his insistence on strict observance of security requirements—had directly contravened a security instruction that he thought was unworkable. He noted that he would be in Canberra on leave and consultations in August 1969, and suggested combatively that he would welcome any discussion that Plimsoll cared to have.372

			At stake was more than an element of rivalry between two men whose careers had followed similar paths. Tange was well informed of the deteriorating position of the department. To the surprise of the many admirers of his abilities as an ambassador, Plimsoll was proving remarkably unsuccessful as the permanent head. He was, moreover, facing enormous difficulties as Hasluck continued to bewilder and frustrate the officials in External Affairs, issuing critiques on administrative minutiae while refusing to give clear leads on policy. As Keith Shann wrote to Tange just a year after Plimsoll’s arrival:

			Your Department, old Arthur, is a mess. Jim does not permit others to see the minister [who] is, to say the least, not interested in having a decent Department. Most of the younger officers feel completely adrift and unimportant, and I suspect we may soon lose a lot of very good people.373

			Shann noted that, in the six weeks since completing an exceptionally important and eventful term in Jakarta, he had seen neither the Prime Minister (Harold Holt), his minister (Hasluck), nor the secretary (Plimsoll). From a distance Tange grieved over the declining fortunes of the department he had done so much to develop and sent detailed recommendations on the steps that he believed his successor ought to take.

			Career bargaining—offers rejected and accepted

			As the years passed, Tange wondered whether his appointment to India would prove to be the start of a virtually permanent exile until August 1974, when he would turn 60, the earliest age at which he could claim his superannuation benefits. Despite his anxieties on this score, he played a tough poker game with his future career as the stake, insisting that the government find him a post appropriate for a former Secretary of External Affairs while scorning offers that he considered unworthy.

			The first hand of career poker was played in March 1968, as Tange approached the completion of three years in New Delhi. On Hasluck’s instructions, Plimsoll invited Tange’s reactions to a number of ‘major posts’ that were likely to become vacant, including Paris, Bonn, Moscow and the Mission to the United Nations in New York. Tokyo, Plimsoll noted, was not likely to be an option. The embassy in Paris might soon see a major increase in economic work as the government was considering another attempt to join the OECD, but there was a possibility of a non-career appointment there.374

			Tange replied first with a tart handwritten note to Plimsoll, asserting that some of the posts named were, in his view, far from ‘major’, and that ‘I would prefer to move out of EA or a genuine retirement from the Service to a disguised one’. He hoped that, when he accompanied Mrs Gandhi on her official visit to Australia later in the year, he might discuss the options with the Public Service Board and perhaps the Prime Minister.375 Two weeks later he sent a longer letter to Hasluck. thanking him for raising the matter because he wanted the government to consider ‘how it wishes to use my services in the next six years’, before he turned 60. He doubted that his or Marjorie’s health would stand more than two further years in New Delhi, so the government would have to find him another post ‘at home or abroad’ for the remaining four years. Tange told Hasluck bluntly that, in his view, the only overseas positions comparable with that of Secretary of External Affairs were those of Ambassador in Washington and High Commissioner in London. He had ‘hoped to see the day’ when he would be offered one or other of these, adding pointedly that ‘one of my subordinates’ had been appointed to Washington. The posting of Waller, after Menzies had vetoed Tange for the post, still rankled.

			Tange ruled out, as insufficiently important, Bonn, Moscow and New York (unless, in the latter case, Australia had been elected to the Security Council). Paris, he conceded, was an important post, but he doubted that he could bring his spoken French to the necessary standard. He said that he would prefer to stay in India for another two years, rather than moving immediately to either Paris or New York.376

			During Mrs Gandhi’s Australian visit in June, Tange discussed his future with Hasluck but not, it appears, with the new Prime Minister, John Gorton. Hasluck’s only response was to say that he thought Tange was doing a good job in India, that he had wanted to be sure that Tange did not want Paris, and that he did not expect still to be the minister in two years’ time.377 (Although no hint was yet public, the discussions were already in train that would lead to Hasluck’s appointment as Governor-General early in 1969.) There the matter rested for the remainder of the year.

			As Tange and Hasluck played their respective cards in this game of career poker, there was a silent player whose presence was only tacitly acknowledged. At the end of his appointment as Secretary of the Prime Minister’s Department, where Tange had seen him as both First Division colleague and departmental rival, Allen Brown had accepted the position of Deputy High Commissioner in London. Tange could not therefore argue, as he clearly believed, that this post was too lowly for a First Division officer to accept. He could only contend, with much less credibility, that it was beneath the level appropriate for a former Secretary of External Affairs. Privately, he felt that Brown had sold the pass for First Division officers by accepting the deputy’s post. From London, Brown was cross-posted as Ambassador in Tokyo. This set a precedent that Tange was prepared to accept.

			Tange’s concern over the position to which he might be appointed was not based on salary differentials, for he had been assured that he would receive a First Division officer’s salary wherever he was. On this score, therefore, his concern was only to ensure that any increases in First Division salaries were promptly passed on to him. In January 1969 he reminded Jim McIntyre, then Acting Secretary, that the government had recently legislated such an increase. He wanted to know when his salary would be raised and by how much. As he rightly told McIntyre, ‘I don’t joke about salaries … [P]lease be assured that I will insist on my salary contract being honoured—promptly.’378 McIntyre wrote within a week to say that the paperwork was under way to raise the salaries of the three First Division officers posted overseas—Tange, Brown and Edwin Hicks—from $17 500 to $22 750.379

			Two months later Plimsoll, in New Delhi for the heads of mission conference, put another proposal before Tange, this time on behalf of Gordon Freeth, Hasluck’s newly appointed successor as minister. (Although Freeth wrote cordially to ‘My dear Arthur’ to advise him of this discussion, there was no sign that either recalled their having been contemporaries on the rugby fields of the University of Western Australia.380) Plimsoll showed Tange the terms of a proposal to raise the position of Senior External Affairs Officer in London to that of Deputy High Commissioner, equal in status to the existing position of that title. The person appointed would report to External Affairs but send copies of political reports to the Secretary of the Prime Minister’s Department. (At this time the High Commissioner and the Deputy both reported to the Prime Minister’s Department, as the High Commission remained the only diplomatic mission responsible to that department rather than to External Affairs.)

			Tange had little hesitation in rejecting this awkward proposal. He told Freeth that the position was essentially that to which he had appointed subordinates when Secretary. The new title might open some more doors, but contact with ministers of the government would still be the prerogative of the High Commissioner only. He would thus have less access to his own minister and to the ministers of his host government than any Australian ambassador or high commissioner. Tange repeated to Freeth what he had told Hasluck of his desire to be appointed to Washington or London—in the senior position, not an artificially created deputy’s role. On this occasion, however, he added that he was ‘most interested’ in Japan and that his economic experience might be considered relevant when Tokyo became available. In the meantime, he would continue to serve in India.381 On his return to Canberra, Plimsoll wrote to say that Freeth ‘seemed to find [Tange’s attitude] reasonable’ and that Gorton accepted ‘that you should not be pressed to go to London’.382

			A few weeks later Tange told Plimsoll of a curious variation of this rejected theme. Casey, once again staying with the Tanges en route to the House of Lords, showed Tange a letter he had written in April, as one of his last acts as Governor-General. Casey, too, had proposed the creation of the position of Deputy High Commissioner (External Affairs) in London, but with access to British ministers and the right to withhold information from the High Commissioner, even being physically separate from Australia House. As Tange observed to Plimsoll, this was essentially a reversion to the position that Casey himself had enjoyed in the 1920s, when he was ‘liaison officer’ between the Australian Prime Minister and the British Cabinet Office, operating independently of the High Commissioner and the loose congeries of departmental offices in Australia House. Tange told Casey that his proposal would be a retrograde step, provoking division and resentment when Australia needed more coordination of its representation in London. Such co-ordination would never be achieved, Tange insisted, until the administration of Australia House was removed from the Prime Minister’s Department and handed to External Affairs.383

			Tange’s dismay over this proposal was heightened by the fact that Casey had made it to Lenox Hewitt. Although seen by many of his fellow senior public servants as a brusque and abrasive outsider, Hewitt was highly regarded by Gorton. By contrast, within days of his appointment in January 1968 Gorton had confirmed his view that ‘the mandarins saw themselves as partners and not subordinates in government, and … were “useless” when it came to taking decisive action’.384 Earlier, when responsible for education, he had appointed Hewitt as Chair of the Australian Universities Commission. One of his first actions on reaching The Lodge was to make Hewitt Secretary of the Prime Minister’s Department. In what many regarded as a demotion, Bunting was transferred to become Secretary of the newly created Department of the Cabinet Office. These appointments caused deep dismay in the upper ranks of the public service. Tange therefore entreated Casey not to pursue his idea further with Hewitt, as the ever well-intentioned Casey had proposed. The last thing Tange wanted was to increase the influence of any Secretary of the Prime Minister’s Department, and most especially Hewitt, on senior diplomatic appointments and his own career.

			In the following months the statements and actions of Gorton and Hewitt suggested that they intended to run Australian foreign and defence policy as a duumvirate, largely excluding both the External Affairs and Defence ministers and departments. Tange was also aware of critical comments on the diplomatic performance of both men on sensitive international issues. Tange was probably lucky that he was overseas when Gorton and Hewitt came to office and was therefore not directly associated with the acrimony aroused among senior public servants by the appointment of Hewitt and the reduction in Bunting’s influence. He did not think that Gorton bore him any lasting grudge from their clash in the early 1960s, when they had been respectively Secretary and Minister Assisting in External Affairs, but he certainly had no reason to expect preferment at his hands.

			It was typically unpredictable of Gorton, therefore, to invite Tange to Sunday midday drinks at The Lodge in August 1969, while Tange was in Canberra on leave and consultations, to greet him warmly and to startle him by asking if he was ‘ready to move’ to Washington. It emerged that Gorton thought that Gordon Freeth had offered Tange the Washington embassy in a meeting with Tange a few days earlier, but Freeth had been summoned to meet the Prime Minister just as he was about to tell Tange of the proposal. Once the confusion had been resolved, Tange assured Gorton that he was indeed ready and eager to go to Washington.385 Tange had declined positions of the level that other former Secretaries of External Affairs, before and after his time, would accept. (Hodgson, for example, had gone to Paris and Pretoria, Burton to Colombo, Watt to Singapore and Bonn as well as Tokyo; Plimsoll would later go to Moscow and Brussels as well as Washington.) But he had held his nerve and his opinion of his own value in the poker game and had won the richest prize in Australian diplomacy.

			Over the following weeks, although Canberra did not seek formal agrément for the appointment, Tange and Waller exchanged letters discussing the minutiae of the ambassador’s post in Washington, as did Marjorie Tange and Alison Waller.386 Then, as Tange later recalled:

			Early on 21st November 1969 as I was dressing for the day, the Residence Head Bearer/Major Domo (Shafiq Mohammed Ali) ascended the stairs in an excited state crying: ‘Sahib! Sahib! There is a man on telephone from Australia wanting to speak to Sahib and I am telling him it is not right time and please go away but he is angry man. I am not knowing his name because telephone is not good—something like “Gorton”.387

			With shaving cream still on his face, Tange ran for the telephone, mollified his Prime Minister, and was told that the Secretary of the Department of Defence, Sir Henry Bland, had resigned unexpectedly because of his wife’s health. The Minister for Defence, Malcolm Fraser, wanted Tange as his replacement and Gorton was prepared to support this move, if Tange preferred it to Washington.

			Four days later, as if in an episode of Yes Minister, a further element of farce was added. He was telephoned by William McMahon, whom Gorton had appointed to External Affairs. McMahon told Tange that he had decided to move Plimsoll on and wanted Tange to return to his former position in External Affairs. It became embarrassingly evident that McMahon, Gorton’s bitter rival, knew nothing of the Gorton-Fraser offer of Defence. Tange thus had the choice of the three most important official positions in Australian foreign and defence policy. His first reaction was to return to his former position in External Affairs but he soon realised that this would be unwise. Influenced partly by Marjorie’s preference for a return to Canberra over another diplomatic posting, and partly by his own inclination to head a department rather than a mission, he chose Defence.

			Rescuing External Affairs: Advice to McMahon

			The farce—or, more kindly, the unorthodox handling of senior appointments—had not ended. After a few days of being laid low by ‘one of India’s plentiful diseases’, Tange wrote to McMahon, courteously explaining why he had accepted Gorton’s offer. He also asked to speak to McMahon, on his return to Canberra, about the state of External Affairs, ‘a body of men [sic] most of whom are able but frustrated and in low morale’. Tange told McMahon that ‘External Affairs is very sick. But it would not take much to put it right’, starting with one or two basic decisions by the minister.388 He was startled to receive within a week a personal telegram—through open, public channels, without benefit of cypher or official security—asking for Tange’s immediate recommendations. It was signed ‘Bill McMahon’.389

			In response to this unorthodox request, Tange sent a letter of four, closely typed foolscap pages, with a handwritten attachment.390 On policy, he said that External Affairs was doing too few long-range assessments of the international situation, relying too much on Defence and its periodic strategic surveys. This, he said, meant that Australia’s policies were too shaped by military concerns. Australia should be looking to develop its economic, political and diplomatic relations with Asia, acting in concert with departments like Trade and the Treasury. (Some of the obstacles to cooperation with Trade, he said, had ‘a foreseeable end’—presumably a reference to potential changes in both minister and permanent head.) Within External Affairs policy planning was currently handled by ‘a garrulous ass’ who, as he conceded disarmingly, was ‘one of my promotion mistakes some years ago’. Tange related Dean Rusk’s advice to Barwick in the early 1960s that discussions between policy planning officers would be a productive way in which Australia could be forewarned of possible changes in American policy. He also recorded Hasluck’s suppression of this role, on the grounds that it went beyond the proper role of public servants. It was, Tange urged McMahon, essential to have this work done by ‘a very carefully chosen man’. In looking for allies and regional partners, Australia needed to assess where countries like Japan, China and the United States would be in fifteen years. Tange also observed that Australian policy-makers did not give enough critical examination to the American assessments and opinions ‘that saturate External Affairs and Defence’. More attention should be given to ‘Australian assessments of the Americans’.

			Turning to the operations and morale of the External Affairs service, Tange denounced Hasluck for crushing the enthusiasm of departmental officers. ‘Men who for years had been encouraged to apply intelligence and freshness of thought to problems … found themselves shut off, discouraged from expressing themselves and frequently rebuked’. Hasluck seemed more concerned at the presentation of submissions than on the substance of policy. Good quality men (Tange was consistently unreformed in his references to gender) were seeking to be posted abroad or to leave the service altogether. Freeth had made some improvements in his few months in office, but External Affairs fell far short of having the minister, the department and its ambassadors acting ‘as a solid unit with complete trust and complete intercommunication’. Tange attributed this not only to Hasluck’s influence but also to the inadequacies of management and decision-making at departmental level. Plimsoll as Secretary and McIntyre as Deputy Secretary, he said, ‘supplement each other’s weaknesses’.

			As McMahon had already told him that he intended to remove Plimsoll, Tange attached to the typed letter an analysis—handwritten, so that it would not be seen by even a confidential steno-secretary—of the leading contenders to replace him. The ruthless assessments were based on the implicit criteria of perceptive innovation in policy and strength in administration, both within the department and in the interdepartmental ‘hurly-burly’. Respect within the department was valued above popularity. One officer was said to have a ‘fine wife’; another was disparaged as ‘indecisive and henpecked’. Tange’s firm conclusion was that Waller was ‘the only top quality man with indisputable capacity to be a good Sec. of E.A.’. Shann would be a good permanent head in a number of other departments and should not be ruled out for External Affairs, where he would certainly make a better Deputy Secretary than any other contender. Others were given equivocal assessments, described as better on policy than administration, or summarily dismissed.

			Within months, Waller and Shann were appointed Secretary and Deputy Secretary respectively. Waller was conveniently due to return from Washington and McMahon was probably already aware of his abilities, but he had done nothing to push Tange in that direction. It seems likely that the decision owed much to Tange’s advice, at least as valued and independent confirmation. During the early 1970s the Waller—Shann duumvirate did much to restore the efficiency and morale of the department. Tange’s advice to McMahon might be regarded as his last significant contribution to External Affairs.

			A couple of further sequels, not without ironies, to this story should be noted. In 1970 McMahon, a minister little respected by either his Prime Minister or the officials in External Affairs, nevertheless achieved two of the department’s longstanding ambitions. The department’s name was changed to Foreign Affairs and it was given administrative control of Australian—British relations, so that both Australia House in London and the British High Commissioner in Canberra dealt with Foreign Affairs, instead of the Prime Minister’s Department. Meanwhile, the appointment as ambassador in Tokyo, which Tange had told Freeth he was willing to accept, went to Freeth himself, who lost his House of Representatives seat in the October 1969 elections.

			In January 1970, when Tange left New Delhi to take on his new responsibilities, the mission’s Australia-based staff held what many remembered as one of the biggest parties of their official careers. They drank to celebrate emancipation from their hard-driving chief and his peremptory buzzer. Some felt unalloyed pleasure and relief but others recognised that they had learned much from an extraordinarily gifted, as well as highly demanding, head of mission. At the formal farewell by the locally engaged staff one member of the Untouchable caste broke down while thanking Marjorie for her ministrations when he had been injured. The loyal and long-serving Shafiq was utterly distraught at losing his Sahib. Australians and Indians alike knew that they had served under a head of mission of unique qualities.

			




		
			Chapter Ten 
The New Secretary of Defence: Working With Fraser, Gorton And McMahon 
1970–72

			When he returned to Canberra in early 1970, Tange was 55, giving him just under ten years before he reached the compulsory retirement age. He would spend that decade as Secretary of the Defence Department, the focal point of major reforms which would cause him to be remembered—with admiration and respect in some quarters, and vigorously different sentiments in others—for years to come.

			Defence in 1970: Tange’s inheritance

			From the start, Tange had no doubt that Defence was in need of major reforms. As he passed through several Asian capitals en route to Australia, making special defence-oriented visits to Jakarta and Tokyo (and a private visit to Hong Kong, where Chris was working), he told some of his former External Affairs colleagues that he was expected to ‘sort out the generals’,391 but he had more than the uniformed sections of Defence in his sights. As Tange saw it, Defence and its associated departments (Navy, Army, Air and Supply) had done far too little to adjust themselves to the demands of the post-1945 world. In both strategic thinking and organisation he believed, with good reason, that he was inheriting the product of decades of inertia, inaction and inadequacy on the part of successive prime ministers, ministers for defence and secretaries of the Defence Department.

			Since the early 1950s the Australian government had been committed to a strategy of ‘forward defence’. In practice, this meant that in the 1950s and 1960s Australia committed relatively small forces (by the standards of the world war commitments) to British-led or American-led coalitions in conflicts in Korea and South-East Asia. Tange’s attempts in 1959 to encourage the government to prepare for a greater degree of military independence and self-reliance had changed little. The government continued to insist that nothing must be said or done which the electorate might regard as weakening Australia’s links with the countries that Menzies famously called ‘our great and powerful friends’. Nothing, it was said, must be allowed to ‘downgrade ANZUS’.

			In this context, advice to the government on strategic policy was weak, ill-coordinated, and dominated by the three armed services. This was institutionalised in the organisation of the Defence group of departments. Separate departments of Navy, Army and Air had been formed to cope with the mass mobilisation of the 1939–45 war, while the portfolio of Defence (for a time known as Defence Co-ordination) was held by the wartime Prime Ministers, Robert Menzies and John Curtin. The Secretary of the Defence Department, Frederick (from 1943, Sir Frederick) Shedden was also Secretary of the War Cabinet (but not the Full Cabinet). Defence was thus essentially an instrument for the Prime Minister to retain control of higher strategy, without becoming immersed in the administration of the three services, each of which was fighting separate campaigns in different theatres of conflict. During the most critical period of the war, the principal strategic issues were handled by the Prime Minister’s War Conference, the ad hoc body comprising Curtin, Shedden and the flamboyant American commander of the allies’ South-West Pacific Area Command, General Douglas MacArthur. The Prime Minister was thus advised by an Australian civilian and an American general, while the senior Australian military officers, headed by General Sir Thomas Blamey, were largely excluded.

			After the war, the separate single-service departments continued to exist long after the massive wartime forces had been demobilised. Shedden, when not indulging in recollections of his association with MacArthur and other wartime leaders, concentrated on the development of what he liked to call ‘the higher defence machinery’, partly designed to exercise coordination and control of strategic policy. But Shedden showed little desire or capacity for developing new strategic ideas for the post-1945 world. Such thinking as did emerge on strategic policy came largely from the services and especially the Chiefs of Staff (as the uniformed heads were called), either individually or through the Chiefs of Staff Committee. Their views were dominated by the concerns and aspirations of their respective services.

			The combat elements from the three services that were committed to Cold War conflicts in Asia in the 1950s and 1960s were each generally required to work closely with British or American units of the corresponding service, having relatively little interaction with the other two Australian services. In Korea, Malaya and Borneo Australian Army units formed part of British Commonwealth forces. The first Australian battalion committed to Vietnam came under the direct command of an American brigade. Later, as the Australian force grew to the size of a task force (three battalions with supporting elements), it came under the more distant control of an American field force command. The RAN and RAAF did provide some direct support to the task force, principally in transport of personnel and matériel, but much of their operational experience was gained in close collaboration with their American sister services. Where Australian services did undertake joint operations, the experience gave rise to inter-service tensions as often as to cooperative rapport.

			The combination of operational experience and administrative structures meant that the Navy, Army and Air Force possessed not just separate departments but separate and rival cultures. As civilian public servants in Defence and others (including some perceptive officers) observed with dismay, the three services and their respective departments seemed excessively devoted to competing with each other, uniting only to fight with their supposed supervisor and coordinator, the Defence Department.392 The existence of ministers for each of the three services exacerbated this separatism. The services tended to regard their ministers as their hired advocates rather than as their political masters. This attitude was fostered by the central role of the three service boards in administering the services. The Naval Board, the Military Board and the Air Board respectively comprised the chief of staff, several senior uniformed officers with specific responsibilities, the secretary of the department and sometimes—to a degree that varied considerably in both law and practice—the minister. Within the service departments, the military generally dominated the civilian public servants, even the permanent heads who, in Tange’s opinion, acted as little more than senior accountants. To Tange’s dismay, the civilian public servants in the service departments seemed unwilling, and those in the Defence Department unable, to challenge the military’s assertions of what they called their ‘requirements’ in force structure and equipment. Like his predecessor as Secretary, Bland, and other senior civilians, Tange wanted these ‘requirements’ to be rigorously assessed in terms both of their cost-effectiveness and their relationship to an agreed Australian strategic policy, with an emphasis on joint rather than single-service capabilities.

			On strategy and the higher levels of defence policy, the three service ministers and their civilian departmental secretaries were in a highly invidious position. While the Defence Minister was always a senior member of Cabinet, the service ministers were relegated to the outer ministry. The Chiefs of Staff of the three services sat on the Defence Committee and received papers on higher policy matters between meetings, but their ministers and their departmental secretaries had neither the same access to information nor the same opportunities to express their views. The ministers for the services were usually young politicians early in their careers, being tested for higher office. With good cause, they often felt that they were given little knowledge or power but were placed where they could be publicly chastised or demoted if necessary to save the political skins of the Prime Minister, the Minister for Defence, or the whole government. Some—like Malcolm Fraser, Andrew Peacock, John Gorton and Phillip Lynch—survived their early crises and rose to senior levels; others, most notably the successive ministers for the Navy swamped by the backwash of the Voyager disaster, had promising careers permanently ruined.

			Strategic thinking followed the structural and cultural patterns of interservice rivalry. Each service proposed strategic advice that reflected its own ethos and supported its claims for the latest in ships or tanks or aircraft, with the associated weapons systems. All too often civilian public servants witnessed a chief of staff, returning to his office from a meeting of a high-level committee, proudly claiming a victory over his two counterparts on some matter of doctrine or equipment. Tange was far from alone in thinking that there had been little advance since he described the Defence reaction to Cabinet’s request in 1963 for a strengthened defence posture as ‘three shopping lists’, feebly justified by any overall strategic rationale.393 Demoralised civilian public servants in the Defence Department (sometimes known as Defence Central to distinguish it from the service departments) hoped for a powerful departmental head who could impose greater strategic coherence, intellectual discipline and financial accountability on the services. From their ranks, augmented by those he recruited and their successors, would emerge a small but influential band of strong supporters of the reforms that Tange fostered. Some would prove more royalist than their king.

			Tange felt passionately that Australian defence needed a more logical policy-making structure. First should come a careful assessment of Australia’s strategic environment, based on disinterested intelligence and sound policy advice. This should lead to an assessment of Australia’s strategic needs, projected as far forward as was possible, with careful attention both to what Australia’s allies and friends could provide and to what Australia could afford to provide for itself. One of Tange’s favourite aphorisms was: ‘If you haven’t talked dollars, you haven’t talked strategy’. He regarded sweeping strategic discussions that did not take note of budgetary considerations as not merely useless, but counterproductive. From this strategic assessment would proceed an examination of the role and requirements of each of the three services, with an emphasis on the ability to operate jointly and with as much self-reliance as was possible, rather than simply leaning uncritically on ANZUS and other alliances. This in turn would lead to detailed decisions on the role, structure, weapons platforms and weapons systems of each of the three services.

			While Tange had in mind an ideal form of policy-making along these lines, he did not have a clean slate with which to work. He had to operate within the confines imposed by political realities and existing structures, taking opportunities when they appeared or he could create them, and encouraging ministers and governments to find the political will to back reforms that would inevitably challenge vested interests and therefore arouse controversy.

			The low opinion that Tange had formed of Shedden in his last years as Secretary of Defence was largely extended to his successor, Edwin (from 1965 Sir Edwin) Hicks, who was promoted from Secretary of the Department of Air. When Hicks was appointed in 1956, Tange doubted that he would ‘inject the … intelligence, imagination and instinct for action’ that Defence needed.394 Hicks had gained a reputation in ‘organisation and methods’, but when Tange returned to Canberra from New Delhi for leave and consultations he discerned not only few ideas on strategy but also little interest in improving the policy-advising system

			Since 1945 many governments, including those in Washington and London, had been moving towards closer coordination of land, sea and air forces, but the Menzies government in the late 1950s had settled into complacent conservatism on defence policy and policy-making. In response to public criticism of Defence administration, the government in 1957 established an inquiry by a high-level committee, chaired by the much admired citizen-soldier, Lieutenant General Sir Leslie Morshead.395 The government adopted the Morshead Committee’s first significant recommendation, to combine the departments of Supply and Defence Production, but it rejected the more significant and radical proposal to merge the three service departments into the Department of Defence under a single minister In Parliament. Menzies offered unconvincing arguments to defend the government’s stand. It seems likely that he was unwilling to confront the numerous interests whose sympathies lay with the single services, including the ex-service organisations and the coalition members of parliament who had served in one service or another.

			Having ‘shied away from grasping this potentially troublesome nettle’,396 the government adopted some weaker compromises. Menzies was clearly dissatisfied with the duplication and lax administration associated with the service departments and wanted civilian control of the military to be a reality. He issued a prime ministerial directive that gave the Defence Minister clear authority in policy matters over the service ministers. By extension, this implied that the Defence Department had corresponding authority over the service departments. Lacking any statutory authority or structural expression, however, this rapidly became a dead letter. Tange was dismayed to find, on arrival in Defence, that the directive’s existence was virtually unknown by those whose activities it was intended to govern. He referred to it frequently, to show that his reforms were in line with Menzies’ expressed wishes, but he clearly felt that his predecessors had been remiss in not insisting that it be followed. Following the Morshead Committees report, the government had also created a new position of Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee. Although each occupant of this position in the 1960s and 1970s outranked the chiefs of the three services (four stars, compared with the three for each chief), he had no power to command them and could only use his position to try to encourage greater cooperation and joint activity.

			In 1968, while Tange was exiled in New Delhi and wondering about his future career, Hicks was appointed High Commissioner to New Zealand. He was succeeded by Sir Henry Bland, the long-serving Secretary of the Department of Labour and National Service. Tange liked and respected Bland, who had shown strength and integrity in administering the perennially sensitive area of industrial relations policy and, more recently, the system of selective national service that was sending conscripts to Vietnam. But Tange knew that, apart from this highly sensitive aspect, Bland had had little direct experience of defence or related matters. He therefore sent an unusually long letter of congratulations, letting off steam on the inadequacies of the Defence Department, steam that as he indicated had been gathering since he started serving on the Defence Committee when Shedden was in the chair.

			The letter was written on 9 January 1968, the day that the parliamentary Liberal Party gathered in Canberra to choose a new leader and therefore Prime Minister, to replace Harold Holt who had drowned on 19 December. Tange told Bland that, whether the Liberals chose ‘a bad joke (I hesitate to predict a new dawn) or a sensible experiment’,397 and whoever then became Minister for Defence, Bland would need to reform both the Defence Department and the joint service machinery’. Attributing his advice to ‘the exuberance of an early retirement’ and the recollection of more than eleven years on the Defence Committee, Tange continued:

			Chiefs of Staff have come and gone like a mirage in a desert. But one visible and rock-like feature that remained with us always was the indomitable resistance of the Department of Defence to being itself the innovator of anything, or the original source of ideas on strategy, or choice of weapons, or defence associations with the outside world—or anything else. Accountancy and minute-taking have been its forte—from Secretary down. It has been heartbreaking—and sometimes frightening through the years. Time and again it has been External Affairs (whether its views were right or wrong) which has had to say—’Look! This is a problem. It needs an answer—by next Thursday. Please forget about the holiday weekend.’ It has been partly mental sterility. But it has been more a deplorably wrong-headed approach and system of administering the formulations of the ‘defence view’ of current international or domestic situations (to say nothing of the determination of purely ‘defence’ questions like the choice of weapons systems—in respect of which I have no more knowledge than an outside listener but got an impression of the superficiality of much of the analysis).

			So I hope you are going to import some brains and—more important—stimulate them, and those that the Department already possesses, to come up with ideas without waiting for the Joint Service machinery or E A. to speak first.

			Which leads to the tripartite Joint Service machinery. I do not believe that past methods of working the system are adequate for the needs of the past decade (much less the future). There is absolutely no stimulus to fresh thinking or re-analysis of traditional conclusions because Services inescapably argue from individual service briefs and get no marks for supporting an innovation of ideas from another which might have ill consequences for their own. They are not stupid men. It is the system that is wrong. And, to compound the problem, the prime attitude of the Defence Department is, it seems, to remind all concerned of the past decisions on the question and to ensure that the commencement of the paper quotes the past decision. It is like starting a romance with your late wife’s photograph in plain view—dampening to all. Tattered old clichés in papers coming up to the Defence Committee get sanctified as holy writ but the system abhors change.

			Tange raised some particular and long-standing concerns over the Defence Department—its inability to deal rationally with the British over the idea of a British base in Australia; the lack of guidance or information given to defence representatives in overseas missions; and the inability to come to grips with forming a policy on nuclear issues.398 In general, however, Tange was not setting out a detailed prescription of reforms, but principally seeking to reinforce the attitude that he hoped Bland would bring to the task. At the time, Tange later insisted, he had no idea that he might himself take on the post of Secretary of the Defence Department. He had every reason to expect that Bland would remain in the post until he turned 65 in 1974. If Tange had been mentally preparing himself for that position, it was largely unconscious.

			Bland shared many of Tange’s views on the inadequacies of the system and especially of the inability of service officers to develop ‘a real professional attitude whose focus is on national defence in its widest aspects’.399 With the backing of the Minister for Defence, Allen Fairhall, Bland introduced a number of reforms. He greatly reduced the importance of joint committees, which comprised service officers seconded to or at least located in the Defence Department, but whose primary loyalties continued to be to their respective single services. Instead, Bland boosted the joint planning and staff structure in the department. Officers would be seconded to the directorates of the Joint Staff, in ways that were designed to improve the quality of those chosen, to reduce their commitment to single-service perspectives and to encourage them to think in what Bland called ‘total defence terms’.400 Bland also established a Systems Analysis Branch, to import into Canberra the techniques being adopted by several other defence establishments, most notably the Pentagon under Robert McNamara. Civilian analysts would now subject the services’ proposals on force structure and equipment to critical analysis of their merits and strategic relevance. He initiated steps towards programme budgeting, which eventually took shape in the early 1970s as the Five-Year Defence Programme. He created a Defence Science Division within Defence, to give policy guidance to the scientific activities that were the province largely of the Department of Supply. And he reorganised the existing intelligence structures into a Joint Intelligence Organisation, with a broader remit than previous bodies, expanding the role of civilians and forcing the services to speak, on intelligence matters at least, with one rather than three voices.

			During the 1970s Tange was happy to maintain and develop the structures that he inherited from Bland in joint intelligence, defence science, systems analysis and programme budgeting. Maintaining the Five-Year Defence Programme, in a political and administrative system that was bound by the concept of annual budgets, was both difficult and highly significant. Like Bland, Tange endured the constant jibe that subjecting the services’ bids for equipment to systematic assessment by civilians was creating ‘paralysis by analysis’. But he did not believe that Bland’s emphasis on joint staffs was productive. He became increasingly convinced that the only way to raise the standard of policy advice, and to ensure that a national perspective prevailed over those of the three services, was to eliminate the single-service departments and, no less importantly, the three service boards.

			In 1969, Tange’s last year in India, the newly elected President of the United States, Richard Nixon, made some off-the-cuff comments to journalists during a visit to Guam, which soon became elevated to the status of ‘the Guam doctrine’ and later ‘the Nixon doctrine’. The thrust of the supposedly new doctrine was that the United States, deeply stressed by the Vietnam War, would henceforth expect its allies in the Asia—Pacific region to take more of the responsibility and the cost—in lives and treasure—of their own defence. They should expect to call on the United States only in the most severe circumstances, such as those requiring nuclear weapons. The impact of this pronouncement has often been seen as the basis for the new emphasis on self-reliance in Australian defence in the 1970s. For many policy-makers, it weighed heavily, but Tange was already well down that path, partly because he knew that American administrations, both Republican and Democrat, had long been heading in that direction. As has been noted, he had been pushing the government towards greater autonomy in the 1950s, and he had drawn a similar message from his meetings with Dean Rusk, Secretary of State in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations, in the 1960s.

			Tange and Fraser

			Tange first had to prove himself to his new minister. Tange only later became aware of the story that both men liked subsequently to relate, concerning his appointment. According to this account, when Bland informed Fraser of his desire to resign the secretaryship unexpectedly early, he nominated a number of possible successors. Fraser rejected them all, saying that he wanted someone who was able to stand up to him and argue with him. Bland, perhaps recalling the letter he had received from New Delhi at the time of his own appointment, then put forward one further name, Tange’s, which Fraser accepted immediately.401 Before this, Tange and Fraser had had little contact, but Tange’s reputation for robust confrontation with ministers, as well as his general standing, had earned him the position.

			Within weeks, he was amply fulfilling Fraser’s requirement for argument. Tange recalled that the immediate issue was Fraser’s ‘wanting one of my staff for an assignment when I said I needed him elsewhere’,402 but this was not the only source of tension. They differed on several policy issues. Fraser, for example, wanted to establish an Army base in Western Australia for political reasons; Tange agreed with the service chiefs that this would be expensive and militarily inefficient. But, more importantly, they had some fundamental differences in their modus operandi. In Fraser’s view, the department’s senior officers, including Tange, presented recommendations as if the minister had no previous knowledge of the issue, nor any ideas about which issues needed prompt attention. Fraser, who had served for two years as Minister for the Army, had developed views that he wanted to be considered when the department was preparing its policy recommendations, even if those recommendations argued a different approach from what he had in mind. He was quick to question the motives behind the advice he was given and to seek alternative, more congenial, sources of advice. Tange, for his part, felt that Fraser demanded instant action on too many issues at once. He claimed that he told Fraser that ‘I rather thrive on crises … I get rather stimulated’, but did so only on ‘big issues’, whereas Fraser was turning too many topics into high-pressure crises.403 (Tange seemed quite unaware that his subordinates in both External Affairs and Defence often directed a similar criticism at Tange himself—that his belief that he operated best under pressure led him too often to treat minor problems as if they were major crises.) More broadly, there was something of the old bull and the young bull about the two men, one aged 55 with fifteen years’ experience as a First Division officer, the other aged 39 and relatively new to Cabinet rank. Both were instinctively inclined to make the most of whatever position and prerogatives they possessed at any time; both were now determined to force new vigour and effectiveness into a clumsy and lethargic organisation

			They had reached the stage of communicating only by terse minutes when Fraser, showing an often unsuspected skill in personal relations, suggested the solution in a handwritten letter:

			Before writing further formal notes I ask you to come over and discuss the matters that apparently disturb you. It might be best to choose an hour when we can put a whisky in our hands.404

			The proposal worked brilliantly. Fraser and Tange proceeded to forge a powerful alliance with the potential to become one of the most formidable combinations of minister and permanent head in the history of the Australian public service.

			Tange proved his worth in his first year as Secretary when accompanying Fraser on a difficult mission to Washington, occasioned by the costly delays in the provision of the F-111 aircraft, a longstanding political embarrassment since the Menzies government placed the order in 1963. Although both the Chief of Air Staff (Air Marshal Sir Colin Hannah) and the Secretary of the Department of Air (F.J. Green) were on the delegation, Fraser decided to overrule their concerns for the relationship between the RAAF and the US Air Force, by dealing directly with the American Defense Secretary, Melvin Laird. This occasioned considerable stress on his own side. As Tange recalled:

			On the eve of meeting the Americans, Fraser assembled his team for a late Sunday night session in the (Australian] embassy chancery to try out various ways of approaching the Americans for a remedy for our problem. Playing devil’s advocate, Fraser shot down most of the arguments which we suggested … Following loss of sleep during the journey to Washington, the occasion overwhelmed both Hannah and Green; one of them went to bed for several days.405

			The subsequent success of the negotiations with Laird, which moved from the Pentagon to the bleachers of a baseball stadium, was Fraser’s, but henceforth he made a point of seeking Tange’s support on difficult overseas missions, including some he took as Prime Minister in the late 1970s that were not primarily concerned with defence.

			Fraser was determined to place his mark on Australian defence at a crucial and sensitive time. The Nixon Administration was withdrawing American forces from Vietnam, but refused to reveal the details of its supposed timetable even to loyal allies, while pressing those allies to meet the requirements of the ‘Guam doctrine’. Around this time Donald Horne commented that Fraser was ‘the government’s only coherent voice on foreign affairs, perhaps because the head of his department, Arthur Tange, had been the strongest secretary External Affairs had ever had’.406 This comment reflected the opinion of Tange held by many close observers of Canberra politics, but in this case was unfair to Fraser, who had developed his own views. The major policy statement that he presented to Parliament on 10 March 1970 owed little to the newly arrived Tange

			Fraser’s statement was impressive in its scope and its attempt to deal with new realities, but still demonstrated what Tange regarded as the fundamental sin of Australian ministers: the temptation to make commitments, especially to actual or potential conflicts far from Australia, that could not be met by the resources that governments would actually provide. Fraser’s statement brought an understandable protest from the Minister for External Affairs, William McMahon, over Defence’s intrusion into his rightful territory. McMahon made a ministerial statement of his own a week later, but it had less impact than Fraser’s. After years of complaining that External Affairs had had to do much of Defence’s thinking, Tange did not seem to mind that working with a forceful Defence Minister involved pushing aside the department that he had done so much to build.

			Tange supported Fraser’s espousal of the concept of a ‘tri-service academy’, under which officer cadets from all three services would receive a tertiary education at the one institution. Fairhall had given this concept his imprimatur in 1967 and established a committee, chaired by Professor Sir Leslie Martin, recently retired as chair of the Universities Commission, to develop it. By 1970 it had support—however grudging and lukewarm—from the chiefs of the three services, but when Fraser took it to Cabinet in May 1970 it was opposed by John Gorton, while the three service ministers offered no assistance. The Prime Minister (a former Minister for the Navy and wartime pilot in the RAAF) was far more sympathetic to single-service traditions and concepts than to the new emphasis on ‘jointery’. The proposal was withdrawn for ‘further study’, a face-saving measure to prevent it from being rejected outright. In the following years, Tange did much to ensure that the proposal did not simply disappear. The concept appealed strongly to Tange, both for its emphasis on a joint rather than a single-service approach to officer education and for its implicit promise that the academy’s graduates would be better equipped than previous generations of officers to tackle issues in strategic and higher defence policy.

			The fall of a Prime Minister: March 1971

			The potential for Fraser and Tange to develop a new strategic approach, reinforced by administrative and structural reforms, was dramatically cut short in March 1971. Fraser’s determination to dominate defence policy-making was leading to conflict with the Prime Minister, the three service ministers, and the services themselves. Gorton’s actions and appointments, not least his appointment of Hewitt and demotion of Bunting, suggested that he intended ‘to run defence and foreign policy out of his own office’.407 Gorton’s style, moreover, was deliberately undiplomatic. In 1972, when out of office, he proudly told a public meeting how he had told the Prime Minister of Malaysia, Tunku Abdul Rahman, during sensitive five-power defence talks in London in 1970, that Australia did not want to be drawn into any border conflict between Malaysia and the Philippines over Sabah. Gorton publicly asserted that he had told the Tunku that ‘if you get into any sort of border fight you had better cope by yourselves because Australia bloody well won’t be there’.408 Tange did not demur at the policy but at Gorton’s ‘vulgar treatment of sensitive foreign leaders’. Gorton had addressed Malaysia’s leader thus in front of Singapore’s Lee Kuan Yew, as well as British and New Zealand leaders, at a time when personal relations between the Malaysian and Singaporean Prime Ministers were especially poor.409

			On strategic policy Gorton was torn between competing tensions, aware that the bases of forward defence were being eroded but unable for electoral and other reasons to discard it. Just when Australia most needed close coordination between the Prime Minister and the ministers for Foreign Affairs and Defence, the personal rivalries reached their peak. Gorton and McMahon were bitter rivals while Fraser, who had supported Gorton’s rise to the top position, was becoming increasingly disillusioned. In addition to their differences over the tri-service academy, the many issues that provoked tension included Fraser’s pressure for a partial withdrawal from Vietnam, by reducing the task force from three battalions to two. Gorton sympathised with the generals, who argued that withdrawal should only be on the basis of ‘one out, all out’.

			The ministers, chiefs and departmental secretaries of the three services were becoming increasingly resentful of actions that they regarded as Fraser’s interference in their affairs, but which Fraser regarded as proper insistence on a coordinated defence policy. By early 1971 Fraser was particularly suspicious of the Army’s attitude to the civic action programme in Vietnam, which he had overseen as Minister for the Army in the late 1960s. He began ‘off-the-record’ press briefings on his intention to use Defence’s intelligence machinery to check on the Army’s performance. A crisis was precipitated when an Australian Broadcasting Commission (now Corporation) correspondent in Vietnam reported on an Army directive that pointed towards a winding down of the civic action programme. Fraser thought that the Army was being disloyal to his policies; the Army thought that Fraser was being disloyal to it; and Fraser took a newspaper report of a conversation between Gorton and the Army’s chief, Lieutenant General Sir Thomas Daly, to mean that Gorton was disloyal to him. Amid this maelstrom of distrust Fraser decided—with an impetuosity that he would later regret—to resign, expressing total lack of confidence in Gorton. After an evenly split vote, Gorton resigned as party leader and Prime Minister, and McMahon was elected to his place. Most remarkably, Gorton was immediately elected deputy leader of the Liberal Party and, at his own request, appointed Defence Minister.

			As this crisis rapidly escalated from a minor media brouhaha into the downfall of a Prime Minister, Tange was little more than a bystander, but at the very last stages he became involved in a way that has not previously been recorded. It has long been known that Fraser sought the advice of both Tange and Admiral Sir Victor Smith, the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, on the weekend before his resignation. The meeting with Tange took place between 6 and 7.15 p.m. on Sunday 7 March. These discussions were mainly concerned with questions of procedure and protocol. Although Fraser showed both men the text of his resignation speech, he did not seek their opinion about its terms. Tange in his memoir took care to say that he ‘took no part’ in drafting the statement and that ‘privately I thought the language a little exaggerated’.410 On the following day (Monday the 8th) Fraser notified the Prime Minister of his intention to resign (by writing to the Governor-General), pre-empting efforts by the Cabinet, meeting that day, to prevent him. On Tuesday the 9th, the parliamentary Liberal Party met in crisis mode, knowing that Fraser was scheduled to make his speech that afternoon. The meeting was suspended after Gorton made a last-minute offer of reconciliation. Fraser went to his room in Parliament House to consider its terms. An hour or so later he returned to the party room and announced that he did not accept the proposal. His speech was duly made that afternoon.

			What has not been recorded is that Fraser summoned one person to his office at 12.15 that day to advise him on the proposed reconciliation: Arthur Tange. In his memoir Tange glossed lightly over what happened, with deliberate imprecision as to the place and date. After stating that he had advised Fraser on the weekend only on ‘the formalities’ and not on ‘political’ matters, Tange wrote:

			Fraser told me a day or two later that Gorton had offered some reconciliation. We discussed the steps already taken to give effect to the resignation. Fraser decided that he would go on with it.

