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Foreword  

World War II exposed weaknesses in the management  of defense 
resources, leading the United Kingdom in 1946 and the United States in 
1947 to centralize their defense organizations. Although each organization 
has evolved differently, both share the problem of interservice rivalry over 
resource allocation to competing service missions and weapons systems. 

Michael Hobkirk ,  a Ministry of Defence Under Secretary, now 
retired, argues that this intramural  rivalry obstructs coherent defense 
planning. His examinat ion of the bureaucratic politics of resource alloca- 
tion in the Ministry of Defence and the Depar tment  of Defense points up 
the strengths and weaknesses of both structures. Combining the best 
features of each system, he proposes a hypothetical,  "ideal" defense 
organization. 

In Mr. Hobkirk 's  argument,  such an organization would include a 
powerful central staff; a planning, programming,  budgeting system with 
functional categories for specific service tasks; a long-term budget system 
for future planning; a n d - - m o s t  i m p o r t a n t - - a  permanent  cadre of civilian 
staff at the highest level. 

In an era of ever more constrained resources and changing strategic 
requirements, the need for max imum benefit f rom resources expended 
remains self-evident. This study should help defense planners, students of 
organizational theory, and those who would better understand the defense 
policies of our allies. The National Defense University is pleased to have 
sponsored Michael Hobki rk  as a Visiting Senior Research Fellow and to 
publish this timely work. 

Richard D.  Lawrence 
Lieutenant General, US Army 
President, National Defense 

University 
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Note  

This study contains a large number of words that are spelled dif.fer- 
ently in Britain and the United States. English (as opposed to American) 
spelling has been used throughout, except in quotations.from American 
authors; in the titles of  US government posts (e.g., Secretary of  Defense), 
and for words (such as "program") which have a special meaning in US 
defence business. 
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Chapter One 
Is This Book Necessary? 

Strategy, programs, and budget are all aspects of the same basic 
decisions. 

Harry S. Truman 1 

As the road to hell is paved with good intentions, so the path to 
defence organisation is well carpeted with good advice. The wise men tell 
us that advice, good or bad, is never welcome, so the writer who is rash 
enough to add to the existing pile of books on this subject in the United 
States and, to a lesser extent in the United Kingdom, must have a good 
excuse. This book offers two. 

First, it does not look as if the defence organisations in the United 
Kingdom or the United States are yet quite right. They have not yet 
organised themselves so as to avoid defence policy being a compromise 
between the conflicting views of the three Armed Services. 2 It is true that in 
1982 the British Secretary of State for Defence announced that the author- 
ity of the Chief of the Defence Staff (his senior, Service adviser) was to be 
enhanced so that he became just that, rather than the chairman of a 
committee of three single-Service Chiefs of Staff required, if at all possible, 
to reconcile their views before presenting them to the government. (This 
topic is discussed more fully in chapter 3.) But if this change is the final step 
in organising the Ministry of Defence, the British would be well advised to 
await the test of one more radical defence review before saying so. 

On the other side of the Atlantic in the same year, 1982, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General David C. Jones, US Air Force, pointed 
out in public that he was no more than the chairman of a committee of 
three Service Chiefs with conflicting views, and that he was without the 
authority or the staff to offer independent advice to the Secretary of 
Defense. (This topic is discussed more fully in chapter 4.) General Jones 
quoted a large number of previous reviews and reports reaching the same 
conclusion and pressed for changes similar to those implemented in the 
United Kingdom earlier that year. Many of those previously responsible 
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for US defence pol icy  publ ic ly  endorsed  his cri t icisms.  These events in bo th  
countr ies  t o o k  place be tween eighteen and twenty-f ive years af ter  the 
supposed  final r eorgan i sa t ions  of  bo th  defence depar tments .  

There  is no d o u b t  that  in ter -Service  r ivalry  can impa i r  the effective- 
ness of  defence policy.  As John  Garne t t  has po in ted  out, " the his tory of  
in ter -Service  re la t ionships  bo th  in Bri tain and the United Sta tes  is full of  
in ter -Service  clashes in which the na t iona l  interest  seemed to get lost in a 
more  pa roch ia l  s t ruggle for o rgan i sa t iona l  survival.  In  Britain, for e x a m -  
ple, the issue of  whe ther  to a b a n d o n  the a i rc ra f t  ca r r i e r  in 1965-66 m a y  be 
regarded  as a s t ruggle between the Navy  and the R A F  for l imited funds. ''3 
Professor  Garne t t  goes on to ment ion  Pau l  H a m m o n d ' s  "Supe r  Carr ie rs  
and  B36 Bombers ,  A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  Strategy,  and  Polit ics,  TM which expla ins  
how some strategic weapons  were bough t  after  Wor ld  W a r  II, not  for  
s t ra tegic  reasons but  in response  to o rgan i sa t iona l  pressures  within the 
Services.  More  recent  examples ,  such as the par t ia l ly  successful efforts by 
the Roya l  Navy  to res tore  the 1981 cuts in the surface fleet and  the 
successful  efforts of  the US Ai r  Force  (and the a i rcraf t  manufac tu re r  
concerned)  to restore the BI b o m b e r  p rogramme,  show tha t  pressure  f rom 
a Service that  dissents  f rom defence pol icy is not  a th ing of  the past. 

The serious cause for  concern  is not  that  there  is a rgument  and 
d i sagreement  within the defence depa r tmen t s  a m o n g  the Services, but  the 
ex ten t  to which s t rong  feelings may  warp  judgments ,  d is tor t  facts, and  lead 
to a defence pol icy  tha t  does  not  make  the best use of  ava i lab le  resources.  
D u r i n g  the a i rc ra f t  car r ie r  con t rove r sy  in Bri tain in 1965-66, a cco rd ing  to 
Sir  F r a n k  Hopkins ,  one s tudy of  the relat ive meri ts  of  the carr ier  and  
shore -based  a i rcraf t  moved  "Aus t r a l i a  600 miles to the nor thwest  in o rde r  
to br ing  cer ta in  targets  within the a l r eady  elastic rad ius  of  ac t ion  of  the 
F- I  11.'5 Vincent  Davis  writes tha t  " A i r  Force  officers [in Wor ld  W a r  II] 
somet imes  seemed incapab le  of  d is t inguishing between ded ica t ion  to 
coun t ry  and their  ded ica t ion  to p rov ing  the val id i ty  of  their  Douhe t -  
Mi tchel l  s t ra tegic  ideology.  ''6 

These last two examples  of  ded ica t ion  to Service goals  are not  of  
recent  origin, but  the exa mple  noted by J o h n  S te inb rune r  in 1974 still 
exists and  will be discussed in more  detai l  in chap te r  11. 

The United States . . .  maintains conventional war capabili- 
t i e s . . ,  for the defense of Europe . . . .  Toward this end the Army main- 
tains infantry tanks and artillery of various kinds. The Air Force for 
its part operates fighter planes for air superiority, long range 
interdiction, and close support of ground forces. Both the Army and 
the Air Force are clearly engaged in procuring the capacity to 
concentrate conventional fire power on the enemy. However, the size 
and character of these separate service programs are not considered in 
relationship to each other when decisions are made about them. 7 
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Steinbruner's example of the effects of inter-Service rivalry over the 
defence budget, based on a congressional Joint Economic Committee 
report of 1969, would be generally borne out by the recent criticisms of 
General Jones, already referred to and discussed in detail in chapter 4. It is 
apparent that each Service guards its own share of the defenee budget 
carefully, and tends, unless it receives strong directions to the contrary 
from the President or in the United Kingdom the Defence Secretary, to 
spend funds on those items that each considers important, regardless of 
overall defenee policy and the needs of the other Services. This process has 
been called suboptimisation. 

A major task of any Defence Secretary in any country should be to 
ensure that the maximum benefit is derived from the resources devoted to 
defence. If each Service is allowed to spend its share of the budget accord- 
ing to its own judgment, there will probably be waste and duplication as 
each of them sets aside funds for tasks that are better done by another 
Service, or that are of doubtful value anyway. It is also possible that the 
resulting defence strategy may contain serious gaps because one Service 
has failed to devote sufficient funds to provide the necessary support for 
another, 8 leading to what is sometimes called a distorted or disjointed 
defence budget. To the extent that this happens, inter-Service rivalry is the 
likely cause. A study of this rivalry may suggest methods of avoiding its 
bad effects. 

A second justification for this study is the insight to be gained by 
comparing the evolution of two defence organisations that had similar 
origins in the 1940s, but have developed in different ways since then. In 
1982 they both faced the problem of coping with inter-Service rivalry over 
resource allocation. Despite the work done by Richard Burt in 1975 and by 
Kenneth Waltz in 1968 in the wider field of political institutions, 9 there are 
some interesting comparisons still to be made between the UK and US 
methods of allocating defence resources. 

Some may argue that the great difference in scale between the US and 
UK armed forces invalidates any comparisons between the two defence 
departments. In some fields (for example, weapons procurement and 
defence industrial problems) comparisons could be misleading. This study 
concentrates on the special problem of dividing defence budgets among 
three Armed Services of approximately equal status. Both countries share 
this problem, and both defence organisations have much in common. A 
description of the different ways in which each nation goes about this task 
may well be illuminating. 

Comparative studies of defence organisations can fulfill a number of 
useful purposes. First, to study another's organisation can help one to 
understand one's own better, by learning which aspects of it are unique and 
which are shared with similar organisations elsewhere.10 This understand- 
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ing is particularly important  if certain aspects of organisation, procedure, 
or techniques are to be borrowed from elsewhere. Another argument in 
favour of learning more about  other defence departments can be found 
along with much else of value about  bureaucratic politics in Richard 
Neustadt 's Al l iance  Poli t ics.  tl That book ends with a plea for greater 
understanding of the tuner politics of allies. Failure to understand allies, he 
argues, leads to failure to influence them. Finally, there is the hope that 
comparat ive studies such as this will provide the basis on which others can 
build more comprehensive theories of organisation and decisionmaking. 

This study starts by tracing in chapters 3 and 4 the evolution of the 
central organisations for defence in the United Kingdom and the United 
States. At first they appeared very similar, but over the years they have 
developed very different structures and methods for managing the 
resource allocation process. The search for an explanation of these differ- 
ences will lead outside the defence organisation itself, and it will be found 
helpful to use Morton Halperin's concept of the "rules of the game" for 
participation in the decision process. ~2 Halperin has pointed out that some 
rules derive from constitutional and legislative delegation of power. It will 
become clear that the structure of government in the United States has a 
decisive influence on their method of defence resource management.  By 
contrast, British traditions of government have shaped a different style of 
defence management,  in which decisions about the allocation of resources 
are neither debated publicly in advance nor even much discussed outside 
those government departments concerned with defence, finance, and for- 
eign policy. 

Halperin also mentions as part of the rules of the game the unwritten 
code of ethics determining how each participant relates to others in the 
bureaucracy. His idea will help to structure the chapters describing both 
the bureaucracies and their methods of budgeting, financial control, and 
management.  The two countries' different approaches toward the defence 
budget does much to explain their different styles ofdefence management.  

Chapter  l l looks at the different methods that US and UK defence 
planners might use to solve a hypothetical, but not unlikely, problem. The 
final two chapters look at possible solutions to the problem of inter- 
Service rivalry and suggest some of the essential ingredients of an ideal 
defence organisation. But the first step is to examine in chapter 2 the 
relevance of certain theories of organisation and decisionmaking to cur- 
rent problems of defence organisation. 



Chapter Two 
Can Theory Help? 

The previous chapter has established that there is dissatisfaction in the 
United States and to a lesser extent in the United Kingdom about the 
ability of the two defence departments, as presently organised, to deal with 
the problem of inter-Service rivalry. Also mentioned were some of the 
results of this rivalry in the past. It is now important to establish whether 
writers on the theory of organisation can account for the apparent unwil- 
lingness of the Armed Services to accept subordination of their own goals 
to those of the defence organisation as a whole. If bureaucratic politics of 
this type exist elsewhere, then those who write on decision theory may be 
able to illuminate the process of making decisions about resource alloca- 
tion and suggest ways of improving the process. 

O R G A N I S A T I O N  THEORY 
Bureaucracy has been under study, first by Max Weber and then by 

many others, since the early part of this century. Weber's standard model 
of bureaucracy still seems valid. His model involves organisation by 
function, with personnel assigned to specialised tasks, a hierarchy of 
authority for control and supervision, and the establishment of policy 
guidance for all activities, with the most important administrative direc- 
tives being preserved in written form. Bureaucracies are by this definition 
as common outside government as within. They are in fact the rational, 
universal institution of large-scale enterprise.I The term can, of course, be 
applied as readily to military as to civilian institutions; indeed the Prus- 
sian General Staff as it developed in the middle of the last century has good 
claims to be considered as the first large-scale modern bureaucracy. 

Once it is accepted that the US and UK defence organisations are 
bureaucracies, possibly in some formulations the largest in their respective 
countries, then the problem of inter-Service rivalry can be set in the wider 
context provided by those who have written on the theory of organisation. 2 
Of course it must be accepted that Administrative Man, that is the bureau- 
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crat, is an abstract ion like Economic  Man, but it is a helpful one to use 
when exploring the inner workings of  an organisation. Above all, it must 
be stressed that  Administrat ive Man is, within the limits imposed by 
circumstance and the organisation, a rational man. "The ends of  organisa- 
tion," C.I. Barnard writes, "to a relatively high degree involve logical 
processes not as rationalisations after decision but as processes of decisions. 
Moreover ,  when ends have been adopted,  coordina t ion  of  acts as means to 
these ends is essentially a logical process. ''3 Administrat ive Man therefore 
seeks to act rationally to achieve the goals of  his organisation. Indeed, it is 
only on the basis of  rational action that he can work with others in the 
organisat ion to achieve shared objectives. If, then, serious conflicts exist 
between subunits of  an organisat ion that should be working together, it is 
reasonable to look first at the structure of the organisat ion for an 
explanat ion.  

This proposi t ion  becomes plainer if one looks more closely at the 
process of  pol icymaking in a bureaucracy.  " In  retrospect at least," accord-  
ing to J o h n  Garnett,  "policy is revealed by a series of  decisions, and in 
prospect  it is revealed by general statements of  purpose . . . .  Policy is best 
thought  of not as a series of  finite decisions but as a flow of  purposive 
act ion over a period of  time. TM But, as R a y m o n d  Bauer writes, "the 
intellectual activities of  perception, analysis, and choice, often subsumed 
under  the rubric decisionmaking,  are carried on within a social context  of  
organisat ional  structures, compet ing bureaucrat ic  groups, and so forth. ''5 
If  the activities of  perception and analysis in any area are conducted 
exclusively by the subgroup responsible for that  area of policy, then those 
in charge of  the whole organisat ion are likely to be under pressure to 
consider and decide on the problems of  each subgroup separately without  
surveying the needs and policies of  the organisat ion as a whole. This 
tendency, called by Cyert  and March  "sequential at tention to goals, "6 is 
obviously harmful  to any a t tempt  at a coherent  policy for the whole 
organisation. As J o h n  Steinbruner  writes of  this explanat ion of  decision- 
making, "the problem of aggregating across different individuals who are 
involved in the decision process is solved by avoiding it. ''7 

If  this phenomenon  of  sequential at tention to goals is relatively 
c o m m o n  in large-scale organisations, it is perhaps surprising that inter- 
Service rivalry has at tracted particular attention. Par t  of  the explanat ion 
must  be that  defence is big business, and public business, so that some of 
the harmful  results of  this rivalry are obvious to the outsider. The underly- 
ing reason is surely t h a t  war has changed in the last forty years with the 
result that  separate land and sea battles are for the most part  a thing of  the 
past. Large-scale combat  is now likely to involve two and possibly three of  
the Services (on each side), and there is no longer a clear distinction of  roles 
between them. 
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The existence of three Services in separate organisations, with their 
identities reinforced by their different uniforms, tends to stress the some- 
what arbitrary nature of the present distribution of roles and missions 
among them. How heavy and complex must a combat or a transport 
aircraft for the land battle be for it to remain an Army responsibility? 
When Army, or Marine, units are to fight on land after a long sea voyage 
should the last stage of their journey from ship to beach, either by assault 
craft or by helicopter, be the responsibility of the Navy, the Army, or the 
Air Force? These problems of interface can also occur when future wea- 
pons and equipment are being planned. Thus one Service may find that 
equipment or weapons which it deems vital--for example, close-support 
aircraft or logistic ships--are of less interest to the Service responsible for 
providing them from a limited budget. On another occasion, one Service 
may seem to the other two to be preempting too large a share of the defence 
budget for a particular role or a weapon system, with the result that 
strategy may, they fear, be dangerously distorted to take account of it. 

Some examples of the harmful effects of inter-Service rivalry men- 
tioned in chapter 1 came from an article written by John Garnett with the 
title "Constraints on Defence Policy Makers." Clearly, he considers this 
rivalry to be one of the significant constraints, but by no means the only 
one. If the problems of defence organisation and defence resource alloca- 
tion are to be set in their proper context, the highly complex nature of 
large-scale organisations must be appreciated. Harold Leavitt has de- 
scribed such organisations as "lively sets of interrelated systems designed to 
perform complicated tasks." He goes on to point out that "we can t ry to  
manipulate at least three of those systems in order to get the performance 
of tasks changed or improved. 8 John Dawson has applied the Leavitt 
management model to "top level decisionmaking regarding American 
defense resources" as shown in figure 2:1. 9 When the model is applied to 
the UK defence organisation, some different items would appear in each of 
the boxes on the diagram, but the diagram itself (and the interactions 
between the boxes) is still valid. 

The model is a valuable reminder that the organisational and proce- 
dural changes examined later in this book cannot provide a complete 
solution to every problem faced by a Defence Secretary. Even if the perfect 
defence organisation is ever created, it will only delete one of the constraints 
listed in figure 2. I. When, for instance, a Defence Secretary receives impec- 
cable military advice, he may find himself prevented from acting on it by 
some item under the heading "People." This constraint could be the strong 
feelings aroused in the Service adversely affected by the proposal, or the 
lack of political support (in the United Kingdom, this would be in the 
cabinet and government party; in the United States the term is more 
imprecise but would have to include congressional support), or he may 



8 Can Theory Help? 

Figu re  2.1 
U S  D e f e n c e  R e s o u r c e  A l l o c a t i o n  D e c i s i o n m a k i n g  

Structure 
Problem ~ I Managerial Technology 

People 
T h e  P r o b l e m  
(1) Geographical position and international  involvement. 
(2) Scientific/technological advances in weaponry. 
(3) The dimension of distance and the task of logistics. 
(4) The dimension of time and its military utility. 

S t r u c t u r e  
(1) Constitutional-political relationships. 
(2) The President as Commander  in Chief. 
(3) The interface and internal organisation of bureaucracies for 

military and civilian affairs. 
(4) The institutionalisation of effective civilian control. 

People 
(1) The personalities and proclivities of Presidents, Con- 

gressmen and Senators, high political appointees, members 
of the Joint  Chiefs of Staff, and other general officers. 

(2) Selective attention (and inattention) given by the preceding 
to the views of staff  personnel, think-tank analysts,  
reporters and media leaders, and dissenters. 

(3) Perceptions among people in both of the preceding categories 
regarding what  the public generally is prepared to do, 
support, or tolerate. 

Managerial Technology 
(1) Systems for the design, procurement, support, deployment, 

and utilisation of men, equipment, and materiel integrated 
as forces. 

(2) Systems analysis, programme budget ing--PPB and all that. 

Source: John Dawson, "An American View of Defence Management," in The 
Management ofDefence, ed. L. Martin (London: 1976), pp. 48, 49. Reprinted 
by permission of the author. 
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find that he has against him a tide of public opinion that may or may not 
have been translated into active political opposition. Any or all of these 
factors might justify the Chief Executive (or Defence Secretary) in not 
acting on the advice offered. 

Readers will no doubt  identify numerous examples of the working of 
Leavitt 's model in defence, especially in chapters 3 and 4, which trace the 
history of UK and US defence organisations. Factors in the boxes marked 
"Structure" and "People" in figure 2.1 provide much of the explanation for 
the reversal of Mr. Sandys'  defence policy after 1958 (see chapter 3). Mr. 
McNamara ' s  decision (described in chapter 4) to change procedures 
("Managerial  Technology" in figure 2:1) was, as the model shows, as valid a 
method of trying to diminish the effects of inter-Service rivalry as the many 
previous and subsequent attempts to achieve the same result by operating 
on the box marked "Structure." As this is not a study of management  
theory, no at tempt will be made to explain all changes in the two defence 
organisations by reference to the model. The main conclusion for this 
study is that changes in the performance of an organisation can be effected 
either by manipulating structures or techniques or by changing the atti- 
tudes of the people involved. Moreover, since the three categories "Struc- 
ture," "Techniques," and "People" interact, any change in one may have 
significant effects on the others and hence on the performance of the 
organisation as a whole. 

Organisation theory then accepts that competing groups can appear  
in any large organisation but gives no support  to those who despair of 
finding a cure for the worst effects of such internal competition. Indeed, by 
stressing the interactions between various parts, Leavitt provides ground 
for hope that any reorganisation which sufficiently emphasizes the impor- 
tance of the centre rather than the component  parts may in due course 
induce the people in the organisation to elevate loyalty to the whole above 
loyalty to their own part of it. The model itself provides no clue as to how 
changes can be made, nor does it provide any measure of the relative 
strength of the various factors involved. Nevertheless, the thrust of the 
argument  of Leavitt and others is that organisations, composed of rational 
men, should recognize a responsibility to improve their output, which in 
the case of a central defence organisation must include sound impartial 
advice on defence policy. 

D E C I S I O N  T H E O R Y  

Even if organisations can be changed to improve output, those who 
write about  decision theory stress the immense complexity of the task of 
those responsible for public policy. For a start, the problem does not arrive 
neatly packaged on the decisionmaker's desk. "Most  issues," as Graham 
Allison writes, "emerge piecemeal over time, one lump in one context, a 



10 Can Theory Help? 

second in another .  H u n d r e d s  of  issues compete  for  p layers '  a t t en t ion  every 
day.  Each p layer  is forced to fix upon  his issues for  that  day,  fight them on 
his own terms,  and rush on to the next.  ''~0 

Moreover ,  the defence po l i cymaker  never s tar ts  with a clean sheet on 
which to design policy. He is cons t ra ined  by a system of  values and by a 
web of in t e rna t iona l  c o m m i t m e n t s  and  domes t ic  pressures  that  inevi tably  
impose  cau t ion  in any a t t e mp t  to change  defence policy. In add i t ion ,  
previous  decis ions  a b o u t  defence will have commi t t ed  him to force levels 
and an a r m o u r y  of weapons  ei ther  in existence or under  cons t ruc t ion  
which canno t  be wished away.  A s tep-by-s tep  p ragmat i c  a p p r o a c h  is 
therefore  inevitable.  Char les  L i n d b l o m  has descr ibed this d is jo inted or  
inc rementa l  me thod  of p rob l e m solving as " the science of  muddl ing  
through." l  1 

L indb lom,  however ,  goes further;  he argues that  not  only is this 
s tep-by-s tep  app roach ,  a iming  for  a sa t i s fac tory  but  not  necessari ly the 
best  so lu t ion  to a p rob lem,  the way managers  (whether  in government  or a 
pr ivate  co rpo ra t i on )  ac tua l ly  do solve p rob lems ,  but  that  given man 's  
l imi ta t ions  bo th  as a forecas ter  and  as a value-free judge ,  it is also the most  
efficient. This  desc r ip t ion  of  the s tep-by-s tep  a p p r o a c h  is a convinc ing  
exp l ana t i on  of  resource a l loca t ion  (and much else) at the top.  How can 
Pres idents  or  cab ine ts  decide what  should be spent  for  defence and what  
for nondefence  purposes?  There  is no cost  effectiveness analysis  to guide 
them here. 

No one is able  to measure  the relative wor th  of  poo r  relief and  
bat t leships .  Only  some form of pol i t ical  j u d g m e n t  based on the relative 
s t rength  of  the par t i sans  for  defence expendi tu re  on the one hand,  and  
those  suppor t ing ,  for  example ,  increased social expend i tu re  on the other,  
will p roduce  an answer  acceptab le  to the na t ion  in quest ion.  Par t i san  
mutua l  ad ju s tmen t  ~2 can also expla in  that  much dis l iked habit ,  which 
governmen t s  have dur ing  e c o n o m y  drives,  of  cu t t ing  all areas  of publ ic  
expend i tu re  by roughly  the same p ropor t ion .  This "equal  misery" 
a p p r o a c h  has, as A a r o n  Wi ldavsky  points  out,  13 definite advan tages  
because all concerned  can view the consequences  of  a marg ina l  cut in a 
c o m p lex  and unpred ic t ab le  a rea  and then deal  with them piecemeal.  

Nevertheless,  even if to ta l  defence expendi tu re  has to accept  such 
a r b i t r a r y  cuts,  is it r ight to pass them on in equal  p ropor t i ons  to the three 
Services? This  a p p r o a c h  could  imply  ei ther  that  no one could predict  with 
any conf idence  the effects of  deeper  cuts on one Service ra ther  than  the 
others ,  or  that  the s t rength of Service feeling was such that  the Services 
were not  will ing collect ively to accept  any  so lu t ion  except  equal  misery for 
all. These a l te rna t ives  are not  mutua l ly  exclusive;  pe rhaps  both  could 
app ly  at once. But if they did,  this so lu t ion  would not  inspire confidence.  
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Even if part isan mutual  adjustment correctly describes many government  
decisions, one might expect a more rational approach  within defence itself. 

THE ROLE OF ANALYSIS 
In more limited situations, such as the compar i son  of two designs for a 

new torpedo  or two makes of  arctic clothing, it seems likely that objective 
analysis could persuade most  of  those involved which was the better. 
Ralph Sanders would classify this method as engineering analysis ~4 and 
suggests the d iagram shown in figure 2.2 to chart  the fit of analytical 
techniques to problems: 

F i g u r e  2.2 
T h e  F i t  o f  A n a l y t i c a l  T e c h n i q u e s  to  P r o b l e m s  

T e c h n i c a l  c o n t e n t  
Most  Leas t  

E n g i n e e r i n g  O p e r a t i o n s  S y s t e m s  P o l i c y  
a n a l y s i s  r e s e a r c h  a n a l y s i s  a n a l y s i s  

Source: Ralph Sanders, The Politics of Defense Analysis (New York: 1973), p. 11. 
Reprinted by permission of the author. 

According to Leavitt, large organisat ions normally use one of  two 
methods to resolve conflict between compet ing groups whenever it is 
impor tan t  that  both  should accept the final decision. 15 The first is the 
"method  of  measurement ,"  achieving an impersonal  decision by using 
numbers.  The second is the "lots of talk solution," involving much discus- 
sion and writing over a long period until a decision emerges without  
anyone  being able to identify precisely which individual or body  made the 



12 Can Theory Help? 

final decision. Clearly, in defence resource allocation the "method of 
measurement" will use operational research and systems analysis; later 
chapters in this book will argue that these two techniques can play a larger 
part in resource allocation decisions than they have in the past. Perhaps 
"lots of talk" would be an unfair description of the way defence policy has 
been decided in the past, but those who adopt a defence policy that is a 
compromise between competing pressures from the three Services should 
at lease consider how far decisions could be improved by resort to the 
method of measurement. 

C O N C L U S I O N  

This brief survey of the theories of organisation and decisionmaking 
has established that bureaucratic politics are not peculiar to defence, and 
that something similar to inter-Service rivalry may well occur in any large 
organisation. Nevertheless, any organisation has the duty to improve its 
product; for a central defence organisation, this duty entails providing 
advice on a coherent defence policy that is something more than a com- 
promise between the competing demands of the three Services. 

Those who write on decision theory are right to stress the difficulties 
faced by those who have to decide about resource allocation in the public 
sector.~6 They have no formulae or cost analyses to tell them how to choose 
between hospitals and battleships. Within defence, however, it may be 
possible to find some measurements and models to improve decisions 
about resource allocation. Before discussing these, however, the origins 
and development of the UK and US defence organisations require further 
study. 



Chapter Three 
Central Defence Organisation 

in the United Kingdom 

O R I G I N S  A N D  E A R L Y  H I S T O R Y  

There  has been discuss ion in the United K i n g d o m  abou t  some form of  
centra l  defence o rgan i sa t ion  for  over  one -hundred  years,  but  until  recently 
the emphas i s  was on coo rd ina t i on  ra ther  than  control ,  with two notab le  
except ions :  Disrael i  in 1850 ~ and Lord  R a n d o l p h  Churchi l l  in 18902 bo th  
a d v o c a t e d  tha t  one minis ter  should  be responsible  for  the two A r m e d  
Services.  However ,  the central  defence o rgan i sa t ion  that  evolved f rom 
1904 (when the C o m m i t t e e  of Imper ia l  Defence was fo rmed  with a per-  
manen t  secretar ia t )  unti l  1940 (when Mr. Churchi l l  became Pr ime Minis-  
ter and  Min is te r  of  Defence) was based on commi t t ees  to coord ina te  ra ther  
than  one minis t ry  to con t ro l  the Services.  As Michael  H o w a r d  says, 
"du r ing  the first  hal f  of this century  the United K i n g d o m  was defended by 
i n t e r d e p a r t m e n t a l  commit tees .  "3 

The exper ience  of W o r l d  W a r  II was s tudied closely in 1945, but  the 
new defence o rgan i sa t ion  tha t  came into  existence with the c rea t ion  of a 
Min is t ry  of  Defence in 1946 did not  s ignif icant ly change the pos i t ion  of  the 
Minis te r  of  Defence.  It is true that  the Minis te r  was given general  responsi -  
bi l i ty  for  a p p o r t i o n i n g  f inancia l  resources  a m o n g  the Services. But, as the 
1946 Whi te  Pape r  makes  clear,  the Chiefs of  S taf f  had direct  access to the 
Defence C o m m i t t e e  of  the cabine t  on all ques t ions  of s t ra tegy and plans,  
and  it was express ly  s ta ted that  the Min is te r  of  Defence would not  act as 
their  mou thp iece  before  the commit tee .  The  Whi te  Paper  fur ther  makes  
the po in t  tha t  it was for  the Minis te r  of  Defence to br ing his p roposa l s  on 
the a l loca t ion  of  resources  before  the commit tee .  The s i tua t ion  was there-  
fore tha t  the minis ters  in charge  of  the Service depa r tmen t s  and  the Chiefs 
of  S taf f  had direct  access to the Defence Commi t t ee ,  the same body  to 
which the Minis te r  of  Defence was invited to submi t  p roposa l s  for  shar ing 
ava i lab le  f inancia l  resources  a m o n g  the Services.  This was clear ly 
evo lu t ion  and not  revolut ion .  Bri tain was still to be defended  by 
i n t e r d e p a r t m e n t a l  commi t tees .  

13 
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As Laurence  Mar t in  wrote,  " to  set a crude f inancial  ceiling and leave 
the select ion of  s t ra tegy and design of forces wholly to barga in ing  a m o n g  
the Services is f requent ly  regarded as an invi ta t ion  to aimlessness.  TM Pro-  
fessor  Mar t in  descr ibes  well the s i tua t ion  in the early fifties in the United 
K ingdom,  and Defence by Bargaining will be used to denote  it. The 
essential  feat t lre of  this me thod  of  resource  a l loca t ion  is the abi l i ty  of the 
Service d e p a r t m e n t s  to decide  on the spending  prior i t ies  for their  shares of 
the defence budget  wi thout  any  over r id ing  direct ion f rom the central  
defence organisa t ion ,  save on such majo r  public  issues as the ending of 
c o m p u l s o r y  mil i tary  service or  the crea t ion  of  a nuclear  deterrent .  Defence 
pol icy then becomes  a c o m p r o m i s e  between the compe t ing  de ma nds  of  the 
three Services.  

The per iod  between 1946 and 1957 saw only one signif icant  change  in 
defence o r g a n i s a t i o n - - a  change that  was perhaps  less impor t an t  than  it 
sounded .  In Oc tobe r  1955, the post  of  Chief  S ta f fOf f ice r  to the Minis ter  of 
Defence was conver ted  into that  of  C h a i r m a n  of  the Chiefs of  Staff  
Commi t t ee .  But it is impor t an t  to note that  the incumbent  was only given a 
few ex t ra  mi l i tary  staff  to help him under t ake  his increased responsibi l i -  
ties. 5 It is hard  to see any ma jo r  results f rom the crea t ion  of  this appo in t -  
ment  before  the ar r iva l  of  Mr. Duncan  Sandys  as Minis ter  of  Defence in 
1957. 

T H E  S A N D Y S  E R A  

The a p p o i n t m e n t  of Mr. Sandys  in ear ly 1957 led to a cons iderab le  
ex tens ion  of the powers  of  the Minis ter  of  Defence.  As a result of  his own 
exper ience  as Minis te r  of Defence,  6 Mr. Macmi l l an  as Pr ime Minis ter  was 
de t e rmined  to ensu re  that  defence policy did not  fail because of lack of  
powers  for  the Minis te r  himself.  Therefore ,  as was announced  in the 
House  of C o m m o n s  in J a n u a r y  1957, the Minis ter  of Defence was granted  
" a u t h o r i t y  to give decis ions on all mat te rs  of  pol icy affect ing the size, 
shape,  or  o rgan i sa t ion  and d ispos i t ion  of the a rmed  forces, their  equip-  
ment  and  supply  ( inc luding defence research and deve lopment ) ,  and their  
pay and cond i t ions  of  service. ''7 He was also given add i t iona l  powers  on 
any mat te rs  of service admin i s t r a t i on  or  a p p o i n t m e n t s  that  in his view 
were of  impor tance .  This ma nda t e  was, it was apprec ia ted ,  a decisive break  
with the past. Whereas  the 1946 Whi te  Paper  had emphas i sed  cont inu i ty  
with the past ,  this br ief  a n n o u n c e m e n t  in the House  of  C o m m o n s  pro-  
duced for the first t ime a char te r  for  the Minis te r  of  Defence,  giving him 
abso lu te  con t ro l  over resource a l loca t ion .  It was to be some years yet 
before  this con t ro l  could  be effective in hands  o ther  than  those of  a 
powerfu l  minis ter  such as Mr. Sandys.  Nevertheless,  the decisive step away  
f rom Defence by Barga in ing  had been taken.  
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It was decided not to make any changes in defence organisation until 
more experience had been gained about the new situation created by the 
increased powers of the Minister. 8 Nevertheless, 1957, the year in which 
these powers were first used, was as important  for defence organisation in 
the long-run as 1958, the year in which Mr. Sandys effected the changes in 
defence organisation that he considered necessary. The 1957 White Paper 
was claimed to be the most radical change in defence policy ever effected in 
peacetime, but as Sir John Slessor has pointed out, "a great many of the 
changes were implicit in decisions which had already been taken both 
about  strategic policy and about weapon procurement. "9 Nevertheless, it 
was a big step to make the changes explicit and to curtail so many activities 
that all three of the Services considered vital both for national security and 
for their own existence in the future. Mr. Sandys spent the months between 
January and April  1957 in long al~d heated discussions with the Chiefs of 
Staff, but the decisions announced in the White Paper were not whole- 
heartedly accepted by the Chiefs of Staff and the Service ministries. '° 
A reallocation of roles and resources among the various Services had been 
made, and this had implications for defence organisation in the future. 
Many if not most of the major decisions in the 1957 White Paper(exclud-  
ing of course the decision about national service) were, in due course, to be 
reversed or amended; but the effort of securing these changes led inevitably 
to a new kind of Ministry of Defence, and one which had significant 
consequences for the 1964 reorganisation. 

The changes in organisation announced in the 1958 Defence White 
Paper added little to the impressive mandate given to the Minister of 
Defence in 1957. The Minister 's responsibilities for a unified defence policy 
were rephrased but not extended. The Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff 
Committee was retitled Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) but given no 
more powers. A Defence Board was established but not greatly used." 
Although not mentioned in the 1958 White Paper, perhaps the most 
significant aid to rational resource allocation among the services during 
this period was the introduction in the late 1950s of the annual five-year 
defence plan with detailed costings of major items of expenditure; the plan 
was to be developed in due course into a ten-year, long-term costing. Apar t  
from this management tool, those concerned with a coherent defence 
policy and a rational al location of resources would have for some years yet 
to rely more on the personalities of the Minister of Defence and the Chief 
of the Defence Staff than on the organisation set up to advise them. 

T H E  M O U N T B A T T E N  R E F O R M S  A N D  D E F E N C E  B Y  

D I S C U S S I O N  

The next events that were to shape defence organisation were the 
arrival of Lord Mountbat ten as Chief of the Defence Staff in early 1959 
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and the departure of Mr. Sandys in October of the same year. These two 
events (perhaps since the overlap was a matter of months they can be 
considered as a single event) coincided with intense pressure from all three 
Services for a change in the defence policy laid down in 1957. This period 
of the "Appeal Against Sandys ''~2 should not intrude too far into a study 
of defence organisation; but it is important because it facilitated some 
crucial changes in defence organisation, paving the way for the 1964 
reorganisation. 

The relatively modest changes in organisation proposed by Lord 
Mountbatten were, according to reports, ~3 opposed by the Service depart- 
ments. Nevertheless, the post of Director of Defence Plans at brigadier 
level was created in September 1959 to chair the meetings of the three 
Service directors of plans (as the directors of the central defence policy 
staff were then called), and following Lord Mountbatten's appointment as 
Chief of the Defence Staff, his briefing staff was enlarged to about fifteen 
officers at colonel and lieutenant colonel levels drawn from all three 
Services. The post of Director of Defence Plans lasted through the 1964 
reforms. The briefing staff have not survived in the same strength, but the 
importance of both in the period 1959-64 can hardly be overestimated. 
They were in many ways complementary to each other, and, equally 
important, they formed an essential element in the dialogue that is so vital 
in resource allocation. Those civil servants in the Ministry of Defence 
responsible for the defence budget now had Service colleagues at stafflevel 
with a loyalty to the Chief of the Defence Staff with whom resource 
allocation could be discussed. Hitherto, their military advice had come 
mainly if not exclusively from joint planning staffs who as "the conscious 
representatives of their Services ''~4 had a primary and normally overriding 
loyalty to their own Service. 

The foregoing is not to suggest that Service officers joining the CDS 
briefing staff (and later the central policy planning staffs) lost their Service 
loyalties; the loyalty to Service remained, but in their new position they 
would find it possible to recognise that sometimes their own Service would 
have to give way on an issue if logical argument and the military judgment 
of other Service colleagues required it. The position of a bureaucrat in an 
organisation will often dictate his judgments, or rather the extent to which 
he feels he can listen to and accept rational arguments. 

These changes, small in size but of crucial importance, were, as has 
been said, resisted. It is doubtful whether they would have been accepted if 
all Services had been satisfied with the status quo. It was because all three 
Services desired to change the 1957 defence policy and to reallocate the 
defence budget that the nucleus of a central policy staff of Service officers 
and civil servants was formed. A forum for discussion had been created in 
which at least some of the participants, both Service and civilian, were not 
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in a single-Service hierarchy. This process will be called Defence by 
Discussion to distinguish it from Defence by Bargaining. The essential 
ingredient in the new process was the increasingly dominant voice of the 
central defence organisation at all levels of defence planning from the 
Defence Minister downwards. If the central view prevails, then one would 
expect that a coherent defence policy would emerge, supported by a 
rational allocation of resources. 

Few concerned with the subject in the late 1950s, whether in Whitehall 
or outside, felt that defence organisation had reached a final form. But 
debate concentrated as much on ways of improving the command and 
control of the Services in current operations as on effective long-term 
planning and efficient resource allocation. There also was a genuine fear 
that if planning and resource allocation were carried out in an organisation 
free from responsibility for day-to-day control of operations, then "irre- 
sponsible" planners would commit the nation to disastrous strategies. This 
concern has been characterised as the OKW argument ~5 on the analogy, 
surely incorrect, of German experience in World War I1. Those who 
pressed the argument probably gained added support from the Services' 
opinion of Mr. Sandys whom many considered to have been a one-man 
OKW. It was against this background that in 1962 the government 
appointed Lord Ismay and Sir Ian Jacob to report on future defence 
organisation; according to many accounts they paid close attention to 
Lord Mountbatten's views on this subject. ~6 

T H E  1964 R E O R G A N I S A T I O N  A N D  T H E  H E A L E Y  E R A  

The strong desire to link planning and day-to-day management in one 
organisation is reflected in the 1963 White Paper on Defence Organisation, 
which followed and largely implemented the lsmay-Jacob Report. The 
task of the Defence Ministry was defined for the first time: "to ensure 
effective coordination . . .  of all questions of policy and administration 
which concern the fighting Services as instruments of an effective strat- 
egy." The White Paper went on to point to the separation of policy staffin 
the Ministry of Defence from management staff in the Service departments 
as a major defect of the pre-1964 defence organisation. ~7 

There is clearly not space here to deal adequately with the large-scale 
reshaping of defence organisation in 1964, the main outlines of which have 
been altered only once (by the addition of the Procurement Executive) 
since then. However, three points should be noted. 

