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ABSTRACT

The research examines the processes by which defence policy has been formed in
New Zealand and draws links between structure, process and outcome. The
structure of the unified Ministry of Defence as it operated between 1970 and
1989 is examined in detail as are the processes by which declaratory policy is
formulated and finance allocated to support policy. The effect of restructuring
of the central Ministry (to separate the predominantly civilian 'policy setting'
area from the uniformed'operational'area) in 1990 is considered and the
conclusion is drawn that types of outcomes will not change significantly as a
result of the restructuring.

As part of the research, case studies from a range of issue areas are examined.
The broad issue areas used are: policy formulation in times of change, the
operational use of the armed forces and equipment procurement. Case studies
include the events leading up to the effective demise of ANZUS, the maintenance
of troops in South East Asia, decisions to deploy troops in support of foreign
policy goals and a variety of equipment decisions. Declared policy and financial
allocations to support declared policy are considered side by side with the
outcomes revealed by the case studies.

The thesis concludes that the defence policy formulation process is flawed
because of the structure of the organisation and the closed nature of the
process. The organisation is overly hierarchical with too meny decision levels
and has not completely adapted to the changing roles which have been required by
differing definitions of defence policy. A number of methods of improving
processes are suggested.
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PREFARATORY NOTE

The study of the processes involved in the formulation of New Zealand's

defence policies has not kept pace with prescriptive and descriptive analysis of

those policies. There have been some case studies attempting to explain the

background to specific issues, but apart from such studies the only serious

analyses of defence policy processes date from the period before New Zealand had

a unified Ministry of Defence; that is before 1970.

Since 1970 there have been several major defence policy issues raised and

resolved. These have included, but not been limited to, the operation of a

unified Ministry of Defence, withdrawal from Vietnam and Singapore, the ANZUS

issue and the major changes implied by the Quigley Review of defence resource

menagement. Some of these issues have been appraised; more have not. As often as

not such analysis has been couched in normative terms.

We do not, in New Zealand, have any definitive body of published knowledge

and thus no systematic understanding of how defence policy is formulated. lte are

not completely aware who the players are, the processes they follow or the

determinants considered most important. We do not understand what degree of

internal consistency or coherence is involved in the policy process over a range

of issues and, when we consider policy outcomes, we do not have a clear picture

of how processes and outcomes interact

This relative lack of academic interest

of public policy contrasts sharply, not only

experience, but also with that of Australia.

taken to examine the relevance to the New

in the formulation of a major area

with the United States and British

In this research the opportunity is

Zealand experience of conclusions

lll



drawn from those jurisdictions.

This research then is aimed directly at the processes underlying the

specifics of defence policy. The work is based on the assumption that without a

knowledge of processes our understanding of outcomes is likely to be seriously

flawed. And conversely that such knowledge may be utilised to produce outcomes

which are in line with the intentions of the policy makers. That has not always

been the case in the past.

The research and writing of this dissertation has taken a number of years.

Throughout the various versions of the work my supervisor, Rod Alley, has

remained patient and understanding. For that I am grateful. I am also grateful

to my other friends who have encouraged me to complete what at times seemed an

endless task.
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The following typographical errors were not discovered during the
proof reading stage of this thesis:

Page iii
Page 4
Page 2t
Page 34
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Page 74
Page LL4
Page L28
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Page 2O2
Page 232
Page 245
Page 253
Page 257
Page 273
Page 311
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Page 3L4
Page 348
Page 372

Heading should be PREFATORY
Line 10 roner should be rOnel
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Line 13 'Clarkt shoul-d be rClarke I

Line 27 tthatt should be rthenl
Line 12 j-nsert tpursued t af ter I not I

Line 29 rrationaler should be rrationaLesr
Line 2I rtor should be rtool
Line 2I rossficationt should be tossi-ficationr
Line 7 rconpeter should be rconpetesl
Line 26 'although' should be rAlthough'
Line 25 insert fasr after rusedl
Line 20 ttheyt should be rTheyl
Line 24 rleadt should be rledl
Line 4 timmeidatet should be tinmediatel
Line 26 rliaiasonr should be rliaisonl
Line 22 'principal' should be tprinciple'
Line 13 rwheret should be rwerel
Line 11 tlead! should be tledl
Line 1 tpoliticalt should be 'politicallyl
Li-ne 32 rl,uttwark t should be rl,uttwakl
Footnote 1 should read rD.J.Filer, The New Zealand
Armed Services: Their Development. iffi