			Notes in his papers and later interviews with Fraser and Tange suggest that there was more to the meeting. The summons was quite unexpected. Fraser telephoned at 11.25 a.m., asking Tange to ‘drop everything’ and come to his office, and Tange therefore had no time to prepare written advice, but he made hastily handwritten notes afterwards. From these it appears that Fraser told Tange that Gorton had offered to recant, admitting that he had erred by not denying the crucial newspaper report and expressing ‘full confidence’ in Fraser as Minister for Defence. What, Fraser asked, should he do? Tange, it appears, said that the crucial question was whether Fraser had confidence in his leader. If the two were merely making a ‘patch-up job’, the press would ‘pour buckets of scorn’ if he were to withdraw. But Tange also advised Fraser that he had made many enemies in the press by using ‘off-the record’ briefings in his dispute with the Army, and that he had a ‘concerted … adversary’ in the Army. Fraser should therefore use his parliamentary statement to try to mend some fences.411

			In a full account of the crisis Gorton’s biographer, Ian Hancock, does not mention this episode. Hancock states that two public servants (meaning Tange and Admiral Smith) had told Fraser that, if he gave Gorton notice of his intention to resign, Gorton might sack him first.412 The account suggests that this advice came during the weekend and makes no reference to Fraser’s meeting with Tange on the Tuesday. Nothing in Tange’s records indicates that he gave Fraser such a warning. It seems more likely that Tange foreshadowed that, if he accepted Gorton’s offer, Fraser might be retained in his post but subjected to humiliating criticism, ‘buckets of scorn’. Characteristically, Tange saw humiliation as worse than loss of office.

			In later years Tange was uneasy when discussing this episode although he did not conceal either his activities or his notes. His unease had two bases. In the first place he was worried his advice might have been unwise. The country had lost a strong minister and he personally had lost an admired political chief with whom he could collaborate effectively. Moreover, he had participated, however marginally and unintentionally, in the downfall of the Prime Minister. While Tange had some reservations about Gorton, he certainly had no intention of contributing to his political demise.

			The second, and more lasting, cause of Tange’s disturbed conscience was that he had given advice on matters that were clearly ‘political’, indeed intra-party political, rather than relating to policy or administration. He had thus violated his own code of ethics as a public servant. The personal rapport between Fraser and Tange had led one to seek advice and the other to give it in an area that, as each reflected in calmer hindsight, had stretched the proprieties of the relationship between minister and public servant.

			As with Garfield Barwick in April 1964, Tange made clear his regret at Fraser’s departure at drinks that he and senior departmental officers gave their former minister at the end of the tumultuous week. Five months later, when Tange congratulated Fraser on his readmission to Cabinet as Minister for Education and Science, he was immensely relieved by the tone of Fraser’s reply. He and his wife had greatly enjoyed their respite from ministerial office, Fraser said, and he continued to value Tange’s opinion, which ‘makes it all worthwhile’.413

			The stress felt by Tange during the week of Fraser’s departure became obvious in some correspondence with Waller, the former colleague who had been appointed, on Tange’s recommendation, as Secretary of Foreign Affairs. On 12 March Waller wrote a personal letter to ‘Dear Arthur’, saying that Plimsoll, Waller’s successor as ambassador in Washington, had just heard that the Pentagon was arranging a formal visit by Fraser and Tange in April. This was the first that the embassy had heard of the visit. Waller said that he understood how such things could happen, but it would help if Tange could write to Plimsoll to inform him of the plans. To this justified, courteous and discreet protest, Tange retorted vehemently: ‘I am in no need of advice about the way that I should deal with Plimsoll or anybody else in the Department of Foreign Affairs.’ Clearly the American Embassy in Canberra had taken the initiative, he continued, and no visit was contemplated. ‘I do not feel in any need of writing to Plimsoll or anyone else,’ Tange concluded. ‘You may care to convey the foregoing to him.’ Understandably Waller replied—this time to ‘Dear Tange’—that he found the terms of Tange’s letter ‘extremely offensive’. He rehearsed the matter, asking how Tange would have felt if a comparable situation had occurred to him in India. Tange did not reply but minuted on Waller’s second letter: ‘Let history note what was important in the week ending 12th March.’ Tange retained the correspondence in his personal papers, with this minute as his final word.414 The tone of this exchange, and the fact that he did not attempt to conceal it, indicate both the strength of his visceral reaction to Fraser’s departure and the mixture of assertive self-defence and highly qualified regret with which he looked back on incidents that he knew he should have handled better.

			Gorton as Defence Minister

			The appointment of Gorton as Defence Minister in a government led by the rival he despised, William McMahon, could not and did not last long. Before a press article gave McMahon the opportunity to dismiss him, Gorton continued the approach to defence policy he had used when Prime Minister. As his biographer observed, rather than making definitive statements, Gorton ‘liked to think aloud and to hold a conversation with his fellow Australians’.415 To Tange and other observers, he gave the appearance of someone who recognised that ‘forward defence’ had had its day, but did not know how, or with what, to replace it. Tange recognised that Gorton had ‘intellectual qualities of a kind seldom found among Defence Ministers’, but also found him ‘unorthodox, unconventional, not easy to persuade where his sense of loyalty to some group was involved, and prone to leaving his administrators in some uncertainty while he did what he had made up his mind to do’.416

			The groups to which he was determinedly loyal included the individual services. Gorton gave no encouragement to moves to assert the superiority of Defence—at ministerial, joint service or departmental level—over the three services. His views on the tri-service academy had not changed and he rejected a proposal to place a medical officer, responsible to the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, over the heads of the senior medical officers in the three services. Tange also recalled that:

			When Cabinet in mid-year called for a S50m cut in the Defence budget, he [Gorton] personally walked the rounds of the three Service buildings at Russell on a Sunday morning, trying out what cuts they could wear. Meantime his Departmental Secretary sat in his office waiting to be handed the scrap of paper recording Gorton’s findings. A Chief of Staff later confided to me that he thought that Gorton had ‘cooked the books’ in his favour.417

			Most important was Gorton’s approach to Australia’s strategic posture. In June he gave an address—prepared without departmental advice—which seemed to endorse what the press liked to call a ‘fortress Australia’ approach (a phrase not used by Gorton himself) to replace ‘forward defence’.418 Tange welcomed the signs of greater independence and the strong regional emphasis in the speech, which did not mention the United States or ANZUS, but was disturbed by the crudeness of the phrases at the heart of the debate. But before there was any chance of the unconventional minister and the forceful departmental secretary joining forces to develop a coherent policy based on ‘self-reliance’, Gorton had departed.

			Immediately afterwards, Gorton continued the series of press articles that had precipitated his sacking, commenting not only on policy issues but also on his relations with the public service. He praised Hewitt but:

			wrote disparagingly of some senior bureaucrats who thought their advice, once tendered, must be accepted. When it was not, ‘the huffing and puffing from some in the public service club was as loud as that of a school of stranded whales’.419

			Since Tange was Gorton’s departmental secretary for his last months in office, it is possible that he was one of the targets of this gibe, but most of Gorton’s animus seems to have been directed elsewhere, especially at Bunting. Gorton’s comment was more significant as a harbinger of a new attitude towards ‘the public service club’, of which, as later chapters will show, Tange was seen as a leading member.

			The 1972 Defence Review

			Gorton, the unconventional, independently minded larrikin, was succeeded by someone who appeared totally different: the conservative, highly orthodox and gentlemanly David Fairbairn. But the two ministers had more in common in their attitudes to defence policy and administration than was immediately obvious. Both had flown with the RAAF during the 1939–45 war and each had subsequently been minister for one of the services. A member of the same family as J.V. Fairbairn, the Minister for Air and keen pilot killed in a 1940 air crash (after whom the RAAF base in Canberra was named),420 Fairbairn had won the Distinguished Flying Cross in the immensely costly operations over Europe. His parliamentary career had included service as Minister for Air from 1962 to 1964, reinforcing his loyalty to his former service. To the dismay of Tange and like-minded public servants, Fairbairn clearly identified himself with the uniformed officers and enjoyed their company, professionally and socially. He not only deferred to senior military officers, especially those under whom he had served, but sometimes even addressed them as ‘Sir’. Tange was particularly piqued when Fairbairn praised an Air Vice-Marshal, for whom Tange had little respect, as ‘the best squadron leader I ever had’. This exquisitely symbolised the frustrations that Tange and his civilian colleagues experienced as they sought to bring the services under the control of a single Defence authority. It soon became clear that these efforts would have as little support from McMahon as Prime Minister and Fairbairn as Defence Minister as they had had from Gorton in either capacity.

			Nevertheless, Tange thought that he had gained an important opportunity from McMahon and Fairbairn when they decided to proceed with a White Paper on Australian defence (an idea that had been initiated in the Fairhall-Bland days). Although such public documents were standard practice in the United Kingdom, a White Paper on defence was a major innovation in Australia, one much to Tange’s taste. The government saw a White Paper as a chance to recover the high ground on defence policy amid the controversies associated with the increasingly unpopular war in Vietnam. Tange saw it as an opportunity to instruct not only senior politicians but also the general public on the inadequacies of Australia’s strategic concepts and the principles that should henceforth direct Australian strategy and higher defence policy.

			The White Paper, as Tange envisaged it, would build upon and as far as possible make public the contents of two classified documents prepared in 1971 by the department under his direction. One was the latest version of the ‘Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy’; the other was entitled ‘The Environment of Future Australian Military Operations’ (EFAMO).421 These took up longstanding themes in Tange’s strategic thoughts, given new weight by widespread discussion of Nixon’s Guam doctrine. The Strategic Basis paper emphasised ‘the continuing fundamental obligations of continental defence’. EFAMO predicted that the focus of Australian operations would be, in addition to the mainland and its surrounds, the maritime and archipelagic environment stretching from Sumatra and the Malayan Peninsula through Indonesia and New Guinea to the islands of the Southwest Pacific. Contingency planning should cover the possibility of conflict with Indonesia or maritime powers attacking through Indonesia. Although the phrases would be refined, the ideas behind the 1986 Dibb Report’s emphasis on ‘the air-sea gap’ to Australia’s north and the idea of potential attacks ‘from or through Indonesia’ were clearly foreshadowed.

			The idea that Tange most wanted to place at the centre of Australian strategic thinking at this time was the concept of ‘self-reliance’. He needed a substitute for ‘forward defence’ that reduced the emphasis on alliance commitments, without using ‘continental defence’ or, even worse, ‘fortress Australia’, which implied that Australian forces would never be deployed outside the Australian landmass. With this in mind Tange, visiting Sydney on departmental business, called on Donald Horne, the editor of The Bulletin, whose 1964 book The Lucky Country had aroused huge interest. Horne knew, and his book underlined, that the way in which Australia shaped and expressed its defence policy was central to the Australian nation’s concept of itself. Tange thus set about testing the phrase ‘self-reliance’ on the nation’s leading wordsmith. Horne painted a vivid cameo of the occasion:

			Arthur Tange came to my office, sat in a remote chair, forcibly immobile, like a statue of a nineteenth-century statesman in a frock coat, and asked me if I had a new phrase that could replace ‘Forward Defence’. ‘Fortress Australia?’—never. ‘Self-reliance?’—perhaps.422

			Subsequently, the drafting of the proposed White Paper proceeded under Tange’s close supervision. He inserted many of the ideas that he and his colleagues were shaping, while also including elements that he thought were necessary to secure the endorsement of the coalition government Then, when the paper was complete and about to be published. McMahon—whom Tange described as being ‘like a bird hopping from branch to branch over a loaded gun’423—decided that it should not be published as a White Paper but merely as a departmental review. This was acutely embarrassing for Tange, given his care to include a blend of departmental and ‘political’ views. The decision was imposed too late to permit any rewriting, but allowed Fairbairn to table it in Parliament as a departmental assessment, while he made a ministerial statement giving an overtly partisan ‘spin’ to such electorally sensitive issues as the stationing of Australian forces in Malaysia and Singapore.

			Well-informed observers were in no doubt as to the principal author of the document, which was published under the title Australian Defence Review with the author stated as ‘Department of Defence’.424 Peter Hastings, perhaps the best-informed commentator on defence, wrote in the Sydney Morning Herald that: ‘Every line of it bears the uncompromising, pragmatic imprint of the Defence Secretary, Sir Arthur Tange.’425 A few days later, when the review was the subject of a major parliamentary debate, Lance Barnard, deputy leader of the Opposition and Shadow Minister for Defence, observed:

			In tone the White Paper [as Barnard insisted on calling it. despite its change in status] is consistent enough to warrant the belief that the final draft is largely the work of one man. There is ample evidence that the mass of material contained in the paper has been worked over carefully and put into coherent form by a single guiding and unifying comptroller.426

			He mentioned no names, but no-one with knowledge of defence policy-making had any doubts over the identity of the ‘single guiding and unifying comptroller’.

			Hastings, Barnard and the other observers were right. Many of the ideas and phrases in the paper were unmistakably Tange’s. So was the inclusion of a large map of ‘Australia’s environment’, showing Australia and its region, with concentric circles which quietly demonstrated how many thousands of miles (Australia had not yet adopted metric measurements) separated the continent from countries that were customarily called its neighbours. This map was reproduced on the cover of the review, to underline its importance. (In this version, the concentric circles were based on Canberra. Later versions, placed prominently throughout the Defence Department at Tange’s direction, used Darwin as the centre. This gave a rather different impression since it showed, for example, that Saigon and Hobart were on the same circle, each being the same distance from Darwin.)

			Several of Tange’s favourite themes were prominent in the first chapter. ‘Defence policy and foreign policy should march together’, it stated, without spelling out too abrasively the implications for distant commitments The financial burdens of adequate defence were heavily underlined: ‘Since the resources available to defence will always be limited, defence preparedness involves difficult decisions of choice. No country can ever afford all the means of defence which would maximise its security.’ According to the paper, the ‘fundamental objectives’ of defence policy were ‘the independence and security of Australia’. By thus elevating independence to the same status as security, and by not mentioning ANZUS or other alliances in the opening summary, Tange was establishing a new direction for Australian strategic thinking.

			This paper was the first significant effort at outlining a strategic doctrine based on ‘the defence of Australia’, but it explicitly rejected a narrow interpretation of this concept. It consistently referred to ‘Australian interests’, rather than just the Australian landmass, as the focus of defence policy:

			Defence policy is not simply directed to the static defence of Australian territories and dependencies, nor simply to meeting commitments we have made to other countries. It must provide for the protection of a range of Australian interests … The best defence of Australia’s interests is seen to go beyond the defence of Australian territory alone. It calls for military capability, evident to other countries, to project Australian strength beyond the continental boundaries. In this view Australian security will be best promoted if, drawing on increasingly self-reliant military strength, we continue to recognise and support the security interests which we share with those who are part of our special strategic environment …

			The emphasis on self-reliance, on the defence of Australian territory and Australian interests, and on the regional context of Australian security interests recurred frequently throughout the review.

			While Tange was careful not to reduce ‘Australian interests’ to the continent itself, he sought to confine them much more closely than had been the case in the recent past. The ‘special strategic environment’ to which he referred was not the Asian mainland, but the ‘ocean and archipelagic environment’ to Australia’s immediate north—in short, Indonesia, Papua New Guinea and their surrounds. One implication of this emphasis on what Paul Dibb would later entitle ‘the air—sea gap’ was to give greater support for the Navy and Air Force at the expense of the Army. As Tange later noted drily, ‘The Army Chief had difficulty in accepting the priority’.427

			ANZUS was not discussed at length until the fourth chapter, on ‘Commitments and Alliances’, and even there it came after discussions of the costs and benefits of Australia’s security relationships with Britain, New Zealand, Malaysia, Singapore and South-East Asia in general. In introducing the reference to ANZUS, the paper referred to:

			the underlying requirement that we be capable of vigorous action unaided, to defend our interests and our territory … It would follow that Australia should not allow its expectation of external support for its defence against potentially overwhelming challenges to overshadow its obligation to assume, within the limits of its resources, the primary responsibility for its own conventional defence and to accept an even greater share—if not indeed the entire burden—in circumstances of lesser challenge. The independence of our foreign relations is involved in this.

			From this the review went on to acknowledge that the United States had reaffirmed security assurances to Australia, even after Nixon had proclaimed his Guam doctrine. But then the paper drew attention to Article II of the ANZUS treaty, by which the parties committed themselves:

			separately and jointly by means of continuing and effective self-help and mutual aid [to] maintain and develop their own individual and collective capacity to resist armed attack.

			Alongside the reassurance of American interest, Tange thus underlined, the treaty required Australia ‘to undertake on its own behalf an independent national defence effort commensurate with its interests and resources’. This was a typically Tangean touch. Pre-empting the charge that the emphasis on ‘self-reliance’ and ‘independence’ was ‘downgrading ANZUS’, he noted that the ANZUS treaty itself required Australia ‘separately’ to use ‘self-help’ to develop its ‘individual’ military capacity.

			Tange later reflected that he had probably erred in trying to insert too many of the ideas current in the department into the one document. He feared that this made it indigestible and incomprehensible for ministers, particularly McMahon and Fairbairn. A more apposite criticism would be that Tange was naive to think that a government in the electoral position of McMahon and his colleagues in 1972 might seriously consider such radically new concepts. He also tried to persuade Fairbairn to include something in the coalition’s election platform on the need to unify the services into a better coordinated defence force. As Fairbairn predictably replied, this was not an idea that McMahon was willing to embrace at such a time.

			Despite these constraints, Tange was nonetheless able to use the 1972 departmental review to lift the standard of debate on Australian strategy and defence by a major leap. The paper raised such issues as the relationship between ANZUS and ‘self-reliance’, and the relationship between foreign policy commitments and defence policy resources, in terms that were, in 1972, bold and innovative. Although denied the status of a White Paper, the review was the undeniable progenitor of a series of White Papers and other major defence policy statements through to 2000. All placed the primary focus of Australian defence policy on what would, as shorthand, be called ‘the defence of Australia’. The ideas outlined in 1972, and further developed and refined over the next thirty years, would dominate official Australian strategic doctrine until the opening years of the twenty-first century.

			Tange in the early 1970s: The man and his style

			Tange’s dealings with ministers and his efforts to reform Australian strategic thinking took place within a framework of professional and private arrangements that he was putting in place, many of which would shape not only the remainder of his career but also the rest of his life. He did not own a house in Canberra when he returned early in 1970. After some frustrating searching, he and Marjorie first rented, then purchased, 32 La Perouse Street, Griffith, near the shopping centre of Manuka. It was at a busy intersection but separated by being on a small headland, so that it and a dozen neighbours required a small service road for access. The house, like others designed by Enrico Taglietti, had more flair in its reception areas than most in Canberra, while rather less attention had been given to utilitarian areas like kitchen and bathrooms. This would be Tange’s home for the rest of his life. The garden, especially the camellias, would show the benefits of his energetic concern.

			Having previously owned, like many Canberra public servants, a holiday house on the south coast of New South Wales, Tange also purchased a block of land in the Yaouk valley near Cooma. On this he built a log cabin, doing much of the work with his own hands, aided by family and friends. Tange proudly recorded that he erected the stone fireplace that gave the cabin its only heat, Marjorie spread the concrete for the cabin’s base, and Jenny carted gravel, while a local, German-born carpenter did much of the timberwork. A principal attraction of this property, known as Koonaroo, was that its western boundary was formed by a stream in which he could fish for trout. At Koonaroo there was no telephone so he could escape the demands of the job, not least those imposed by Malcolm Fraser, for whom Sunday evenings were as much part of the working week as any other day. But once he had Koonaroo established, the distinguished visitors invited there included not only governors-general, military chiefs and other dignitaries, Australian and overseas, but also Fraser, who shared Tange’s fondness for fly-fishing.

			In his long working weeks, Tange spent much of his first three years at Defence in intense activity, mastering the complexities of perhaps the biggest and most complex enterprise in Australia. For all his experience on the Defence Committee and elsewhere, he knew that there was a great deal that he did not know about military matters. He was struck by a parting comment from the head of the Indian navy: ‘You will get on much better than our Defence Secretary because you know nothing about weapons whereas he has been there too long and thinks he knows a lot’.428 He visited as many defence establishments around the country as he could, although his plans were often curtailed by the need to stay in Canberra to deal with the numerous tensions within the Defence organisation. There was an element of bravado, almost machismo, as he accepted the challenges that the services enjoy imposing upon civilians in such situations. As he recalled.

			In March [1972] the Navy winched me down on Brisbane’s after-deck from a helicopter at sea during a Pacific Ocean exercise, enabling me to observe a Tartar missile firing. They then tested my nerves with a jackstay transfer across the ocean waves to Parramatta. In this my safety from being doused in the sea seemed to depend on what the crew members who were holding taut the hawser thought of this particular civilian.

			Some time later the Army, during a visit to their training establishment at Singleton, had me throwing grenades at targets, followed by an unscheduled lesson in helicopter flying. On my return flight to Victoria Barracks the obliging Army pilot offered me the controls, assuring me that his status as an instructor made this legal. I headed South erratically over the Central Coast aiming, on his instruction, at the Sydney Harbour Bridge in a long descent. But the prospect of disaster as we approached tall buildings beyond the bridge caused a collapse of nerve and I asked to be relieved of my post.429

			Some, including his successor as Secretary of Defence,430 thought Tange was foolish to undertake such risks, but Tange was well aware that he came to the post with a reputation for disliking the military and for never having served in the armed forces. He said later that his ‘first priority was to take hold of a large system, learn about it, and consolidate the Bland reforms’.431 All this was true, but he also felt that he had to prove his mettle to those who by their employment had agreed to risk life and limb in the national interest.

			Tange came to the Defence offices in the Canberra suburb of Russell with not only an agenda of reforms but also a determination to confront his opponents, rather than to use diplomacy and political dexterity to achieve his ends. He became increasingly frustrated at the inability of the services to respond to the policy demands of the 1970s. In late 1972, well into his third year as Secretary, he noted that the services had been asked to supply a statement of their capability objectives. They were unable to do so, despite having just prepared vast submissions on their ‘requirements’ and receiving large sums in their budgets. Tange noted in his diary that the services:

			have never until this last 24 months taken seriously the need to justify themselves, and have relied on all sorts of devices, and intellectually repelling advocacy, to achieve what they doubtless believe in all honesty their Service ‘requires’… The transfer to a defence policy for the Australian continent and its interests, away from the capabilities to offer loyalty to an ally, requires great mental adjustment—as well as perception and leadership … There had not been much of the latter in the Defence Department.432

			Tange’s frustrations lay not only with the senior uniformed officers but also with the civilians in the service departments and in ‘Defence Central’ who, in his view, had failed to challenge the services to produce an adequate strategic rationale for their claimed ‘requirements’. Most attention, however, was given to his relations with the military, which became the subject of numerous stories. Many, in uniform and out, commented that he did not hide his contempt for the intellectual inadequacies of many high-ranking service officers. An entry in the diary of General Sir John Wilton, Chairman of the Chief of Staffs Committee when Tange arrived at Defence, was typical. After describing Tange as ‘hasty in his judgments … [and] rude and abrasive’, Wilton wrote:

			Being a clever, intelligent, articulate man himself, he despised those less endowed with these attributes than himself. These, of course, included most of the service officers with whom he came in contact.433

			Over the first three years, however, this seldom came to outright confrontation. That would occur only when there was a central issue on which they could join battle, and a new political environment.

			For years before he became Secretary of Defence, Tange had been in his own mind framing an agenda for radical change, both in strategic thinking and in administrative and structural arrangements. He knew much of what he wanted to achieve but, between early 1970 and late 1972, he was working under a government that was visibly disintegrating. Meanwhile the Labor Party, after twenty-three years in Opposition, was looking with growing confidence towards the elections due before the end of 1972. It had worked hard on policy, not least in defence and foreign affairs, and there were clear signs that it was heading in broadly the directions that Tange had been urging upon the Gorton and McMahon governments. Although there had not been a change of government in Canberra since 1949, there was some knowledge of the British practice of allowing contact between the Opposition and the public service before an election, in order to facilitate the transition if the Opposition party were successful. McMahon, however, disapproved of such contact. It was therefore relatively bold and broad-minded for Fairbairn—not especially noted for either quality—to allow Tange to meet Barnard before the election to discuss transition arrangements in the event of a Labor victory. Tange acerbically commented that giving this permission was probably Fairbairn’s only significant contribution to the making of defence policy.

			The meeting duly took place. According to Tange, the two met in October quite openly over lunch at Parliament House. Other, more colourful, versions circulated in Labor circles.434 It was evidently a useful meeting, with Tange able to assure Barnard that he would find his departmental secretary a willing supporter of Labor’s plans to merge the service departments into a single Defence Department. In other areas, also, it was evident that Labor’s goals were fully consistent with Tange’s own. independently derived agenda. Tange looked forward to working with a new government that would replace the frustrating indecision of the McMahon administration with new energy and political will.

			




		
			Chapter Eleven 
The Defence Reformer: Serving Labor 
1972–75

			The Whitlam Labor government came to office in December 1972 with the euphoria of a party that had been denied office for twenty-three years. For nearly three years it survived amid an atmosphere of almost constant tension and drama, culminating with its dismissal by the Governor-General on 11 November 1975. For Tange, these were years of both achievement and frustration. He welcomed the 1972 election result and was keen to implement the reforms in policy and organisation that he and his new masters had long been planning. At the same time, tensions that neither he nor senior ministers had foreseen arose almost immediately, based not so much on the government’s policies as on its operational style and methods. These tensions would reach a climax in November 1975, laying the basis for allegations that coloured Tange’s reputation in some quarters for many years. This chapter tells the story of Tange the reformer of Australian defence administration; the next relates his attitudes towards new challenges to the traditional public service; and an appendix investigates the allegations of his supposed involvement in the intrigues that surrounded the fall of the Whitlam government.

			Reform begins

			On Sunday 3 December, the day after the elections, Gough Whitlam made a dramatic entry to Canberra, having summoned several permanent heads of departments to a meeting that could not, in his view, wait even until Monday morning. Waller was among those called but Tange was not, although at one point Whitlam had foreshadowed his inclusion. His absence confirmed pre-election signs that foreign policy was high on Whitlam’s personal priorities while defence policy would be left largely to Lance Barnard.435 For the next two weeks, Whitlam and Barnard divided all portfolios between themselves and ran the government as a duumvirate. The defeated ministers had not been given time to vacate their offices, so the business of government was transacted out of the offices of the Leader and Deputy Leader of the Opposition in the House of Representatives. Tange was one of the permanent heads forced to stand in line, trying to get a few minutes with one or other of the two Ministers for Everything. Much of Tange’s time was spent in a series of meetings with senior public servants and ministerial advisers in Barnard’s office, beginning on Monday 4 December, the day before the duumvirate was sworn in.

			These meetings discussed, and reached important decisions on, a range of immediate and longer-term issues, including the suspension of national service and the formal end to Australia’s involvement in Vietnam. But Barnard and his advisers gave high priority to implementing Labor’s pledge to merge the service departments into Defence. There were many who thought that, however desirable in principle, a totally merged Defence group would be simply too much for one minister to handle. Barnard had been impressed by the proposal of Tange’s predecessor, Sir Henry Bland, that the new organisation should take the form of three departments—a major policy department with two subordinates, one to handle procurement and the other manpower and logistics. Tange disliked this model and wanted to keep Supply as a separate department. In the meetings in Barnard’s office, both Barnard and Tange gave ground. They agreed that Navy, Army, Air and much of Supply would be merged into Defence, with the Defence Minister having an assistant minister to help carry the enormous workload. The constitutional obstacle to having two ministers in the one department was circumvented by giving the assistant minister responsibility for the residual Department of Supply.

			Amid the chaos and clamour of the duumvirate, Tange drafted the statement made by Barnard on 19 December, the day that the full Labor government took office. Although less famous than the series of edicts pronounced by Whitlam in his first ten days of office, it was of more lasting significance than many. Barnard’s statement said that he had instructed Tange to prepare a report on the reorganisation of the Defence group of departments, merging the three service departments into Defence. While they were in Barnard’s office, working on the statement, Whitlam passed through, noted what they were doing, and said to Tange with his customary emphasis: ‘And I want you to bring them [clearly meaning the admirals, generals and air marshals] into line.’ Tange never told anyone of this but he took it as firm assurance that he would have the complete support of the newly mandated Prime Minister in forcing through a reorganisation, despite the inevitable resistance from the services and their civilian supporters.

			Crises in alliance management

			The policies and the style of the new government, combined with external circumstances, gave rise to a number of other defence-related controversies. Whitlam was determined to withdraw Australian forces from Malaysia and Singapore. Tange had no difficulty with this in principle. He had long seen the small units posted there, especially the RAAF elements based at Butterworth in the north of peninsular Malaysia, as poorly defended hostages to fortune, highly vulnerable in the event of conflict. Nevertheless, he wanted discussion of the withdrawal to be handled discreetly in order to protect Australia’s sensitive relationships with Malaysia, Singapore, New Zealand and Britain. Instead, vigorous debate led to the embarrassment of ‘blowing the cover’ of a small unit of the Defence Signals Division (DSD) operating in Singapore. The issue blew over quickly but not before leaving the false impression with some in and around the Labor Party that Tange’s anxious concern to protect Australia’s enduring security and intelligence links with other governments meant that he was a diehard opponent of Labor’s new policies. In fact, behind the scenes, he was proving an important instrument of the new order.

			The first few months of the Whitlam government saw a major crisis in the Australian-American alliance, perhaps the most severe in the first fifty years of the ANZUS treaty. In November 1972, Richard Nixon had been re-elected president of the United States, but only after his closest adviser, Henry Kissinger, had said that ‘we believe peace is at hand’ in the increasingly unpopular war in Vietnam. When the two rival regimes in Hanoi and Saigon raised new difficulties in the negotiations to which Kissinger was referring, the Americans began an extraordinarily heavy bombing campaign against North Vietnam. Governments and protest movements around the world erupted in outrage against what was called ‘the Christmas bombing’. Among the most vitriolic were some newly elected ministers in the Australian government, notably Jim Cairns, Tom Uren and Clyde Cameron. In statements that reflected their recent positions as leaders of the anti-war movement rather than their new ministerial status, they spoke of the Nixon Administration as thugs, maniacs and mass murderers. The bombing had in fact been less costly of civilian lives than media reports suggested and by January 1973 the North Vietnamese were back at the negotiating table. American officials, including Nixon himself, were stunned and infuriated by the extreme denunciations by ministers from a Western country that had hitherto been one of Washington’s most loyal allies in Vietnam. Whitlam reprimanded his ministers and wrote personally to Nixon, criticising the bombing campaign but saying that he looked forward to ‘positive cooperation … on a wide range of matters’ between Canberra and Washington. Nixon did not even send a formal reply. Australian-American understanding was not aided by the American ambassador in Canberra, Walter Rice, who had not predicted Labor’s electoral victory and who had great difficulty understanding the new political dynamics in Canberra.

			To complicate matters, Labor had come to office with a platform that stated that the party opposed foreign facilities on Australian soil, especially if they detracted from Australian sovereignty. This was aimed at what were officially called ‘joint facilities’, but which Australians often called ‘American bases’. These facilities, especially those at Pine Gap (near Alice Springs) in the Northern Territory, Nurrungar (near Woomera) in South Australia, and North-West Cape in Western Australia, were now of central importance to the alliance. Many in the Labor Party, especially but not only those on the left, saw them as part of America’s global military machinery, exposing Australia to danger but without any real Australian ownership or control. The Americans imposed strict secrecy on the technical aspects of their operations and concealed their role, even the agencies to which they were linked, behind euphemisms such as ‘space research’. This made it impossible to reveal their contribution to the monitoring of arms control agreements, a role that even those on the far left would have found hard to criticise. In the climate created by the Christmas bombing and the accusations of ‘thuggery’ and ‘slaughter’, there was a real risk that the facilities might be closed down and the Australian-American alliance ended. Nixon let it be known that he regarded Australia and the vehemently anti-war Sweden as the two Western governments he most disliked. In a tense meeting on 8 January 1973, Whitlam told Rice that he personally supported retaining the facilities but, if Washington attempted ‘to screw us or bounce us’ over Vietnam, the defence installations ‘would become a matter of contention’.436

			By this time Tange already had Defence officials working on the issue, seeking to resolve the tensions between the American demands for secrecy and the Labor government’s concern for Australian sovereignty. In consultation with American officials in Washington. Tange and his staff prepared a statement, to be made by Barnard as soon as the new government faced Parliament, that would seek to reassure the party of the facilities’ beneficial purposes. A key point would be the announcement that members of the Australian Parliament could now visit them. In late February, at a late stage in these discussions, Rice called at short notice on Tange.437 The ambassador was accompanied by three senior members of the embassy staff. The meeting was delayed while Tange’s office urgently put together an equivalent Australian delegation with the appropriate clearances. Rice read to Tange from a State Department telegram, which said that the proposal to give Australian parliamentarians access to Pine Gap and Nurrungar raised new issues. The record continued:

			It was conceivable that the installations could continue to operate in a variety of circumstances but if the political climate in Australia was such that the security protection of the installations were disadvantaged … a serious blow would have been struck at the mutual trust at the basis of the ANZUS Treaty. The United States would have no assurance that further erosion would not occur. The alliance would no longer be the same.

			Tange’s immediate response to this unexpected thrust was robust. The State Department, he said, had not recognised that the installations were in Australia, not the United States. The issue ‘was a question of access for Australian Members of Parliament in their own country’. Rice said that members of the United States Congress were only briefed on a ‘need to know’ basis, but Tange responded that Australia was not proposing to give briefings other than to the leaders of the Opposition. Access to the facilities, not briefing on their activities, was the essential point. Tange noted the differences between the two political systems. Rice and Tange then discussed the ‘psychological problems’ that would arise if members of either the United States Congress or the Australian Parliament perceived discrimination. By this time Rice was declaring that ‘it might be that the two Governments had practically no point of difference at all’.

			Tange acknowledged the American concerns over the secrecy surrounding the installations, but commented pointedly that ‘more than once in recent times Australian Governments had been embarrassed by the erosion of security in the United States’. By contrast, American officials had said that Australian security had been ‘quite magnificent’. The Labor government, Tange said, was deeply impressed by the global significance of Pine Gap and would maintain its cover, ‘but in a democracy the Government had to carry Parliament with it and in Australia the A.L.P. Platform would be implemented’. Tange then set out the purpose of the parliamentary statement and its proposed terms, including the new provision for ‘special access’. The omission of this, he argued, ‘would leave a festering sore’. Rice was not merely placated; he now recognised the Australian Government’s concerns and the need for change, saying that Australia was ‘on the right track’. He clearly implied that he would urge the State Department to cooperate with Australia.

			A week later Barnard made his statement to the House of Representatives, along the lines that the Australians had sought. Although critics within his party were not fully satisfied, the statement was enough to ensure the facilities continued to exist while negotiations continued between the two governments. Tange was at Barnard’s side when he met the American Defense Secretary, James Schlesinger, in Washington in January 1974, securing concessions that gave greater validity to the title of ‘joint facilities’. But by this time the path was relatively clear. The true turning-point, when disaster was averted and a positive direction ensured, came at the meeting with Rice.

			One of the Australians present believed that Tange’s masterful performance on that day had earned him a lifetime’s salary.438 Even the dispassionate official record makes it clear that Rice entered the meeting with instructions to deliver a severe warning that the Australians were placing the future of the alliance in jeopardy, and that he departed assuring the Australians that he would support their cause in Washington. To achieve this U-turn, Tange had given away nothing but had robustly asserted that Australian sovereignty must be acknowledged. His arguments were entirely in support of the goals set by Whitlam and Barnard, to retain the facilities and their contribution to a stable peace, but with concessions designed to acknowledge Australian sovereignty. He had argued his case diplomatically but unapologetically, drawing on his detailed knowledge not only of the immediate issues but also of decades of Australian and American political history. Without his depth of experience, his mastery of the current issues, and the ability and confidence to deploy his arguments effectively, it is entirely possible that the Australian—American alliance might have been seriously, perhaps irretrievably, damaged.

			The Tange report

			Tange’s twentieth year as a First Division officer, 1973, was in some ways reminiscent of his first, 1954. Once again Tange was not only responsible for a department’s day-to-day operations during a time of high political tension but was also heavily committed to reforming, reorganising and redirecting one of the principal institutions responsible for Australian national security. The pressures were enormous. Whitlam insisted that what would become known as ‘the Tange report’, on the reorganisation of the Defence group, must be completed by the year’s end. Tange was also overseeing the preparation of a new ‘Strategic Basis’ paper and a series of ‘Defence of Australia’ studies, as well as major reviews of the Army and the Citizen Military Forces.439 And at the same time Tange had both to supervise the normal operations of one of the country’s largest and most complex institutions and to assist a new and inexperienced government to challenge many of the articles of faith of the conservative coalition governments during the preceding twenty-three years.

			But in 1973, unlike 1954, he was working for a government that saw Australia’s international environment as essentially benign. Treating ‘forward defence’ as being totally discredited by the enduring agony of Vietnam, Labor was determined to shape distinctly new strategic and defence policies that were not based on alliance-driven reactions to imminent threats. The major tensions therefore came not from external crises but from differences of opinion within Australia on the nature, location and likelihood of strategic threats to the nation’s security. The conservative parties quoted the views of serving and retired military officers, who were reluctant to accept the government’s opinion—shared by Tange—that the country faced little threat of major aggression within the next ten or fifteen years. The first draft of the 1973 ‘Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy’ paper, for example, began with the sentence: ‘Australia is at present one of the most secure countries in the world.’ That sentence disappeared in subsequent drafts as the service chiefs and others criticised what they saw as complacency. Nevertheless, Tange fought to maintain the thrust of the assumptions that had for years underlain his outlook and were now shared by his new political masters. After securing the reluctant agreement of the chiefs to the final text, he insisted that they circulate this text, with their explicit endorsement, to the senior officers of their respective services, to minimise the risk of public statements that might cause political embarrassment.440

			The drafting of the Tange report therefore took place in an atmosphere of severe tension between the uniformed and civilian leaders of the defence establishment, over strategic policy issues separate from although related to the question of reorganisation. To assist Tange with the report, a working group was formed. It was dominated by civilians. The most important member, included by Barnard on Tange’s recommendation, was Bruce White, the Secretary of the Department of the Army since 1958, who was now designated the Permanent Head Assisting the Secretary of Defence. Much of the initial work of negotiating with the services was carried out by White, who was more familiar with the structure of the service departments and therefore with the implications of the merger with Defence. Nevertheless, as the service chiefs complained, White did not deal with them but only with lower ranks. In any case, some members of the working group definitely felt that they were working directly to Tange, not to White. This was especially true of those concentrating on strategic policy and force development, the areas of greatest importance and sensitivity.441

			As Tange had to explain to Barnard and Whitlam, the principal challenge lay not so much in the existence of separate service departments as in the fact that, as noted in the previous chapter, each of the services was run by a board comprising the service chief, senior uniformed officers, the departmental secretary and, in two cases, the minister.442 The new structure was to be quite different. The three services would be maintained but would become parts of a single Australian Defence Force. Tange was delighted to discover that the 1903 Defence Act had referred to a single ‘Defence Force’, although the term had seldom been used in the subsequent seventy years. The boards were to be abolished and each service placed under the sole command of its chief, while the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, redesignated as the Chief of Defence Force Staff (CDFS), would be given command over the three service chiefs. Control of the newly merged institution was to be divided between the CDFS and the Secretary of Defence, establishing the celebrated diarchy, in which the two would share responsibility for administration of the Defence Force but only the CDFS would have command responsibilities.

			The amalgamation of the service departments with what had often been known as Defence Central therefore required the reallocation of the statutory powers held by each service board, or its individual members, to either the Secretary of Defence, the chief of the relevant service, or the newly strengthened CDFS. The services naturally resented any loss of power to Defence Central and encouraged public comment to the effect that the process was essentially a ‘civilian power-grab’, a forced transfer of functions from the appropriate military officers to a power-hungry departmental secretary, with no military credentials, and his civilian subordinates. The facts were decidedly more complex. The services fought hard to retain as many powers as possible. Under heavy pressure from Whitlam to have the report completed by the end of November 1973, Tange met the four service chiefs in a series of meetings of a special consultative committee, involving numerous hours of detailed discussion. In a note to Barnard on 8 October, Tange noted that he had already spent ten hours in three meetings with the chiefs and several more meetings were scheduled.443 By the end of the process, as he noted in the report, he had had fifteen meetings and a total of forty-one hours of formal consultations with the service chiefs, as well as many hours of informal discussion.444

			The chiefs complained that they were often presented at these meetings with detailed proposals at very short notice, but this was as much a function of prime ministerial pressure as a tactical device of Tange’s. On 7 November Barnard, presumably prompted by Tange, wrote to Whitlam to say that Tange was still heavily involved in detailed discussions with the chiefs. The report was expected by early December but Barnard suggested that the amalgamation be deferred until the end of February 1974, to allow for further discussions with the Public Service Board on its implications. Whitlam replied on 20 November that he still wanted the amalgamation to take effect on 1 December. The deadline was met. Tange formally submitted his report on 28 November and the service departments were abolished on 1 December.

			Moreover, the relative influence allocated to the Secretary and the CDFS owed at least as much to ministerial direction as to any ambition of Tange’s. During a meeting with Whitlam and Tange in September, Barnard said that:

			he had … explained to the Prime Minister … that the authority of the Chairman Chiefs of Staff would be increased but the total organisation would be under the Secretary of the Department of Defence. The Prime Minister indicated concurrence in this general approach.445

			The following day Tange suggested that Barnard might reconsider his dictum—according to Tange, Barnard’s exact words—that ‘the total organisation would be under the Secretary of the Department of Defence’. This, Tange observed with delicate understatement, would not be welcome to the service chiefs and he wondered whether the government would, under pressure, stand by such a formulation. He was therefore looking at ways of making it clear that the new position of CDFS would not be subject to the direction or orders of the Secretary. (He was not averse to the idea that the Secretary might continue to receive a greater salary than the CDFS, although with a lesser differential than currently existed with respect to the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff.)446 Thus the diarchy that emerged in the report, with responsibility shared by the Secretary and the CDFS, was a formula more favourable to the military than one that a truly power-hungry civilian might have sought and achieved.

			The outcome was much more of a compromise, or a series of compromises, than the legend of the civilian power-grab implied. The service departments and the service boards duly disappeared, but the services themselves retained not only their identity (unlike in Canada, where in 1968 an unsuccessful attempt was made to merge the three services into one common-uniformed defence force) but also many of their functions and powers. As Tange noted often, the new structure contained not one but four pyramids of appointment and promotion, with Navy, Army and Air offices alongside the Defence Force. Many positions were designated as ‘two-hatted’, having responsibilities to both the chief of a service and either the Secretary or the CDFS. Twelve higher defence committees were established to ensure policy contributions from both the civilian and uniformed sides. The powers and lines of command on the military side were now clearer, with the CDFS commanding the service chiefs and the chiefs in turn commanding their services.

			Tange’s report proposed that the policy and management functions of the department be divided into five ‘major organisations’ and two ‘specialist organisations’. The five would be concerned with strategic policy and force development, supply and support, resources and financial programmes, manpower, and organisation and management. One of the specialist organisations was to be responsible for research, development, trials and evaluation; the other was the Joint Intelligence Organisation. Tange also proposed the uniting of the services’ medical and legal services under, respectively, a surgeon-general and a judge-advocate-general, each reporting to the CDFS.

			At the heart of the proposed reform was the establishment of the strategic policy and force development organisation. Linking these two areas, with a strategic and international policy division and a force development and analysis division reporting through one of the deputy secretaries to the secretary, was crucial to the development of Defence as Tange wanted it, and as it was to operate for the following decades. This arrangement was intended to ensure, first, that the government received the best possible advice on strategic policy and, second, that the force structures and associated equipment and weapons were directly related to the endorsed strategic assessments. The obvious intention was that both the military and the civilian public servants would contribute to policy-making in an integrated organisation. At the same time, the service chiefs would lose much of their previous latitude to initiate ‘requirements’ for weapons platforms and weapons systems, without necessarily paying close regard to the periodic reviews of strategic policy. Now they would put forward ‘bids’ for inclusion in the Five Year Defence Programme, and those bids would be subjected to careful analysis to ensure that they were consistent with the government’s overall strategic assessments. Buried in the undramatic text of the report, and especially the chapter on the strategic policy and force development organisation, was something of a revolution in not only the structure of Defence, but in the whole approach to the making of defence policy.

			The result was not perfect. To achieve the compromises necessary for agreement in the time available, the report envisaged an unduly generous number of senior positions (both uniformed and civilian) and high-level committees. Another major weakness in the reorganisation was the inadequacy of the staff allocated to the CDFS. His title was ‘Chief of Defence Force Staff’, not ‘… the Defence Force Staff’, which, in the eyes of the first occupant of the position, Admiral Sir Victor Smith, carried the implication that he commanded everyone in the Defence Force, not just his small central staff, but this meant little in practice. The three services retained a considerable degree of autonomy in their doctrine, operations and culture. The principle of the superiority of the joint commander was established, but the reality would take time to arrive.