• First, the supreme authority of the Secretary of State for Defence 
(the new title of the Minister of Defence) was confirmed; the Service 
departments were merged into the Ministry of Defence, and their 
politically appointed ministers were subordinated to the Secretary 
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of State who as time went on increasingly delegated across-the- 
board rather than single-Service responsibilities to them. 

• Second, the position of the Chief of the Defence Staff, the Chiefs of 
Staff, and the joint planning staffs was not changed significantly, 
although they were to be supported in due course by four integrated 
organisations: the Defence Operations Executive, the Defence Sig- 
nals Staff, the Defence Intelligence Staff, and the Defence Opera- 
tional Requirements Staff. The fact that major changes were not 
made in the central defence planning organisation, which was 
becoming increasingly involved in resource allocation problems, 
says much for the 1957-59 reforms in this area. 

• Third, the authority of the Permanent Secretary, the senior civil 
servant in the ministry was extended to cover all civil servants in the 
new combined ministry and parallel arrangements were made 
whereby the Chief Scientist could call on all scientific staff in the 
ministry for advice and information. 

Thus all three parties to the resource allocation discussion--the mil- 
itary planners concerned with requirements, the civil servants concerned 
with the provision of resources, and the scientific staff, who if not them- 
selves impartial (being human!) had access to the impartial techniques of 
mathematics and science--were relieved of at least some of the ties 
imposed by loyalty to a single-Service organisation. If Defence by Bargain- 
ing describes the pre-Sandys era, the 1964 reorganisation strengthened the 
tendency toward Defence by Discussion: there was now a strong central 
staff to devise guidelines for policy and to attempt by argument and 
discussion to arrange a rational allocation of defence resources. 

Although Mr. Healey played no part in the 1964 reorganisation, 
largely complete before he came to office, his part in putting to use this new 
organisation and some of the new management techniques being devel- 
oped in the United States is well known.'8 Defence by Discussion took on 
a fresh dimension when output budgeting (in the form of the functional 
costings) was introduced, and Mr. Healey was able to claim for the 1966 
Defence Review that "for the first time in British history--machinery did 
not exist for this earlier--the cabinet was told what it would cost to adopt 
certain policies. '' '9 In addition, the Defence Operations Analysis Estab- 
lishment (DOAE) was set up to undertake more extensive studies and to 
obtain an across-the-board view. Finally, in 1968 the joint planning staff 
took on a new role. They were given responsibility for preparing papers for 
the Chiefs of Staff on all issues of defence policy and relieved of responsi- 
bility for operational and contingency planning. Their new name, the 
defence policy staff, emphasised the change and also the requirement that 
members of it should not think of themselves solely as representatives of 
their own service. 
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But all was not plain sailing. Despite the changes just noted, 1965 and 
1966 saw a furious controversy between the Navy and the Air Force 
Depar tment  over the need for a new aircraft carrier on which depended the 
future of organic fixed-wing air power with the Fleet. The Navy lost the 
argument  and Mr. Christopher Mayhew, the minister of state responsible 
for the Navy, felt it necessary to resign in early 1966. In 1967, a further 
reorganisation took place at the top. The ministers of state in charge of the 
three Service departments were replaced by the more junior rank, parlia- 
mentary under-secretary of state. Two new ministers of state were created 
with functional, across-the-board, responsibilities; one to be in charge of 
administration and one for equipment. Each had one permanent  secretary 
to assist him, and at the same time each of the Services lost their permanent 
secretaries who were replaced by deputy secretaries. As a result of these 
changes, functionalisation at the top was nearly complete. Figure 3.1 
illustrates the complex chain of authority at the end of the 1960s. A 
subsequent decision was made to reorganise the top civil-service structure 
so that there was, outside the Procurement Executive (to be considered 
later), one permanent  secretary and one second permanent secretary 
(administration). This decision did not impair the principle that, with the 
exception of the three parl iamentary under-secretary posts, all political 
and top civil service posts had functional, across-the-board, rather than 
single-service responsibilities. 

T H E  1970s  A N D  A F T E R  

The final step toward functionalisation at the top was taken in 1981, 
when after another  hard-fought defence review in which significant reduc- 
tions in the future surface fleet were enforced, the Parl iamentary Under 
Secretary for the Navy, Mr. Keith Speed, spoke against the cuts and had to 
resign. The three single-Service parl iamentary under-secretary posts were 
replaced by two posts at the same level reporting respectively to the 
Minister of State for Defence (Armed Forces) and the Minister of State for 
Defence (Defence Procurement).  

Some months later, as if to prove the adage that "tough defence 
reviews breed tough defence reorganisations," it became known that the 
position of the Chief of the Defence Staff had been further enhanced. He 
was identified as the government 's  principal military adviser able to offer 
independent advice, which might well differ from that which he would 
have to offer as Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff. These changes were 
reported to the House of Commons  Defence Committee in early 1982. 2o 
More details were revealed when the holder of a new post, Deputy Chief of 
the Defence Staff, briefed the press on 16 September 1982. His subsequent 
lecture to the Royal United Services Institute for Defence Studies on 12 
October 1983 in London gave a complete description of the new organisa- 
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tion. 2~ He explained that he was to take charge of the central defence staff, 
formerly the defence policy staff, the successors to the joint planning 
staff. 22 This staff would in the future be divided into two groups, one 
advising on commitments (broadly speaking the likely theatres of opera- 
tions in any future war) and the other on programmes; the later group 
would advise on exactly those items President Truman mentioned in the 
1945 message to Congress quoted at the head of chapter I, that is, strategy, 
(weapons) programmes, and (the defence) budget. 

The overwhelming importance of decisions in resource allocation had 
never been recognised so decisively in previous reorganisations. In the 
future, these staffs would be responsible for providing independent advice 
to the Chief of the Defence Staff rather than forming part of a bargaining 
process in which each Service sought to protect its own interests. Figure 3.2 
showing the whole higher defence organisation in 1982 uses a grid pattern 
to illustrate the dual interlocking responsibilities of most senior staff. 
Outside observers were no doubt surprised to learn that some eighteen 
years after the 1964 reorganisation, changes were still necessary to prevent 
the Services from reverting to Defence by Bargaining. More difficulties 
come to light when the evolution of the Procurement Executive is considered. 

In 1971, after a report by Mr. Derek Rayner (as he then was), the 
government decided to set up a self-contained organlsation, responsible to 
the Secretary of State for Defence, for procuring weapons and equipment, 
and most stores, for all three Services. This action brought to an end a 
policy started in 1939, under which procurement decisions for either the 
Army or Air Force, or both, were taken by another government depart- 
ment outside the defence area. In the future the head of the Procurement 
Executive would be a civil servant, not a politician, and he would have 
three systems controllers for sea, land, and air weapons systems, and a 
fourth responsible for guided weapons and electronics across-the-board. 
Each controller would be an accounting officer directly responsible to 
Parliament (like the permanent secretaries in the major government 
departments) for the expenditure on his vote. The new organisation was 
designed to be independent and free from single-Service blinkers. 

However, what Richard Hastie Smith calls a process of"constructive 
erosion" took place. 23 Numerous changes have been effected since 1971, 
but as important as any for defence policymaking was the abolition of the 
controllerate for guided missiles and electronics. Thereafter, as Hastie 
Smith says, "the identification of the systems controllers with their Service 
boards [the committees corporately responsible for each Service depart- 
ment] became virtually complete"; but he goes on to point out that the drift 
of power back to the Service departments, which was apparent in the 
evolution of the Procurement Executive, owed much to circumstances 
outside the Ministry of Defence, notably the introduction in 1969 of the 
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annual Public Expenditure White Papers. To appreciate Hastie Smith's 
point, a fuller description is needed of current procedures for allocating 
defence resources between competing claims. 

D E F E N C E  P O L I C Y M A K I N G  T O D A Y  

The heart of the process is long-term costing, which the ministry 
prepares annually to set out in vote or input format the cost of its plans for 
ten years ahead. The start of these costing procedures in the 1950s has 
already been noted, but it was only during the 1960s that they were fully 
developed and used for more sophisticated exercises in resource alloca- 
tion. Finally, in 1969 the first Public Expenditure White Paper was pub- 
lished, giving all major government departments long-term financial 
targets on which to base their future policies. 

The defence costings are prepared annually on the basis of policy 
assumptions agreed centrally in the Ministry of Defence. 24 The target for 
defence expenditure is derived from the previous year's Public Expendi- 
ture Survey, which sets ceilings on government expenditure in all its main 
areas of activity, including defence, for the next three years or so. Within 
this framework, the defence long-term costings are worked out by the 
Service departments and the Procurement Executive at the start of the year 
so that by the summer the costings can be fitted into the current year's 
Public Expenditure Survey which will advance the targets by one more 
year. By the autumn, with the costings approved by the government, 
defence estimates are prepared for the coming financial year which starts in 
April, and assumptions for the next year's costings are prepared at the 
same time so that the whole process can start again. The connection of the 
long-term costings to the Public Expenditure Survey, which should com- 
mit the government to a particular level of expenditure for some years 
ahead, provides a sound framework for planning with a reasonable assur- 
ance that sufficient funds will be available in the first three to five years 
and with some flexibility in allocations in the second five years of the 
costing period. The introduction of cash limits procedures for the financial 
year 1976-77 was intended to be an addition to rather than a fundamental 
change in these procedures. Chapters 9 and 13 consider further the extent 
to which high inflation and cash limits have distorted financial planning. 

Even if the process of allocating funds to defence and other govern- 
ment activities seems broadly satisfactory, serious doubts still exist about 
the effectiveness of the machinery for allocating funds among various 
activities within the defence field. From the inception of the costings 
procedures, defence targets for future years have, broadly speaking, been 
suballotted to individual Service departments for detailed financial plan- 
ning and control. This procedure was probably inevitable in the circum- 
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s tances  because as Hast ie  Smi th  poin ts  out ,  only the Service depa r tmen t s  
had suff icient  knowledge  of  the de ta i l ed  and  in t r ica te  in te r re la t ionsh ips  of  
thei r  weapons  p r o g r a m m e s  to cut  and mould  them into the shapes neces- 
sary  to con fo rm with the subtargets .  It is true that  the p r o g r a m m e  changes 
which they p roposed  had to be endorsed  by the Chiefs of  Staff  and 
a p p r o v e d  by the Secre ta ry  of  Sta te  and that  endorsemen t  and app rova l  
were by no means  a formal i ty .  But, he concludes,  " the task was a very large 
and complex  one and  in genera l  this was essential ly a s i tua t ion  in which 
knowledge  was power.  ''25 So wrote  a civil servant  f rom the Minis t ry  of  
Defence in 1975, and he would  no d o u b t  agree that  the increasingly 
un favo rab l e  f inancia l  c l imate  for  defence expend i tu re  since then has 
increased the power  of  the Service d e p a r t m e n t s  vis-a-vis the centre.  

When  targets  for  fu ture  expendi tu res  have to be cut, often in a hurry,  
the cuts tend to be app l i ed  to all readi ly  accessible p rog rammes .  The main  
cuts imposed  on defence expend i tu re  by successive governments  have 
n o r m a l l y  been passed on, b roa d ly  pro  rata,  to the Service depar tments ,  
which have been left to a b s o r b  them as best they can. This process  is the 
hear t  of  the mat te r  to which this s tudy will re turn  more  than  once. When  
funds are  scarce, the Secre tary  of Sta te  for Defence is a lmos t  bound  under  
present  a r rangements  to look to the Service depar tments ,  his main  manage-  
ment  units ,  to spend funds wisely and provide  p ruden t ly  for  future  com-  
mi tments .  The Service depa r tmen t s  in their  turn,  unless f i rmly and 
unequ ivoca l ly  d i rec ted  otherwise,  will tend to spare  p rog ra mme s  and 
projects  that  they see as vital to the interests  of their  Service, even if their  
views do  not  whol ly  accord  with overal l  defence policy. 

A n o t h e r  c o m m e n t a t o r ,  Dav id  Greenwood ,  categorizes  this process as 
one of  " s u b o p t i m i s a t i o n . "  If the current  me thod  of defence budget ing  is 
any i m p r o v e m e n t  upon  Defence by Bargaining,  it can only be to the extent  
that ,  to quote  G r e e n w o o d  again,  "The  b road  s t ructure  of  defence prior i t ies  
is dec ided  upon  by the centra l  pol icy staffs whose task it is to cons ider  the 
na t ion ' s  s t rategic object ives  and the role of  mi l i tary  power  in suppor t  of 
them . . . .  These  ideas may  be behind  any special studies and reviews that  
may  be m a d e ' - - b y  the Defence Opera t iona l  Analys is  Es tab l i shment  and 
s imilar  e s t a b l i s h m e n t s - - " a n d  equ ipmen t  p roposa l s  are  cons idered  in the 
l ight of  them. ''26 

R E T R O S P E C T  

It is wor th  paus ing  for  a m o m e n t  to note the somewha t  surpr is ing  
evolu t ion  in p rocedures  for  resource a l loca t ion  dec i s ionmaking  since 1946. 
Then,  resource a l loca t ion  decisions were the responsibi l i ty  of  the individual  
Service depa r tmen t s ,  and such decis ions as were to be made  in favour  of  
one Service or  the other  were made by civil ians; that  is, e i ther  by ministers  
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or by civil servants in the Treasury or Service departments or both. This 
process reached its limit in the 1957 White Paper where one civilian, Mr. 
Sandys, shaped the policy and made the decisions. Admittedly these deci- 
sions were made after discussion with the Chiefs of Staff, but the final 
outcome caused serious misgivings in at least one of them. The situation is 
different now. The machinery for putting together the long-term defence 
budget and allocating resources within the defence field is large and 
complex. The central civilian staffs concerned with programmes and 
budget play a crucial role, but the Service departments, the defence policy 
staffs, the scientific staffs, and ultimately the Chief of the Defence Staff all 
play essential parts in recommending the final allocation to ministers. 

The foregoing is not to argue that a Secretary of State cannot still play 
a decisive role in defence policymaking, particularly if he decides to set 
firm guidelines and adjust financial targets accordingly before a special 
defence review (or the annual long-term costing) begins. 27 The difference 
between the Sandys era and the present is the extent to which the Secretary 
of State has military and civilian staffs at the centre with the authority and 
experience to assist him in formulating his directives and ensuring com- 
pliance with them. 

The evolution of a central organisation for defence in the United 
Kingdom has passed through three stages that, if not seen as distinct at the 
time, are identifiable as being so in retrospect. First came Defence by 
Bargaining from 1904 to 1957, when coordination not control of the 
Services was the paramount aim. The creation of a Ministry of Defence in 
1946 can be seen in retrospect to be the culmination of that phase. Possibly 
Mr. Attlee's experience of the wartime machinery of government was an 
important element in the decision to create a super-secretariat rather than 
a super-ministry. 2s Insofar as resource allocation decisions were con- 
cerned, that was the era of Defence by Bargaining between the Services. 
The second and shortest phase began in 1957, when a supposedly final 
defence policy with a radical reallocation of roles between the Services was 
laid down by the minister in charge of defence, Mr. Sandys. 

Finally, the departure of Mr. Sandys in 1959 saw the start of a 
still-continuing process that might be called Defence by Discussion: 
through successive reorganisations, increasing emphasis has been placed 
on discussion and analysis by the Defence Policy Staff in conjunction with 
the civilian staffs of the Permanent Under-Secretary and the Chief Scien- 
tific Adviser to achieve a rational allocation of the resources allotted to 
defence. 

However, Defence by Bargaining and Defence by Discussion are not 
black and white, clearly definable, and easily distinguishable from each 
other. Organisations are composed of complex interacting systems that 
change over time. The best one can do is identify at any one time a tendency 
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t o w a r d  one style of defence ma na ge me n t  or the other.  This  style may 
change when new people  (such as a new Defence Secre tary)  or  new 
techniques  or s t ructures  are in t roduced .  It would appear ,  however,  that  the 
United K i n g d o m  has gone a long way toward  devis ing an o rgan i sa t ion  
capab le  of mak ing  an object ive assessment  of defence prior i t ies  and al lo-  
ca t ing the ava i lab le  defence budge t  in the light of this assessment.  If this 
o rgan i sa t i on  is not  sufficient to achieve a coher~-nt defence policy, then 
some a l te rna t ive  methods ,  discussed in chapte rs  [2 and 13 may have to be 
cons idered  to achieve the dcsired result.  



Chapter Four 
Central Defence Organisation 

in the United States 

B A C K G R O U N D  

The history of the central organisation for defence in the United 
States is shorter than that of its counterpart  in the United Kingdom, but 
can ir~ a sense be said to derive from the same root and have had at the start 
the same philosophy of Defence by Bargaining. The divergence of the two 
systems in the forty years or so since World War If is therefore all the more 
remarkable.  

ORIGINS 
Before World War II a joint  Army and Navy Board handled inter- 

Service matters, but it was not until 1942, when it was decided to establish a 
supreme Anglo-American military body for the strategic direction of the 
war, that the Joint Chiefs of Staf f (JCS)  were created. Until the end of the 
war, they sat as colleagues of and counterparts to the existing British 
Chiefs of Staff Committee,  and both from all accounts functioned in a 
similar fashion. The position of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was not formal- 
ised, however, until 1947 when the National Security Act also set up the 
Department  of the Air Force, created the post of the Secretary of Defense, 
and authorised the appointment  of a small military and civilian staff to 
serve the Secretary. 

Between 1944 and 1947, there was much discussion of the form the 
new central defence organisation should take and, in contrast to the United 
Kingdom at that time, there was strong pressure, notably from the Army 
and the Air Corps,~ for one chief of staff reporting directly to the President 
and for one secretary for the armed forces. This proposal  was resisted by 
Mr. Forrestal ,  the Secretary of the Navy, who pressed for three separate 
Service departments  with a Secretary of Defense over all. 

25 
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T H E  1 9 4 7  A N D  1 9 4 9  R E O R G A N I S A T I O N S  

After two years of intense debate in the Senate Committee on Military 
Affairs and elsewhere both in Congress and in the executive, the final 
decision was embodied in the National Security Act of 1947. Congress, 
mindful of the separation of powers embodied in the Constitution, was 
clearly unwilling to grant too much power to the executive by creating a 
single department for defence affairs. Nevertheless, the financial savings 
that could stem from unification were obviously attractive. The solution, 
therefore, was not one department but four, a Secretary of Defense and 
three Service departments, the former exercising "general direction, 
authority, and control" over the latter; but Congress retained the right to 
question each Service separately about its proposals for expenditure. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff were formally recognised and the National Security 
Council (NSC) was set up to advise the President on the integration of 
domestic, foreign, and military policies relating to national security. 

This solution was clearly a compromise. The Secretary of Defense 
presided over "a weak confederation of military units,'~ rather than the 
single unified department originally proposed by the Army, and yet it was 
a significant step toward that objective. The National Security Council and 
the Central Intelligence Agency had been brought into being, and the 
Secretary was given staff to help him in coordinating the activities of the 
Services to eliminate waste and duplication in logistic support and to 
supervise the budget. Figure 4.1 illustrates the position but, as charts must, 
it fails to show the extent to which the Service departments had freedom to 
act as they thought best. 

In comparison with the British Ministry of Defence, however, which 
was during this period a ministry almost entirely devoted to coordination, 
the US Department of Defense had some powers at least to control the 
Services. Perhaps one of the reasons for the difference between the two 
systems lies in the different circumstances surrounding their births. In the 
United States there was a vigorous public debate in which extreme solu- 
tions were discussed, after which a compromise was adopted. In the United 
Kingdom there was far less debate outside the corridors of power. 

The defects in the new organisation showed up, not surprisingly, when 
problems of resource allocation began to appear. Mr. Forrestal, former 
Secretary of the Navy and the first Secretary of Defense, wished to act as a 
coordinator. His "constant impulse was to understand and adjust rather 
than to rush to conclusions and issue orders, ''3 but he faced great difficul- 
ties in 1948 and 1949 when the defence budgets were being prepared. He 
received little help from the Joint Chiefs of Staff either in preparing these 
budgets on a realistic basis or in allocating the cuts enforced by President 
Truman on the "necessary minimum" budgets proposed by the Services. 
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After the 1948 communist coup in Czechoslovakia, President Truman 
called for a supplementary defence budget. The Joint Chiefs of Staff 
suggested a supplement of $9 billion; Mr. Forrestal reduced this arbitrarily 
to $3.48 billion before submitting it to the White House. President Truman 
finally accepted a maximum of $3.17 billion. The same balance-the-budget 
philosophy dominated the formulation of the 1950 budget. Its ceiling was 
fixed by President Truman at $14.4 billion, "apparently without consult- 
ing the JCS or NSC,  TM and Mr. Forrestal made the initial allocation among 
the Services himself because, despite his best efforts to enlist JCS aid in 
making this decision, they remained adamant that $16.9 billion was the 
minimum. 

This experience, among others, led Mr. Forrestal to consider major 
changes in the 1947 legislation as early as the summer of 1948. He told the 
Senate Armed Services Committee just before his death in 1949 that"after 
having viewed the problem at close range for the past 18 months, I must 
admit to you quite frankly that my position on the question has changed. I 
am now convinced that there are adequate checks and balances inherent in 
our governmental structure to prevent misuse ofthe broad authority which 
I feel must be vested in the Secretary of Defense. ''5 This public change of 
position by a leading opponent of greater unification clearly paved the way 
for increased powers for the Secretary of Defense, and the 1949 amend- 
ments to the National Security Act represented a major step in the direc- 
tion of unification. 6 The Service departments were merged into the 
Department of Defense, which became an executive department. The 
Secretary of Defense was given full control over the Service departments, 
but Congress laid down that the Services were still to be separately 
administered. The Secretary of Defense was given a deputy to assist him, 
and the key officials in what would soon be called the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense (OSD) were upgraded and their staffs increased. 
Finally, the position of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was created. 
Despite these changes in organisation, the Services retained sufficient 
independence to practise Defence by Bargaining unless a strong Secretary 
of Defense backed by his President was determined to intervene. Figure 4.2 
illustrates the new position. 

T H E  R O L E  O F  T H E  S E C R E T A R Y  O F  D E F E N S E  

It would be convenient, but misleading, to see changes in the organisa- 
tion of the Department of Defense between 1949 and 1961 as entailing a 
steady increase in the power of the Secretary of Defense and a gradual 
unification of the department. In fact, the style ofdefence policymaking in 
the period (and indeed subsequently) was dictated to a large extent by the 
wishes of the President and his Secretary of Defense; the actual changes in 
the organisation of the department had much less influence than for 
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instance in the United Kingdom where a permanent bureaucracy has more 
control over how business is done. 

A Secretary of Defense might, like Mr. Forrestal, see himself as 
having authority and responsibilities similar to those of a British cabinet 
minister. In this role he would be responsible for initiating policy and 
would suggest and secure presidential approval for a total for the defence 
budget which he would then share out between the Services, if possible 
with their consent, and, if not, by imposing a solution with the President's 
backing. There were clear limitations to the comparison with British 
cabinet ministers, as President Truman pointed out, 7 but nonetheless this 
concept of the role of the Secretary of Defense as one of policymaking was 
a valid and workable one which others beside Mr. Forrestal followed. 

At the other extreme would be a Secretary of Defense like Mr. 
Wilson who concentrated more on managing the Department of Defense 
and resolving administrative problems within it. It would be fair to argue 
that he left policymaking, including the major decisions on strategy and 
resource allocation among the Services, to President Eisenhower. As a 
result, the President, the Secretary of State, and the White House advisers 
became the focal point of policy, and the Secretary of Defense became 
the agent in executing it. Mr. Nelson RocKefeller, who advised President 
Eisenhower about defence organisation on numerous occasions between 
1953 and 1958, supported this view of the role of the Secretary of DefenseY 

James Roherty, who first pointed out these two alternative roles fora  
Secretary of Defense, has argued that each Secretary of Defense before 
Mr. McNamara can be categorised as either a generalist like Mr. Forrestal 
or a functionalist like Mr. Wilson) For the purposes of this study, one 
need not accept Professor Roherty's argument at all points; one should 
realise, however, that these changes in the style of defence policymaking, 
however frequently or infrequently they occurred, did nothing to diminish 
the authority and independence of the Service departments. They had little 
incentive to surrender any of their powers so long as any defence policy 
involving a reallocation of defence resources that was agreed to by the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and Service departments could be overruled by a 
President, such as President Eisenhower, who would then impose his own 
policy and allocate resources to carry it out, whatever the reservations of 
one or more of the Services. Moreover, the fact that the style of defence 
policymaking to be adopted depended largely on the wishes of the Presi- 
dent and his Secretary of Defense, discouraged the permanent bureauc- 
racy from trying to reorganise itself to produce a more unified defence 
policy. Unless a strong President and Secretary of Defense made strenuous 
efforts to impose a defence solution, the three Services were likely to revert 
to Defence by Bargaining. 
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Figure 4.1 
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  O r g a n i s a t i o n  f o r  N a t i o n a l  S e c u r i t y ,  1 9 4 7  

P R E S I D E N T  O F  T H E  U N I T E D  S T A T E S  ] 

I 

I 
N A T I O N A L  S E C U R I T Y  C O U N C I L  

MISSION 

Advise the President on integration of domestic, foreign and military 
policy. 

DUTIES 

I. R~'ommend action re U.S. actual and potential military power, based on 
objectives, commitments and risks. 

2. Recommend action re matters of common interest to Federal activities 
concerned with national security. 

MEMBERSHIP 

Permanent: The President 
Secretaries of: State • Defense • Army• Navy • 
Air Force. 
Chairman, National Security Resources Board. 

(Iptionah Secretaries of ,.xecutive departments. 
Chairman, Munitions Board. 
Chairman, Research and Development Board. 

Executive Secretary: SI I)NEY w. SHUERS 

C E N T R A L  I N T E L L I G E N C E  A G E N C Y  

MISSION 

Coordinate intelligence activities of Federal 
agencies ~neerned  with national security. 

DUTIES 

1. Advise National Security Council on national 
security intelligence activities of 
Federal agencies, 

2. Re~mmend necessary coordination of such 
activities to National Security Council. 

3. Correlate, evaluate and disseminate national 
security intelligence. 

4. Render intelligence services for other Federal 
agencies. 

Director: ROSCOE H. HILLENKOEq'rER 

I 
J O I N T S  C H I E F  O F  S T A F F  

MISSION 

Principal milital T advisors to the President and 
SeeDefense. 

DUTIES 

L Strategic planning for and d i r~ t inn  of military 
forces. 

2. Joint logistic plans and ssctgnment of logistic 
reeponslbility to services thereunder. 

3. Establish necessary unified commands in strategic 
areas. 

4. For malate joint training pollcies. 
h. Formulate cc~edinating education policy for 

services. 
6. Review major military material and personnel 

requirements under strategic and logistic 
plans. 

7. Provide U.S. representation on Military Staff 
Committee of United Nations. 

MEMBERSHIP 

Chief of Staff, Army 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Chief of Staff, Air Force 
Chief of Staff to Commander-in-Chief 

I 
J O I N T  S T A F F  

DUTIES 

%s ~ r e c t e d b y t h e  d ~ n t  Chie~ of Staff. 

MEMBERSHIP 

Upto 100 officers, onethirdeach ~om Army, Navy and 
Air Force. 

S ta~  D~ector: MAJ. GEN. A. M. GRUENTHEB, USA 

I 
I 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  A R M Y  

Seeretaxy: KENNETH C. ROYALL 

I . 
Under Secretary ~ Assistant Secretary 
W.H. DRAPER GORDON GRAY ] 

GEN/A DWIGHT H. E1SENHOWER 

T H E  N A T I O N A L  M I L I T A R Y  E S T A B L I S H M E N T  

i 
S E C R E T A R Y  O F  D E F E N S E  

MISSION 

Serve as principal assistant to the President in all 
national security matters. 

DUTIES 

1. Establish general policies and programs for the 
National Military Establishment. 

2. Exercise general direction, authority and control 
over the Establishment. 

3. Eliminate unnecessary duplication or overlap in 
procurement, supply, transportatlor~ storage, 
health and research. 

4. Supe~ise  and coordinate budget matters of the 
component activites under the National 
Military Establishment. 

JAMES V. FORBESTAL 

[ CAPT' CHARLES A" BUCHANAN I U S N  Aide 

I 
W A R  C O U N C I L  

MISSION 

Advise SecDefense on broad armed forces policy 
matters. 

MEMBERSHIP 

SeeDefense, Chairman 
SecArmy, Navy, Air Force 
Chief of Staff, Army 
Chief of Naval Operations 
Chief of Staff, Air Force 

Secretary: JOHN OHLY 

  U,ALIAss,S,ANTS 
I I I 

I il .... II li 

I 
M U N I T I O N S  B O A R D  

MISSION 

Perform the following duties under SecDafense in 
support of JCS strategic and logistic plans. 

DUTIES 

1. Coordinate Nat. Mil. Eatah, activities in industrial 
matters, their pr~urement,  production 
and distribution plans. 

2. Plan for mRitarYaSpeetaofindudirialmobllizatinn. 
3. Re~mmend in te~se~ ice  procurement respon- 

sibility assignment; plan for specification 
standardization and for single purchase 
authority allocation. 

4. Evbluate Iogt0tic feasibility of strategic pinns. 
5. Determine priorities within military procurement 

programs. 
6. Supervise alsigmed subordinate agencies. 
7. Recommend most efficient inter-service logistic 

organization. 
8. Correlate mad develop policies for military versus 

civilian requirements, particularly on 
itrategic ~ d  critical material through 
liaison with other Federal activities. 

B. Reconcile JCS ingl0tie requirements with those of 
supply agencies, ~ommend ing  action to 
SeeDefense. 

MEMBERSHIP 

Under or Asst. Secretary of Army, Navy, Air Force 

Chairman: THOMAS J. HARGRAVE 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  N A V Y  

Secretary: JOHN L. SULLIVAN 

I Under Secretary ~ , s u i . t ~ t  Secretm'y for Air i 
W. JOHN KENNEY OHN NICHOLAS BROWN 

I . . . . .  ChDI~I~fANLa C~ EOsP~ EIR iwn" sN I M I T Z I 

I 
R E S E A R C H  A N D  D E V E L O P M E N T  B O A R D  

MISSION 

Advise SecDefense on status of scientific research in re 
national s~ur i ty  and assure adequate provision for 
research and development on erientiBc problems in re 
national security. 

DUTIES 

1. Prepare integrated military research and 
development p r o g r ~ .  

2. Advise on scientific research trends re national 
security, and steps to assure constant progress, 

3. Re~mmend research and development coordination 
among the services, and allocate responsibility 
for specific joint p~grama, 

4. Formulate Nat. MiL Estab. policy on research and 
development matters outside the Establishment. 

5. Examine interaction of research and development 
and strategy, and advise JCS thereon. 

MEMBERSHIP 

"lNvo representatives each from Army, Navy, Air 
Force, designated by the Secretaries of these 
agencies. 

Chairman: VANNEVAR BUSH 

1 
D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  A I R  F O R C E  ] 

I Secretary: W. STUART SYMINGTON 

l Under Secretar~ ~ Aosidiant Secretary ] 
ARTHUR S. BARROWS C . V .  WHITNEY 

EUGENE M. ZUCKERT GEN. CARL SPAATZ 

I 
N A T I O N A L  S E C U R I T Y  R E S O U R C E S  B O A R D  

MISSION 

Advise the President re coordination of military, industrial and civilian 
mobilization. 

IIUTIES 
Develop policies and programs far :  

I. Manpower mobilization. 
2. Effective war-time use of resources, balancing military and civilian 

requirements. 
3. Unified war-tlme Federal effort in production, procurement, distri- 

bution, of military and civilian supplies, materials and products. 
4, Determining status of potentlal war-time supply versus needs for 

manpower, resources and productive facilities. 
5. Strategic and critical material r e s e r v e s  and their conservation. 
fi. Strategic relocation of key ind,*strial, service, government, and 

economic activities. 

MEMBERSHIP 

Heads of such Federal activities as the President directs. 

Chairalan: ARTHUR M. ltILL 

I 
B 

CAPT. ROBERT W. BERRY [ 

i USN 

COL. JOHN L. CHAMBERLAIN 
USA 

CAPT. JOHN LONG 
USNR 

COL. JOSEPH C. REDDOCH [ 

J USAF 



Figure 4.2 
U n i t e d  S t a t e s  O r g a n i s a t i o n  for  N a t i o n a l  Secur i ty ,  1949  

P R E S I D E N T  O F  T H E  U N I T E D  S T A T E S  

N A T I O N A L  S E C U R I T Y  C O U N C I L  

MISSION 

Advise the President on integration of  domestic, 
foreign and military policy. 

DUTIES 

I. Recomnlend action re U.S. actual and 
potential military power, based on 
objectives, commitments  and risks. 

2. Recommend action re mat ters  of common 
interest  to Federal activities concerned 
with national security. 

MEMBERSHIP 

Permanent :  The President 
The Vice President 
Secretaries of  State and Defense 
Chairman, National Security Resources 
Board 

Optional: Secretaries and Under Secretaries 
of o ther  executive depar tments  and the  
military departments.  
Chairman, Munitions Board 
Chairman, Research and Development 
Board 

I 
C E N T R A L  I N T E L L I G E N C E  A G E N C Y  

MISSION 

Coordinate intelligence activities of Federal 
agencies concerned with national security. 

DUTIES 

1. Advise National Secur i tyCnunci lon  
national  security intelligence activities 
of  Federal departments  and agencies. 

2. Recommend necessary coordination of  such 
activities to National Security Council. 

3. Correlate, evaluate and disseminate national  
security intelligence. 

4. Render intelligence services for other  
Federal departments and agencies, 

J O I N T  C H I E F S  O F  S T A F F  

I 
A S S I S T A N T  S E C R E T A R Y  ] 

( C O M P T R O L L E R )  

I 
J O I N T  S T A F F  

IIUTIES 

As directed by the Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff. 

MEM 6ERSItl  P 

Not to exceed a total of 210 officers from Army, 
Navy and Air Force;approximately equal numbers  
from each. 

MISSION 

Principal military advisors to the President, the 
National Security Council and the Secretary of 
Defense. 

DUTIES 

1. Strategic planning for and d i r ~ i o n  of  military 
forces. 

2. Jo in t  logistic plans and assignment  of logistic 
responsibility to services thereunder.  

3. Establish unified commands in strategic areas. 
4. For malate joint  t ra ining policies. 
5. Formulate coordinating military education policies 

for services. 
6. Review major military materiel ~ d  personnel 

requirements under strategic and logistic plans. 
7. Provide U.S. representation on Military Staff  

C o m m R t ~  o f  United Nations. 

MEMBERSHIP 

Chairman,  Jo in t  Chiefs of Staff  
Chief of  Staff, Army 
Chief of  Naval Operations 
Chief of  Staff, Air Force 

I 
I 

I DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE I 

SECRETARY 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  D E F E N S E  

I 
S E C R E T A R Y  O F  D E F E N S E  

MISSION 

Serve as principal assis tant  to the President  in all 
mat ters  relating to the Department  of  Defense. 

DUTIES 

Exercise direction, authori ty  and control over the 
Department  of Defense. 

D E P U T Y  S E C R E T A R Y  O F  D E F E N S E  

Responsible for the supervision and coordination of the 
activities of the Department  of Defense as directed by 
the Secretary of Defense. Act for, and exercise the 
power of, the Secretary of Defense during his absence 
or  disability. 

1 
UNDER SECRETARY ~ {  ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

I ASSISTANT SECRETARY CHIEF OF STAFF 

A R M E D  F O R C E S  P O L I C Y  C O U N C I L  

MISSION 

Advise the Secretary of Defense on broad armed forces 
policy matters.  

MEMBERSHIP 

Secretary of Defense, Chai rman 
Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Chairman,  Jo in t  Chiefs of  Staff  
Secretaries of Army, Navy, Air Force 
Chief of  Staff, Army 
Chief of  Naval Operations 
Chief of  Staff, Air Force 

I I 

I 
M U N I T I O N S  B O A R D  

MISSION 

Perform the following duties under  the Secretary of 
Defense in support of JCS strategic and logistic plans. 

DUTIES 
1. Coordinate Department of  Defense activities in 

industria~ matters,  their  procurement,  production 
and distribution plans, 

2. Plan formi lRaryaspectsof indust r ia lmobi l lza t ion .  
3. Assign inter-servlee procurement responsibility; 

plan for specification standardization and for 
single purchase authori ty allocation. 

4. Prepare potential production and personnel 
est imates for evaluating logistic f¢~asibility 
of strategic operations. 

5. Determine priorities within military procurement 
programs. 

6. Supervise assigned subordinate agencies. 
7. Establish most efficient inter-service logistic organ- 

ization. 
8. Correlate and develop policies for military vs 

civilian requirements, particularly on strategic 
and critical materials th rough  liaison with 
other  Federal activities. 

O. R~onci le  JCS logistic requirements with those of  
supply agencies, recommending action to the 
Secretary of Defense. 

MEMBERSHIP 

Chairman of  the Board 
Under  or Assistant Secretaries of: Army, Navy, Air 
Force. 

D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  A R M Y  I 
I SECRETARY 

/ 

I NOERSEC .....  HAS ISTAN SECR ....  I 
IAS rS ANTS C ..... CHIEFOFS  F I 

I 
R E S E A R C H  & D E V E L O P M E N T  B O A R D  

MISSION 

Advise Secretary of  Defense on status of  scientific 
research in re national security and assure adequate 
provision for research and development on scientific 
problems in re national security. 

DUTIES 

1. Prepare integrated military research and 
development program. 

2. Advise on scientific research t rends re national 
security, and steps to assure constant  progress. 

3. C ~ r d i n a t e  research and development among  the 
services, and allocate responsibility for specific 
joint  programs. 

4. Formulate l Iepartment of l)efensepolicy on research 
and development mat ters  outside the Department.  

5. Examine interaction of research and development 
and strategy, and advise JCS t h e r ~ n .  

MEMBERSHIP 

Chairman of  the Board 
Two representatives each from Army, Navy, Air Force, 
designated by the S~re tar ies  of these departments.  

I 
D E P A R T M E N T  O F  T H E  N A V Y  I 

SECRETARY 

. I . 

i UNDER SECRETARY ~ - ~  ASSISTANT SECRETARY I 
' I "  

I H ..... I 

1 
N A T I O N A L  S E C U R I T Y  

R E S O U R C E S  B O A R D  

MISSION 

Advise the President  re coordination of military, 
industrial and civilian mobliizatlon. 

DUTIES 

Develop policies and programs for: 

1. Manpower mobilization. 
2. Effective wart ime u s e o f  resources, balancing 

military and civilian requirements. 
3. Unified wart ime Federal effort in production, 

procurement,  distribution, t ransportal ion 
of  military and civilian supplies, materials 
and products. 

4. Determining status of  potential wart ime supply vs 
needs for manpower,  resources and production 
facilities. 

5. Strategic and critical material reserves and their  
conservation. 

6. Strategic relocation of key industrial, service. 
government  and economic activities. 

MEM BERSHIP 

Heads of  such Federal departments and agencies as the 
President directs. 
Presently: 
Secretaries of  State, Treasury, Defense, Interior,  
Agriculture, Commerce and Labor. 
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T H E  1953 A N D  1958 R E O R G A N I S A T I O N S  

The 1953 reorganisation gave more powers both to the Secretary of 
Defense and to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. But these powers 
were not sufficient, and in 1958, "faced by continuing interservice rivalry 
and competition about the development and control of strategic weap- 
ons, "~0 Congress agreed to further changes in the defence organisation. 
The authority of the Secretary of Defense over the Service departments 
was again confirmed, and the authority of the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff was increased. Other important changes in the operational 
command structure were also made, as a result of which the chain of 
operational command ran from the President through the Secretary of 
Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff direct to the unified and specified 
commands of the armed forces. 

Considerable as these changes were, they did not produce clear guid- 
ance for the formulation of defence policy. General Taylor told the 
Senate Subcommittee on National Policy Machinery in 1960, "the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff have often been at odds over what is expected of the armed 
forces and have been unable to agree on the size and composition of forces 
needed to provide the military component of national strategy."~ Conse- 
quently, the budget ceilings, "often set with little knowledge of their 
strategic implications," controlled the growth, direction, and evolution of 
the armed forces and gave "economic and budgetary factors an overriding 
say in determining military posture." It was against this background of 
continued Defence by Bargaining that Mr. McNamara became Secretary 
of Defense in 1961. 