Canterbury, L972.
Footnote 15 tkingdomt should be tKinqldom'
Footnote L4 rit' should be ritsl
Line 31 rluttwark' should be rl,uttwakl
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

Debate in New Zealand on wide issues of defence policy seems to rely on

unspoken assumptions that policy is formed either by osmosis, 'it happens', or

by some form of close (if, in the opinion of the commentator, misguided)

examination of the issues, which may subsequently lead to a solution. Policy

outcomes are scrutinised closely; but the methods used to achieve the results

normally get no more that a cursory glance. Of course reality is not simple and

it is often easier to examine concrete outcomes than the sometimes tortuous

processes used to derive the outcomes.

But the factors involved in any policy issue are many and varied and, as

with so many endeavours, competing interests force policy into shapes undreamed

of by the protagonists. Policy outcomes do not just occur and nor are they

necessarily the result of cool, objective analysis of clear factors with a

rational result as the endpoint. The aim of this research is to explain the

formulation of defence policy in New Zealand in terms of the processes used

rather than the results achieved.

The focus of this research then is the process used to reach policy

decisions rather than any examination of the outcomes in their own right. This

does not mean, however, that the impact of previous outcomes is neglected. They

are obviously a factor in the policy process and they will be examined as such,

but in this study they are not the primary focus of our interest. Similarly,

implementation of policy decisions often leads to results at variance from the

intention of the decision makers; indeed it is a truism that outcomes are the



sum of both formulation and implementation. Here the implementation process will

be considered where relevant but it is not the primary focus of the study.

As part of the research, cases will be examined and some conclusions may

be drawn ebout the appropriateness or otherwise of some of the processes

described. It would be a mistake though to then attempt to draw any wider

conclusions about the intrinsic merits of the policy and its applicability to

the situation of the time. To draw proper conclusions about the policy itself a

wider range of factors than those considered in this study would have to be

examined in detail.

Such an examination is not conducted here. This study provides an overview

of the whole defence policy making field in New Zealand, with some varied case

studies used to give depth and colour to the study. At most, thcse cases will

provide scholars researching aspects of the 'quality' of New Zealand's defence

policies some detailed knowledge of the processes, actors and factors considered

during the selection or rejection of a particular policy proposal. A scholar

would then need to integrate that data with wider information relating to the

security situation of the day, the options open to the government (whether

considered or otherwise) and the relevant economic considerations, before valid

generalisations or conclusions about defence poticy overall could be attempted.

The study is explanatory rather than prescriptive. We do not set out to

improve the policy making process (although some limited suggestions for change

are made later). Rather we are attempting to understand it and to fill some

lacunae in the literature. Also, the study is concerned only with the period

from 1970 to 1989; the period for which New Zealand has had a fully unified

Ministry of Defence. If we widened the time scale, for instance to include the



whole period since the end of the Second World War, we would be examining

processes against a variety of organisational settings, none of them now

relevant to more current situations. We would then be in danger of drawing

deductions about defence policy processes which are of some interest

historically but of less value in attempting to understand the modern policy

context.

Similarly we do not attempt to set defence policy and the armed forces

into any kind of context within society. Such a study would need to focus on

wider questions such as the role of the armed forces, the type of forces which

exist, whether they are appropriate and how they shape and are shaped by the

parent society. These are important questions (which also have not been

investigated in New Zealand) but they belong to a different study. In this study

such questions are ignored. Defence policy, the fact of the armed forces and the

existence of a 'military sphere' within the wider society are treated as a

given. We are concerned with how this is translated into the outcomes; the force

structure and the deployments which are the visible face of policy decisions.

From 1989, as a result of a major review of defence resource rnanagement,

the central defence structure has been split between a predominanantly civilian

sector and a predominantly military one \trith, in theory, the civilian sector

being responsible for broad policy and effectiveness auditing and the military

being responsible for the conduct of operations to effect policy decisions. That

split provides a logical end point for this research. We shall attempt to

provide some assessment of the effect of that split on the policy process. Its

implications for the conclusions drawn in this research will also be considered.