			In the long run, the report inevitably entrenched some of the already strong tensions between military and civilians. The analysis of military ‘bids’ by civilian analysts, a process strengthened by the Fairhall-Bland reforms and further reinforced in the new structure, was inevitably controversial, not least because of the time taken. The military continued to complain that it produced ‘paralysis by analysis’. The civilians retorted that stringent analysis of a major procurement decision was necessary, however time-consuming it might be, and that sometimes ‘a decision delayed was a decision well made’.447

			The title of the report, Australian Defence: Report on the Reorganisation of the Defence Group of Departments (shortened on the reports cover to Australian Defence Reorganisation) reflected the author’s profoundly nationalistic instincts. It was consciously framed by Tange as an Australian response to an Australian need. As he noted in the introduction, many other countries had moved to bring together command, policy control and administration of their armed services into a single ministry of defence. Tange had been following these developments closely since before the 1972 election. As his later memoir revealed, Tange took a close interest in the difficulties faced by British leaders, especially Harold Macmillan, in establishing the Ministry of Defence in London. When the Canadian Minister for Defence visited Canberra, Tange questioned him closely on their practices. But Tange recognised that differences in the structure of government, m the role of the armed services, and in strategic situations meant that organisational responses were different. His purpose was to learn from others’ successes and mistakes, not to emulate uncritically. In his report Tange noted curtly: ‘I have not felt that essential wisdom lay with any particular overseas model.’448

			The measure of Tange’s achievement was not to have achieved perfection, or anything close to it, but to have laid down a sound and enduring framework for such a complex reorganisation in so short a time. Only someone with considerable breadth of intellect and experience could have understood the issues and translated them into structural terms, understandable and acceptable to politicians, civilian public servants and the military. Only someone with considerable force of personality and character could have driven the project through while meeting an extraordinarily demanding deadline. Tange’s natural inclination was to seek rapid results but in this case he was responding to extreme pressure from Whitlam who calculated, correctly, that the best would be the enemy of the good. The essential aim was to have the service departments, and the service boards, abolished and the framework of the new structure erected with all possible speed. To spend more time seeking consensus and elegance might well have been counterproductive, allowing the project’s enemies to gather strength. The combination of political will on the part of Whitlam and Barnard, and intellectual and administrative capacity on the part of Tange and White, achieved a result that many politicians and administrators thought long overdue.

			While the outcome was not as disadvantageous to the services as they liked to claim, there was certainly a widespread perception ‘of the public service doing the military down unilaterally’.449 More than one commentator suggested that Barnard could have avoided this perception if he had, for example, given the task jointly to Tange and the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, Admiral Smith. When this suggestion was raised, decades later, with Whitlam, he pointed immediately to the passage in his book on The Whitlam Government in which he criticised those military officers who, immediately on retirement, had gained lucrative consultancies with arms manufacturers.450 Whitlam, in short, did not trust the upper ranks of the services to the same degree that he trusted Tange and his generation of public servants. This was not, of course, the major reason behind the defence reforms but it was an element in the political-administrative context that has often been overlooked. Whitlam wanted Tange to shape and implement the reorganisation because he knew Tange’s views and did not want them diluted by a military caste whose actions and ethics he sometimes regarded as questionable. This was apparently one of the reasons why Whitlam and Barnard decided to entrust the framing of the reorganisation to one individual, rather than to a committee, and to an individual who was already bearing one of the heaviest loads in the public service.

			Debate over the Tange reforms

			Tange himself never raised the question of retired military officers becoming consultants to defence contractors. Nevertheless his reputation and his forthright style did nothing to dispel the perception that his aim was to place the services under the control of civilian public servants. Indeed, he seemed willing at times to cultivate it. In August 1973, in the middle of the intensive discussions leading to the Tange report, he addressed the senior Army officers attending the annual conference known as the CGS [Chief of General Staff’s] Exercise.451 He bluntly told the gathering that civilian administrators would have a greater role in the reorganised defence regime and the services would have to equip themselves to be better contributors to policy and administration. Under the existing system, he said, each service was trying ‘to equip itself to fight wars according to its own independent strategy’, while their procedures for proposing weapons requirements were ‘calculated to lead to self-interested competition, trials of strength, frustration, and uncongenial relations at the policy level’. He referred scathingly to a sign designating the office of the Department of the Army as ‘Army Headquarters’. The senior ranks of the Army, he said, should not see themselves as a military headquarters but should equip themselves to advise on, and to implement, policy, as well as to command in the field. Tange did not specifically use the word ‘self-reliance’, but he outlined changes in strategic circumstances, including the Nixon doctrine, that made ANZUS and other alliances less relevant than ‘Australian perceptions of self interest’. The Army’s future tasks, he asserted, ‘will have more to do with the defence of Australian soil than with expeditions abroad’.

			The address soon became known as ‘the Tange harangue’. The Bulletin magazine, under the headline ‘Offensive offensive by Defence chief’, said that the Australian officers considered the address not only highly offensive to them, but tactless given the presence of American, Canadian and British officers, who were reported to be ‘dumbfounded’.452 It was widely rumoured that an American general had seen Tange’s talk as ‘a declaration of war’. Tange had indicated that the new organisation would allow, indeed require, greater contributions from senior service officers to defence policy and management, and he had also noted the greater authority to be given to the four senior military commanders. Nevertheless, it was true that the overwhelming emphasis was on the current inadequacy of service officers as managers and advisers on policy, and their future obligation to share these roles with public servants.

			The ‘Tange harangue’ ensured that most of the debate over the reorganisation was focused on Tange himself, rather than on Whitlam, Barnard or the government collectively. The Shadow Defence Minister, Dr Jim Forbes, a former Minister for the Army and Duntroon graduate, said that the new structures ‘imposed on the uniformed members of the Defence forces [sic] a degree of control by civil servants which is undesirable, unwise and degrading’.453 The sympathy for service officers was doubtlessly genuine as well as electorally attuned, but Opposition members did not make the reorganisation a major issue or prevent the legislation from passing through Parliament, and they were careful not to make Tange himself too much of a target.

			The more significant and public challenges came from serving or retired officers, mostly from the Army and mostly colonels or brigadiers. One of the most prominent critics was Brigadier Phillip Greville, who published a long and detailed historical analysis of the relationship between civilian and military leadership in Britain and Australia.454 The theme of this, as of much of the commentary from other military critics, was that the military worked best in close relationship with their political masters, without the interposition of public servants. Churchill’s relationship with his generals was greatly praised, while few kind words were said of Shedden, at Curtin’s right hand, or of Shedden’s model and mentor, Sir Maurice Hankey, the long-serving Secretary of the Committee of Imperial Defence in London.

			Having secured the public endorsement of the service chiefs for the new structure, Tange was shocked to discover that serving officers were both able and willing to denounce it—and, by implication, their commanding officers—in public and with impunity. No less aggravating, from Tange’s point of view, were the criticisms voiced by Dr Tom Millar, a Duntroon graduate who had left the Army for academia, becoming the founding head of the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre at the Australian National University. Although commissioned by the government to undertake the review into the Citizen Military Forces, Millar was a prominent critic of many of the strategic assumptions voiced by Whitlam, Barnard and Tange, particularly the idea that Australia would have ten or more years’ warning of a major strategic threat.455

			Although the subject was bound to be controversial, and his style had inevitably made him a central target, Tange often seemed surprised as well as angry that his work was publicly criticised. He especially rejected, and resented, the claim that it was designed to increase the power of civilians in general and himself in particular. Where possible his defence was conducted through the advice he gave to Barnard but, when the criticism reached a peak in mid-1974, Tange took the unusual step of issuing a long and detailed press statement in his own name. On 6 June, the thirtieth anniversary of D-day, he launched his counteroffensive, arguing that the reorganisation would give the services ‘a stronger, more effective voice’ in policy formulation. The previous Defence Department, he argued, had been a largely civilian department sitting in judgment on service proposals; the new one would have service officers and civilians working jointly on policy proposals. The Secretary could not prevent the military from expressing their views directly to the minister. The merger meant that there would now be one civilian at First Division level instead of four (or, as he later noted, five, when Supply was ‘decapitated’ along with the service departments). The balance of senior civilian and military positions was expected to change slightly in favour of the military, from 113 military and 125 civilian to 120 military and 122 civilian. The sharing of authority between the Secretary and the new CDFS gave the two co-equal status in advising the minister. (Tange could not spell it out, but he hoped the military would compare this with Shedden’s dominance of the service chiefs.) Once again, he noted the importance of the command authority vested in the CDFS.456

			These were effective arguments (although the reference to the removal of the secretaries of the service departments was perhaps more of a debating point since they had been, as he had often deplored, more chief accountants than policy advisers). Tange expanded them on 1 October, when he addressed a seminar in Canberra at the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre.457 He traced the story back to Menzies’ well-intentioned but ineffective directive of the late 1950s, through the Fairhall-Bland reforms to the current plans. Tange was now developing a taste for lectures and seminars such as these, where he could articulate a carefully argued case in administrative terms, touching only lightly on areas, such as the emphasis on the defence of Australian soil, which might be considered ‘political’.

			Tange was also becoming more adept at using the press. After several stories had appeared, supporting the criticisms voiced by Greville, Millar and others, Tange and Admiral Smith briefed some journalists. By the end of the year this resulted in articles that reported that many of the criticisms of the reorganisation were political hyperbole or worse, that the level of hostility between civilians and the military was much exaggerated, that the number of resignations from the services owed much to the generous Defence retirement benefits introduced by Barnard, and that much of the criticism was emanating from officers who would never reach two-star rank or higher.458

			For the remainder of 1974 and 1975, as much detailed work proceeded into the legislative and administrative requirements of the reorganisation, Tange was the essential ‘unifying and guiding comptroller’ of the process. Operating both by formal advice to Barnard and by public ventures in his own name, he ensured the process remained on track, without being derailed by administrative, military or political opponents.

			In mid-1975, as the government faced more and deeper crises. Barnard resigned to take up a diplomatic appointment. His successor was William Morrison, who had been Minister Assisting the Minister for Defence for a year. Many in Canberra knew that, as a young diplomat in External Affairs before entering Parliament in 1969, Morrison had incurred Tange’s serious displeasure on at least two occasions. He believed, probably correctly, that his promotion would be slow or non-existent while Tange controlled his fate. Now he was Tange’s political superior and the political gossips expected fireworks, if not an enforced resignation. Instead, for the remaining months of the Labor government, Morrison and Tange worked together professionally and efficiently, albeit without cordiality. Morrison said that he found Tange ‘a highly efficient, highly competent administrator’. More importantly, Tange was implementing Labor policy by forcing through the reorganisation, and only he could ensure its effective implementation. From Morrison’s point of view, it was a considerable bonus that Tange’s prominence and style ensured that the critics aimed their barbs at the administrator rather than his political masters. With his ministerial colleagues facing more than enough attacks on other fronts, Morrison was perfectly happy to retain Tange. Indeed, he would have been foolish to do otherwise. Any attempt to move against a departmental head of Tange’s reputation would only have done further harm to the government’s increasingly damaged credibility. If Labor had retained office for another two or three years, Morrison might well have sought to move Tange on, but for the time being he had neither reason nor inclination to do so.459

			The respect was reciprocated more warmly than Morrison realised at the time. In May 1976, less than six months after the electoral landslide in which Morrison lost his seat, he was surprised but gratified to receive a letter from Tange. Addressing him for the first time as ‘Dear Bill’, Tange said that he regretted Morrison’s defeat in the December landslide, because Parliament was losing ‘experience and knowledge of an unusual kind’ that no-one else could provide. Tange hoped that the Labor Party would keep Morrison in the field, while ceasing ‘to nurse the grave old men whose ideas are irrelevant to governing Australia for more than three years’.460

			Tange had been central to the greatest peacetime reform in Australia’s defence organisation in the twentieth century. At the same time, he was also becoming a significant actor in another aspect of relations between public servants and their political masters, with very different political implications.

			




		
			Chapter Twelve 
Defender of the (Public Service) Faith 
1972–75

			While Tange welcomed the changes in strategic policy and defence organisation introduced by the Whitlam government, he was less enthusiastic about another aspect of its reformist instincts. The Labor Party came to office with a strong desire to change not only policies but also the way in which policies were framed and implemented. As Bill Hayden, one of the few senior ministers who emerged from the Whitlam government with his reputation enhanced, later recalled:

			There was a complete absence of anyone with Cabinet and ministerial administrative experience within the ranks of the new government. This left many ministers hostage to their own suspicions about the motives and commitment of a public service which had served the conservative coalition so well for so long. That was unfortunate, for there was widespread goodwill towards the incoming government and, generally, an evident keenness on the part of the public service to faithfully serve it. The fact was that the public service, as much as the general community, was tired of the Menzies heritage, which practically everyone agreed was exhausted anyway. Labor did not always harness the goodwill, excellent resources and human skills within the public service to further the objectives of the Government. The Government would ultimately pay for this alienation, as would the community.461

			Many of the new ministers’ attitudes towards the public service were influenced by Dr Peter Wilenski, who came into government as Whitlam’s principal private secretary and was appointed special adviser to the Royal Commission on Australian Government Administration in May 1974. Wilenski, a diplomat with degrees in medicine and political science from Sydney, Harvard, Carleton and Oxford, was the de facto leader of a group of public servants, sometimes known as the Shepherd’s Hut group, after a Queanbeyan restaurant in which they often gathered in the months before the election. Whitlam commissioned Wilenski to prepare a draft Administrative Arrangements Order and associated advice, which Wilenski reportedly handed over on the day after the election. This, according to Graham Freudenberg, Whitlam’s speechwriter and biographer, formed the basis of the new government’s decisions on the machinery of government. The detail was less important than the underlying attitudes. The ‘real importance’ of this work, as Freudenberg put it, ‘was that it enabled the politicians, inexperienced as they were in administration, to establish an immediate ascendancy over the public servants’.462

			A principal target was the authority of the permanent heads. As the young Turks saw it, these men held too much power themselves and left too little for their supposed masters, the ministers who formed the elected government. During the next three years, the Whitlam governments approach to the machinery of government proved to be less radical than some of its supporters hoped. Nevertheless, it began another revolution in the nature of the public service, perhaps not quite as rapid or dramatic as that instigated during the 1939–45 war, but with effects no less enduring.

			Mandarins and minders

			The suspicions of the new and inexperienced Labor ministers were often fostered by those who had given them personal and political support during the years in Opposition. Many of these advisers and supporters expected to hold positions of some influence in the incoming government, and the ministers sought to appoint them to their ministerial offices. This was the origin, largely unplanned and unsystematic, of the new category of ministerial staff officers, who came to be known colloquially as ‘minders’. To this point the office staff of a minister had generally comprised a steno-secretary and one private secretary, usually a public servant seconded from the department. From now on each minister would have a substantial complement of staff. They would be paid from the public purse but their allegiance would be to the individual minister, and certainly not to the public service, a department, a departmental secretary, or a departmental conception of the national interest. Nor would these staff members be accountable to Parliament or even the government (in a broad sense of that term) in the same way as the members of public service departments.

			Many of the minders, like their friends and acquaintances in the Labor Party, the media, the universities (notably the Australian National University) and elsewhere, saw the traditional public service, and especially the permanent heads, as institutional obstacles to their policies and aspirations. They therefore perceived a major part of their own role as bringing the public servants under ministerial control, by which they often meant their own control. No-one better epitomised their perceived enemy than Sir Arthur Tange, whom some—including Mungo MacCallum, a journalist who profoundly admired Whitlam—liked to caricature as Sir After Dark.463 (The nickname had a non-political origin. As part of a student prank at the Australian National University, Chris Tange claimed that the elusive ‘Chris Tang’ was a wild Chinese person, and that his own name was Chris Dark. His friends, not least one who made a speech at Chris’s twenty-first birthday party, extended the joke to name Chris’s father as Sir After Dark. The epithet spread among the students, journalists and public servants who drank at the Hotel Wellington on Friday nights.)

			MacCallum and the like-minded ministerial staffers knew that the new Prime Minister did not fully share their views. They thought that senior public servants, especially permanent heads, should be regarded as hostile until they proved themselves otherwise. They believed that Whitlam, himself the son of a senior and highly respected public servant, was too close to the mandarins and trusted them too much. When Race Mathews, Whitlam’s principal private secretary from 1967 to 1972, travelled with his leader, he was amazed to discover the number of ambassadors and their spouses, including Arthur and Marjorie Tange, with whom Gough and Margaret Whitlam were on first-name terms.464 Mathews, MacCallum and their colleagues would have been even more horrified if they had known that the Tange’s and Whitlam’s parents had been friendly neighbours in wartime Canberra.

			In the euphoric early days of the Whitlam government, the new Prime Minister’s sympathies were mainly with those who had helped his party come to office. Whitlam gave an instruction that the staff in his own office were not to be subjected to the usual ASIO security check. It was, as Freudenberg put it, an ‘imprudent gesture’, intended to indicate that he would personally take responsibility to ensure the staff did not see highly classified documents.465 While this was primarily a concern for ASIO and thus the Attorney-General’s Department, it also affected the handling of material created by the two intelligence agencies within Defence. Some of Tange’s subordinates in those agencies, especially those responsible for the security of intelligence agencies, were concerned by what they regarded as the new government’s cavalier attitudes to security clearances. Their views were assumed to be shared, if not directed, by Tange. In the atmosphere of late 1972 and early 1973, even mild references to the importance of observing proper security procedures, not least in maintaining the confidence of Australia’s allies, were interpreted in some quarters as reactionary and obstructive.

			Tange was not opposed in principle to the idea of strengthening ministerial staffs. On the contrary, he welcomed anything that would improve the capacity of ministers to make decisions. He could see the value of overtly political staff who could bring into ministerial decisions an element that was necessary, but not always easy for public servants to provide. What offended him, and many colleagues in the public service, at this time was not only the arrogance and incompetence of some newly appointed minders but also, and more importantly, the lack of clear guidelines to indicate the respective rights and responsibilities of the ministerial and departmental officers. He later recalled that he had put this to Whitlam but had been brushed off with a dismissive, ‘Oh, you will work it out’.466 Not until late 1974 was an attempt made to issue some guidelines, and it was a considerable time before a firm administrative and legislative basis was established for ministerial staff. The reputation of the Whitlam government suffered from some ministerial staff appointments that appeared to be based on personal or family relationships more than political or administrative ability. Questions surrounding the accountability of ministerial staff arose from time to time in subsequent years but did not become a major political issue until the episode known officially as ‘a certain maritime incident’, and more popularly as the ‘children overboard affair’, during and after the 2001 general election. But the substantial tensions that arose in 1972–73 between the departmental officers and the minders undermined the policy-making process and would prove especially damaging for Tange’s reputation.

			Clem Lloyd and Brian Toohey

			The tenure of two minders who came into office with Barnard, Clem Lloyd and Brian Toohey, was short but significant.467 A man of considerable intellectual, political and physical substance, Lloyd had for several years been nominally Barnard’s press secretary, but in fact his principal policy adviser. In the long years in Opposition he had drafted Barnard’s policy statements and had done more than any other individual to ensure Labor came to government with a credible defence policy. Barnard, whose father had been Minister for Repatriation (much later renamed Veterans’ Affairs) in the Chifley government, had a profound interest in repatriation benefits but on almost all other aspects of defence policy relied heavily upon his adviser. Lloyd was popular and respected in Labor Party, academic and media circles, but even before the 1972 election he was becoming weary of his role as Barnard’s principal prop. He sensed that Barnard was similarly tiring of the relationship, although willing to offer him an attractive salary to retain his services. Tange later discovered that Barnard, a correct and almost prudish man personally, had some reservations about Lloyd’s personal life, but at the time Tange knew little or nothing of this background. Focused as always on ministers, he had sought to develop a good rapport with Whitlam and Barnard but had made no effort to establish a working relationship with Lloyd. The thought that such an effort might be useful had simply not occurred to him.

			Brian Toohey was a young journalist whose principal interest was economics, but who was offered a post in Barnard’s office rather than, as he had initially hoped, that of the new Treasurer. Conflict between Tange and Toohey was probably inevitable, with two issues at its core. Toohey’s instincts were those of an investigative journalist, keen to get interesting information into the public domain, and all the more encouraged if the information were sensitive and classified. Tange, as already seen, had taken initiatives to improve the provision of information to the media and the public, including the creation of the Public Information Office in External Affairs and the production of the Defence Review of 1972. As an experienced public servant, however, he wanted information on national security policy to be promulgated in an orderly way, without endangering diplomatic and defence secrets, especially those that impinged on relations with the United States and other allies. The number of leaks of Defence information in the early weeks of the new government was acutely embarrassing to Tange. He suspected, but could not prove, that Toohey had a hand in them. Even more important, Tange discovered that departmental submissions to the minister sometimes got no further than the desks of the minders. They apparently took it upon themselves to decide whether it was politically appropriate for the minister even to consider the topic raised. Tange asserted that, after Toohey’s departure, a substantial collection of departmental submissions was found in his office safe, never having been brought before Barnard.468 This, in Tange’s view, rendered relations between the minister and the department impossible to administer. When Tange later said that he could see a useful role for non-departmental officers in a ministerial office, but wanted clear guidelines on their role and responsibilities, these were his two principal concerns.

			These specific issues were exacerbated by the personal attitudes of many of the minders, who were determined to assert their influence over the traditional bureaucracy. Within days of the election, the staff in Barnard’s office grew even more confident after what they saw as an important victory. The Labor Party wanted an immediate end to the controversial system of selective national service. The public servants took the view, on legal advice, that this required legislative action but were trumped by a device on which Senator Lionel Murphy (about to become the Attorney-General) had advised the minders. Under the existing legislation, the Minister had the right to grant leave to national servicemen, so Barnard simply granted indefinite leave to all national servicemen with immediate effect. The administration of the national service system was the responsibility of the Department of Labour and National Service (DLNS) and, to a lesser extent, the Department of the Army, rather than Defence. Moreover, under the duumvirate Barnard was Minister for Labour and National Service as well as all the armed services, so the crucial meeting on Monday 4 December involved Barnard’s minders and senior officials of DLNS and Army, not Defence. When the proposal was raised with Tange beforehand, he said that he was not a lawyer and made no comment on the implications.469 Nevertheless Toohey and others saw this as an important, early victory over Tange.

			In early February 1973 Lord Carrington, Britain’s Secretary of State for Defence, visited Canberra for talks on Anglo-Australian defence relations in South-East Asia. Although he was pleased to renew contact with the man he had first known as the youthful British High Commissioner to Australia in the 1950s, Tange had questioned the wisdom of having such a meeting so soon after the new government’s election. Whitlam nevertheless insisted that it proceed. On 30 January the departmental official who would be the secretary for the ministerial talks, Douglas Hort, spoke to Tange about the seating and other arrangements. He mentioned that Clem Lloyd expected to be included in the Australian team. Tange immediately demurred. He telephoned Barnard, told him that the presence of ministerial staff was not usual, referred to the inclusion in the talks of topics requiring special clearances (which Lloyd, although cleared to Top Secret, had not yet had time to acquire), and asked if the Minister thought Lloyd’s presence necessary. After being assured that a departmental officer would take a record of the meeting, Barnard agreed that there was no need for ministerial staff to attend. Tange then directed Hort to tell Lloyd that Barnard—not Tange himself—had decided not to include him.

			For Lloyd, this was evidently the last straw. He told Barnard in blunt terms that he had decided to resign, but he remained in the office for a few days. Assuming that it was perfectly obvious, he did not tell Barnard or Tange in as many words that his resignation was in protest at being excluded from the Carrington talks. By this time Toohey had already left to write for a Fairfax newspaper, The Australian Financial Review. Lloyd blamed Barnard rather than Tange for Toohey’s departure, but noted that Tange had always been far more abrasive towards Toohey than towards himself.470

			The Barnard-Carrington talks duly took place, with Barnard having in the meantime included another member of his ministerial staff, Derek Woolner. This may have been a move by Barnard and Tange to counter the argument that, under the protocol of such meetings, it was appropriate to have a staff member on the Australian side as the counterpart to a member of Carrington’s private office. About a month later, when Barnard spoke to the Tasmanian state conference of the ALP, he sought to counter those within his party who were critical of the departure of Lloyd and Toohey and who saw Tange as a sinister influence. In the course of his speech Barnard said that Tange had told him it was not true that Lloyd had resigned because of exclusion from the Carrington talks. Lloyd, enraged, posted his version of events on a noticeboard in the Parliament House press gallery. The press, strongly sympathetic to Lloyd, was hostile towards Barnard on his first days in Parliament as Deputy Prime Minister. Under heavy pressure Barnard indicated that he thought Tange’s account of the dealings with Lloyd had been less than fully honest. He demanded and received a statement from Tange, which Barnard tabled in the House of Representatives on 6 March. In this Tange included an apology if his actions had misled Barnard. Press reports were full of this backdown by the man generally recognised as the proudest and strongest of the mandarins. Whitlam and Barnard both made statements in Parliament affirming their confidence in Tange but it was a tremendous blow to his pride that such statements should be considered necessary.471

			To the end of his days, Tange resented this public humiliation. He always asserted—in correspondence, for example, with Whitlam at the time of Barnards death in 1998’472—that he had done nothing requiring an apology. He took his stand on the literal truth of his statements, that he personally had not ordered Lloyd’s exclusion from the talks but had merely disseminated Barnard’s decision to that effect; and that he did not know what specifically had prompted Lloyd’s resignation. The brewing tension between Barnard and Lloyd and the nature of the communications between the principals justified this defence, although Lloyd’s many friends and supporters inevitably saw Tange as the victor in an unscrupulous power play. It was Tange, after all, who had questioned the inclusion of Lloyd in the Carrington talks and few thought that Barnard would have excluded Lloyd unless under pressure from his departmental secretary. The episode was in fact an early round in the battle between the traditional bureaucracy and the new class of ministerial minders. Lloyd apparently recognised this as his subsequent account, while far from sympathetic towards Tange, was much more critical of Barnard and included a degree of grudging respect towards the public servant. For his part Tange, while defending his own actions, conceded that Lloyd was a man worthy of some respect. He did not make the same concession towards Toohey; their reciprocal detestation was undisguised.

			In the short term, Tange seemed to have survived this episode with unpleasant memories of being the focus of critical attention in the national parliament and press but with a strengthening of his reputation as a dominant public servant. Around Canberra, many departmental officials and military officers were quietly delighted to see that two of the most prominent minders had been ejected from their minister’s office within weeks of appointment, and gave Tange full credit. The harshest public criticism was directed at Barnard, of whom a typical press report said that he did not ‘appear strong enough to stand up to public servants like Sir Arthur Tange, who have grown used to captive ministers becoming a prisoner of the departments’.473

			In the longer term the effects were more serious for Tange. Some, especially those on the left wing of the Labor Party, confused the battle over ‘turf’—the struggle for the minister’s ear—with a battle over policy. The Lloyd episode, coming soon after the revelation of the DSD unit in Singapore and the decisions affecting national servicemen mentioned in chapter 11, was wrongly seen as confirming the pre-election suspicions that Tange and other permanent heads were ideologically committed to the policies of the defeated conservative coalition.

			The full effect of these stronger suspicions would not emerge until the downfall of the Whitlam government, but there were some immediate signs of the new political contest. After Tange’s apology to Barnard was tabled in the House of Representatives, press accounts pointed to the alleged power of the departmental heads, especially those who were known to lunch at the Commonwealth Club. Tange’s name was always prominent in such stories, as were those of Bunting (at the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet), Fred Wheeler (the Treasury) and Alan Cooley (the Public Service Board). The general theme was indicated by the headline of one such account: ‘Are These the Men who Rule Australia?’474 In addition to the above four, this story also referred to Keith Waller (Foreign Affairs) and Lenox Hewitt (Minerals and Energy). Thus, while Tange was whole-heartedly implementing Labor policy on strategic doctrine and defence reorganisation and being subjected to public criticism from political and military conservatives, he was simultaneously being portrayed by the Labor left and other radicals as a relic of the Menzies era, blocking the new reform agenda.

			According to John Menadue, by 1974 Whitlam himself shared the suspicions over the loyalty of ‘the clique that lunched at the Commonwealth Club’. To establish a Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet that was more overtly responsive and activist, Whitlam in late 1974 designated Menadue to replace Bunting. (Menadue was 39, the same age as Tange had been when elevated to the First Division.) Wheeler was not moved although he was a principal target of Labor’s, not least Whitlam’s, distrust in 1974–75, when the government’s disregard for Treasury advice on overseas loans contributed substantially to its downfall. Of the four usually cited as the leaders of the ‘culturally, if not politically, conservative’ departmental heads—Tange, Bunting, Wheeler and Cooley—only Tange retained both his position and the confidence of the Prime Minister throughout Whitlam’s tenure of office.475

			The Royal Commission on Australian Government Administration

			The vehicle through which Whitlam sought to give coherent form to the numerous radical and reformist ideas on Australian public administration was the Royal Commission on Australian Government Administration (RCAGA). Chaired by the public servant whom Tange had admired since the 1940s, Nugget Coombs, the RCAGA was one of the numerous inquiries commissioned by Whitlam that presented their reports to his successor. Tange’s own report on the reorganisation of Defence was one of the few that were concluded, with its major recommendations at least partly implemented, before Labor lost office.

			The essential goal of the RCAGA, especially in the minds of Coombs and Wilenski (who was special adviser to the Commission from June to November 1974), was a public service that was more ‘responsive’ to the government of the day. Tange was not regarded as a particular target of the commissioners, who probably saw the Public Service Board, the Treasury and some individuals in other departments (including Bunting) as the bastions of administrative conservatism. Tange’s views on several central issues were requested by the Commission. At this time he began to develop a reputation, that would endure the rest of his life, as an exponent of a particular vision of the public service. This view included support for reforms that would make for better governance (a term little used until very late in Tange’s lifetime), but hostility to those that conflicted with the essential principles of the Westminster system.

			Tange put considerable effort into his four written submissions to the RCAGA, which were subsequently published, together with a summary of his oral evidence, as a booklet.476 The first was an account and explanation of the Defence reorganisation. He set out the ways in which the newly expanded Defence Department would make use of the skills of two types of servants of the Crown, those in uniform and the traditional departmental public servant. He presented a formidable case for the new organisation, backed with supporting documents, most of which Tange had also had a major role in writing. One was the paper, mentioned in the previous chapter, that he had given to an academic seminar on 1 October 1974.477 If the ‘Tange harangue’ given to Army officers the previous year had been like a commando unit or squadron of fighter aircraft, provocatively harassing the enemy, this paper and the RCAGA submission it accompanied were more like an armoured division or a carrier fleet. Slowly and deliberately, with few excursions into wit or sarcasm, they moved inexorably through the argument, using Tange’s command of the historical and current evidence to dominate the field, while leaving few undefended openings for his opponents to exploit.

			The other three submissions responded to specific requests from the Commission. The first commented on the Devlin Group report on the Irish public service. This floated the idea of separating, within a government department, the minister’s policy advisers from executive units that would handle day-to-day operations, with a statutory board as the link. Tange put forward cogent reasons why such a proposal would not work in Australia. His forceful arguments against ministers’ acting as presidents of boards, and thus sharing their decision-making powers with official subordinates, was based partly on the record of the pre-1973 service ministers and their respective boards. In his oral evidence to the Commission, Tange dismissed the Devlin report’s ideas on separating policy advice from implementation as ‘very simplistic’.

			His next submission commented on interdepartmental committees. Tange contended that such committees worked best when supported by staff work, and that this staff work should come from a nominated ‘lead department’, not from a central Cabinet secretariat.

			Tange’s final submission to the RCAGA was more varied in topic and less clear in argument. The Commission had requested his views on several issues relating to ‘central coordination and management of Australian government activity’. Although not spelled out, the underlying concern was that departments were acting too much as independent agencies, pursuing their own interests rather than what would later be called a ‘whole of government’ approach. Here Tange was put on the defensive, for this was a valid criticism of the system in which he had gained power and status. On one aspect of the problem, Tange was typically robust and forthright as he dismissed the claims put forward by Alan Renouf, whom Whitlam had appointed to succeed Waller as Secretary of Foreign Affairs. Renouf had presented an ambitious submission, seeking to advance his department’s claim to coordinate—or, as it seemed to many, to control—all aspects of the government’s external policies. Tange’s loyalty was to his present, not his former, department. He displayed few qualms as he bluntly rebutted any claims by Foreign Affairs to ‘superior authority’ over other departments dealing with Australia’s security or trade interests.

			On the wider question of coordination, Tange’s submission made general points, with little supporting evidence. Coordination, he said, was not a matter of departmental organisation, nor of devices such as interdepartmental committees or (taking a chance to make a quick thrust) non-career ministerial advisers, but depended on the authority and effectiveness of ministers. Making what he later came to regard as the fundamental argument in his submissions to the RCAGA, he said that there was no point in studying the public service without studying ‘how Ministers actually conduct themselves’. The public service, Tange contended, had to be seen as a national institution, not merely as a way of organising individuals to perform tasks as directed by ministers. It required strong leadership, which at the political level could only come from the Prime Minister. At the administrative level, it also required leadership ‘from its own ranks’, but he gave no more specific advice on where to find that leadership. He did not, for example, say whether the head of any one department should be regarded as the head of the public service as a whole. From 1920 to 1968 the Secretary to the United Kingdom Treasury was head of the civil service in Whitehall and under the 1999 Public Service Act the Secretary of the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet would later be given supervisory authority in Canberra. Tange seemed to realise that his own arguments were heading in that direction but, after years of fighting what he saw as the unjustified intervention of coordinating departments such as the Prime Minister’s Department into the realm of line departments like External Affairs and Defence, he could not bring himself to articulate the conclusion. He seems rather to have hoped that the most senior departmental heads, including himself, would be seen as the leaders of the public service ‘from its own ranks’.

			Tange was much clearer in expressing the hope that the Commission would help the government to articulate the conventions governing the public service, helping gain greater respect for its ethos and its standards. While seeking a strong role for the Prime Minister, he wanted those conventions to limit the rights of individual ministers, not least on the appointment and removal of heads of departments. It seems likely that he still blamed Hasluck rather than Menzies for his removal from External Affairs nearly a decade earlier, and this comment reflected his continuing resentment. But these arguments were only sketched, with much less than his usual force or clarity, probably because he knew that the Royal Commission was heading in precisely the opposite direction—increasing the powers of ministers and reducing those of departmental heads.

			In his oral evidence, Tange was pressed by Paul Munro, a member of the Commission with a background in public service unionism, on the appointment and tenure of permanent heads. Tange argued that these positions could be advertised and applications invited from the public, a suggestion that attracted media attention. The selection panel, he suggested, could include the Prime Minister, two other ministers and two or three public servants (thus representing one case where Tange did not object to ministers and officials sharing decision-making). But he disagreed with Munro’s suggestion that permanent heads might be sacked in the same way as leaders of industry. A way would have to be found, he said, by which change could be effected in the positions without ‘degrading’ the occupants or ‘disturbing the sense of leadership in the system’. Retirement could be made ‘more flexible’ but permanent heads ‘should not be demoted simply because they have grown older or cannot produce novel ideas to the extent that they did’. For the next quarter-century, culminating in the Barratt case in 1999, Tange expressed deep regret at the diminution of respect given to departmental secretaries (who lost their statutory designation of ‘permanent heads’ in 1984). He recognised that governments had, in the last resort, the right to move departmental heads who were not performing but he could not abide abrupt dismissals that seemed demeaning or ‘degrading’ to those individuals. Beyond saying that a system had to be found that was ‘more flexible’ but not ‘degrading’, he did not define a system that would achieve those goals.

			During his oral evidence to the RCAGA, Tange agreed that ministerial advisers ‘make an important contribution’, particularly in helping ministers to change policies, but he hoped that the government would ‘define the relationship between these advisers and the departments’. Coombs took the point and hoped that Tange would help to find the words that would define that relationship.

			Tange’s concerns over the direction of the RCAGA’s deliberations and recommendations took time to mature and to be formed into a coherent argument. As a later chapter will show, the Garran Oration in 1981 represented his considered riposte to the Commission’s work. But Tange’s submissions to the Royal Commission, both written and oral, established a new position for him in the eyes of observers of governance in Canberra. He was now a respected contributor to debate on public administration, promoting some reforms and accepting others, but rejecting those that in his mind undermined the degree of independence that the public service as a whole, especially departmental heads, required.

			Freedom of information

			On one prominent issue Tange was an unapologetic defender of the established practices of the public service, opposing what he regarded as dangerous proposals for reform. The Whitlam government came to office with a commitment to ‘open government’, which was generally taken to include freedom of information legislation. No such legislation was enacted during the government’s tenure, nor until 1982, after Tange’s retirement. As Whitlam himself noted, in the only brief reference to the topic in his comprehensive account of the government’s record, ‘The Government devoted many hours of discussion to freedom of information legislation but not sufficient to overcome the resistance of its most senior and respected public service advisors’.478 A more detailed account of this topic by Greg Terrill portrays Tange and Wheeler as the most significant public servant opponents of the new concept.479 When an interdepartmental committee began deliberations on how to adapt the United States’ Freedom of Information Act to Australia’s governmental structure, Wheeler and Tange wrote strongly worded and highly influential letters defending ‘the traditional norms’ governing the secrecy of communications between ministers and departments, and within departments. Tange observed that the public disclosure of official advice could allow ‘partisan interests’ to foster conflict between ministers and departments. The American model was not necessarily relevant for, as he put it, governments ‘cannot fall in the United States over such an issue. They could in Australia’.

			Tange succeeded in having the interdepartmental committee raised to the level of permanent heads. After months of deliberations, the committee eventually produced a report that essentially defended the status quo, based on the need to protect the confidentiality of Cabinet and ministerial discussions and to maintain ministerial responsibility for their departments. These were precisely the arguments mounted by Tange and Wheeler. Terrill observes that ‘Tange’s depth of feeling … was more than may be explained by simplistic theses about bureaucratic self-interest’.480 He offers no further explanation, apparently unwilling to accept Tange’s and Wheeler’s contention that confidentiality was essential to permit frank discussion and impartial advice.

			Some of the radicals of the 1970s probably regarded the ‘depth of feeling’ that Tange displayed, on this and other issues, as an expression of a self-centred commitment to the institutions, responsibilities and privileges of the public service as it had operated throughout his career. He, it seemed, was a beneficiary of the public service revolution of the 1940s. With the radical changes of his youth now the established orthodoxy, Tange had become their defender against the new challenges that were emerging in the 1970s. But his views were not mere knee-jerk reactions. It was notable, for example, that the freedom of information legislation that was eventually enacted omitted many of the features that Tange regarded as disturbing or dangerous. Later governments, both Labor and coalition, have regarded it as essential to maintain the confidentiality of official advice to ministers and of interministerial discussions. Without that protection there could be no ‘frank and fearless’ advice from public servants to ministers.

			November 1975

			By late 1975 Tange had acquired an ambiguous reputation among those in and around the Whitlam government. He was clearly the strong right hand for Whitlam, Barnard and Morrison as they set about reforming both strategic policy and defence organisation, adopting directions that Tange had long favoured. But he was simultaneously being portrayed as a conservative, or even reactionary, critic of some of the proposed changes in the relationship between ministers and public servants. Unsurprisingly, some found this distinction hard to comprehend. The confusion between reformer and conservative was crucial to the allegations that would long be levelled against him, concerning his activities in late 1975.

			After several years in Defence, Tange was now adopting what might be called ‘the Defence line’ on the Australian-American alliance. This was not incompatible with the ‘External Affairs line’ that he had done so much to initiate and develop in the 1950s and 1960s. As noted in the previous chapter, he effectively defended the Whitlam government’s intention to remain loyal to the alliance, even while challenging the American position on the Vietnam war and demanding that Australian sovereignty be respected over the administration of the joint facilities. But the emphasis was a little different. The joint facilities, for which Defence was the responsible department in Australia, were now central to the operations and purpose of the alliance. There was no clear and imminent strategic threat to Australia, like that posed by Japan in the 1940s, and the emphasis in defence planning was to detect and prepare for possible threats in the medium- or long-term. Consequently Tange and his colleagues in Defence, both civilian and uniformed, were placing less emphasis on the ‘strategic guarantee’ implicit in the ANZUS Treaty—that is, the promise to assist a party under attack—and more on the day-to-day benefits of the alliance at a time of Cold War stalemate and relative stability in the region. Prominent among these benefits were access to American intelligence and access to advanced technology. The price was to continue to make available the sites of the joint facilities and to protect what the Americans regarded as the essential security surrounding their functions and operations. It was therefore not surprising that Tange became deeply disturbed when it appeared that the curtain of secrecy around the joint facilities seemed likely to ripped open in late 1975.

			By a series of unfortunate coincidences, this arose at a time when political tensions and sensitivities on both sides of the Pacific were exceptionally high.481 The terms of the agreement on the Pine Gap station designated that the first opportunity for the Australian side to indicate that it would not be renewed came in December 1975. It became evident that some senior Americans, not least in the Central Intelligence Agency, held exaggerated fears that either Whitlam himself, or a left-wing Labor leader who supplanted Whitlam, might do so. This happened to coincide with the crisis in Australian domestic politics that led the Senate to block the Budget legislation, culminating in the government’s dismissal by the Governor-General, Sir John Kerr, on 11 November. It was particularly unfortunate for Tange that the journalist who broke a crucial story in early November, linking the Pine Gap facility to the Central Intelligence Agency rather than to the Defense Department as the Americans publicly asserted, was Brian Toohey. Moreover, one of the minders who accompanied Morrison into the minister’s office in mid-1975 was William Pinwill, a like-minded journalist who later collaborated with Toohey on an unauthorised history of the Australian Secret Intelligence Service. Thus not only was the political atmosphere in general exceptionally tense, but the suspicion and animosity towards Tange was particularly acute among some of the minders and their allies in the media.

			Tange’s known actions during this crisis were unusual but not improper. When Whitlam’s staff became aware that Defence had a list of declared CIA operatives in Australia that was different from the list held in Foreign Affairs, Tange immediately responded to a request to provide the list. He vigorously drew attention to the security implications of this knowledge being circulated. When Whitlam proposed to answer a parliamentary question on the matter in a way that would have confirmed the link between the CIA and Pine Gap, while also revealing that Tange had made this information available, he pressed very hard for the Prime Minister to change the terms of the answer. He was alleged to have stated that Australia was facing its greatest threat to national security. The answer was due to be given on the afternoon of 11 November; Whitlam was dismissed at lunchtime. It was, it seems, the manner in which Tange acted, particularly the extreme emphasis that he placed on the secrecy of the information concerning the joint facilities, that drew attention to his actions. Moreover, Tange believed that reports of his actions and statements were circulated by staff in Whitlam’s and Morrison’s offices—not by the ministers themselves—in a way that at first encouraged derision and later gave birth to a conspiracy theory.

			According to this theory, Tange himself was the link between the ‘security crisis’ over the future of Pine Gap and the ‘constitutional crisis’ that led to Whitlam’s dismissal by the Governor-General. Tange was alleged to have informed Kerr of the Americans’ deep concern over the intelligence relationship, thus motivating Kerr to act as and when he did. (This theory, which did not surface until the late 1970s and then recurred at intervals in the 1980s, is analysed in the Appendix. There, too, belongs discussion of the other allegation later raised against Tange’s actions in the spring of 1975, concerning his supposed implication in the events surrounding the deaths of five Australia-based journalists in Balibo during Indonesia’s covert intervention in East Timor.)

			Tange’s own account of this period emphasised that his priority was to attempt to apply to Defence, including the services, the system of vouchers by which the government proposed to pay its employees until the Budget legislation had been passed by the Senate. On 11 November, Tange recalled:

			I attended the [Australian] War Memorial service [for Remembrance Day], returned to my desk briefly, and went to lunch returning to my office before 2 p.m. … While [I was] sitting at my desk catching up with accumulated papers, my secretary burst into the room to say that the Prime Minister had been dismissed and replaced by Malcolm Fraser. This seemed so improbable that I asked where she had got the information. ‘From my mum, listening to the radio,’ she said. I told her, no doubt with some acerbity, not to interrupt me in future with tales from her mother. Nonetheless, I switched on the radio. I heard Malcolm Fraser speaking from the Government benches. I do not recall whether I gave my secretary the apology for my disbelief that she undoubtedly deserved.482

			It can safely be assumed that his secretary did not receive the apology, but there is no reason to doubt that the Dismissal of the Whitlam government came as a complete surprise to Tange.

			Moreover, Whitlam himself publicly declared his confidence in Tange’s loyalty. A year after the dismissal, a press report alleged that Fraser, as Prime Minister, was deeply dissatisfied with the administration of the Defence Department. Rejecting the claim in the House of Representatives, Fraser took the opportunity to describe Tange as ‘one of the most distinguished public servants that this country has ever produced … [and] a man of great dedication, of immense integrity and great intellectual capacity’. Whitlam, now Leader of the Opposition, promptly associated himself with these comments, leading Fraser to assert, evidently with Whitlam’s concurrence, that Tange had served the Labor government ‘with complete and absolute loyalty’.483 At this time of extreme political tension, it seemed that lauding Tange’s ability, integrity and loyalty was one subject on which Fraser and Whitlam could agree.

			For the Tange family, there was a personal sequel to the Dismissal. Jenny had become engaged to Angus Moir, the son of a leading Canberra architect. Arthur Tange had not always approved of his daughter’s admirers but he and Marjorie welcomed this union. In the weeks before the wedding Angus proved his worth by helping Arthur and Chris to install a septic tank at Koonaroo. The wedding day was set for 13 December at the Anglican church of St John the Baptist in the Canberra suburb of Reid. This proved to be the day of the post-Dismissal election, perhaps the most bitterly fought in living memory, but the wedding went ahead. Both Whitlam and Fraser were invited. On any other day, both would probably have attended, but in the event sent cordial messages instead. Beforehand, the Tange and Moir families joked nervously that they might have to advise guests at the church to sit, not as usual with the groom’s friends to the right of the aisle and the bride’s to the left, but with Fraser’s supporters to the right and Whitlam’s to the left. The personal goodwill of the two political leaders, at the time of the most intense partisan division for decades, was testimony to Tange’s standing with leaders on both sides of politics, despite the attacks from elements of both the right and the left that he had endured during the preceding three years. It also proved a good omen for a lasting and successful marriage.