T H E  M c N A M A R A  E R A  

Mr. McNamara was determined from the start to avoid a passive role 
as Secretary of Defense that would involve merely judging on 
recommendations put to him; instead, he wished to exercise active leader- 
ship: probing, suggesting alternatives, and proposing objectives for 
defence policy. He decided that new management methods, which had 
been developed mainly on a theoretical basis, would be more useful in 
achieving his aim than a further reorganisation of the Department of 
Defense.12 Consequently, the study of US defence organisation between 
1961 and 1968 must pay more attention to management techniques than to 
bureaucratic structures. 

The Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS), or 
output budgeting, is rightly the best known of the McNamara reforms. It is 
in a sense the most basic and probably the most generally acceptable of 
them. Since 1956, the Joint Chiefs of Staffhad produced an annual Joint 
Strategic Objectives Plan covering the level of forces and the major pro- 
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grammes proposed for the following five years, but hitherto this plan had 
consisted of a series of single-Service plans that were not coordinated or 
compressed within an attainable overall budget. Mr. Hitch, who became 
Comptroller in 1961, subsequently commented on this gap between plan- 
ning and budgeting. He suggested that before the introduction of the PPB 
system, the main method used by civilians (including Defense Secretaries 
in this term) to bridge this gap "was to divide a total defense budget ceiling 
among the three military departme.nts, leaving each department by and 
large the allocation of its ceiling among its own functions, units, and 
activities" because "they lacked the management techniques needed to do 
it any other way. ''~3 It is hard to accept that things were quite as bad as he 
suggests: the imposition of the New Look doctrine and the outcome of the 
Thor/Jupi ter  controversy over strategic missiles show that the Services did 
not have complete freedom to spend their allocation as they wished. But 
Mr. Hitch is right to suggest the absence of close coordination between 
planning and budgeting. The PPB system was designed to remedy this 
defect. 

After his appointment as Comptroller in 1961, Mr. Hitch introduced 
the new procedure which amounted in effect to a continuing pattern of 
work affecting all stages of the planning and resource allocation process. It 
started when the Joint Strategic Objectives Plan was submitted to the 
Secretary of Defense in the spring. The Secretary's review produced tenta- 
tive force guidance on which the military staff produced the five-year force 
structure and financial programme. The major areas of review would be 
covered by a Draft Presidential Memorandum prepared in the offices of 
either the Deputy for Systems Analysis or the Director for Defense 
Research and Engineering. Then followed the all important reconciliation 
of planning and budgeting based on the functions, outputs, or program 
elements of the plan. These elements were the basic building blocks of the 
whole package and were designed on the basis that "the unifying principle 
underlying each major program is a common mission or set of purposes for 
the elements involved" (see table 9. l). 14 

Clearly, output budgeting can be of great assistance in making a 
rational allocation of defence resources, but does not necessarily help the 
decisionmaker choose between two weapons systems designed to achieve 
the same end and therefore presumably to be funded from the same 
program. It is here that the second and perhaps less understood of the 
McNamara reforms comes into play. From 1961 onwards, increasing use 
was made of quantitative techniques drawn from mathematics, statistics, 
and economics to help in the choice between options. These techniques 
have a number of names of which "systems analysis" is the most 
well known. ~5 

Systems analysis attempts to calculate the effectiveness of a complete 
weapon system in operation against a rational and responsive adversary. 

. . . . . . . .  ~ . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
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One early study based on a systems approach was the Hickey Study of 
1961. This study was ultimately developed into an analytical system for 
assessing strategic nuclear force requirements comprehending US Strategic 
Retaliatory Forces, Continental Air and Missile Defence Forces, and ffivil 
Defence Forces in one inter-Service model. ~ The study started by calculat- 
ing how many of the planned weapons systems would be needed in service 
to destroy 75 percent and 90 percent of all strategic targets. This estimate 
was then combined with the objective laid down by Mr. McNamara that 
the US strategic nuclear deterrent should be able to destroy 50 percent of 
the industry and 25 percent of the population of the Soviet Union. As a 
result, subsequent studies were able to restate the problem "how much is 
enough deterrence" in such a way that all the component parts--such as 
strategic forces, ABMs, and civil defence--fell into place and the problem 
could be put into a numerically based system in which alternative hypoth- 
eses could be tested. It is hard to see how purposeful Strategic Arms 
Limitation Talks could have taken place without such studies as the 
Hickey Study and related thinking. The initiative for these studies was 
clearly Mr. McNamara's successful effort to force those concerned to think 
quantitatively. 

The merits and defects of these new techniques are not relevant at this 
stage, but the way in which they were used in the Department of Defense in 
the 1960s had a considerable effect on the conduct of defence business and 
must be considered further. As the brief description of the Hickey Study 
has shown, the initiative lay with the Secretary of Defense who frequently 
used Draft Presidential Memoranda as a means of starting debate. These 
papers were normally written in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
probably by the Systems Analysis Office. They were then circulated to the 
Service departments who were expected to challenge them if necessary and 
submit alternative proposals. Often, debate was thus initiated by the 
Secretary, but he would sometimes fail to recognise that given the prestige 
of his office and the power of the analysis used, it was debate on subjects of 
his own choosing and on his terms. He had the initiative, and through the 
year or so of preparation and discussion before the summary memoran- 
dum to the President was ready, any Service disagreeing with the policy 
outlined might well find it impossible to widen the debate or pose a radical 
reformulation of the question. 

In effect, a policy of active management allied to the new management 
methods gave rise to a situation that James Roherty has summarised as 
follows: "A policy framework is set by the Secretary; much of the data base 
is provided by the Secretary; judgments are invited by the Secretary; 
decisions are made by the Secretary. ''~7 Professor Roherty's succinct de- 
scription may not do full justice to the considerable discussion that the 
staff in the Office of the Secretary of Defense would have with their opposite 
numbers in the Service departments or to the fact that these discussions 
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did, on occasion, change the guidelines of debate. But he rightly stresses 
that this was management from the top with ideas and initiatives coming 
from there rather than from the main organisation itself(that is, from the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff or the Service departments). Defence by Bargaining 
was succeeded by a new form of management in which decisions were 
preceded by a debate in which only one person, the Secretary of Defense, 
had a vote. The ability to reformulate basic and apparently insoluble 
questions, such a vital need in the advance of scientific or philosophical 
thought, is certainly eroded in debate of this nature between unequals. 

The consequences for the US Department of Defense were important. 
Mr. McNamara very properly wished to secure a thorough debate of 
alternatives, objectives, and costs, and, to be effective, that this debate 
should be continuous with all criteria in the analysis of options being made 
explicit. This encouragement of an adversary procedure must have served 
to strengthen the feeling in each of the three Service departments that they 
must retain the maximum independence. In his foreword to the Report of 
the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel on the Department of Defense, the chair- 
man wrote in 1970: "The Panel found many things it believes should be 
corrected, but it believes, and I agree, that many of the difficulties result 
from the structure of the Department of Defense itself which almost 
inevitably leads people into 'adversary' relationships rather than toward 
cooperation in the interests of the Depar tment--and the nat ion--as a 
whole."18 

T H E  N I X O N - F O R D  E R A  

Mr. Nixon's administration took office with a commitment to change 
the previous methods of carrying out defence business, j9 and in his 1971 
Statement on Defense Posture, Mr. Laird wrote that he "inherited a 
system designed for highly centralized decisionmaking. Overcentralization 
in so large an organization leads to a kind of paralysis. Many decisions are 
not made at all or, if they are made, lack full coordination and commit- 
ment by those who must implement the decisions. ''20 Participatory man- 
agement was to be the watchword of the Laird era, and a number of 
changes in the procedures were made in order to give effect to this manage- 
ment style. 

These procedures need not be considered in detail, but the overall 
effects can be appreciated from a brief mention of one of them. In 1971, 
Mr. Laird ensured that at an early stage in the planning-budgeting cycle 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Service departments were given better 
guidance for five years ahead on which to plan. As a result, the"JCS had to 
develop force structures within stated money ceilings provided early in the 
planning and budgeting process. The Services could then plan, knowing 
how much money they could count on and could make internal decisions 
about how to allocate resources against overall priorities. ''2~ 
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In effect, therefore, the initiative in the planning process was passed 
back to the Services, and the Office of the Secretary of Defense, including 
the Office of Systems Analysis, became, after budget guidance had been 
given, a reviewing rather than an initiating organisation; it reacted to the 
initiatives of the Services rather than seeking to control which new ideas 
should be followed up and which should be ignored. The Services accepted 
the overall level of the defence budget and in return were reasonably free to 
suballocate their share as they thought fit. The Service departments very 
much appreciated this change; in consequence, Mr. Laird must have found 
it much easier to manage the drastic reductions in both force levels and 
budgets that occurred as a result of the US withdrawal from Vietnam. 
There are interesting similarities between this approach and the UK system 
of absorbing severe cuts in the defence budget in the 1970s. 

Although there were no major changes in organisation within the 
Department of Defense at the start of the Nixon administration, consider- 
able changes in governmental organisation outside the Pentagon had a 
significant effect on defence. In particular, Mr. Nixon changed the status 
and doubled the staff of the National Security Council, and created under 
it the Defense Program Review Committee with the intention that "deci- 
sions not only on the total size of the defense budget but also on major 
programs will be made outside the Pentagon in an interagency forum 
where White House influence is dominant. "22 Although major strategy was 
settled by the National Security Council, the extent to which this power 
was actually used to intervene in the resource allocation process when Mr. 
Laird was at the Pentagon, or later, is open to doubt. But it is important to 
stress that both the power to intervene and the staff to make this interven- 
tion effective were established by these reforms and could be so used in the 
future. 

Another notable initiative by the Nixon administration in this field 
was the establishment of the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel of sixteen 
nonmilitary members to advise on defence organisation. Their report 
issued in 1970 was critical and in important areas echoed the remarks by 
the chairman already quoted. The following quotation is of particular 
interest: 

The evolution of defence organization since 1947 has not substan- 
tially reduced the inherent difficulties arising from the fact that the 
division of roles and missions among the military departments is still 
based fundamentally on distinctions between land, sea, and air forces 
which have become increasingly less relevant. This results in con- 
tinued adversary relations between the military services, which 
although usually confined to the internal paper wars that constitute 
the department's decisionmaking process, severely inhibit the achieve- 
ment of economy and effectiveness required for adequate defense 
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within available resources. The continuing interservice competition 
seriously degrades the decisionmaking process through obfuscation of 
issues and alternatives and leads to attempts to circumvent decisions, 
repeated efforts to reopen issues that have already been decided, and 
slow, unenthusiastic implementation of policies to which a service 
objects. 

The report goes on to cite as examples of this parochialism "the develop- 
ment of the AX aircraft by the Air Force and the Cheyenne aircraft by the 
Army for the close air-support role, the lack of enthusiasm for airlift by the 
Air Force and the fast deployment logistics programme by the Navy, both 
intended to support the Army, and the continued failure to resolve the 
issue of the best balance between land- and carrier-based tactical air. 'u-~ 

However, the reforms that the panel suggested to counter these 
defects were not implemented. The reforms would have involved the 
relinquishment by the Joint Chiefs of Staff of any concern with current 
military operations and the establishment of a deputy secretary of defense 
to be responsible for the evaluation of weapons systems and finance. The 
deputy secretary of defense for evaluation would have been supported by 
three assistant secretaries of defense; one of these would have been the 
Comptroller (responsible for budgeting), one would have covered pro- 

gram and force analysis (the former Office of Systems Analysis) and the 
third would have been responsible for test and evaluation of weapons 
systems. Clearly, this deputy secretary would have been a most powerful 
figure in the department, and it will be necessary to consider in chapter 10 
the difficulties that can arise because of the gap between planning (by 
Systems Analysis) and budgeting (by the Comptroller), which under this 
proposal would have been eliminated. 

It would be wrong to assume that the McNamara revolution had no 
lasting effects. On the contrary, the increased staff and expertise in the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense and the continuation of the PPB system 
gave later Secretaries of Defense some capability to intervene in the 
weapons acquisition process. Nevertheless, the Services have since then 
normally retained the autonomy over resource allocation that was part of 
participatory management, and Defence by Bargaining is still a valid 
description of that process. Sometimes it seemed as if the Secretary of 
Defense had to bargain or negotiate with the Services as, for instance, 
when he would propose extra funds for a Service to develop a weapon 
which he supported; but the basic bargain was the one struck between the 
three Services. Each Service agreed not to interfere in the budget decisions 
of the othcr two provided that it was free to spend its own share as it 
thought best. 
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Mr. Laird's successor, Mr. Elliot Richardson, was only in post for a 
few months. There is good reason to believe that he would have wanted to 
make some changes either in organisation or in procedures so that defence 
decisionmaking could be made more rational. 24 Mr. Schlesinger, who 
replaced Mr. Richardson in 1973, did not make any major changes in 
defence organisation although some remarks in his 1974 report to Con- 
gress 25 show that he was well aware of the dangers of inter-Service rivalry 
over the share out of the defence budget. During his two years in office, he 
used the existing system, including the PPB system, rather than attempting 
another reorganisation. During much of his tenure, he was more con- 
cerned with opposing what he considered to be ill-advised cuts in the total 
defence budget than with intervening in the suballocations within his own 
department. He was replaced in 1975 by Mr. Rumsfeld who accepted the 
defence cuts opposed by his predecessor and supported the existing organi- 
sation, procedures, and policies. 

Despite their differences in approach and the wide range of problems 
facing them, the Secretaries of Defense in the Nixon-Ford era accepted the 
organisation and budget systems they inherited from Mr. McNamara, but 
did not use them to intervene actively in the resource allocation process. In 
consequence, the Office of Systems Analysis declined in importance, and 
the assistant secretary post in charge of it was downgraded, but the 
directorate itself still survives with a more modest role. Perhaps in retro- 
spect the most significant change in the longer term was the increased 
involvement of the National Security Council in resource allocation prob- 
lems, following the creation of the Defense Program Review Committee. 

T H E  C A R T E R  P R E S I D E N C Y  

Three significant organisational changes were made during President 
Carter's term of office. The appointment in 1978 of the Commandant  of 
the Marine Corps as a permanent member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
formalised what had long been the de facto position, because for many 
years prior to [978 the Commandant  had the right to attend JCS meetings 
when matters relevant to the Marine Corps were being discussed, a very 
wide remit. The notable feature for a foreign observer of US defence is that 
this change was made on the initiative of Congress, not the executive. Two 
new under-secretary posts were also created within the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, one for policy and one for research and engineering. 
Figure 4.3 illustrates the position after these changes. It shows that the 
head of Program Analysis and Evaluation was once more an assistant 
secretary. The post was again downgraded by the incoming Reagan 
administration, but few other structural changes were made at that time. 

Finally, the Defense Resources Board was set up in April 1979 under 
the chairmanship of the Deputy Secretary of Defense with the Secretaries 
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of the Navy, Army, and Air Force and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff among its members. The Board's task was and is to advise the 
Secretary of Defense on the allocation of resources. Its creation has not 
solved the fundamental problems noted so far in this study. 

Clearly, however, the President's most important intervention in the 
resource allocation process was the cancellation of the B1 bomber pro- 
gramme. At first it seemed that despite presidential campaign promises of 
defence cuts the Pentagon's budget would survive relatively unscathed. 
When the administration presented its first budget of $120.37 billion, only 
$2.77 billion less than planned, many must have assumed that the Presi- 
dent and Mr. Harold Brown, his Secretary of Defense, were not going to 
"rock the boat." The decision to cancel the B1, when announced in June 
1977, certainly took many by surprise and caused an uproar among the 
supporters of the aircraft in the Pentagon, in Congress, and in industry. 
This is not the place to discuss the merits or demerits of the decision (later 
reversed by President Reagan). The important point for this study is to 
note that the decision, although fully supported by the Secretary of 
Defense, was made outside the Defense Department and apart from 
congressional debate and pressure. It was in essence a presidential decision 
rather than one evolved by consent after discussion within the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff or Department of Defense. 

Soon after the B1 decision, the President directed his Secretary of 
Defense to conduct a searching organisational review of the Department 
of Defense. Mr. Brown's response to the presidential directive was to 
commission five reviews known collectively as the Defense Organization 
Study of 1977-80 (DOS 77.80) of which the most relevant for defence 
policymakers were those on Departmental Headquarters (the Ignatius 
Study), Defense Resource Management (the Rice Study), and the 
National Military Command (the Steadman Study). All five reports were 
published and elicited extensive comments from those affected. It is not 
possible to summarize neatly the thrust of so many reports that overlap in 
their concern for defence policymaking, but Archie Barrett 26 stresses that 
the findings and recommendations of these studies do in fact question the 
capability of the Department of Defense to plan. They recognise, as did the 
Blue Ribbon Defense Panel almost a decade earlier, that the dominating 
organisations in the Department of Defense are the Office of the Secretary 
of Defense and the Service departments, and that the JCS organisation 
does not play a full part as a corporate body within the department. In 
particular, the Joint Chiefs of Staff do not provide military advice on 
major issues detached from Service interests. Instead, the organisation acts 
as a forum in which each Service seeks to maximise its position through 
bargaining at each level in the process. 
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L A T E R  D E V E L O P M E N T S  

Despite these criticisms, no further major changes in defence organi- 
sation or resource allocation procedures were made either by President 
Carter 27 or by President Reagan 28 before a new and surprising turn of 
events occurred in 1982. Shortly before his retirement as Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, General David C. Jones, US Air Force, announced in 
the February 1982 edition of the Directors and Boards Magazine that he 
saw major faults in the JCS organisation, z9 The article was substantially 
reproduced in Armed  Forces Journal International where it no doubt  
reached a wider Service audience. In the article, General Jones cogently 
argued the case against the current organisation on the grounds of (a) 
diffused responsibility and authority, (b) inadequate corporate advice on 
major issues, (c) dominance of the Joint  Chiefs of Staff by individual 
Services, and (d) basic contradictions in the role of the Service chiefs as 
JCS members and as heads of Service. His recommendations,  which 
included strengthening the position of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, making him wholly responsible for the joint staffs, bore a striking 
resemblance to those implemented without publicity by the British Secre- 
tary of State for Defence a short time before. 

These forthright criticisms by an insider were extraordinary enough 
to arouse interest in Congress and the press, but perhaps as remarkable as 
anything to the outside observer was that the serving Army Chief of Staff, 
General g. C. Meyer, US Army, supported General Jones '  criticisms and 
suggested even more radical solutions. The subsequent hearings of the 
House Armed Services Investigations Subcommittee produced a wide 
measure of support  for the criticisms voiced by these two officers and a 
number  of other solutions to the problems posed. These and the possible 
need for complementary changes elsewhere in the Depar tment  of Defense 
are discussed in later chapters. For  the present, it is sufficient to note that 
the criticisms of the present organisation and of the process of defence 
resource allocation received striking endorsement from unimpeachable 
sources, very shortly after the presidential decision on the B1 bomber  
seemed to herald the continued success of Defence by Bargaining. 

R E T R O S P E C T  

Despite the major  organisational changes debated and initiated 
between 1945 and 1958 in the United States, the style and content of 
defence policymaking depend very much on the President and his Secre- 
tary of Defense. If the Secretary is so minded, and he has the backing of his 
President, major  defence policy decisions can be taken by the executive 
despite the serious reservations and doubts among the heads of the Armed 
Services concerned. But in the absence of either a President like Mr. 
Eisenhower, able to impose strategic doctrine and possibly budget cuts 
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upon a doubtful Army and Navy, or a Secrctary of Defense like Mr. 
McNamara  able, with presidential backing, to decide how the defence 
budget should be allocated, defence resource allocation will normally be 
effected by a system of Defence by Bargaining. Clearly, defence organisa- 
tion has developed along rather different lines in the United Kingdom and 
the United States. The next two chapters examine the organisation of 
government in the two countries to see whether this can provide a satisfac- 
tory reason for these different methods of managing the defence resource 
al location process. 



Chapter Five 
Structure: The Executive 

THE RULES OF THE GAME 

Participation in the decision process does not occur at random. 
There are numerous written and unwritten rules governing how an 
issue may enter the system, who can become involved, who must be 
consulted, etc. The rules of the game are devices for ordering how 
minds are brought to bear on a problem. Some rules derive from the 
constitutional and legislative delegation of power. Others are spelled 
out in executive orders and other executive documents. An unwritten 
code of ethics determines how a participant must relate to others in the 
bureaucracy. This code is constantly evolving through changes in the 
written rules, personnel, and the general environment. 1 

Thus,  M o r t o n  Ha lpe r in  sets out  a d m i r a b l y  the basis on which a c o m p a r i -  
son of  the two defence o rgan i sa t ion  will be a t t empted .  

The style of  defence po l i c yma k ing  in the two count r ies  is very differ-  
ent. In  the Uni ted  K ingdom,  Defence by Discuss ion  should ,  if it is success- 
ful, involve resource  a l loca t ion  p rob l ems  being examined  by the Services 
on neu t ra l  g round  for  at  least  par t  of  the t ime,  with the Chiefs of  S taf f  
C o m m i t t e e  p lay ing  a vi tal  pa r t  in the f inal  decision.  In  the Uni ted  States ,  
Defence by Barga in ing  is l ikely to prevai l  unless a s t rong Secre ta ry  of  
Defense,  s u p p o r t e d  by his Pres iden t ,  seeks to impose  decis ions a b o u t  
resource  a l loca t ion  on the Services.  In the Uni ted  States,  however ,  the 
b r o a d  guidel ines  of  s t ra tegy,  and,  on occas ion,  the b r o a d  a l loca t ion  of  
resources  will be laid down  under  the Pres ident ' s  general  au tho r i t y  by the 
Na t iona l  Secur i ty  Counci l  and  its staff, and  at  one remove  by the Office of 
M a n a g e m e n t  and  Budget;  that  is, by agencies  outs ide  the D e p a r t m e n t  of  
Defense.  This pa r t i c ipa t ion  in defence po l i c yma k ing  by those  outs ide  the 
defence o rgan i sa t i on  is more  marked  in the United Sta tes  than  in the 
United K i n g d o m .  

To d i scover  why the s ta tus  of  the Service d e p a r t m e n t s  and therefore  
the m e t h o d s  of  m a k i n g  decis ions  a b o u t  defence resources  differ,  one must  

39 
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s tudy the "rules  of the game,"  and this is best done  under  headings  s imilar  
to those  ment ioned  by M o r t o n  Ha lpe r in  in the preceding quota t ion .  This 
chap te r  will examine  the o rgan i sa t ion  of  the execut ive branch  of  the 
government ,  and this o rgan i sa t ion  will be related in the fo l lowing chapte r  
to the power  of  the legis lature  to affect defence policy in general  and  
resource a l loca t ion  in par t icu lar .  The next  chap te r  will cons ider  the role of  
those,  o ther  than  legislators ,  outs ide  the defence bureaucracy .  These com- 
par i sons  are  being made  not  to find whether  one system is bet ter  than  the 
other ,  but  to see, if possible,  why adversa ry  re la t ionships  between the 
Services have been more  s t rongly  marked  in the United Sta tes  than  in the 
United Kingdom.  

T H E  C H I E F  E X E C U T I V E  

Clearly,  the cons t i tu t iona l  pos i t ion  of  the chief  execut ive (whether  
one person or a g roup  of people)  and  the l imi ta t ions  on his power  by o ther  
centres  of  power  and  au tho r i t y  in the state will have a signif icant  effect on 
mat ters  re la t ing to defence. By t rad i t ion ,  and with good  reason,  the 
defence of  the realm has been considered in both  the United K ingdom and 
the United Sta tes  to be of special concern  to the chief  executive,  and 
u n d o u b t e d l y  this t r ad i t ion  will cont inue  in the future. The supreme 
au tho r i t y  in the executive in the United K i n g d o m  lies with the cabinet .  
There  is no advan tage  for the present  enqui ry  in tak ing  sides in the debate  
on whether  the United K i n g d o m  has cabine t  or  pr ime minis ter ia l  govern-  
ment.  In any case, the ma jo r  issues of  defence pol icy would be brought  
before  the cabine t  itself or  a cabine t  commi t tee ,  of  which the Pr ime 
Minis te r  is cha i rman .  

A l though  the Secre ta ry  of Sta te  for Defence would  be expected to 
br ing  ma jo r  issues forward ,  the cabine t  is not  regarded as, or  designed to 
be, a fo rum in which j u d g m e n t  can be del ivered on conf l ic t ing interests  or 
a rgumen t s  that  are wholly  within the area  of respons ib i l i ty  of one of  its 
members .  The  minis ter  respons ib le  for  defence would therefore  be 
expected  to p ropose  a b road  a l loca t ion  of expendi tu re  a m o n g  the Armed  
Services.  A minis ter  may find his p roposa l s  rejected,  or he might  be asked 
to modi fy  them,  but  his col leagues in the cabine t  are  not, in general ,  briefed 
to decide upon  cont rovers ia l  issues within ano the r  ministry,  and  do not  
wish to sit in j u d g m e n t  on con tend ing  fact ions that  should  owe al legiance 
to ano the r  minister .  Each minis ter  wishes to be mas te r  in his own house; he 
opposes  interference in his own and refrains f rom interfer ing in ano ther ' s  
ministry.  2 The fact that  the Chief  of the Defence S t a f f ( C D S ) ,  (and in the 
past  all the Chiefs of  Staff)  may  a t tend  cabinet  (and cabinet  commit tee)  
meet ings  as an adviser  should  not  be taken  as an ind ica t ion  that  the cabinet  
welcomes in ter -Service  par t i san  deba te  at its meetings.  A notab le  example  
in the defence field occurred  when Mr. Healey,  as par t  of  a series of major  
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decisions on defence expenditure, rejected proposals to build further 
aircraft carriers for the Royal Navy. This decision involved eventually 
phasing out all aircraft carriers in service, and the minister responsible for 
the Royal Navy asked permission to present arguments against such a 
serious step to the cabinet in person. Mr. Healey refused him this permission. 3 

The Secretary of State for Defence is, then, subject to the continuing 
support of his cabinet colleagues, completely in charge ofdefence business, 
and able to speak in Parliament with the full authority of the government 
on all defence matters. He can, moreover, present his proposals for defence 
expenditure, secure in the knowledge that the government majority in the 
legislature will ensure that they are agreed without change. Even if no 
overall government majority exists, the acceptance by Parliament of pro- 
posals on defence expenditure would be treated as a matter of confidence, 
so that the rejection of them would entail the dissolution of Parliament and 
a general election. There is, therefore, little temptation for institutions 
within the executive, such as the Armed Services, to bypass the correct 
channels of authority if, in their view, their proper requirements for 
resources are not being met. They have much to lose by doing so and are 
likely to gain more by working within the system. "In Britain," as Laurence 
Martin writes, "the ultimate objective of an attempt to revise a matter of 
broad policy must be to change the mind of the cabinet."4 

In the United States the rules are different. The President, both as 
commander in chief of the armed forces, and as chief executive, has a 
special responsibility for defence. He himself presents proposals on 
defence expenditure to the legislature as part of his budget, and thus far, it 
could be argued, there is a close parallel with the United Kingdom-- in  
both cases defence expenditure proposals are presented to the legislature 
with the authority of the chief executive, in the one case the cabinet, and in 
the other the President. But here the similarity ends. "The Founding 
Fathers," as Richard Hofstadter writes, believed that"a  properly designed 
state would check interest with interest, class with class, faction with 
faction, and one branch of government with another, in a harmonious 
system of mutual frustration. ''5 Although the President is responsible for 
proposing defence expenditure, only Congress has the power to approve 
expenditure for this purpose, and the President cannot command an 
automatic majority in Congress,. 

The same is also true of legislation, and the effects of these significant 
differences in the constitutional rules of the game in the two countries 
will have to be examined in a number of contexts. It is important now, 
however, to note that in the United States the power of the executive over 
its subordinate organisations is not absolute and to draw some conclusions 
from this. There must clearly be a temptation for those agencies in the US 
government that are disappointed with their budget allocations to make a 
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separa te  a p p r o a c h  to Congress  to reopen the a rgument .  Whe the r  these 
a t t empt s  are  usual ly  successful is not  the point ;  the fact that  in the past  the 
Services have appea led  direct ly  to Congress  serves to main ta in  the adver-  
sary re la t ionsh ips  a m o n g  the Services and to put a p r e mium on the need to 
main ta in  their  independence  f rom one another .  

The  Services have little to gain f rom any sacrifice of their  f reedom to 
l obby  if they a lways  have the chance of  appea l  to a power  outs ide the 
execut ive.  The express ion  "end run" f rom Amer i can  foo tba l l  may or  may 
not  be a p p r o p r i a t e  to descr ibe  the .manoeuvres  by which Congress  may 
rea l loca te  resources  a m o n g  the Services (the next  chap te r  will consider  the 
extent  to which this does  happen) ,  but  it is impor t an t  to note that  genuine 
differences of op in ion  a m o n g  the Services on mat ters  of  ma jo r  s t ra tegy 
may  quite p rope r ly  come to the a t t en t ion  of  Congress  th rough  consi tu-  
t ional  procedures ,  resul t ing in an eros ion  of the power  of  the executive.  
Genera l  Tay lo r ' s  exper ience  as Chief  of  Staff  for  the Army,  when he 
p r o f o u n d l y  d isagreed  with the New Look  St ra tegy  of the Eisenhower  
admin i s t r a t i on ,  is a case in point:  

The open testimony of the Chiefs of Staff before the Johnson 
subcommittee had a country-wide impact. Along with their testimony 
released from the closed hearings before other congressional commit- 
tees, it revealed for the first time the extent of the schism within the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the division of their views on Massive 
Retaliation and related matters of strategy. This revelation pro- 
foundly disturbed many members of Congress, as well as thoughtful 
citizens generally. This healthy state of alarm had the benefit of 
creating a climate favorable to a demand for the reappraisal of stra- 
tegic needs which had become so necessary. 6 

T H E  D E F E N C E  S E C R E T A R Y  

Simi la r  cons ide ra t ions  affect the posi t ion of the Secre tary  of Defense 
in the Uni ted  Sta tes  in c o m p a r i s o n  with his coun te rpa r t  in the United 
K ingdom,  whose au tho r i t y  over  the Service depa r tmen t s  is not  impeded or 
restr ic ted by any other  o rgan  of government ,  provided ,  of  course,  he has 
the suppor t  of  his cabine t  colleagues.  In the United Kingdom,  he is 
t r a d i t i o n a l l y  a re la t ively  m a j o r  pol i t ica l  f igure wi thin  the pa r ty  in power,  
and  is l ikely to ca r ry  great  weight in the cabinet  when speaking  on defence 
mat ters .  As has a l ready  been noted,  the Chief  of  the Defence Staff  may 
a t t end  meet ings of cabine t  ministers,  and Service advice will therefore  be 
di rect ly  ava i lab le  to minis ters  before ma jo r  decis ions are taken.  But under  
the rules of  the game this is the limit to which Service advice on the 
a l loca t ion  of  defence resources  can go, which is not  to say that  defence is 
e x e m p t e d  f rom the annual  bat t le  in Whi teha l l  a m o n g  the spending  depar t -  
ments.  Indeed,  the c o n t r a r y  is the case; the a l loca t ion  of funds to defence is, 
and  must  be, a ma t te r  for  a rgumen t  at many  levels within the system, and 
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as a result  the Treasu ry  could  well have s t rong views on the p roposed  
a l loca t ion  of  the budget  a m o n g  the three Services.  But it is impor t an t  to 
stress that  these views, if pressed by the Chance l lo r  of  the Exchequer ,  
would  f inal ly be put  to the Secre ta ry  of  Sta te  himself,  not  to j u n i o r  
minis ters  or  o thers  respons ib le  for par t i cu la r  Services,  and still less to the 
profess iona l  heads of  the Services themselves;  and lobby ing  in the reverse 
d i rec t ion  is an equal ly  unl ikely  feature  of the Whi teha l l  scene. However  the 
s i tua t ion  is ana lysed  or examined ,  the focus of  bureaucra t i c  poli t ics and  
in ter -Service  a r g u m e n t  in the United K i n g d o m  is seen to be the Secre ta ry  
of S ta te  for Defence himself.  It is t h rough  him that  issues will be put  to the 
cab ine t  and  th rough  him that  decisions will be conveyed to the Services. 

F o l l o w i n g  the 1947 defence r eo rgan i sa t i on  in the  Uni ted  S'tates, there  
were evident ly  some who thought  that  the newly created Secre ta ry  of  
Defense should  ope ra te  in the same way as the Secre tary  of  S ta te  for  
Defence.  Mr. T r u m a n  wrote: "Secre ta ry  of  Defense For res ta l  had for  some 
t ime been advoca t i ng  our  using the British cabine t  system as a model  in the 
ope ra t i on  of  the government .  There  is much to this i d e a - - i n  some ways a 
cab ine t  gove rnmen t  is more  e f f i c i en t - -bu t  under  the British system there is 
a g roup  respons ib i l i ty  of  the cabinet .  Under  our  system the respons ib i l i ty  
rests on one m a n - - t h e  President .  T o  change,  we would have to change our  
Const i tu t ion .  ''7 This quo ta t ion  very clearly states the pos i t ion  in the United 
States ,  and  one must  conc lude  that  the power  and au tho r i t y  of  the US 
Secre ta ry  of  Defense over the US Armed  Services must  to some extent  at 
any  rate  be weakened  by the fact that  he is in essence an adviser  to the 
Pres ident ,  and  not  as in the United Kingdom,  a par t  of what  S. E. F iner  
calls the "col lect ive pres idency of  the cabinet .  ''s 

It may  be argued tha t  a Secre ta ry  of  Defense who has the comple te  
conf idence  of  his Pres ident  would not  suffer under  such a hand icap  and 
would exercise comple t e  cont ro l  over  the Services. It is, however ,  doub t fu l  
whether  a comple t e  ident i ty  of  view over  all defence p rob l ems  could long 
endure;  even the cons is ten t  suppor t  that  Pres idents  Kennedy  and J o h n s o n  
gave to M r. M c N a m a r a  in defence mat ters  was not  sufficient,  for  example ,  
to prevent  the Pres ident  ac t ing con t r a ry  to Mr. M c N a m a r a ' s  advice on the 
A B M  prob lem.  But even if such perfect  h a r m o n y  did exist,  the Services 
would not  be t empted  to forfei t  any  of  their  independence  because such 
ident i ty  of  view would not  be l ikely to survive a change  of  Pres ident  or  
Secre ta ry  of  Defense. 

The power  and au tho r i t y  of  the Secre ta ry  of  Defense over  resource 
a l loca t ion  is fur ther  weakened  in c o m p a r i s o n  with his U K coun te rpa r t  by 
two gove rnmen t  agencies,  both  respons ib le  di rect ly  to the Pres ident  and  
bo th  di rec t ly  concerned  with defence. The Na t iona l  Secur i ty  Counci l  
(NSC)  has been in exis tence since the 1947 r eo rgan i sa t ion  of  the Defense 
Depa r tmen t ,  but  the n u m b e r  and influence of  s taff  a l loca ted  to it was 
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increased by President Nixon in 1969. Presidents have used the council to 
widen the area of debate when they were at odds with their Secretaries of 
Defense in bilateral discussions. Thus, President Johnson referred the 
ABM question to the council when the Secretary of Defense opposed his 
point of view) It is not difficult to imagine a President making a similar 
move in the future if he was doubtful about the views of the Secretary of 
Defense on an inter-Service problem. 

The influence and potential power of the NSC staff, however, are even 
greater than is implied by the foregoing. In 1972, the Defense Program 
Review Committee (DPRC) of the council was instituted with supporting 
staff. The committee was, as the name implies, to advise the President and 
the National Security Council, not only on the total of the Defense Budget, 
but also on which of the major defence projects should be included in it. 
The opportunity that confers upon a President to take major resource 
allocation decisions away from the Secretary of Defense has not, by all 
accounts, been frequently used; but the opportunity is there, and recent 
major decisions, such as the cancellation and then the reintroduction of the 
Bl bomber, have clearly been made by the President himself. This must 
surely contribute to the desire of the Service departments to remain 
independent and able to fight their case in whatever forum the final 
decision is going to be made. 

The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has the potential to 
fulfill the same function for the President. Some of the OMB staff are 
housed in the same building as the Department of Defense, and are 
concerned exclusively with the defence budget. 10 Their influence on the 
final allocation is powerful, since the staffs of the Office of Management 

and Budget and the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) jointly 
review the detailed spending plans of the Services. Moreover, when the 
Secretary of Defense submits his final budget proposals to the President, 
the Office of Management and Budget submits separate findings and 
recommendations on issues that remain in dispute between the OSD and 
the OMB staffs. 

Although the legal right of individual JCS members to appeal to the 
President both from an adverse vote of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and an 
adverse decision of the Secretary of Defense has been discontinued, the 
Services tend to regard the President himself as the proper  source from 
which any necessary but unpalatable decisions should come. "The Presi- 
dent," writes Lawrence Legere, "is accepted as a member of the military 
family in a way that no Secretary of Defense has yet been able to manage. 
As he reinforces that perception, he will find senior military leaders 
increasingly content to report back to their constituencies that the Presi- 
dent heard them through, expressed his understanding, but had to adduce 
overriding considerations of a broadly political nature. ''t~ 
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The ability of the Secretary of Defense to control the Service depart- 
ments is to a significant extent weakened by the President's position as 
head of the Armed Services and by the President's ability to intervene in 
the major decisions about resource allocation in the Defense Department. 
Similarly, the power of the President himself is limited by the power the 
Constitution gives to Congress to intervene in the making of defence 
policy. The rules of the US game, so far as the executive is concerned, 
therefore encourage an independence of attitude and action by the US 
Armed Services, both individually and collectively, which is not open to 
their counterparts in the United Kingdom. 

So far, however, the examples mentioned have related to decisions 
about defence expenditure. This emphasis has not been unreasonable, 
because resource allocation among the Services is the main area of study. 
But it should not be forgotten that Congress also has legislative powers, 
and can use these powers to maintain the independence of the three 
Services, which is such a notable feature of American defence policymak- 
ing. According to Morton Halperin, "both President Truman and Presi- 
dent Eisenhower carried on extensive negotiations with the military in the 
recognition that they were unlikely to be able to get any reorganisation 
plan through the Congress which did not have military support. ''~2 In 
amplification of this point, he quotes President Eisenhower's advice to 
President Kennedy about reorganising the Department of Defense, "that 
the present organisation had during the past eight years been brought 
about by patient study and long, drawn-out negotiations with the Con- 
gress and the Armed Services. "~3 No better illustration of the effect of the 
separation of powers upon defence policymaking can be found. In this 
field, as in others, the power of the President is confronted by the power of 
Congress, and it is now clearly necessary to consider the power of the 
legislature over defence policy in both countries. 

C O N C L U S I O N  

In Britain, the executive can normally command an automatic major- 
ity in Parliament, which therefore has no veto on defence policy. In the 
United States, however, despite their powers to initiate policy and appoint 
their nominees to carry it out, neither the President nor his Secretary of 
Defense have the last word on defence resource allocation or defence 
organisation. Congress must approve both before they can come into 
effect. If a Service is dissatisfied with the President's decision in either area, 
it can find ways of bringing this disquiet to the notice of Congress. The next 
chapter discusses what Congress can do about this dissatisfaction. 
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Structure: The Legislature 

U N I T E D  K I N G D O M  

"The  House  of C o m m o n s , "  as S. E. F iner  remarks ,  "is not  a true 
legis la ture  but  an ex tens ion  of the executive,"~ and is therefore  unl ikely to 
be able  to take any ini t iat ives in the fo rmu la t i on  of defence pol icy by the 
exercise of its own powers.  If pol icy is to be made  or  changed,  then the 
legis la ture  may  act as a sound ing  boa rd  or  as a leader  of  publ ic  opinion.  
This topic  will be discussed in the fo l lowing chapte r  since it p roper ly  forms 
par t  of the process  of changing  the mind of  the cabinet ,  referred to in the 
prev ious  chapter .  