This recent split is different in kind from that between pre and post 1970. From

1989 we will still have a centralised system, and for those elements outside and



subordinate to the central bureaucracy there will appear to be little change

either in process or in output. For that reason the study of system and process

from 1970 to 1989 will be of continuing relevance to the student of defence

policy formulation in the future.

Structure of the Studv

The dissertation is presented in ten chapters grouped in four broad parts.

Part One introduces the topic. It is theoretical, especially in this first

chapter, and provides the intellectual foundation for the remainder of the

study. Chapter One is an overview of and background to the research and a

summary of the methodologies employed. In Chapter one there is also a discussion

of process and outcome where various models are discussed as we attempt to

arrive at the most suitable approach for research into the operations of public

agencies in general and those dealing with the formulation of defence policy in

particular. As well, the sources used in the research are indicated.

The second chapter moves from a conceptual to a more specific focus and

gives an historical overview of New Zealand's defence policies since World War

II. The purpose of Chapter Two is to provide an historical dimension to those

defence policy issues subsequently discussed, The final chapter in Part One

deals with the recently presented Quigley Report on defence management. Although

it is too early to identify in detail the extent to which the report will alter

the conclusions drawn here, it is still possible to examine the recommendations

and draw some tentative conclusions from them. Necessarily, these findings will

be affected to a large extent by the degree to which the report is implemented.

Part Two of the dissertation deals with formal structure and processes. In

Chapter Four we examine the environrnent of defence policy making. The various



governmental and non-governmental actors are identified and their formal roles

in the policy processes are explained. Information flows to and between the

actors will be discussed, as will the other methods by which the actors maintain

surveillance on the world. An understanding of information flows and sources is

central to an understanding of policy processes, which in turn is indispensable

for any understanding of policy outcomes. Chapter Four sets the scene for the

rest of the dissertation; it explains the institutional framework in which

defence policy is set.

The remaining two chapters in Part Two deal with the two major areas of

defence policy production. The first is the formal determination of declared

defence policy, the Defence Review. The second is the means by which declared

policy is given the resources necessary for its implementation; the budgetary

process. These two areas of defence policy formulation are the basis on which

later examination of case studies will be founded.

Part Three of the dissertation deals with case studies. In three chapters

we shall examine a range of cases, systematically grouped according to the type

of issue area they represent. We shall attempt to determine if there are

consistent approaches to the formulation of policy within and between issue

areas.

The final part is the Conclusion. It draws the threads of the research

together and establishes the consistencies and the inconsistencies of New

Zealand's defence policy formulation system. In the conclusion we attempt to

explain gaps and inconsistencies in the processes and attempt to form some

judgement as to whether the New Zealand system for defence policy formulation is

unique or whether it can be related to that of any other jurisdiction. It will



also be possible to determine whether the kinds of processes used to formulate

policy have any bearing on the policy outcomes finally achieved.

By the end of the research the broad structure of the defence policy

making process will have been mapped. We will have examined sufficient case

studies spread over & range of areas to allow, with confidence, judgements

derived here to be used in other analytical work dealing with the formulation of

New Zealand's defence policies.

What is Policv

Policy &s a concept necessarily has a variety of meanings manifest in

context and interpretation. Deutsch describes it as 'an explicit set of

preferences and plans drawn up in order to make the outcome of a series of

future decisions more nearly predictable and consistent'.1 Similarly Anderson:

'a purposive course of action followed by an actor or set of actors dealing with

a problem or matter of concern'.z Others emphasise distributive aspects:

'...conscious allocation of resources...according to explicit priorities'.e And

still others define policy in terms which are less than purposeful:'a series of

decisions which taken together comprise a more or less common understanding of

what policy is',{ and: 'the sum of a congeries of only vaguely related or even

entirely separate actions'.6

These illustrations represent just a selection of approaches to defining

the nature of 'policy'.6 There is no apparent reason, in terms of subject matter

or jurisdiction, for the variations. For Dillon: 'any definition of policy

reflects the author's view about how the collectivity for which it is formulated

is organised, functions and makes choices'.7 We may reasonably assert then, that

no matter what definition is used it seems clear that policy formulation



includes both decisions and actions and relates to the methods used by which

intentions are translated from ideas and preferences to outcomes.