			




		
			Chapter Thirteen 
The Mandarin Unchallenged: Working with Fraser and Killen 
1976–79

			When the Liberals and their coalition partners were returned to office at the election on Jenny Tange’s wedding day, Arthur had nearly four years before he reached the compulsory retirement age of 65. These were the years when he appeared at his most lordly in presiding over his domain. Many of the stories that circulated around Canberra’s corridors, bars, common rooms and newsrooms, of harshness towards his subordinates and rudeness to his peers, date from this period. (So does the quip of one departmental officer, who described two oriental pots in the Secretary’s office as: ‘Late Tange, slightly cracked’.484) Some thought his style akin to that of a feudal baron, and Graeme Dobell, the doyen of ABC reporters on defence and international affairs, developed that analogy when lecturing to service officers on relations between the military and the media. Dobell contended that Tange saw himself as the chancellor of a medieval kingdom, where the king and the princes (the Prime Minister and his ministers) were too often away on their private estates (or constituencies). The civil servants, Dobell continued, were the peasants working the fields; the uniformed servicemen and women were the beasts of burden; and journalists were the ticks and fleas on the bodies of the beasts of burden.485

			Tange was often harsh towards those working in his department, but the civilians were treated no more leniently than those in uniform. Dire threats would be conveyed over the telephone if, for example, a departmental officer were slow to produce a Cabinet submission. Someone who brought him a paper that Tange found inadequate might find the file flung to the floor in disgust, requiring the humiliated officer to scramble on the floor of the Secretary’s office to pick up the disordered folios. Those working in or near his office were surprised that he would chastise deputy secretaries and division heads in front of their juniors. Some observed that the tantrums were often contrived and that Tange was in greater control of his emotions than he appeared. He could switch instantaneously from rage, as he evicted an unfortunate subordinate from his office, to diplomatic charm, as he greeted his next visitor, perhaps an ambassador or visiting dignitary. The exhibitions of anger, as he admitted privately, were based on his sense of responsibility for a huge, complex and important organisation. He could not know everything that was going on within his domain but was only too aware that at any time some crisis might erupt, placing the nation’s security—not to mention his reputation and career—at stake. Exercising control in this way was, he felt, his best form of insurance.

			One trusted senior officer, Norm Attwood, was in Tange’s office when he delivered a vehement denunciation by telephone to someone further down the hierarchy. As he put the telephone down, Tange said, by way of explanation and almost apology, ‘I have to strike like lightning.’ Attwood developed the same analogy when advising officers on how to cope with Tange’s outbursts. ‘Act like a lightning rod,’ he told them. They should let the bolt go to earth through them, neither wilting nor striking back, but giving only calm and measured answers, or promises to find information as promptly as possible.486 Those who found the courage and presence of mind to apply these techniques generally found them successful.

			Only one person could deflate the state of tension or crisis that his juniors thought he sometimes contrived. After 5 p.m. one evening, he summoned to his office his deputy secretaries and the Chief of the Defence Force Staff—who had already gone home and returned in a tweed jacket—over something he considered urgent but which senior officials thought might well have awaited calm consideration the following day. The crisis meeting was interrupted by a telephone call. From his manner and few words, those present soon deduced that Marjorie was calling to ask if Arthur had forgotten that he was expected home to host a dinner party. He had. The departmental autocrat instantly became the mild-mannered and dutiful husband and the meeting quickly dispersed.

			Tange’s public standing was reinforced in 1977, when he was made a Companion of the Order of Australia (AC). This placed him on the highest level in the new national system of honours, inaugurated by Whitlam, apart from the small number who were created a Knight of the Order (AK). Certainly Tange did not have to worry about his relations with his ministerial superiors in this last phase of his career. Malcolm Fraser made it clear, then and long afterwards, that Tange was the public servant he most admired, telling his own biographer that ‘Tange was the most principled, ablest, clearest-thinking public servant I’ve met.’487 In the late 1970s he included Tange on several overseas missions even when defence matters were not high on the agenda. Tange recalled, for example, ‘a visit to Europe like no other’, when Fraser decided to confront the European Economic Community over its protection policies. ‘In each capital,’ Tange wrote later, ‘we saw little beyond the walls of hotel rooms where the team wrote papers at night, not on the country outside but on the one about to be visited next morning.’ A silent observer for the most part, Tange concluded that ‘Fraser’s brusque diplomatic methods in a formal European environment might be more likely to shock than to persuade.’488

			Another trip, to the United States in 1976, revealed that the reputed ‘man of stone’ could relax. After a dinner in New York, he and others in the party repaired to the Pink Hippopotamus nightclub, drinking and dancing until 3 a.m. The following morning the party flew, despite an air traffic controllers’ strike and a major storm, to Boston where, as a gift to mark the American bicentennial, Fraser presented Harvard University with the money to establish a Chair in Australian Studies. When the party gathered to depart from Boston airport, they realised that Tange was missing. Urgent telephone calls revealed that he had fallen asleep in a bedroom of the guest house at Harvard, which the university had thoughtfully made available even though the Australians were not staying overnight. Delivered hurriedly to the airport by a student taxi driver, Tange then spent some hours with Nicholas Parkinson, the Australian Ambassador in Washington, enjoying the hospitality of an airline lounge, while the notoriously impatient Fraser was uncomfortably enclosed in a plane on the tarmac, awaiting permission to take off for Canada. At one point, to the dismay of Parkinson and Tange, Fraser demanded to be released from his incarceration and flown to Washington, but fortunately the original plan prevailed. Fraser flew to Canada and a fishing expedition; Tange and Parkinson returned to Washington for more sober official duties.489

			In Canberra Tange was reluctant to give advice on matters other than defence when invited by Fraser, who sought more than once to place him in positions of broader responsibility. He later expressed regret that he had not made Tange Secretary of the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet to succeed Menadue in 1976. According to one account, the idea was raised with Tange but he ruled it out. With Wheeler and Alan Cooley, he then formed the committee that recommended Alan Carmody for the post.490 The public service therefore never experienced the combination of Fraser as Prime Minister and Tange as his departmental Secretary, but it would probably have had at least as much impact in Canberra as that of Gorton and Hewitt in 1969–71, or that of John Howard and Max Moore-Wilton in 1996–2002. Tange doubtless would have stringently applied the ‘10-day rule’, which required departments to submit Cabinet submissions to the Cabinet secretariat ten days in advance of the meeting, to allow for interdepartmental consultation and comment. As Secretary of Defence, he sought to have his own submissions exempted from this rule, an echo of the special pleading for which his erstwhile minister, Dr Evatt, had been notorious in the 1940s.491

			Tange had no recollection of any offer of the Secretary’s position in the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet but did remember being approached by Fraser in 1977 to become Chairman of the Public Service Board when Cooley moved to another position. There was no little irony in the offer, given Tange’s longstanding resentment of the power that the Board held over line departments like External Affairs and Defence. At the time, the public service was highly restive, showing its distaste for the way Fraser had come to power and some of his policies by extensive leaks. Fraser wanted someone who would restore the non-partisan status of the public service—neither the mindless instrument of the party in government, nor a covert instrument of the Opposition. Tange declined Fraser’s offer, claiming that he did not have the patience to negotiate with public service unions over pay and conditions and that he wanted to keep open the possibility of an early retirement. Fraser was more impressed by the latter argument than the former.492

			More intriguingly, Tange was apparently considered for appointment as Governor-General. An account in 1980 said that, when Sir John Kerr let it be known that he wished to stand down in 1977, Fraser put forward the name of ’a senior public servant’ but was dissuaded by a group of senior ministers.493 The name proposed was almost certainly Tange’s. No other senior public servant had comparable stature in Fraser’s eyes and, when the account was published in 1980, both Tange’s admirers and his critics assumed that it was confirmation of what had hitherto been merely speculation and rumour. Fraser’s ministerial colleagues were probably right to reject the idea as Tange was too little known outside Canberra and would not have had the public relations and media skills displayed by the eventual appointee, Sir Zelman Cowen. It would also have revived the allegations of Tange’s involvement in the Dismissal of Whitlam. Nevertheless, the episode is testimony to the level of Fraser’s regard for him.

			Although the details of these non-appointments were closely held, it became accepted in political and public service circles that Tange was one of the few people from whom Fraser would accept unpalatable advice. In 1978 Fraser called Tange to Sydney to support the Commonwealth Heads of Government Regional Meeting (CHOGRM), knowing that Tange in New Delhi had developed a rapport with Morarji Desai, who had now become Prime Minister of India. Tange arrived to find that a bomb had exploded outside the Hilton Hotel, throwing arrangements into confusion. In Australia’s first experience of this form of terrorism, a committee of senior officials was advising Fraser to take measures that would soon be criticised as heavy-handed overreactions.494 The plans for the CHOGRM included an informal retreat at Bowral in the Southern Highlands, to which the heads of government would travel by train. Fraser now decided that they should be given the option of travel by helicopter or car, and that for those who chose road travel the route should be secured by the Army. The Defence liaison officer for the conference, Colonel John Coates, made the appropriate arrangements, but when he mentioned that it would be necessary to use Armoured Personnel Carriers (APCs) for communications, Fraser jibbed. He was concerned that civilians might think the APCs were tanks, indicating that the Army had been mobilised in an overreaction to the terrorist threat. Coates discussed the problem with Tange and was immensely relieved when Tange persuaded Fraser that the APCs could be used, provided they were discreetly deployed. Fraser’s civilian and military advisers were much preoccupied with the thorny legal issues involved in the use of the military to support the civil power. Tange added what he could, drawing on memories of British rule in India and the catastrophic example of the Indian mutiny.495 Amid the confusion, Tange never met Morarji Desai and another opportunity to strengthen the links between Australia and India was lost.

			Tange was prepared to confront Fraser in order to solve problems but he was a little taken aback when his own Minister, James (later Sir James) Killen, asked him to speak to Fraser about the way that the Prime Minister was running his Cabinet. The ministers were weary of the extent to which Fraser insisted that ministers take decisions into Cabinet, where they were subjected to intense inquiry from the Prime Minister. Tange took the view that ‘the way the Prime Minister managed his Cabinet was none of my business’ and declined to intervene.496 Killen was clearly aware that his departmental Secretary enjoyed exceptional trust and confidence from the Prime Minister. This made it all the more likely that Killen would accept Tange’s advice.

			In the divided Liberal Party of the early 1970s, Killen had been an ally of Gorton rather than McMahon or Fraser, so his appointment to Defence had surprised some observers. In that role, according to Tange, his principal ‘strength lay in Parliament where he used his oratorical flourishes and witticisms to change the atmosphere of the House’.497 His rather orotund style, replete with quotations from Edmund Burke, and his jocular manner won friends and neutralised enemies on both sides of the House. (In later years Killen developed a reputation as a raconteur of political anecdotes, sometimes pairing with the former Labor minister, Fred Daly.) In Tange’s view, Killen’s greatest contribution in Defence was to use these skills to fend off those backbenchers who continued to agitate against the policies and structures with which Tange was now irrevocably linked. This was valuable and it strengthened Tange’s hand as he addressed his major concern in the late 1970s—to ensure that the coalition, elected in the landslide of December 1975 and returned with another large majority in 1977, maintained the substance of the reforms in both strategic policy and departmental organisation that he had helped to initiate under Labor.

			Strategic policy and the 1976 White Paper

			On strategic policy Tange proved that he was not above engaging in a little manoeuvring to achieve this end. In January 1976, with the shockwaves of the Dismissal and subsequent election still reverberating, he accepted an invitation to address a summer school at his alma mater, the University of Western Australia.498 Speaking on ‘Defence Policy-Making in Australia’, he asserted that he was not seeking to begin ‘an ideological debate between the two over-simplistic doctrines called “forward defence” or “fortress Australia”’. Nevertheless, he asserted that Australia was moving towards a defence policy in which force structure and planning would be directed more to ‘the defence of this country’ than to contributing to ‘expeditionary forces [serving] under major allies … where the interests of those allies were predominantly involved but the Australian Government decided to make common cause with them’. Tange argued that what he called ‘a “neighbourhood” defence policy’ must be based on Australia’s own security interests, which were not necessarily the same as those of a neighbouring country or ‘a major ally like the United States’. Australia had to preserve two freedoms, ‘freedom of our territory from interference and freedom to pursue national and international policies without pressure or duress from a militarily superior power’. This phrase implied, but did not spell out, that a ‘militarily superior power’ that was an ally might be as much of a concern as one that was an overt or potential enemy. He passed quickly by that point, but there was no doubt that he was placing Australian national concerns, especially its own territory and immediate environs, at the heart of its defence policy.

			Tange assured his listeners that he was not promoting a personal ideology, nor one dictated by ‘party political choice or fantasy’. He pointed to statements made by Fairbairn in 1972 that spoke of ‘an increasing measure of self reliance’ in the Australian services. Australia’s strategic outlook, he argued, was determined by changes in the world, such as the Guam doctrine and the disappearance of British military power east of Suez. Thus the circumstances that had taken Australian forces to Europe, the Atlantic, the Mediterranean, the western desert, Korea, Malaya and Vietnam no longer applied, and Tange believed that ‘large scale involvement in the places more remote from Australia seems to be highly improbable’.

			Tange’s deliberately unprovocative, even slightly tedious, presentation made his arguments seem the logical and inevitable response to the strategic changes in the world. He thus succeeded in having them accepted by a newly elected government at a time when partisan passions were exceptionally high. In November 1976 Killen issued a Defence White Paper that would be seen for the next quarter-century as the foundation document of the ‘defence of Australia’ approach. Killen himself wrote the introduction, which paid eloquent tribute to Britain’s historic role as Australia’s chief protector, while acknowledging that that era had now ended. The remainder of the paper was drafted in the department, the principal hand being that of W.B. ‘Bill’ Pritchett, whom Tange had recruited from Foreign Affairs to head his team of strategic policy advisers. The paper’s principal themes were Australia’s need to be able to act independently of allies, its limited ability to project forces to distant theatres of conflict, and the requirement of concentrating on areas close to the Australian continent. Tange rejoiced that these were now endorsed by a coalition government without being regarded as ‘downgrading ANZUS’.

			In March 1979 Killen told Parliament that budgetary stringencies required changes or delays in the acquisition programme outlined in the White Paper. While naturally disappointed, Tange was pleased that Killen’s statement indicated that priority would be given to weapons platforms and weapons systems designed to serve in Australia’s immediate neighbourhood, such as sea-going patrol boats. Killen struck a balance between the preparations for the defence of Australia’s own soil with the ability to contribute ‘to Pacific defence in accordance with the Anzus treaty’. Moreover, he noted that allies would themselves expect Australia ‘to be reasonably self-reliant and to make maximum effort to look after its own security’.499 Tange found it immensely satisfying that a conservative government had endorsed many of the principles that he had been pressing on Labor and coalition governments for years, and that had been considered controversial and dangerous when adopted by the Whitlam government. There was at last, he thought, ‘a consensus that Australia should make defence of its own territory the first duty of a self-respecting nation’.500

			Despite the high regard that Fraser had for Tange, the Prime Minister was no less susceptible to the temptation that Tange had deplored in his predecessors, that of making claims and assertions for Australia’s defence interests that went beyond what Tange saw as sensible geographic and financial limits. In his March 1970 statement as Defence Minister, Fraser had said that he wanted Australia to play ‘a meaningful part’ in any significant change in South-East Asia and the Indian and Pacific oceans. Tange conceded that Fraser was only being consistent, therefore, when he declared in 1976 that it was a concern of Australia that no power would dominate either the Indian Ocean or South-East Asia. In the late 1970s there was widespread concern over the extent, and presumed ambitions, of Soviet naval activity in the Indian Ocean. A statement on this topic, designed to be reassuring but taken as complacent, was widely thought to have contributed to Gordon Freeth’s loss of his parliamentary seat in the 1969 general election. Fraser was particularly sensitive to signs of growing Soviet ambition in and around the Indian Ocean region, which would culminate after Tange’s retirement in his vehement reaction to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in December 1979. There was little that Tange could do to restrain Fraser in the late 1970s, except to reiterate his view that ‘the choke points in our archipelagic North’ were of much greater strategic significance to Australia than the Soviet bases in Africa or Southwest Asia, thousands of kilometres away from the southern continent.’501

			Reorganisation and relations with the chiefs

			Tange was concerned to consolidate the reforms of the Whitlam years not only in strategic policy but also in the reorganisation of the Defence Department. In the later 1970s there were fewer open criticisms from serving officers than in 1973–75. There remained nevertheless a persistent lobby of coalition backbenchers whose sympathies lay with the single services and who repeatedly sniped at the reforms that would supposedly place the uniformed members of the defence force under the rule of Tange and his fellow public servants. Some military officers felt that Admiral Smith and the other service chiefs had ‘sold out’ by accepting the reforms, instead of resigning in protest.

			Killen maintained most of the major planks of the reorganisation but insisted on one significant change: the institution of a Defence Council, including all the chiefs and the departmental secretary, but chaired by himself. This could be seen as a concession to the services and their backbench supporters, all of whom wanted to see as much direct contact as possible between the Minister for Defence and the senior service officers, with minimal ‘interference’ from the public servants. But it was also a mechanism that genuinely appealed to Killen, an ex-serviceman and former Minister for the Navy who enjoyed the company of servicemen. Tange disliked the arrangement, much preferring to keep a clear distinction between ministerial bodies (Cabinet and its committees) and advisory bodies (officials, whether civilian or uniformed). He pointed out that there was no reason why the minister could not attend meetings of the Defence Committee if he wanted to hear a range of opinions on a particular topic. Fairbairn had done this on occasion in the early 1970s. But Killen insisted on creating the Defence Council, believing that it was valuable that the Minister personally hear assessments, for example, by all three services of equipment being proposed for one of them. According to Killen, Tange said after his last Defence Council meeting: ‘This [Council] was a good idea, and it was yours’. In his own recollections, Tange affirmed that it was Killen’s idea but he was rather less certain that it was good.502

			The stories of robust conflict between Tange and the service chiefs continued, indeed multiplied, during these years, but had become the subject of self-perpetuating legend. The crucial relationship, that between the Secretary and the CDFS (later Chief of the Defence Force, or CDF) in the celebrated diarchy, was never as strained in Tange’s time as it became under some of his successors in the 1980s. Many in the military thought that Admiral Sir Victor Smith, the CDFS at the time of the keenest debates over the reorganisation, was too compliant and unwilling to withstand the force of Tange’s personality and intellectual drive. Civilians and military alike thought that Tange ensured the extension of Smith’s appointment for this reason. Even in retirement, Smith continued to recall his collaboration with Tange as a positive and productive time. Few accused Smith’s successor, General A.L. (later Sir Arthur) MacDonald, of easy compliance with anyone, but the two abrasive Arthurs established a productive rapport, while each stood his ground. When MacDonald retired in April 1979. he volunteered particularly warm comments and generous praise not only to Tange personally but more generally to ‘the dedicated group of public servants who make up the civil staff component of the Department of Defence.’503 Tange had these comments circulated to senior military and civilians in Defence.

			Tange’s last CDFS, Admiral Sir Anthony Synnot, was probably the best qualified by experience and intellect to match the civilian. Synnot had commanded two national navies. Before becoming Australia’s Chief of Naval Staff he had held the equivalent position in Malaysia, to whose infant navy Australia provided a group of senior naval officers in the first years of the federation. Synnot’s capacity and a degree of pre-retirement relaxation by Tange were noticeable in the debates over the replacement of the aircraft carrier Melbourne, and the whole future of ship-based aviation in the Navy. Tange did not think that the expense of a new aircraft carrier could be justified but he did not kill the proposal, which continued to be debated until the early 1980s.

			Reforming Defence (1): Science

			During the latter half of the 1970s Tange was involved in numerous bureaucratic struggles, several of which passed into Canberra legend. Both then and later, they were often taken to be little more than turf battles, designed to protect and promote the position of Defence, and especially its civilian Secretary, in the constant interdepartmental arm-wrestling. More carefully viewed, they reflected his concern to build a Defence Department that would be as well equipped as possible to advise its minister on strategic and defence policy, and to avoid surrendering any of that capacity to other departments or agencies. Moreover, the capacity that he was building was based on the principles that underlay his approach to both organisation and policy: the need to develop distinctively Australian solutions to Australia’s defence problems, the need to coordinate civilian and military inputs into the policy process, and the need to ensure that senior military officers had the capacity to make useful contributions. The stands that Tange took would have an impact on policy-making, and thus on policy, for decades to come.

			Defence science was an area to which he devoted considerable attention. The reorganisation of the Defence group brought several laboratories into the merged department, but with little attention to their direction. Tange first had to fend off the efforts of Nugget Coombs, who tried during the Royal Commission on Australian Government Administration (RCAGA) to bring all scientific activities in the Commonwealth government into the Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO). With the aid of tactical advice from Norm Attwood, a 25-year veteran of the Public Service Board then serving as secretary of the RCAGA, Tange managed to keep the defence laboratories separate.504 But that did not provide a unified direction. In addition to the inevitable tension between the attractions of pure research and the demands for research applied to defence needs, the secrecy of Defence science conflicted with the natural desire of scientists to publish their work. In visiting the laboratories, Tange found that some of the scientists sought an organisation that would give them a considerable degree of intellectual autonomy; others were happy to perform tasks directed to the immediate needs of the individual services. One of Tange’s principal aims, predictably, was to see an organisation that would serve the interests of what had formerly been ‘Defence Central’, by providing scientific advice that would support rigorous analysis of the service bids for equipment.

			He was supported by Dr J.L. Farrands, the Chief Defence Scientist, but in 1977 Farrands left to become Secretary of the Department of Science. Attwood, whom Tange had by this time recruited to become head of Defence’s Personnel Division, advised him that he could appoint someone from outside the public service on a limited-term contract. Tange was surprised to hear this. Attwood thought that Tange was more deferential to the Public Service Board than was necessary and did not understand how much flexibility was available to a departmental head, even in the 1970s.505 Tange thereupon appointed Professor Tom Fink, Dean of the Faculty of Engineering at the University of New South Wales, as Chief Defence Scientist. By the end of the decade, after more official inquiries into science within the Commonwealth government, the Defence Science and Technology Organisation (DSTO) was created, providing the sort of cohesion and direction that Tange had long sought.

			Reforming Defence (2): Intelligence

			Like the RCAGA, the Royal Commission led by Justice R.M. Hope into the intelligence agencies was commissioned by the Whitlam government but reported to its successor.506 The inquiry arose from widespread concerns, strongest in but not confined to the left wing of the Labor Party, that these agencies might have acted contrary to the civil rights of Australian citizens. On the basis of his experience with ASIO over the Throssell case, Tange shared some of these concerns. Moreover, experience had not diminished his longstanding assessment that the benefits derived from ASIS operations were outweighed by the risks to foreign relations. He was much more impressed by the value of the two agencies that came under his aegis as Secretary of Defence, the Defence Signals Division (DSD) and the Joint Intelligence Organisation (JIO). But Tange could not understand why a judge with a strong reputation in matters of civil liberties, but with no experience in the administration of defence, diplomacy, security or intelligence, should be invited to report on virtually every aspect of the intelligence community’s structures and operations.

			In late 1976 and early 1977 Justice Hope presented a series of reports that realised many of Tange’s fears. He had no difficulties in accepting Hope’s recommendations on new structures and procedures to ensure that the agencies, particularly ASIO, did not improperly infringe the civil rights of Australian citizens. He welcomed the clarification by Hope of the proper roles of ASIO and of other government agencies on such matters. But Hope’s terms of reference covered much wider ground, allowing him to propose a major restructuring of Australia’s intelligence efforts. Here, as Tange later recorded, he thought Hope’s ‘ideas … inept and his proposed structures … misguided and faulty’.507

			Tange’s principal objections were threefold. First, Hope wanted to unleash ASIS from what he regarded as the unsympathetic and excessively strict oversight of Foreign Affairs. It was at this time that he referred to ASIS’s governing directive, drafted largely by Tange in 1958, as ‘a bizarre mixture of great and small constraints’.508 Tange recalled that, ‘As to intelligence-gathering from covert sources, I had long held the view that more information was being fed into the system than would be used by a power possessing interests and influence internationally as limited as Australia’s in peacetime.’ Australia, in his view, should narrow its intelligence-gathering focus to the region, matching the new direction of its strategic and defence policies. Hope, by contrast, wanted ASIS to be given greater latitude in the scope and methods of its intelligence gathering.

			On this matter Tange had little success. He began a meeting of departmental heads in May 1977 by questioning the very need for a secret intelligence service, observing that he was not committed to the existence of ASIS, but his peers did not rise to the bait. The meeting generally endorsed the conclusions of a task force formed to implement Hope’s recommendations. But Tange was able to turn the meeting away from support for the idea of entrenching ASIS in legislation as he pointed out some of the difficulties inherent in the idea of legislating to protect an organisation intended to act contrary to Australia’s laws as well as those of other countries. The account of this episode by Toohey and Pinwill refers scornfully to Tange’s argument that ‘if ASIS were to be established on the basis of legislation, members of Parliament might be moved to claim that Parliament was the master of the service.’509 Tange could in fact foresee the risks to ministers and private members of Parliament, if they were too closely associated with the day-to-day operations of intelligence agencies. Thus his second concern was how to establish a chain of accountability from both intelligence-gathering and intelligence-assessing agencies to people who were in turn responsible to Parliament.

			This led to Tange’s third major concern. Hope’s desire to integrate diplomatic, strategic and economic intelligence led to recommendations that Tange considered impracticable and undesirable. In particular, he took exception to Hope’s recommendation affecting Defence’s Joint Intelligence Organisation (JIO). Hope saw value in centralising political, military and economic intelligence assessment within a new Office of National Assessments (ONA), within the Prime Minister’s portfolio. This would include the greater part of JIO, leaving only a small rump in Defence. Tange was furious at the thought that JIO was to be ripped out of Defence and subsumed within a new body. He dismissed as blatant tokenism the idea that one service officer could be attached to ONA to ensure that it met military needs. Tange believed that the system incorporating JIO and the National Intelligence Committee, a product of the Fairhall—Bland reforms of the late 1960s that he had further developed, admirably served the needs of both Defence and Foreign Affairs at both official and ministerial levels. Moreover, Tange believed that the economic departments would continue to rely primarily on their own sources of economic intelligence.

			In December 1976, armed with Tange’s arguments, Killen look the issue to Cabinet, which in turn referred the matter to a committee of senior public servants without specifically endorsing the Hope approach. At the first meeting of this committee in January 1977, Tange described Hope’s approach as ‘deplorable’ and his methods open to ‘grave reservations’.510 He fought his case not only in this forum but in several long personal discussions with Fraser early in 1977. He hinted at the potential political difficulties for a Prime Minister if the services were expected to rely on assessments made ‘by people they had no part in appointing, had probably never heard of, and who were accountable to a different Minister’. He also pointed to the dangers of bureaucratic empire-building if ONA were established along the lines envisaged by Hope.511

			This time Tange was more successful. JIO (renamed the Defence Intelligence Organisation, or DIO) was retained in Defence. ONA was established alongside, rather than in place of, JIO and other specialist agencies. Along with ASIO, it was given secure premises within the Defence complex on Russell Hill, facilitating cooperation. But for the next three decades, until the aftermath of the Iraq conflict in 2003, its numerical strength was limited. The whole experience of the Hope Royal Commission and its consequences illustrates the falsity of the portrayal of Tange, by writers critical of his alleged role in the crises of late 1975, as the doyen of the intelligence community in Australia, uncritically supporting their interests above those of the elected government.

			Reforming Defence (3): The Australian Defence Force Academy

			Together with defence science and intelligence, the education of officer cadets was another of Tange’s continuing preoccupations.512 As recorded in chapter 10, the idea of a tri-service academy, in which officer cadets from all three services would receive university-level education in the one institution, had been supported by Fairbairn and Fraser but effectively overruled by Gorton and his Cabinet in 1970. Thereafter the idea languished, with Tange working hard behind the scenes to ensure it did not disappear altogether. In 1974 the Whitlam government approved in principle the creation of a tri-service academy on a site in Canberra adjacent to the Royal Military College, Duntroon. On 17 April 1975 Barnard announced the appointment of a Development Council, including Tange, for the proposed Australian Defence Force Academy.

			The arguments Barnard advanced at this time were consistent with themes that Tange, as well as the Martin Committee and some of Tange’s colleagues on the Development Council, had long supported and would continue to espouse. The association of young officers at the start of their careers would, it was hoped, encourage them to see themselves as part of a single defence force, rather than three rival services, and would facilitate interservice cooperation and understanding in later years. (Tange said that, during his time in New Delhi, Indian officers had often commented that their experience in the 1965 war with Pakistan bore out this contention.) The need for more officers to have a ‘broad and liberal’ tertiary education—a phrase Tange frequently endorsed—was increasingly recognised. Tange emphasised the importance not only of engineering and the physical sciences, of obvious relevance especially to the Navy and Air Force, but also of the humanities and social sciences. Tange pressed for officers to be taught, not so much what to think, but how to think, particularly how to think about broader strategic issues rather than more technical military matters. He recalled his own undergraduate days, four decades earlier, in extolling the value of philosophy as an aid to logical thought. Moreover, he believed that Australian Defence Force officers would need a strong grounding in the history and politics of the region to which the ADF was most likely to be deployed. A similar understanding of Australia’s great power allies would help officers, among other things, to assess the value to be placed in assurances of future assistance. While some elements of the military grumbled that he was trying to exclude those in uniform from positions of influence, Tange was quite explicitly seeking to prepare officers to have a greater role in the preparation of policy advice on strategic and higher defence issues. He wanted to see officers who, like the American generals who had impressed him in Vietnam, were adept at handling political and strategic concepts as well as military challenges.

			These arguments had many supporters among the university heads, military officers and public servants on the Development Council, which was preparing the legislation that would create the Australian Defence Force Academy. They were not sufficient, however, to neutralise the opposition of some officers in all three services and their parliamentary allies on the coalition backbenches, already alienated by the Tange-led reorganisation of the Defence group and the creation of the Australian Defence Force (which officially came into existence in February 1976). The large majorities enjoyed by the conservative coalition in the late 1970s only gave the rebellious backbenchers more freedom to flout the wishes of Fraser as Prime Minister and the man known to be his favourite public servant. The competing pressures did not make it easy for Killen to get endorsement for the Academy, which some on his own side of politics regarded as another Labor innovation being adopted by the Fraser government.

			After discussions both intensive and extensive, the Fraser government decided in 1977 that the Academy would go ahead on the designated site in Canberra and that it would also have the status of an autonomous university, with the cumbersome title of ‘Casey University—the Australian Defence Force Academy’. It is not clear whether Tange had any part in proposing the name of his former ministerial chief (who had served as a young staff officer in the 1914–18 war and had been awarded a Distinguished Service Order and a Military Cross), but he certainly supported the idea. Making the Academy a university rather than a college of an existing university created another powerful set of opponents for the project: Australia’s vice-chancellors, most notably Professor Anthony Low of the Australian National University. Tange and Low had several meetings in which Low warned that his colleagues doubted whether scholarly values could be maintained in a military institution. Tange suspected that the vice-chancellors were no less concerned by the loss of student numbers, and therefore funding, implied in the establishment of a new university, and especially that the ANU would regret the creation in Canberra of an engineering faculty for which the ANU had itself been denied funding. Canberra by this time was full of tales of Tange’s formidable and irascible style but Low was pleasantly surprised to find him a courteous and reasonable interlocutor.513

			The backbench opponents of Defence reform were given their opportunity when the government’s decision to proceed with the Academy was referred to the Parliamentary Standing Committee on Public Works in March 1978. Normally a body that addressed questions of expenditure on bricks and mortar, the committee on this occasion decided to examine the whole question of the need for the proposed institution. The conduct of its hearings, which lasted more than twelve months, was generally hostile to the proposal and sympathetic to those witnesses, mostly retired military officers and some academics, loyal to the existing single-service bodies. After the three service chiefs, supposedly committed to support the proposal, had been notably lukewarm in their endorsement, Defence deployed its strongest weapons on 9 August 1978: the diarchy of MacDonald and Tange.

			Some of those present long remembered the impact created by the appearance of the two Sir Arthurs.514 MacDonald spoke firmly of the military’s need for the academy, dismissing much of the opposition from within the services as ‘resistance to change per se and … a misconception of the process of officer education’. Tange’s evidence was directed not towards military concerns, on which he claimed no expertise, but to the requirements for officers to contribute to high-level policy decisions. He emphasised the importance, in ‘the long-term national interest’, of having ‘as advisers to Government’ on national security, ‘men whose minds have been widened, whose perceptions of large defence issues have been quickened by an education which stresses inquiry, objectivity and innovative thinking.’ He argued that:

			the self-reliant Australia about which we often speak needs more than technical training … It needs independent thinking about Australia’s defence policy and its deployments and its force structure … thinking not dependent on borrowed ideas nor an inherited idea about strategy or organisation.515

			He urged the committee to consider the educational needs of Australian officers serving Australian defence in Australian strategic circumstances, using the phrase ‘continental Australia’. The difficulties, to which some military and academic witnesses had pointed, could be overcome. Tange’s vision was unmistakably of an academy that would educate officers who could advise the government on strategic and ‘large defence issues’ for a self-reliant Australia. It was a powerful and well-argued vision, albeit clouded in one important sense. The Academy would eventually open with both men and women cadets, but Tange spoke only of widening the minds of men.

			In a Hollywood movie, the masterful performances of Tange and MacDonald would have turned the committee around, leading them to reject the narrow-minded naysayers and to applaud this broader vision. Real life seldom follows such scripts. The committee’s report in May 1979 bluntly rejected the concept of the tri-service academy and concluded that ‘service motivation can be more effectively developed and maintained within the discipline of a single service’. Each service should be left to decide its own way of educating officers, as ‘tri-Service arrangements can lead to unsatisfactory compromises’.516 Tange, like Fraser and many in Defence, was furious with the committee, not only for these conclusions but also for assuming the right to question the whole purpose of the proposal, rather than just its implications for public works. But Tange was by this time close to retirement. It was left to his successors to regroup, to renew the battle, and eventually to win. The idea of an autonomous university bearing Casey’s name was dropped but the Australian Defence Force Academy opened as a tri-service institution, academically affiliated to the University of New South Wales, in 1983. Tange believed that the quality of its graduates during the next two decades proved its worth.

			A final honour and farewell to the public service

			In November 1978 Tange was holding his last set of talks in the Pentagon. The American side was led by the Deputy Secretary of Defense, David Packard, as the Secretary, Harold Brown, was away. The talks continued over a working lunch, an American practice not to Tange’s taste. (All one was offered to drink, he grumbled, was ‘gallons of orange juice’ instead of a decent glass of wine.) He was slightly disconcerted to notice, from the corner of his eye, a lectern being set up in one corner of the room. As far as he was aware no speeches were on the agenda. Then Packard moved to the lectern and, with a short but handsome speech, presented Tange with the Department of Defense Medal for Distinguished Public Service.517 As hurried research by Tange’s staff revealed, this was the highest honour that the Pentagon could award to private citizens and foreign nationals. Previous awardees included Helmut Schmidt, the distinguished German Defence Minister and Chancellor.

			Australian public servants, following the British tradition, were supposed to seek official permission before accepting an award from a foreign government but in the circumstances Tange could only accept first and seek permission afterwards. He was simultaneously proud and slightly embarrassed by the award. He was in good company, but he knew that his critics on the left would allege it was evidence that he was more loyal to the Americans than to his elected government in November 1975. For that reason Tange took the precaution of avoiding reference to the medal, never mentioning it in his entry in Who’s Who in Australia. When Tange retired soon afterwards, he received a number of letters from current and retired American officials. Like the citation for the Defense Department’s medal, they all referred in only general terms to Tange’s contribution to the Australian-American alliance.518 There was nothing to suggest that he was being thanked for anything covert. It seems more likely that the Americans were supporting his longstanding contention that Washington welcomed an ally that demanded respect for its own sovereignty, robustly asserted its own judgments, and displayed as much self-reliance as its resources would permit, while also ensuring that the fundamentals of the alliance remained sound.

			In his last year as a permanent head, after decades of rebuffing journalists, Tange allowed himself to be the subject of several interviews. The longest, most carefully researched and most perceptive account, by Hamish McDonald, appeared in The National Times, a left-leaning publication which had previously recounted allegations that Tange had been involved unwisely in the commitment to Vietnam and improperly in the dismissal of the Whitlam government.519 McDonald presented Tange as ‘the Defender of the Faith and Keeper of the Secrets’ on matters linked with the American alliance and intelligence exchanges. But it also noted that his ‘guiding philosophy’ in Defence had been ‘the need to control the military, to arbitrate in squabbles among the three services and [to] ensure [that] there is thorough civilian assessment of their demands for new weapons and equipment’. In an article that occupied seven broadsheet pages, McDonald returned frequently to the topic of Australian-American intelligence exchanges and their political implications, a consuming interest of the left in the late 1970s. But he also noted that Tange and Killen were facing criticism from the right, particularly from ex-service organisations and a group of coalition backbenchers. Most prominent was a Victorian Liberal senator and former Navy officer, David Hamer, a longstanding critic of the reforms in strategic policy and defence organisation for which Killen and Tange were responsible. McDonald also noted that Tange was subtly distancing himself from the 1965 commitment to Vietnam, without exposing himself to the charge of disloyalty. The article suggested balanced, nuanced and sometimes open-ended answers to many of the questions provoked by Tange’s long career. Unfortunately other left-leaning journalists and historians failed to use it, or to understand its implications, when writing in later years on the controversial issues which Tange had been associated in the 1960s and 1970s.

			Even after Tange had served more than a quarter of a century at the highest level of the public service, Fraser let it be known that he hoped to persuade him to remain after his 65th birthday on 18 August 1979. The advice that Tange obtained from departmental officers, however, was decisive. The provisions of the legislation on Commonwealth superannuation meant that Tange would be working for virtually nothing, not a prospect that had any appeal.520 Investigations revealed, to the surprise of many, that the retirement provisions for First Division officers were slightly different from those applying to other public servants. He had to retire before the day before his 65th birthday. Tange therefore worked late in his office on Thursday 16 August and then, at midnight, solemnly handed the keys to the Secretary’s office to his successor, Bill Pritchett. The public service career that had started in 1941, when a young bank clerk joined the Department of Labour and National Service as a temporary research officer, was over.

			




		
			Chapter Fourteen 
The Mandarin in Retirement 
1979–2001

			Tange lived more than twenty-one years after his compulsory retirement at 65. For most of that time he remained active and forceful. He maintained a close and lively interest in defence, foreign affairs and public administration, presenting papers to seminars and maintaining contact with a small but significant group of policy-makers, including later Secretaries of Defence such as Tony Ayers and Allan Hawke, who valued his views. He devoted considerable time and energy to assisting economists, political scientists and historians, and he gave his skills and experience to worthy organisations. He also welcomed the chance to write more freely than had been possible as a senior official, working on family history, memoirs of his career, and articles on people and episodes with which he had been associated.

			For some close to him, and on a few occasions in his own reflections, the productivity and usefulness of these activities still left a slight sense of anti-climax, of unfulfilled potential. Other retired mandarins, especially those with knighthoods, were offered directorships of major companies or statutory authorities but Tange took no such position. He sought none, and probably discouraged some tentative feelers, but his family and friends also suspected that many company heads were reluctant to appoint a director who might be too forceful and assertive. It was hard to imagine Tange lending his name and reputation for probity to a board but not interfering in strategic or operational decisions. Certainly no company seeking defence contracts was likely to employ the man renowned for his tough attitude towards procurement. For whatever reasons, he was not appointed to a major board in either the private or the public sector.

			The most substantial official task that Tange undertook in retirement was a report for the Fiji government on the organisation of the public service in that country. Fraser had been asked if Australia could assist the island nation and fellow member of the Commonwealth. He had little hesitation in passing the task to the man whom he had hoped to appoint as Chairman of the Australian Public Service Board and whose early career had included time as a banker in Fiji. Some in Canberra thought that Tange was not the ideal choice because his ideas on public service organisation and management were already a little outdated. This view was not shared by the man he used as a combination of research assistant and sounding board, John Nethercote, a young public servant with a scholarly interest in public administration (later editor of the Canberra Bulletin of Public Administration). After Tange had made the first of two visits to Fiji and was drafting his report, Nethercote was summoned to Tange’s temporary office in Canberra. There Tange would sit, looking out of the window and deep in silent thought, periodically directing a probing question to Nethercote, sitting uneasily behind him. After Nethercote had answered, another long silence would follow, then another penetrating question. Nethercote later testified that, in a career which included serious interviews with highly regarded public servants in Australia, Britain and Canada, he had never encountered such testing and revealing questions.

			Tange did not rely solely on this combination of Socratic and monastic methodology. He was concerned by the challenge of operating a public service based on merit in a country where two or more distinct cultures were present. He discussed this with Peter Wilenski, who suggested a power-sharing formula or quota system, with which Tange was not able to agree. Tange presented his report to the Fijian government on his 66th birthday, 18 August 1980.521

			Part of the tone for these latter years was set by a minor political controversy that began before his retirement.522 In October 1978 a public servant named David Berthelsen gave evidence to the Defence sub-committee of the parliamentary Joint Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence. He was highly critical of the Defence Department’s performance in ensuring the security of its computer-based communications systems. Berthelsen had been a telecommunications engineer in Defence but when he gave his evidence he had just been transferred to the staff of the Auditor-General’s office. Press commentary on his evidence referred to him as a ‘government auditor’ and his submission virtually invited the committee to obtain further information from the Auditor-General’s office on the matters he raised. On 1 November Tange wrote to the Auditor-General, D.K. Steele Craik, to ask him if he ‘disassociates himself’ from Berthelsen’s submission. Steele Craik’s prompt reply assured Tange that his office had only become aware of Berthelsen’s submission just before it was presented; that Berthelsen had been instructed not to represent himself as an Audit officer, as he was giving his private views; and that the Auditor-General’s office could not provide information in the way implied in Berthelsen’s submission to the committee. This was all welcome news to Tange and senior officers in Defence, who discussed its ramifications in preparing their response to Berthelsen’s accusations.

			During the next two years, aided by leaks to the media of internal Defence documents, the controversy broadened into an allegation that the Defence Department and the Auditor-General’s office had sought to intimidate Berthelsen. This allegation was referred to the Privileges Committee of the House of Representatives in April 1980. In the course of this committee’s hearings, Tange’s letter to Steele Craik was raised as possible evidence of intimidation. Tange, now well into retirement, appeared before the Privileges Committee on 26 August 1980, within days of his return from Fiji. He had little difficulty in defending his actions, for all he had done was seek an assurance that he was not dealing with an official Audit Office investigation. Nevertheless the references to him in the media and in the parliamentary committees reflected and reinforced the image of Tange as a powerful mandarin whose toughness towards ‘whistleblowers’ or other recalcitrants came close to intimidation.

			Within Australia, Tange’s services were sought and welcomed by two institutions familiar to the elite of the public service. In the early 1980s some recipients of awards in the Order of Australia took steps to form the Order of Australia Association. Much of the initiative emanated from New South Wales and those involved were keen to appoint a chairman who would be seen as someone of national standing. Tange had from an early time represented the ACT branch on the national committee, and served from 1983 to 1986 as national chairman.

			Tange, never troubled by the negative comments in the mid-1970s about the permanent heads who lunched at the Commonwealth Club, continued to be an active member of the club and especially the ‘sergeants’ mess’. In 1978 he, along with Sir Laurence McIntyre and Sir John Crawford, was prominent among those who overturned a committee recommendation that would occasionally have deprived the sergeants’ mess of the use of the private dining room for weekday lunches. In an interview for the club’s history Tange gave a frank assessment of the value he saw in the arrangements. He said that he ‘wished that the Department of Defence was as leak-proof as the Sergeants’ Mess of the Commonwealth Club’. In retirement Tange served on the general committee of the club for eight years (1979–80 to 1986–87) and chaired a building committee that oversaw successful extensions to the club building in 1983. A greater challenge was his role as convenor of a special committee to consider the implications of the Sex Discrimination Act of 1984. After careful preparation, Tange led the club, which had hitherto had male members and female associate members, to a position where males and females could become either full (voting) or associate (non-voting) members. It was a skilfully negotiated resolution, which left little room for accusations of gender bias.523

			For many years after their cold, if not overtly hostile, relationship in 1965, Tange held no warm feelings towards Hasluck and assumed that the attitude was reciprocated. He was astonished therefore in 1980 to receive an olive branch from Hasluck, who sent Tange a copy of Diplomatic Witness, his memoir of serving in External Affairs in the 1940s. It was inscribed to ‘Arthur Tange / in the hope that it may bring back pleasant memories of the work we shared / Paul Hasluck’. Tange was, he later recorded, puzzled as to how to respond honestly ‘to this open and friendly assumption of pleasure in our association’.524 Hasluck had invited Arthur and Marjorie to Government House during his term as Governor-General (1969–74), but Tange took that as more a recognition of his official standing than a personal gesture. But it became clear in the 1980s that Hasluck regarded the Tanges as members of the small group of cronies whose company he sought whenever he visited Canberra. It was on one of these occasions that he told Tange that it was Menzies who had insisted that Tange must leave the position of Secretary of External Affairs in 1965, and that he had recommended to Spender that he consider Tange for that position when Burton departed in 1950. But Tange had not forgotten, as he intended to write in a memoir of his service in External Affairs, that the eight months he had served Hasluck were ‘the most frustrating and unproductive’ of his 37 years serving a total of seventeen ministers, including six prime ministers. Nevertheless, after considerable hesitation, Tange agreed to bury the hatchet, and the relationship became cordial, at least during Hasluck’s visits to Canberra. The next generation certainly saw no feud to continue. While living in Adelaide and Penh respectively, Jenny and Angus Moir and Nicholas and Sally Hasluck continued a friendship that had started when Angus and Nicholas were contemporaries at Canberra Grammar School.