It may  be argued that  the power  of  Pa r l i amen t  to ques t ion ministers  
t h rough  the t r ad i t iona l  process  of  pa r l i a me n ta ry  ques t ions  is an effective 
me thod  of con t ro l  over  the executive.  This is not  so. O ppos i t i on  members  
of  p a r l i a m e n t  are  not  s u p p o r t e d  e i ther  by research  facil i t ies or  the invest i-  
gat ive powers  of  the US sena tor  or  congressman.  The main  funct ion of  
p a r l i a m e n t a r y  quest ions,  and of  a r rangement s  for  deba te  on subjects  
chosen  by the oppos i t ion ,  is to provide  o p p o r t u n i t y  for  cr i t ic ism ra ther  
than  invest igat ion.  A Select  Commi t t ee  on P rocedure  in 1969 said, 
" T h o u g h  it is the business of the gove rnmen t  to govern,  it is also their  
business to give a runn ing  account  of  their  s t ewardsh ip  to the House  of  
C o m m o n s  "2 

The main  p a r l i a m e n t a r y  commi t tees  concerned  with defence are  the 
Publ ic  Accoun t s  Commi t t ee  and the House of  C o m m o n s  Defence Com-  
mittee. Both commi t tees  have the power  to "call  for  persons and papers , "  
and the a p p e a r a n c e  of  senior  Service officers and civil servants  before them 
is a regular  occurrence.  But in nei ther  case do  these commi t t ees  have power  
to change gove rnmen t  policy.  The first commit tee ,  as its names implies,  is 
conf ined to examin ing  the p rop r i e ty  of  past  expend i tu re  and canno t  have 
grea t  influence on future  policy.  The terms of reference of the Defence 
C o m m i t t e e  are  cer ta in ly  wider, and  it may examine  majo r  a reas  of expen-  
d i ture  and criticise the pol icy giving rise to that  expendi tu re .  But the 
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inf luence of  the Defence C o m m i t t e e  on future  pol icy can only,  at best, be 
indirect ,  and officials who a p p e a r  before  it are  only required to expla in  
g o ve rnmen t  pol icy  and not  to e x p o u n d  their  own views, or  those of  their  
Service  if these views happen  to differ f rom the s tated pol icy of the 
government .  

It is therefore  unl ikely  that  a pa r l i amen ta ry  commi t tee  would be able  
to open a ma jo r  deba te  on defence pol icy s imi lar  to that  s tar ted in the 
Uni ted  Sta tes  on the New L o o k  S t ra tegy  by the evidence of Genera l  T a y l o r  
and  others  in the 1950s. If  such a deba te  were to happen ,  it would be 
because  the gove rnmen t  suppor te r s  on the Defence Commi t t ee  had 
dec ided  that  the na t iona l  interest  was so great  thay  they must  threaten to 
wi thhold  suppor t  f rom the government  and risk its fal l ing rather  than al low 
a pa r t i cu la r  aspect  of  defence pol icy to remain  unchal lenged and 
unchanged .  If  p a r l i a m e n t a r y  select commit tees  are in the fu ture  able to 
force m a j o r  changes  in gove rnmen t  pol icy  in this way, a new and s tr iking 
change  in the exis t ing system will have evolved.  Unti l  a pa r l i amen ta ry  
commi t t ee  achieves this power,  one would  expect  governments  to be 
inf luenced more  by deba te  amongs t  thei r  own suppor te r s  than  by deba te  in 
the legis lature  itself or its subo rd ina t e  commit tees .  This point  is discussed 
at more  length at the end of  this chapter .  

The  rights of the legis lature  in the Uni ted  Kingdom,  therefore,  do not  
include the power  to force changes  in defence policy on the executive,  
p rov ided  the execut ive  re ta ins  the suppor t  of a ma jo r i ty  in the House  of 
C o m m o n s .  "When , "  Michae l  H o w a r d  writes, "as in Grea t  Bri tain the 
execut ive  can c o m m a n d  an a u t o m a t i c  legislative major i ty ,  the defeated or  
d i sg run t l ed  par t ies  are p reven ted  f rom r eopen ing  a ' chose  juge~'  and  
th rowing  every th ing  into confus ion.  ''3 Clear ly ,  in these c i rcumstances  the 
A r m e d  Services are not  l ikely to have the o p p o r t u n i t y  or the desire 
ind iv idua l ly  or col lect ively to force changes  in gove rnmen t  pol icy by direct  
appea l  to the legislature.  

U N I T E D  S T A T E S  

The previous  chap te r  examined  the extent  to which the power  of the 
United Sta tes  execut ive  over  defence pol icy was inhibi ted by the power  of 
the legislature.  Now the oppos i te  side of the coin must  be inspected to try to 
de te rmine  the answer  to two quest ions:  Does  the legislature have a signifi- 
cant  inf luence on defence policy? and Does the exercise of  power  by the 
legis la ture  in any way fos ter  the independence  of  and  the adve r sa ry  
re la t ionships  a m o n g  the Services? It is, of  course,  possible  that  the answer  
to the second  ques t ion  might  be yes, even if the answer  to the first  was no. 

The r ivalry  between the Pres iden t  and Congress  is buil t  into the 
Cons t i tu t ion ,  which gives Congress  two s t rong weapons  to use to check 
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pres ident ia l  power.  Congress  can delay or refuse to enact  bills submi t ted  
by the Pres ident ,  and it can cut or change  the a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  of  money  
reques ted  by the Pres ident .  A par t i cu la r ly  gal l ing e xa mple  is given by a 
fo rmer  Di rec to r  of  the Bureau of the Budget:  

A few years ago agreement was reached between the Bureau and 
the Defense Department on closing two large military hospitals, one 
in Arkansas and the other in Massachusetts, that were no longer 
needed. New adjacent facilities were quite adequate. However, the 
interests affected were successful in blocking this economy move by 
getting a directive written into an appropriations bill covering many 
billions of dollars, stating that none of these funds could be used if 
either of these two hospitals were closed down. 1 could give a number 
of similar examples. 4 

This examp le  at least shows the power  of  Congress  over  a p p r o p r i a -  
t ion of  funds,  but  this power  is not  necessari ly a lways  used for  such 
pa roch ia l  interests .  In 1960, Samuel  H u n t i n g t o n  could  write: 

After World War 11, except when confronted by similar compet- 
ing programs, Congress never vetoed directly a major strategic pro- 
gram or force-level recommendation, or a major weapons system 
proposed by the Administration. Nor did the Congress ever achieve 
this result, with one partial exception (the Navy's second nuclear 
carrier), through the failure to appropriate funds recommended by the 
Executive . . . .  Almost regularly, of course, Congress reduced the 
total request, but it virtually never did this in a manner which 
seriously affected a major strategic program. 5 

It is doub t fu l  whether  the same s ta tement  could  now be made  with 
such assurance .  6 Congress  t ook  an active par t  in the p roposa l s  for  exten-  
sive A B M  dep loyment s .  Moreover ,  Congress  has in the past  refused to 
sanc t ion  expend i tu re  on fast d e p l o y m e n t  logist ic ships for  the Navy and,  at  
an ear l ier  s tage in the a p p r o p r i a t i o n s  process,  wi thheld  agreement  to the 
Main  Battle Tank  and the Cheyenne  Hel icopter .  F ina l ly ,  congress iona l  
concern  with the p roduc t i on  and d e p l o y m e n t  of  the M X  missile in 1980-82 
shows the extent  to which s t ra tegic  pol icy  may  be a l tered by the in terven-  
t ion of  Congress .  

However ,  it is not  necessary to prove  or  d i sprove  Professor  Hunt ing-  
ton 's  s t a tement  to answer  the ques t ion  re la t ing to congress iona l  influence 
on US defence policy.  In the l ight of  the h is tor ica l  examples  referred to 
above ,  it must  be accepted  tha t  Congress  has a s ignif icant  influence on 
defence pol icy  in genera l  and  weapons  p r o g r a m m e s  in par t icu la r ,  whether  
or  not  it has the last word.  This  influence must  surely de ter  an  admin i s t r a -  
t ion f rom mak ing  p roposa l s  tha t  are  l ikely to encoun te r  s t rong oppos i t i on  
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in Congress; and the Services will certainly wish to retain an independent 
voice in favour of those projects that the administration does put forward. 
Many senior military officers consider that the vital interests of their own 
Service are best protected by maintaining the good standing of their 
Service with Congress. 

One important point needs to be made before considering the second 
question. Members of Congress do not feel themselves well-equipped to be 
responsible for national security. They are normally content to leave the 
initiative on defence policy to the executive. Moreover, as L. A. Dexter 
pointed out, "instances where Congress has appeared to concern itself with 
overall military policy seem generally to fall into one of the following 
categories: (i) those where Congress feels it is able to judge between 
clamoring claimants--usually different military services--and give one or 
other of them a larger slice of the available pie; and, (ii) where Congress- 
men are concerned with some local situation, usually an employment 
situation. ''7 To these remarks, one should perhaps now add, in light of the 
1982 MX debates, that Congress may well intervene far more strongly 
when decisions are being taken about basing nuclear weapons in the 
United States. 

Nevertheless, whether or not Congress does have a decisive say in 
making defence policy, the role of Congress has undoubtedly been impor- 
tant in continuing the Services' adversary relationship. The proviso in the 
quotation from Samuel Huntington given earlier in this chapter, "except 
when confronted by similar competing programs," is significant in this 
context. Their natural and proper instinct for economy will clearly encour- 
age senators and congressmen to probe into areas where the efforts of the 
Services appear to compete and overlap. 

Congressional enquiries are bound to stimulate competition between 
the Services, each of which will be tempted in these situations both to 
overstate the case and to make extreme demands on the assumption that 
compromises will be forced on them. It is true that there has been some 
restriction in the freedom which Service officers enjoyed under the Tru- 
man administration, and previously, to volunteer the information before 
congressional committees that they disagreed with proposals put forward 
by the administration. Thus, in the 1960s Mr. McNamara was able to 
"impose a much more restrictive rule: that the military reveal differences 
only if pressed, and then, in admitting the disagreement give the adminis- 
tration's side of the case as well. "8 But this change can surely do little to 
lessen the need for the Services to maintain their independence to argue 
their case before Congress. "Each military service," as Laurence Radway 
writes, "has at some time appealed to Congress to restore budgets cut by 
the Secretary of Defense. Admiral Rickover appealed to Congress when 
he believed that the Navy was neglecting the atomic submarine program; 
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Air Force General Le May appealed when he felt that the test ban treaty 
endangered national security. ''9 

Here, it is only necessary to note that in appealing from the executive 
to the legislature the Services are making proper use of the Constitution 
based on the concept of the separation of powers, and to quote Laurence 
Radway again: "Members of Congress in their turn are shrewd enough to 
sense that they may be able to enhance their own influence by increasing 
disunity in the bureaucracy. Their obvious gambit is to try to divide and 
rule by limiting the supervisory authority of superiors (hence outcries 
against both a 'Prussian' general staff and a civilian 'Czar '  in the Pen- 
tagon), by vesting statutory authority and funds directly in subordinates, 
and by encouraging or tempting the latter to appeal decisions made by 
their superiors. ''l° 

Hitherto, the discussion of the relationship between Congress and the 
Services has concentrated on the effects of the congressional powers of 
appropriation, but as just indicated, Congress has reasons of its own for 
wishing to see the Services retain a measure of independence. One of the 
main reasons is that Congress wishes to preserve the right to question 
representatives of the Armed Services and will use its legislative powers to 
do so. These powers must now be considered. 

Demetrios Caraley writes in his study of the unification of the US 
Armed Services: "The two chief formal methods of exercising congres- 
sional control over the executive branch agencies are through the appro- 
priations process and through statutory determination of their 
organisational structure and programs."~ As Caraley's study shows, Con- 
gress is not reluctant to exercise its power over the defence organisation. 
During the 1946 and 1947 debates on unification, Congress worked to 
produce a defence organisation that gave greater independence to the 
Service departments than was envisaged in the President's original propos- 
als. This objective involved diminishing the authority of the central 
dcfcnce organisation, with the result that, as Caraley explains, a"military 
structure with separate or relatively autonomous military departments, 
each with its own set of spokesmen appearing before Congress, could 
provide the legislators with more than a single point of view on military 
matters and thus give them some freedom of action in formulating 
policy."12 

Another illustration of the use of these powers to achieve this end has 
already been noted in chapter 5. Both President Truman and President 
Eisenhower had in effect to negotiate with the Armed Services and with 
Congress over the extent to which the unification of the Services should 
proceed. Moreover, as Morton Halperin remarks, "Congressmen often see 
it as their duty to protect the permanent bureaucracy against encroach- 
ments by the President and cabinet officers. ''~3 He goes on to instance the 
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occas ion  when  Pres ident  E isenhower ' s  Secre ta ry  of  Defense a p p e a r e d  
before  the re levant  House  commi t t ee  to testify in f avour  of the reorganisa-  
t ion plan tha t  the Pres ident  h imself  had sent to Congress .  Mr. McEl roy  did 
no t  a p p e a r  to be so much  in f avour  of  the bill as the Pres ident  and  gave the 
impress ion  that  some concess ion  on the powers  of the Secre ta ry  of Defense 
to con t ro l  the A r m e d  Services could  be considered.  The cha i rman  of the 
commi t t ee  seized on this point ,  and Pres ident  Eisenhower  had to publ ic ly  
overru le  his own Secre ta ry  of  Defense and send word  to Congress  that  no 
fur ther  concess ion  would  be made  in the bill before  Congress.  

More  recent events,  such as the con t roversy  over  the Vie tnam war, the 
congress iona l  re luctance  to sanct ion  fur ther  overseas c o m m i t m e n t s  (for 
example  in Angola) ,  and  the M X  debate ,  might  be considered to inval ida te  
the view tha t  member s  of  Congress  do  not  cons ider  themselves defence 
exper ts  and  leave the ini t ia t ive to the executive.  Fu r the r  cons ide ra t ion  
shows,  however ,  that  Congress  is t ak ing  a s tand  on majo r  issues of  foreign 
pol icy  or  nuclear  s t ra tegy which are, in some sense at least,  peace or  war  
issues ra ther  than  deta i led mat ters  of resource a l loca t ion  a m o n g  the Ser-  
vices. It is still true to say that  on these la t ter  issues members  of  Congress  
do not  consider  that  they have the detailed and expert  knowledge that would 
a l low them to take the ini t iat ive;  but  as in the past ,  they will, in the A r m e d  
Services and A p p r o p r i a t i o n s  C o m m i t t e e s , j u d g e  c o m p e t i n g  service c la im-  
ants  for  defence funds. If in the future  Congress  intervenes more deci- 
sively in decis ions  a b o u t  s trategic nuclear  weapons ,  then this in tervent ion  
will p rov ide  ano the r  d is incent ive  to the Services to reach agreement  on 
issues of  ma jo r  concern  to them before  each has assessed the s t rength of its 
suppo r t  in Congress .  

THE PARTY SYSTEM IN THE UNITED KINGDOM 
A N D  IN THE UNITED STATES 

Clear ly ,  no discuss ion of  the role of  the legis lature  in defence pol icy-  
mak ing  can ignore  the system of  pol i t ical  par t ies  in each country .  But as 
these par t ies  have not iceable  effects on the extent  and level of publ ic  debate  
on bo th  sides of  the At lant ic ,  it seems best  to t rea t  the role of  the pa r ty  
system separa te ly  f rom the role of the legislature as such, thereby l inking 
this chap te r  and the next.  

As far  as the United K i n g d o m  is concerned,  it might  be thought  that  
there was little to add.  The fact that  the execut ive can c o m m a n d  an 
a u t o m a t i c  ma jo r i ty  in the legis lature  would seem to leave no role for  par ty  
pol i t ics  in the f o r m u l a t i o n  of  defence policy.  But there  is ano the r  side to 
this a s sumpt ion .  It is true that  gove rnmen t  suppor te r s  in the House of  
C o m m o n s  risk their  seats by oppos ing  gove rnmen t  measures  because a 
defeat  could  well entai l  a d isso lu t ion  of Par l i ament ;  but  it is equal ly  true 
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that the government risks defeat and therefore the dissolution of Parlia- 
ment if it flouts the wishes of its supporters. Both sides have some power 
over the other and back benchers are not always docile lobby fodder. 

This has led Kenneth Waltz to make an extremely interesting and 
persuasive comparison between the formulation of foreign (and defence) 
policy in the United Kingdom and the United States. ~4 He stresses that the 
important policy debates in the United Kingdom occur within the govern- 
ment (and opposition) parties, whereas in the United States these debates 
occur in a wider forum either in Congress or in the nation as a whole. 

For the purpose of this study, one need not argue, as Professor Waltz 
seems to do, that the only debates in Britain influencing present and future 
government policy are those conducted either within the political party in 
power or within the party that may gain power at the next election, 
although it is certainly a persuasive theory in the light of the Labour party 
debates in 1974-75 on membership in the European Economic Commun- 
ity. But whatever the validity of this general proposition, it is correct to 
state that, to the extent to which it is true, there are two serious impedi- 
ments to the intervention of senior officers and defence officials in such 
debates. First, these debates are by their nature likely to be confined to 
committed members of the political party concerned, and second, the ban 
on senior public servants engaging in political activities is almost certain to 
deter public intervention by the Services in such discussions. 

There is, as Professor Waltz argues, no obvious equivalent in the 
United States to the intraparty debate in the United Kingdom. The Presi- 
dent cannot command an automatic majority in the Congress, and one 
would not therefore expect to find instances of a government making 
considerable concessions to a minority of its own supporters in order to 
secure their assent to passage of some proposal through the legislature. A 
US government is more likely to seek support from both political parties to 
ensure the passage of their proposals through Congress, and this clearly 
involves a public and interparty debate. However, before each presidential 
election, something like the intraparty debate in the United Kingdom takes 
place in the United States as both parties debate and prepare the policies 
that will form their presidential candidates' platforms. 

As Demetrios Caraley points out, congressional party leaders, unlike 
their counterparts in the British House of Commons, cannot automatically 
create majorities in Congress for proposals they endorse.~5 The history of 
the President's proposals on defence organisation in 1946 illustrates this 
point. Even though the original proposal on defence reorganisation 
received high priority from President Truman in 1946, the Democratic 
leadership took no overt action to support it. Their support was exercised 
in less obvious ways. As Caraley remarks, "the party leaders . . . through 
their influence over committee makeup, the referral of bills, the legislative 
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schedule,  and  the pa r l i amen ta ry  s i tua t ion  general ly,  were able to faci l i tate  
or  h inder  the deve lopmen t  and a d o p t i o n  of  different  kinds of  commit tee  
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  on uni f ica t ion ."  This  suppor t  is in s t r ik ing cont ras t  to the 
two or  three line whips ( ins t ruct ions  on whether  to vote for or  agains t  
p roposa l s  being deba ted)  issued to government  suppor te r s  when majo r  
defence p roposa l s  are  cons idered  in the British Par l iament .  

In teres t ingly  enough,  when the Pres ident ' s  p roposa l s  were first in t ro-  
duced  in 1946 they were not  passed by Congress.  They were passed in 1947 
when the deba te  in Congress  was resumed,  but by that  t ime significant 
changes  had been secured by those opposed  to the comple te  unif icat ion of  
the Services.  The looser  s t ructure  of pol i t ical  part ies in the United States  
must  therefore ,  if past  exper ience  is any  guide,  persuade  Service leaders  to 
cont inue  the fight agains t  a gove rnmen t  decis ion in the hope of securing 
sufficient congress iona l  suppor t  to persuade  the Pres ident  to c ompromise  
or  even a b a n d o n  his proposa ls .  

S P E C I A L  I N T E R E S T S  A N D  L O B B Y  G R O U P S  

Af te r  cons ider ing  the members  of  Congress  bo th  as a par t  of  the 
legis la ture  and as members  of  a pol i t ical  par ty ,  it may be useful to discuss 
briefly ano the r  set of  pressures  with which they will be faced. As has often 
been poin ted  out, ~6 the separa t ion  of powers  a t t rac ts  pressure g roup  
ac t iv i ty  for  a n u m b e r  of  reasons ,  and this pressure is exer ted on the 
ind iv idua l  m e m b e r  of  Congress  who is, of  course,  par t icu la r ly  susceptible  
to regional  or local pressures  f rom the area  he represents .  It would not be 
t hough t  unusua l  or  wrong  for ei ther  senators  or congressmen to argue for 
the interests  of thei r  state or  dis t r ic t  even if those interests appea red  to the 
ma jo r i ty  to be con t r a ry  to the na t iona l  interest .  Thus,  congress ional  
representa t ives  of  areas  l ikely to benefit  f rom a ma jo r  weapon purchase  
might  well feel that  they owed it to their  const i tuents  to try to ob ta in  the 
con t rac t  for  their  dis t r ic t  or  state despi te  doub t s  abou t  the overal l  benefit  
to na t iona l  defcnce. 

The Service concerned  can expect  to find willing allies in Congress  in 
any fight to secure a p p r o v a l  of  a ma jo r  weapons  p rog ra mme ,  and the 
exis tence of this suppor t  is likely to be known bo th  within the executive 
and in Congress ,  an example  is the saga of  the B1 b o m b e r  discussed in the 
next  chapter .  The res t r ic t ions  that  pa r ty  discipl ine imposes  on British 
member s  of Pa r l i amen t  make it unl ikely that  they would go to the same 
lengths  as their  coun te rpa r t s  in the United Sta tes  to advance  their  const i tu-  
ents '  interests.  

In this context ,  therefore,  the three Services and o ther  groups  or  
interests  within the execut ive can be seen as a par t i cu la r  fo rm of  special 
interest  able  to dep loy  some of the pressures  open to the more  wel l -known 
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l obby  groups.  Cara ley  descr ibes  how some of these pressures were used in 
the 1946-47 debates  on defence o rgan i sa t ion  and later  goes on to remark:  
"The  rules of  the game general ly,  and the norms  of Congress  in par t icular ,  
p ro tec t  independence  and f reedom of express ion  within subord ina te  parts  
of the execut ive branch  . . . .  " An a t t empt  to curb  f reedom of express ion  

within the execut ive branch  is very readi ly in terpre ted  as an a t tack  on 
congress iona l  au thor i ty ,  z7 

Final ly ,  it should be noted that  the impact  of  the cri t icisms of  US 
defence o rgan i sa t ion  that  Genera l  Jones  made  in 1982 was s ignif icant ly  
increased when Congres sman  Richard  White ,  C h a i r m a n  of  the Invest iga-  
t ions S u b c o m m i t t e e  of the House  A r m e d  Services Commi t tee ,  called 
hear ings  of  his subcommi t t e e  and subsequent ly  put  fo rward  a bill to rectify 
some of  the defects poin ted  out  by Genera l  Jones .  Ind iv idua l  members  of  
Congress  are dedica ted  to such esoteric  subjects  as defence o rgan i sa t ion  
because those  who chai r  or are  members  of the re levant  commit tees  feel a 
persona l  sense of respons ib i l i ty  for  the areas  of  government  act ivi ty 
covered by their  commit tees .  This a t t i tude  would not come  na tura l ly  to 
back -bench  members  of  the British Par l i ament .  This sense of shared 
respons ib i l i ty  between execut ive  and legislature is one of the beneficial  
aspects  of  the doc t r ine  of the separa t ion  of  powers.  

C O N C L U S I O N  

It seems a fair  conclus ion ,  therefore,  that  the nature  of  the US 
legislature,  the system of  par ty  polit ics,  and the pressures on ind iv idua l  
members  of Congress  are all such as to encourage  ra ther  than  d iscourage  
the independence  of the Services,  thereby con t r ibu t ing  to the adversa ry  
re la t ionship  between them. In the United Kingdom,  those  within the 
execut ive  who wish to change  ei ther  exis t ing gove rnmen t  pol icy or even a 
single gove rnmen t  decis ion know that  they must  change  the mind of the 
cabinet ,  and  ne i ther  the f o r u m  of  Pa r l i amen t  nor  a par ty  meet ing is an 
a p p r o p r i a t e  place for a Service officer or civil servant  to do that.  In 
cont ras t ,  members  of the US a rmed  forces owe their  f r eedom to speak in 
publ ic  aga ins t  cur rent  defence policy to the powers  of Congress  to with-  
hold defence expend i tu re  and to veto ma jo r  changes in defence 
o rgan isa t ion .  



Chapter Seven 

The Influence of  Outsiders 
on Inter-Service Rivalry 

In a very real sense the preceding  chap te r  has set the scene for,  and  
prescr ibed  the l imits of, a d iscuss ion of  the effect of  outs ide  influences on 
in ter -Service  r ivalry.  In the United Kingdom,  publ ic  discussion of a 
defence ques t ion  must,  if it is to be effective, influence the cabine t  ei ther  
di rect ly  or t h rough  the med ium of i n t r apa r ty  discuss ion a m o n g  govern-  
ment  suppor t e r s  in the legislature.  If, therefore,  this s tudy devotes  less 
a t t en t ion  than  expected  to the role of  the press or  the influence of elite 
g roups ,  it is because the a im is not  to assess the effect of  var ious  sectors of  
publ ic  op in ion  on the fo rmu la t i on  of  defence policy; instead,  it is to see 
whether  the style of  publ ic  deba te  a b o u t  defence issues is l ikely to encour-  
age the Services to a i r  their  differences in publ ic  as a means  of  inf luencing 
defence pol icy and the a l loca t ion  of  defence resources.  

In the Uni ted  States ,  influence on defence pol icy fo rmu la t i on  is 
spread  more  widely than  in the United Kingdom.  Both the execut ive and 
the legis lature  inf luence policy,  and  p ropone n t s  of  a l ternat ives  to the 
cur ren t  defence pol icy  will seek to car ry  on the a rgumen t  bo th  inside and  
outs ide  government .  Issues on which the Services differ s t rongly  are  
therefore  a lmos t  cer ta in  to receive a publ ic  airing.  

The r emarks  in this chap te r  app ly  to the range of  issues in defence 
pol icy on which the Services could take different  sides. They canno t  neces- 
sar i ly be app l ied  to the wider  range of publ ic  issues on which debates  are 
held, and  pol i t ica l  elect ions fought ,  in a democra t i c  society. Publ ic  op in ion  
over t ly  and  freely expressed  is the essential  basis of  the l iberal  democra t i c  
fo rm of gove rnmen t  and  as S. E. F ine r  emphasises ,  I such governmen t s  are 
bo th  der ived f rom publ ic  op in ion  and accoun tab l e  to it. However ,  the 
m a j o r  issues d iv id ing  pol i t ical  par t ies  in the Uni ted  K i n g d o m  and the 
United Sta tes  are  not  ones on which by t r ad i t ion  the Services themselves 
are  wil l ing to take  an open s tand,  because  a p a r t  f rom other  cons idera t ions  
the doc t r ine  of  civil ian sup remacy  over  the a rmed  forces is well es tabl ished 
in bo th  countr ies .  This  chap te r  can therefore  confine itself to issues of  
defence pol icy  involving a l loca t ion  of  resources  to each of  the Services 
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which,  t hough  impor t an t ,  are not  l ikely to be the subject  of  fierce par t i san  
con t roversy  at elect ion t ime. 

U N I T E D  K I N G D O M  

The re luctance  of  British Service officers (and civil servants  as well) to 
engage in publ ic  deba te  dur ing  the second half  of  the present  century  is well 
known.  2 Clearly,  however ,  p r o n o u n c e d  and p ro longed  a la rm at the l ikely 
consequence  of  a government ' s  decis ions on defence pol icy may diminish  
the re luctance  of serving officers to par t i c ipa te  in a debate  in which ret ired 
Service officers, pa r t i cu la r ly  those who are members  of  Par l i ament ,  will 
have no d o u b t  a l ready  jo ined.  In his review of  the Sandys  era, 3 Laurence 
M~irtin ment ions  an ins tance of  Service pa r t i c ipa t ion  in the deba te  on the 
Sandys  doctr ine ,  which is par t i cu la r ly  interest ing because the com- 
pa r i son  between it and  Genera l  Maxwel l  Tay lo r ' s  in tervent ion  in the 
deba te  in the United Sta tes  on the New Look  s trategy is revealing. 

The  sal ient  features  of  the inc ident  can be briefly summar i sed .  Lieu- 
tenant  Genera l  Sir J o h n  Cowley,  Mas te r -Genera l  of the Ordnance  and 
Con t ro l l e r  of  Muni t ions ,  Minis t ry  of  Supply ,  lectured at the Royal  United 
Service Inst i tute  on 4 November  1959. He condemned  reliance on 
nuclear  weapons  to deter  war and harshly  cri t icised the neglect of  conven-  
t ional  forces. He fur ther  poin ted  out  that  he was on active service, and this 
impl ied  that  his speech had been a p p r o v e d  by the Secre ta ry  of  S ta te  for 
War.  His open cri t icism of  s tated gove rnmen t  pol icy brought  a swift 
react ion.  It was announced  in the House  of C o m m o n s  on 11 N o v e m b e r  4 
tha t  in the future  the speeches of  senior  officers would have to be cleared by 
the Minis t ry  of  Defence.  It is equal ly  i l l umina t ing  tha t  the o p p o s i t i o n  
endorsed  this decis ion and thus made  it clear  that  there was to be no open 
and independen t  role for the Services in any publ ic  deba te  on defence 
policy,  whichever  pa r ty  was in power.  In cont ras t ,  the US Congress  is 
l ikely to seek to protect  those within the bureaucracy  who criticise exist ing 
policy.  

The a t t i tude  of the British press toward  the Services is hard to define. 
C o m m e n t  in the more  ser ious newspapers  on the 1982 changes in defence 
o rgan i sa t ion  a p p e a r e d  to t reat  in ter-Service  r ivalry as a mat te r  of fact 
requi r ing  nei ther  exp l ana t i on  not  stern condemna t ion .  In the more  popu-  
lar  press there seems to be an e lement  of  af fect ionate  but  a lmos t  con temp-  
tuous  to lerance  for this feature  of defence pol icymaking .  The car toonis t  
David Low used to i l lustrate  mil i tary  prejudice  by Colonel  Blimp, a comic 
e lder ly  buffer  in a Turkish  bath,  and in a more  recent ca r toon  by " Jak"  of  
the L o n d o n  Evening Standard the office of the Defence P lanning  Staff  has 
come to resemble a s choo l room taken over for battle by rowdy school boys. 

The gove rnmen t  now fol lows a somewha t  more  l iberal  pol icy  regard-  
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ing the pa r t i c ipa t ion  by serving officers and  officials in a publ ic  d iscuss ion 
of  defence p rob lems .  Under  the so called C h a t h a m  House  Rules,  Service 
officers and  civil servants  may  speak una t t r ibu t ive ly  at conferences  run by 
cer ta in  universi t ies  and  learned inst i tut ions.  This pol icy change is in keep- 
ing with the move t oward  a greater  openness  in the work  of government  as 
a whole in the Uni ted  Kingdom.  The  change entai ls  p rovid ing  the fullest 
poss ible  e x p l a n a t i o n  of  the reasons for  policies the gove rnmen t  has 
adop ted ,  thereby crea t ing  a bet ter  unde r s t and ing  of  the way in which the 
g o v e rnmen t  machine  ac tua l ly  works.  

But this change  of  pol icy is more  a change of  emphas is  than  a change 
of  heart .  Open gove rnmen t  is not  intended to cover  public  discussions by 
officials and  serving officers of defence policies still being formula ted ;  nor  
should they address  subjects  that  are likely to be mat ters  of con- 
t roversy  between poli t ical  parties.  Thei r  pa r t i c ipa t ion  must  nei ther  
emba r r a s s  the gove rnmen t  nor  raise doub t s  as to the impar t i a l i ty  of  the 
A r m e d  Services or  the civil service. The  use in official s ta tements  and 
ins t ruc t ions  of  the word  " impar t i a l i t y "  is i l lumina t ing  to Amer i can  read-  
ers. They  will no d o u b t  feel that  much of  the edge will be taken  o f f a  publ ic  
deba te  when the critic of  defence policy cannot ,  unless he is a member  of  
Pa r l i amen t  and  subsequent ly  a minis ter  of the Crown,  expect  that  he 
h imself  will imp lemen t  the new policy he advocates ,  but  must  see it put  into 
effect by impar t i a l  gove rnmen t  servants  who will not  have been involved 
di rec t ly  in the debate .  At  least some of the fire and en thus iasm of  the "Best 
and  Brightest"  of the Kennedy  era  must  have been due to a na tu ra l  and 
p r o p e r  a m b i t i o n  on their  par t  to become dec i s ionmakers  themselves.  

U N I T E D  S T A T E S  

When  cons ider ing  the role and effects of publ ic  opin ion  in the United 
States ,  one must  bear  in mind the d e m a n d s  and pressures the executive and 
the legis lature  f requent ly  make  upon  the Services to speak  with a single- 
Service ra ther  than a defence voice. The point  now at issue is whether  
deba te  in the publ ic  a rena  makes  the same or s imilar  demands .  There  is a 
d is t inc t ion ,  even if it is a fine one, between deba te  in the legislature where 
bo th  par t ies  are seeking to influence a vote, and  thus invoke legislative 
power,  and the b r o a d e r  more  f ree- ranging  publ ic  discussions  of defence 
and foreign pol icy  issues that  take place outs ide Congress .  The ou tcome of  
the la t ter  must  affect the th ink ing  of those in the executive or the legislature 
before  it can influence actions.  

The  first examp le  of publ ic  deba te  to be cons idered ,  in most  respects,  
belies the name.  In 1954, the Eisenhower  admin i s t r a t i on  wanted,  or  
a p p e a r e d  to want,  a congress iona l  resolu t ion  to permi t  the Pres ident  to use 
a i r  and  naval  power  in l n d o c h i n a  to assist the F rench  gar r i son  besieged at 
D ienb ienphu .  This was an issue on which the executive,  and even more  
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i m p o r t a n t  for  the present  s tudy,  the Jo in t  Chiefs of  Staff,  were divided.  
The Pres ident  h imself  was evident ly  lukewarm,  5 but  Mr. Dulles,  Secre ta ry  
of  State ,  and  A d m i r a l  Radfo rd ,  C h a i r m a n  of  the Jo in t  Chiefs of  Staff,  
were bo th  in favour .  A meet ing was a r ranged  on 3 Apr i l  1954, between Mr. 
Dulles,  A d m i r a l  Radfo rd ,  and  the congress iona l  leadership,  including 
Sena to r s  K n o w l a n d  and Johnson .  

The meet ing  s tar ted  with a forceful  p resen ta t ion  by A d m i r a l  Ra d fo rd  
in f avour  of  an a i r  str ike on the forces besieging Dienbienphu;  but  ques- 
t ion ing  by Sena to r  J o h n s o n  elicited the fact that  o ther  members  of  the 
Jo in t  Chiefs of  S taf f  were opposed  to this course  of act ion,  and  that  the 
Un i t ed 'S t a t e s  did  not  have the suppor t  of Bri tain or  any o ther  allies except  
France .  As a result,  the Democra t i c  leadership  in Congress  refused its 
s u p p o r t  for  the p roposa l ,  and an ac r imon ious  deba te  took  place in Con-  
gress some days  later.  If, as Dav id  H a lbe r s t a m  suggests,  Pres ident  Eisen- 
hower  h imself  had s t rong  reservat ions  a b o u t  mil i tary  in tervent ion,  then 
clearly " the  Pres ident  had once again  used the Congress  as a sound ing  
b o a r d  and had quickly  sensed deep reservat ions.  "6 Publ ic  op in ion  as much 
as the f loor  of Congress  was the bar  at which this issue was decided,  and the 
absence  of  Service unan imi ty  was a crucial  a rgumen t  in rejecting the 
p r o p o s a l  for  mi l i tary  in tervent ion.  

The issue raised in that  example  was l i teral ly peace or  war  and may 
not  seem relevant  to issues of resource  a l loca t ion  with which this s tudy is 
ma in ly  concerned .  But, if the Services  are  encouraged  to t ake  an indepen-  
dent  s tand  on such vital  na t iona l  issues, they will cer ta in ly  wish to seek the 
same privilege when o ther  issues vital to their  con t inued  existence are  
raised.  It is also admi t t ed ly  a cur ious  example  of  public  deba te  since the 
publ ic  was not  d i rect ly  involved in it. But Pres ident  Eisenhower  used the 
meet ing  with congress ional  leaders  as an ind ica t ion  of  what  a publ ic  debate  
would  be like if it t ook  place,  and  if, in consequence ,  the di f fer ing views of  
the Service leaders  were d isp layed  in public.  

However ,  an essential  ingredient  in a publ ic  deba te  is the power  of 
press,  radio ,  and  televis ion to inform,  to educate ,  and to influence the 
publ ic  on defence and foreign pol icy issues. This power  is a serious 
respons ib i l i ty  when one considers  that  the publ ic  is l ikely to be far less well 
in fo rmed  on these mat ters  than  on domes t ic  issues. "The  Amer ican  Sys- 
tem,"  as Laurence  R a d w a y  writes, 7 "p rov ides  the press with many  clear  
windows  and open doors .  It p resumes  that  publ ic  pol icy is publ ic  p rope r ty  
and that  publ ic  servants  ought  to be avai lab le  to their  masters ."  Be that  as 
it may,  one can detect  an e lement  of  watchfulness,  a lmost  hosti l i ty,  in the 
A m e r i c a n  press t oward  the Services and especial ly toward  the demands  of  
the defence budget .  There  is a sharper  tone  to the Amer ican  press, which 
con t ras t s  with the relat ive to le rance  of the British press. Aga in  ca r toons  
seem to bear  out  this view. A survey of  over  twenty years  of  US pol i t ical  
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ca r toons  has failed to f ind one match ing  the a t t i tude  o f " J a k , " m e n t i o n e d  
above ,  but  many  reveal  press host i l i ty  toward  large mi l i tary  budgets .  
It is clear  that  the Amer ican  press is well aware  of  inter-Service r ivalry and 
numerous  examples  could be given where d isagreements  between the 
Services have been probed  by the press, often after  an a p p r o a c h  by one of  
the Services engaged in the controversy .  

A l t h o u g h  Service officers have been r ep r imanded  for over-zealous  
and  publ ic  advocacy  of  the Service case, in genera l  the press is used, or  uses 
its Service sources,  with some discret ion,  s Nevertheless ,  the relat ive open-  
ness with which US Service officers and  civil servants  will p rovide  in fo rma-  
t ion and c o m m e n t  is in marked  cont ras t  to their  oppos i te  numbers  in the 

United Kingdom.  In consequence,  it is not  difficult  dur ing  inter-Service 
con t roversy  for  a j ou rna l i s t  to collect sufficient mater ia l  for a reasonably  
accura te  ar t ic le  quo t ing  P e n t a g o n  sources.  The  abi l i ty  of  the Services to 
speak  independen t ly ,  and if necessary a n o n y m o u s l y ,  to the press seems to 
be an i m p o r t a n t  if not  essential  par t  of  the US thesis that  publ ic  pol icy is 
publ ic  p rope r ty ,  and  to the extent  that  this f r eedom is main ta ined ,  the 
independence  of the Services is also but t ressed.  

A n o t h e r  good  example  of  publ ic  deba te  relates to the change in US 
s t ra tegy in the ear ly 1960s when the E i senhower  New Look  s t ra tegy was 
conver ted  to one of f lexible response  across  the whole spec t rum of war. As 
S e y o m  Brown writes: 

Kennedy's general premises about the nation's military require- 
ments were well developed before he assumed the Presidency and were 
very much the conventional wisdom among the Democrats involved 
in foreign policy matters. But the premises themselves were not the 
product of partisan politics however they may have been invoked to 
that effect. They were the product of a number of strains of strategic 
thought that had now converged: the ideas generated by Paul Nitze 
and the Policy Planning Council in NSC-68, the 1950 document 
reflecting on the military planning implications of the soon-to-come 
Soviet intercontinental nuclear capability; the Air Force-RAND Cor- 
poration arguments for a survivable ("invulnerable") strategic retalia- 
tory force (also favored by the Navy as the major rationale for the 
Polaris submarine-fired missile); the doctrine of "flexible response" 
put forward within the Eisenhower administration by Army Chiefs of 
Staff Matthew Ridgway and Maxwell Taylor in opposition to the 
strategic monism of Secretary of State Dulles and Admiral Radford; 
the analysis of the possibilities for limited war in the thermonuclear 
age by scholars such as William Kaufman, Robert Osgood, Henry 
Kissinger, and Bernard Brodie; and the recommendations for a bal- 
anced defence posture appearing in the reports of the Gaither Com- 
mittee and Panel II of the Special Studies Project of the Rockefeller 
Brother's Fund. 9 
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The quotation admirably sums up the complicated, interlocking 
nature of the discussions about US national policy that took place in the 
years preceding President Kennedy's election. It is hard to see how such a 
major change in national strategy could have taken place without the 
fullest possible participation by those outside as well as inside the govern- 
ment. It is also apparent that each of the three Services played a crucial role 
in the public debate. The Army by pressing for flexible response, the Air 
Force by initiating and, after much discussion, accepting the RAND study 
on survivable strategic forces, and the Navy by pressing for Polaris, all 
produced elements in the final policy. Although the arguments may have 
been to some extent dictated by narrow considerations of Service interest, 
their contribution to what most analysts of military policy would consider 
to be a better strategy is incontestable. 