As a branch of public poticy, defence policy does not stand alone. It has

close relationships with both foreign and domestic poticies. The deployment of

troops, the purchase of equipment, who the troops train with and what they train

for are all statements of foreign policy as much as they are of defence policy'

Similarly, defence policies will have a Breat impact on domestic policies.

Expenditure for military purposes is expenditure foregone for domestic purposes

and this is likely to be a cause of political controversy as special interest

groups attempt to divert resources for their own uses. Interest groups also

bring defence policy into the domestic arena as they attempt to achieve one type

of defence output at the expense of another. This is seen most clearly in the

United States, but has also been a feature of New Zealand domestic politics at

different times; most recently with attempts to divert the role of the Navy from

that of having a Pacific wide capability to having a local resource-protection

role only.

Defence policy then will have characteristics of both foreign and domestic

policies. But it can be categorised as neither, for the factors which influence

specifically foreign and specifically domestic issues can not be applied

directly to the defence policy arena. Clearly defence policy straddles the

boundary between foreign and domestic policies but has important properties of

its own.

Unless we can reach an understanding of the specific nature of defence

policy we will be in some danger of falling between two stools as we conduct our

analysis. On the one hand we may commit the error of mistaking foreign policy



actions which involve the use of military force as defence policy per se, and

then discursively analysing various broad foreign policy behaviours as defence

policy. Alternatively we may fall into the trap of becoming too involved in the

detail of those internal processes which influence defence policies. We may for

example become engrossed in the various details of public expenditure practices

and be unduly sidetracked into analysis of the relationship between defence

expenditure and other forms of public expenditure in the belief that we are

examining defence policy as a complete issue.

These are areas of considerable interest and indeed are examined in some

dctail in later chapters. But although important they are at the expense of

perspective and thus they are not the complete answer to the question 'what is

defence policy?'

The Attributes of Defence Policv

Generally we know what we mean when we talk of defence policy. We

intuitively include policies relating to the establishment, equipping, training

and possible use of the armed forces by or on behalf of the state. But this out-

wardly simple categorisation begs as many questions as it answers. Does defence

policy include, for example, the use of the armed forces in a search and'rescue

role? Does it include the policies within the armed forces for the conditions of

service under which the servicemen and women are employed? Does it include the

provision of humanitarian assistance in response to a natural disaster, either

at home or overseas?

It may include all of these but the suspicion is that although they are

important, and the military may spend much time and resources in conducting

studies and operations in these areas, they miss the central point of what the



armed forces are for in terms of a wider defence policy. That is, to be prepared

to conduct military operations on behalf of the state in pursuit of external

goals.s The other types of armed force activity may better be seen as the

policies of the defence forces themselves rather than the defence policies of

the statee.

Some additional clues are given in the literature. Downey writes of

defence policy as being:ro

essentially a reconciliation of three sets of factors-how the
nation assesses threats to its security or its policies, to
what extent it sees a military response &s necessary and
justified, and third, what manpower, equipment and military
organisation can be provided with the money and other resources
allocated

Downey has introduced the concept of threat and hence of national

security.ll Other scholars regard the allocation of resources as the core

defence policy issue. Harries-Jenkins states that defence policies are based on

perceptions of need, cost and choice.lz Kolodziej, in turn, describes military

policy as being the 'use, threat and control of organised violence by states and

elites to affect and control the internal and external environment',l3 with one

desired outcome being, amongst others, defence.u

All of these definitions implicitly or explicitly recognise the role of

the state. The state provides the means of mobilising resources, establishes

bureaucratic structures (required to administer and deploy large forces),

provides funding for high technology equipment and, most importantly, oversees

the increasing professionalisation of the armed forces, (a necessary adjunct of

bureaucratic control and political purpose;.r6 These aspects of state behaviour

form the infrastructure against which defence policy is formed and they provide

a continuing backdrop to any analysis of defence policy. Even though the



policies of the state may chsnge the form of this infrastructure, it will

continue to exist and may therefore be analysed.