			In retirement Tange maintained his abstinence from partisan associations but was willing to give advice, on request, to either side of politics. The audiences for his lectures included the Fabians, and he advised Ian Sinclair, as the Opposition spokesman on Defence in 1986, on his response to the Dibb report of that year. Tange was also happy to pay tribute to politicians, irrespective of party, whom he respected. In the early 1980s he chaired a group of sponsors of a memorial to Casey for installation in the Australian Embassy in Washington, the mission that Casey had opened in 1940. The other sponsors were mostly former diplomats and other officials, including Keith Shann, Keith Waller, Nicholas Parkinson, Peter Falkland, Guy Gresford and Murray Tyrrell. They wanted the memorial to be a tribute to Casey’s work as a pioneer of Australian diplomacy and consequently declined the suggestion of a later Governor-General, Sir Ninian Stephen, that a copy might be created and erected in Canberra. Tange presented the memorial, a bust by the South Australian sculptor John Dowie, to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, Tony Street, at a function in Canberra on 25 October 1982 and it was formally unveiled in the Washington embassy on Australia Day, 1984.525

			Beyond these official and organisational tasks, Tange created a role for himself as an intellectual resource on defence and other issues. He and Marjorie discreetly supported the Shann Memorial Lectures, given annually at the University of Western Australia by prominent economists in honour of Marjorie’s father, and financially assisted the publication of a book comprising several lectures.526 Tange himself continued to give substantial lectures and seminar papers on defence-related topics, generally pursuing themes that he had developed during his time in Defence. In 1992, as a Visiting Fellow in the Department of History within the Australian Defence Force Academy, he published a collection of nineteen papers, seven of which had been given in his retirement. The last of these, for a conference convened by the Chief of the Defence Force in 1986, reviewed the reorganisation of the Defence group ten years after the implementation of his report.527

			This collection did not include his most significant post-retirement lecture, the Sir Robert Garran Oration for 1981. Sponsored by the Australian Institute of Public Administration, the annual Garran Oration was a venue for prime ministers, governors-general and other notables to make major statements on the principles and practice of what is now called ‘governance’. Tange presented a critique of much of the discussion and legislation emanating from the RCAGA (the Coombs-chaired Royal Commission of 1976) and other ‘zealous reformers’. He started by accepting the RCAGA’s dictum that ‘the simple image of the official as the instrument of Ministerial authority accountable to the Minister alone, working unseen, unheard and anonymous’ was no longer acceptable. But he contended that the reformers, having demolished the Westminster model, had not been able to replace it with a coherent structure of ideas to guide the Commonwealth public service. They had, he said, accepted an idealised view of the behaviour of ministers and parliamentary bodies, so their proposed reforms were not based on study of ‘the total fabric and process of government’. The proposed reforms might in fact lead to less rather than more ministerial control of the public service; and the illusory goal of ‘participatory democracy’ might in fact lead to ‘ministerial concentration on the trivial and meretricious’ and a politicisation of the public service.

			The oration was not a reactionary response to the movements for public service reform that would be effected in the 1980s. Tange had a lifetime’s record of striving to improve the machinery of government while remaining faithful to what he saw as the fundamentals of the Westminster system. In the Garran Oration Tange presented the classic response of the intelligent conservative to proposals for ambitious reform, exposing naive assertions and woolly arguments and requiring the reformers to demonstrate that their proposed changes would do more good than harm. He denounced, for example, as ‘vaporous abstractions’ the contention that the public service should be accountable ‘to the community or substantial sections of the community’, as one Commonwealth Ombudsman had contended. Furthermore, he contended, a ‘department cannot run like a commune’. Accountability had to be hierarchical—to senior officers, to the departmental head, and thus to the minister—or ministerial responsibility to Parliament would be meaningless. His central focus was on ministers. Tange thought it ‘inexplicable’ that the RCAGA had avoided any analysis of ministerial methods, or any suggestions as to how public servants should cope with the ‘unpredictable styles and levels of competence’ displayed by ministers. In the absence of guidance by a minister able and willing to define policy, the traditional public servant’s loyalty to the national interest was preferable to that of ‘politically reliable’ officers appointed on limited tenure. He outlined the highly varied qualities and idiosyncrasies of the ministers with whom he had worked but also referred sympathetically to the increasing pressures placed on ministers by the demands of Cabinet and Parliament. Tange commended the book by a political scientist, Patrick Weller, and a journalist, Michelle Grattan, whose title asked Can Ministers Cope? Tange reiterated the points he had made to the RCAGA, that the public service most needed leadership both from within its own ranks and from the Prime Minister. ‘Those purposes,’ he concluded, ‘make no demand for institutional reform.’528

			Tange was interviewed twice for the National Library’s oral history program. The first interview by ANU professor of international relations J.D.B. Miller was part of the Library’s program of interviewing former diplomats and did not cover his career after leaving the Secretaryship of External Affairs. After reading the transcript Tange was dissatisfied with the scope of the interview and several years later he recorded a supplementary monologue. Shortly afterwards the Sydney University historian Neville Meaney sought another interview, more specifically addressed to Tange’s approach to foreign policy. Once again, Tange felt that he had not made all the points that he had hoped to convey and recorded a supplementary monologue.529

			In the 1980s and 1990s, political scientists, historians and economists interested in numerous areas of public policy and administration sought interviews. Whether callow postgraduates or senior professors, most had a similar experience. Tange would take control of the first part of the conversation, testing the credentials of his interviewer and ensuring that the interview did not take a direction that he thought fruitless or undesirable. In his seventies and even his eighties, Tange remained a formidable subject. Former officials and diplomats, no longer in any sense his subordinates, were visibly nervous when approaching him. Patrick Weller, a political scientist who interviewed scores of departmental heads and other senior officials over a quarter of a century, publicly described Tange as ‘the only public servant I have ever been nervous about interviewing’.530 But once Tange’s interlocutor had passed this unsettling examination, he or she would be treated generously in time, information and reflections.

			Talking to others was not enough: Tange’s love of writing never left him. He developed a routine of working most mornings, and keeping in touch with the rest of the world through the ABC, the Economist, the New Yorker, and the Newshour with Jim Lehrer on SBS. His recollection of working on international issues in the 1940s was published in the Australian Journal of International Affairs in 1999. He argued that the work of Coombs and Melville to see full employment established as a goal of international economic management was of lasting value, whereas Evatt’s direction of this effort into United Nations machinery was only an ‘ephemeral triumph’.531 He also wrote an article in praise of Garfield Barwick, whose qualities and achievements as Minister for External Affairs were, in his view, buried beneath the controversies associated with his later term as Chief Justice. The article was not published in Tange’s lifetime. In the 1990s he began writing what he called his ‘Defence Memoir’, about 80 000 words of recollection of his service in Defence. His earlier life was included only to the degree that it helped to shape the views he expressed on defence policy and organisation in the 1970s—but that degree was, as previous chapters have shown, considerable. The final version of that memoir was only completed in late 2000, a few months before his death. He contemplated writing a comparable memoir on his time in External Affairs but by the time of his death had managed to draft only a few short passages.

			Despite the satisfaction he gained from setting down his views and experience in his own words, he also agreed in his last years to cooperate in the preparation of this biography, while imposing no restrictions on authorial freedom. After putting me through the tests applied to all interviewers (an experience I had already undergone when working on another project), he made available his papers, his time and part of his home. In a touch that would have amazed many of his former staff, he would bring me a mid-morning cup of tea and give me lunch, often of homemade soup. A pattern of parallel work developed: as I worked in his study on his papers, Tange used an elderly typewriter on his dining-room table to work on the Defence memoir. The public servant, famous for his insistence on the highest standards of administrative orderliness, produced texts that mixed erratic typescripts with handwritten notes, written horizontally, vertically and diagonally, often on scraps of paper pinned to the larger sheets. On a shelf in his study, overfilled files struggled unsuccessfully to contain their contents: documents and newspaper cuttings from the 1940s, 1950s, 1960s and 1970s were confusingly intermingled with commentary and notes of the 1980s and 1990s. Of the two filing cabinets in his study, one remained locked. As time passed, I would discover files on politically sensitive matters appearing in the one to which I was given access. After some months had passed, I was confident that no documentary source had been withheld.

			Tange’s close interest in questions of public administration did not end with the 1981 Garran Oration. In the 1980s and 1990s he remained a defender of the essential elements of the Westminster system but this did not make him simply a reactionary critic of the new doctrines, often referred to as ‘managerialism’. On the contrary, he welcomed many changes, particularly those that allowed departmental heads greater scope to manage the staff, funds and facilities of their departments. (At a seminar in Parliament House on public service reform in the 1990s Tange, with a vigorous wave of his walking stick, cheerfully told John Nethercote: ‘You can really manage now’.532)

			Tange was far less happy about the changes to the position of departmental secretaries, which stripped them of both the designation and the substance of being ‘permanent heads’. He was angered in the 1980s and 1990s when both Labor and coalition governments publicly, often humiliatingly, removed departmental secretaries from their posts. The culmination of this process was the Federal Court decision in the Barratt case of 1999, which confirmed that the government had the right to dismiss a departmental secretary for no reason beyond an asserted loss of confidence in the individual. This was a principle that Tange found especially difficult to stomach. His career since 1954 had been based on the idea of reciprocal respect between ministers and departmental heads. In his understanding, public servants should always acknowledge that ministers, who were responsible to Parliament and the electorate, must have the last word on policy decisions. At the same time, he believed that ministers should be expected to give due respect to the advice they received from the public service, especially the departmental heads, whose capacity to give independent and non-partisan advice should not be undermined by making their tenure dependent on ministerial whim. Tange could understand the forces that were irrevocably shifting this balance, but he did not welcome them.533

			Tange’s life until his retirement had been dominated by his work, around which his family life had been structured.534 Some friends and colleagues thought that he was unfairly hard on his children, particularly Chris, in their early years. Chris and Jenny themselves did not make that complaint but accepted that he was often preoccupied with affairs of state. Marjorie carried the traditional burdens of principal homemaker, occasionally embarrassing Chris with the enthusiasm of her barracking on the touchline of his rugby matches. Retirement both allowed and enforced changes in the balance between the professional and the personal. Increasingly he took on the role of paterfamilias, enjoying the company of children and grandchildren and attending to the funerals and estates of his older, and often long-lived, siblings.

			Tange continued to live in Canberra at 32 La Perouse Street, Griffith, the house he had purchased in 1970, until the end. His limp, caused by the knee injury that had hampered his rugby career in the 1930s, became more pronounced, but did not prevent him from energetically tending his garden, especially the camellias. More especially, it did not prevent his spending time at Koonaroo, which increasingly became a place of retreat and recreation for himself—working on the property and fishing for trout—and his family.

			Koonaroo’s significance was twofold. On the one hand, it meant that he was now accepted as a fellow countryman by those ‘on the land’. He was, for example, delighted to be entitled to attend the ‘farmers’ lunches’ at the Commonwealth Club. When Debretts, the bible of the British aristocracy, brought out an Australian edition in time for the 1988 bicentennial of European settlement, Tange listed two addresses, La Perouse Street and ‘Koonaroo, Yaouk, Adaminaby, NSW’.535 The style reflected that of a typical British aristocrat, like his friend Lord Carrington, possessing a substantial country estate and a town house. It is a reminder that beneath his ambition and drive lay an urge, not just to establish financial security, but also to recover the reputation and social standing that his Tange and Kingsmill forebears had achieved.

			On the other hand, Tange commented to close friends in his later years that, after a lifetime spent with high-ranking officials at home and abroad, he found it refreshing to mix in the Australian countryside with ‘ordinary people’, or rather people who were often extraordinary in different ways. Tange’s neighbours in the Yaouk valley did not care if his visitors happened to be prime ministers or governors-general, and were unimpressed by the associated security arrangements. One, whose permission had to be sought to allow Malcolm Fraser to join Tange in fishing a particular stretch of river, granted it grudgingly, adding that Fraser ‘should keep his head down’. Tange wondered how to convey this message to the towering politician.

			To the last Tange was inclined to relatively solitary pursuits and many of the locals knew little and cared less about his identity or status. When Tange’s ticket won a raffle in the nearby town of Cooma, the organisers telephoned the Chinese restaurants of Canberra, including the ‘Tang Dynasty’, trying to locate the ‘Arthur Tang’ whom they thought might be a waiter or kitchenhand.

			Koonaroo was also important in strengthening Tange’s relationships with his children and grandchildren. Jenny, who had inherited much of her father’s appearance, organisational drive and love of the countryside as well as her mother’s vivacity, built a successful career as a kindergarten director in Adelaide, where Angus was a principal architect for Flinders University before resuming private practice. Jenny was always proud to be her father’s daughter, remaining as close as geographical distance would permit, and the family pride was continued by the Moir children, Alice and Nicholas, born in 1978 and 1980 respectively.

			Arthur’s relationship with his son was more turbulent. Arthur had been delighted when Chris had married Jennifer Smithers in 1978, especially when they discovered that Jennifer’s grandfather had been a respected local doctor in Gosford at the same time as Chris’s grandfather, Charles Tange, had been practising law there. (The marriage meant that there were now three Jenny Tanges in the same generation—Arthur’s daughter, daughter-in-law and niece, Jack’s daughter—which inevitably led to occasional confusion and misunderstandings.) After two children were born, Jessica in 1979 and Michael in 1981, strains emerged, which led to an amicable divorce in the late 1980s. Around the same time, Chris was diagnosed with bipolar disorder (previously known as manic depression). Chris attributed this to his maternal grandfather, Edward Shann, cheerfully asserting: ‘I inherited the old boy’s MD but not his brains’. Chris knew that, unlike Shann, he was lucky to live at a time when the therapeutic qualities of lithium had been discovered. Much of the latter part of his career was spent as a fundraiser for a major charity, The Open Family. A shared love of rugby, particularly in support of the ACT Brumbies, strengthened the bond between father and son. Arthur was also a willing dogsitter for Chris’s terrier, Sadie, who particularly liked to sleep on an old dressing-gown in Arthur’s bedroom. Arthur added a codicil to his will, bequeathing his dressing-gown to Sadie.

			Tange’s interest in family history coincided with the obligation to attend the funerals, and sometimes to arrange the estates, of his older siblings. Younger members of the family had long heard stories of Ruth, a fiercely independent woman who never married, but were a little surprised to hear of Nellie. She had been living with a man whose wife had been committed to an institution for the mentally incapable but who, as a devout Catholic, would not contemplate divorce. Only after the wife’s death were Nellie and her partner married. In the circumstances, few even in the mid-twentieth century would have considered this to be ‘living in sin’, but her circumstances were such that references to her very existence were avoided for some years.

			In the 1990s Marjorie suffered a stroke. After years of being noted for her vivacity, intelligence and sometimes acerbic wit, her communication with the rest of the world became intermittent and unpredictable. She moved to Morling Lodge, a nursing home in the Canberra suburb of Red Hill, where Arthur visited her every day, often not knowing whether she was conscious of her visitor. After decades of relying on women for domestic support, the octogenarian Arthur learned to cook, taking some pride in discovering new recipes and bargains at the fish markets.

			In the family, all assumed that Marjorie would be the first to go, especially after she suffered a second major stroke in 1998. It was therefore a surprise when Arthur was diagnosed in 1999 with leukaemia. His principal resentment, typically, was directed towards the hours that he was required to spend undergoing blood transfusions. To the last, he placed a high value on his time. Much of late 2000 and early 2001 was spent in hospital, where his visitors included Malcolm and Tammy Fraser. The two men sparred over defence policy and relations with the United States, as they had done since they were minister and permanent head thirty years earlier. Tange was, at least outwardly, matter-of-fact in facing his doctors’ advice that he would be lucky to survive the next winter. Even that soon proved optimistic. He was reluctant to admit that his body was not responding well to chemotherapy but, in early May 2001, Chris and Jenny, who had come over from Adelaide, realised that he required emergency attention. He was admitted to the Canberra Hospital, where he died on 10 May. He was cremated at a small private service on the 15th, before his passing was publicly marked by the memorial service on the 24th.

			Marjorie was taken into his hospital room soon after his death. She also attended the cremation and memorial services. No-one knew whether she understood what was happening, but those close to her wondered whether there were levels of communication beyond those that are obvious. Her physical condition in May 2001 seemed much the same as it had been for years, but on 6 July she peacefully passed away—in this case, the familiar euphemism seemed appropriate. After sixty years of marriage, even death had separated Arthur and Marjorie by less than two months.

			




		
			Epilogue 
The Legends and the Legacies

			Arthur Tange was never a well-known figure throughout Australia. Apart from Nugget Coombs, few public servants of his generation were. Discretion was an essential part of their business; headlines were left to the politicians, especially the ministers whom they served. But among public servants, military officers, politicians, journalists and others in and around Canberra’s corridors, Tange was remembered long after his retirement and even his death, as the stories that circulated in his prime turned into myths and legends. Some references were kind. By the 1990s the Canberra Times, which had not hesitated to portray him as tough and abrasive during his career, was referring to Tange as ‘the grand old man of the public service’.536 In a feature to mark the Centenary of Federation in 2001, the Sydney Morning Herald listed Tange among the 100 most influential Australians of the twentieth century, noting that influence was quite different from fame.537 Some public servants, especially those associated with defence or foreign policy, long continued to speak with awe of his intellectual capacity, his force of personality, and his ability to give frank and fearless advice to ministers of any political complexion.

			Other recollections were far from sympathetic. Some public servants, especially civilians who had worked with and for the military, refused to see him as anything more than an irascible autocrat and egocentric bully. Some in the military preserved and embellished the legend of the power-hungry civilian bureaucrat, ruthlessly stripping the armed services of their rightful place in making Australian strategic and defence policies. Some conservatives, both civilian and military, saw him as a principal progenitor of an Australian national security policy that undervalued the American alliance and favoured a narrowly continental view of Australian interests. Certain circles on the left, by contrast, held firmly to the picture of a diehard conservative, who was more loyal to the United States and its intelligence agencies than to elected Australian governments, and who plotted to conceal Australian complicity in the murder by Indonesian troops of Australia-based journalists in East Timor.

			All of these could not be true; most were at best exaggerations; some were groundless. But the contradictions and the complexities illustrate the difficulties of making a fair and balanced assessment of the contribution of someone who spent nearly four decades close to the centre of Australian policy-making. For what, then, should Arthur Tange be remembered?

			His principal legacy lies in the capacity of Australia’s institutions of national security. The era of the great mandarins of the public service coincided, not by chance, with the era of important developments in the size and nature of the major departments of state.

			After his retirement, Tange’s name was most often recalled in connection with the ‘Tange report’ and the subsequent ‘Tange reforms’ in the Defence group of departments. Since 1973, numerous reviews and reports have prompted adjustments in one part or another of what Shedden liked to call ‘the higher Defence machinery’, but the basic framework established in the mid-1970s has remained intact. In particular, the diarchy—the division of the management of Defence, under the minister, between the Chief of the Defence Force and a civilian secretary—has remained in place. Civilians and military continue to contribute to advice on strategic and international policies and to decisions on force structure. Notwithstanding some complaints from within the military and their sympathisers, no government has indicated that it wanted to receive advice on its strategic and higher defence policies solely from military channels. The wiser heads in the military have generally recognised, however reluctantly, that if a government were to insist on a single source of top-level advice, that channel might well be the civilian secretary rather than the four-star officer. Curtin, for example, had Shedden at his right hand while keeping Blamey at a considerable distance. Since 1945, whether in peacetime or during conflicts with a strong political and diplomatic element, ministers have continued to seek a blend of military and civilian advice on strategic policies.

			Since the 1970s the balance of power between the civilians and the military within the Defence structure has probably shifted towards the military. This makes some of Tange’s former civilian colleagues uncomfortable but it should not be seen as invalidating or undermining the Tange reforms. Ever since his time in External Affairs, Tange had hoped to see the creation of a generation of senior officers who could rise above the military issues confronting a single service and contribute constructively to the development of a broadly based strategic and defence policy. He regarded the performance of military leaders such as General John Baker, Chief of the Defence Force from 1995 to 1998, as indicating that his hopes were bearing fruit. Moreover, he saw the emphasis on a broad and liberal education of officers, especially at the Australian Defence Force Academy, as an assurance of future progress.

			In the decades since the Tange reforms, the administration of Defence has given rise to numerous problems and recurrent controversies. Some suggest that Tange should take his share of the blame for creating an organisation than was too big for any one person, no matter how able, to manage. Certainly Defence is the largest and most complex agency in the public sector. The chief executives of the few Australian corporations of comparable size are remunerated with sums unimaginable for any public servant. But the problems that afflict Defence from time to time arise not only from size and complexity but also from the multiple cultures that coexist within the one body. Even after decades of ‘jointery’, three single-service cultures continue to exist, alongside a generic military culture and a civilian public service culture, with both affected by the conflicting demands of established traditions and new managerial approaches. No administrative or structural reform could, by itself, eliminate these tensions or prevent the recurrence of problems and controversies. The structures that Tange devised—subject, as always, to constant revision—remain as sound a basis as any for advising on, and implementing, a defence policy that takes account of all the relevant military and non-military considerations.

			In the institutional sphere, Tange’s contribution to foreign affairs, although less controversial and therefore less well known, was no less significant than that to defence. Tange did more than any other individual to ensure that Australia had, by the mid-1960s, a foreign office and a diplomatic service worthy of a middle power, with an internationally respected degree of expertise on regional affairs and with growing skills in handling relationships with major allies. Even after the merger in 1987 with its former rival, Trade, the department’s capacities in these areas have owed much to his work in the 1950s and 1960s. Tange has the unusual distinction of being a principal architect of two major departments of state.

			Tange’s critics often alleged or implied that his reforms in both foreign affairs and defence were driven largely by his own ambition and ego. They overlooked the higher purpose—to ensure that Australia shaped and implemented its national security policies with the greatest possible degree of national independence and self-reliance. It was easy to assert, as many have for at least half a century, that Australia should have an independent foreign policy, influenced but not dictated by its alliance arrangements. Tange saw that that goal would only be achieved if the nation had an effective and respected foreign office and diplomatic service, giving sound advice to government based on its own collection and assessment of information and implementing the government’s policies with high professional skills. Similarly, he was long frustrated by Australia’s reluctance to develop and to implement an effective defence policy, with an emphasis on ‘self-reliance’ and substantial independence. Towards that end, he did more than any single person to organise the Defence Department and associated agencies to meld insights from civilian and military officers into coherent advice on strategic and defence policies based on Australia’s national interests. Moreover, he sought to have these policies implemented by a defence force that would operate in a coordinated fashion by sea, land and air, rather than by three autonomous services, each operating more closely with its overseas counterparts than with its Australian colleagues. These goals underpinned Tange’s work for a quarter of a century.

			At the heart of his advice on foreign and defence policies and their administration was what George Orwell called patriotism (to distinguish it from the dangerously aggressive forms of nationalism of the 1930s and 1940s). Tange placed independence alongside security as the fundamental goals of defence policy. His advocacy of self-reliance and a defence policy based on protection of the homeland and its immediate interests was based not only on a hard-headed assessment of strategic realities and Australia’s financial capacity, but also on a conviction that this was the appropriate stance for a self-respecting, independent nation.

			This fundamental nationalism underlay Tange’s attitude towards the alliance with the United States, although the outward and visible signs of that attitude may have seemed contradictory amid the political changes of the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s. Tange was always in favour of keeping the alliance, but as a support for a defence posture that was based on the greatest possible measure of self-reliance. He reacted strongly against the view, prominent in the coalition governments of the 1950s and 1960s, that Australia should comply obsequiously with American policies, in order to preserve an alliance that was a talisman against all potential threats. From the 1950s Tange pressed the case for Australia to act as a member of its own region. He emphasised that its great power allies did not have to live in this part of the world and could conceivably take positions unwelcome to Australia (as, for example, the United States did on the question of West New Guinea). In the 1960s he repeatedly urged Australian officials and ministers to make their own critical assessments of the constant flow of intelligence reports and policy advice received from the Americans, rather than accepting Washington’s word without challenge.

			Tange liked to remind official subordinates and ministerial superiors that the United States would react, in the event of some threat to Australia, in the light of its own commitments and responsibilities at the time. He also refused to regard measures to increase the degree of self-reliance in Australian defence as ‘downgrading ANZUS’. He knew that, well before the Nixon doctrine was promulgated, senior figures in both Democrat and Republican administrations had repeatedly called on Australia to strengthen its independent as well as its joint capabilities, in accordance with Article II of the ANZUS Treaty. Maintaining the alliance, and ensuring that it operated to Australia’s benefit, required constant vigilance and attention. It was not enough, in his view, simply to rely on what Menzies had called ‘the utmost goodwill, the utmost good faith and unqualified friendship’.

			His defence of Australian sovereign interests during the critical meeting with the American ambassador in February 1973, discussed in chapter 11, reflected that basic patriotism. In the mid-1970s Tange certainly understood that maintenance of the alliance required Australia to respect American concerns over the security of Pine Gap and the other joint facilities. Nevertheless it was inconceivable that he would have placed those concerns ahead of his loyalty to the elected Australian government in November 1975. It was not obsequious compliance but this balance of robust self-reliance with self-respecting cooperation that the Pentagon recognised with its Medal for Distinguished Public Service.

			As Secretary of External Affairs during Indonesia’s Confrontation of Malaysia, Tange was one of the principal architects of the policy that Australia should seek the best possible relationship with the government in effective control of the archipelago, even when Australia disapproved of some of that government’s policies. This should not be interpreted to mean that he was a founding member of what has come to be described pejoratively as the ‘pro-Jakarta lobby’. As conceived and implemented by Barwick, Tange and their colleagues, the policy was sound. Tange and his contemporaries maintained a robust resistance, including the use of military force, to Indonesian actions that contravened both international order and Australian interests. Maintaining a nuanced policy, that balanced resolute resistance to hostile acts while keeping diplomatic, military and aid channels open, was a constructive and innovative approach, which proved to be in Australia’s long-term interests.

			The skills that Tange brought to advising ministers on foreign and defence policies included judgment and confidence backed, as the decades passed, with an extraordinary range and depth of experience. Much of what he did in Defence in the 1970s, for example, was based to a large degree on his experience in External Affairs, including membership of the Defence Committee, in the 1950s and 1960s. Based on their depth of experience, Tange and other public servants could also anticipate the less obvious and longer-term ramifications of current crises and policy proposals, while their ministers were necessarily more concerned with a three-year electoral cycle. Although this was less of a problem in foreign affairs and defence, ministers were also more preoccupied than public servants with the immediate demands of the media’s deadlines.

			Tange and the other senior public servants of his time were not infallible and ministers were right sometimes to overrule them. Even so, the greatest successes in Australian foreign and defence policies in the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s came when ministers acted in close collaboration with Tange and his official colleagues, balancing long-term aspirations with immediate political realities. Obversely, when ministers (including prime ministers) disregarded or deliberately excluded advice from their departments, the outcome was often painful failure. The negotiations associated with the Colombo Plan, the ANZUS Treaty and Indonesia’s Confrontation of Malaysia all testify to the former case, as does the handling of the joint defence facilities in the 1970s. The tensions over Suez in 1956 and the sidelining of Tange and External Affairs over Vietnam in 1964–65 are evidence of the latter.

			Australia’s strategic policies, including its relationships with the United States and Indonesia, have come under considerable challenge in the early years of the twenty-first century. It can be argued that Australian policymakers in the 1980s and 1990s sometimes allowed the innovations in defence and foreign policy of the 1960s and 1970s to become articles of dogma, rather than subjecting them to constant re-examination in the light of changing circumstances. That is not to say that the views expressed by Tange and others of like mind during the second half of the twentieth century were necessarily misplaced. It merely points to the constant need for Australia’s strategic thinkers to bring a Tange-like degree of intellectual independence and realism (in the broadest sense) to a new assessment of the challenges facing the country.

			Tange’s contribution was not confined to the realm of foreign and defence policy. In his latter years, he became a strong advocate of a traditional, but not reactionary, approach to the role of the public service, the career that he regarded more like a vocation. With a degree of intellectual and emotional commitment that observers often found hard to comprehend, Tange believed in the importance of a public service whose members, especially the heads of departments, were strong contributors to the making of public policy. The public service, in his view, would always be subordinate to ministerial decisions. Nevertheless, as he often said (not least when discussing his relations with Hasluck), he had no desire to work in a public service whose role was merely to implement decisions that were handed down by ministers who thought that their departmental officials should not even offer policy advice.

			Tange’s dominant, even autocratic, manner, especially during his years in Defence, was controversial even in its own day. While many were aware of his abrasive and confrontational style, few knew of the discreet acts of kindness and compassion. General Wilton and others were doubtless correct to say that he should not have made his contempt for the intellectual inadequacies of some within the military so obvious. But it is not necessarily true that, as Wilton put it, ‘if he had chosen to achieve his ends by diplomacy instead of autocratic methods, he would have had more chance of success’.538 Given the strength of the political and military opposition he faced in reforming Defence, a softer, more diplomatic approach might not have succeeded. Most importantly, ministers valued his strength as much as his judgment and experience. As one Deputy Prime Minister said with admiration, ‘Tange radiated strength’.539 This strength was valued, harnessed and deployed by strong ministers, and used as a crutch by their weaker colleagues. It only became a problem with those ministers who were in fact uncertain, but who nevertheless wished to be seen as strong and decisive.

			Given the changes in legislation and practice under both coalition and Labor governments since 1984, it is highly unlikely that Australia will ever revert to the balance between ministers and public servants that prevailed between the 1940s and the 1970s. Too much has changed, in Australian society as well as in political culture, to permit a return to the era of the mandarins, although political parties make occasional nods in that direction. The public service no longer holds a monopoly of policy advice to ministers, even in relatively esoteric fields such as foreign and defence policies. ‘Think tanks’ have proliferated in the private and public sectors. Ministers are more highly educated than they were in Tange’s day—not that this, as he wryly noted, was necessarily a guarantee of greater political judgment—and they are supported by substantial coteries of non-departmental advisers. At heart many politicians and their non-departmental advisers remain suspicious of the influence of strong public servants. The images fostered by the television series Yes Minister and the tales of the Commonwealth Club set, of mandarins manipulating and outmanoeuvring ministers for their own ends, retain a hold on the mind of many in the political realm. For these and other reasons, departmental heads since the 1970s have seldom had the opportunity to exert the influence possessed by Tange, Coombs, Crawford, Wilson, Wheeler and some of their contemporaries, and that is unlikely to change. Promising greater independence to the public service seems likely to fall in the same category as greater independence for the Speaker and better behaviour in Parliament—a goal to which parties commit themselves in opposition but obfuscate when in government.

			Nevertheless this study lends support to the view that much could be gained from some moves in that direction. Tange was valued by ministers, not only for the breadth of his intellect and the depth of his experience, but also for his willingness to exercise his own judgment and to argue his case forcefully. When Tange said ‘Yes, Minister’, it carried weight precisely because he and his peers were capable of saying ‘No, Minister’. We cannot know what difference it might have made if Tange had been a departmental head in the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. But we do know that many wished he had been at the time of the commitments in East Timor, Afghanistan and Iraq, the ‘children overboard’ affair, and various controversies surrounding the structure and role of the intelligence agencies. There will always be a need for frank advice and decisive administrative action, based on clear thinking, long experience and dedication to the principles of public service. Tange’s legacy, in both policy and administration, indicates that there have been substantial costs as well as benefits in the move from government by mandarins to government by managers.

			




		
			Appendix 
Tange and the Crises of Spring 1975: 
Pine Gap, the Dismissal and Balibo

			The Whitlam government’s blend of reformist zeal and administrative incompetence combined with the intransigence of the coalition to generate tensions that reached a climax in the Spring of 1975. The most significant tensions of that time can best be seen as three simultaneous, but originally separate, crises. One, to be analysed below, centred on Indonesia’s acquisition by military force of the former Portuguese colony of East Timor. At the time, far more attention was given in Australia to the crisis in domestic politics. Prompted by the government’s handling of a proposed overseas loan and other controversial issues, the coalition-dominated Senate refused to pass the Budget bills. The resulting deadlock was resolved only by the dismissal of Whitlam and his government on 11 November by the Governor-General, Sir John Kerr.

			The third crisis involved the joint facilities that had aroused controversy early in the Whitlam government’s term, especially the station at Pine Gap. The agreement governing Pine Gap, signed in December 1966, provided for an initial ten-year term and required a year’s notice of intention not to renew. Thus the earliest date on which an Australian government could indicate that it would terminate the agreement was 10 December 1975. Whitlam had at times indicated that renewal of the agreement should not be regarded as automatic, but by August he had affirmed that he would do so. Nevertheless, it later emerged that some elements in the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) feared that the left wing of the party might ensure the agreement was terminated. Moreover the CIA wanted to avoid any public reference to its role in the oversight of Pine Gap, which was publicly stated to be the responsibility of the US Defense Department. When the identity of some CIA operatives in Australia was revealed in early November, a senior CIA official expressed the agency’s ‘grave concern’ to ASIO’s representative in Washington. A strongly worded message raised questions about Whitlam’s attitude to Pine Gap and asserting that the Australian—American intelligence relationship would be jeopardised if American secrets were further breached. The existence of this supposedly ‘service-to-service’ message was immediately reported to the government and later leaked to the media.

			From this combination of events arose a conspiracy theory that alleged there was a direct connection between the political and intelligence crises. According to this view, Washington’s dismay over Labor’s attitudes, and especially over Whitlam’s possible revelation of the CIA’s association with Pine Gap, was communicated to Kerr in the days immediately before 11 November. This information supposedly played a large part in motivating Kerr to take his unexpected and drastic action, at a time that would prevent termination of the Pine Gap agreement Thus, it was contended, the dismissal of an elected Australian government was carried out largely at the behest of the United States government, in particular the CIA. The timing of events gave the theory a degree of superficial plausibility, but it would have gained credibility if its proponents could identify a senior Australian who covertly informed Kerr just before 11 November of Washington’s suspicions of, and deep antipathy towards, Whitlam and his government The credibility would have been greater if that senior Australian had strong associations with the Australian—American alliance in general and with the two countries’ intelligence agencies in particular. For years after November 1975, there were those who believed that just such a link existed and that the quisling, more loyal to American intelligence agencies than to his own elected government, was Arthur Tange.

			This account re-examines these much discussed episodes m Australian political history, placing the evidence from Tange’s papers and memoirs alongside what is known of the events of late 1975 and the allegations that surfaced in subsequent years.540 His own account of this period vigorously asserted his innocence of any impropriety. He emphasised that his principal concern at the time was to attempt to apply to Defence the system of vouchers by which the government proposed to pay its employees, including those in the armed services, while the Senate was withholding Supply.

			But Australia’s political crisis developed at a time, just months after the humiliating end to American involvement in Vietnam, when conspiracy theories and exaggerated fears were rife among both supporters and critics of the Central Intelligence Agency. A US Senate committee in Washington had exposed the Agency’s faults to the point that, on 6 November, its Director-General was forced to leave. Part of the problem was the dual role of the CIA. On the one hand, as its name implied, the CIA collected and assessed intelligence for the benefit of policy-makers in Washington. On the other, it had since the early 1950s conducted covert operations aimed at destabilising, and even removing from power, regimes considered inimical to American interests. In Tange’s eyes, the former role was entirely proper and it provided Australia, as one of Washington’s most trusted intelligence partners, with invaluable information. But, as he once told a Director of the CIA, the Agency’s covert and illegal activities brought ‘popular obloquy’ not only onto itself, but also onto partners like Australia.541 Whitlam was particularly incensed to discover that ASIS had officers working with the CIA in Chile, where the CIA was deeply involved in destabilising the elected left-wing government of Salvador Allende before it fell to a military coup in September 1973. ASIS was slow to follow Whitlam’s instruction to withdraw from Chile, and later gave misleading information over its activities in East Timor. Consequently Whitlam dismissed its head on 21 October 1975. A little earlier, for other reasons, Whitlam had removed the head of ASIO and appointed a deputy secretary of the Attorney-General’s department as acting head. Two of Australia’s intelligence agencies were therefore regarded with great suspicion by many Labor supporters, but neither of them came within Tange’s responsibilities at Defence.

			In early November investigations by Brian Toohey, Barnard’s former ‘minder’ who was now working as a journalist with the Fairfax newspapers, indicated that the first head of the Pine Gap station, Richard Stallings, had probably been an employee of the CIA rather than the American Defense Department, as was publicly stated. This implied that the CIA, not the Pentagon, was running Pine Gap, which might therefore have more sensitive functions than those publicly declared. Stallings by this time had retired and was living, in poor health, in the United States. It emerged, however, that during his time in Australia he had rented a house in Canberra from Doug Anthony, the leader of the National Country Party (as the junior partner in the conservative coalition was then known). In the climate of the times this discovery gave rise to suspicions of illicit associations between the CIA and the coalition parties.

			When these facts became known to Whitlam’s office, he directed that he be given the names of all CIA operatives in Australia.542 It was standard procedure for intelligence agencies to ‘declare’ the identities of their overseas operatives in friendly countries, normally to the host’s foreign ministry. The list that Foreign Affairs provided did not include Stallings’ name but Whitlam’s office also heard of a separate list of CIA operatives declared to Defence (the department responsible for Australia’s involvement in Pine Gap). Tange was asked for, and promptly provided, this list. It included Stallings’ name. The talk around the offices of Whitlam and Morrison was that Tange was furious at being required to provide this information and said that he would have to inform the Americans.

			Before these issues could be further investigated Whitlam, speaking at a political rally in Port Augusta on Sunday 2 November, accused Anthony of being ‘subsidised’ by the CIA. On the existing evidence, the allegation was preposterous. As Anthony explained to the House of Representatives on 4 November, he had in 1966 put his Canberra house on the rental market through a real estate agent. Stallings and his wife had rented it for $42 per week for about three months between October 1966 and January 1967. As far as Anthony was aware, Stallings worked for the United States Defense Department. The couples had become friends but Anthony knew nothing of any CIA connection. There was no evidence for the implication that the Opposition had clandestine financial links with the agency that covertly undermined elected, left-of-centre governments. The Canberra Times, which was generally less critical of the government than most other newspapers, editorialised that Whitlam’s assertion was both ‘deplorable’ and ‘reprehensible’. This was a loaded term, for Malcolm Fraser had said that the coalition parties in the Senate would only use their power to force an election in ‘reprehensible’ circumstances.543

			Tange, however, was highly conscious of the acute American sensitivity over any public discussion that might reveal the CIA links, and the intelligence-related functions, of the Pine Gap station.544 He therefore sought to persuade political leaders on both sides not to pursue the matter. His first target was not Whitlam but Anthony. On 4 November he saw Morrison, describing the possible effects of leaking the CIA’s secrets as an enormous threat to Australian national security, and offered to see Anthony. Morrison thought that Tange’s anxious emphasis on the threat to Australia’s national security might become a self-fulfilling prophecy and insisted that he himself, not Tange, would see both Anthony and Whitlam. Morrison accepted Anthony’s explanation that he had simply leased his house to an American official as a normal commercial transaction.

			With the issue once raised, however, neither Anthony nor Whitlam was willing to drop it. On 6 November Anthony gave notice of a parliamentary question, asking Whitlam for evidence to confirm that Stallings was a CIA employee, in the face of a denial issued by the State Department. Whitlam that day prepared an answer that would have confirmed the CIA connection with Pine Gap and said that his information came from a permanent head other than that of Foreign Affairs. In the circumstances, this could only have meant Tange. When Whitlam read this proposed answer to Tange over the telephone, Tange was horrified, seeing it as certain to infuriate the Americans to the point of jeopardising the alliance. Tange spent much of the weekend of 8–9 November seeking, mainly through telephone calls to Whitlam’s principal private secretary, John Mant, to persuade the Prime Minister to use a different form of words. On Monday the 10th he sent a further message through Mant to Whitlam, saying that the United States Defense Department was about to issue a statement saying that Stallings had been their employee, not the CIA’s. Tange again urged Whitlam, in the interests of national security, not to contradict this statement directly when answering Anthony’s question, which was on the House of Representatives notice paper for the afternoon of 11 November. Kerr dismissed Whitlam at 1 p.m., so the answer was never delivered; nor was the statement from the Pentagon that Tange had foreshadowed.

			As Tange later recalled, his efforts to dissuade Whitlam from his proposed answer to Anthony’s question, and especially his assertive and agitated manner, were ‘treated with derision’ by the ministerial staff in Morrison’s and Whitlam’s offices and leaked to the press.545 Moreover, another message was leaked on 10 November. Two days earlier, on Saturday the 8th, the head of the East Asia Division of the CIA, Ted Shackley, had summoned his ASIO contact in Washington, expressing the agency’s ‘grave concern’ over developments in Canberra, which threatened to ‘blow the lid’ off the installations operated by the CIA in Australia. When Tange saw a copy of the message from Washington he thought that, as he later put it, Shackley’s superiors would ‘hose him down’.546 He therefore took little immediate action apart from reporting to his minister, Morrison. By contrast the acting head of ASIO, newly appointed by Whitlam, took what was intended to be a ‘service-to-service’ message directly to the Prime Minister. Tange strongly suspected that the staff in Morrison’s Sydney electorate office leaked the Shackley message, as well as Tange’s concern over Whitlam’s possible statements in Parliament, in a manner designed to cause him the greatest possible embarrassment.

			In November 1975 and for a considerable time afterwards, no serious allegations were made against Tange, or those close to him, concerning a link between the political and security crises, but rumours and conspiracy theories abounded. The first substantial ‘instant history’ of the dismissal, by the journalist Paul Kelly, devoted a chapter to the security crisis and said that its timing had ‘provided the necessary material for a conspiracy theory’, but concluded that there was no evidence to support such a theory. Kelly specifically stated that there was ‘no suggestion that Sir Arthur Tange made any efforts to convey his profound concern to the governor-general’.547 This sudden reference to Tange, almost unique in Kelly’s account, suggests what was already being rumoured, but all anyone could say publicly was that Tange had been agitated and vigorous in his efforts to prevent public statements linking Pine Gap with the CIA.

			Nothing further would probably have been alleged had not Brian Toohey and John Farrands had a conversation early in 1977 at a parliamentary garden party in the Senate rose-garden. Dr John Farrands was the Chief Defence Scientist. His responsibilities included the scientific, but not the strategic, aspects of Australian involvement in Pine Gap and the other joint facilities. Farrands had as cordial a relationship with Tange as any of the half-dozen senior Defence officials who reported directly to him. Tange, who had appointed Farrands, noted that their personal relationship was aided by the fact that Farrands shared Tange’s passion for fly-fishing and he was invited to Tange’s property near Cooma to indulge this mutual recreation. According to one well-placed observer, Farrands was more likely to be invited to an end-of-day drink with Tange, and less likely to be dressed down in front of other officers, than most at his level.548 In Tange’s recollection, Farrands was a good officer but with one regrettable weakness, a tendency to ‘big-note’ himself when talking to journalists.

			According to a later account by Toohey, in 1977 he and Farrands chatted in the Senate rose-garden about Pine Gap.549 Toohey raised the matter of a call by Farrands on Kerr on 28 October 1975, which had been listed in the daily vice-regal press release from Yarralumla. Farrands had said that this was ‘just a cup of tea’, a routine discussion of what was happening in his area. As Tange, Farrands and Kerr all later contended, Kerr was an active Governor-General who liked to be kept informed in some detail on many areas of government. In particular, he assumed that his constitutional position as Commander-in-Chief of the Defence Force gave him every right to seek information on defence matters. All three later contended that Farrands’s call on Kerr was simply to brief him on current activities and plans in the defence science organisation. But, according to Toohey, in the rose-garden conversation Farrands said that Toohey would be more interested in a later briefing of Kerr, just before Whitlam was sacked. Toohey’s later account said that ‘Farrands canvassed telephone calls made by Sir Arthur Tange, and a meeting between some of the Chiefs of Staff and Kerr’. As he left the garden party, Toohey happened to meet Whitlam and ‘asked him if he knew that a Defence official had briefed Kerr over the weekend before his dismissal. He replied that he was certainly not aware of this.’