Although there have been no major changes in the style of public 
debate since then, one significant and perhaps alarming development was 
noted by the magazine Common Cause about the campaign by Rockwell 
Incorporated to reinstate the BI bomber after it had been deleted from the 
defence programme by President Carter. j° Common Cause reported that 
Rockwell contributed $60,000 to political action committees in the 
1 9 7 9 - 8 0  electoral cycle for presidential and congressional candidates. Both 
Republican and Democratic candidates' campaigns benefited from these 
contributions which were concentrated on those whose districts stood to 
gain if the B1 programme were restarted. The reelection campaigns of 
congressional members  serving on defence-related committees also 
received contributions from Rockwell according to the magazine, which 
goes on to point out that a very high proportion of those receiving these 
campaign contributions voted for the reintroduction of the B1 bomber. 
Whatever its merits or defects as part of the political process, the success 
of this campaign cannot be ignored by any Service that sees favoured 
weapons projects threatened with cancellation by the executive. Indeed, 
this campaign can be seen as one example of the so-called iron triangle of 
Congress, bureaucracy, and special interests to which many commentators 
refer. 

These examples can end on a more positive and encouraging note. 
After his retirement, General Jones wrote an article for the New York 
Times amplifying his proposals to reorganise the Joint Chiefs of Staff. ~ 
His article appeared (as these pages were being written) in the New York 
Times Magazine (which British readers could equate to the colour supple- 
ments of the quality Sunday newspapers). The appearance of the later 
columns of General Jones' article beside advertisements with glamorous 
women in expensive fur coats brings home, to this writer at any rate, the 
extent of the audience in the United States for such important but esoteric 
matters as defence reorganisation. 
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The forego ing  analysis  in which different  par ts  of the publ ic  deba te  
are cons ide red  separa te ly  is l ikely to miss the po in t  or  at any rate give the 
wrong  impress ion .  Seyom Brown's  s u m m a r y  quoted  above  clearly shows 
the many  s t rands  making  up a na t ional  policy. But one must  also recognise 
the ex ten t  to which the ac tors  themselves  change roles. The critic may  well 
become the dec i s ionmaker .  The fluid and open nature  of  the debate ,  with 
the ba r r i e r  between official and nonoff ic ia l  thought  being far  f rom imper-  
vious,  the cons tan t  movemen t  of  the intell igent and ar t icula te  s tudents  and 
ana lys t s  of defence and foreign policy f rom the outs ide into government  
and out  again,  the whole  body  of Congress  with its powerful  commi t tees  
and shrewd and inquisi t ive staffs, the pr ivate  research o rgan i sa t ions  and 
the semipr iva te  " th ink  t anks"  staffed by those who have been in govern-  
ment  and  no d o u b t  expect  to be again,  all these ingredients  of  the deba te  
give the discuss ions  a force and a dep th  not  matched in the United 
Kingdom.  Those  a t t ack ing  exis t ing government  pol icy may have been 
do ing  so f rom within gove rnmen t  a short  t ime before;  those  p r o p o u n d i n g  a 
new pol icy may  have left the admin i s t r a t i on  to do  so. If e i ther  g roup  
succeeds,  then they may re turn  to gove rnmen t  to car ry  out  their  policy. 
The deba tes  are abou t  real issues, and  real power  is the prize.  It is no 
wonder  tha t  in such a fluid s i tua t ion  the Services see no clear  advan tage  
and great  po ten t ia l  danger  in accept ing any loss of their  t r ad i t iona l  
independence .  

OPEN OR CLOSED POLITICS? 
It is now over  twenty  years since Lord  Snow spoke  abou t  the "ca rd ina l  

choices"  for  " advanced  indust r ia l  societies being made  in secret by a 
handful  of men who at least in legal form cannot  have a f i rs thand knowl-  
edge of  what  these choices depend  upon  or what  their  results may be. ''~2 In 
the G o d k i n  lectures where he first put  fo rward  this p ropos i t ion ,  he went on 
to i l lustrate it by recount ing  the his tory of  the controvers ies  between Lord 
Cherwel l  and Sir Henry  Tizard  before and dur ing  Wor ld  War  I1 abou t  the 
in t roduc t ion  of  r ada r  and the effectiveness of  s trategic bombing .  
The  h is tor ica l  survey and  the genera l  p r o p o s i t i o n s  that  Lord  S n o w  devel-  
ops  in these lectures are  not  re levant  to this  d i scuss ion ,  but  it is i m p o r t a n t  
to cons ider  first, how far  the desc r ip t ion  above  could  r ea sonab ly  be 
app l i ed  to the Uni ted  K i n g d o m  in the 1980s, and  second,  to wha t  ex ten t  
the con t rove r sy  tha t  his desc r ip t ion  a roused  in the Uni ted  S ta tes  was 
jus t i f ied  and whether  indeed it is val id there. 

Lord  Snow's  desc r ip t ion  of the "closed poli t ics"  of  the scientific 
choice of  weapons  systems ~3 has many  similar i t ies  with the system of  
Defence by Discuss ion  descr ibed earl ier  in this s tudy as a character is t ic  
fea ture  of  defence po l i cymak ing  in the United K i n g d o m  today .  Al though ,  

r 
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his descr ipt ion does not  deal with quite the same issues as those ment ioned 
in chapter  3, where the evolut ion of Defence by Discussion was briefly 
narrated,  the essence of the bureaucrat ic  politics of each is the absence of 
appeal  to a larger assembly (either of an elite opin ion  or of the electorate 
itself). This is not to imply any disregard for democrat ic  ideals by those 
involved, but simply to argue that the whole style of defence managemen t  
in the United Kingdom tends to promote  decisions secretly arrived at and 
often secretly implemented.  Defence by Discussion therefore tends to 
imply decisions taken behind closed doors. These doors may be closed 
because the outsider finds it hard to reach and open them rather than 
because they are locked from the inside to secure secrecy, but they are 
closed nevertheless. 

It is easy to see why Lord Snow's  remarks aroused so much contro-  
versy in the United States where they were first made. j4 Not only did they 
not  fit the facts as perceived in post-World War  1I America,  but they 
seemed to deny the value of the great debates on defence and foreign policy 
as Michael Armacost  points out in disput ing the descript ion given by Lord 
Snow: 

One of the striking things about the Thor-Jupiter controversy 
was the very openness of many of the discussions and decisions 
leading to the development and procurement of IRBMs. The evidence 
of this case suggests that the process of competitive development of 
weapons by the Services generates determined pressures for the 
broadening of participation in policymaking, for the illumination of 
many of the financial and strategic costs and consequences of alterna- 
tive proposals, and for the transmission of considerable secret infor- 
mation via leaks and counter-leaks to congressmen and the public, 
thus permitting the intra-executive branch discussion of the issues to 
be monitored by a somewhat wider alternative and reasonably well- 
informed audience. ~5 

This is an admirab le  description of the way in which inter-Service 
controversy over procurement  decisions can in the United States widen out 
so that inevitably,  and in US eyes rightly, the discussion of these decisions 
becomes public. It is true that Professor Armacost  is apparent ly  confining 
his analysis to the United States; but  taking Lord Snow to task, he does not 
apparent ly  consider the possibility that  Lord Snow's description of the 
British scene may indeed be correct. One must conclude that both writers 
are broadly  correct when they describe the way in which decisions about  
(to quote President T r u m a n ' s  phrase again) "strategy, programs,  and 
budget" are made in their own countries.  It is the transfer of the conclu- 
sions from one count ry  to another  and the a t tempt  to see them as universal 
that brings error. 

. . . . .  3 ~  . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ - ~  
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C O N C L U S I O N  

The closed pol i t ics  of  the United Kingdom,  where all a t t empts  to 
change  a gove rnmen t  dec is ion  on defence must  be focused on the cabinet ,  
do  not  as a rule encourage  the Services to widen the deba te  a b o u t  resource  
a l loca t ion  to include those  outs ide  the publ ic  service. In the United Sta tes  
it is very ha rd  for  the Services to keep the deba te  behind  closed doors ,  even 
if they  wished to do  so. If the Services have s t rong feelings abou t  a ma jo r  
dec is ion  on resource a l loca t ion ,  these sent iments  will a lmos t  cer ta in ly  be 
b rough t  out  in congress iona l  inves t igat ions  and become a mat te r  for  
publ ic  debate .  



Chapter Eight 
The Bureaucrats 

So far  this s tudy has been concerned  first with the s t ructure  of  the two 
defence bureaucrac ies  and  then with the extent  to which the differences 
be tween them can be exp la ined  ei ther  by the differing internal  s t ruc ture  of  
the gove rnmen t  and the legislature or by the differing ex te rna l  environ-  
merit of publ ic  op in ion  and publ ic  d iscuss ion in the two countr ies .  It is now 
t ime to cons ider  the bureaucra t s  themselves.  As M o r t o n  Halper in  writes, 
" there  is an unwri t ten  code  of  ethics which de te rmines  at least in part  a 
bu reauc ra t ' s  behav io r . "  It will be i m p o r t a n t  to see how far  the different  
career  s t ructures  and a t t i tudes  of  the two bureaucrac ies  help to expla in  the 
differ ing m a n a g e m e n t  styles in the two defence organisa t ions .  

A d is t inc t ion  must  be made  between the formal  s t ructure  of  the 
o rgan i sa t ion  for  mak ing  decis ions  or  solving p rob lems  on the one hand,  
and  on the o ther  hand the menta l  a t t i tudes  and bureaucra t i c  skills of those 
within the mach ine  itself. The  fo rmer  dictates  where a p r o b l e m  will enter  
the machine  and how it will be processed;  the la t ter  may well influence how 
it will be solved and what  techniques and what  kind of  analys is  will be used 
as par t  of  the dec i s ionmak ing  process.  Even if the evolu t ion  toward  
Defence by Discuss ion in the United K ingdom and the con t inua t ion  of  
Defence by Barga in ing  in the United Sta tes  is largely cond i t ioned  by the 
different  s t ructures  within which defence decis ions  are  made,  it is still 
i m p o r t a n t  to cons ider  how far the differences between the bureaucra t s  
themselves  re inforce  this tendency and how far  their  differing styles of 
m a n a g e m e n t  depend  on these differences in the people  concerned.  

The te rm bureauc ra t ,  in the sense used here, includes those in un i fo rm 
as well as those  in civil ian clothes.  No de ta i led  analysis ,  however ,  of  the 
mi l i ta ry  bu reauc ra t s  in e i ther  coun t ry  is a t t empted .  Clear ly,  the mi l i tary  
officers of the three  A r m e d  Services in the two count r ies  differ  f rom each 
o ther  in many  i m p o r t a n t  respects. But it is the s imilar i t ies  of  backg round ,  
of  Service educa t ion ,  and of  the career  pa t t e rn  of  the mi l i tary  bureauc ra t  
tha t  are most  s t r ik ing when these are con t ras ted  with those of their  civil ian 
col leagues .  

67 
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In both countries the junior officer starts his career in executive 
positions in military units. Those who reach senior positions in the 
Defence Departments are likely to have had experience of command of 
military units at about the rank of lieutenant colonel or equivalent and to 
have received some type of staff training to fit them for posts in major 
Service headquarters or in the Defence Department itself. In neither 
country is the military officer likely to spend all his service, after staff 
training, in the Defence Department, and in neither will he have had, 
before his first appointment to that department, to face the problems of 
inter-Service resource allocation or even be thoroughly familiar with the 
roles, missions, and problems of the other two Services. 

In both countries, therefore, the military officer is likely to arrive to 
take up his first Defence Department appointment (and probably subse- 
quent appointments also) imbued with a natural and proper ambition to 
ensure that, as far as lies within his power, his own Service will receive its 
proper share (one might even say the largest possible share) of the total 
funds allocated to defence. If, therefore, the Chiefs of Staff Committee in 
one country play a full and important role in the inter-Service resource 
allocation process, whereas in the other their opposite numbers play little 
or no part collectively in the final budget decision, then the reason does not 
lie in the background, Service education, or career pattern of the military 
bureaucrat. 

One interesting sidelight should be noted, however. General Jones 
mentioned in his criticism of the defence establishment that officers 
assigned to duty outside their own Service (and he specifically included 
service on the joint staff in this duty) do not normally do as well in their 
subsequent careers as those who have only served in their own Services. 
No doubt the same thought has occurred to British officers serving on the 
central policy staffs of the Ministry o f  Defence; but it is not easy to find 
examples of British Service officers who have been notably "defence 
minded" suffering from lack of promotion on that account. In any case, the 
1982 reforms gave the Chief of the Defence Staff much greater influence in 
the selection of senior officers for promotion. The foregoing may seem to 
imply that the Services in each country share a common pattern of atti- 
tudes and methods of work. Such is definitely not the case. Each differs 
markedly from the other, but these differences are not significant in the 
context of decisions about resource allocation. The two civilian bureaucra- 
cies, however, differ significantly in several ways. 

U N I T E D  K I N G D O M  

The British civil service has been recognised as one of the great 
political creations of nineteenth century Britain, and in the middle of this 
century, senior British civil servants were described by a US public servant, 
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who had had extensive dealings with them, as exemplifying "an exception- 
ally high order of intelligence, extraordinary intergovernmental communi- 
cation, and general team work and urbanity. ''2 There are many less 
complimentary views of the British civil service whose general merits are 
not for discussion here, but these remarks do serve to underline two 
important points. In the first place, the politically impartial, full-career 
senior civil servant, serving the government in power whatever its political 
complexion and with wide experience possibly in more than one govern- 
mental department, is in a real sense a part of the political fabric, part 
almost of the constitution, of the United Kingdom. This is not to under- 
value the part played by the five or so senior and junior ministers with 
political appointments in charge of the Ministry of Defence. On the 
contrary, the small number of ministers appointed by the political party in 
power emphasises the extent to which the permanent civil service in this 
and in all government departments consider it their duty to advise on and 
execute the policies of whichever party is forming the government of the 
day. In the second place, the cohesiveness of the civil service and the 
general effectiveness and urbanity of the relations between different 
government departments are highly relevant to relations between depart- 
ments within the Ministry of Defence. 

The 120 or so senior civil servants 3 in the Ministry of Defence 
can best be described as long-service officers whose career and training are 
designed to make them the servants of the ministry as a whole rather than 
of one particular Service department. This attitude and career policy stem 
from the fact that all civil servants in the Administration Group are 
ultimately subordinate to the Permanent Under-Secretary (PUS)and their 
scientific colleagues to the Chief Scientific Adviser (CSA). The numbers at 
headquarters in these grades are not large, so that a feeling of loyalty to the 
department as a whole can be stimulated at this level at any rate. 

Before examining the part that these civilian bureaucrats play in the 
resource allocation process within defence, it will be helpful to consider the 
central resource allocation process as carried out between the Treasury 
and other departments in Whitehall to see if this process throws any light 
on the phenomenon of Defence by Discussion. The larger picture has been 
interestingly described by two American authors in a book aptly entitled 
The Private Government o f  Public M o n e y .  4 The "eternal dialogue between 
the Treasury and the spending departments" over the allocation of resourc- 
es is discussed in a chapter called, revealingly, "Village Life in Civil 
Service Society." The authors, Hugh Heclo and Aaron Wildavsky, stress, 
among other things, the continuity of the dialogue not only throughout the 
financial year, but through successive financial years (and they might have 
added, successive financial crises) and the importance that departments 
attach to building up a reputation with the Treasury for trustworthiness 
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and  efficiency. F r o m  this it fol lows that  the t emp ta t i on  to "bounce"  the 
Treasu ry  (for example ,  by wi thho ld ing  un favourab le  news while securing 
Treasu ry  c o m m i t m e n t  to init ial  expendi tu re )  or  o ther  sharp  pract ice is 
usual ly  resisted. They suggest  that  the fol lowing rules of the game for 
get t ing a long  with the Treasu ry  would be accepted  by most  of those 
involved:  

Consult early and thoroughly; 

Rather than trying to hide it, give the costs of a proposal in sufficient 
depth of years to show if there really is going to be a large charge; 

Clear your line before, with other interested departments; 

Send extensive information to the Treasury; 

In trying to get more, preserve your credibility by dealing in reasona- 
ble negotiating margins. 

" W h a t  is at s take,"  the au thor s  suggest,  "is not  merely cour tesy  and 
bureauc ra t i c  decorum.  Exper ienced  members  in the t ight ly knit  c o m m u n -  
ity value such rules of  the game,  for  they are  rules which help them conta in  
very real confl icts  and  a game a b o u t  dead ly  ser ious ques t ions  of  publ ic  
pol icy."  

So much then, in brief, for  the rules of  the game in deal ing with the 
Treasury .  H o w  is this re levant  to resource a l loca t ion  within the Minis t ry  of 
Defence? Mos t  obviously ,  if these rules app ly  to Defence-Treasury  deal-  
ings it would  be surpr is ing  if the d ia logue  a b o u t  resource a l loca t ion  within 
the Minis t ry  of  Defence were not  conduc ted  by the same or  s imilar  rules as 
those  suggested for Whi teha l l  as a whole. This l ike l ihood must  be rein- 
forced by the a l ready  noted fact tha t  all those senior  civil ians on bo th  sides 
of the d ia logue  in the centra l  staffs and  in the service depa r tmen t s  owe 
al legiance to the Pe rmanen t  Under -Secre ta ry  or  Chief  Scientific Adviser .  
In short ,  an unwri t ten  code of  ethics as suggested by M o r t o n  Halper in  in 
the quo ta t ion  at the beginning of chap te r  5 is discernible  in resource 
a l loca t ion  discussion in Whi teha l l  as a whole and also in the Minis t ry  of  
Defence. 

Of  course,  o ther  pa r t i c ipan t s  in the d i s c u s s i o n - - t h e  ministers  in 
charge  of  the minis t ry  and the Service officers at all l eve l s - -wi l l  have a 
p r o f o u n d  influence on what  is decided.  But as has been expla ined ,  the 
ind iv idua l  Service officer, and  equal ly  the poli t ical  minister ,  do not  as a 
rule serve con t inuous ly  in the d e p a r t m e n t  for  more  than  three years  at a 
time. They  are not  l ikely, therefore ,  to influence the method  by which 
mat te rs  are  decided as much as those who will somet imes  serve for  as long 
as ten years  in more  senior  pos i t ions  and when replaced will be succeeded 
by those  of  s imi lar  b a c k g r o u n d  and exper ience  and of  like mind. The tone 
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of  Defence by Discussion is therefore largely set by those civil servants 
responsible for  conduct ing  the financial or budgeting side of the dialogue 
for year after year, either within the Ministry of Defence (as part  of  
Defence by Discussion) or as a Ministry of  Defence representative in 
discussion with the Treasury (as part of  "The Village Life in Civil Service 
Society"). 

U N I T E D  S T A T E S  

"I t  was a glittering time. They literally swept into office, ready, 
moving, generating their style, and their confidence; they were going to get 
America  moving again. There was a sense that these were brilliant men, 
men of  force, not  cruel, not harsh, but men who acted rather than 
waited . . . .  Everyone  was going to Wash ing ton  and the word went out 
quickly around the Eastern seacoast, at the universities, and in the political 
clubs, that  the best men were going to Washington.  Things were going to 
be done and it was going to be great fun; the challenge awaited and these 
men did not doubt  their capacity to answer that challenge. ''5 So David 
Halbers tam describes the start of the Kennedy era and sets a scene that has 
virtually no parallel in the United Kingdom. c' 

The extensive recruitment of highly qualified staff, frequently with 
strongly held political convictions, by a new US adminis t rat ion leads to the 
existence of  the " in -and-oute r , "  the man or woman  for whom public life 
and public service will alternate with a career in business, in a profession 
(the law being of  course a part icular ly obvious  example),  and last but 
certainly not least, in academic life. As has already been mentioned, the 
style and depth of debate of public issues clearly owes much to the people 
in this category; their contr ibut ion to the bureaucratic process will be 
examined later, but before doing so the staffing position in the Depar tment  
of  Defense must be described in more detail. 

Perhaps the best method of  compar ing  the bureaucracies of  the two 
depar tments  is to think in terms of  leavening. In the United Kingdom, the 
bureaucracy  is leavened by five or six political appointments  on each 
change of government .  The holders of  these positions will speak for the 
depar tment  in cabinet and its ministerial committees and in Parliament.  
The remaining senior civilian staff, some 120 in all, will consist a lmost  
wholly of  long-service civil servants whose career is likely to be within the 
Ministry of  Defencc or in other government  departments ,  but not outside 
the civil service. 

In the United States, the 1,400 or so senior posts v are leavened by 
some 120 noncareer  appointments .  Abou t  thirty of these are appointed by 
the President  and consist of  the most  senior posts f rom the Secretary of  
Defense down to (in United Kingdom civil service terms) deputy under- 
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secretary. They are likely to leave when the President leaves office. A 
further ninety noncareer executive assignments are usually made to key 
appointments at a lower level (say, under-secretary and assistant secretary 
in UK civil service terms). Their duties will involve both the framing and 
the advocacy of policy. Not all these will change with each administration, 
but most will probably do so. The remaining 1,280 senior civil servants will 
be part of the Senior Executive Service likely to complete their careers in 
governmefi~ service. 

Already, the contrast between the US and UK bureaucracies is plain. 
The in-and-outer holds a key position in the Department of Defense, 
filling (if one includes the top political appointees; such as Secretary of 
Defense, Deputy Secretary of Defense, and the Service Secretaries) all 
senior policymaking posts in the department down to assistant secretary 
(in US terms) level. A significant number of in-and-outers will be in the 
Directorate of Defense Research and Engineering and in the Directorate 
of Program Analysis and Evaluation: two of the key directorates in the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense concerned with resource allocation. The 
third directorate in the Secretary's office involved in this task is the 
Comptroller's office, which has primary responsibility for the defence 
budget; this office has only a few noncareer civil servants (but this number 
may well include the top two posts). The large number of career officers in 
the Comptroller's office somewhat redresses the balance between career 
and noncareer personnel in the field of resource allocation, but the con- 
trast with the UK Ministry of Defence is still a sharp one. 

An incoming Secretary of State for Defenee has only some four, or at 
most five, political colleagues to assist him in implementing his party's 
policies. His opposite number at the start of a presidential administration 
will have about 120 posts at his disposal. Those coming to very senior defence 
appointments will not, as a rule, be slow to use the power to make new 
subordinate appointments in the Defense Department after their arrival. 
Whatever their own views about the advantages of continuity and expe- 
rience, they will face strong pressure from those expecting appointments 
either for themselves or their nominees. 

But this is not a static situation, and recent events in the United States 
have tended to blur the sharp contrast between the two bureaucracies. 
First, Hugh Heclo, whose perspective on the British civil service was 
mentioned earlier, has pointed out that the in-and-outer is changing. He 
has fidentified a kind of professional in-and-outer who has become more 
prominent as the role of the political parties and their patronage has 
declined. 8 The essential characteristic of these "public careerists" is pre- 
vious and generally relevant experience in government. Professor Heclo 
has calculated that about half of president Reagan's top appointees in the 
winter of 1980-81 had held subordinate appointments in previous adminis- 
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trations. This is not to suggest that they are following a well-marked-out 
political career like the British member of the House of Commons (or 
House of Lords) who hopes to climb the ladder from Parliamentary Under- 
Secretary, to Minister of State, and then to Secretary of State. On the 
contrary, the only career planner for the public careerist can be himself. 

There are clearly enough of these public careerists to justify classing 
them as a de facto higher civil service. As Heclo emphasises, "what the 
public careerists will know about the ins-and-outs of government work 
and their own networks of personal contacts in Washington help this de 
facto higher civil service use, if not administratively control in any classic 
bureaucratic sense, the machinery of government." The proviso, however, 
is all important from a defence point of view. Despite his previous expe- 
rience, the public careerist will probably not remain for more than two 
years on average in one position, and this period is not long enough to 
learn to manipulate the intricate machinery of financial management and 
budgeting described in the next chapter. 

The second development is easier to describe but harder to evaluate. 
The Civil Service Reform Act of 1978 (CSRA) made some major changes 
in the federal civil service. The Act established a Senior Executive Service 
(SES) for top administrators, instituted merit pay for middle-grade man- 
agers, and created a statutory basis for labour relations in the federal sector 
of employment. As Mark Huddleston has pointed out, however, "by 
vesting most of the functions of the old bipartisan Civil Service Commis- 
sion in the newly created Office of Personnel Management (OPM), the 
CSRA redefined the lines of authority, placing most responsibilities firmly 
in the hands of presidential representative's. "9 This change could have 
serious implications for the Senior Executive Service, which now must be 
considered in more detail. 

The Senior Executive Service was intended to be an elite cadre of the 
8,000 or so mostly career, supergrade bureaucrats in federal employment 
in levels GS-16 through GS-18, the top three rungs of the US civil service 
with some 150 in the bottom two levels of the Executive Schedule. The 
British equivalent to the Senior Executive Service would be those in the 
Administrative and Scientific Civil Service down to and including assistant 
secretary. The plan was for those holding the top political appointments in 
each government department (very broadly, political appointments in the 
British system) to choose their own senior staff teams from among SES 
employees, who would be encouraged to move to new jobs and to gain 
greater expertise by special financial bonuses and the prospect of a wider 
range of appointments in government departments. 

The Senior Executive Service has not, by most accounts, been a 
complete success. Some 95 percent of those eligible joined the Senior 
Executive Service, but the Office of Personnel Management (the successor 



74 Fhe B u r e a u c r a t s  

to the Civil Service  Commiss ion )  admi t t ed  in 1981 that  mora le  was low 
and  many  were leaving the service mainly  because of congress ional  l imits 
on the size of salaries  and  the number  and size of  bonuses  tha t  SES 
employees  could  earn.  Even if pay and bonus  levels could  be res tored to 
keep pace with inf la t ion,  there  would still be a no the r  diff iculty to over-  
come.  At  least  par t  of  the impe tus  for  the 1978 Act  was the desire  to make  
the pe rmanen t  civil servant  more  responsive to pol i t ical  d i rec t ion  by 
a l lowing  incoming  pres ident ia l  appoin tees  to select subord ina te  s t a f f f rom 
a wider  range of  civil servants  ins tead of vi r tual ly  having to accept  the 
i ncumben t  in post.  This  po in t  and  the dangers  that  could result  f rom it are 
convinc ing ly  deve loped  in Professor  H udd les ton ' s  ar t icle ,  a l r eady  men-  
t ioned.  An ar t ic le  tha t  a p p e a r e d  in the National Journal at the t ime puts  
civil servants '  fears very vividly: 

But on the other side, detractors of the President's plan fear that 
the Senior Executive Service reform will accomplish exactly what the 
civil service system is supposed to prevent--the intrusion of partisan 
politics and personal favoritism in the selection of top employees and 
the administration of federal programs. Instead of a highly profes- 
sional, highly motivated cadre of federal managers, they foresee a 
group of timid toadies who will blow with the prevailing political wind 
because they know that their political bosses have the power to 
dispatch them to lesser jobs on what many call the "turkey fa rm." . . .  
They believe that the new system will make it much easier for an 
unscrupulous administration to politicize the bureaucracy.~(~ 

Wi l l i am Lanque t t e  repor ted  in 1981 that  "SES  members  feared that  
a l t hough  no one has been de mo te d  f rom the service, the 1978 reform has 
left their  pol i t ical  over lords  with the power  to abuse  their  rights. ''J~ 

There  is no evidence tha t  such fears have been realised, and  t h e r e a r e  
ind ica t ions  tha t  career  civil servants  are now less fearful  of re legat ion  to the 
" tu rkey  fa rm."  As regards  the D e p a r t m e n t  of Defense,  the number  of 
po l i cymak ing  posts  held by senior  career  civil servants  is a b o u t  the same as 
in 1976, and  the loss of senior  s taff  before re t i rement  has not  been signifi- 
cant.  12 If, as will be suggested in chap te r  13, the two essent ials  for those  
senior  civi l ian bu reauc ra t s  dea l ing  with resource a l loca t ion  p rob lems  are 
con t inu i ty  and cal ibre ,  then the pos i t ion  regard ing  the fo rmer  has not  been 
improved  over  recent  years,  and  the la t ter  may well be e roded  if the low 
SES  mora le  means  that  good-qua l i t y  candida tes  are not  recrui ted to the 
civil service. Nevertheless ,  the 1978 Act  p rovided  the legislative basis for  
i mprovemen t s  f rom which the D e p a r t m e n t  of  Defense budget ing  system 
could  benefit  great ly  if the c i rcumstances  were right. 

A C O M P A R I S O N  O F  M A N A G E M E N T  S T Y L E S  

The next  two chapte rs  will discuss to what  extent  recent major  inno-  
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va t ions  in defence mana ge me n t  are the na tura l  and obvious  p roduc t s  of  
the bureaucrac ies  tha t  invented them; but  some i l lus t ra t ion  of  the different  
m a n a g e m e n t  styles used by the two bureaucrac ies  may help to make  the 
same point .  M a n y  writers have stressed the extent  to which UK govern-  
ment  business,  inc luding  defence business,  is conduc ted  by commit tees ,  
which can be seen as the na tu ra l  me thod  of work ing  for  a pe rmanen t  
bureaucracy .  Mos t  key issues of  defence business are  l ikely to be decided 
ei ther  in a fo rmal  commi t t ee  or  in an in formal  meet ing of  those closely 
concerned;  and if they are not  decided there,  then previous  meet ings will 
a lmos t  cer ta in ly  have had a decisive influence on the final decision.  ~3 In the 
US D e p a r t m e n t  of  Defense,  it seems to be a far less c o m m o n  pract ice to 
reach decis ions  in a commi t t ee  meeting. As one senior  official  put  it, "we 
have commi t t ees  a l r i g h t - - p l e n t y  of  them, but  we tend to use them to get 
the people  concerned  to reveal their  pos i t ion  on an issue. The key decis ion 
is p r o b a b l y  reached by te lephone  calls between the three or  four  most  
i m p o r t a n t  people  af ter  the meet ings."  

A n o t h e r  in teres t ing fea ture  for  the outs ide observer  is the i m p o r t a n t  
par t  p layed by special  a p p o i n t m e n t s  to what  would  be known in the United 
K i n g d o m  as the pr ivate  office of  senior  s taff  bo th  in the D e p a r t m e n t  of  
Defense and elsewhere in the federal  government .  Many  of  the most  senior  
staff  a p p e a r  to re ta in  their  own circle of t rusted aides  and advisers  to 
pro tec t  themselves  as it were f rom the bureaucra ts .  No doub t  this is a 
na tu ra l  reac t ion  to those coming  as in -and-ou te r s  to senior  posi t ions ,  but  
the results of  these a p p o i n t m e n t s  can be s ignif icant  as a fo rmer  publ ic  
servant  has po in ted  out: 

The deputy, the special assistant or aide, disposed a subtle power 
in government. No policy was purely theirs alone, yet the bureaucrats 
below could not propose without going through them, and superiors 
rarely decided without them. In the trust and sheer proximity of the 
decision-maker, theirs was the power to shade, to change, to initiate, 
and, even more formidably, to delay, to plant doubts or nuance or 
complexity blanched out by a bureaucracy abhorring and ignoring 
them all, to protect the boss from blunder by stampede or default of 
independent judgment. Most of all, the power waspart of the process, 
symbiotic in the organism of policy, inseparable--mainly because if 
the aide were not so intimate and crucial, he would be replaced by 
someone to fill that necessary role [italic in original]. ~4 

This desc r ip t ion  of  the Pen tagon  of  the sixties appea r s  to be still valid 
twenty  years  later.  It has no para l le l  in the British system, where the 
minis ter ' s  pr iva te  office will be a lmos t  wholly staffed by pe rmanen t  civil 
servants ,  whose powers  are  far  less significant .  

F inal ly ,  the lack of  pe rmanen t  cadre  in the most  senior  ranks  perhaps  
goes some way to exp la in  the lack of a t t en t ion  to long- te rm p lanning  and 
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the apparent lack of interest of the US bureaucrats themselves in any major 
reorganisation proposals that might overcome the adversary relationships 
between the Services. One former civil servant has remarked that in his 
experience most internally inspired reorganisations in the Defense Depart- 
ment were designed either to increase the responsibility of an individual 
office holder or to diminish it by isolating him from information and 
access. It is a notable fact that, apart from the initiative by General Jones in 
1982, the impetus for most defence reorganisations in the United States 
came from outside the US. defence bureaucracy, whereas the UK defence 
bureaucracy can claim credit for many of the changes effected in the last 
forty years. 

C O N C L U S I O N  

The main characteristics of the two defence bureaucracies are now 
clear. In the United Kingdom, the defence bureaucracy is a close-knit (and 
possibly to outsiders, homogeneous) body of permanent civil servants with 
some five or six political appointments at the head of it. In contrast, the 
outside observer receives a clear impression that the defence bureaucracy 
in the United States is dominated by the in-and-outer. This impression 
may derive not only from the thirty senior posts appointed by the President 
but also from the ninety noncareer executive assignments at a lower level, 
most of whom will be replaced by each new administration. The creation of 
the Senior Executive Service has not changed the dominant position of the 
in-and-outer, including the public careerist. Not surprisingly, the two 
bureaucrats with different backgrounds go about their work in different 
ways. 



Chapter Nine 

Financial Controls and 
Budgetary Procedures 

The career patterns and work methods of defence bureaucrats in 
either country are clearly different and contribute to the differing styles of 
defence management. These correspond to Morton Halperin's unwritten 
"rules of the game." It is now necessary to study those procedures and 
techniques that are adopted more formally for the despatch of business. 
Because the bureaucrats differ both in background and career, it seems 
likely that the controls and procedures that come easily to one nation's 
bureaucrats will not be so readily adopted by the other. 

Before considering the two sets of budgetary procedures--Planning, 
Programming, and Budgeting System (USA) and Public Expenditure 
Survey (UK), which dictate to a considerable extent the way decisions on 
resource allocation are handled, it would be well to analyse in more detail 
the controls that the two legislatures exercise over defence spending. In 
both democracies, civilian control of defence is complete, and, not surpris- 
ingly, from the earliest times the democratically elected assemblies have 
exercised their authority over the executive by resorting to the power of the 
purse, but they have used it in different ways. 

UK P A R L I A M E N T A R Y  C O N T R O L  OF E X P E N D I T U R E  
Since 1706, a House of Commons standing order has laid down that 

only the Crown (or in modern terms the executive) can make proposals to 
Parliament of expenditure. Erskine May~ puts it even more decisively: "A 
charge cannot be taken into consideration [by Parliament] unless it is 
demanded by the Crown or recommended by the Crown." Thus, because, 
generally speaking, the party in power is the party controlling a majority in 
the House of Commons,  the government's control over expenditure pro- 
posals should be absolute. Their proposals for expenditure on defence 
should be presented before the financial year in question, and they should 
be able to ensure that the House of Commons (the House of Lords does not 
have a say in proposals for expenditure) will vote the necessary money 
when it is required. 

77 
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Parliament is provided with a Defence White Paper setting out the 
government's policy for the coming year and with Defence Estimates 
setting out in broad terms under subject or vote headings the exact sums 
required. The Estimates may provide useful information but are in no 
sense a means of detailed control. Nearly one-third of the defence budget 
will be contained in vote 1, whose all-embracing title was in 198 l , "Pay etc., 
of the Armed Forces and Civilians, stores, supplies, and miscellaneous 
services." The total is admittedly broken down into some twelve subheads, 
but the government may during the year switch money from one subhead 
to another without the prior approval of the House of Commons; there- 
fore, this additional information is not suitable for detailed control. Sim- 
ilarly, the second subject heading in vote 2 is simply entitled "Defence 
Procurement": it does not give in its ten subject headings any detailed 
costings for individual weapons systems or any indication of what finan- 
cial commitments are entailed in future years by weapons programmes 
proposed in the current Estimates. 

The House of Commons will, of course, have each autumn the 
government's Public Expenditure White Paper providing projections of, 
amongst other items, total defence expenditure for the next three years. 
But the House of Commons is not asked to approve the detail of this 
White Paper in any formal fashion, nor does it have any place in Parlia- 
ment's mechanism of audit and control of expenditure. This White Paper 
is informative not normative. 

U S  C O N G R E S S I O N A L  C O N T R O L  O F  

A P P R O P R I A T I O N S  

In the United States, the executive and the legislature share responsi- 
bility not only for the allocation of funds to defence but also for the way 
funds are shared out among the Services and their weapons programmes. 
Originally, Congress itself drew up the budget and decided how to raise the 
necessary revenues, but since 1921 the President has been responsible for 
preparing the defence and other Estimates. Nonetheless, the power to 
decide is still shared and Congress must agree not only to the total but also 
to each item, paying particular attention, not surprisingly, to those items 
that will commit the executive to further expenditure in following years. 
Indeed, the whole apparatus of congressional control bears upon the point 
where the executive creates an obligation through contractual action 
involving personal services or material. The control of outlay (that is, cash 
flow) is a secondary consideration. Congress gives New Obligational 
Authority (NOA) with single-year or multiyear appropriations, broadly as 
follows: 
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Military Construction 
Shipbuilding 
Other Procurement 

Research and Development 
Operations 

5 year appropriations 
5 year appropriations 
3 year appropriations 
2 year appropriations 
I year appropriations 

Under this system, the obligation or contract for the item must be 
entered into during the appropriation life, but the money need not be 
wholly spent during that period. Since the coming into force of the 
Congressional Budget and Impoundment  Control Act of 1974, the Presi- 
dent has been required to submit five-year departmental budget projec- 
tions with his annual request for funds, but these projections are used for 
information only; they are not authorised by Congress as such. The linked 
system whereby the House and Senate Armed Services Committees grant 
authority for an activity, before Defense Appropriations Subcommittees 
of the House and the Senate grant funds, ensures that the emphasis 
remains on future obligation for, rather than on annual, expenditure. 

Congressional control of outlay is, by contrast, weak; there are no 
formal sanctions against overspending in any one year ofdefence expendi- 
ture. The congressional resolution on outlays aggregates all federal 
expenditure, and administrations have in recent years overspent or under- 
spent the defence budget by as much as $2 billion for reasons not directly 
connected with defence. 2 

One other feature of the American scene should be noted. Congress is 
not compelled by its own rules to authorise appropriations for defence (or 
any other) expenditure before the start of the fiscal (in the UK, financial) 
year on I October. If an appropriation bill is not passed by Congress on 
time, then the executive can only incur new financial obligations up to the 
level specified by a continuing resolution of Congress. In recent years the 
federal government has had to become accustomed to living with continu- 
ing resolutions. Thus, in 1982 Congress did not approve the President's 
request for defence funds for fiscal year 1983 before 1 October, and 
authorised funds for defenee technically ran out on 17 December. Finally, 
Congress passed a further continuing resolution for $232 billion on 21 
December despite President Reagan's request for $250 billion. Among the 
items deleted by Congress from the President's request were production 
funds for the MX and Pershing 2 missile programmes. 

Defence officials in the United States have been heard to speak with 
wonder and envy of the ease with which their British colleagues can get 
budgets approved by the legislature. At the same time, they are mystified 
by a system of control that appears to place little or no legislative limit on 
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the extent to which the administration in power can commit future defence 
expenditure. They see, in short, a system in which the British legislature 
does not demand by law but gets by courtesy, as it were, a fairly reliable 
forecast of total defence expenditure for the next few years (namely, the 
Public Expenditure Survey) and, in contrast to their own Congress, con- 
centrates on annual outlays one year at a time. Congress devotes much 
attention to obligation for future expenditure, but is unable to form a clear 
picture of total defence spending in future years because the executive and 
the legislature can only agree on expenditures one year at a time. It now 
remains to examine the two contrasting internal systems of budgeting, 
Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System (PPBS (US)) and Public 
Expenditure Survey (PES (UK)), to see how these affect the process of 
resource allocation. 

P P B S  A N D  O U T P U T  B U D G E T I N G  

The introduction of the PPB system (PPBS) as a budgetary procedure 
by Mr. McNamara was described in chapter 4. Alain Enthoven has writ- 
ten: "The fundamental idea behind PPBS was decisionmaking based on 
explicit criteria of the national interest in defence programs, as opposed to 
decisionmaking by compromise among various institutional, parochial, 
or other vested interests in the Defense Department. ''3 He goes on to 
emphasise that this system entailed first considering military needs and 
costs together and then explicitly choosing at the top level between alterna- 
tives. Clearly, therefore, the PPB system was seen, quite rightly, as being 
more than an information system or a method of organising data for 
analysts to work on; nevertheless, the essence of the system is the display of 
data describing program packages that represent in theory a common 
defence mission. This part of the system will now be considered, and to 
distinguish it from the PPB system as a whole, the term "output  budget- 
ing" will be used on occasions to describe both the US and UK version 
(which is normally referred to as the functional costings). In the original 
program analysis of the US defence budget, some ten programs covered 
such items as Strategic Retaliatory Forces and General Purpose Forces. 
These programs have changed somewhat since they were introduced for 
fiscal year 1963, but the basic approach and the main programs still 
remain (see table 9.1). From the start, therefore, the data has been laid out 
without regard to the Service providing them; and this gives the clue to the 
main purpose behind the system. 