			On the basis of this conversation Toohey published an article in the Australian Financial Review on 28 April 1977. He referred to allegations by Christopher Boyce, the defendant in a highly publicised trial in the United States in which he was convicted of leaking CIA secrets to the Soviet Union, that the CIA had been doing even worse things in Australia than it had in Chile. Toohey linked this with ‘recent information … that the Governor-General, Sir John Kerr, was briefed by a senior Australian defence official on November 8, 1975, about allegations from the CIA that the then Prime Minister, Mr Whitlam, was jeopardising the security of the American bases in Australia.’ Although he now specified 8 November as the date of the alleged briefing, he was careful to add that: ‘There is no hard evidence … that the November 8 briefing influenced Sir John’s sacking of the Whitlam government on November 11.’ Toohey did not name Farrands in the article, but he commented that the briefing ‘coincided with a period of intense activity [by] … Sir Arthur Tange’, concerning Tange’s attempts to influence Whitlam’s answer to Anthony’s question on notice.550

			Although he had not been named by Toohey, Farrands was quickly identified as the ‘senior Defence official’. His denial that he had visited Government House or spoken with Kerr on 8 November was published in several newspapers.551 Nevertheless, many in and around the Labor Party now held deep suspicions about CIA attempts to manipulate Australian industrial and political affairs.552 On 4 May Whitlam raised in the House of Representatives, as a ‘matter of public importance’, the need for closer scrutiny of foreign intelligence services in Australia. He read into Hansard the full text of the telegram on Shackley’s intervention, referred pointedly to the allegations made by Christopher Boyce and others, and concluded that: ‘The deception over the CIA and the activities of foreign installations on our soil all affect Australia’s independence.’553 This was as close as he ever came to alleging or implying that the CIA might have been linked to his government’s dismissal. The sympathetic biography of Whitlam by his adviser and speechwriter. Graham Freudenberg, published in 1977, stated unequivocally that ‘a Defence Department official’ briefed Kerr on 8 November 1975 on the security crisis. According to Freudenberg, Whitlam was at that time unaware of either the briefing or the crisis in the intelligence agencies. Freudenberg said that it was impossible to say whether this briefing had played any part in Kerr’s decision to dismiss the Whitlam government but referred pointedly to its timing. The supposed briefing came after a conversation on 6 November which suggested that Kerr did not intend to intervene and before he consulted Sir Garfield Barwick on 9 November, with his mind apparently set on dismissal.554

			In his later account Toohey said that, in a telephone conversation soon after his article appeared in the Financial Review, Farrands told him that he had had ‘a heated exchange’ with Tange over the rose-garden conversation. Farrands, according to Toohey, had said that ‘Tange had said how imperative it was that no one should know what was said to the Governor-General on this matter’. Tange had been particularly worried that Whitlam would think that Tange had ‘gone behind his back’. But, Toohey insisted, Farrands had not denied the essential story of the briefing. There is little doubt that Tange severely upbraided Farrands for speaking to any journalist, and most especially Toohey, and that Tange was above all concerned to avoid any suggestion that he had acted disloyally to the elected government. Beyond that, Toohey’s and Farrands’ accounts of their conversation were flatly contradictory.555

			Moreover, the arguments over who had said what in 1977 only emerged five years later. In March 1982 Toohey, about to become editor of the Fairfax publication the National Times, published an article headlined ‘New Light on CIA Role in 1975’. The new material came from access that Toohey, aided by an American investigative journalist, had gained to the CIA’s daily intelligence briefings in late 1975 for the president and senior administration officials in Washington. These briefings, by the analytical wing of the CIA, were described as balanced and accurate, but the implication of the article, which included an interview with Shackley, was that the CIA analysts saw political developments in the week before 11 November as swinging back in Whitlam’s favour. The covert operations section of the agency, it was implied, therefore had an incentive to influence Kerr to act sooner rather than later. From there Toohey rehearsed events of early November 1975 in Canberra along familiar lines, but making the allegations against Farrands and Tange more specific than ever before. According to Toohey:

			Tange ensured that a briefing on the ‘security crisis’ was given to the Governor-General over the weekend of November 8–9. The briefing was given by phone by the then Chief Defence Scientist, Dr John Farrands. Tange has vigorously enjoined Farrands never to reveal what had been said to Kerr. Whitlam was not told of what Kerr was told by Defence officials.

			Toohey added a statement, perhaps intended to pre-empt any legal action, which pronounced that ‘Tange, it should be stressed, acted from a deep-seated anxiety about Australian security as he saw it.’556

			Tange and Farrands, both of whom were now retired, were deeply offended, but Tange initially left the running to Farrands. On 25 March Farrands sent a long letter to the National Times, saying that the passage above was ‘highly offensive and damaging’ as it implied that he ‘acted in such a way as to damage my own elected government in the interests of an agency of a foreign government’. Farrands made three categorical denials: that he had on or before 11 November 1975 discussed with Kerr any American activities in Australia; that he had had any communication with any Governor-General relating to ‘the security standing’ of any Prime Minister or other minister; and that he had had any communication with Kerr on the weekend of 8–9 November. He also insisted that, in his conversation with Kerr on 28 October, there had been ‘no reference … to Pine Gap, Nurrungar, the CIA or any other matters of a security nature’.557

			The National Times responded by saying that it wished to publish a rejoinder by Toohey along with Farrands’ letter. Toohey’s proposed rejoinder was essentially his recollection of the 1977 rose-garden conversation, as outlined above. Farrands’ reply was twofold. He sent a further letter to the National Times, vigorously rejecting this procedure, referring to his earlier published denials of the alleged 8 November briefing, and describing Toohey’s account of the 1977 conversation as ‘fanciful’. This was sent with a letter from his lawyers, saying that the original article was defamatory, that Toohey’s proposed rejoinder repeated the original libel, and that Farrands insisted on a retraction. The next issue of the National Times carried Farrands’ first letter, with its categorical denials of any contact with Kerr at the relevant time. Immediately after this letter, the newspaper printed a short statement, withdrawing any suggestion of ‘disloyalty to the elected government of the day in anything Dr Farrands did in the lead-up to November 11, 1975’. There was no substantive rejoinder, just a brief statement: ‘Readers should be aware that the author, Brian Toohey, has had a number of conversations with Dr Farrands over the years.’558

			Toohey later contended that he had never alleged that there was a direct link between the alleged briefing on 8 November and the dismissal on 11 November.559 Consequently, he believed that there was nothing defamatory in stating (on the basis of the rose-garden conversation) that Tange had directed Farrands to brief Kerr on the ‘security crisis’. In the 1982 article he had not specifically alleged disloyal intent on the part of Farrands or Tange, but this would certainly have been the inference drawn by most readers. At one point he referred to the ‘opponents of Whitlam’, almost immediately followed by a reference to Tange. Moreover, the explicit disclaimer of any link, included in Toohey’s 1977 article, was absent in 1982.

			After the publication of Farrands’ letter and the withdrawal of any imputation of disloyalty by him, Tange approached his own lawyers.560 His notes indicate that he objected to the implications that, in response to the CIA’s anxiety over security, he plotted to alert the Governor-General to this situation; that he forbade disclosure to his Minister, and thus the Prime Minister, of his action; and that this occurred just days before Kerr withdrew Whitlam’s commission. It was the allegation of secrecy, ‘a breach of a fundamental duty to an elected Minister’, that Tange thought ‘slurs my integrity’, a painful attack given that Tange took pride in his record of service to Labor and coalition ministers alike. Tange thought that the statement that he had ‘acted from a deep-seated anxiety about Australian security as be saw it’ only compounded the offence, as it implied that he had placed his own assessment before that of the responsible minister. He had allowed Farrands to act first, thinking that a retraction gamed by Farrands would ‘collapse the story’ about himself. He now doubted that, as it was possible for people to think that ‘my decision to act disloyally failed to be effected by my subordinate’.

			Tange was emphatic that the central allegation was untrue. He thought it had been fabricated by changing the date of Farrands’ known visit to Yarralumla. (On this last point he was wrong: the allegation was that there was another contact between Farrands and Kerr, separate from that on 28 October.) But Tange could see difficulties in taking legal action. Some of the points made in the articles were ‘true or innuendoes based on leakages’. He would not wish to be drawn into debating them, nor would the government wish to have ‘high security matters and arrangements with the Americans’ discussed in open court. He wondered whether a court might consider the issues too esoteric. Might his case be compromised by evidence that the Defence Department had, from occasional misjudgement rather than any plot, failed to inform its minister of certain things? He knew that it had taken hours of negotiation to settle the terms of the withdrawal of the imputation of disloyalty to Farrands. Fairfax had just appointed Toohey acting editor of the National Times and could not easily abandon him. Finally Tange noted that Kerr himself had been consulted and had agreed to the terms of the Farrands statement. (Farrands had previously noted that he was authorised to say that ‘Sir John Kerr confirms and that Mr E.G. Whitlam accepts the validity of’ his denial of any briefing on 8 November.561) Kerr had even spoken of taking legal action himself, but Tange thought that there were reasons ‘unrelated to the Press material’ why it would be better not to call upon Kerr to act as a witness.

			Tange was perhaps too conscious of these obstacles to legal action. His lawyers told those acting for the National Times that Tange would not litigate if the newspaper published the letter he had drafted with an appropriate apology and paid his legal costs. In the event, he had the letter published and his costs paid, but received no apology. As his principal legal adviser told him, it was very difficult to extract an apology from a newspaper unless one issued a writ. The letter emphasised the slur on Tange’s integrity implied by the March 1982 article and protested against the imputation of ‘disloyal intention or action towards my elected political superiors’. Tange’s denial, like that of Farrands to which he referred, was comprehensive: ‘I did not conceive in my own mind, much less take any action directed towards, any communication whatsoever with the Governor-General, then or at any other time on any matter canvassed in your article.’ The newspaper published this letter without either apology or written rejoinder, but under a cartoon by Patrick Cook. This showed a top-hatted Kerr as a satellite in geostationary orbit over Australia, labeled ‘Intelligence satellite #111175’. This might be seen as a form of rejoinder but cartoonists have always been granted far more licence than writers. In any case, the letter appeared eight weeks after the article to which it referred, and attracted little notice.562

			Toohey had no intention of allowing Tange to have the last word. In late October 1985 he wrote directly to Tange, saying that the National Times was preparing another article to mark the tenth anniversary of the dismissal of the Whitlam government. He asked Tange to provide further information about messages between the American and Australian defence departments over the Whitlam-Anthony exchanges in November 1975. Tange curtly referred him to the current Minister for Defence.563 Toohey’s article, which appeared on 8 November 1985, was largely a repetition of the previously published stories but it backed away from the allegation that Farrands had briefed Kerr exactly ten years earlier. On this, Toohey only said that ‘This writer has been told by a senior official that Kerr was briefed on the CIA concern, but he has vigorously denied this.’ (It was unclear whether ‘he’ referred to Kerr or the unnamed ‘senior official’, presumably Farrands, but the statement applied equally to both.) The early part of the article, which covered three broadsheet pages, asserted that ‘highly placed Australian defence, intelligence and foreign affairs officials’ had been telling their American counterparts in the 1970s that the Labor government could not be trusted on security matters. He then quoted an unnamed ASIO official who recalled that Tange ‘took firm control of the intelligence relationship with the US’ as soon as Labor came to power. The references to Tange, at both the beginning and the end of the Whitlam governments tenure, all implied that his overriding concern was to protect the interests of the ‘intelligence club’, centred on the American intelligence agencies.564 But this allegation was never directly stated and Tange did not take any action over the article.

			The last, and most widely publicised, major attempt to place Tange at the centre of the Dismissal conspiracy did not involve Toohey, but his former colleague, William Pinwill, who was contributing to a three-part documentary produced by the prominent expatriate Australian journalist, John Pilger. The last part went to air in Britain on 26 January 1988, the bicentenary of the official raising of the Union flag at Sydney Cove. Leaks and previews focused on the allegation that the CIA, in its great anxiety over Whitlam and Pine Gap, had sought to use British intelligence agencies to exert influence m Australia. Apart from that new twist, the theme was familiar. Of most relevance here was the assertion that an unnamed ‘senior public servant’ allegedly brought the concerns of American and British intelligence agencies to Kerr’s attention, and Whitlam’s dismissal soon followed.

			Tange had some warning that the issue was about to be revived. A week earlier he was telephoned by Pinwill, who said that he had been in the United States where a ‘very senior source in the CIA’ had told him that Tange had made Kerr aware of the CIA’s security concerns. (The Pilger—Pinwill version of the conspiracy thesis in 1988, unlike the Toohey versions of 1977, 1982 and 1985, omitted any reference to Farrands.) According to notes written by Tange as an aide-memoire, he rejected the suggestion and probably referred to his denial published in 1982.565 On 25 January the Sydney Morning Herald reported that Pilger had said that: ‘A top CIA source in Washington has named a former senior civil servant as the CIA’s principal contact who had direct links with Kerr’.566 At 7.20 that morning Tange received a call from the ABC program AM, asking if he were the public servant. Tange said that he was not and commented pointedly that when a similar allegation had been made previously, his lawyers had told the Fairfax organisation that it was defamatory. When the ABC program went to air, it reported that ‘for legal reasons the person cannot be named but when contacted he denied the report’. Obviously the media were well aware that Tange was the supposed conduit between the CIA and Kerr, and that only his threats of legal action prevented his being named.

			During that day Tange fielded several further inquiries from journalists with similar results, but he subsequently spoke at length to Paul Kelly and Gerard Henderson. On 29 January Kelly published a front-page article in The Australian, establishing that Tange was the unnamed figure in the documentary and reporting that he denied the allegation. Tange was immensely pleased that Kelly repeated the comprehensive denials that both he and Farrands had made in 1982. Kelly concluded that:

			Pilger’s latest recycling of this conspiracy theory fails, just as every previous attempt has failed, to establish any conspiracy—to show that Sir John’s dismissal notice had anything to do with the CIA, intelligence links with the US or the Pine Gap base.

			Kelly noted that the CIA had had an ‘extraordinarily alarmist’ view of Australian politics, especially on Pine Gap, in late 1975, apparently fearing that Whitlam might not have renewed the agreement or that Dr Cairns might have replaced Whitlam, with the same result. These fears, Kelly noted, might well have been communicated to British intelligence circles. But, Kelly concluded, the ‘origins, course and resolution’ of the Dismissal crisis could be explained entirely within the parliamentary process. Despite the CIA’s fears and Tange’s manifest anxiety over the security relationship, there remained ‘no basis … for assuming that security affected Sir John’s decision to dismiss Mr Whitlam’. In particular, Kelly noted that there was still no evidence to prove that Tange, or any Defence official under his direction, was the crucial link who made the CIA’s concerns known to Kerr.567

			On the following day the Weekend Australian published articles by Gerard Henderson and Pilger, both of whom had been prominent in media controversy throughout the week. Henderson used interviews with both Kerr and Tange to denounce Pilger for propounding a conspiracy thesis without evidence. Pilger claimed that he had not contended that ‘the CIA forced Kerr to sack Whitlam’, but merely that there were channels through which American and British intelligence agencies could make their concerns known. Pilger then referred to a ‘former top CIA officer’ who had briefed Pinwill. At this point, material from Pilger’s article was deleted ‘on legal advice’. The context suggests that the deleted material referred to the source who had, according to Pinwill, alleged that Tange was the CIA’s link to Kerr. While Pilger’s article took issue with Henderson’s, he made no attempt to challenge the more judiciously phrased, but no less authoritative, conclusions reached by Paul Kelly.568

			Pilger returned to the fray the following year in his book A Secret Country. The chapter on the 1975 Dismissal portrayed it as a coup d’état effected by the CIA. Here, as in the 1988 documentary, Pilger quoted an American investigative journalist, Joseph Trento, who said that a former deputy director of the CIA had told him that ‘Kerr did what he was told to do’ by the British and American intelligence agencies. Pilger continued:

			The senior Government official who was directly in touch with Kerr—and ‘directly in touch’ was emphasised by the CIA source—was neither American nor British, but Australian. He was described by the CIA source as a man with whom he had regular contact, ‘an honourable man’. He was the principal messenger, the ‘conduit’. As the source cannot be named, neither unfortunately can the official.

			Anyone who had followed the controversy attending the documentary in January 1988, and again later that year when it was broadcast by the Australian Broadcasting Corporation with a disclaimer dissociating the ABC from the views expressed, would have had few doubts as to the identity of the senior official. Four pages earlier Pilger had referred to Tange as ‘a conservative “mandarin”, [who] effectively ran Australian intelligence and was its principal contact with the CIA and MI6’. Pilger described Tange as being ‘enraged by Whitlam’s outspokenness’ and ‘frantic’ over Whitlam’s proposed answer to Anthony’s parliamentary question. While Pilger continued his vitriolic duel with Gerard Henderson, he said nothing about Henderson’s references to Tange’s categorical denials. Nor did Pilger make any explicit reference to Paul Kelly’s article. His counter to the demands for evidence of the conspiracy was to quote Pinwill, who had said in 1988 that good reporting could not be expected to ‘meet courtroom standards of proof. Journalism [Pinwill continued] is not a court of law; it is a process of weaving together, often from necessarily anonymous sources, the strands of history.’569

			After this last outburst, the allegations against Tange died away. No ‘smoking gun’ was ever produced. While there was abundant circumstantial evidence that American agencies had been interfering improperly in the domestic politics of even friendly countries, neither Toohey nor Pilger could ever produce evidence to establish that Tange had been a conduit between the CIA and Sir John Kerr just before 11 November 1975. Their only evidence came down to Toohey’s understanding of his conversation with Farrands in 1977, and the information allegedly given to an American journalist by an unnamed senior official of the CIA. In the absence of anything more substantial, one can only speculate on what these sources actually said and to what extent their views were based on fact, rumour or genuine misunderstanding.

			Moreover, to make their case, Tange’s accusers relied on a distorted view of his place in the defence and intelligence system. As several passages in this book have shown, he was not simply a conservative mandarin, as Pilger called him, nor was he the ‘father-figure of the Australian intelligence community [whose position] had been strengthened by the removal of the ASIS and ASIO heads’, as Toohey and Pinwill described him.570 Tange was a staunch defender of the agencies that came within his responsibilities in Defence—DSD and JIO, later DIO. He was, by contrast, equivocal or forthrightly critical of ASIO (which fell within the Attorney-General’s portfolio), of ASIS (which came under Foreign Affairs) and, as observed in chapter 12, contributed to the severe constraints on the Office of National Assessments (which came under the Prime Minister). As Toohey and Pinwill themselves recorded, he had tried to close down ASIS in the 1950s and would try again in the late 1970s. Toohey and Pinwill wrote that ‘even the flinty Tange emerged white-faced’ from the meeting where Whitlam sacked the head of ASIS.571 In fact, Tange had no recollection of being involved.

			It is much more likely that, as recorded by Kelly in 1976, the sacking was effected by Whitlam, his Foreign Minister (Don Willesee) and their respective departmental secretaries (John Menadue and Alan Renouf).572 In any event, Tange’s longstanding scepticism of the value of ASIS in general, and its involvement in covert operations in particular, made it unlikely that he held any grudge against Whitlam on this score. Australia’s principal official link with MI6 was the Director-General of ASIS (which had been formed as virtually the Australian branch of MI6), not the Secretary or any other officer in Defence. In November 1975 Shackley did not convey his ‘deep anxiety’ over the Pine Gap revelations to Tange, but directly to ASIO.573 By repeated statements like these, Toohey, Pinwill and Pilger encouraged damaging inferences to be drawn about Tange, but actually presented a distorted picture of the man and his place in the system. Furthermore, this picture, gaining credibility by repetition, affected judgments on Tange’s role in the third major crisis of the Spring of 1975.

			Balibo 1975

			During 1974 and 1975, tensions grew to a crisis in a part of what Tange liked to call Australia’s ‘archipelagic environment’. In April 1974 Portugal’s authoritarian, ultra-conservative regime was overthrown by a left-wing military junta. The old regime had strenuously resisted the post-1945 tide of anti-colonialism, clinging hard to the colonies that Portugal had ruled, with few concessions to liberalism or enlightenment, for centuries. The new rulers in Lisbon, after initial caution, swung to the opposite extreme, seeking to discard these colonies with indecent haste, disregarding complaints that they were ill-prepared for independence. Indonesia’s anti-communist government, headed by the former general Soeharto, feared that the former colony of East Timor, with which it shared a land border, might be taken over by a left-wing or pro-communist administration. Comparisons with Fidel Castro’s Cuba were commonly voiced. After months of political and military manoeuvring, the Indonesians intervened covertly in East Timor in October 1975 before openly invading in December and subsequently claiming it as Indonesia’s twenty-seventh province. At the time, most Australians gave much more attention to the domestic crisis leading to the dismissal of the Whitlam government. Not until 1999, when a reversal of Australian policy helped to precipitate the crisis that led to East Timor’s independence from Indonesia, did Australians fully debate the events of late 1975. During the intervening quarter-century the issue of East Timor’s fate was kept alive by a relatively small group of activists. Sympathetic media coverage to their cause was aided by recurring controversies over the deaths of five Australia-based journalists killed in Balibo early on 16 October 1975, during the first hours of Indonesia’s covert invasion.574·

			Tange’s involvement with policy towards Portuguese Timor had begun in the early 1960s, when he was Secretary of External Affairs. Amid signs that Indonesian President Sukarno, who had just gained control of West New Guinea, might be harbouring ambitions towards East Timor, the Portuguese government headed by Dr Antonio Salazar sought Australia’s support in debates in the United Nations. Tange’s advice to Barwick and Menzies was robustly critical of Portugal’s unwillingness to prepare their colony in Timor for self-government and independence. Tange thus contributed to the firmness with which Menzies, usually conservative on colonial issues, supported the principle of self-determination in his correspondence with Salazar.

			In typical fashion Tange established a working party, drawn from relevant areas of External Affairs. He noted that Portugal would do nothing for Timor; that the United States would not support this piece of European colonialism; that the Indonesians were likely to seek the territory and, if they were successful by force, that would be contrary to Australian interests; and that the United States and the United Kingdom were looking to Australia to take the lead in resolving the matter. One recommendation from the working party, whose members included Gordon Jockel, was that Australian public opinion should be prepared so that any Indonesian action that might eventuate should be seen as more than mere expansionism.575 This crisis was overtaken by Indonesia’s ‘Confrontation’ of Malaysia. As recorded in chapter 7, Tange, Jockel and their department, led by Barwick as minister, successfully argued for a policy that stood firmly against Indonesian ambitions, while exercising the maximum of restraint so as not to excessively antagonise Australia’s populous and potentially powerful neighbour.

			When the fate of East Timor again surfaced as a major issue a decade later, in 1974–75, Jockel had returned from serving as Australian Ambassador to Indonesia and joined Defence as Director of the Joint Intelligence Organisation (JIO), exchanging places with another former colleague in External Affairs, Robert Furlonger. Jockel’s appointment to JIO had its critics, including some in the media and officers of ASIO who knew that, following the end of his first marriage, he was living with an Indonesian woman (who later became his second wife). He was also accused of being too close to Peter Hastings and other journalists. Tange, now Secretary of Defence, staunchly defended Jockel’s appointment against the critics. At the same time, he also had Bill Pritchett in his department, successively holding various senior positions but essentially as the department’s principal adviser on strategic policy.

			In 1974 and 1975 ministers and senior officials conducted a vigorous and sustained debate over the East Timor issue. An ambiguous view emerged; that the best result for Australia would be for East Timor to be part of Indonesia, by means that would render this outcome acceptable to the East Timorese. The inherent contradiction between the two halves of this goal was never resolved and the relative weight to be given to one side or the other was contested at length. The debate was primarily conducted by the Prime Minister, Whitlam, the Foreign Minister, Don Willesee, and officials in their respective departments, with the dividing lines cutting across departmental divisions. Tange appears to have minimised the role of the Defence Department in this debate.

			In August 1974 Pritchett put forward the argument that, if a freely accepted integration into Indonesia was not possible, a self-governing East Timor, with certain guarantees to protect Indonesia’s security interests, would be a good outcome. Foreign Affairs disagreed, arguing that this underestimated the importance to Australia of good defence relations with Indonesia.576 In February 1975 Pritchett proposed that Australia should encourage Portugal, Indonesia and East Timor to work towards an independent East Timor with a ‘treaty relationship’ with Indonesia.577 Much later, in a document that was subsequently leaked, he again put forward the idea that, while an accepted integration with Indonesia was the best outcome from Australia’s perspective, an independent East Timor could still be an acceptable result.578

			During this period of intense debate, other views were also being expressed by senior Defence officers. Jockel, for example, urged that the terms of a proposed letter from Whitlam to President Soeharto in February 1975 be toned down, to soften the terms in which Indonesia was advised that integration must be achieved by acceptable (that is, non-violent) means.579

			Amid these contrasting views, Tange maintained an unusual degree of distance from the issue. He was consistently firm with the Portuguese, telling them that their interests would best be served by preparing Timor for self-government and independence.580 But he was less clear in his attitude towards Indonesia itself. During talks in Jakarta in December 1974, Tange warned two senior generals that the use of force by Indonesia would prejudice their defence relationship with Australia. But when General Benny Moerdani said, in a ‘tough and unqualified’ manner, that ‘Indonesia intended to acquire control’, Tange apparently did not pursue the matter.581 He did not prevent Pritchett from intervening in Australia’s interdepartmental debate, but neither did he press Pritchett’s view as a Defence position against the contrary views espoused in Foreign Affairs and Prime Minister and Cabinet. Nor did he adopt and promote the approach taken by the successive ambassadors in Jakarta, Jockel, Furlonger and Richard Woolcott. Tange’s own recollection and the surviving evidence suggest that he took an uncharacteristically restrained view. He had recruited Pritchett from Foreign Affairs precisely to boost Defence’s capacity to contribute to such debates on strategy, but he also greatly respected Jockel’s expertise and views on relations with Indonesia. Moreover, he could see that this was a matter being driven personally by Whitlam, with strong (but not unanimous) support from officials in both Whitlam’s and Willesee’s departments. In all the circumstances, Tange seems to have decided that this was a matter that Defence should leave to the Prime Minister and the relevant officials, especially those in Foreign Affairs.

			Much later the argument was made that the Australian government’s attitude towards the Indonesian invasion of East Timor in October 1975 was fatally compromised when officials in the Jakarta embassy accepted secret forewarning from senior Indonesians, but this criticism was always directed at Foreign Affairs rather than Defence. In 2000 Desmond Ball and Hamish McDonald alleged that senior ministers and officials, including Tange, suppressed an Indonesian message, intercepted by the Defence Signals Directorate, that should have given warning of the danger to the five journalists.582 In 2002 an inquiry into this allegation by the Inspector-General of Intelligence and Security, William Blick, found that no such message was ever intercepted, thus exculpating Tange and all others supposedly involved.583

			Several accounts of this episode mention that, at an early stage of the Indonesian covert invasion, Jockel took to Morrison the first intelligence intercept that indicated that the five journalists had been killed. On the evening of the same day Tange gave Morrison an intelligence analysis of the information available. He urged, with his customary emphasis, that this knowledge be kept secret. This is entirely consistent with Tange’s views and never denied by him. He made no secret of his high regard for, and the need to protect, DSD’s capabilities. By the time this message was received, however, the newsmen were already dead, so there can be no suggestion that his actions prevented their extraction from the danger zone. Indeed, while several unchallenged accounts had said that Jockel and Tange conveyed this information to Morrison on 16 October, the Blick inquiry found that it was in fact the 17th, and therefore more than 24 hours—in Tange’s case more than 36 hours—after the journalists had been killed.584

			Ball and McDonald further referred to an episode that, they claimed:

			has gone down in the folklore of the Australian intelligence community. Sir Arthur Tange made a very rare visit to Building L and addressed a gathering in the conference room on the 6th floor of selected JIO personnel who had handled Timor material. He told them that, although he understood that people could be very upset by the killings, it was imperative that they did not become emotional. The critical point was to preserve the integrity of the signals intelligence source—which was by then providing the only detailed intelligence about the Indonesian operations in East Timor. Jockel has since described this as a ‘morale-booster’. Another who was in the audience likened it to a ship’s captain ‘bringing out the cat o’ nine tails’ in a situation in JIO that was ‘almost a mutiny’.585

			The tone of this passage is as significant as its substance. Tange had good cause to rally the DSD staff and to urge them, amid the emotional strain of the Balibo killings and the other political crises of the time, to continue their work professionally and dispassionately. In the context of the whole book, the comparison with ‘a ship’s captain “bringing out the cat o’ nine tails’” leaves the impression that Tange was engaged in an elaborate cover-up.

			Cover-up was the title of another account of the Balibo killings and their aftermath, in which Jill Jolliffe devoted a chapter to the suggestion, based on the story of a mercenary who claimed to be a former member of the Special Air Service (SAS) regiment, that an SAS unit was operating in East Timor at the time of the Indonesian invasion. The assertion, based on extremely flimsy evidence, would not warrant repetition were it not for Jolliffe’s assertion that the alleged mission would not only have required authorisation by Whitlam and Morrison but would also have been put in place by the military ‘acting under department head Sir Arthur Tange’.586 Jolliffe approached Tange, not long before his death, to seek an interview on this and related issues. He declined, saying that he had had little direct knowledge of events in Timor, ‘a matter for another Department to address’, and that at the time he had been preoccupied with the effect on the services of the Senate’s blocking of supply. Jolliffe commented that this ‘was not a plausible reply, given his well-documented involvement cited by Pinwill, Toohey, Ball and McDonald, among others, but it was the answer one would expect from a former senior intelligence operative’.587 Tange was never an ‘intelligence operative’ and the ‘well-documented involvement’ consisted largely of the repetition of the unsubstantiated assertions discussed above. Jolliffe’s comments reflected a distorted view of the role of the Secretary of Defence with respect to both the military and the intelligence agencies, and especially of Tange’s views on those relationships.

			In his memoir on policy-making in Defence, Tange did not mention East Timor at all. This contrasts with his detailed and vigorous assertion of his non-involvement in any impropriety during the Dismissal. That, however, is not ground for drawing an adverse inference.

			The only conclusion permitted by the evidence, whether assessed by the standards of a journalist, a judge or an historian, is that Tange was innocent of any impropriety in the three crises of late 1975. It was utterly foreign to his character and his credo as a public servant to be involved in a conspiracy against his elected government. Moreover, he was never one to give uncritical allegiance to Washington or to any supposed secretive club of cold war intelligence operatives. Secret military operations, of the kind alleged to have occurred in Timor in late 1975, would have been anathema to Tange. In the extremely unlikely event that the government had authorised such operations, the pattern of his behaviour suggests that he would almost certainly have distanced himself as far as possible, leaving the operations to the military and the political responsibility to ministers. It was perfectly in character for him to urge both minister and officials, with his customary vigour and some agitation, to maintain secrecy over DSD’s capabilities, just as he had urged Whitlam not to expose the CIA’s links with Pine Gap. But he had little enthusiasm for ASIS and ASIO, and would never have placed their interests ahead of Australian independence.

			The lasting impression created by reviewing numerous accounts of the events of 1975 is that one school of commentators, generally speaking left-leaning journalists, long continued to believe that Tange was more deeply implicated than anyone could prove. As much by tone and innuendo as by substantive assertion, they portrayed him as a shellback conservative, a malign opponent of a Labor government and its radical-nationalist supporters. They were wrong. On the matters dearest to his heart, strategic policy and defence organisation, he was a willing ally and instrument of the reforms championed by Whitlam, Barnard and Morrison. For his labours in these areas, he was a target of military and political conservatives. But his assertive style, his links with other permanent heads who lunched at the Commonwealth Club, and his vigorous defence of traditional public service methods and norms against some of the new concepts of public service management, all led to his being wrongly identified as an anti-Labor Tory. His critics confused style with substance, and battles over ‘turf’ with battles over policy. They thereby left a damaging impression of Tange’s role in Australian politics that endured long after his retirement and even his death.
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			Tange papers

			Sir Arthur Tange granted me privileged access to his own papers. When I began work on the book the papers were held in his home. While writing the book, I organised the papers and listed them for the Manuscripts Collection of the National Library of Australia, where they now form collection MS9847. See also reference to papers in the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade below. Included in collection MS9847 are copies and drafts of published and unpublished material by Tange. They include:

			Sir Arthur Tange, Australian Defence: Report on the Reorganisation of the Defence Group of Departments, AGPS, Canberra, 1974.

			——— Royal Commission on Australian Government Administration, Summary of Submissions and Evidence by Sir Arthur Tange, CBE, Secretary Department of Defence, 1975.

			——— Report on the Fiji Public Service (1980).

			——— Defence Policy Administration and Organization: Selected Lectures 1971–1986.

			——— ‘The Focus of Reform in Commonwealth Government Administration’, Australian Journal of Public Administration, vol. xli, no. 1, March 1982, pp. 1–14 (the Garran Oration of 1981).

			——— ‘Plans for the World Economy: Hopes and Reality in Wartime Canberra. A Personal Memoir’ in Australian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 50, no. 3, 1996, pp. 259–67.

			——— Looking Back: A personal memoir (1988), a booklet on his family and early life.

			——— An unpublished article on Sir Garfield Barwick.

			Interviews and personal communications

			I held a number of interviews, as well as informal conversations, with Sir Arthur Tange between 1998 and his death in 2001. I have spoken frequently with Mr Christopher Tange and Mrs Jenny Moir (née Tange). I have also had interviews or substantial conversations with, and/or received personal communications from, the following individuals:

			Anderson, Mr H.D.

			Anthony, the Rt Hon. J.D.

			Argall, Mr Dennis

			Attwood, Mr N.J.

			Bentley, Mr Geoffrey

			Blakers, Mrs Catherine

			Brabin-Smith, Dr Richard

			Brook, Mr John

			Bunting, Lady

			Burke, Ms Billie

			Burton, Dr J.W.

			Campbell, Mr Colin

			Carrington, the Rt Hon. the Lord

			Chauvel, Dr Richard

			Clarkson, Mr G.D.

			Coates, Lt Gen. John

			Corner, Sir Frank

			Cottrill, Mr Ross

			Craig, Miss Hazel

			Critchley, Mr. T.K.

			Crocker, Sir Walter

			Daly, Lt Gen. Sir Thomas

			Dan, Mr Malcolm

			Dusting, Miss Ellestan

			Fanning, Mrs Pauline

			Flood, Mr P.J.

			Fraser, the Rt Hon. J. Malcolm

			Funnell, Air Marshal R.G.

			Furlonger, Mr Robert

			Gates, Mr Kevin

			Gilchrist, Mr Hugh

			Harris, Mr Noel

			Harry, Mr Ralph

			Hassett, Lt Gen. Sir Frank

			Hawke, Dr Allan

			Hay. Sir David

			Henderson, Mr P.G.F.

			Henderson, Mrs Heather

			Holder, Mr R.F.

			Jockel, Mr Gordon

			Johns, Mr Robert

			Killen, Sir James

			Kingsmill, Mr D.J.

			Law, Dr Phillip

			Lloyd, Mr C.J.

			Loveday, Mr Max 

			Loveday (née Nelson), Mrs Cynthia 

			Mathews, Dr Race

			McDonald, Mr Tim

			McDonald, Mrs Gillian

			Menadue, Mr John

			Mendelsohn, Dr Ron

			Miller, Mrs Rachel

			Morrison, Maj. Gen. A.L.

			Morrison, Mr William L.

			Nutter, Mr G.

			Oldfield, Miss Rae

			Osborn, Mr Rowan

			Oxley, Mr Brian

			Parkinson, Sir Nicholas

			Parsons, Mr Alf 

			Pritchett, Mr W.B.

			Robertson, Mr R.H.

			Rogers, Mr K.H.

			Rutter, Mr David

			Sadleir, Mr David

			Schneider, Mr Russell 

			Smith, Mr Ric 

			Smithies, Mr William 

			Starey, Mr R.D.

			Sturkey, Mr R.D.

			Stretton, Maj. Gen. Alan

			Thompson. Mr Alan

			Thomson, Dr Lloyd

			Toohey, Mr Brian

			Truscott, Mr H. Neil

			Whitlam, the Hon. E.G.

			Williams, Mr Mack

			Woodard, Mr Garry

			Woolcott, Mr Richard

			Wrigley, Mr Alan

			National Archives of Australia

			The principal Commonwealth Record Series (CRS) consulted were:

			DEPARTMENT OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

			A1838 Correspondence files, multiple number series, 1948–

			M3401 Sir Arthur Tange’s secret and personal files as Secretary, Department of External Affairs

			DEPARTMENT OF DEFENCE

			A1945 Correspondence files, multiple number series, 1957–66

			Al946 Correspondence files, multiple number series, 1967–73

			A4087 Correspondence files, multiple number series, 1973–74

			DEPARTMENT OF THE PRIME MINISTER AND CABINET

			A4940 Cabinet files, 1949–67

			A4943 Cabinet files, 1958–63

			A5818 Cabinet files, 1958–63

			Barr Smith Library, University of Adelaide

			Papers of Sir Walter Crocker

			Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade

			Some of the papers held by Sir Arthur Tange at his home were returned to the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade after his death. Other private papers consulted in the department were those of:

			Sir James Plimsoll

			Sir Keith Waller

			Sir Alan Watt

			Department of Defence

			Defence Committee minutes, and other files relating to strategic policy and the re-organisation of the Defence group of departments, seen in the Directorate of Classified Archival Records Review office, Campbell Park.

			Westpac Historical Services

			Papers and letterbooks of Sir Alfred Davidson, General Manager of the Bank of New South Wales

			Papers of the Bank of New South Wales relating to A. H. Tange, M.F. Shann, E.O.G. Shann, and the Economic Department

			Oral History Collection, National Library of Australia

			TRC 1023 and 244 Interview, Sir Arthur Tange by J.D.B. Miller, 1981, supplemented by monologue, 1989

			TRC 2482 Interview, Sir Arthur Tange by Neville Meaney, 1989 supplemented by monologue, 1992

			TRC 121/80 David Dexter

			TRC 2981/5 Gordon Feakes

			TRC 2981/12 Peter Henderson

			TRC 121/64 Clement Lloyd

			TRC 121/81 William L. Morrison

			Manuscripts Collection, National Library of Australia

			In addition to the Tange Papers (which now constitute MS9847), the following were also consulted:

			MS2629 Sir Keith Officer

			MS3155 Sir Peter Heydon

			MS4875 Sir Percy Spender

			Privately held papers

			Papers of Professor Desmond Ball, relating to defence policy-making in the 1970s

			Papers of Dr Nicholas Brown, relating to economists in the Commonwealth Public Service in the 1940s

			Papers of Associate Professor Graeme Cheeseman, relating to the Defence Department in the 1970s

			Papers of Mrs Rachel Miller, relating to Lady Tange and other women (women officers and wives of male officers) in the Department of External/Foreign Affairs

			Papers of Associate Professor W.H. Smith, relating to the Australian Defence Force Academy.

			Diary of General Sir John Wilton, kindly made available by Ms Virginia Wilton.

			Books

			Acheson, Dean, Present at the Creation: My Years in the State Department, Norton, New York, 1969

			Ayres, Philip, Malcolm Fraser: A biography, Heinemann Australia. Melbourne, 1987

			Ayres, Philip, Owen Dixon, Miegunyah Press, Melbourne, 2003

			Ball, Desmond and Horner, David, Breaking the Codes: Australia’s KGB network, 1944–50, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1998

			Ball, Desmond and McDonald, Hamish, Death in Balibo Lies in Canberra, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 2000

			Barwick, Garfield, A Radical Tory: Garfield Barwick’s Reflections and Recollections, The Federation Press, Sydney, 1995

			Beaumont, Joan, Waters, Christopher, Lowe, David, with Woodard, Garry, Ministers, Mandarins and Diplomats: Australian Foreign Policy Making, 1941–1969, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 2003

			Bowden, Tim, The Silence Calling: Australians in Antarctica 1947–97, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1997

			Brawley, Sean, The White Peril: Foreign Relations and Asian Immigration to Australasia and North America 1919–78, UNSW Press, Sydney, 1995

			Broinowski, Richard, Fact or Fission? The truth about Australia’s nuclear ambitions, Scribe Publications, Melbourne, 2003

			Brown, Nicholas, Richard Downing: Economics, advocacy and social reform in Australia, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 2001

			Bunting, Sir John, R.G. Menzies: A Portrait, Susan Haynes/Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1988

			Butlin, S.J., War Economy 1939–1942, Australian War Memorial, Canberra, 1955

			Butlin, S.J. and Schedvin, C.B., War Economy 1942–1945, Australian War Memorial, Canberra, 1977

			Butlin, S.J., Critchley, T.K., McMillan, R.B. and Tange, A H., Australia Foots the Bill: War Finance 1939–41, Angus & Robertson in conjunction with the NSW Branch of the Economic Society of Australia and New Zealand, Sydney, 1941

			Caiden, G.E., Career Service: An introduction to the history of personnel administration in the Commonwealth public service of Australia, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1965

			Caiden, G.E., The Commonwealth Bureaucracy, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1967

			Capling, Ann, Australia and the Global Trade System: From Havana to Seattle, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2001

			Cheeseman, Graeme, The Search for Self-Reliance: Australian Defence Since Vietnam, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, 1993

			Coombs, H.C., Trial Balance, Macmillan, Melbourne, 1981

			Crisp, L.F., Ben Chifley: A Political Biography, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1977 (first published 1961)

			Crisp, L.F., The Parliamentary Government of the Commonwealth of Australia, third edition, Longmans, London, 1961 (first published 1949)

			Crocker, W.R., Australian Ambassador: International relations at first hand, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1971

			Edwards, Peter, A Nation at War: Australian politics, society and diplomacy during the Vietnam War 1965–1975, Allen & Unwin in association with the Australian War Memorial, Sydney, 1997

			Edwards, Peter G., Prime Ministers and Diplomats: The Making of Australian Foreign Policy 1901–49, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, 1983

			Edwards, Peter with Pemberton, Gregory, Crises and Commitments: The Politics and Diplomacy of Australia’s Involvement in South-East Asian Conflicts 1948–1965, Allen & Unwin in association with the Australian War Memorial, Sydney, 1992

			Freudenberg, Graham, A Certain Grandeur, Sun Books, Melbourne, 1978

			Golding, Peter, Black Jack McEwen: Political Gladiator, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1996

			Hancock, Ian, John Gorton: He Did It His Way, Hodder, Sydney, 2002

			Hasluck, Alexandra, Portrait in a Mirror: An Autobiography, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, n.d.

			Hasluck, Paul, The Government and the People 1942—1945, Australian War Memorial, Canberra, 1970

			Hasluck, Paul, A Time for Building: Australian administration in Papua and New Guinea 1951-1963, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1976.

			Hasluck, Paul, Mucking About: An Autobiography, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1977.

			Hasluck, Paul, Diplomatic Witness: Australian Foreign Affairs 1941–1947, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1980

			Hasluck, Paul, (ed. Hasluck, Nicholas), The Chance of Politics, Text Publishing, Melbourne, 1997.

			Hayden, Bill, Hayden: An Autobiography, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1996.

			Henderson, Gerard, Menzies’ Child: The Liberal Party of Australia 1944–1994, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1994

			Hickie, Thomas V., A Sense of Union: A History of the Sydney University Football Club, Playright Publishing, Sydney, 1998

			Hocking, Jenny, Beyond Terrorism: The development of the Australian security state, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1993

			Holder, R.F., Bank of New South Wales: A History, volume two: 1894–1970, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1970.

			Holdich, Roger, Johnson, Vivianne and Andre, Pamela (eds), The Anzus Treaty 1951, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Canberra, 2001

			Horne, Donald, Into the Open, HarperCollins, Sydney, 2000

			Horner, David, Defence Supremo: Sir Frederick Shedden and the Making of Australian Defence Policy, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 2000.

			Horner, David, Strategic Command: General Sir John Wilton and Australia’s Asian Wars, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, 2005

			Howard, Frederick, Kent Hughes: A Biography, Macmillan, Melbourne, 1972

			Hudson, W.J., Casey, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, 1986

			Hudson, W.J., Blind Loyalty, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1989

			Jolliffe, Jill, Cover-up: The inside story of the Balibo Five, Scribe, Melbourne, 2001

			Juddery, Bruce, At the Centre: The Australian Bureaucracy in the 1970s, Cheshire, Melbourne, 1974.

			Kelly, Paul, The Unmaking of Gough, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1976 (republished in 1983 under the title The Dismissal)

			Kelly, Paul, 100 Years: The Australian story, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 2001

			Langmore, Diane, Glittering Surfaces: A Life of Maie Casey, Allen & Unwin. Sydney, 1997

			Lee, David, Search for Security: The Political Economy of Australia’s Postwar Foreign and Defence Policy, Allen & Unwin in association with the Department of International Relations, RSPAS, ANU, Canberra, 1995

			Lloyd, C.J., and Reid, G.S., Out of the Wilderness: The return of Labor, Cassell Australia, Melbourne, 1974

			Lowe, David, Menzies and the ‘great world struggle’: Australia’s Cold War, 1948–1954, University of New South Wales Press, Sydney, 1999

			MacCallum, Mungo, Mungo: the man who laughs, Duffy & Snellgrove, Sydney, n.d. (2002?).

			Manne, Robert, The Petrov Affair: Politics and Espionage, Pergamon, Sydney, 1987; revised edition, Text Publishing, Melbourne, 2004

			Marr, David, Barwick, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1992

			Martin, A.W., Robert Menzies: A life, 2 vols., Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1993, 1999.

			Menadue, John, Things You Learn Along the Way, David Lovell Publishing, Melbourne, 1999

			Morrison, Alan, The History of the Commonwealth Club 1954–2000, The Commonwealth Club, Canberra, 2002.

			Oakman, Daniel, Facing Asia: A History of the Colombo Plan, Pandanus Books, Canberra, 2004

			O’Neill, Robert, Australia in the Korean War 1950–53, vol. 1, Strategy and Diplomacy, Australian War Memorial and Australian Government Publishing Service, Canberra, 1981

			Pilger, John, A Secret Country, Cape, London, 1989

			Porter, Robert, Paul Hasluck: A Political Biography, University of Western Australia Press, Perth, 1993

			Ralston, Kathleen. Phillip Law: The Antarctic Exploration Years, 1954–66, Ausinfo, Canberra, 1998.

			Ralston, Kathleen. A Man for Antarctica: ‘The early life of Phillip Law, Hyland House, Melbourne, 1993

			Reynolds, Wayne, Australia’s Bid for the Atomic Bomb, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 2000

			Rowse, Tim, Nugget Coombs: A Reforming Life, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2002

			Schneider, Russell, War without Blood: Malcolm Fraser in power, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1980

			Sexton. Michael, War for the Asking: Australia’s Vietnam secrets, Penguin Australia, Melbourne, 1981; re-published as War for the Asking: How Australia invited itself to Vietnam, New Holland, Sydney, 2002

			Sharp, Patricia, and O’Hara, Laurie, A Goodly Heritage: Christ Church Claremont 1892–1992, The Anglican Parish of Claremont, Perth, 1992

			Stannage, Tom, Saunders, Kay and Nile, Richard (eds), Paul Hasluck in Australian History: Civic Personality and Public Life, University of Queensland Press, Brisbane, n.d.

			Stretton, Alan, Soldier in a Storm. An autobiography, Collins, Sydney, 1978

			Stuart. Francis, Towards Coming of Age: A foreign service odyssey, Centre for the Study of Australian-Asian Relations, Griffith University, Brisbane, 1989

			Subritzky, John. Confronting Sukarno: British, American, Australian and New Zealand Diplomacy in the Malaysian—Indonesian Confrontation, 1961–65, Macmillan, London, and St Martins Press, New York, 2000

			Terrill, Greg, Secrecy and Openness: The Federal Government from Menzies to Whitlam and beyond, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 2000

			Throssell, Ric, My Father’s Son, William Heinemann, Melbourne, 1989; revised edition, em Press, Melbourne, 1997

			Toohey, Brian and Pinwill, William, Oyster: The Story of the Australian Secret Intelligence Service, William Heinemann Australia, Melbourne, 1989

			Walter. James, The Leader: A Political Biography of Gough Whitlam, University of Queensland Press, Brisbane, 1980

			Ward, Stuart, Australia and the British Embrace: The demise of the imperial ideal, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 2001

			Way, Wendy (ed.), Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of Portuguese Timor, 1974–1976, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 2000

			Weller, Patrick, and Grattan, Michelle, Can Ministers Cope? Australian federal ministers at work, Hutchison Australia, Melbourne, 1981

			Weller, Patrick, Australia’s Mandarins: The frank and the fearless, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 2001

			Whitlam, E.G., The Whitlam Government 1972–75, Penguin Books, Melbourne, 1985

			Williams, Pamela, and Lewis, John, To Be The Foundation: The Story of Gosford High School, Gosford High School, Gosford, 1999

			Woodard, Garry, Asian Alternatives: Australia’s Vietnam Decision and Lessons on Going to War, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 2004

			Woolcott, Richard, The Hot Seat: Reflections on Diplomacy from Stalin’s Death to the Bali Bombings, HarperCollins, Sydney, 2003.

			Wolters, Rick, The Green and Golden Era: A History of the University of Western Australia Rugby Football Club: 1929 to 1994: 65 Years of Rugby (no publication details).

			Articles, chapters and entries in biographical dictionaries

			Castles, Ian, ‘Planning for the Post-war World: The Contribution of Sir Roland Wilson to Public Policy and Administration in the 1940s’ in Canberra Bulletin of Public Administration, no. 94, December 1999, pp. 73–7

			Gurry, Meg and Tavan, Gwenda, ‘Too soft and long-haired? The Department of External Affairs and the White Australia Policy, 1946–66’in Australian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 58, no. 1, March 2004, pp. 127–12

			Holder, R.E, ‘Davidson, Sir Alfred Charles’ in Australian Dictionary of Biography, vol. 8, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1981, pp. 221–3

			Mediansky, F.A., ‘Defence Reorganisation 1957–75’ in Hudson, W.J. (ed.), Australia in World Affairs 1971–1975, George Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1980, pp. 37–64

			O’Neill, Robert, ‘Defence Policy’ in Hudson, W.J. (ed.), Australia m World Affairs 1971–1975, George Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1980, pp. 11–36

			Schedvin, C.B., ‘Sir Alfred Davidson’ in Appleyard, R. T and Schedvin, C.B. (eds), Australian Financiers, Macmillan, Melbourne, 1988, pp. 331–63

			Schedvin, C.B. and Carr, J.E., ‘Edward Shann: A Radical Liberal before His Time’ in Macintyre, Stuart and Thomas, Julian (eds), The discovery of Australian history 1890–1939, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1995, pp. 49–70

			Smith, Hugh, ‘Defence Policy’ in Boyce, R.J. and Angel, J.R., Independence and Alliance: Australia in World Affairs 1976–80, George Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1983, pp. 41–58

			Snooks, G.D., ‘Shann, Edward Owen Giblin’ in Australian Dictionary of Biography, vol. 11, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1988, pp. 574–6

			Teale, Ruth, ‘Davidson, Sir Alfred Charles’ in Australian Dictionary of Biography, vol. 13, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1993, pp. 578–9

			Waterford, Jack, ‘Was Justice Denied? The Throssell Case’ in Canberra Bulletin of Public Administration, no. 58, April 1989, pp. 186–91

			Weller, Patrick, ‘The Australian Public Service: Still Anonymous, Neutral and a Career Service?’ in Bicameralism and Accountability: Lectures in the Senate Occasional Lecture Series, 2002–2003 (Papers on Parliament no. 40), December 2003, pp. 79–88

			Woodard. Garry, ‘Best Practice in Australian Foreign Policy: “Konfrontasi” (1963–66)’ in Australian Journal of Political Science, vol. 33, no. 1, March 1998, pp. 83–93.

			Woodard, Garry, ‘Australian Foreign Policy on the Offshore Islands Crisis of 1954–55 and Recognition of China’ in Australian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 45, no. 2, November 1991, pp. 242–63

			Woodard, Garry, and Beaumont, Joan, ‘Paul Hasluck and the Bureaucracy: The Department of External Affairs’ in Stannage, Tom, Saunders, Kay and Nile, Richard (eds), Paul Hasluck in Australian History: Civic Personality and Public Life, University of Queensland Press, Brisbane, n.d., pp. 143–51

			Theses

			Dee, Moreen, ‘In Australia’s Own Interests: Australian Foreign Policy During Confrontation 1963–1966’, PhD thesis, University of New England, Armidale, 2000

			Doran, Stuart Robert, ‘Western Friends and Eastern Neighbours: West New Guinea and Australian Self-Perception in Relation to the United States, Britain, and South-East Asia, 1950–1962’, PhD thesis, Australian National University, Canberra, 1999

			Dutton, David, ‘Strangers and Citizens: the boundaries of Australian Citizenship, 1901–73’, PhD thesis, University of Melbourne, Melbourne, 1998

		


		
			Notes

			N.B. In these notes Arthur Tange is referred to as ‘Tange’.

		


  


			
				
					1 The boy and his forebears

					1 · This chapter owes much to Looking Back: A personal memoir, a booklet written by Arthur Tange for his own family in 1988, and the associated research material and correspondence. The early paragraphs also owe much to the material on the Tange family collected and discussed by Mrs Joy Cooper, a family historian, resident in the United States. Much of the material collected by Arthur Tange and Joy Cooper is held in Series 1 of the Papers of Sir Arthur Tange, National Library of Australia, cited here in the form MS9847/1, NLA.

				

				
					2 · Olavi Koivukangas and John Stanley Martin, The Scandinavians in Australia, Australasian Educa Press, Melbourne, 1986, p. 15. See also J Lyng, The Scandinavians in Australia, New Zealand and the Western Pacific, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1939.

				

				
					3 · Thomas V. Hickie, A Sense of Union: A History of the Sydney University Football Club, Playright Publishing, Sydney, 1998.

				

				
					4 · Sydney Mail, August 1882, quoted in ‘Light Blue’, ‘Early Days of Rugby’, Sydney Mail, 22 May 1935, copy held in MS9847/1/9, NLA; also quoted in Looking Back, p. 13.

				

				
					5 · D.K. Rodgers (hon. ed.), The 1947 Rugby Annual, Sydney, 1947, copy held in MS9847/1/9, NLA.

				

				
					6 · Letter, C.K. (Jack) Tange to Tange, 17 March 1987, in MS9847/1/10, NLA.

				

				
					7 · Looking Back, p. 31.

				

				
					8 · I am grateful for discussions and correspondence with Geoffrey Blainey on this point.

				

				
					9 · In Looking Back, Tange said he was born in the North Sydney Hospital, but his birth certificate shows his place of birth as Cooinda, Watson Street, Neutral Bay.

				

				
					10 · Looking Back, p. 41.

				

				
					11 · ibid., p. 58.

				

				
					12 · The chart was obtained from British archives by his niece Jennifer.

				

				
					13 · A. T. Keen, The British Church Batavia, probably published in Batavia, 1928, p. 36. The phrase ‘compulsory idleness’ appears to have come from a statement by Kingsmill to a church meeting in 1878, shortly before he received the invitation from the Bishop of Goulburn.

				

				
					14 · St Nicholas’ Goulburn NSW: Golden Jubilee: 1880–1930, no date, place or publisher named, but apparently published by and for the church in 1930, p. 10. A copy of the booklet and other material on which this passage is based are held in the MS9847/1/12–14, NLA.

				

				
					15 · Extract from an unidentified newspaper (probably from Goulburn), 31 October 1899, reporting lecture on ‘The Boers, Past and Present’ by Canon Kingsmill, copy in MS9847/1/12–14, NLA; quoted in Looking Back, p. 20.

				

				
					16 · Looking Back, p. 61.

				

				
					17 · Ibid., pp. 40, 46.

				

				
					18 · Ibid., pp. 68–9.

				

				
					19 · The Intermediate Certificate, dated 1 May 1929, and two identical copies of the Leaving Certificate, dated 1 March 1931 and 1 June 1931, are in MS9847/1, NLA.

				

				
					20 · A cutting of the article from the Gosford Times, undated, but probably printed soon after 5 June 1929, the date of the visit, is in MS9847/1/21, NLA.

				

				
					21 · Pamela Williams and John Lewis, To Be the Foundation: The Story of Gosford High School, Gosford High School, Gosford, 1999, esp. pp. 100–2.

				

				
					22 · A copy of the reference, undated, is in MS9847/1/21, NLA.

					2 The student, bank clerk and rugby player

				

			

		


  


			
				
					23 · On Davidson, see C.B. Schedvin, ‘Sir Alfred Davidson’ in R.T. Appleyard and C.B. Schedvin (eds), Australian Financiers: Biographical essays, Macmillan, South Melbourne, 1988, pp. 331–63; R.F Holder, ‘Davidson, Sir Alfred Charles’ in Australian Dictionary of Biography, vol. 8, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1981, pp. 221–3; R.F. Holder, Bank of New South Wales: A History, 1894–1970, vol 2, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1970.

				

				
					24 · WJ. Hudson, Casey, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, 1986, p. 101.

				

				
					25 · Holder, ‘Davidson, Sir Alfred Charles’, p. 221.

				

				
					26 · Copies of letters, A.C. Davidson to Mrs E.M. Tange, 8 and 19 January 1935, to Miss M H. Tange, 11 December 1936; and the Public Trustee (Sydney), 29 April 1936, in the General Manager’s Letter Books, GM 102–8, 102–13 and 102–11, Westpac Historical Services, Sydney.

				

				
					27 · Looking Back, p. 75.

				

				
					28 · Ibid., p. 72.

				

				
					29 · These episodes were related in various interviews with Tange.

				

				
					30 · Looking Back, pp. 70, 74.

				

				
					31 · Ibid., pp. 78–9. The letter from Davidson is in MS9847/1/20, NLA; a copy is in GM 102–6, General Manager’s Letter Book 2.8.32 to 22.3.33, Westpac Historical Services.

				

				
					32 · Copies of letters, Davidson to G. Sheridan (Adelaide), T. Heffer (Melbourne) and B. Fitzhardinge (Perth), and to Tange, all 17 February 1933, GM 102–6, General Manager’s Letter Book 2.8.32 to 22.3.33, Westpac Historical Services.

				

				
					33 · Copy of letter, 5 April 1933, Davidson to Sir E. Wittenoom, GM 102–7, General Manager’s Letter Book 22.3.33 to 31.12.33, Westpac Historical Services. Davidson thanked the Wittenooms for looking after Tange both on the voyage and after his arrival in Perth.

				

				
					34 · On Shann, see G.D. Snooks, ‘Shann, Edward Owen Giblin’ in Australian Dictionary of Biography, vol. 11, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1988, pp. 574–6; C.B. Schedvin and J. E. Carr, ‘Edward Shann: A Radical Liberal before His Time’ in Stuart Macintyre and Julian Thomas (eds), The discovery of Australian history 1890–1939, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1995, pp. 49–70. I am also grateful for a conversation on 21 September 1999 with Professor Snooks about Shann’s death.

				

				
					35 · Interview with Tange, 4 May 1999. The copy of the book has not been located.

				

				
					36 · Letter, Tange to Davidson, 12 December 1936, MS9847/1/20, NLA.

				

				
					37 · Transcript, interview with Sir Arthur Tange by J.D.B. Miller, 1981, ORAL TRC 1023, NLA, p. 17.

				

				
					38 · Interview with Tange, 31 August 2000; letter, Tange to Davidson, 3 October 1936 (‘little tin god’), in MS9847/1/20, NLA.

				

				
					39 · Letter, Portus to Davidson, 9 June 1935, folder GM 302/590/2, ‘Shann, Edward O.G.’, Westpac Historical Services. Of the historians who have studied the evidence closely, Snooks favours the view that it was an accident, Schedvin leans towards suicide.

				

				
					40 · Letters, Portus to Davidson 27 May 1935, Davidson to Portus 29 May 1935, Portus to Davidson 9 June, Davidson to Portus 14 June 1935, in folder GM 302/590/2, ‘Shann, Edward O.G.’, Westpac Historical Services; personnel card and other material on Marjorie F. Shann, Westpac Historical Services.

				

				
					41 · This correspondence is held in MS9847/1/20, NLA. Subsequent references to this correspondence are from this source. Copies of Davidson’s outgoing letters are also in the General Manager’s Letter Books, GM 102–6 ff., Westpac Historical Services.

				

				
					42 · Davidson to Tange, 19 December 1934 (on philosophy and accountancy) and 21 May 1935 (on statistics); several letters December 1934—February 1935 (on Tange’s plans for 1935).

				

				
					43 · Letters, Davidson to Tange, 26 November 1935, Tange to Davidson, 3 October 1936, and Davidson to Tange, 4 December 1936.

				

				
					44 · Letters, Tange to Davidson, 19 December 1934, and Davidson to Tange, 16 April 1936, folder RG 1/0029, ‘Economic Department—1930–39, Board minutes and correspondence’, Westpac Historical Services.

				

				
					45 · The program for the Conferring of Degrees, 2 April 1937, is in MS9847/1/21, NLA.

				

				
					46 · Letters, Davidson to Tange, 4 December 1936, Tange to Davidson, 12 December 1936, and Davidson to Tange, 22 December 1936.

				

				
					47 · Letters. Tange to Davidson, 8 June 1937, and Davidson to Tange, 23 June 1937.

				

				
					48 · Copy of the thesis in MS9847/7, NLA

				

				
					49 · Cuttings from Perth newspapers are included in MS9847/1/23, NLA Quotations are from Sunday Times, 1 September 1935, and West Australian. 9 September 1935.

				

				
					50 · Letter, Tange to Thelma, 29 September 1936, MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					51 · Letter, Davidson to Tange, 24 September 1936, MS9847/1/20, NLA.

				

				
					52 · Various cuttings, including Sunday Mail, 30 May 1937, MS9847/1/23, NLA.

				

				
					53 · Interview with G. Clarkson and D. Dobson, 12 October 2001. Sec also Rick Wolters, The Green and Golden Era: A History of the University of Western Australia Rugby Football Club, 1929 to 1994: 65 Years of Rugby (no publication details).

				

				
					54 · Letter, D. Gafer [?], Hon. Secretary of the University Rugby Club, to Tange, 8 April 1938, in MS9847/1/23, NLA.

				

				
					55 · Looking Back, pp. 75–6; Ruth Teale, ‘Davidson, Edwin James’, Australian Dictionary of Biography, vol. 13, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1993, pp. 578–9; conversation with Kenneth Cable, 10 September 1999.

				

				
					56 · Letter, Bell to Tange, 20 April 1938, in MS9847/1/21, NLA.

				

				
					57 · Letter, Davidson to Tange, 21 February 1938, MS9847/1/20, NLA.

				

				
					58 · On the Economic Department, see Holder, Bank of Nau South Wales, and material in the Westpac Historical Services, including ‘Unique Era in Banking’ in Australian Financial Review, 5 February 1965 (prompted by the exchange of positions by Tange and Plimsoll in that year).

				

				
					59 · ‘A.H.T.’, ‘Financial Planning Must Come’ in Age, 15 October 1938, in MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					60 · ‘The Older Man in the New Era: Economic Effects’ in Age, undated clipping in MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					61 · Holder, Bank of New South Wiles, vol. 2, p. 802.

				

				
					62 · The wedding was reported in the social pages of the West Australian, 20 November 1940. A clipping is in MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					63 · Transcript, interview with Sir Arthur Tange by J.D.B. Miller, 1981, ORAL TRC 1023, NLA, p. 27

				

				
					64 · Discharge certificate dated 25 September 1941 in MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					65 · S.J. Butlin, T.K. Critchley, R.B. McMillan and A.H. Tange, Australia Foots the Bill: War Finance 1939–41, Angus & Robertson in conjunction with the NSW Branch of the Economic Society of Australia and New Zealand, Sydney, 1941.

				

				
					66 · Tim Rowse, Nugget Coombs: A Reforming Life, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2002, pp. 148–9.

				

				
					67 · Correspondence, including Hytten to Tange, 20 May 1941, Davidson to Tange, 22 May 1941, Wilson to Hytten, 26 May 1941, Curtin to Tange, 26 May 1941, Davidson to Tange, 28 August 1941, and Hytten to Tange, 5 September 1941, in MS9847/1/20, NLA.

					3 The economist in post-war reconstruction

				

			

		


  


			
				
					68 · L.E Crisp, Ben Chifley: A Political Biography, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1977 (first pub 1961), p. 254.

				

				
					69 · This passage owes much to Paul Hasluck, The Government and the People 1942–1945, Australian War Memorial, Canberra, 1970, ch. 8; G.E. Caiden, Career Service: An introduction to the history of personnel administration in the Commonwealth public service of Australia 1901–1961, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1965, ch. 12; Crisp, Ben Chifley; Paul Hasluck, Diplomatic Witness: Australian Foreign Affairs 1941–1947, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1980; H.C. Coombs, Trial Balance, Macmillan, South Melbourne, 1981.

				

				
					70 · Hasluck, the Government and People 1942–45, pp. 444–5.

				

				
					71 · Ibid., p. 445.

				

				
					72 · Ian Castles, ‘Planning for the Post-war World: The Contribution of Sir Roland Wilson to Public Policy and Administration in the 1940s’ in Canberra Bulletin of Public Administration, no. 94, December 1999, pp. 73–7.

				

				
					73 · In addition to the sources cited in note 2, see Nicholas Brown, Richard Downing: Economics, advocacy and social reform in Australia, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 2001.

				

				
					74 · Interview with Sir Arthur Tange by J.D.B. Miller, p. 30.

				

				
					75 · Ibid., p. 31.

				

				
					76 · Ibid., pp. 44–5.

				

				
					77 · Nicholas Brown, ‘Among the homeless, parvenus and up-starts: Dick Downing in Canberra in the 1940s’, text of a talk to the Canberra Historical Society on 8 July 1997, p. 5. Brown’s comments were based on interviews with Coombs, Tange, Frederick Wheeler, Peter Lawler and John Burton, and are supported by similar interviews conducted by the present author.

				

				
					78 · This and the following paragraph are based on a talk given by Tange at the Commonwealth Club on 18 February 1993, copy seen by courtesy of Nicholas Brown.

				

				
					79 · Note by L.F. Crisp, in MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					80 · Interview with Dr R. Mendelsohn, 30 September 1999.

				

				
					81 · The following passage is based largely on P.G. Edwards, Prime Ministers and Diplomats: The Making of Australian Foreign Policy 1901–49, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, 1983.

				

				
					82 · Interview with Sir Arthur Tange by J.D.B. Miller, p. 31. See also Arthur Tange, ‘Plans for the World Economy: Hopes and Reality in Wartime Canberra. A Personal Memoir’ in Australian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 50, no. 3, 1996, pp. 259–67.

				

				
					83 · Note, undated (marked by AHT in 1988 as by Burton) in MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					84 · See Crisp, Ben Chifley, ch. 17, esp. pp. 254–7.

				

				
					85 · Interview with Tange, 15 March 2000.

				

				
					86 · S.J. Butlin and C.B. Schedvin, War Economy 1942–45, Australian War Memorial, Canberra, 1977, p. 662.

				

				
					87 · Arthur Tange, ‘Plans for the World Economy: Hopes and Reality in Wartime Canberra. A Personal Memoir’ in Australian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 50, no. 3, 1996, pp. 259–67.

				

				
					88 · Tange, ‘Plans for the World Economy’. See also material in MS9847/2/11 and 9847/7/13, NLA.

				

				
					89 · Selwyn Cornish, ‘Full Employment in Australia: The Genesis of a White Paper’, paper given at ANU seminar on Post-War Reconstruction, August—September 1981; MS9847/10/9–12, NLA.

				

				
					90 · Robert Manne, ‘A Tormented Soul’ (a review of Cassandra Pybus, The Devil and James McAuley) in Australian Book Review, no. 213, August 1999, p. 5. The members of DORCA included James McAuley, John Kerr, J.D. Legge and Camilla Wedgwood.

				

				
					91 · Minute, Tange to Coombs, ‘Conlon’s Proposition’, 5 June 1945, MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					92 · Discharge certificate, 2 September 1945, MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					93 · Minute, ‘Conlon’s Proposition’.

				

				
					94 · Letter, Acting Secretary of External Affairs to Coombs (Post-War Reconstruction), 31 August 1945, MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					95 · Hasluck, Diplomatic Witness, ch. 22, esp. pp. 230–2, 236–7.

				

				
					96 · Cablegram 256, Chifley to Evatt, 25 September 1945, published in Documents on Australian Foreign Policy 1935–49, vol. viii, 1945, doc. 264, pp. 442–3.

				

				
					97 · Letter, Tange to Coombs, 22 December 1945, and telegrams, Tange to Dunk, 10 December 1945, Burton to Dunk, 11 December 1945, and Tange to Coombs, 10 December 1945, MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					98 · Application, Tange to Secretary of External Affairs, 27 February 1946, MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					99 · The Commonwealth Gazette, no. 91, 16 May 1946, listed Tange’s appointment on probation as a First Secretary on a salary of £784, with effect from 25 March 1946.

				

				
					100 · Letters, Tange to Staff Inspector, Bank of NSW, 8 May and 23 December 1946, MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					101 · Letter, Tange to Davidson, 22 March 1946, MS9847/1/20, NLA.

					4 The rising diplomat

				

			

		


  


			
				
					102 · See Hasluck, Diplomatic Witness, ch. 25, and Peter G. Edwards, Prime Ministers and Diplomats: The Making of Australian Foreign Policy 1901–49, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, 1983, ch. 5.

				

				
					103 · Memorandum, Secretary of External Affairs to Secretary of Public Service Board, 7 March 1946; Secretary of PSB to Secretary of DEA, 19 March 1946; both in file 258/20/7/1, part 1, A1945, NAA.

				

				
					104 · Letter, Tange to A H. Dickins, 10 May 1946, MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					105 · Alexandra Hasluck, Portrait in a Mirror: An Autobiography, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, n.d., pp. 174–5.

				

				
					106 · Paul Hasluck, Diplomatic Witness, p. 264.

				

				
					107 · Tange to Secretary DEA, 24 July 1946, file 258/20/7/1, part 1, A1945, NAA.

				

				
					108 · Interview with Tange, 15 March 2000.

				

				
					109 · Interview with Gordon Jockel, 24 February 2002. Jockel was a junior member of the Australian mission.

				

				
					110 · See Hasluck, Diplomatic Witness, ch. 27.

				

				
					111 · Ann Capling, Australia and the Global Trade System: From Havana to Seattle, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2001, p. 32. Sec also T. Rowse, Nugget Coombs: A Reforming Life, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2002, p. 137.

				

				
					112 · Letter, Tange to Secretary of External Affairs, 19 November 1947, and subsequent correspondence, file 258/20/7/1, part 1, A1945, NAA.

				

				
					113 · Rowse, Nugget Coombs: A Reforming Life, pp. 140–5.

				

				
					114 · Hasluck, Diplomatic Witness, p. 264.

				

				
					115 · See for example, Alexandra Hasluck, Portrait in a Mirror, p. 175.

				

				
					116 · Interview with Tange, 15 March 2000.

				

				
					117 · The relevant correspondence between Tange and External Affairs is in file 258/20/71, part 2, A1945, NAA.

				

				
					118 · See David Lee, Search for Security. The Political Economy of Australia’s Postwar Foreign and Defence Policies, Allen & Unwin in association with the Department of International Relations, RSPAS, Australian National University, Canberra, 1995, pp. 62–70.

				

				
					119 · Copland wrote two letters to Hancock, one ‘formal’ and the other ‘informal’, on 18 August 1948 (as it happened, Tange’s 34th birthday). Both are held in file 104/1/8, part 1, in Acc 2000/17, box 8, in the Australian National University Archives. I am grateful to Dr Nicholas Brown for drawing my attention to this correspondence.

				

				
					120 · Letter, Tange to Davidson, 2 March 1949, MS9847/1/20, NLA.

				

				
					121 · Interview with W.B. Pritchett, 3 June 1999.

				

				
					122 · Letter, Tange to Davidson, 9 March 1950, MS9847/1/20 NLA.

				

				
					123 · Hasluck, introduction to collection of papers, pp. 18–19, Tange papers, DFAT.

				

				
					124 · Tange, Defence Memoir, ch. 1.

				

				
					125 · The draft with Tange’s amendments is on cable SFE179, Australian Consulate New York to Australian Embassy Washington, 6 November 1950, in file 217/6, part 1, A1838, NAA; the final version is in Roger Holdich, Vivianne Johnson and Pamela Andre (eds), The Anzus Treaty 1951, DFAT, 2001, document 26, pp 35–7.

				

				
					126 · Robert O’Neill, Australia in the Korean War 1950–53, vol. 1, Strategy and Diplomacy, AWM and AGPS, Canberra, 1981, p. 76.

				

				
					127 · Paul Kelly, 100 Years: The Australian story, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 2001, p. 232. The television episode in which Tange made this comment went to air on 11 April 2001, one month before his death

				

				
					128 · O’Neill, Australia in the Korean War, p. 205.

				

				
					129 · Ibid., p. 205.

				

				
					130 · Interview, M. Loveday, 9 November 2000.

				

				
					131 · Interview with W.B. Pritchett, 3 June 1999. The two observers were Pritchett and Gordon Jockel.

				

				
					132 · Minute, Watt to Casey, 18 July 1951, with endorsement by Casey, 18 July 1951, and other records in file 258/20/7/1, part 2, A1945, NAA.

				

				
					133 · Joan Beaumont, Christopher Waters and David Lowe with Garry Woodard, Ministers, Mandarins and Diplomats: Australian Foreign Policy Making, 1941–1969, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 2003, p. 158.

				

				
					134 · Letter, Spender to Tange, 16 June 1952, MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					135 · Minute, Kevin to Secretary of External Affairs, 17 December 1952, and other related papers, file 258/20/71, part 2, A1945, NAA; letter, personal and confidential, Casey to Tange, 19 December 1952, MS9847/2/1, NLA.

				

				
					136 · Executive Council minute 53 of 4 December 1952; press release PR72 of 7 December 1952; other records in file 258/20/71, part 2, A1945, NAA.

				

				
					137 · Eris O’Brien to Tange, 8 December 1952, MS9847/2/3, NLA. O’Brien, then Auxiliary Bishop of Sydney, later became Archbishop of Canberra and Goulburn.

				

				
					138 · Tange to Casey, 18 March 1953, file 258/20/71, part 2, A1945, NAA.

				

				
					139 · Marshall Green, ‘Evolution of US-China Policy 1956–1973: Memoirs of an Insider’, unpublished paper, p. 3, copy in Tange Papers.

				

				
					140 · Interview with J Moir (née Tange), 24 March 2000.

				

				
					141 · Alan Watt, Australian Diplomat, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1972, pp. 200–4.

				

				
					142 · Stirling, diary entry, 18 November 1951, kindly shown to me by Mr Jeremy Hearder.

				

				
					143 · Ibid., 29 September 1964, kindly shown to me by Mr Jeremy Hearder.

				

				
					144 · Letter, Watt to Tange, 18 July 1953, MS9847/2/4, NLA.

				

				
					145 · Letter, Casey to Tange, 28 August 1953, MS9847/2/4, NLA

				

				
					146 · Letter, Tange to Dunk, 27 November 1953, MS9847/2/4, NLA

				

				
					147 · Letter, Tange to Shaw, 24 November 1953, MS9847/2/4, NLA. Sec also the correspondence with Plimsoll and Waller in the same folder.

				

				
					148 · Text of reply (undated), written on Waller’s letter of 17 November 1953; letter, Tange to Officer, 24 November 1953; both in MS9847/2/4, NLA.

					5 The new departmental head

				

			

		


  


			
				
					149 · L.F. Crisp, The Parliamentary Government of the Commonwealth of Australia, third edition, Longmans, London, 1961 (first published 1949), p. 246.

				

				
					150 · Minute, Tange to Casey, 22 June 1955, ‘Administrative review’, in file ‘Managing Dept. of EA…’. Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					151 · See David Lowe, Menzies and the ‘great world struggle’: Australia’s Cold War, 1948–1954, University of New South Wiles Press, Sydney, 1999.

				

				
					152 · The following account is based predominantly on Robert Manne, The Petrov Affair: Politics and Espionage, revised edition, Text Publishing, Melbourne, 2004 (first published by Pergamon, Sydney, 1987); Francis Stuart, Towards Coming of Age: A foreign service odyssey, Centre for the Study of Australian-Asian Relations, Griffith University, Brisbane, 1989; interview with Tange, 21 July 1999; and a re-examination of the documents cited by Manne.

				

				
					153 · Manne, The Petrov Affair, p. 63.

				

				
					154 · Ibid., p. 87.

				

				
					155 · Ibid , p 84; interview with Tange, 21 July 1999.

				

				
					156 · Interview with Tange, 21 July 1999.

				

				
					157 · ‘Four men heave a sigh of relief’, Sunday Advertiser (Adelaide), 1 May 1954, cutting in MS9847/2/3, NLA.

				

				
					158 · David Horner, Defence Supremo: Sir Frederick Shedden and the making of Australian defence policy, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 2000, pp. 316–18.

				

				
					159 · Minute, Tange to Casey, 22 June 1955, ‘Policy Critique’, folder 21, CRS M34O1, NAA. The quotations in the following paragraphs are from this document.

				

				
					160 · Peter Edwards with Gregory Pemberton, Crises and Commitments: The Politics and Diplomacy of Australia’s Involvement in Southeast Asian Conflicts 1948–1965, Allen & Unwin in association with the Australian War Memorial, Sydney, 1992, p. 119.

				

				
					161 · Ibid., p. 124.

				

				
					162 · Ibid., p. 137.

				

				
					163 · Garry Woodard, ‘Australian Foreign Policy on the Off-shore Islands Crisis in 1954–55 and Recognition of China’ in Australian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 45, no. 2, November 1991, pp. 242–63, at p. 256.

				

				
					164 · This submission and associated documents are published in Australia and Recognition of the People’s Republic of China, 1949–1972, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade, Canberra, 2003.

				

				
					165 · Woodard, ‘Australian Foreign Policy on the Off-shore Islands Crisis in 1954–55 and Recognition of China’, p. 259.

				

				
					166 · Cabinet submission 404, Cabinet decision 500 of 29 June 1955, notes by Tange, and other related documents, MS9847/3/18–20.

				

				
					167 · Journal, vol. 5, p. 950, 15 April 1956, Papers of Sir Walter Crocker, Barr Smith Library, University of Adelaide (BSL).

				

				
					168 · This section owes much to Meg Gurry and Gwenda Tavan, ‘Too soft and longhaired? The Department of External Affairs and the White Australia policy, 1946–66’ in Australian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 58, no 1, March 2004, pp. 127–42, and the documents cited in that article. See also ‘Strangers and Citizens: the boundaries of Australian Citizenship 1901–73’, David Dutton, PhD thesis, University of Melbourne, 1998. The ‘soft and long-haired’ quotation is from minute, Tange to Casey, 25 October 1954, 581/1 part 3, CRS A1838, NAA.

				

				
					169 · Gurry and Tavan, ‘Too soft and long-haired?’, p. 133.

				

				
					170 · Ibid., p. 131.

				

				
					171 · Letters, Tange to Watt, 4 December 1953; Waller to Tange, 14 December 1953, and Tange to Waller, 22 December 1953, in folder 1, Administration July 1953-September 1954’, CRS M3401, NAA.

				

				
					172 · Letter, Tange to Watt, 4 December 1953, in folder 1, ‘Administration July 1953-September 1954’, CRS M3401, NAA.

				

				
					173 · Minutes, Casey to Tange, 1 April 1954, and Tange to Casey, undated (probably April 1954), in folder 1, ‘Administration July 1953-September 1954’, CRS M3401, NAA.

				

				
					174 · See draft minute for the Minister, 31 May 1954, and draft letter to Chairman Public Service Board, June 1954, in folder 1, ‘Administration July 1953–September 1954’, CRS M3401, NAA.

				

				
					175 · Interview with Tange, 30 June 1999.

				

				
					176 · The draft of Tange’s guidelines is in file 551/13/11, part 1, ‘Records of conversation—Sir Arthur Tange’, CRS A1838, NAA. His own records of conversation are in this and subsequent parts of the same file.

				

				
					177 · Circular, 7 May 1954, folder 1, ‘Administration July 1953-September 1954’, CRS M3401, NAA.

				

				
					178 · This judgment was expressed in interviews by a number of former DEA officers who had used the files.

				

				
					179 · See draft minute on ‘Classification of Heads of Mission’ marked ‘probably May 1954’, in folder 1, ‘Administration July 1953-September 1954’, CRS M3401, NAA.

				

				
					180 · Correspondence between Copland, Tange and Casey, including memo, Copland to Tange, 13 March 1957; letter, Copland to Casey, 25 January 1957; letter, Tange to Copland, 18 March 1957; and comments by Tange 29 March on letter from Copland 27 March 1957, in DEA file 1251/X, D. Copland, A9749/1, NAA.

				

				
					181 · Minute, Tange to Casey, 22 June 1955, ‘Administrative Review’, in file ‘Managing Dept, of EA …’. Tange Papers, DFAT.

					6 The administrative reformer

				

			

		


  


			
				
					182 · Interview with Sir Arthur Tange by J.D.B. Miller.

				

				
					183 · Letter (copy), Tange to Watt, 12 June 1956, DEA file ‘Mr Tange (personal)—Correspondence with Sir Alan Watt 1955–1961’, seen in Tange Papers.

				

				
					184 · Interview with Tange, 30 June 1999.

				

				
					185 · Interview with David Dexter by Mel Pratt, 1976, ORAL TRC 121 /80, 2:2/24, NLA.

				

				
					186 · Text held by author.

				

				
					187 · Alan Reid, Sun, 10 June 1952, quoted in Beaumont et al.. Ministers, Mandarins and Diplomats, p. 37. Sec also the statements by John Mullens, at p. 72 of the same book.

				

				
					188 · Tange to Watt (Singapore), 16 March 1956, DEA file ‘Mr Tange (personal)—Correspondence with Sir Alan Watt 1955–1961’, seen in Tange Papers.

				

				
					189 · Interview with Tange, 30 June 1999.

				

				
					190 · Interviews with N. Truscott, 25 October 2000, and P.G and H. Henderson, 1 November 2000.

				

				
					191 · See Joan Beaumont, ‘Creating an Elite? The Diplomatic Cadet Scheme, 1943–56’ in Beaumont et al , Ministers, Mandarins and Diplomats, pp. 19–14.

				

				
					192 · Interview with H.D. Anderson, 13 September 1999.

				

				
					193 · See correspondence in file 1260/1, A1838, NAA, and correspondence with Crocker, January 1956 and 1958, folder 5, vol. 3, series 10, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					194 · Interview with R. Johns, 20 March 2000.

				

				
					195 · Letter, Casey to Waller, 17 December 1959, enclosing minute, Casey to Hay, 3 December 1959, file ‘Personal Correspondence J.K Waller’, Waller Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					196 · George-Louis Leclerc, Comte de Buffon, Discours sur le Style (1753); cited in successive editions of The Oxford Dictionary of Quotations.

				

				
					197 · Tange, Looking Back, p. 31.

				

				
					198 · Interview with John Starey, 9 June 1999, and several other informants.

				

				
					199 · Journal, vol. 9, 19 August 1959, p. 1950, Papers of Sir Walter Crocker, Barr Smith Library, University of Adelaide (BSL).

				

				
					200 · Interview with Sir Nicholas Parkinson, 18 October 2000.

				

				
					201 · Interview with Rae Oldfield, 18 September 2001.

				

				
					202 · Interview with Kevin Gates, 10 June 1999.

				

				
					203 · Taped interview with Lady Tange, kindly made available by Mrs Rachel Miller in June 2002, and discussions with Mrs Miller, who is researching the role of women in the Department of External/Foreign Affairs.

				

				
					204 · Letter, Waller (Bangkok) to Morrison (Washington), 17 February 1960, file ‘Personal Correspondence J.K. Waller’, Waller Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					205 · Interview with Gordon Jockel, 24 February 2002.

				

				
					206 · Interview with Robert Furlonger, 10 November 2000.

				

				
					207 · Information from David Sadleir, Lloyd Thomson and others.

				

				
					208 · Jack Waterford, ‘Was Justice Denied? The Throssell Case’ in Canberra Bulletin of Public Administration, no. 58, April 1989, pp. 186–91; Ric Throssell, My Father’s Son, revised edition, em Press, Melbourne, 1997 (first published William Heinemann, Melbourne, 1989).

				

				
					209 · Desmond Ball and David Horner, Breaking the Codes: Australia’s KGB network, 1944–50, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1998.

				

				
					210 · See the correspondence between Tange and Crocker in folder 5, vol 3, series 10, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					211 · Letter, Tange to Heydon, 28 September 1955, folder 120, box 14, Heydon Papers, MS3155, Manuscripts Collection, NLA.

				

				
					212 · Letter, Heydon to Tange, 12 October 1955, folder 120, box 14, Heydon Papers, MS3155, Manuscripts Collection, NLA.

				

				
					213 · See correspondence in Watt Papers, DFAT, and minute, Tange to Casey, undated (probably April 1954), folder 1, M3401, NAA

				

				
					214 · See J. Beaumont in Beaumont et al., Ministers, Mandarins and Diplomats, p. 41. 

				

				
					215 · Interview, Cynthia Nelson, 9 November 2000.

				

				
					216 · Interview, Max Loveday and Cynthia Nelson, 9 November 2000.

				

				
					217 · Notes from interview with Lady Tange, in possession of Rachel Miller.

				

				
					218 · Interview, Max Loveday and Cynthia Nelson, 9 November 2000

				

				
					219 · Interview with Sir Nicholas Parkinson, 18 October 2000.

				

				
					220 · Transcript, interview with David Dexter (by Mel Pratt), 1976, ORAL TRC 121/80, 3:1/3, NLA, Journal, vol.9, p. 1834, 30 April 1959, Crocker Papers, BSL. 

				

				
					221 · Wallace Crouch, ‘They make our voice heard all over the globe’ in Daily Telegraph, 9 June 1964; copy in MS9847/2/10.

				

				
					222 · Journal, vol. 3, p. 533, 10–26 May 1956, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					223 · Draft letter, 27 January 1960, vol. 7, series 10, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					224 · Letter, Crocker to author, 9 March 2000; interview with Crocker, 25 March 2000.

				

				
					225 · Interview with Philip Flood, 6 August 2001.

				

				
					226 · Draft letter, Crocker to Tange, folder 5, vol. 3, series 10, Crocker Papers, BSL. There are several references in Crocker’s journals to the feelings of Tange and others towards Hewitt: see, for example, vol. 3, pp. 532–3, 10–25 May 1956, and vol. 6, p. 1239, 10 October 1957, series 1, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					227 · Note for file, Tange, ‘Relations with the Treasury’, 1 March 1956, file ‘Managing Dept of EA’, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					228 · Transcript, interview with Gordon Feakes by Michael Wilson, 1993, ORAL TRC 2981/5, p. 25, NLA.

				

				
					229 · Letters, Waller to Collings, 3 August 1957, Collings to Waller, 20 August 1957, file ‘Personal Correspondence J.K. Waller’, Waller Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					230 · Interviews with Sir David Hay, 20 March 2000; Sir Nicholas Parkinson, 18 October 2000; H.N. Truscott, 25 October 2000; and P.G. and H. Henderson, 1 November 2000.

				

				
					231 · Tange commented in several interviews on Anderson’s attitude to External Affairs. On Pyman, see letters, Tange to Pyman and Tange to Crocker, 25 March 1957, in folder 5, vol. 3, series 10, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					232 · See, for example, Tange to Crocker, 25 May 1956, folder 5, vol. 3, series 10, Crocker Papers, BSL; see also Peter Golding, Black Jack McEwen: Political Gladiator, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1996.

				

				
					233 · See letter, Tange to Plimsoll, 11 August 1967, MS9847/4/3.

				

				
					234 · Dutton, ‘Strangers and Citizens’, pp. 130–3.

				

				
					235 · See Gurry and Tavan, ‘Too Soft and Long-Haired?’.

				

				
					236 · Letter, Tange to Crocker, 7 August 1956, folder 5, vol. 3, series 10, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					237 · Journal, series 1, vol. 6, pp. 958–9, 25 April 1956, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					238 · Tange to Watt (Tokyo), 18 July 1956, DEA file ‘Mr Tange (personal)—Correspondence with Sir Alan Watt 1955–1961’, DFAT.

				

				
					239 · Cabinet decision of 6 December 1951, item 1585/13, A5954, NAA. See also Watt, Australian Diplomat, p. 191.

				

				
					240 · The following account owes much to Brian Toohey and William Pinwill, Oyster: The Story of the Australian Secret Intelligence Service, William Heinemann Australia, Melbourne, 1989. See also Edwards, Crises and Commitments, p. 94. 

				

				
					241 · Journal, vol. 5, p. 927, 4 April 1956, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					242 · Interview with A.D. Brookes, 4 August 2004.

				

				
					243 · Toohey and Pinwill, Oyster, p. 62.

				

				
					244 · Ibid.

				

				
					245 · The following passage is based on several interviews with Tange; interview with Phillip Law, 28 May 2001; Tim Bowden, The Silence Calling: Australians in Antarctica 1947–97, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1997; Kathleen Ralston, A Man for Antarctica: The early life of Phillip Law, Hyland House, Melbourne, 1993; and Kathleen Ralston, Phillip Law: The Antarctic exploration years, 1954–66, Ausinfo, Canberra, 1998. See also letter, Law to Tange, 15 February 1995, MSS9847/2/10.

				

				
					246 · Minute, Law to Tange, 3 August 1961, with attached map (from DEA file 127/3), Tange Papers; interview with Law, 28 May 2001.

				

				
					247 · Minute, A.S. Watt, ‘Australian Foreign Policy and the Department of External Affairs’, 29 January 1954, file ‘ASW—Personal Papers’, Alan Watt Papers, DFAT. 

				

				
					248 · This passage is based largely on interview with Tange, 15 October 1999, and interview with Jenny Moir (née Tange), 24 March 2000.

				

				
					249 · On Casey’s relationships with his children, see Hudson. Casey, esp. pp. 298–9; Diane Langmore, Glittering Surfaces: A Life of Maie Casey, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1997, esp. pp. 203–4, 225. Both biographers comment on the incongruity of Casey’s being named Father of the Year in 1968.

				

				
					250 · See John Bunting, R.G. Menzies: A Portrait, Susan Haynes/Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1988.

				

				
					251 · Cabinet decision 1(M), 10 December 1958, vol. 1, CRS A4943, NAA.

				

				
					252 · Journal, vol. 7, p. 1486, 20 February 1958, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					253 · Handwritten note attached to minute by Watt, 29 January 1954, file ‘ASW—Personal Papers’, Alan Watt Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					254 · Minute, Tange to Casey, 16 January 1956, folder 2, CRS M3401, NAA.

				

				
					255 · Cabinet (Higher Salaries Committee) decision 783 (HS), 21 May 1957, file 258/20/71, part 3, CRS A1945, NAA.

				

				
					256 · Cabinet decisions 608 and 609, 3 February 1960, file 258/20/71, part 3, CRS A1945, NAA.

				

				
					257 · Interview with Sir Frank Corner, 21 August 2003.