Before his inauguration, President Kennedy appointed a committee 
headed by Senator Symington to study the organisation of the Depart- 
ment of Defense. The Symington report, published in late 1960, 4 criti, 
cised defence planning as representing at best "a series of compromised 
positions among the military services," which was because the Joint Chiefs 
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of Staff had to act both as defence planners and as representatives of their 
Services. The committee recommended far-reaching changes in defence 
organisation designed to insulate defence planners from the parochial 
thinking of the Service departments. The incoming Secretary of Defense 
did not, however, accept the proposed reorganisation. 

PPBS Programs 
USA UK 
PPBS Functional Analysis 

1. Strategic Forces Nuclear Strategic 
2. General Purpose Navy General Purpose 

Forces Combat Forces 
3. Intelligence and European Theater 

Communications Ground Forces 

4. Air Lift and Other Army Combat 
Sea Lift Forces 

5. Guard and Air Force General 
Reserve Forces Purpose Forces 

6. Research and Reserve and 
Development Auxiliary Forces 

7. Central Supply Research and 
and Development 
Maintenance 

Table 9.1 
and Functional Analysis 

A Possible Revision 
(see chapter 13) 

Nuclear Strategic 
European Theater 

Ground and Air 
Rapid Deployment 

Force Including 
Sea Lift, Air Lift, 
and Reserve Stocks 

Maritime Forces 

8. Training, Medical, Training 
and Other General 
Personnel 
Activities 

9. Administration Repair 
and Associated 
Activities 

10. Support of Other War and Contingency 
Nations Repairs 
(excluding MAP) 

1 l'i Other Support 
12. Miscellaneous 

Home Defence 

Intelligence and 
Communications 

Central Supply and 
Maintenance 

Central HQ and 
Administration 

Research and 
Development 

Miscellaneous 
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He saw himself  as an active rather than a passive manager ,  a leader 

not  a judge. Early in his term he said: "I am here to originate and st imulate 
new ideas and programs,  not just  to referee a rguments  and harmonize  
interests. Using deliberate analysis to force al ternative programs to the 
surface and then making  explicit choices among  them is fundamenta l .  "5 
The in t roduc t ion  of the PPB system in general, and output  budget ing in 
part icular ,  must  be considered with this s ta tement  in mind.  

The fundamen ta l  purpose of the PPB system at the start was not to 
create new ideas abou t  defence policy or strategy, because the incoming  
admin i s t r a t ion  had already made up its mind abou t  many  of the major  
issues of defence policy before assuming office; in any case, a system for 
displaying data  could not have produced new concepts of mili tary strategy 
out of a void. But, and this is the impor tan t  point,  the PPB system enabled 
the admin i s t r a t ion  to have its proposals  examined  and  discussed by the 
bureaucracy in a context  and in an env i ronmen t  that gave these ideas the 
best chance of success. Any improvements  to or acceleration of the Polaris 
programme,  for instance, would under  the PPB system be considered not 
in the context  of the Navy's desire for addi t ions  to the carrier fleet, but 
against  Air Force requirements  for Minutemen.  

To some extent,  therefore, the system of ou tput  budget ing enabled 
Mr. M c N a m a r a  to avoid the defects in organisa t ion ment ioned  by the 
Syming ton  committee,  wi thout  making  the changes they proposed. As 
Allen Schick writes: 

PPB and departmental reorganization can be regarded as partial 
substitutes for one another. When PPB was flourishing in the Defense 
Department it was utilized to accomplish many of the objectives that 
had been sought in earlier reorganization attempts. Even though each 
of the military services retained its separate organizational identity it 
was possible for the Secretary of Defense to make cross-cutting deci- 
sions by means of the mission-oriented program budget. The Air 
Force had charge over Minutemen and Navy over Polaris, but both 
were lodged in the strategic forces program. In this way it was possible 
to overcome internal organizational constraints within DOD without 
having to engage in what probably would have been a futile battle to 
abolish the tri-Service structure.f' 

But even if output  budge t ing  was a useful tool at the start, of the 
McNamara  era, is there reason to think it will still be useful when it has 
been t ranspor ted either through space (for example,  to UK defence or to 
US nondefence inst i tut ions),  or through time (to US or UK dcfcncc 
today)? Many  would answer with a confident  "no" and point  to the 
apparen t  failure of the PPB system to be effective elsewhere in the US 
federal government .  7 The Depar tment  of Defense, however, still retains 
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the system and evidently has no plans to discard it, leading one to believe 
that in defence eyes the PPB system is still relevant even if it does not 
command the same prestige as in the past. The answer to these conflicting 
points of views lies surely in the foregoing examination of Mr. McNama- 
ra's use of the system. 

The success of the PPB system in the wider meaning of that phrase 
(which combines planning and output budgeting with cost effectiveness 
analysis), when coupled with the McNamara style of active management, 
lay mainly in the field of strategic weapons. Output budgeting was a useful 
method of getting the Department of Defense to assess the cost effective- 
ness of one strategic nuclear weapon system against another, instead of 
letting each Service try to decide whether to forego strategic nuclear 
weapons in favour of, say, more weapons for conventional war. Whenever 
output budgeting can present budget or other financial information in a 
helpful way that would not otherwise be readily obtainable owing to the 
particular shape of the organisation in question, then it can be of great use 
to the active manager. If, however, the organisation is perfectly fitted for 
its budgetary task, or if the budget is merely divided out among the 
component parts of the organisation for them to spend as they wish (as will 
probably be the case in Defence by Bargaining), then this method of 
presenting information has a less important role to play. 

It can therefore be argued that the PPB system can still play a role in 
US Defense where the organisational defects cited by the Symington 
Committee (and later by the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel and other com- 
mittees of inquiry) are still evident. Its failure elsewhere in the US federal 
government can be ascribed to a number of causes, 8 but the two precondi- 
tions for success--namely active management in the McNamara style and 
an organisation not precisely fitted for its budgetary task--are not perhaps 
always present. The relative lack of success of the UK equivalent, namely, 
the functional costings, is also explicable in these terms. It is not as 
necessary as it was in the United States in Mr. McNamara's time, because 
the relevant information for crucial decisions can be extracted from an 
organisation geared more to Defence by Discussion than Defence by 
Bargaining. Functional costings, therefore, were, and are, used more for 
purposes of presentation in connection with the annual Defence White 
Paper; but should the need arise, variants of them could no doubt be used 
as an essential tool for long-range planning and deeisionmaking in the 
United Kingdom. 

So far as it goes, the foregoing explanation of the use of output 
budgeting in both countries seems broadly correct, but it clearly does not 
do justice either to the enthusiasm of the talented men who first introduced 
it into the Pentagon or to the high hopes some still have for its future 
development. Part of the explanation for the high hopes at the beginning 
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has a l r eady  been ment ioned .  The  PPB system was not  jus t  a me thod  of  
d i sp lay ing  da t a  but  the essential  prerequis i te  for a meaningful  analysis  of  
mi l i t a ry  needs,  because force requi rements  and  budge ta ry  l imi ta t ions  
cou ld  for  the first t ime be combined  into one system. So PPBS,  as the 
phrase  implies,  is a P lanning ,  P r o g r a m m i n g ,  and Budget ing Sys tem which, 
its inventors  would  no d o u b t  argue,  made  the budge ta ry  process work  
much  more  effectively than  in the past.  But there is another ,  more  funda-  
menta l ,  reason for  high hopes then and for  some confus ion  now. 

Any  system of  ou tpu t  budge t ing  is only  as good  as the categories  or  
ou tpu t s  or cos t ing funct ions  chosen.  If these categor ies  are re levant  to the 
analys is  to be done  and the decis ions to be made,  then the PPB system will 
be genera l ly  hai led  as a success; if they are  not  relevant,  then its value is 
l ikely to be ques t ionable .  In the M c N a m a r a  era, the p r o g r a m  categories  
sepa ra t ed  the s t ra tegic  nuclear  e lements  of  the budget  f rom the expendi -  
tures requi red  for  conven t iona l  war. Much  i m p o r t a n t  analysis  in this field 
could  therefore  be accompl i shed  and vital  decisions made  and accepted by 
all concerned .  But it a lso seems to have been assumed  over  the years  that  
one unique  set of p r o g r a m  categor ies  or  cost ing funct ions  could serve all 
future analyt ic  needs. In fact, as Allen Schick points out, " there  are as many 
ways to classify i n fo rma t ion  as there are  analy t ic  perspectives.  ''9 

A l t h o u g h  well-f i t ted to help in ana lys ing  strategic nuclear  p rob lems ,  
the or iginal  P P B S  p r o g r a m  categor ies  of the 1960s and 1970s could  not  be 
used so effectively for  dea l ing  with conven t iona l  war. Thus,  to take an 
obv ious  example ,  one ca tegory  covered genera l  pu rpose  forces, inc luding 
those  to be used in the l a n d / a i r  bat t le  and  those dest ined for  mar i t ime  
ope ra t ions ,  and some of  the logist ic  suppor t  for  these forces was separa ted  
f rom the forces for  which they were in tended.  It would  therefore  be very 
diff icult  to s tudy,  for example ,  the cost  effectiveness of tact ical  air  in 
s u p p o r t  of  g round  forces on the basis  of  these ca tegor ies  as they s tood.  A 
different  ana ly t ic  perspect ive,  concen t ra t ing  on conven t iona l  war  p rob-  
lems, would  require  tha t  the i n fo rma t ion  be set out  in a different  way. 
P e rhaps  some of the fa i lure  to analyse  many  of the p rob lems  of  conven-  
t ional  war  effectively, s t emmed f rom the na tura l  reluctance of  the bureauc-  
racy to make  radical  changes  in the p rog ra m elements  once they had been 
adop ted ,  after  a cons ide rab le  s truggle to get them accepted and under-  
s tood  in the first place. 

A n o t h e r  ba r r i e r  in the way of  change  was the desire to use ou tpu t  
budge t ing  not  only as a basis for  long-range  p lann ing  and budget ing,  but  
also as a tool  for  d a y - t o - d a y  m a n a g e m e n t  of  current  opera t ions ,  using that  
word  in its widest  sense to include not  only  mi l i tary  opera t ions  of war but  
also the m a n a g e m e n t  of every aspect  of the a rmed  forces in peace. There  
was a na tu ra l  desire to use the P P B S  p rog rams  for the cont ro l  of  expendi -  
ture on current  ope ra t i ons  so as to get some check on the accuracy  of the 
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budget forecasts and proposals for future expenditure. Unfortunately, the 
dilemma posed by this objective seems insuperable. If output budgeting is 
to be used for the analysis of future needs and the evaluation of future 
options, it must be flexible enough to change when the planners perceive 
that those needs have changed or when new options come to their notice. 
If, however, output budgeting is to be used also as a tool for audit and a 
check on past expenditure, then the output functions or programs chosen 
must remain unchanged for several years, at least while they are assimi- 
lated at every level both inside and outside the central defence organisa- 
tion, so that costs wherever incurred can be ascribed with certainty to their 
correct program and function by every clerk in the financial machine. 
There seems to be no way of providing one set of programs that are flexible 
enough for planning purposes and at the same time stable enough to be 
used for day-to-day management and audit.~0 

The British experience with output budgeting would seem to support 
this view of the advantages and disadvantages of the system. The United 
Kingdom adopted output budgeting as part of the format of the Defence 
White Paper shortly after the introduction of the PPB system in the United 
States, but the system has not become a basis of defence planning as it was 
in the Pentagon in the McNamara era. 1~ It could hardly be so. The twelve 
functional programme headings used resemble those in the US program 
budget although the problems faced by UK defence planners are rather 
different (see table 9.1). Thus, strategic forces form one major function, 
and the conventional forces for the Navy and Air Force form two more. 
The Army combat forces form two separate functions, one devoted to 
European theatre forces and one to forces for other theatres. Yet, the 
critical choices faced by the United Kingdom in the field of defence for 
most of the intervening period have not been about which and how many 
competing strategic nuclear weapons systems (for which the PPBS catego- 
ries in either country are well adapted); instead, the choices have been 
between which and how many conventional weapons systems can be 
accommodated within a limited defence budget; for these choices a differ- 
ent set of costing functions would be needed. 

Granted, then, the gradual decline in the utility and prestige of output 
budgeting in defence on both sides of the Atlantic, and ignoring the far 
broader question of its utility in other fields of government expenditure, 
can it be sufficiently improved to be useful in dealing with current and 
future defence problems? Clearly, it would be essential to realise that no 
one unique set of costing functions will be relevant for all times; if the needs 
of the planner are to be met, these functions may have to be changed as often 
as the problems facing him change. From this it follows that an output 
budget which suits the planner will not be permanent enough to be useful 
for financial control and subsequent audit of current operations. The 
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needs of day-to-day management must be met by a separate categorisation 
of the defence budget; this categorisation could be based on inputs (such as 
manpower, equipment, and supplies) or outputs (such as strategic forces 
and general purpose forces), whichever is most suitable. Such headings 
should not be subject to frequent change if they are to be assimilated, as 
they must, at all levels in the machinery of financial control and audit. 

If, then, change is desirable, what changes should be made? Surely 
they should be designed to take advantage of the success already achieved 
with the aid of outpu t budgeting; namely, the analysis of strategic options 
in the field of nuclear weapons. The aim should be to seek other self- 
contained areas that could become separate program categories in a 
revised layout. Two such areas immediately spring to mind; the first is 
maritime operations in a general war in which ships and aircraft will be 
engaged together in a conflict against similar forces and weapons on the 
opposite side. The second is land/air operations against an enemy employ- 
ing sophisticated weapons in both elements. For all practical purposes, 
and certainly insofar as the acquisition of modern and complex weapons 
systems by both the United Kingdom and the United States is concerned, 
this means maritime operations on the high seas and land/air operations in 
Europe against the Soviet Union. The extent to which analysis of the cost 
effectiveness of weapons in these two program categories will help 
decisionmakers will be considered in chapter 13, but at this stage the 
argument is that new costings functions should be devised if full and 
proper use is to be made of both output budgeting and the PPB system in 
the widest sense of that term. The two suggested, together with the existing 
strategic function, will be found to contain most of the expensive and 
complex weapons systems which absorb so much of the defence budget 
and about which agonizing choices have to be made. 

P E S  A N D  L O N G - T E R M  B U D G E T I N G  

Whereas the PPB system was an American invention applied with 
only partial success in UK defence planning, the Public Expenditure Survey 
(PES) is a wholly UK contribution to budgetary planning at the highest 
level; the Public Expenditure Survey has no exact counterpart in the US 
federal government. The following paragraphs are mainly concerned with 
the extent to which the budgetary and planning procedures adopted 
throughout Whitehall affect planning and resource allocation in the Min- 
istry of Defence. They also consider briefly the extent to which the United 
States has adopted comparable methods. It is in many ways misleading to 
think of long-range planning in general, and the Public Expenditure Survey 
in particular, as something the UK Ministry of Defence was slow to 
adopt. As has already been noted in chapter 3, the ministry adopted a 
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system of forecasting future expenditure, known as the long-term costings, 
in the mid- 1950s, and by t he end of the decade, ten-year long-term costing 
was an established feature of defence budgeting; but although it was used 
by both the Ministry of Defence and the Treasury, it was not at that time 
widely adopted elsewhere in Whitehall. 

However, in 1961, as a result of the Report of the Committee on the 
Control of Public Expenditure chaired by Lord Plowden, ~2 annual long- 
term costings were started under Treasury control by all major spending 
departments in Whitehall. These costings are now known among civil 
servants as PESC after the committee of officials responsible for coordi- 
nating the Public Expenditure Survey of future government expenditure, 
which has been published since the late 1960s. It is not necessary to enter 
into the details of this procedure for setting out the future cost implications 
of all current government policies, but two points should be noted. First, 
the simple phrase "the future cost of current policies" clearly contains 
ample room for disagreement between spending departments and the 
Treasury; what may seem to the spending department to be a logical 
consequence of a past policy decision, may to the Treasury (particularly if 
it involves a vast increase in expenditure) appear to be a radical change of 
policy requiring special approval, perhaps by ministers. Second, it should 
be emphasised that it is not the task of the survey committee to allocate 
resources among the spending departments; this allocation is, as always, a 
matter to be settled bilaterally between the department and the Treasury 
and if necessary referred to the cabinet for a final decision. The survey 
committee is concerned with coordinating the result of such discussions 
and matching this result to the national resources likely to be available, as 
well as with establishing a rational basis for financial forecasts throughout 
all government departments. 

The effect of this PES revolution on the Ministry of Defence itself is of 
some importance. It might be thought that the introduction of the Public 
Expenditure Survey represented a setback to the ministry since it lost 
much of the autonomy in the field of long-term budgeting that it previously 
enjoyed. However, there is a great advantage in the present system for 
which many former defence planners and members of finance branches 
would have been ready in the past to sacrifice much-- tha t  is certainty, or 
rather a greater measure of certainty in an uncertain world. However 
precise and well argued the long-term projections may have been in 
pre-PES days, they did not finally commit the Treasury and rival spending 
departments to any particular level ofdefence spending in the future. Now, 
by implication, the general level of defence spending for a period of, say, 
three years is accepted by all concerned in government, because other 
government departments by accepting their own share must logically 
accept the correctness of the share allocated to others. More important, by 
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publishing the Public Expenditure Survey, the government of the day 
commits itself, as far as any government can or is prepared to, to a planned 
level of defence spending for about three years ahead. None of this pro- 
vides absolutely certainty; financial crises and changes of government are 
bound to entail major reviews of defence spending. Indeed, to those closely 
involved in forecasting for the Public Expenditure Survey, the picture will 
no doubt appear to be constantly changing, as indeed it is, since changes 
are frequently made at the margin, often to provide funds for nondefence 
expenditure that is urgent or has a high political priority. Nevertheless, to a 
large extent the future is structured. Major items of expenditure can be 
phased so that all do not peak at the same time, and once the budgets for 
new weapons systems are fixed, they tend to remain immune to cancella- 
tion or major reductions during subsequent reviews. Moreover, the public 
debate over the share of gross national product to be allocated to defence 
has had one result in the past; the percentage share tended to remain at a 
particular level for some years, thus providing the planner with some 
measure of certainty. 

Indeed, the extent to which the PES machinery has tended to grind on 
without regard to national economic circumstances and the need to con- 
trol inflation is emphasised by the criticisms that W. A. Godley and others 
made to the Select Committee on Expenditure in 1975-76, showing the 
extent to which under the Public Expenditure Survey the Treasury found it 
almost impossible to exercise close control of departmental expenditure.~3 
In the past, departments had been virtually able to ignore the effects of 
inflation by calculating the cost of their policies and programmes at 
constant prices for the survey. Any increase of costs due to inflation had 
then to be added to the annual Estimates when presented to Parliament. 
One unhappy result of ignoring inflation in order to obtain stability in the 
planning of policy had been to weaken government control of total spend- 
ing, thus encouraging a rate of inflation that was too large to be ignored in 
the planning process. 

In 1976-77, the government took the first steps to rectify the situation 
by imposing cash limits on all current public expenditure that was not 
demand determined (such as social security payments, which are set by 
statute). A limit was thus placed on the total sum that could be spent in any 
one year on defence (with certain minor exceptions, such as service pen- 
sions). If prices rise faster during the year than is allowed for in the cash 
limit for defence spending, then the Ministry of Defence must reduce 
expenditure by the necessary amount to compensate for the difference, 
even if it means cutting previously approved programmes. The discipline 
of having to manage within a fixed sum was not a new experience for 
long-serving MOD officials who could remember the 1950s and before, 
when the annual peacetime Estimates as agreed by Parliament has indeed 
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seemed fixed and immutable. It was an unwelcome shock for some of their 
younger colleagues, accustomed to presenting supplementary Estimates to 
Parliament during the course of the financial year and supporting these 
proposals with the perfectly reasonable argument that prices had (or 
would) rise faster than was allowed for when Parliament approved the 
original Estimate. 

Annual cash limits may have been unwelcome to defence planners, 
particularly after 1979-80 when the annual Estimate was presented to 
Parliament at cash-limit prices, but it did not seriously hinder the planning 
process. The next step taken to increase control of public expenditure was 
more serious. In 1981, the government decided that all forward planning 
under the PES system should be expressed in cash rather than in volume 
terms at constant prices. This decision meant that when the Public Expend- 
iture Survey was being prepared, all departments had to cost their 
policies and programmes at current prices and then increase their bids for 
future years by whatever allowance for price inflation over the PES period 
was set by the Treasury. Central finance departments in all countries tend 
to underestimate future rates of inflation, therefore, defence planners 
naturally fear that the defence programme will be subject to a hidden cut 
each year because the Treasury will not make adequate allowance for 
future inflation, and defence spending will have to be cut to make up the 
difference between the estimated and the actual rise in prices. Because 
these cuts would have to be carried forward into future years, the cumula- 
tive effects could in theory negate sensible long-term planning. That has 
not happened so far, but cash planning, as it is called, must be regarded as a 
retreat from pure PES doctrine even if it is justified in the wider context of 
government financial policy. Some commentators have seen cash planning 
as a fatal blow to the PES system. This is discussed more fully in chapter 
13. Here it is sufficient to point out that those who operate the present 
system believe in its value and to that extent at least it can be said to work. 

A useful consequence of the introduction of the PES procedure has 
been that in U K defence planning the arguments about resource allocation 
often concentrate on years three to five of the long-term costing rather than 
on expenditure for the year about to begin. Long-term costing has two 
advantages. In the first place, when economies have to be made, it is often 
possible to plan these economies for a period three to five years ahead by 
concentrating on long-term projects, such as closing depots or running 
down manpower, instead of having to take last-minute cuts in the coming 
year's budget, which can normally only be achieved either by slowing down 
current production of weapons or by reducing the amount to be spent on 
building projects. Long-term planning therefore makes it easier to make 
rational economies, but it also, and this is the second advantage, often 
makes these economies more  tolerable. If adequate notice is possible, 
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manpower reductions can be achieved by wastage instead of by dismissal; 
and if weapons systems are to be cut from the inventory, it is often easier to 
persuade the unlucky Service to give up a weapon system planned for the 
future rather than one that is in service or just about to come off the 
production lines. Long-term planning can mean more rational cost-cutting 
and may also make the economies achieved more acceptable to all 

concerned. 

There are, of course, superficial similarities in the budgetary proce- 
dures in Britain and the United States, but the less obvious differences are 
particularly interesting. First, the analysis of the place of the defence 
budget in relation to the rest of UK government spending is paralleled by 
the examination made for the President by the National Security Council 
(NSC) of the total US defence budget in relation to the remainder of 
federal spendingl ~4 But this process differs significantly from the Public 
Expenditure Survey. The NSC report to the President is not binding on 
anyone and cannot decide, let alone impose, any balance between 
defence and nondefence spending. The President has this prerogative, and 
he cannot effectively delegate it to any subordinate group. Furthermore, 
the National Security Council cannot make a decision about the level of 
the budget over a period of years; the decision about the level of federal 
expenditure is shared between the President and Congress, and they have 
not in the past shown a willingness to commit themselves jointly for more 
than one year at a time to any particular level of spending either for defence 
or for all government activities. 

Nevertheless, the Defense Department has for some time now pro- 
duced for Congress five-year projections of that part of defence expendi- 
ture which will be committed by congressional approval of the budget for 
the coming fiscal year. Congress is therefore able to see the implications of 
defence projects that are just starting and can thus fulfill its responsibility 
for approving the executive's requests for projects whose costs will in part 
be incurred in succeeding fiscal years. These requests for New Obligational 
Authority are, as has been mentioned, taken most seriously by Congress, 
and congressional committees examine witnesses from the Defense 
Department to see to what extent these requests for funds in the coming 
fiscal year commit the future. But, except in this area, neither the execu- 
tive nor the legislature has as yet shown a desire to be jointly committed to 
any particular level of defence spending in the future; therefore, neither the 
Department of Defense nor the individual Services have any firm and 
congressionally agreed allocation of resources for future years. The DOD 
five-year defence plan of future defence budgets is never published. Unlike 
the United Kingdom, therefore, inter-Service arguments in the United 
States about the allocation of resources tend to be about provision for the 
coming fiscal year, and not about allocation in the longer term where it 
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might be possible to make more rational decisions, which also might be 
more acceptable to the loser. 

The 1974 Congressional Budget and Impoundment  Control Act was 
designed to overcome a number of the problems resulting from this sharing 
of control over the federal budget between the executive and the legisla- 
ture. The new procedure came fully into force for the 1977 fiscal year, and 
the Congressional Budget Office, created by the act to serve the House and 
Senate Budget Committees, has produced valuable studies of budgetary 
problems. It is also clear that Congress does look at both the outlays and 
revenues of the federal budget together instead of piecemeal as in the past. 
This approach is an advantage for the defence budget because it restricts 
those congressional committees that have in the past voted to increase 
certain areas of defence expenditure without either making compensating 
savings elsewhere or imposing additional taxes. However, the defence 
budget, in common with other parts of the federal budget, can still face 
serious problems with the legislature, particularly when the President and 
the congressional majorities are from different political parties. The final 
session of the 97th Congress in December 1982 (described at the start of 
this chapter) provided a notable instance of this difficulty, which led to 
despairing press comments  about  the ability of Congress to deal with 
budget problems. 15 

Since 1978, there have been some moves toward long-term financial 
planning. In 1981, Congress agreed to the administration's proposals that 
multiyear procurement be introduced for certain weapons systems, there- 
by enabling larger numbers to bc ordcred at one time, thus reducing the 
unit price of each. This is a small but useful step toward securing some 
degree of certainty about  the future defence budget. In 1977, Dr. Rivlin, 
the Director of the Congressional Budget Office, recommended multiyear 
budgeting, arguing that this would give Congress more time to scrutinize 
expenditure. ~6 Since 1982, both the Senate and House Budget Committees 
have approved defence budgets for two years beyond the financial year in 
question, but these budgets have not formed a satisfactory basis for 
long-term planning because apart  f rom anything else they have not been 
accepted by the administration. The inherent difficulties in this process 
were stressed in 1983 by the Bipartisan Appeal on the budget crisis (a 
prestigious group led by five former Secretaries of the Treasury), which 
pressed for reduction in federal expenditure in defence and in other areas 
to reduce the budget deficit. They pointed out that Congress was in favour 
of defence cuts and warned of the danger of"relentless ad hoc tinkering 
with dollars and programs that will fatally sap the coherence and capabili- 
ties of our military forces for years to come." They went on to "urge the 
President and congressional leadership to join together in supporting a 
bipartisan resolution that commits the nation to a more gradual but 
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significant and sustained increase in the defense budget for the next several 
years." This resolution would not, the group admitted, be legally binding 
but would, besides having other benefits, "permit more coherent planning 
of the defense effort. ''~7 If  the United States does not yet have any sound 
basis for long-term financial planning for defense, many persons with great 
experience in this field clearly see the great dangers in the present annual 
budget battle over defence without any agreed long-term plan. 

C O N C L U S I O N  

The projections of future defence expenditure produced in each coun- 
try differ significantly. They were devised in different environments and 
are used for different purposes. In both countries, those concerned with 
defence policy use forward projections to ensure that current plans for 
future expenditure are both consistent one with another and practicable. 
However, in the United Kingdom, the Public Expenditure Survey gives a 
public commitment  by the government about the future level of defence 
expenditure. This commitment  does not have the force of law and does not 
commit future governments, particularly those of a different political 
persuasion; but it has the prestige of the government of the day behind it 
and has proved in the past to be a reasonable basis for long-term planning. 

In the US government five-year defence plan, which is not even 
published, there is no such commitment  for the future, and the 1974 budget 
reforms have not yet altered this. The US system has clear advantages for 
financial control by the legislature, but the ad hoc nature of the system 
should not be overlooked. Recent UK experience has shown that the 
Public Expenditure Survey was not an ideal tool for financial planning at a 
time of high inflation; nevertheless, defence planners must accept that the 
at tempt to improve the system by introducing "cash limits" planning is far 
preferable to no long-term financial planning at all. 

Both departments use similar systems of output budgeting, but this 
procedure has in the past proved more successful in the United States than 
in the United Kingdom. The reasons for this are discussed in more detail in 
the next chapter. 
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Chapter Ten 
Management Techniques 

The UK and US defence organisations use many management tech- 
niques and aids to decisionmaking. Only two, however, operational 
research and systems analysis, appear  to bear closely and decisively on the 
types of decisions about  resource allocation that are the subject of this 
study. There are strong arguments for saying that both operational 
research and systems analysis are part of a continuous spectrum of tech- 
niques, starting at the lowest level of complexity with engineering analysis 
and finishing at the highest level with various forms of policy analysis. ~ 
Others would no doubt  argue that both terms refer to much the same thing 
and distinctions such as are proposed here between the British and Ameri- 
can versions only make a confusing subject yet more confused. Neither 
country, of course, has a monopoly of any of the techniques covered by 
these headings. Further, in neither country is a hard and fast distinction 
made between operational research and systems analysis, which in the US 
terminology shades off into policy analysis. 

Nevertheless, strong arguments exist for discussing the two tech- 
niques separately. The act of introducing these techniques into the field of 
defence policymaking has profound implications for the politics of the 
decision process. Because the defence organisations of the two countries 
are different, the place of the analyst in the organisation and the tasks that 
he is given may well be different. A brief survey of the origins and 
achievements of each technique should help to explain this difference and 
perhaps suggest some pointers for the future. Operational research is 
considered first because, historically, it preceded systems analysis. 

O P E R A T I O N A L  R E S E A R C H  

Operational research (OR) had its origins in the World War II studies 
carried out in connection with the installation of radar and the subsequent 
studies of antisubmarine warfare in the Bay of Biscay and Atlantic from 
1941 onwards. These milestones are clearly important in the history of 
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analysis ,  but  it should  be r e me mbe re d  tha t  as ear ly as 1916, F .W.  Lanches-  
ter publ ished Aircraft in Warfare 2 in which he not  only sought  to def ine the 
p rope r  role of aerial  b o m b a r d m e n t  in a t tacks  on the enemy homeland ,  but 
also suggested the famous  Lanches ter  equat ions  that  are still the basis for 
many  c o m p u t e r  s imula t ions  of  a rmed conflict .  It is in teres t ing to note 
tha t  Lanches t e r  deal t  with bo th  the s t ra teg ic  a ims of  a i r  war fa re  and  the 
p rob l ems  of  c o m b a t  between a rmed  bodies  of  men, which have since 
become two separa te  areas  of  discussion.  

The first, the s trategic use of  bombers ,  was a mat te r  of  intense 
d iscuss ion  in the United K i n g d o m  at the highest  level dur ing  Wor ld  W a r  
lI.  But as C. P. Snow remarked ,  "even in 1942 it was jus t  an unra t iona l i sed  
ar t ic le  of  fai th that  s t ra tegic  b o m b i n g  was l ikely to be our  most  decisive 
me thod  of mak ing  war. ''3 The  analysis  used by Lord  Cherwell  and  his staff  
to suppo r t  the a rgumen t s  for  a rea  bombing  of G e r m a n  cities, even though  
successful in tha t  the pol icy  was adop ted ,  is not  now claimed as an example  
of  successful  ope ra t iona l  research.  Firs t ,  the a rgument  ignored the 
resource  cost  of  the p r o p o s a l  and failed to prove that  such a pol icy was the 
mos t  effective use of  the resources  consumed.  Second,  the effect of  general  
a rea  b o m b i n g  of  G e r m a n  cities was seriously overes t imated .  A l though  this 
es t imate  was a ma t t e r  of intense deba te  at  the time, it could not be 
conf i rmed  unti l  s tudies of G e r m a n  cities took  place af ter  the war. 4 

F r o m  1944 onward ,  the b o m b e r  offensive was di rected more  toward  
oil and c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  targets  and less to the large urban  a r e a s - - t h e  
targets  p r o p o s e d  by Lord  Cherwell .  Lord  Zucke rman ,  then scientific 
adviser  to Air  Mar sha l  Tedder ,  was one of the fo remos t  advoca tes  for the 
b o m b i n g  of c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  targets ,  which as subsequent  studies showed 
had been most  effective in I ta ly and France .  This change of  emphas is  
b rough t  grea ter  success, but  still the impress ion  remains  that  analysis  of  
s t ra tegic  b o m b i n g  of  the enemy home land  was not  an area  in which British 
ope ra t i ona l  researchers  felt conf ident  of  p roduc ing  their  best  work;  their  
subsequent  accounts  of  Wor ld  W a r  II tend to concent ra te  on other  
mat ters .  

Thus,  in recount ing  the role of ope ra t iona l  research in Wor ld  W a r  II, 
Lord  Z u c k e r m a n  suggests three categor ies  of  analysis:  5 Firs t ,  the p rob lems  
of  in t roduc ing  new w e a p o n s - - t h e  example  he gives is the in t roduc t ion  of  
radar ;  second,  the tact ical  consequences  of  new and complex  w e a p o n s - -  
the classic example  is the analysis  o f a n t i s u b m a r i n e  warfare,  p roving  that  
convoy  losses could  be minimised  if the size of  convoys  were increased;  and 
third,  what  ac tua l ly  happened  in a mi l i ta ry  ope ra t ion  as opposed  to what  
was supposed  to h a p p e n - - h e r e  he quotes the e x a m i n a t i o n  of  bombing  in 
I taly,  a l ready  ment ioned ,  as p rov id ing  an i m p o r t a n t  correct ive  to b o m b i n g  
policy.  He also ment ions  the unreal is t ic  es t imates  of  the nav iga t iona l  
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accuracy  and des t ruct ive  power  of the bombe r s  with which Bri tain entered 
the war.  

This re t rospect ive  view of  the role of ope ra t iona l  analysis  by one who 
was la ter  to be Chief  Scient if ic  Adviser  in the Min is t ry  of  Defence was 
inf luent ia l  and widely shared,  but  two points  are  wor thy  of comment .  The 
first,  its concen t r a t i on  on tact ics and weapons  ra ther  than  on strategy,  has 
a l r eady  been noted.  The second is as i m p o r t a n t ;  W o r l d  W a r  lI  analysis  
seems to have ignored  resource costs by concent ra t ing ,  as Lord  Zucker -  
man  has recognised,  on mak ing  the best use of weapons  ei ther  in or jus t  
coming  into service. Thus,  the Nor th  At lant ic  convoy  s tudy,  by concen-  
t ra t ing  on the c o m b a t  between escor ted convoys  and U-boats ,  failed to 
discern,  or  at any rate  to analyse,  the true purpose  of the opera t ions :  
p r e sumab ly  the most  efficient me thod  of t r anspor t ing  supplies  across the 
ocean.  In this wider  context ,  which would have been a p p a r e n t  if resource 
costs  had  been recognised as a factor ,  the poss ib i l i ty  of  re rout ing  the 
convoys  would  have been cons idered  and some limit  on the size of convoys  
would  have been suggested if, as seems p robab le ,  the l imited capaci t ies  of  
por t s  of  ar r ival  and  depa r tu re  would have enta i led  long delays of  very large 
convoys  before  t r ansh ipment ,  

One vital  poin t  was evident ly  grasped  at an early stage, namely ,  the 
need for  the ana lys t  to become involved in the dec i s ionmak ing  process if 
his s tudies are to be used. This  involvement  was achieved in the Roya l  Air  
Force  ( R A F )  by t rying to ensure that  the civil ian head of  ope ra t iona l  
research in an R A F  c o m m a n d  had access to the c o m m a n d e r  and worked  
closely with the ope ra t i ona l  staff. 6 In this way, scientific staffs were fully 
exposed  to all aspects  of  the ope ra t iona l  p rob lems  on which they were to 
offer advice,  and because  of thei r  r ight of  access to the c o m m a n d e r  in chief, 
they could  ensure tha t  thei r  advice was not  suppressed  at  a lower level. 

The pos t -war  h is tory  of scientific advice to the Services in the United 
Kingdom must  be deal t  with briefly. This is not  to suggest that  no 
advances  in skills or  o rgan i sa t ion  have been made  since then; indeed,  the 
con t r a ry  is the case, and  one i m p o r t a n t  innova t ion  is discussed below. 
However ,  it is suggested tha t  Service accep tance  of the scientist  and  vice 
versa in the Uni ted  K i n g d o m  was, and perhaps  is still, based on the 
successes both achieved toge the r  in 1939-45 and tends  to ignore  areas,  
such as s trategic policy,  in which they had been unable  (no doub t  due in 
part  to the lack of  t ime) to p roduce  results dur ing  Wor ld  W a r  ll .  There  are 
two more  poin ts  to note. First ,  more  scientific manpower  in the Minis t ry  of  
Defence is devoted to mon i to r ing  the deve lopment  of  new weapons  sys- 
tems than  to the  s tudy  of  s t ra teg ic  or  t ac t ica l  doc t r i ne  in the  abs t r ac t ,  and 
these studies did not in the ear ly years place much emphas is  on cost  
effectiveness. Second,  the impl ica t ions  of  in t roducing  scientific advice into 
defence dec i s ionmak ing  were not  over looked.  Just  as in Wor ld  War  II the 
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scientists had tried to ensure that they had direct access to the commander 
in chief, so in peace the right of the scientific advisers in the three Service 
departments to have direct access to the committees corporately responsi- 
ble for those departments (now known as the Service Boards) was confirmed. 

The post-war development of defence operational research paralleled 
the development of the defence organisation as a whole. The analysts 
working in this field were a part (and a relatively small part) of the defence 
scientific staffs and worked until the 1964 reorganisation exclusively for 
one of the three Services; the only exception was the staff' 
attached to the Scientific Adviser to the Minister of Defence, but this staff 
did not carry out OR studies, such as wargaming, on its own account. 
Before considering the consequences of the 1964 reorganisation, it is 
important to note one development that was not necessarily implicit in the 
wartime experience that has been outlined. The Army Operational 
Research Group was established at West Byfleet near London after 
World War II, and one of its early tasks was to study weapons and tactics 
by means of simulations of the land battle. 

This revival of interest in wargaming, which has a history going back 
to antiquity, was paralleled in the United States and seems to have been 
due partly to the advent of nuclear weapons and partly to the development 
of new conventional weapons, such as the antitank guided missile, which 
made assessment models based on the tactics and weapons of World War 
I1 unrealistic. It is unnecessary for this study to trace the growth of this type 
of simulation on both sides of the Atlantic and the part that computers 
now play in it. However, the way in which those responsible for this type of 
simulation were organised in relation to the Ministry of Defence is cer- 
tainly important and provides an interesting comparison with U S practice. 

The key date in this context is April 1965. As part of a plan to combine 
the OR efforts of the three Services, the Defence Operational Analysis 
Establishment (DOAE) was established at West Byfleet. The change of 
title from "operational research" to "operational analysis," besides being 
more explicit, avoided confusion with another branch of the ministry 
dealing with operational requirements; despite this potential source of con- 
fusion, the original title will be retained in this study, as it has been both in 
industry and in defence outside the United Kingdom. A more important 
change was indicated by the substitution of"Defence" for "Army."  Offi- 
cers from the other two Services joined what had previously been a small, 
but important, Army nucleus in a mainly civilian staff, thus increasing its 
potential to become a centre for analysis for all three Services. The benefits 
of inter-Service cooperation in this field may have been slow in appearing, 
but by 1974 a model of the land/air battle in Central Europe had been 
sufficiently developed for some assessment to be made of the influence of 
tactical air forces on the land battle. This assessment could provide impor- 
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tant guidance on alternative force structures and procurement options for 
ground and air forces. The establishment has also devised a maritime 
model to assess sea and air forces and to analyze alternative force struc- 
tures and weapon mixes. The analytic staff of this establishment can 
therefore now consider and advise on a scenario involving two (or more) of 
the Services. 7 The DOAE staff, both service and civilian, work together on 
the tasks given to the establishment. 

This defence, as opposed to single-Service, analytic capability could 
be of importance because of the strengthening of the defence, as opposed 
to single-Service, scientific capability at the Ministry of Defence since the 
1964 reorganisation. As noted in chapter 3, the Chief Scientific Adviser 
can call on all scientific staff at all headquarters and research establish- 
ments for information and advice, in the same way as the Permanent 
Secretary can control and coordinate the work of nonscientific civil serv- 
ants in the ministry. Through the chairmanship of such important com- 
mittees as the Defence Equipment Policy Committee and the Defence 
Research and Intramural Resources Committee, and representation on 
the Operational Requirements Committee, the Chief Scientific Adviser 
and his staff are in close touch with the latest developments in weapons 
development and procurement. They should therefore be able to initiate 
studies and reviews to provide new insights into resource allocation 
problems. 