				

				
					258 · See undated document (probably late 1955 or early 1956) in folder 2, CRS M3401, NAA.

				

				
					259 · Canberra Times, 11 November 1959, cutting held in MS9847/2/3, NLA.

				

				
					260 · A. Morrison, The History of the Commonwealth Club 1954–2000, The Commonwealth Club, Canberra, 2002, p. 122.

					7 The policy adviser triumphant: Serving Menzies and Barwick

				

			

		


  


			
				
					261 · W.J. Hudson, Blind Loyalty, Melbourne University Press, Carlton, 1989, ch. 2. The following account owes much to this book, to a re-examination of DEA documents cited therein, and to the documents in ‘Suez 1956’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					262 · Hudson, Blind Loyalty, p. 54.

				

				
					263 · Minute, Tange to Casey, ‘Representation at Suez Conference …’, 6 August 1956, file 163/4/7/3/3, part 2, CRS Al838/278, NAA. See also Hudson, Blind Loyalty, pp. 59–60.

				

				
					264 · Letter, Tange to Plimsoll, 22 August 1956, box 6, Plimsoll Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					265 · Ibid.

				

				
					266 · Letter, Tange to Casey, 8 September 1956, file 163/4/7/3/3, part 7, CRS Al 838/278, NAA. See also Hudson, Blind Loyalty, p. 88.

				

				
					267 · Hudson, Blind Loyalty, p. 92.

				

				
					268 · Douglas Wilkie, ‘Australian Warning to Sir Anthony Eden: Use of Force “Will Destroy the Commonwealth”’ in Manchester Guardian, 12 September 1956; copy in box 6, Plimsoll Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					269 · Letter, Tange to Plimsoll, 14 September 1956, box 6, Plimsoll Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					270 · Ibid.

				

				
					271 · Minute, Tange to Casey, ‘The Egyptian Crisis’, 3 December 1956 (with marginal comment dated 13 April 1965), file on Suez crisis, Tange papers, DFAT. See also Hudson, Blind Loyalty, p. 121.

				

				
					272 · Cablegram 2605, 5 November 1956, file 175/11/20/15 part 1, CRS A1838/278, NAA.

				

				
					273 · Minute, Tange to McBride, 28 November 1956, file 175/11/20/15 part 3, CRS A1838/278, NAA. See also Hudson, Blind Loyalty, p. 133.

				

				
					274 · Tange recounted this experience in interviews.

				

				
					275 · Minute, Tange to Casey, ‘Australia’s Foreign Policy’, 30 November 1956, folder 21, CRS M3401,NAA

				

				
					276 · Edwards, Crises and Commitments, pp. 204–5.

				

				
					277 · Stuart Robert Doran, ‘Western Friends and Eastern Neighbours: West New Guinea and Australian Self-Perception in Relation to the United States, Britain, and Southeast Asia, 1950–1962’, PhD thesis, Australian National University, 1999, p. 79.

				

				
					278 · Cabinet submission 59, Athol Townley (Minister for Defence), ‘Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy’, February 1959 (enclosing report by Defence Committee, January 1959), CRS A5818/2, vol. 2, NAA.

				

				
					279 · Cabinet decision 113, 23 March 1959, vol. 2, CRS A4943, NAA.

				

				
					280 · Cabinet submission 424, Townley, ‘Composition of the Australian Defence Forces’, 23 October 1959, vol. 9, CRS A5818/2, NAA.

				

				
					281 · Cabinet decision 52, 9 November 1959, vol. 2, CRS A4943, NAA.

				

				
					282 · Table of Tange’s official travel as Secretary of DEA in file 258/20/71, part 5, CRS A1945, NAA.

				

				
					283 · Bunting, R.C. Menzies: A Portrait, ch. 6, ‘The Boys’, pp. 96–127.

				

				
					284 · Journal, series 1, vol. 11, p. 2716, 3 June 1962, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					285 · Interview with Tange, 16 June 1999.

				

				
					286 · Journal, series 1, vol. 12, p. 2886, 26 March 1963, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					287 · Edwards, Crises and Commitments, p. 284.

				

				
					288 · Garfield Barwick, A Radical Tory: Garfield Barwick’s Reflections and Recollections, The Federation Press, Sydney, 1995, p. 206.

				

				
					289 · Journal, series 1, vol. 12, p. 2886, 26 March 1963, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					290 · Minute, Tange to Gorton, 1 May 1962; letter, Gorton to Tange, 2 May 1962; undated minute, Tange; all in ‘John Gorton’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT; see also copy of the Gorton letter in MS9847/9/14, NLA; discussions with Tange.

				

				
					291 · The following account is based largely on material in MS9847/3/24, NLA, especially minute, Tange to Menzies, 20 February 1961, and letter, Tange to Plimsoll, 9 January 1962; Doran, ‘Western Friends and Eastern Neighbours; Edwards, Crises and Commitments; and Barwick, A Radical Tory.

				

				
					292 · Typed note, Tange, ‘Reflections’, 26 January 1962, MS9847/3/24, NLA.

				

				
					293 · Letter, Tange to Plimsoll, 9 January 1962, MS9847/3/24, NLA.

				

				
					294 · See essay and related material in MS9847/3/21–22, NLA.

				

				
					295 · Edwards, Crises and Commitments, p. 254.

				

				
					296 · The following account is based largely on Edwards, Crises and Commitments; Garry Woodard, Asian Alternatives: Australia’s Vietnam Decision and Lessons on Going to War, Melbourne University Publishing, Melbourne, 2004; Moreen Dee, ‘In Australia’s Own Interests: Australian Foreign Policy During Confrontation 1963–1966’, PhD thesis, University of New England, 2000; and several discussions with Tange.

				

				
					297 · Woodard. Asian Alternatives, p. 74.

				

				
					298 · Edwards, Crises and Commitments, ch. 14.

				

				
					299 · Dee, ‘In Australia’s Own Interests’, p. 112.

				

				
					300 · Private information from New Zealand officials, confirmed in discussions with Tange.

				

				
					301 · See especially Dee, ‘In Australia’s Own Interests’, and Woodard, Asian Alternatives.

				

				
					302 · Dee, ‘In Australia’s Own Interests’, p. 172.

				

				
					303 · Minute, Griffith to Menzies, 6 August 1963, quoted in Dee, In Australia’s Own Interests’, pp. 140–1.

				

				
					304 · Edwards, Crises and Commitments, p. 267.

				

				
					305 · Garry Woodard, ‘Best Practice in Australian Foreign Policy: ‘Konfrontasi (1963–66)’ in Australian Journal of Political Science, vol. 33, no. 1, March 1998, p. 86.

				

				
					306 · Peter Dennis and Jeffrey Grey, Emergency and Confrontation: Australian Military Operations in Malaya and Borneo 1950–66, Allen & Unwin in association with the Australian War Memorial, Sydney, 1996, p. 319.

				

				
					307 · Letter, Tange to Shann, 3 May 1966, file 25, A6804, DFAT; cited in Woodard, Asian Alternatives, pp. 79–80.

				

				
					308 · Cutting from unidentified newspaper (possibly Sydney Sun) in DEA file 3006/4/7, held in DFAT.

				

				
					309 · Frederick Howard, Kent Hughes: A Biography, Macmillan, Melbourne, 1972, pp. 206–8.

				

				
					310 · This passage is based largely on material in file ‘Tange: Washington Consultations on Indonesia …’, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					311 · Edwards, Crises and Commitments, p. 270.

				

				
					312 · Ibid., p. 240.

				

				
					313 · Ibid., p. 270.

				

				
					314 · Sun (Sydney), 17 August 1962. The following passage is based largely on material in items 47 and 48, Tange Papers, DFAT; and interview with Tange, 6 August 1999.

				

				
					315 · Report, Tange, ‘Journey to Papua/New Guinea, 9th to 24th August 1962’. 30 August 1962, file ‘Secretary’s Visit to Papua/NG …’. Tange Papers, DFAT; letter, Tange to Bland, 31 August 1962, file ‘Journey to Papua New Guinea, August 1962’, Tange Papers, DFAT; interview with Tange, 6 August 1999.

				

				
					316 · Paul Hasluck, A Time for Building: Australian Administration in Papua and New Guinea 1951–1963, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1976.

				

				
					317 · The information concerning Dixon’s actions was passed by Barwick to his private secretary, Donald Kingsmill, who was with Barwick at the relevant times in Manila, Canberra and Sydney; interview with D. Kingsmill, 1 November 2000. Tange’s account, in several discussions, is consistent but he was not aware of these aspects. See also the accounts in Edwards, Crises and Commitments, pp. 281–2; A. W. Martin, Robert Menzies: A Life, vol. 2, 1944–1978, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 1999, p. 486, Philip Ayres, Owen Dixon, Miegunyah Press, Melbourne, 2003, pp. 285–7.

				

				
					318 · Interview with D. Kingsmill, 1 November 2000.

				

				
					319 · Letter, Tange to Casey, 9 June 1964, in file ‘Correspondence with Lord Casey …, Tange Papers DFAT.

				

				
					320 · Tange, Defence Policy-making, ch. 1.

				

				
					321 · Journal, vol. 12, pp. 2916–17, 23 April 1963, Crocker Papers, BSL.

					8 The policy adviser rejected: Serving Hasluck

				

			

		


  


			
				
					322 · Interview with Hasluck, 7 August 1984.

				

				
					323 · See, for example, the references in Journal, series 1, vol. 11, p. 2716, 3 June 1962; and vol. 12, p. 2886, 26 March 1963, Crocker Papers, BSL.

				

				
					324 · Minute, A.S. Watt, ‘Australian Foreign Policy and the Department of External Affairs’, 29 January 1954, file ‘ASW—Personal Papers’, Alan Watt Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					325 · Letter, Bunting to Hasluck, 8 May 1964, box 3, Plimsoll Papers, DFAT. I am grateful to Mr Jeremy Hearder for bringing this to my attention.

				

				
					326 · Letter, Hasluck to Plimsoll, 22 May 1964, box 3, Plimsoll Papers, DFAT; Cabinet decision 244, 19 May 1964, CS file C875, A4940/1. NAA.

				

				
					327 · Bunting, R.G. Menzies, pp. 125–6.

				

				
					328 · Note by Tange, undated, Hasluck file, Tange Papers, DFAT. For Hasluck’s views on his ministerial colleagues, see Paul Hasluck (ed. Nicholas Hasluck), The Chance of Politics, Text Publishing, Melbourne, 1997. See also Beaumont et al.. Ministers, Mandarins and Diplomats.

				

				
					329 · Interview with Hasluck, 7 August 1984.

				

				
					330 · Garry Woodard and Joan Beaumont, ‘Paul Hasluck and the Bureaucracy: The Department of External Affairs’ in Tom Stannage, Kay Saunders and Richard Nile (eds), Paul Hasluck in Australian History: Civic Personality and Public Life, University of Queensland Press, Brisbane (n.d.), pp. 143–51; also interview with D Kingsmill, 1 November 2000.

				

				
					331 · Richard Woolcott, The Hot Seat: Reflections on Diplomacy from Stalin’s Death to the Bali Bombings, HarperCollins, Sydney, 2003, pp. 72–3, cites John Bennetts as the source of this quip, but other names have also been cited.

				

				
					332 · Minutes by Hasluck, 10 February 1965 (on cablegrams dated 5 February and 9 February); circular minute, Tange to senior officers, 10 February 1965; minute, Tange to Hasluck, 15 February 1965; all in ‘Hasluck’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					333 · Minute, Hasluck to Tange, 15 February 1965 (on minute, Jockel to Hasluck, 12 February), minute, Tange to Hasluck. 15 February 1965; both in ‘Hasluck’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					334 · Woolcott’s account is in Richard Woolcott, The Hot Seat, ch. 7.

				

				
					335 · Tange’s reasoning can be seen in what is probably a draft minute to his minister (Menzies) in 1961, ‘Hasluck’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					336 · Minute, Bunting to Menzies, 28 July 1964, with attached documents, ‘Hasluck’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					337 · Hasluck, submission on the Department of Foreign Affairs to the Royal Commission on Australian Government Administration at a session in Perth, 24 March 1975, with undated marginal comment by Tange, ‘Hasluck’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					338 · Introduction by Hasluck to a collection of papers on his time in External Affairs, ‘Hasluck’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT,

				

				
					339 · Edwards, Crises and Commitments, chs 15 and 16, esp. pp. 300–1, 318. See also Woodard, Asian Alternatives.

				

				
					340 · Hansard, H of R 42, 21 April 1964, p. 1280.

				

				
					341 · Notes by Tange, 18 July 1964, and related material in file ‘US ANZUS Obligations 1964…’. Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					342 · Minutes, Tange to Hasluck, 10 February 1965, and Hasluck to Tange, 12 February 1965, in file ‘US ANZUS Obligations 1964…’. Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					343 · Cablegram 401, Tange (Washington) to External Affairs, 11 February 1963, DEA file 677/3 part 5, A1838, NAA; cited in Edwards, Crises and Commitments, p. 270.

				

				
					344 · Minute, Hasluck to Tange, 23 September 1964, ‘Hasluck’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					345 · Tange, marginal comments (undated) on the above minute.

				

				
					346 · Sec, for example, the extensive comments by Tange on minute by J.K Waller, ‘South Vietnam’, 4 May 1964, DEA file 3014/10/1 part 4, A1838, NAA.

				

				
					347 · The following is based largely on notes in MS9847/3/26, NLA.

				

				
					348 · Edwards, Crises and Commitments, ch. 18, esp. p. 362.

				

				
					349 · Sec material in MS9847/3/26, NLA.

				

				
					350 · Garry Woodard, Asian Alternatives, esp. chs 9–12.

				

				
					351 · See, for example, Michael Sexton, War for the Asking: Australia’s Vietnam secrets, Penguin Australia, Melbourne, 1981 (republished as War for the Asking: How Australia invited itself to Vietnam, New Holland, Sydney, 2002); and several articles in the National Times during the 1970s.

				

				
					352 · This belief was expressed by some who had served with Tange in India.

				

				
					353 · The following account is based largely on material in MS9847/4/1, NLA, especially minute, Woolcott to Tange, 11 February 1965, with clippings from newspapers, including Herschel Hurst, Sun-News Pictorial, 29 January 1965; Sun-Herald, 31 January 1965 (on salaries); Australian, 3 and 10 February 1965; Australian Financial Review, 5 February 1965; Raymond Kerrison, Sunday Mirror, 7 February 1965.

					9 The high commissioner

				

			

		


  


			
				
					354 · Note by Tange, 21 April 1965, on interview with Menzies on 15 April 1964, MS9847/4/10, NLA.

				

				
					355 · Information from Dr Ric Shand, who is working on the ‘forgotten history’ of Indian—Australian relations.

				

				
					356 · Note by Tange, December 1991, MS9847/4/10, NLA.

				

				
					357 · Letter, Tange to Plimsoll, 29 June 1966, MS9847/4/3, NLA.

				

				
					358 · Note by Tange, December 1991, MS9847/4/10, NLA.

				

				
					359 · Diary entry, 3 December 1965, quoted in Meg Gurry, India: Australia’s Neglected Neighbour? 1947–1996, Centre for the Study of Australia-Asia relations, Griffith University, 1996, p. 18.

				

				
					360 · Diary entry, 20 January 1966, quoted in Gurry, India, p. 36.

				

				
					361 · Drafts and final copy in MS9847/4/6–7, NLA.

				

				
					362 · Despatches 1/70, 2/70 and 3/70, 2, 14 and 23 January 1970, MS9847/4/6, NLA; also Digest of Despatches, MS9847/4/2, NLA.

				

				
					363 · See, for example, Tange’s note, 27 April 1969, ‘Amateurism in Australia’s External Relations’, MS9847/4/6.

				

				
					364 · Letter, Tange to Plimsoll, 10 August 1967, loose collection of papers on Vietnam, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					365 · Letter, Tange to Plimsoll, 10 August 1967, loose collection of papers on Vietnam, Tange Papers, DFAT. See also diary entries, 5–7 August 1967, MS9847/4/9, NLA.

				

				
					366 · Diary entry, 15–16 September 1969, MS9847/3/26, NLA.

				

				
					367 · This section owes much to interviews with former members of the High Commission staff, including Gerry Nutter, Malcolm Dan, Tim McDonald (and his wife Gillian McDonald), Geoff Bentley, Billie Burke and David Rutter.

				

				
					368 · Diary entry, 13 August 1968, MS9847/4/9, NLA.

				

				
					369 · Interviews with G. Bentley, 24 October and 3 November 2000.

				

				
					370 · Interview with T. and G. McDonald, 15 September 1999.

				

				
					371 · McEwen to Tange, 19 February 1968, MS9847/9/9, NLA.

				

				
					372 · Sec several items in MS9847/4/3, NLA.

				

				
					373 · Letter, Shann to Tange, 20 May 1966, ‘Managing Dept. of EA’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					374 · Letter, Plimsoll to Tange, 22 March 1968, MS9847/2/4, NLA.

				

				
					375 · Handwritten copy of letter, 27 March 1968 (incorrectly marked 1967), MS9847/2/4, NLA.

				

				
					376 · Letter, Tange to Hasluck, 13 April 1968, MS9847/2/4, NLA.

				

				
					377 · Handwritten notes by Tange on copy of letter of 13 April, MS9847/2/4, NLA.

				

				
					378 · Letter, Tange to McIntyre, 10 January 1969, MS9847/2/4, NLA.

				

				
					379 · Letter, McIntyre to Tange, 16 January 1969, MS9847/2/4, NLA.

				

				
					380 · Letter, Freeth to Tange, 7 March 1969, MS9847/2/4, NLA.

				

				
					381 · Letter, Tange to Freeth. 19 March 1969, MS9847/2/4, NLA. See also document, dated 6 March 1969, with details of the proposed position, and with note by Tange indicating that it was handed to him by Plimsoll on 15 March and discussed with him on the 16th.

				

				
					382 · Letter, Plimsoll to Tange, 11 April 1969, MS9847/2/4, NLA.

				

				
					383 · Letter, Tange to Plimsoll, 21 May 1969, MS9847/2/4, NLA.

				

				
					384 · Ian Hancock, John Gorton: He Did It His Way, Hodder, Sydney, 2002, p. 154.

				

				
					385 · Diary note by Tange, 16 August 1969, MS9847/7/11, NLA.

				

				
					386 · See material in file ‘Tange/Waller’, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					387 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch 2.

				

				
					388 · Letter, Tange to McMahon, 5 December 1969, ‘Managing Dept. of EA’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					389 · Telegram, McMahon to Tange, 12 December 1969, ‘Managing Dept. of EA’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					390 · Letter, Tange to McMahon, 16 December 1969, with handwritten note, ‘Managing Dept. of EA’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT.

					10 The new Secretary of Defence: Working with Fraser, Gorton and McMahon

				

			

		


  


			
				
					391 · Interviews with A.R. Parsons and other former DEA officials.

				

				
					392 · These points were developed at length in reports in the late 1960s by W.J. Curtis (Deputy Secretary, Defence) to Sir Henry Bland (Secretary, Defence); copies held in MS9847/5/17, NLA.

				

				
					393 · Edwards, Crises and Commitments, p. 270.

				

				
					394 · Tange to Watt (Tokyo), 18 July 1956, DEA file ‘Mr Tange (personal)—Correspondence with Sir Alan Watt 1955–1961’, Tange Papers, DFAT.

				

				
					395 · The other members were Hicks, Sir William Dunk (Chairman of the Public Service Board) and John Bunting (Deputy Secretary of the Prime Minister’s Department).

				

				
					396 · F. Mediansky, ‘Defence Reorganisation 1957–75’in W.J. Hudson (ed.), Australia in World Affairs 1971–75, George Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1980, pp. 37–64 at p. 40.

				

				
					397 · The candidates for Liberal leadership were Paul Hasluck, John Gorton. Bill Snedden and Leslie Bury. It is not clear whom Tange regarded as either a bad joke or a sensible experiment.

				

				
					398 · Tange to Bland, 9 January 1968, MS9847/7/12, NLA.

				

				
					399 · Bland, Roy Milne Lecture, quoted in Mediansky, ‘Defence Reorganisation’, p. 45.

				

				
					400 · Ibid., p. 44.

				

				
					401 · The account, recorded in Philip Ayres, Malcolm Fraser: A Biography, William Heinemann Australia, Melbourne, 1987, pp. 147–8, was confirmed to the present author, with minor variations, by both Fraser and Tange in interviews. Fraser also recounted it during his speech at the memorial service for Tange.

				

				
					402 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 1.

				

				
					403 · Ayres, Malcolm Fraser, pp. 162–4; several conversations with Tange; interview with Fraser, 20 February 2000.

				

				
					404 · Letter, Fraser to Tange, dated ‘Monday’, MS9847/7/12, NLA.

				

				
					405 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 1.

				

				
					406 · Donald Horne, Into the Open, HarperCollins, Sydney, 2000, p. 152.

				

				
					407 · Hancock, John Gorton, p. 175.

				

				
					408 · Australian, 7 March 1972.

				

				
					409 · Note by Tange, undated, MS9847/9/14. NLA.

				

				
					410 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 1.

				

				
					411 · Notes by Tange, MS9847/7/11, NLA and 9847/5/32; interview with Fraser, 20 February 2000; several interviews with Tange.

				

				
					412 · Hancock, John Gorton, p. 320.

				

				
					413 · Letter, Fraser to Tange, 7 September 1971, MS9847/5/32, NLA.

				

				
					414 · Letters, Waller to Tange, 12 March 1971, Tange to Waller, 15 March 1971, Waller to Tange, 16 March 1971 (with note by Tange), MS9847/5/32, NLA.

				

				
					415 · Hancock, John Gorton, p. 180.

				

				
					416 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 1.

				

				
					417 · Ibid. A page of doodles, which may be the cited ‘scrap of paper’, is in MS9847/7/11, NLA.

				

				
					418 · Australian, 22 June 1971.

				

				
					419 · Hancock, John Gorton, p. 354.

				

				
					420 · David Fairbairn’s grandfather and J.V. Fairbairn’s father were brothers.

				

				
					421 · These documents are discussed in Graeme Cheeseman, The Search for Self-Reliance: Australian Defence Since Vietnam, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, 1993, ch. 1.

				

				
					422 · Horne, Into the Open, p. 156 (emphasis in original).

				

				
					423 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch 1.

				

				
					424 · Department of Defence, Australian Defence Review, Canberra, 1972.

				

				
					425 · Peter Hastings, ‘Looking Abroad’, Sydney Morning Herald, 5 April 1972; copy in MS9847/5/18, NLA.

				

				
					426 · Copy of Hansard extract, in MS9847/5/18, NLA.

				

				
					427 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch 1

				

				
					428 · Ibid.

				

				
					429 · Ibid.

				

				
					430 · Interview with W Pritchett, 3 June 1999.

				

				
					431 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making.

				

				
					432 · Diary extract, 25 September 1972, MS9847/5/7, NLA.

				

				
					433 · Diary of General Sir John Wilton, copy kindly made available by Virginia Wilton. See also David Horner, Strategic Command: General Sir John Wilton and Australia’s Asian Wars, Oxford University Press, Melbourne, 2005, p. 323.

				

				
					434 · According to Clem Lloyd, it was thought that Tange had approached Barnard through the journalist Alan Reid and a lunch at the Commonwealth Club was arranged; transcript, interview with Clement Lloyd by Mel Pratt, 1975–76, TKC 121/64, NLA, pp. 5: 2/27–8.

					11 The Defence reformer: Serving Labor

				

			

		


  


			
				
					435 · The following account is based on several interviews with Tange; interviews and conversations with E.G. Whitlam on 27 March 2001, 18 April 2001, 27 October 2003, 5 December 2003; E.G. Whitlam, The Whitlam Government, Penguin Books, Melbourne, 1985.

				

				
					436 · Edwards, A Nation at War, pp. 324–5.

				

				
					437 · The following account is based on cablegram, Defence Department to Australian Embassy Washington, marked ‘For Plimsoll only from Tange’, 20 February 1973; interviews with D. Argall, 20 May 1999 and 25 September 2003; ministerial statement by Lance Barnard, 28 February 1973, Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates, H of R 82, pp. 67–70.

				

				
					438 · Interview with D. Argall, 20 May 1999.

				

				
					439 · Graeme Cheeseman, The Search for Self-Reliance: Australian Defence Since Vietnam, Longman Cheshire, Melbourne, 1993, ch. 1.

				

				
					440 · See draft, under cover of note dated 18 May 1973, and subsequent papers in Defence file D106/1/3–1, ‘Strategic Basis of Australian Defence Policy 1973’, A4087, NAA. See also Defence Committee Minute (DCM) 6/1973, and minutes of associated meetings of the Defence Committee on 24, 30, 31 May and 1 June 1973, NAA series A2031, held in Defence Department.

				

				
					441 · Interview with Colin Campbell, 15 January 2004.

				

				
					442 · Minute by Tange, 20 September 1973, on meeting with Whitlam and Barnard on 19 September 1973, Defence file D244/1/19, ‘Defence reorganisation Dec. 1973—Legislative and Executive Action’, A4087, NAA.

				

				
					443 · Minute, Tange to Barnard, 8 October 1973, Defence file D244/1/8, A4087, NAA.

				

				
					444 · Sir Arthur Tange, Australian Defence: Report on the Reorganisation of the Defence Group of Departments, AGPS, Canberra, 1974, p. 3.

				

				
					445 · Minute by Tange, 20 September 1973, on meeting with Whitlam and Barnard on 19 September 1973, Defence file D244/1/19, ‘Defence reorganisation Dec. 1973—Legislative and Executive Action’, A4087, NAA.

				

				
					446 · Minute, Tange to Barnard, 20 September 1973, Defence file D244/1/19, ‘Defence reorganisation Dec. 1973—Legislative and Executive Action’, A4087, NAA.

				

				
					447 · Several discussions with Tange; interview with R. Brabin-Smith (the author of the ‘decision delayed’ dictum), 19 August 2003.

				

				
					448 · Tange, Australian Defence, p. 4.

				

				
					449 · Robert O’Neill, ‘Defence Policy’ in W.J. Hudson (ed ), Australia in World Affairs 1971–75, George Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1980, p. 24.

				

				
					450 · Interview with E.G. Whitlam, 18 April 2001; Whitlam, The Whitlam Government, pp. 699, 706.

				

				
					451 · Tange, ‘The Defence Department and the Services’, 14 August 1973, Defence Policy Administration and Organization, pp. 10–17.

				

				
					452 · ‘Offensive offensive by Defence chief’, Bulletin, 22 September 1973.

				

				
					453 · Australian, 8 July 1974, quoted in F. Mediansky, ‘Defence Reorganisation’ in Hudson, Australia in World Affairs 1971–75, p. 60.

				

				
					454 · Greville’s address, ‘The Central Organisation for War’, was presented to the Australian Staff College on 22 March 1974. It was reprinted in United Service, May 1974, pp. 2–14, and an extensive extract was published in Pacific Defence Reporter, August 1974, p. 23ff.

				

				
					455 · See, for example, T.B. Millar, ‘Re-organisation of Defence: Potential for Disaster’, Canberra Times, 3 July 1975. See also letters, Tange to Millar, 29 July 1975; and Millar to Tange, 4 August 1975, in Defence file OMS 342/8/416, ‘Comments and Criticism of Defence Re-organisation’, Defence Department. Much of the following passage is based on material in this file.

				

				
					456 · ‘Defence Reorganisation: Statement by the Secretary of the Department of Defence Sir Arthur Tange’, Defence Press release 281/74, 6 June 1974, Defence file OMS 342/8/416, ‘Comments and Criticism of Defence Re-organisation’, Defence Department. Articles based on the statement were published in several major newspapers on 7 June 1974.

				

				
					457 · Tange, ‘Reorganization of the Control of the Australian Defence Force’, 1 October 1974, Defence Policy Administration and Organization, pp. 20–7. Here and elsewhere Tange incorrectly cited the Strategic and Defence Studies Centre as the ‘Institute of Strategic Studies’.

				

				
					458 · See, for example, Creighton Burns, ‘A battle of words, but our defences aren’t down’, Age, 30 December 1974.

				

				
					459 · Interview with W. Morrison, 20 June 2000; transcript, interview with W. Morrison by Mel Pratt, 29 June 1976, TRC 121/81, NLA, esp. p. 4: 1/2.

				

				
					460 · Interview with W. Morrison by Mel Pratt, esp. p. 4: 1/3.

					12 Defender of the (public service) faith

				

			

		


  


			
				
					461 · Bill Hayden, Hayden: An Autobiography, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1996, pp. 166–7.

				

				
					462 · Graham Freudenberg, A Certain Grandeur, Sun Books, South Melbourne, 1978, p. 256. See also James Walter, The Leader-A Political Biography of Gough Whitlam, University of Queensland Press, Brisbane, 1980, pp. 54–9, and the sources cited there.

				

				
					463 · Mungo MacCallum, Mungo: the man who laughs, Duffy & Snellgrove, Sydney, 2001, p. 239.

				

				
					464 · Conversation with Race Mathews, 28 December 2001.

				

				
					465 · See Freudenberg, A Certain Grandeur, p. 260. Freudenberg says that Whitlam made his statement at the end of his ‘first meeting with Bunting, Tange, Cooley and Waller’ on Sunday, 3 December 1972. As noted in Chapter 11, Tange was not in fact present at that meeting.

				

				
					466 · Tange related this exchange (with associated gestures) in several conversations.

				

				
					467 · The following account is based largely on diary notes and other material in MS9847/5/19, NLA; several discussions with Tange; transcript, interview with Clement Lloyd by Mel Pratt, 1975–76, TRC 121/64, NLA; conversations and correspondence with Lloyd, and interview with Brian Toohey, 14 September 1999. 

				

				
					468 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 2.

				

				
					469 · Interview with Clement Lloyd by Mel Pratt, p. 5: 2/31. 

				

				
					470 · Ibid., esp. pp. 6: 1/31 and 6 2/9.

				

				
					471 · See text of Tange’s statement and related material in MS9847/5/19, NLA. See also Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates, vol. H of R 82, 6 March 1973, pp. 198–9, 199–200, 200–2, 203–4; and 8 March 1973, pp. 359–60.

				

				
					472 · Letter, Tange to Whitlam, 25 January 1998, MS9847/9/8, NLA.

				

				
					473 · Alan Ramsey, ‘Barnard not a good choice for Defence’, Australian, 7 March 1973. 

				

				
					474 · Chris Anderson, ‘Are These the Men who Rule Australia’, Sun Herald, 11 March 1973.

				

				
					475 · John Menadue, Things You Learn Along the Way, David Lovell Publishing, Melbourne, 1999, p. 120.

				

				
					476 · Royal Commission on Australian Government Administration, Summary of Submissions and Evidence by Sir Arthur Tange, CBE, Secretary Department of Defence, 1975, copies held in MS9847, series 7.

				

				
					477 · Tange, ‘Reorganization of the Control of the Australian Defence Force’, 1 October 1974, Defence Policy Administration and Organization, pp. 20–7.

				

				
					478 · Whitlam, The Whitlam Government, p. 621.

				

				
					479 · Greg Terrill, Secrecy and Openness: The Federal Government from Menzies to Whitlam and beyond, Melbourne University Press, Melbourne, 2000, ch. 6.

				

				
					480 · Ibid., p. 103.

				

				
					481 · The following paragraphs are based on material discussed in greater detail in the Appendix.

				

				
					482 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 2.

				

				
					483 · Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates, vol. H of R 102, 17 November 1976, p. 2756.

					13 The mandarin unchallenged: Working with Fraser and Killen

				

			

		


  


			
				
					484 · Quoted in Hamish McDonald, ‘Defence chief who tamed the military”, The National Times, no. 429, week ending 28 April 1979, p. 24.

				

				
					485 · Conversation with Dobell, 7 June 2001, and email communications.

				

				
					486 · Interview with N. Attwood, 1 June 1999.

				

				
					487 · Ayres, Malcolm Fraser, p. 148. Fraser used similar terms in interview with the present author, 20 February 2000.

				

				
					488 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 3.

				

				
					489 · Interview with Sir Nicholas Parkinson, 18 October 2000; Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 3.

				

				
					490 · Russell Schneider, War without Blood: Malcolm Fraser in power, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1980, p. 43.

				

				
					491 · Interview with R. Cottrill, 5 April 2000.

				

				
					492 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 3; interview with Fraser, 20 February 2000.

				

				
					493 · Schneider, War without Blood, p. 48.

				

				
					494 · Jenny Hocking, Beyond Terrorism: The development of the Australian security state, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1993, ch. 5.

				

				
					495 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 3; interview with Coates, 15 March 2002.

				

				
					496 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 3.

				

				
					497 · Ibid.

				

				
					498 · The lecture on ‘Defence Policy Making in Australia’ is published in his collection, Defence Policy Administration and Organization: Selected Lectures 1971–1986, pp. 28–35.

				

				
					499 · Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates, vol. H of R 113, 29 March 1979, pp. 1324–34.

				

				
					500 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 3.

				

				
					501 · Ibid.

				

				
					502 · Interview with Killen, 15 July 2002; Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch 3.

				

				
					503 · Letters, MacDonald to Tange, 10 April and 18 April 1979, MS9847/2/2, NLA.

				

				
					504 · Interview with N. Attwood, 1 June 1999.

				

				
					505 · Ibid., Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 3.

				

				
					506 · The following section is based on the relevant sections in Tange, Defence Policy-Making, chs. 2 and 3; on Toohey and Pinwill, Oyster, pp. 201–8; and on conversations with Tange in 1999–2000.

				

				
					507 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 3.

				

				
					508 · Toohey and Pinwill, Oyster, p. 201. 

				

				
					509 · Ibid., p. 208.

				

				
					510 · Ibid., p. 205.

				

				
					511 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 3; several conversations with Tange, 1999–2000.

				

				
					512 · The following account owes much to material collected and kindly made available by Associate Professor W.H. Smith of the University of New South Wales at the Australian Defence Force Academy.

				

				
					513 · Conversations with Professor Low, 1999 and 2000.

				

				
					514 · Conversations and interviews with several observers, including N. Attwood and a young RAAF officer, later Chief of Air Force, Ray Funnell.

				

				
					515 · Parliamentary Standing Committee on Public Works, Minutes of Evidence relating to the proposed construction of a Defence Force Academy in the Australian Capital Territory, Part III, Evidence taken on 8 & 9 August 1979, AGPS, Canberra, 1979, p. 1165. 

				

				
					516 · Parliamentary Standing Committee on Public Works, Report relating to the proposed construction of a Defence Force Academy in the Australian Capital Territory (Second Report of 1979), AGPS, Canberra, 1979; quotations from pp. 46, 48. 

				

				
					517 · The certificate of this award is at MS9847/2/9.

				

				
					518 · See material in MS9847/2/7–8

				

				
					519 · Hamish McDonald, ‘Defence chief who tamed the military’, The National Times, no. 429, week ending 28 April 1979, pp. 23–31. On the cover the title was rendered ‘Defence boss who tamed the military’.

				

				
					520 · Minute, Tange to Killen, ‘Retirement of Sir Arthur Tange’, 19 September 1978, MS9847/2/2, NLA.

					14 The mandarin in retirement

				

			

		


  


			
				
					521 · A copy of the report is in MS9847, NLA, series 7. Other relevant material is in MS9847/10/7, NLA. This passage owed much to several discussions and communications with John Nethercote

				

				
					522 · The following account is based on material in MS9847/5/21–23, NLA. 

				

				
					523 · Morrison, History of the Commonwealth Club, pp. 122–30, 139–11, 152, 159. 

				

				
					524 · Note by Tange, undated, ‘Hasluck’ file, Tange Papers, DFAT 

				

				
					525 · See material in MS9847/9/5, NLA.

				

				
					526 · See material in MS9847/1/15–16. The book was published as M.A.B. Siddique (ed.), A decade of Shann memorial lectures 1981–90 & the Australian economy, Academic Press International, Perth, 1993.

				

				
					527 · Sir Arthur Tange, Defence Policy Administration and Organization: Selected Lectures 1971–1986. (No further publication details were stated and no ISBN was issued for this work. Copies are included in MS9847, NLA, series 7.)

				

				
					528 · Sir Arthur Tange, ‘The Focus of reform in Commonwealth Government Administration’, Australian Journal of Public Administration, vol. xli, no. 1, March 1982, pp. 1–14. The reference was to Patrick Weller and Michelle Grattan, Can Ministers Cope? Australian federal ministers at work, Hutchison Australia, Melbourne, 1981.

				

				
					529 · Transcripts, interview, supplemented by monologue, Sir Arthur Tange by J.D.B. Miller, 1981 and 1989, ORAL TRC 1023 and TRC 2447; interview, supplemented by monologue, Sir Arthur Tange by Neville Meaney, 1989 and 1992, ORAL TRC 2482.

				

				
					530 · Patrick Weller, ‘The Australian Public Service: Still Anonymous, Neutral and a Career Service?’ in Bicameralism and Accountability: Lectures in the Senate Occasional Lecture Series, 2002–2003 (Papers on Parliament no. 40), December 2003, pp. 79–88 at p. 84.

				

				
					531 · Arthur Tange, ‘Plans for the World Economy: Hopes and Reality in Wartime Canberra. A Personal Memoir’ in Australian Journal of International Affairs, vol. 50, no. 3, 1996, pp. 259–67.

				

				
					532 · Personal communication from John Nethercote.

				

				
					533 · This paragraph was based on several conversations with Tange and a personal communication from John Nethercote, who telephoned Tange to convey the result of the Barratt case.

				

				
					534 · The remainder of this chapter is based largely on conversations with Tange in his latter years, with Jennifer Moir and Christopher Tange, and with the family, friends and former colleagues who attended the cremation and memorial services.

				

				
					535 · Debrett’s Handbook of Australia, 3rd edition, Collins, London, 1987, p. 935.

					Epilogue: The legends and legacies

				

			

		


  


			
				
					536 · Canberra Times, 1 January 1994

				

				
					537 · Tony Stephens, ‘The most influential Australians’, Sydney Morning Herald, 22 January 2001.

				

				
					538 · Diary of General Sir John Wilton, kindly made available by Virginia Wilton

				

				
					539 · Interview with J.D. Anthony, 21 May 2002.

					Appendix: Tange and the crises of Spring 1973: Pine Gap, the Dismissal and Balibo

				

			

		


  


			
				
					540 · The Tange material is in MS9847/5/34, NLA, and Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 2. The author also discussed this topic with Tange on several occasions during 1999 and 2000. In addition to the sources cited here, this account has made particular use of the following accounts: Paul Kelly, The Unmaking of Gough, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1976 (later republished under the title The Dismissal), ch. 5; Toohey and Pinwill, Oyster, ch. 8; John Pilger, A Secret Country, Jonathan Cape, London, 1989, ch. 5. It should be emphasised that this account represents the author’s assessments, based on the evidence available, and none of the judgments or statements of fact should be regarded as having the endorsement of the Department of Defence.

				

				
					541 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 2. Tange did not name the CIA director.

				

				
					542 · John Menadue, Things You Learn Along the Way, David Lovell Publishing, Melbourne 1999, p. 133; interview with Menadue, 19 June 2000.

				

				
					543 · Canberra Times, 5 November 1975.

				

				
					544 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 2. The following account is based on a variety of sources, including interviews with Morrison, Anthony and Whitlam.

				

				
					545 · Tange, Defence Policy-Making, ch. 2. 

				

				
					546 · Ibid.

				

				
					547 · Paul Kelly, The Unmaking of Gough, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1976, ch. 5, esp. p. 39.

				

				
					548 · Interview with Brian Oxley, 12 February 2004.

				

				
					549 · Teleprinter message by Toohey, 1982, in MS9847/5/34, NLA.

				

				
					550 · Brian Toohey, ‘Pine Gap mystery deepens’, Australian Financial Review, 28 April 1977, p. 1.

				

				
					551 · Sydney Sun, 28 April, Australian, 29 April 1977; see long article in National Times, 2–7 May 1977.

				

				
					552 · See, for example, Clyde Cameron, The Clyde Cameron Diaries, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 1990, pp. 494, 498ff.

				

				
					553 · Commonwealth Parliamentary Debates, vol. H of R 105, 4 May 1977, pp. 1519–23. 

				

				
					554 · Graham Freudenberg, A Certain Grandeur: Gough Whitlam in Politics, Sun, Melbourne, 1978 (first published by Macmillan in 1977), pp. 387–8.

				

				
					555 · See material in MS9847/5/34, NLA.

				

				
					556 · Brian Toohey and Dale Atta, ‘New Light on CIA Role in 1975’, National Times, issue 581, 21–27 March 1982, p. 12.

				

				
					557 · Letter and other material in MS9847/5/34, NLA.

				

				
					558 · Farrands’ letter and the comment were published in National Times, issue 583, 4–10 April 1982, p. 8.

				

				
					559 · Interview with Toohey, 14 September 1999.

				

				
					560 · Notes in MS9847/5/34, NLA.

				

				
					561 · Farrands’ letter of 1 April, MS9847/5/34, NLA.

				

				
					562 · Tange’s correspondence with his lawyers is in MS9847/5/34, NLA. The letter appeared in National Times, issue 589, 16–22 May 1982, p. 34.

				

				
					563 · Toohey to Tange, 29 October 1985; Tange to Toohey, 1 November 1985, with copy to W. Coles, Secretary of Defence, MS9847/5/34, NLA.

				

				
					564 · B. Toohey, ‘The CIA feels grave concern …’, National Times, 8–14 November 1985, pp. 23–5.

				

				
					565 · Note by Tange, MS9847/5/34, NLA.

				

				
					566 · David Langsam, ‘MI5 helped Washington topple Whitlam, says program’, Sydney Morning Herald, 25 January 1988, p. 1.

				

				
					567 · Paul Kelly, ‘Tange denies briefing Kerr on CIA worries’, Australian, 29 January 1988, pp 1–2

				

				
					568 · Gerard Henderson, ‘The Kerr testimony’, and John Pilger, ‘Pilger; why Whitlam was sacked’, Weekend Australian, 30–31 January 1988, pp. 17 (Focus I) and 19 (Focus 3).

				

				
					569 · John Pilger, A Secret Country, Jonathan Cape, London, 1989, ch. 5, esp. pp. 165, 169, 177.

				

				
					570 · Ibid., p. 165; Toohey and Pinwill, Oyster, p. 179.

				

				
					571 · Toohey and Pinwill, Oyster, p. 168.

				

				
					572 · Kelly, The Unmaking of Gough, p. 37.

				

				
					573 · Toohey and Pinwill, Oyster, p. 179.

				

				
					574 · See Desmond Ball and Hamish McDonald, Death in Balibo, Lies in Canberra, Allen & Unwin, Sydney, 2000; and Jill Jolliffe, Cover-up: The inside story of the Balibo Five, Scribe, Melbourne, 2001.

				

				
					575 · See documents cited in Wendy Way (ed.), Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of Portuguese Timor, 1974–1976, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade and Melbourne University Press, 2000, pp. 22–34.

				

				
					576 · Memoranda, Pritchett (Defence) to Rogers (Foreign Affairs), 15 August 1974; and Rogers to Defence, 26 August 1974, Documents 21 and 23, Way, Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of Portuguese Timor, pp. 80–4 and 88–9.

				

				
					577 · Letter, Pritchett to Feakes, 21 February 1975, Document 90; Way, Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of Portuguese Timor, pp. 190–2.

				

				
					578 · Minute, Pritchett to Morrison, 9 October 1975, in Brian Toohey and Marian Wilkinson, The Book of Leaks: Exposes in Defence of the Public’s Right to Know, Angus & Robertson, Sydney, 1987, pp. 184–90.

				

				
					579 · Minute, Jockel to Tange, Rowland and Woolcott, 24 February 1975, Document 94; Way, Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of Portuguese Timor, pp. 196–7

				

				
					580 · Sec, for example, Way, Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of Portuguese Timor, p. 25.

				

				
					581 · Record of conversation (in December 1974), 6 January 1975, Document 70; Way, Australia and the Indonesian Incorporation of Portuguese Timor, pp. 159–60.

				

				
					582 · Ball and McDonald, Death in Balibo, p. 73.

				

				
					583 · Inspector-General of Intelligence and Security, Annual Report 2001–02, Annex 3, ‘Balibo Inquiry’, pp. 86–94. The report was concluded in September 2001. Its major conclusions were released on 3 June 2002 by the Minister for Defence, Senator Robert Hill, in Media Release MIN265/02.

				

				
					584 · Inspector-General of Intelligence and Security, Annual Report 2001–02, paras. 59–61, p. 93.

				

				
					585 · Ball and McDonald, Death in Balibo, pp. 148–9.

				

				
					586 · Jolliffe, Cover-up, p. 208.

				

				
					587 · Ibid., p. 337.

				

			

		



		
			Copyright

			Copyright © Peter Edwards 2006

			First published in 2006 by Allen & Unwin

			This edition published in 2021
 by Ligature Pty Limited

34 Campbell St · Balmain NSW 2041 · Australia
www.ligatu.re · mail@ligatu.re

			e-book ISBN 978-1-922730-41-1

			All rights reserved. Except as provided by fair dealing or any other exception to copyright, no part of this book may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means without permission in writing from the publisher.

			The moral rights of the author are asserted throughout the world without waiver.

			[image: ]

		





OEBPS/image/un.png





OEBPS/image/1.jpg
ligature intapped





OEBPS/image/Arthur_Tange.jpg