A considerable analytic capability is thus available to defence policy- 
makers. The relative freedom of this capability from the direct influence or 
control by any of the three Services may well have been important in the 
past and could be even more so in the future. In 1981-82, the House of 
Commons Defence Committee made special mention of DOAE in its 
second report and urged that its role and scope be enhanced, possibly by 
centralising all operational analysis resources, building on DOAE's  estab- 
lished capability and "proven record of rigourous and impartial analysis. ''8 

S Y S T E M S  A N A L Y S I S  

This method of approaching problems is derived from operational 
research as practised in the United Kingdom during World War II. By 
1945, both US Armed Services had OR advice available to them. The 
Army Air Force was probably the greatest user of operational research 
and, interesting to note, in 1944 started a major study of strategic bombing 
in preparation for a final, conventional bomber offensive against Japan. 
The interest developed by this study may well have led the Air Force in 
1946 to establish project RAND, out of which grew the present Rand 
Corporation. As Donald Rice has written, " R A N D  was conceived in the 
mid-1940s as a way to continue the partnership between the nation's 
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military leaders and its scientists who had contributed so much to ending 
the last war. "9 Project RAND was originally intended to be a programme 
of scientific study and research on the broad subject of air warfare with the 
object of recommending to the Air Force preferred methods, techniques, 
and instruments for this purpose.~0 

The defence headquarters organisations in Washington were also 
eager to receive scientific advice throughout the post-war period. A 
Research and Development Board was established in 1947. This function 
was assigned to the Assistant Secretary (Research and Development) in 
1955, and in 1958 to the Director of Defense Research and Engineering. In 
the same year, as a result of the Sputnik crisis, the Advanced Research 
Projects Agency was created to avoid duplication in the development of 
strategic missiles. In addition, numerous ad hoc scientific committees were 
set up, the most famous of which were the Von Neuman (1954), Killian 
(1955), and Gaither (1957) committees. Moreover, President Eisenhower's 
creation of the post of Scientific Adviser to the President helped to ensure 
that scientific advice on defence matters did not get ignored at lower levels. 

However, the arrangements thus far described for providing scientific 
advice to decisionmakers do not help explain why systems analysis as a 
particular set of techniques, or more properly as a way of approaching 
problems, emerged in the United States rather than in the United King- 
dom. The arrangements at headquarters were broadly similar in both 
countrics, although, not surprisingly, on a more lavish scale in the United 
States; and in both countries scientific advice concentrated initially on the 
same sorts of problems. It is true that the extramural capability the US Air 
Force had established at RAND had no direct parallel in the United 
Kingdom, but it did not for the first few years apparently produce any 
work radically different from that undertaken by scientists in World War 
II. The engineering approach at RAND concentrated at that time on 
weapon design and effectiveness without considering cost. It was, how- 
ever, from RAND that the decisive change of direction in defence analysis 
was to come. 

In 1947, a conference of social scientists met in New York to discuss 
how their disciplines could best be used by RAND; subsequently, econo- 
mists (among them Charles Hitch, later Comptroller of the Department of 
Defense) were recruited to the corporation. An early study, completed in 
1948, of possible new long-range bombers for the US Air Force, is gener- 
ally recognized as the first occasion on which cost-benefit analysis was 
applied to the description of a strategic bombing system. A subsequent and 
more famous study, RAND 266, the Strategic Bases Study, which origi- 
nated in 1951, was largely the work of Albert Wohlstetter, a consultant, 
and Henry Rowen, an economist, jz One can conclude, therefore, that there 
was an appreciation of resource limitations and a willingness to apply 
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sophisticated economic techniques to US defence problems some ten years 
before Mr. McNamara introduced these techniques into the Pentagon. 

The significant difference between UK operational L-esearch and US 
systems analysis was therefore established with recruitment of economists 
to RAND. This is not to imply of course that in the United Kingdom the 
scientific staff in general, and those engaged in operational research in 
particular, were not conscious of the cost of weapons and of the limit on 
the size of the defence budget; but in the early days, for a number of 
reasons, their advice and analysis were not always brought to bear, on 
either side of the Atlantic, at the point where decisions were made on 
resource allocation. It is now necessary to see how this was effected in the 
United States and how, to put it another way, systems analysis the tech- 
nique became the Office of Systems Analysis (OSA) the organisation. 

The previous chapter has already stressed the extent to which the 
Planning, Programming, Budgeting System (PPBS) was used as a substi- 
tute for a reorganisation of the Pentagon. Mr. McNamara wished to 
ensure that the options on force structures and the decisions on the 
purchase of major weapons came to him so that he could consider like with 
like (for example, US Air Force strategic nuclear weapons with US Navy 
Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles, SLBM s), instead of considering 
weapons choices and force-levels, Service by Service. Clearly, the tech- 
nique of systems analysis was a vital part of this process of comparing 
competing options within the same program. Indeed, cost effectiveness 
analysis can be said to be the main justification for the PPB system; there is 
little point in compiling data in the form of program elements if the data 
compiled with such effort is not going to be subject to scrutiny and analysis 
in that form. 

Granted the validity of the techniques, it is first important to ask why 
Mr. McNamara, having foregone the opportunity to reorganize the 
Department of Defense (DOD) and instead chosen PPBS/systems analy- 
sis to achieve control, decided to change defence organisation by introduc- 
ing a separate group of people to carry out these analyses, it would have 
been more in keeping with his objective to have required the existing 
bureaucracy to adopt systems analysis rather than to have introduced 
outside experts as a separate group. In a sense, the answer is contained in 
the conclusions already reached about the PPB system. As Robert Art 
writes: 

The revolutionary manner in which McNamara made his deci- 
sion...transformed the "expert" career bureaucrat into the "novice" 
and the "inexperienced" political appointee into the "professional." 
By demanding that decisions be made through a cost effectiveness 
analysis, McNamara freed himself from the Secretary's usual depend- 
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ence on the experience and knowledge of the military officer and the 
career civil servant. By demanding something that only he and his 
small personal professional staff possessed the experience and compe- 
tence to do, McNamara declared insufficient or invalid, or both, the 
customary criteria for making decisions and the traditional grounds 
for justifying them. ,2 

Therefore, no emphasis was placed, either at the start or later, on 
training the career staff of the Comptroller's office for this type of work. 
The necessary specialists were brought in to carry it out. At the start in 
1961, there were six staff, with no direct responsibility for decisions on 
resource allocation, who undertook long-range studies in depth. But the 
Office of Systems Analysis grew dramatically over the years until it num- 
bered some fifty people in 1964 and two hundred by 1968. By then, it held 
wide-ranging responsibilities that were probably not even guessed at by the 
original six analysts. 

It is useful to trace the steps by which this handful of experts became 
the Office of Systems Analysis, the organisation in the Department of 
Defense with considerable powers of financial control over defence spend- 
ing. The contrast with the scientific staff of the UK Ministry of Defence, 
who have no financial or other direct management responsibilities for the 
total defence budget, is most remarkable. At the start, the OSA staff had a 
close relationship with Mr. McNamara, could approach him directly, and 
responded quickly to his requests. Clark Murdock quotes one of them as 
saying: "It was a bright group of people who could put together analysis in 
a hurry, did data digging, was action oriented . . . .  So the limits of Systems 
Analysis' responsibilities were determined by the personal tastes of the 
Secretary of Defense."J~ By responding to the needs of the Secretary of 
Defense, by collecting data and getting their work to him before the 
long-established and slower moving parts of the department, the Office of 
Systems Analysis became, or tried to become, an extension of Mr. 
McNamara himself. In consequence, they quickly achieved a position 
without a parallel in the more homogeneous bureaucracy of the British 
Ministry of Defence. The nearest comparison, and by no means a good 
one, is with the Central Policy Review Staff in the Cabinet Office in the 
United Kingdom, which was abolished in 1983. 

After the PPB system was installed in 1962, it became necessary for 
the Services to submit Program Change Proposals (PCPs) for any signifi- 
cant change in authorised policy. If these proposals involved force struc- 
tures, they went to Systems Analysis for scrutiny, and Mr. McNamara 
would tend to accept their advice. At a later stage, they became responsible 
for writing most of the Draft Presidential Memoranda, described in chap- 
ter 4, and in 1964 the Office of Systems Analysis started to produce annual 
Tentative Force Guidance tables, which became in effect the authorised 
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force guidelines on which all planning should be based. The JCS Joint  
Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP)  was thus superseded, and the Office of 
Systems Analysis (with a staff of about  fifty) had changed from being a 
reviewer of Service proposals to being the basic force planner for the whole 
system, in that it controlled the important  numbers in the US force 
structure. 

The final step in the t ransformation f rom systems analysis to Systems 
Analysis came in 1965, when Charles Hitch was succeeded as Comptrol ler  
by Robert  Anthony. At that stage, the post of head of the Office of Systems 
Analysis was upgraded to Assistant Secretary of Defense (Systems Analy- 
sis) with a rank equal to that of the Comptrol ler  and with, of course, 
complete independence and free access to the Secretary of Defense. Sys- 
tems Analysis was fully, and apparently irrevocably, a part of the bureau- 
cratic machine. A major change had been made in D O D  organisation, a 
change that the Services much resented, and it would be idle to pretend that 
as a result of the change the bureaucratic machine worked smoothly during 
Mr. McNamara ' s  time. 

The root cause of the trouble was surely the break between planning 
and budgeting. Congress has always insisted on the submission of annual 
budgets and was unwilling to accept budgets submitted in the program 
categories devised for the PPB system. The budget staff in the office of the 
Comptrol ler  therefore continued, as in p re -McNamara  days, to get budget 
submissions f rom the Service departments. These submissions were orga- 
nised on an input basis according to appropriat ions categories (such as 
operations, procurement,  and personnel), and the Comptroller 's  depart-  
ment was responsible for preparing the submission to Congress (as part of 
the President's budget) in the traditional form. There were thus, in effect, 
two sets of financial controllers: the systems analysts and the budgeteers; 
but as one analyst quoted by Clark Murdock said: "The real crunch is the 
budget and the real king is Comptroller.  You can write all the DPMs and 
five-year plans, but what really counts is who gets the money. In the budget 
crunch, SA fights like hell with the Comptroller.  After fighting the Services 
in the programming stage, they have to fight in behalf of the Services for 
funds for the approved program. The Comptrol ler  still makes the hard 
decisions."14 

The speaker  was dealing with the pei-iod 1964-67, but in one form or 
another  the lack of coordination, or even conflict of interest, between the 
Comptrol ler 's  depar tment  concerned with the budget and those in Systems 
Analysis concerned with the analysis of longer term force structures and 
weapons projects has persisted, although Mr. Laird's emphasis on partici- 
patory management  (discussed in chapter 4) helped to ease this particular 
problem. After M r. Laird's time, the prestige and power of Systems Analy- 
sis has fluctuated, but on the whole Clark Murdock's  analysis remains the 
correct one. 
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It is important to note three areas in which this break between 
planning and budgeting had unfortunate effects. At a fairly early stage, the 
Office of Systems Analysis became responsible for dealing with Program 
Change Proposals and Draft Presidential Memoranda; the former author- 
ised changes from established policy suggested by the Service depart- 
ments, while the latter laid down new policy on major issues and were 
initiated on the authority of the Secretary of Defense himself. Both have 
budgetary implications, and when it came to cuts in the budget, the 
Comptroller did not feel himself committed to either. As time went on, 
therefore, the Program Change Proposals were not submitted until the 
budgetary review was in full swing (in the autumn of each year), and over 
half the decisions on them were not made until after decisions on the 
budget had been made. In other words, the decision by the Comptroller's 
office was crucial, not the OSA decision. In the same way, the Draft 
Presidential Memoranda prepared by the Office of Systems Analysis could 
not be used by the Service departments as a firm basis for budget submis- 
sions because they were drafted before the final decision on the total 
defence budget had been made. 

A second casualty in this situation was the five-year defence program. 
This program has already been discussed in the context of the UK Public 
Expenditure Survey, but it is important to note the consequences for the 
Office of Systems Analysis. The unwillingness of Congress to commit 
funds for more than one year (except in the narrower context of New 
Obligational Authority), and the extreme difficulty of the executive in 
making firm plans for future expenditure, mean that the Comptroller's 
long-term plan is the five-year defence program, which is approved by the 
Secretary of Defense but not published or approved by Congress. In 
consequence, the Comptroller cannot recognize any long-term planning 
commitment as a firm commitment to any level of future spending. There- 
fore, to cite an analyst interviewed by Clark Murdock: "No one is very 
straight about what the meaning of a five-year program really is. RAND 
said we needed it for costing weapons systems; but a five-year program is 
not really a number of approved programs but a guess about budget 
levels. ''15 The validity of long-term planning on this basis is clearly suspect 
and some, at least, of the difficulties of the Office of Systems Analysis 
during the McNamara period can be attributed to a growing recognition of 
this fact. 

Finally, this catalogue of problems caused by the split between plan- 
ning and budgeting should mention the myth of the unlimited budget. The 
theory of a comprehensive PPB system must surely imply that what is 
planned and programmed as an element in an approved functional costing 
will find a place in an approved budget and thus be funded. At the start of 
the McNamara era, there was indeed an implicit assumption that no 
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a rb i t r a ry  l imit  would  be placed f rom outs ide  on the defence budget ,  but,  on 
the con t ra ry ,  the Secre ta ry  of Defense would see to it that  the to ta l  of  the 
Pres ident ' s  budget  would  be increased to cover  all p rog rams  that  the 
Secre ta ry  had  previous ly  app roved .  Theore t ica l ly ,  therefore ,  the sky was 
the l imit  for  defence spending.  Not  surpr is ingly,  this s tate of affairs did not  
real ly  exist.  Research  by J o h n  Crecine 16 and Clark  M u r d o c k  shows that ,  in 
fact,  pol icy decis ions  enta i l ing  add i t i ona l  funds were not  no rma l ly  given 
unti l  Mr. M c N a m a r a  had a general  idea, within $ l or  $2 bil l ion,  of the size 
of the to ta l  defence budget  for the coming  year; indeed many  decis ions 
were not  made  until  the final budget  to ta l  was known in late December .  

However ,  it would  be unwise to a t tach  too  much emphas is  to this 
pa r t i cu l a r  facet of the M c N a m a r a  system of  managemen t .  Indeed,  to the 
extent  that  his system served to open up deba te  between the Services,  it 
clearly served a useful purpose .  Dur ing  the 1950s, the Services had devel-  
oped a s t rong  hold over  the a l l oca t i on  of  resources  for  defence;  and  to a 
grea t  extent ,  the a l loca t ion  to each was the result of  barga in ing  between the 
par t i c ipan ts ,  but  the way in which each Service spent  its share of the budget  
was largely left to that  Service.  Mr. M c N a m a r a ' s  ph i lo sophy  of  active 
m a n a g e m e n t  clear ly required that  he intervene not  only in the a l loca t ion  
a m o n g  the Services but  also in the way each Service spent  its share. It was 
therefore  necessary to induce the par t i c ipan ts  to d iscard  the pos i t ions  they 
had  achieved by impl ic i t  ba rga ins  with their  compe t i to r s  and  to persuade  
them that  as far  as thei r  own share of  the defence budget  was concerned 
the sky was indeed the limit.  In these c i rcumstances ,  each Service would be 
l ikely to enter  into a deba te  with no holds  bar red ,  with the result  that  each 
Service might  p ropose  more  effective ways of  unde r t ak ing  roles and  
miss ions  that  had previous ly  been the preserve of ano the r  Service. 

The  incep t ion  of the Polar is  force canno t  be credi ted to this par t i cu la r  
debate .  However ,  it is p robab le  that  the will ingness of  the US Navy  to 
c o m m i t  add i t i ona l  funds  to successive S L B M s  owed much to their  expec-  
t a t ion  tha t  this c o m m i t m e n t  would  not  pre judice  o ther  naval  p r o g r a m s  
because  add i t i ona l  funds would  be p rov ided  for in the defence budget  to 
cover  this project .  To some extent ,  therefore ,  the myth  of  the unl imi ted  
budget  was useful. Indeed,  o ther  Defence Secretar ies  in both  count r ies  
have since a d o p t e d  a var iant  of this tactic;  they have held back  a p r o p o r -  
t ion of  the ava i lab le  budget  at the p lanning  stage so that  when the final 
budget  is being assembled ,  this po r t ion  can be a l loca ted  to projects  that  are 
va luab le  f rom a defence as opposed  to a s ingle-Service point  of  view. 

Laurence  Mar t i n  has noted  tha t  the greates t  appa ren t  successes of  
PPBS  and systems analys is  came in the field of s t ra tegic  nuclear  deter-  
rence. ~7 It is wor th  cons ider ing  why this should  be so. Clearly,  studies of 
the cost  effectiveness of s t ra tegic  weapons  and related analyses  relying on 
quan t i t a t ive  techniques  were convincing and served to raise the level of 
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deba te  or at least free it f rom some of  the b i t ter  in ter-Service  r ivalry  
charac te r i s ing  the T h o r / J u p i t e r  controversy.~8 Mr. M c N a m a r a ' s  insist-  
ence tha t  those  concerned  should  th ink  quant i ta t ive ly  p layed a big par t  in 
this success, which in turn relied for  success on a general ly  agreed idea or  
" m o d e l "  of  the confl ic t  in which the weapons  would  be used. If no such 
c o m m o n  percep t ion  had  exis ted  amongs t  those who deba ted  both  deter-  
rence theory  and the acquis i t ion  of  s t ra tegic  weapons ,  and if they had not  
recognised that  s t ra tegic  nuclear  weapons  were in a very real  sense"di f fer -  
ent," then it is hard  to see how they could  have achieved the ana ly t ica l  
b r eak th rough .  

This  is not  to a rgue  tha t  any  one numer ica l  model ,  c o m p u t e r - b a s e d  or  
otherwise,  can represent  to the sa t i s fac t ion  of  all (if that  can be cons idered  
the " m o t  jus te"  in connec t ion  with so awful an event) the detai led act ions  
and coun te rac t ions  involved in a possible  nuclear  exchange  between two 
superpowers .  Nevertheless ,  the basic idea implici t  in the phrase  "nuc lear  
exchange"  is shared  and c o m m o n l y  accepted a m o n g  those who th ink  
a b o u t  the subject .  F o r  this reason,  deba te  (which is at  t imes a lmos t  
theologica l )  a b o u t  var ious  aspects  of  de ter rence  can proceed f rom a f irm 
and c o m m o n  base. F o r  instance,  the b road  impl ica t ions  of  the op t ions  of  
f lexible t a rge t ing  presented  by Mr. Schles inger  in 1974 ~9 can be readi ly 
u n d e r s t o o d  by all concerned  and the deba te  can proceed.  To a large extent ,  
therefore ,  the success of  cost-effectiveness analysis  in the field of s t ra tegic  

weapons  rested on the re la t ive  ease with which the ou tcomes  of  a l t e rna t ive  
choices could be gauged  f rom a c o m m o n l y  accepted  model .  

By cont ras t ,  there  is no such genera l ly  agreed model  of  confl ict  in 
conven t iona l  war  or  in coun te r insurgency  opera t ions .  Success or  fai lure of 
any  pa r t i cu l a r  weapon  in a l a n d / a i r  bat t le  between opponen t s  with 
advanced  indus t r ia l  technologies  to suppor t  t hem is a ma t te r  of  cons tan t  
deba te  and a rgumen t  despi te  the many  confl icts  involving conven t iona l  
weapons  since 1945. Simi lar ly ,  war at sea and ope ra t ions  agains t  guerr i l -  
las, or  o ther  unconven t iona l  forms of conflict ,  are resis tant  to model l ing  or 
s imula t ion  and hence to analysis  as convinc ing  as that  made  for  the 
s t ra tegic  exchange.  

It may  be a rgued  that  the lack of examples  and exper ience  of nuclear  
war  gives a spur ious  a i r  of  cer ta in ty  to the "mode l "  of the s trategic 
exchange ,  and  if ana lys t s  had ac tua l  exper ience  to work  on, the s trategic 
deba te  would  be as c loudy  as the discussion of  a conven t iona l  war. This 
a r g u m e n t  is ha rd  to accept  in this ex t r eme  form,  but  for  pu rposes  of  the 
present  d iscuss ion one need not  deba te  it at  all. The  a lmos t  universal  
accep tance  of  the model  of  the s t ra tegic  exchange,  whether  this acceptance  
was jus t i f ied  or not,  gave power  to the systems analysis  studies of s trategic 
weapons .  
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C O N C L U S I O N  

The present chapter has established that the success or failure of the 
various techniques discussed cannot be considered in isolation but only in 
the context of the particular organisations employing them. Management 
tools of this nature are rarely neutral; their introduction into an organisa- 
tion will affect the balance of power. Before they are accepted, they will 
therefore be carefully examined by a bureaucracy that is likely to resist any 
change affecting the status quo. Operational research was introduced into 
the U K defence system in time of war and has been accepted since then as 
one of the tools to help Defence by Discussion. Even if operational 
research has had no successes comparable to those achieved by systems 
analysis on strategic nuclear weapons, the Defence Operational Analysis 
Establishment has developed models of land/air and maritime conflict 
that could illuminate future discussions about conventional weapons. 

By contrast, systems analysis owed its dramatic successes to the fact 
that it suited the style of the defence manager, Mr. McNamara, who was 
dominant at the time it was introduced. His style of active management 
needed a new tool of measurement, which systems analysis provides, to 
assess conflicting arguments from different Services. Because his succes- 
sors have generally favoured participatory management and the Service 
departments have each acquired their own analytical capability, the pres- 
tige and authority of the Program Analysis and Evaluation Office (the new 
title of the Office of Systems Analysis) has in general diminished despite a 
revival of its fortunes during the Carter administration. 

The McNamara combination of PPBS and systems analysis is not 
suited to Defence by Bargaining. The decline of systems analysis has been 
accompanied by an increase in the independence of the Services, with the 
result that conflicting analyses of the same problem could well be produced 
by two Services when they are competing for the same allocation of funds. 
Nevertheless, systems analysis in the field of nuclear strategy can be rated 
as a highly successful product of the environment in which the United 
States conducts defence business. The next chapter will try to carry this 
discussion further by considering to what extent inter-Service rivalry is still 
a significant factor in the decisionmaking process. 



Chapter Eleven 
Inter-Service Rivalry Over 

Weapons Innovation 

The two preceding chapters have shown that the United Kingdom and 
the United States go about  the business of defence planning and budgeting 
in very different ways. For  one count ry  to bor row wholesale the techniques 
or  organisat ion of  the other, would certainly be frustrat ing and possibly 
harmful.  The task of  translating new management  procedures f rom one 
organisat ion to the other  is the equivalent not of  giving a dose of  medicine 
but of  effecting an organ transplant.  However,  even if it is useless to ask 
whether  one defence organisat ion is better than the other, some general 
comment  may prove instructive. 

One significant difference between the two systems of  defence man-  
agement  is the greater independence of the US military services. They are 
able to argue their case both in private and in public with a freedom denied 
to their colleagues in Britain and this leads, save in exceptional  circumstan- 
ces, to a system of Defence by Bargaining. The pluralism of the Amer ican  
political process in a real sense requires that the independent  voice of each 
Service be part  of the debate, and a number  of writers ~ have argued that 
rivalry between the Services is a great gain because both Congress and the 
public at large can be kept informed of  controversial  issues when policy is 
at a formative stage and can thus exert an influence on the outcome.  
Increased centralisation of defence planning would, according to this 
argument ,  stifle debate and thus lead to the suppression of  new ideas. The 
extent to which inter-Service rivalry enhances civilian control  in the US 
system of government  is a matter  of  opinion, but the belief that  it does so is 
held in influential quarters and fosters the independence of the three 
Services. 

The a rgument  that  increased centralisation stifles innovat ion is of  
more general interest and must be considered further. Any large organisa- 
tion of  a hierarchical nature is likely to be hostile to new ideas, particularly 
those affecting established procedures.  New techniques are likely to upset 
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the established order, a vital aspect of Service life; and for this reason, if for 
no other, the military system tends to reject and ostracise the unconven- 
tional. 2 However, inter-Service rivalry in the United States has clearly 
contributed to the vigour of the public debate of defence issues, and in two 
instances at least has been the means by which defence policy has been 
changed for what many would consider to be the better. Thus, the US 
Army by criticising the official doctrine of massive retaliation was in 
conflict not only with the US Air Force, whose cherished doctrine this was, 
but also with the US government and therefore the President and com- 
mander in chief himself; yet in the end, defence policy was modified to meet 
the criticism. 

Another notable result of inter-Service rivalry was the US Navy's 
development of the Polaris weapon system. The project was initially 
pursued by the Navy alone and received little or no encouragement from 
the Secretary of Defense until the feasibility of the smaller nuclear warhead 
and the solid propellant was established. The Navy can claim the credit for 
taking the vital first steps, despite the lack of support from the rest of the 
Department of Defense (and no doubt that Service would wish in turn to 
pass much of the credit to Admiral Rickover). 

A common factor in both these examples goes a long way toward 
explaining the Services' vigour in pressing their points of view. At the time 
in question, both the Army and the Navy were alarmed at the increasingly 
dominant position of the Air Force in US defence. The largest share of the 
defence budget, and the only significant role in any future war, seemed 
logically to belong to the Air Force. The two Services reacted in different 
ways--the Navy by developing a competitive strategic missile system for 
themselves, the Army, particularly after the curtailment of the Jupiter 
programme, by attacking the strategic doctrine on which Air Force domi- 
nance was based. Both the Army and the Navy were probably right in their 
objections, but it is questionable whether either would have pressed the 
case for their alternative strategy to a successful conclusion unless they had 
considered that their own interests as a Service would be seriously threat- 
ened by failure to do so. 

It is very difficult to find convincing examples of the beneficial effects 
of inter-Service rivalry where major Service interests were not threatened 
either by a cut in their budget or a reduction in their role. On the contrary, 
the Blue Ribbon Defense Panel quoted a number of examples where 
Service parochialism had led to duplication (see chapter 4). In addition, 
there are instances (such as the failure of the Navy to provide fast deploy- 
ment logistic ships for the Army) in which projects funded by one Service 
mainly for the benefit of another fail to receive adequate support from the 
Service paying for them. 3 At one stage when Mr. McNamara was Secre- 
tary of Defense, the US Navy was reluctant to fund the Polaris programme 
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and would have preferred to spend the funds on replacing units of their 
surface fleet. 4 

Mr. Schlesinger was at one a time an advocate of inter-Service rivalry 
as an aid to innovation on grounds similar to those just discussed, 5 but 
later apparently modified his views. In his first report as Secretary of 
Defense, he stressed that the budget and planning guidance given to the 
Services each year by the Office of the Secretary of Defense was one of the 
main ways to "strike the right balance between the beneficial effects of 
decentralization and inter-Service competition and the adverse effects of 
inter-Service redundancy and excessive rivalry. ''6 Clearly, under this for- 
mulation of the argument in favour of inter-Service rivalry, much empha- 
sis is placed on guidance from above, particularly in relation to decisions 
about allocating defence funds. Put more crudely, this argument amounts 
to saying "let the Services argue among themselves as much as they like 
about who does what; they will not be allowed to spend defence funds on 
doubtful projects unless the budgetary planning guidance permits them to 
do SO." 

However, before accepting this judgment on the conflict between 
centralisation and Service autonomy, further discussion is needed. Above 
all, one would want to see how it would work in practice. If the guidance 
from the Office of the Secretary of Defense is to bite, then it will almost 
certainly have to disallow some cherished projects and probably insist that 
other projects be included in a Service budget contrary to the wishes of 
that Service. Certainly, the Defense Guidance issued before a PPBS cycle 
in 1982 was considered to be too general to prevent the Services from 
pursuing projects they favoured even if the Secretary of Defense gave them 
a lower priority. 7 When evidence is available that the Secretary of Defense 
has achieved results of this order, then two alternative explanations of this 
event will have to be considered. 

Under the first alternative, the position of the Secretary of Defense 
himself would be so strong that he would have achieved a position compar- 
able to that of Mr. McNamara of whom Robert Art wrote: "He also 
asserted that any analytic technique can yield only so much information . . . .  
it is necessary for a decisionmaker to make judgments, and that his 
perspective as Secretary of Defense made his judgments the most valuable 
and valid for his job. In order to innovate, McNamara had to take the 
initiative."~ Defence by Bargaining would have been superseded, tempo- 
rarily at any rate. The alternative explanation is even more illuminating. If 
the planning and budget guidance can achieve the results specified when 
the Secretary of Defense sees his job as being one of reconciling conflicting 
Service views, then the United States will have adopted a system of 
Defence by Discussion almost indistinguishable from the model that 
should exist under ideal conditions in the United Kingdom. The Services 
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will have renounced their freedom to decide broadly what projects are to 
be included in their share of the total defence budget. 

The idea that the UK and US systems ofdefence management might 
be converging is a novel one. Before considering the idea further, it would 
be well to recall the salient features of the UK organisation for defence 
planning and budgeting, 9 assuming that this organisation is working as 
intended. Responsibility for planning falls in the first instance on the 
central defence policy staff consisting of Service officers with close links to 
civilian administrators and scientists. These officers prepare papers for the 
Chiefs of Staff (and subsequently for the Secretary of State) in which they 
are required to give the best possible overall defence viewpoint, identifying 
separately, if necessary, individual Service views. This ideal may not 
always be achieved in practice, but the fact that the Chief of the Defence 
Staff is responsible for producing a defence view rather than a series of 
single-Service views, and that his staff are now organised with this task in 
mind, significantly increases the prospects of success. 

The policy staff maintains close links with the Defence Secretariat, 
nonscientific civil servants who report to the Permanent Under-Secretary 
of State and who have the primary responsibility to him for long-term 
financial planning and control, and with the defence scientific staff, who 
report to the Chief Scientific Adviser. The defence policy staff is therefore 
at the heart of the planning process. Although planning and budgetary 
guidance for the long-term costings (and therefore the defence input to the 
Public Expenditure Survey is the responsibility of the civilian Defence 
Secretariat, they are bound to keep in close contact with the Chief of the 
Defence Staff; they could not therefore, in the nature of things, issue 
guidance widely at variance with the policies agreed by and for the ministry 
as a whole. 

With this background in mind, the contrast between the working of 
the planning and budgeting procedures in the two countries becomes plain. 
In the United Kingdom, the guidance to the Service departments, which 
undertake the detailed work of preparing the budget, will have been 
thoroughly discussed throughout the ministry as a whole. The guidance 
should be sufficiently precise to enable the Service departments to make 
satisfactory plans within their budget limits. In the United States,,guidance 
coming from the Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) is so general 
that, as General Jones and others have pointed out, it demands more forces 
than the budget will allow. I h e  Services are therefore able to fix their own 
priorities instead of having to work to a set of priorities laid down by the 
Defense Secretary after receiving military advice. Mr. McNamara's diffi- 
culties in attempting to ensure a common procurement policy by the US 
Navy and US Air Force for the TFX (later FI 11) show the problems that 
can ensue when a solution (correct or incorrect) has to be imposed by the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense on the Service departments, z0 
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A H Y P O T H E T I C A L  C A S E  

To take this comparison a little further, it will be helpful to consider a 
hypothetical problem in the field of conventional war and see how each 
system would handle it. Suppose that each nation was considering a large 
purchase of tactical aircraft to support the land forces primarily in an 
antiarmour role against attack by a sophisticated opponent, in other words 
to support NATO forces in Central Europe. It would be highly desirable, 
particularly if there was severe financial stringency, to compare the effec- 
tiveness of a purchase of aircraft for the Air Force under consideration 
with the expenditure of the same. sum on additional tanks or antitank 
weapons (including helicopters) for the Army. It would also follow that 
analysis should enable those faced with a decision on resource allocation to 
establish the best mix of ground-based and airborne weapons.for this task. 
This hypothetical example might involve the transfer of financial resources 
from one Service to another in an area that each Service would regard as 
sensitive and not to be relinquished. 

A US Secretary of Defense, if faced with this problem, would cer- 
tainly have to include mention of it in the Defense Guidance, that is the 
budgetary and planning guidance issued by his office when the annual 
budget is being prepared. One may suppose that the guidance of the 
Secretary of Defense would indicate that a certain sum of money was being 
set aside either for aircraft or for Army weapons and would direct that 
both the Army and the Air Force should prepare analyses of the effective- 
ness of their proposed weapon purchase in an antiarmour role for submis- 
sion to the Secretary of Defense for a final decision. At this stage, the 
program analysis and evaluation (PA&E) divisions of the two Service 
departments would presumably prepare analyses to show that the pur- 
chase of the weapon by their own Service would result (in any future 
European war) in the destruction of more enemy armour at lower cost than 
could be achieved by the alternative proposal. When these analyses had 
been forwarded by the two Service departments to the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense, the PA&E staff there would have the unhappy task 
of advising the Secretary of Defense on a solution to this problem. 

It would be naive to suppose that the analysis produced by such 
adversary proceedings (to use again the phrase of the Blue Ribbon Defense 
Panel) would dovetail neatly and suggest a solution. It is also unlikely that 
the PA&E staff in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, however expe- 
rienced or expert, could produce a detailed analysis of the air-ground 
interaction in relation to the antitank problem that both the Services 
concerned would accept. No doubt, the Defense Resources Board under 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense would be asked to advise on the problem, 
but it is hard to see them providing an agreed solution.~ Nor are there 
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many outside agencies or research organisations with both the standing 
and the expertise to achieve the same result. 

The majority of the outside institutions are too closely tied by contrac- 
tual obligations to one Service to be accepted by the other Services as 
impartial when vital Service interests are affected. The Institute for Defence 
Analyses, which does work under contract for the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(JCS), might undertake work of this sort, but this institute could find great 
difficulty in producing results acceptable to both Services, particularly 
since the abolition of the Weapons System Evaluation Group. in the 
mid-1970s. This situation would probably involve the Joint Chiefs of 
Staffin an embarassing decision when that body would be asked to endorse 
a decision that would be highly unpopular with one of the two Services 
concerned. General Jones' recent criticisms of the JCS organisation (see 
chapter 4) would appear to support this view of how events might unfold. 

In short, the Secretary of Defense would probably not receive one 
comprehensive analysis of the situation that could command either respect 
or assent from both the Services concerned. He would find it hard to obtain 
unbiased neutral advice about the trade-off problem that he had posed, let 
alone persuade others of its rightness. Of course, even if this advice could 
lead him to the correct answer, he might feel it necessary to accede to 
bureaucratic pressures and choose another solution that left each of the 
adversary Services at least partially satisfied. But whatever the constraints 
imposed by the internal politics of the department, the organisation and 
procedures of the department should be capable of producing impartial 
analysis and advice for the Secretary of Defense even if the complexity of 
the problem precludes advice that is so complete and final as to persuade 
all those involved of its logic and correctness. 

The Department of Defense fails to produce such analysis for prob- 
lems of conventional war for two reasons. First, any attempt to use the 
tight framework of annual budgets to settle a major problem of the type 
suggested creates unnecessary difficulties by shortening time for discussion 
and by posing the dilemma in the acute form of robbing Peter to pay Paul; 
and yet in a sense this is the only opportunity the Secretary of Defense has 
to achieve results because his main means of controlling Service expendi- 
ture is the annual defenee budget. The second and equally important 
reason is that the organisation of the Department of Defense has not 
encouraged the growth of an impartial analytical capability, shared by the 
three Services on a continuing basis, for the study of conventional war. The 
Program Analysis and Evaluation Office (PA&E) of the department is 
unable to fulfill this role as neutral analyst and arbiter for a number of 
reasons, some of which derive from the hostility with which it was viewed 
during the McNamara era. At present, therefore, it is hard to see a PA&E 
study involving a major reallocation of the defence budget being accepted 
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by the Service department concerned. The same considerations would 
apply to any outside agency or "think tank" presented with problems in 
this area; it is unlikely that any of them could be effective without a large 
additional staff of active-duty officers from all three Services with recent 
experience of the types of weapons under discussion in combat or at least 
in peacetime operational conditions. 

Finally, it may be argued that the procedure suggested for the solution 
of this hypothetical problem is unreal and unnecessarily tips the scales 
against the achievement by the US Department of Defense of a logical 
solution. There is some justice in this argument, although the procedure 
suggested is based on that laid down by Mr. Schlesinger in 1974 and 
parallels, particularly in the role suggested for the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, can be found both in the Thor/Jupi ter  controversy and in the 
discussions preceding the decision on the TFX (F i l l ) .  But even if the 
procedure is regarded as a simplified version, a skeleton as it were, of a 
more elaborate procedure probably extending over several years, the 
shape of the skeleton is basically correct. The main outlines of the adver- 
sary procedure suggested here would almost certainly apply in the United 
States. 

How would the British Ministry of Defence resolve a similar problem? 
A very different process would be involved, and because this is the home of 
Defence by Discussion it would entail, as one would expect, a network of 
committees. The first and major difference from the US system is that the 
guidance issued for the long-term costings should not, when dealing with a 
problem of this complexity, create a debate between adversaries for resolu- 
tion at a later stage. It is far more likely that the original proposal for 
additional tactical aircraft would be processed in the same way as would 
any proposal for the procurement of a major weapon system. This process 
must therefore be briefly described. 

Two committees are successively involved in a major procurement 
proposal: first, the Operational Requirements Committee (ORC) and 
second the Defence Equipment Policy Committee (DEPC). The ORC, 
under the chairmanship of the Deputy Chief of the Defence Staff with 
representatives of the Permanent Under-Secretary and Defence Scientific 
Adviser as full members, reports to the Chiefs of Staff Committee; ORC 
will give an agreed view on the operational needs that the new weapons 
systems must meet. This committee is likely to be a forum in which the 
professional military viewpoint will receive every consideration and possi- 
bly be dominant. The DEPC, under the chairmanship of the Chief Scien- 
tific Adviser, has as full members the Service representatives of the 
Procurement Executive, as well as civilian representatives of the Perma- 
nent Under-Secretary. This is the forum in which the Service depart- 
ment concerned puts its case for the particular weapon system that, 
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in its view, meets the operational need endorsed by the ORC. The ORC 
must endorse the operational need for a weapon, and the DEPC must 
confirm that it can be produced at an acceptable cost within a reasonable 
time. When these approvals have been obtained, major proposals must be 
submitted to the Secretary of State and the Treasury. If delays occur or the 
cost escalates, then the project must go back to the DEPC for further 
approval. Of course, the DEPC and other committees have the continuing 
task of ensuring that a project once approved is not unduly delayed, is kept 
within reasonable cost limits, and remains technically capable of meeting 
the need for which it is designed. The problems involved in that task are not 
relevant to the present issue, which is to describe how a contentious 
proposal gets over the ORC and DEPC hurdles for the first time. ~2 

From the start, the Defence Secretariat, the defence scientific staffs, 
and the defence operational requirements staff would have been aware of 
and involved in the problem being used as an example. The two Service 
departments concerned would therefore have had frequent contacts with 
those who were hostile to or doubtful of their proposals and who would be 
sitting on either or both of the committees through which the proposals 
must pass. Moreover, to quote Michael Howard on the subject of weapons 
procurement, "the necessary links between technical, military, financial, 
and political considerations are not hammered out in the committees but 
forged and kept forged by telephone calls, informal meetings, and massive 
circulation of memoranda between the military and civil officials to whom 
the process comes so naturally that they find it difficult to explain exactly 
how it is done. ''~3 

At some stage during this process, analysis of the cost effectiveness of 
the two options would be called for. This analysis would almost certainly 
be done by, or in conjunction with, the Defence Operational Analysis 
Establishment (DOAE) at West Byfleet, which has developed an impres- 
sive array of models representing land-air warfare in the central region of 
Allied Command Europe. Here, if they are given the time to study the 
particular problem, the staff should be able to offer advice that stands a 
reasonable chance of being acceptable to the Service departments con- 
cerned because a number of officers from each of the Services with relevant 
experience will have been involved in all stages of the analysis both in the 
ministry and at DOAE West Byfleet. 

This is a brief sketch of how the UK system for selecting the most 
effective weapons systems should work, particularly if the House of Com- 
mons Defence Committee's 1982 proposals for increasing the role of 
DOAE are implemented. ~4 Provided that sufficient time was available, the 
Secretary of State for Defence should have before him an impartial 
analysis of the effectiveness of two alternatives on which to base his 
decision. This analysis should have involved all those with a direct interest 
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in the final decision and would have evolved gradually as a collective 
effort. Therefore, the Secretary of State need not judge between two sets of 
arguments produced by competing adversaries. lh i s  process, if it works, is 
Defence by Discussion. Perhaps the picture painted is idealised, but it is 
based on existing organisation and procedures and can be made to work in 
this way given sufficient encouragement from the top. 

This is not, of course, to imply that the Secretary of State can ignore 
the pressures of bureaucratic politics, and he may finally decide that he 
cannot accept the "rational" solution since he must accommodate pressures 
either from within the department or from within the government, or 
indeed from elsewhere in the NATO alliance. He may therefore decide on a 
compromise solution that satisfies, to some extent at least, those who 
cannot be convinced. But, it is worth repeating, this outcome does not 
imply the failure of the analysts whose advice has not been taken. Those 
responsible for the organisation of defence policymaking must devise one 
to produce impartial advice and to warn the decisionmaker of the prob- 
lems involved in accepting it. Rational policymaking is the proper 
objective of an organisation, but to describe an organisation only in these 
terms may not necessarily provide a convincing explanation of what actually 
happens. It would not be right to give the impression that the organisation 
always works in this ideal way, but to repeat, it is designed to work 
rationally, and given the will of those at the top, can be made to do so. 

C O N C L U S I O N  

The hypothetical example suggests that those charged with making 
defence policy ought to have comprehensive and impartial analysis of the 
defence policy options open to them. But unless they are prepared to ride 
roughshod over the important components of the organisation for which 
they are responsible, then this analysis must be acceptable to the Service 
adversely affected by the decision. If one of the Services rejects the analysis 
on which a defence policy decision is based, then historical precedents in 
both the United States and the United Kingdom show that the Service will 
attempt to delay or otherwise thwart the implementation of the decision 
while seeking to get it reversed. 

It was surely these considerations that led Mr. Laird to institute 
participatory management of the defence budget, ~5 but as has been seen, 
this change did not solve the problem. As former Department of Defense 
official Ronald Fox wrote, "four years after the institution of participatory 
management, it is clear that decentralization has meant a return to military 
hard-sell. The Services are reemphasising the practice of reducing ongoing 
program budgets in order to frec funds for new programs, disregarding the 
effect of Service-centered planning on the efficiency of overall defense 
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planning and funding. ''~6 By accepting a diminished status and authority 
for the analytical capability directly responsible to him, Mr. Laird had in 
consequence to face "the threat that US force levels could again come to 
resemble those of the 1950s, reflecting the interest of three separate 
Services and not corresponding to coherent overall defense planning. ''~7 
This is not to suggest that the authority and status of the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense as a whole suffered a decline similar to that expe- 
rienced by Program Analysis and Evaluation, but, except possibly during 
the Carter administration, succeeding Secretaries of Defense have not 
apparently used systems analysis as a means of directly influencing the 
resource allocation process. 

There are no indications that this trend has been reversed. General 
Jones" criticisms in 1982 would indicate the contrary. Whatever changes 
have taken place, the comparison with the United Kingdom is instructive. 
Implicit in Defence by Discussion is the assumption that impartial analysis 
of all options is built into the system. All Secretaries of State for Defence 
who take charge of a Ministry of Defence based on the 1964 reorganisa- 
tion have an analytical capability in the defence policy staff, and the related 
Defence Secretariat and defence scientific staff that can command a large 
measure of support from the ministry as a whole. This analytical capability 
is part of the structure of the organisation and relies for its continued 
effectiveness not so much on the views and wishes of the Secretary of State 
at the time, but on its own authority and influence with the rest of the 
ministry. 



Chapter Twelve 
Some Possible Solutions 

Before sketching in the elements of an ideal defence organisation, it is 
worth examining some of the proposals for diminishing inter-Service 
rivalry that have been put forward but not completely adopted in the past. 

One way of solving the problem, which has proved popular with 
Prime Ministers and Presidents in the past, has been to cut down the size of 
the Defence Minister's opponents at the council table; namely, the Service 
ministers. This solution has been frequently adopted in the United King- 
dom with the result that the three political appointments  in charge of the 
Service departments have been downgraded three times since 1960, and in 
1981 the parl iamentary under-secretary posts in charge of the three Service 
departments  were abolished and two new posts of the same rank were 
created: one with responsibility for administration of the three Services 
and the other for equipment. 

In the United States, the Service Secretaries have, as a result of the 
same process, lost cabinet status and much of their prestige and power. 
Despite these changes, the single Services are still powerful. In the United 
Kingdom, this power is concentrated in the three Service Boards- -  
committees of senior officers and civilians with collective responsibility for 
the administration of their Service. Their deliberations are presided over 
by one of the five politically appointed ministers, but this hardly weakens 
the single-Service flavour. In the United States, the independence of the 
three single Services is protected by the 1947 National Security Act and its 
successors; power lies with the Chief of Staff, the professional head of 
Service, and the civilian Service Secretary. Downgrading has not so far 
solved the problem of inter-Service rivalry in either country. 

F U N C T I O N A L I S A T I O N  

If further progress were to be made in reducing the power of the 
Service departments,  it would probably be necessary to "functionalise" the 
whole Dcfence Department.  Under this solution, the headquarters would 
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be divided into sectors dealing with defence policy, personnel, logistics, 
procurement, and so forth, on a tri-Service basis. This solution has had 
powerful and experienced advocates in the United Kingdom. Both Lord 
Mountbatten and the authors of the lsmay-Jacob report favoured func- 
tionalisation r and saw the 1964 reorganisation as one step on the way 
toward the complete functionalisation of the ministry and the disappear- 
ance of the Service departments as separate entities. It is true that a 
number of important tasks in the British Ministry of Defence are dealt with 
on a defence-wide basis, including accounting, audit, personnel manage- 
ment of civilians, contracts, computers, and the administration of lands, 
but the essential basis of the ministry is still the Centre (the central policy 
planning and budget staffs) and the three Service departments. Funtionali- 
sation has been less of an issue in the United States, perhaps because the 
independence of the Service departments is entrenched by the 1947 
National Security Act and its successors. In view of the support that it has 
received, the case for complete functionalisation must be answered. 

Before reaching a view on functionalisation, one must decide what a 
ministry (or department) ofdefence should do. In both democracies, Great 
Britain and the United States, with freely elected legislatures, the ministry 
is first and foremost a department of state through which the elected 
government issues instructions to the armed forces of the nation. Equally, 
the armed forces must make known their requirements for funds, legisla- 
tion, and So forth, through this department. It is also an operational 
headquarters, turning the government's decisions and policies into opera- 
tional plans and orders for the forces. It also plans the defence budget over 
the long term (the form ofdefence policymaking that is the subject of this 
study). Finally, the ministry must be the administrative headquarters, 
organising the personnel, logistic, and procurement requirements of the 
three Services. It is not essential that defence departments carry out all 
these tasks, but they do in both the United Kingdom and the United States. 

When these tasks are set down together, the end product of the 
organisation, namely, the three Services in the field, receives proper notice. 
In both the United States and the United Kingdom, the armed forces and 
their supporting civilian establishments are by many criteria the largest 
and most complex organisations in the nation. Moreover, one of their 
prime and continuing tasks is the maintenance at operational readiness of 
comparatively large forces to protect their nation against attack. Any 
nation with potentially hostile forces ranged against it would be well 
advised not to risk the upheaval ofreorganising on functional lines without 
carefully examining the alternatives. 

Moreover, a defence organisation must be able to react to the unex- 
pected and mount operations for which no previous plans exist. These 
requirements put a premium on good organisation. One aspect of this was 
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the need faced by the United Kingdom on at least two occasions in thelast 
ten years to cut defence expenditure sharply and quickly. As has already 
been noted, 2 it is normally left to the Service departments to survey their 
reduced resources and propose the least damaging economies. The central 
policy staffs can suggest which international or strategic commitments 
should be dropped but have no means of costing or even describing the 
savings in depots, weapons, or men that might result. Another example of 
the unexpected was the mounting of the Falkland Islands campaign by 
British forces in 1982; this campaign involved sending land, sea, and air 
forces over 8,000 miles to fight battles for which no contingency plans 
existed. These examples are given not to support an argument for no 
change in the organisation in case operational readiness is affected, but to 
stress that one essential end product of a Ministry of Defence is the ability 
to project force in a sudden or unforeseen crisis. 

If defence ministers and others wish to reorganise, and therefore 
disrupt for some period, an organisation capable of these complex admin- 
istrative tasks, they would no doubt look for examples of major industrial 
organisations, with a wide spread of activities, that organise themselves on 
functional lines. Suitable examples are hard to find. Received managerial 
wisdom appears to be to give maximum power to the factory manager, and 
to the extent that this is not possible, power should go to a group head- 
quarters controlling subunits with similar end products. This lack of 
precedent may not be the most compelling argument for avoiding the 
functional solution, but the absence of precedents outside the defence 
world is certainly remarkable. 

The extreme, "green," solution adopted by the Canadian government 
is relevant. In the mid-1960s, the Canadian Army, Navy, and Air Force 
were replaced by a single, unified armed service with a green uniform, and 
the Canadian Ministry of Defence was functionalised. There is still dispute 
over the success of this reorganisation. Little in the way of dramatic 
savings or revolutionary decisions are now attributed directly to the reor- 
ganisation, which is often the case. Probably the total size of Canada's 
armed forces (about 80,000) is small enough to allow a headquarters 
organised on functional lines to work effectively. It is unlikely to work for 
the United Kingdom (about 340,000 servicemen) or the United States 
(some two million in the armed forces). 

If, as appears to be the case, the existing organisations are efficient 
means of operating and administering the end products of defence, namely, 
the Services, then defence managers and defence planners should be required 
to produce stronger arguments for a functional organisation of defence. 
Otherwise, the proposal will look suspiciously like another move in the 
process of reducing or disorganising one's opponents instead of winning 
the argument by rational methods. Surely it would be better to adopt other 
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and less drastic methods of improving the planning organisation before 
resorting to the functional solution. 

T H E  O K W  S O L U T I O N  

Another  drastic possibility, the " O K W  solution" should be men- 
tioned. The Obe rkommando  der Wehrmacht  (OKW) was responsible to 
Hitler during World War II for all the German armed forces. The OKW 
solution would involve establishing a large tri-Service planning headquar- 
ters separate from the Ministry of Defence and interposed between the 
ministry and the armed forces. This idea was hotly discussed, or rather 
argued against, in the United Kingdom during the years preceding the 1964 
reorganisation by those who said that any further weakening of the Service 
departments  would lead to a situation in which the central defence staff 
would grow greatly in size and come to resemble the OKW in Germany 
between 1939 and 1945. According to these critics, OKW had immense 
powers to plan operations, but no responsibility for carrying them out. In 
consequence, so the argument  goes, the German armed forces were set 
impossible tasks and lost the war. 

However, as Michael Howard has pointed out, "the analogy with the 
OKW was and remains curiously inept. "3 Research has shown that OKW 
was responsible for planning some successful campaigns and had no part 
at all in a number  of Germany's  major military failures between 1939 and 
1945. It seems likely that the creation of unified Ministries of Defence with 
integrated defence planning staffs will, in future, avoid the need to have 
large unified joint Service headquarters interposed, like OKW, between 
the government and the Services. The concept of a unified Ministry of 
Defence in which both planners and those in charge of operations are 
responsible to the senior Service officer in the department should bridge 
the gap between power (the planners) and responsibility (the operational 
commands).  Certainly, President Eisenhower's decision in 1958 to remove 
the Service departments  f rom the operational chain of command has not 
had the disastrous effects that those opposing a divorce between power and 
responsibility would no doubt have predicted. Although the Joint Staff 
and, thus, in effect the US Joint Chiefs of Staff do have oversight of 
operational commands,  the gap between planning and administration is in 
the US system quite considerable. 

H O W  M A N Y  S E R V I C E S ?  

Finally, for the sake of completeness, two courses of action occasion- 
ally suggested as a solution to the problem of inter-Service rivalry (and 
much else) must be mentioned. There are those who feel many defence 
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problems would be eased if the number of Services were reduced from 
three to two (not counting Marine forces). The Air Force is usually, if not 
always, selected for the "chop" in this solution, perhaps on the grounds 
that it is the newest and that the United Kingdom won one World War and 
the United States two without its separate help. It should be clear from the 
previous discussion that this proposition has nothing to commend it in this 
context (or probably in any other). Quite apart from denying the supreme 
flexibility of air power, the reduction in the number of claimants for scarce 
defence resources does not simplify any of the most difficult decisions on 
allocation (for example, between strategic and conventional forces) and 
ignores the extremely complex administrative tasks that have persuaded 
most of those who considered the possibility of functionalising the UK 
Defence Department itself to reject that solution as administratively 
dangerous. 

A more logical variant of the three-into-two solution is mentioned 
and dismissed by John Ries. 4 This solution would entail the "functional 
development of the Services into a few highly specialized commands (such 
as strategic, limited war, and home defense)." The initial attraction of the 
proposal is, of course, that Service missions would be brought into har- 
mony with the nature of the weapons systems--strategic, tactical, and 
defensive--thus precluding inter-Service argument about alternative 
methods of carrying out any mission. For Professor Ries, writing in 1964, 
the overwhelming disadvantage was that by abolishing the incentive for 
the Services to find better and cheaper ways of carrying out missions 
assigned to other Services, one lost the benefit of inter-Service competi- 
tion, which was the "surest and cheapest insurance that can be purchased 
against a future gap in defense capabilities." This argument does not sound 
quite so attractive almost twenty years later, but he is surely right to stress 
that the solution ignores the distinction between the problems of the 
application of force and those connected with resource allocation to create 
force. Even if resource allocation problems were to be eased by reorganis- 
ing the armed forces in this way, there is no promise at all that command 
and control in war, particularly in operations for which no previous plans 
existed, will be simplified or improved. As with the functionalisation 
solution discussed earlier in this chapter, the proposal might ease resource 
allocation problems at the probable cost of immensely complicating the 
problem of using the forces once they have been created. 

If then dramatic solutions are not available to cut the "Gordian Knot" 
of defence (dis)organisation, the next step must be to consider some of the 
key elements of the ideal defence organisation that the experts might 
recommend for, say, Ruritania (wherever that country is). 



The 
Chapter Thirteen 

Essentials of a Defence 
Organisation 

It should be borne in mind that there is nothing more difficult to 
arrange, more doubtful of success, and more dangerous to carry 
through than initiating changes in a state's constitution. The innova- 
tor makes enemies of all those who prospered under the old order, and 
only lukewarm support is forthcoming from those who would prosper 
under the new. Their support is lukewarm partly from fear of their 
adversaries, who have the existing laws on their side, and partly 
because men are generally incredulous, never really trusting new 
things unless they have tested them by experience. ~ 

Machiave l l i  is qui te  right,  of course,  and no a t t empt  will be made  in 
this s tudy to prescr ibe  changes  in ei ther  the US or  UK defence organisa-  
t ion.  Perhaps ,  however ,  some genera l  points  for  fur ther  s tudy can be 
d iscovered  f rom the extensive c o m p a r i s o n s  that  have been made.  There  
should  be enough  mate r ia l  to try to d iscover  the essential  e lements  of  an 
ideal  defence organisa t ion .  Because Utop ia  is not  th rea tened  by war, this 
ideal  will be des ignated  as the Rur i t an i an  Minis t ry  of  Defence.  Rur i t an ia  is 
s i tuated in Europe ,  has land f ront iers  with powerfu l  ne ighbours ,  a sea 
coast ,  and possessions  in the Pacific.  It has an Army,  Navy,  and Air  Force ,  
each suff iciently large to preclude the dominance  of any one Service. They 
are, therefore ,  equal  con tenders  in the share out  of  the defence budget .  
Rur i t an ia ' s  Min is te r  of Defence has, in consequence ,  the same p rob lem as 
his col leagues  in the Uni ted  Sta tes  and the United K ingdom,  namely,  how 
to get three A r m e d  Services of a p p r o x i m a t e l y  equal  s ta tus  and power  to 
settle on a coheren t  defence pol icy with a ra t iona l  d i s t r ibu t ion  of  l imited 
defence funds,  ins tead of a l lowing  each to barga in  to maximise  the benefits  
for, or min imise  the d a m a g e  to, their  own Service.  

If, fo l lowing the d iscuss ion in previous  chapters ,  the need for  separa te  
Service depa r tmen t s ,  each respons ib le  for all the admin i s t r a t ion ,  suppor t ,  
and  t ra in ing  of its own Service,  is accepted,  then the second essential  
ingredien t  in the ideal  defence o rgan i sa t ion  is surely a s t rong centra l  
defence pol icy  staff. This  s taff  should  repor t  to the senior  Service officer in 
the minis t ry  with the respons ib i l i ty  for  advis ing the government  on defence 
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policy and be similar to the staff introduced in the United Kingdom in 
1982, and proposed by General Jones, US Air Force, at about the same 
time. 

In one way or another, the supreme Service authority must be 
required to give advice on what is best as a defence policy rather than try to 
achieve the best compromise between the three Service positions. It is 
therefore essential that the officer concerned should have joint staff 
responsible directly to him, and this staff should be organised so that each 
planning team's responsibilities are matched as closely as possible to the 
likely commitments of the forces for which they plan. Thus the US or UK 
teams dealing with the land-air battle in Europe should comprise only 
soldiers and airmen experienced in that theatre and, as planners, should be 
exclusively concerned with it. Similarly, the possible outcome of a mari- 
time battle in the North Atlantic should be the responsibility of a team 
composed of sailors and airmen only. If Ruritania considers the main 
threat to be a land invasion from Freedonia, she would be well advised to 
concentrate one planning team exclusively on that threat. No doubt, some 
minor tasks will not warrant the full-time attention of a planning team, but 
as far as possible those commitments or threats calling for significant 

• shares of the defence budget should warrant a planning team to deal with 
them. The exact relationship of the Service members of these planning 
teams to their own Service and its Chief of Staff is a matter on which the 
Ruritanian Defenee Minister should listen very closely to his single- 
Service Chiefs of Staff. However, he must grasp the nettle and ensure that  
the joint planners have an overriding responsibility to the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff (or Chief of the Defence Staff). The planning staffs of 
the Services must also be prepared to play an active and crucial role in the 
resource allocation process. 

These planning groups must be well supported by scientific staff able 
to conduct analyses of weapon effectiveness and to devise models to 
simulate conflict involving more than one Service; in other words, these 
analysts must be prepared to work across inter-Service boundaries. The 
Defence Ministry's central financial and budget staff must be so organised 
that they can be closely associated with each planning group. The constraint 
of limited resources for defence must be uppermost in the minds of all 
defence planners, analysts, and financial staff. 

The next item on any list of requirements is surely obvious, even if 
controversial. If the defence planning staff and all those engaged in defence 
policymaking are to be organised by function or program, then the defence 
budget must be organised in the same way. For planning purposes only, 
the budget must be reorganised along the lines envisaged by the PPB 
system or the UK functional costings. However, one important change is 
required. 
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The functions, programs, or outputs, must be chosen so that all the 
items included in each function contribute toward the objective of that 
function, with the cost of multifunction forces and weapons shared 
between the functions. Thus, one obvious function or program category 
for U K and US budgets would be general purpose forces in Europe. Under 
this heading would be included all forces, land and air, active duty or 
reserve, whose task in war would be to engage in, or support, battle with 
Warsaw Pact forces on the European continent. The maritime general 
purpose forces assigned to the North Atlantic should form a separate 
program category. It is true that the results of any conflict with Soviet 
naval forces in the Atlantic would in due course affect fighting in Europe, 

but the conflict would be a separate one, and possibilities exist for trade- 
offs between the relevant sea and air forces because all are committed for 
one purpose: maritime conflict, mainly in the Atlantic. 

Table 9.1 shows the existing major programs in the US defence budget 
and the UK counterpart known as the functional analysis of the defence 
budget, as well as a possible structure for a Ruritanian defence budget. 
This structure should also be suitable with some modification for US and 
UK defence planners. There are admittedly great difficulties in dividing up 
the whole defence budget so that all or nearly all of it is attributed tO end 
products, such as strategic or theatre land and air forces. Some research 
and development, intelligence, communications, and defence headquar- 
ters costs will no doubt have to remain as residual items, but the aim 
should be to allocate all possible support costs to the frontline forces 
requiring them. In this way, the planners responsible for optimising the 
effectiveness of any function or program will have the maximum freedom 
to consider costed options and tradeoffs realistically. 

Some supporters of the PPB system may well feel that what is pro- 
posed does not go far enough. If the programs or functions of the budget 
must be so self-contained that all the items in any program must contribute 
to the same precise objective, then how can those at the highest level decide 
how to share out the budget between major programs. On this argument, 
one of their hardest tasks is, for example, to justify the resources devoted to 
strategic nuclear forces in view of the pressing needs for extra conventional 
forces. The new system will give no help at all on this or similar problems 
(for example, Can Ruritania afford a nuclear deterrent? Should it have a 
Navy able to defend its isolated possessions in the South Pacific?). These 
problems must be accepted. No doubt, incremental decisionmaking (in the 
sense of starting with current tasks and commitments and considering the 
effect of marginal increases or decreases in resources) will help, but the 
PPB system and systems analysis cannot answer these questions by quan- 
titative analysis alone. These techniques succeeded in clarifying the answer 
to the question, "How much is enough strategic deterrence?" because they 
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ident i f ied  the resources  that  all three Services were devot ing  to the task 
(which was to be capable  of  e l imina t ing  a set p r o p o r t i o n  of the popu la t i on  
and the indus t ry  of  the Soviet  Union)  and showed up the "flat  of  the curve" 
where ex t ra  resources  devoted  to the set object ives would have a sharp ly  
d imin i sh ing  effect. But none of the techniques ava i lab le  showed what  level 
of  des t ruc t ion  would  deter,  nor  whether  the United Kingdom or  Rur i t an ia  
needed a nuc lear  de te r ren t  at all. Nevertheless ,  the role for analysis  within 
each of  the p r o g r a m s  will be immense.  

These p roposa l s  should  also escape the axe of  those convinced oppo-  
nents  of  the PPB system, such as A a r o n  Wi ldavsky  who wrote,  " P P B  fails 
because  no o rgan i sa t iona l  level gets i n fo rma t ion  ( l )  that  it is willing to use 
and (2) that  is re levant  to the resources  at its disposal .  "2 Under  the system 
now p roposed ,  the PPBS  p rog rams  and the p lanning  teams will be orga-  
nised in ident ical  lines and  the cost of  each p r o g r a m  ca tegory  will define 
precisely the resources  at their  d isposa l  for  p lanning  purposes .  

A n o t h e r  ob jec t ion  will perhaps  come f rom Naval  and  Ai r  Force  
officers, who could  argue that  it is qui te  wrong  to tie to one theat re  or task 
such versa t i le  weapons  as ships  or  a i rc ra f t  which can be dep loyed  f rom 
one th rea t re  to another .  Ai rc ra f t  in par t i cu la r  could  poss ibly  in a N A T O  
confl ict  be moved f rom the European  land bat t le  to the At lan t ic  sea bat t le  
in t ime to influence the results in both.  This objec t ion  misunders tands  the 
na ture  of analysis  and planning.  There  are two levels of  op t imisa t ion .  At  
the ope ra t i ona l  level, the c o m m a n d e r s  in charge at the t ime must  use what  
is ava i lab le  in the  most  effective way. At  the p l ann ing  level, those  with the 
task  of mak ing  the best use of l imited resources  canno t  exempt  f rom 
scru t iny  such versat i le  weapons  systems as, for  example ,  str ike a i rcraf t  
which can be amongs t  the most  expens ive  in the inven to ry  (as an example ,  
the UK T o r n a d o  p r o g r a m m e  was in 1982 expected to cost  $18 bill ion, 
c o m p a r e d  to $10 bi l l ion for  Trident) .  When,  as with the T o r n a d o ,  the plane 
can be dep loyed  in several  modes  and in several  theatres ,  the division of  
costs between p r o g r a m s  or  funct ions  will no doub t  cause much discussion,  
but  the cost  advan tages  of  mul t i ro le  a i rcraf t  will surely persuade  the 
p lann ing  teams to agree on a division.  These calcula t ions ,  like those 
involved in assessing the to ta l  costs of  a future weapon system, must  
inevi tab ly  be a p p r o x i m a t e .  This a p p r o a c h  is reasonable ,  p rovided  there is 
no a t t emp t  to fudge doub t s  and  uncer ta int ies ,  because this is an exercise in 
future  p lanning ,  not  an a t t e mp t  to a t t r ibu te  ac tua l  costs when these are 
incurred .  

This l ink between future  pro jec t ions  and actual  costs brings to mind 
a n o t h e r  poss ible  object ion.  Those concerned with the aud i t  of expendi -  
ture,  m a n a g e m e n t  account ing ,  or  f inancial  cont ro l  could argue that  their  
tasks will be imposs ib le  if all accoun t ing  is to be in terms of funct ions,  
p rog rams ,  or outputs .  This objec t ion  is to misunders tand  what  is pro-  
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posed. When the ministry has settled each year how the defence budget is 
to be divided between outputs, it can then redivide the same sum in terms 
of inputs (such as men, weapons, and buildings, which have to be bought in 
that year). Both US and UK defence budgets are recast this way at present 
to satisfy congressional and par l iamentary requirements. It may pcrhaps 
be unfortunate that the two legislatures require costs to be submitted in 
this way, but so long as they do, the costs of defence can be recast without 
requiring the planners and Chiefs of Staff to stop thinking in terms of force 
levels and weapons programmes.  

If Ruri tania  follows the advice given so far, her central defence 
planning and policy staffs will have a voice in budget and procurement 
decisions. At that stage, these staffs will surely ask for some assurance 
about  the long term so they can make firm commitments and enable the 
Services to negotiate between themselves the timing of the introduction of 
new weapons systems. In support  of their request for a system of multiyear 
budgeting, the planners would no doubt  point to the advantages of the 
British PES system and some of the reports of the US Congressional 
Budget Office, notably the 1977 report  on Advance  Budgeting. 3 But from 
the planners '  own point of view, perhaps the simplest analogy gives the 
most convincing argument.  

Anyone building a house on limited space would be wise to draw a 
plan first to ensure that everything can be fitted in. Similarly, defence 
planners, seeing the need for very expensive weapons programmes for all 
three Services stretching over a number of years, will inevitably have to 
tai lor and time these programmes so that the cost peaks in each do not all 
occur in the same year and swamp the likely defence budget. For  this task 
they need as much certainty as possible about  future defence budgets. 
Long-term financial planning has another significant advantage already 
no t ed - - i t  facilitates inter-Service agreement on the timing and size of 
weapons programmes.  Any Service will be less reluctant to forgo the 
chance to start a major weapons programme, if the Service is confident 
that it can introduce the programme within the next two or three years with 
the agreement of the other two Services. This ability to negotiate over time 
is a key part of Defence by Discussion. 

Critics of multiyear budgeting, such as Aaron Wildavsky, will no 
doubt  be sceptical of any system of long-term financing. In 1979, he 
pointed out that the British PES system, which he aptly describes "as a pact 
between central controllers and spending departments to sustain mutual 
stability," had become "a shambles," because "rampaging inflation run- 
ning into the high twenties, coupled with low rates of economic growth, led 
to vast increases in expenditure without offsetting addit ions to revenue." 
As a result, "PES has been tr immed to three years with the last two years' 
expenditures left vague and placed on a cash (current price) basis. TM This 
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cr i t ic ism of  the PES system appl ies ,  of  course,  to government  expendi tu re  
as a whole. It has much force,  pa r t i cu la r ly  as it appl ies  to revenue forecasts ,  
and  stresses the extent  to which government  spending  must  depend  on the 
p rospe r i ty  of  the count ry .  However ,  as far as British defence p lanners  are  
concerned,  the PES process  descr ibed in chap te r  9 still fulfills an essential  
purpose .  Just  as the Publ ic  Expend i tu re  Survey as a whole was a pact  
between Cont ro l l e r s  and  spenders  for  their  mutua l  benefit ,  so within 
defence the long- te rm p lanning  associa ted  with the PES system is part  of  a 
pac t  between the Services to avoid  a las t -minute  sc ramble  each year  for  
money  for  new projects .  If the pa r t i c ipan t s  can believe in a system of 
mul t iyea r  budget ing,  it can work.  

However ,  UK planners  are not  so naive as to believe that  expendi tu re  
for year  ten or  year  five will inevi tably  turn out as it was or iginal ly  p lanned.  
They are  well aware  of the e lectoral  process  and realise that  a gove rnmen t  
of  a different  pol i t ical  comp le x ion  will not  necessari ly feel itself commi t t ed  
to all the defence decis ions of  its predecessor .  They also realise, however,  
that  weapons  p r o g r a m m e s  have a m o m e n t u m  of  their  own: if the orders  
are placed overseas,  there  may  be heavy cancel la t ion  charges;  if they are to 
be p roduced  at home,  the f inancia l  d i s rup t ion  and u n e m p l o y m e n t  
involved in their  cance l la t ion  will also be unwelcome to the government  in 
power.  In this uncer ta in  area,  defence planners  would surely be right to 
concen t ra te  on the next three to four  years,  bui ld ing  as much cer ta in ty  into 
tha t  per iod  as they can by seeking gove rnmen t  commi tmen t s  to future  
weapons  systems. The change  to cash p lanning  in the PES system, there-  
fore, has not  necessari ly a l tered the reali t ies of  long- te rm planning  within 
the Minis t ry  of Defence.  The final years of  the ten-year  p r o g r a m m e  were 
never real ly credible,  but  did provide  a useful f r amework  for tentat ive 
agreements .  A t t en t ion  has a lways concen t ra t ed  on the ear ly years, and  
cash p lanning  merely reinforces this tendency.  

Because the Rur i t an ian  cons t i tu t ion  (like that  of  the United States) 
shares  the power  of the purse between the execut ive and legislative 
branches ,  ins tead of  concen t ra t ing  it in the hands  of  the gove rnmen t  and its 

major i ty  in the legislature (as in the United Kingdom) ,  it is less easy for the 
Rur i t an i an  Minis t ry  of  Defence to make long- term plans with confidence.  
Much  can, however ,  be accompl i shed  if, as in the United States,  the 
legis la ture  is p repared  to grant  ob l iga t iona l  au thor i ty  for  major  weapons  
p r o g r a m m e s  at the s tar t  of  p roduc t ion .  A l though  this ac t ion  does not  
commi t  Congress  to any level of  spending  either on defence as a whole or  
on any pa r t i cu la r  weapon  system in any one year,  the D e p a r t m e n t  of  
Defense has implici t  au tho r i t y  for  a core of future  defence budgets.  This 
au tho r i t y  al lows some p lanning  for  the future  but not enough for  the ideal 
defence o rgan i sa t ion  because those p lanning  future  weapons  p rog ra mme s  
that  have the back ing  of the Pres ident  of  the day cannot  be cer ta in  that  
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Congress will consent to them. Perhaps the Ruritanian legislature would 
consider one change in their current procedures for controlling expendi- 
ture. If they were prepared to agree with the Ruritanian President and his 
executive on a joint resolution setting total defence expenditure for each of 
the next three or four years (on lines suggested in 1983 to President Reagan 
and Congress by the Bipartisan Appeal, as described at the end of chapter 
9), then they could eliminate many of the disadvantages of year-to-year 
budgeting. 

Many critics will be unconvinced, arguing perhaps that defence 
planners by the nature of their work must seek to map out the future even 
though electoral changes or national economic misfortunes could render 
their plans no better than castles in the sand. Two replies are possible. 
First, a long-term financial plan for defence embodies the expected conse- 
quences of present decisions. The correct reaction to the unexpected is to 
alter the plan, not to scrap it. Second, in the context of Defence by 
Discussion, a plan will have much validity for the future ifa fair proportion 
of those responsible for the plan are available when the time comes to 
change it. In particular, agreements reached between the Services on the 
need for, and phasing of, future weapons programmes may well hold in 
changed circumstances if the participants are part of a cohesive group with 
a tradition of continuous service and mutual trust. This observation brings 
us to the final element in the ideal defence organisation. 

As the previous paragraphs have implied, a permanent nucleus of 
planning and budgetary staffis needed to provide a continuing oversight of 
the long-term plan. It is highly desirable that Service officers should stay 
three or four years in important defence policy posts--even longer tours 
would be helpful, but four years is probably about the limit if they are to 
retain up-to-date experience of the operation of their Service. Whitehall or 
Washington warriors skilled in bureaucratic infighting through long ser- 
vice in the corridors of power, but not responsive to the real needs of their 
Service, are not a satisfactory substitute for the career civil servant. 

Chapter 8 mentioned some of the advantages that two American 
observers of the Whitehall scene saw in the British system of career civil 
servants. The creation of the Senior Executive Service provided an oppor- 
tunity to improve the position of full-career civil servants in the United 
States, but if defence planning is to be effective, one more step is needed. It 
is not enough for senior civil servants to remain in the civil service after a 
change of government; they should, if administration is to be effective, be 
expected to remain in the same post (whilst being able to move at other 
times to other civil service jobs to gain experience). The regulations of the 
US Senior Executive Service do not guarantee this continuity of position 
or even assume it as a matter of course. The permanent cadre of staff 
should also reach to the top echelons of the ministry, excluding only the 
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small number  of political appointees needed to oversee the activities of  the 
ministry. If  Ruri tania is able to adopt  such a solution, she will obtain both 
administrat ive advantages through greater continuity and some assurance 
that her Ministry of  Defence will be able to take a long-term view. 

Two aspects of this proposi t ion will probably  evoke dissent f rom 
American readers. They will say first that five "political" or  presidentially 
appointed posts is far too small a number  to control  a large, modern  
defence depar tment ;  and that if a newly elected administrat ion is to be 
confident  of  carrying out its own policies, it must reach down at least three 
layers into the bureaucracy (to assistant secretary in US and deputy secretary 
in UK terms), and perhaps more,  to place its own appointees  in the 80 to 
120 key positions where they can gather the information and make the 
subordinate decisions necessary to effect major  policy changes. They will 
also argue that if it is necessary in Ruritania or elsewhere to provide 
opportuni t ies  for a fuller career in senior positions to improve the quality 
of  the permanent  civil service, then this result can be achieved by the 
creation of something on the lines of the US Senior Executive Service. 
which provides for continuity of employment  and possibly of  grade but not 
of  position after a presidential election. 

The exact number  of  political appointees in a ministry is clearly a 
matter  for discussion, taking account  of  the detailed circumstances. The 
decision should take account  of  the disadvantages of discontinuity near the 
top and the countervail ing advantages of  previous experience when new 
policies are planned, Professor Heclo calculated in 1977 that twenty-one 
months  was the average length of tour  of  those holding under secretary and 
assistant secretary posts th roughou t  the US government ,  s Even if one 
accepts that  matters have improved since then, or were never as bad in the 
Depar tment  of  Defense, an average tour  of two years for the top civilian 
echelons in defence has some disturbing implications. Few, if any, of  
those at the highest level who were responsible for  planning expenditure 
before any fiscal year will be available after that year is complete to answer 
questions about  actual expenditures f rom Congress, auditors,  and others. 
It also means that, on the reasonable assumption of at least two years 
relative stability between major  defence policy reviews, very few if any 
senior civilians will remain in post f rom one defence review to the next. 

The difficulties of  the novice adminis t ra tor  in Washington have been 
well rehearsed by Heclo and others and need no repetition here. 6 One 
advantage  of continuity needs restressing, If inter-Service rivalry is to be 
diminished and a coherent  defence policy is to emerge, there is a clear need 
to take the longer view, to conduct  discussion in terms of  functions or 
p rogram categories that may well be unfamiliar to the newcomer (whether 
he is a political appointee or service officer), and to draw upon the 
results of  past discussions and analyses of  relevant, but perhaps dis- 
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tan t ly  re la ted,  issues. All  these are p rope r  tasks  for  career  civil servants,  
e i ther  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  or  scientists,  who can tap the co rpo ra t e  skills and 
exper ience  of  col leagues  in a way a newcomer  could not  emulate.  British, 
French,  and G e r m a n  exper ience,  to cite only three examples ,  would  
endorse  the value of  the career  bu reauc ra t  in such c i rcumstances .  

It is often suggested that  the bu reauc racy  of  senior  career  civil 
servants  in relat ively pe rmanen t  pos i t ions  of power  provides  an a lmos t  
insuperab le  obstacle  to change.  Much  ink has been spilled and a television 
comedy  series created on this subject.  7 Those who compla in  of an all-  
powerfu l  British civil service tend to ignore the fact  that  the p r o m o t i o n  of 
civil servants  to the most  senior  a p p o i n t m e n t s  is con t ro l led  by the govern-  
ment  of the day;  8 but  most  observers  would surely accept  that  defence is a 
special  case. The bureauc racy  engaged in defence p lanning  and po l i cymak-  
ing must  con ta in  a very high p r o p o r t i o n  of  Service officers on tours  of  
three,  or  in some cases, four  years. They should  br ing with them recent 
exper ience  and new ideas. Wha teve r  p reconcep t ions  or prejudices that  
Service t ra in ing  may  produce ,  they are  unl ikely  to be those  acqui red  by a 
pe rmanen t  civil ian bureaucracy .  In any case, it should not  be assumed that  
the scientific advisers  and  analys ts  in defence inst i tut ions,  whatever  their  
p rev ious  exper ience,  are l ikely to share any prejudices  bred into their  
admin i s t r a t i ve  coun te rpa r t s .  In shor t  then,  the picture of a monol i th ic  
bureaucracy ,  deeply  ent renched in its own prejudices and to ta l ly  resistant  
to change,  is not  one tha t  is easily appl ied  to a de pa r tme n t  of  defence, and 
there is no reason to reject the concept  of a pe rmanen t  civil ian bu reauc racy  
on this account .  

F r o m  the foregoing,  therefore ,  it becomes clear  that  a coherent ,  
effective defence o rgan i sa t ion  would  have the fo l lowing character is t ics :  

S t rong  admin i s t ra t ive  depa r tmen t s  for each Armed  Service; 

A powerfu l  centra l  pol icy and p lanning  staff  (wkh  Service officers and  
civi l ian a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  and scientists) to plan defence policy,  the budget ,  
and  weapons  projects;  

A planning,  p rog ra mming ,  and budget ing  system with funct ional  
ca tegor ies  or p r o g r a m s  direct ly  related to the specific tasks  of  the a rmed  
forces; 

A long- te rm or mul t iyea r  budget  system to provide  as s table an 
env i ronmen t  as poss ible  for  future  plans;  and,  

A ful l -career  civil ian bu reauc racy  of  admin i s t r a to r s  and  scientists to 
ope ra te  this system in equal  pa r tne r sh ip  with thei r  Service colleagues.  

These are the essentials  o f  a defence o rgan i sa t ion  and  Rur i t an ia  
would  be well advised to a d o p t  as many  of these as she can. One more  
ingredient  is needed:  a wel l - in formed sector  of  publ ic  op in ion  based on 
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academic and specialist institutions with a close and informed interest in 
defence matters--but  this sector cannot be created overnight by those 
reorganising departments of defcnce. 
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Envoy 

London and Washington 

Of course, there can be no f irm conclusions to a comparative study 
like this one. Chapter 13 may suggest some lines o f  enquiry, but the 
quotation f rom Machiavelli preceding it reminds us that politicians must 
spend much time and political capital, both scarce commodities, i f  they 
wish to reorganise any government institution, and the time is rarely ripe 

.for this activity. 

I f  change is to come to defence, it should come f rom the inside. An 
organisation is composed o f  rational men. They should be able to agree to 
changes that help them to do their job better. They will agree morereadily 
i f  informed outsiders, encouraged perhaps by the specialist committees in 
Parliament and Congress, were to discuss the problem and suggest 
improvements. The debates on this change will have to start in London and 
Washington, cities as different as chalk and cheese. 

As many have remarked, Washington is a company town and the" 
name o f  that company is government. It is a city open to outsiders and 
receptive to new ideas. Few in Washington will refuse to discuss the 
problems o f  government, and it is always possible to f ind  someone who 
knows personally the expert on any subject. In this sense, it is a tight little 
city, but so close to government that its newspapers are sometimes less 
critical o f  government than are their counterparts in, say, New York. 

London is different. The heart o f  London is the City, the centre o f  
finance and commerce, sheltered behind mediaeval walls that have not quite 
disappeared. London is cautious and critical o f  government but not really 
interested in its problems. Government is expected to get on with its job  
and to make any necessary changes in the bureaucracy without bothering 
Londoners. Closed government makes for  swift changes, but the lack o f  
open debate hinders informed discussion on what these changes should be. 
Conversely, in Washington much debate can be expected on matters such 
as defence reorganisation, but desirable changes may have to be forced 
through against vocal opposition. 

What a pity that each city cannot borrow the goodpoints  o f  the other/ 
But if they did, each would lose its own f lavour--so perhaps the),' are best 
left as they are. 
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