Huntington argues that examination of concepts such as security, threat

and control of the environment is essentially mis-directed. His thesis is that

although these operational issues (of policy) are the focus of public debate,

the real issue relates to the institutional framework which establishes the

nature of decisions.lu The important questions are about who gets access to the

decision centres, who wields influence and what factors determine the way

decisions are made. Huntington is arguing that the decision structures will

directly influence the type of decision which is made and thus that the

important first step is to ensure that scholars are aware of the type and role

of the structures which are in place to make and advise on defence policy

issues.

In summarising the work of researchers in this field, we may safely

conclude that although the core security objectives of the state must be

included in any study of defence policy, at the same time we must also be aware

of the perhaps hidden determinants of policy. As part of the research, we must

draw out the structures and the processes to determine whether they influence

policy outcomes and, if so, in what ways and to what extent.

A Definition

For the purposes of this research defence policy will be defined as:

The sum of those decisions, practices
the posture of the defence forces in
external world as they act to achieve
and to maintain the military security

and outcomes which define
their relations with the
stated defence objectives
of the state

l0



Defence policy thus includes both declaratory policy, in the form of

stated defence objectives, and related actions which may or may not be directed

at a stated policy aim. It is often through actions and their outcomes, rather

than through statements, that defence policies may be determined.

The policy definition takes into account the recognition that defence

policy is an aspect of the security of the state but it does not attempt to

define national security in purely military terms. The scope of defence policy

is outward looking and is thus quite clearly related to the foreign policy of

the state. Indeed defence decisions can do as much to shape foreign policy as

can foreign policy decisions shape defence policies.

At the same time, the decisions which establish defence policies are taken

by policy makers operating in an internal environment in which resources have to

be allocated, competed for and traded off against other demands.u Defence

policy will thus be formulated with some concept, in peacetime at least, of the

allowable cost that society will bear, or that politicians are prepared to

defend, in the pursuit of those policies. lt is this consideration, of perceived

cost against benefit, that lies at the heart of the debate over defence policy

and its formulation.

Policv Models

In this research we are attempting to describe a particular reality and

draw some conclusions about its nature. To assist us it is sometimes useful to

construct models of that reality. Models reduce the complexity of organisation

or process to e manageable level of simplicity such that our understanding of

the system may be materially assisted. From that initial understanding we can

ll



then add to the basic model such accretions of the real world as may be

necessary to widen our understanding of that world.

The merit of clarifying initial thoughts about reality in this way is that

it helps to determine what is considered important conceptually before c&ses are

examined. When cases are examined variations from the model may be considered in

the light of whether the variations are caused by omissions from the model or

whether the reality being examined is to some extent sui generis and thus

allowances must be made when general theories are being considered.

A simple policy process model is described by Agget.rs The model describes

the process of producing policy as having seven linear steps:

Policy formulation
Policy deliberation
Organisation of policy support
Authoritative consideration
Decisional outcome
Promulgation of outcome
Policy effectuation

This kind of model is sensible, but in its simplicity it has obvious

shortcomings. It gives no place to the role of preference for example and it

does not take account of the possibility of negotiated outcomes. It assumes

complete rationality, which does not necessarily occur in the real world, and it

does not make allowance for a process in which, perhaps for reasons of speed or

secrecy, steps are omitted.

This does not Decessarily invalidate the model for all purposes. But it

does raise a warning to the researcher to be aware of the cases in which the

model may not be valid, and it allows the researcher to adapt the model or

prepare another to explain those cases in which policy is formed by an

alternative method. This process of adaptation and amendment will tend to be

t2



continuous as the processes are studied in greater detail and the model is drawn

closer to reality.

There are a variety of other models, of varying complexity, proposed

thc study of the pubtic policy process. Although some authorities discuss

multiple model systems, describing in some detail minor variations in the

decision process, this approach is less satisfactory for our purposes.le The

problem here is that the model will tend to become an end in itself as we

attempt to ascribe process to the correct model rather than a means to the

of attempting to understand the processes.

for

end

Allison, in his studies of the I962 Cuban missile crisis and the United

States response to it, describes three basic models for the analysis of

poticy.20 Model I is described as a 'rational unitary actor' model with the

state as a purposive actor maximising value from the available alternatives. For

Model 2 Allison describes an 'organisational process' model in which policy

outputs are seen as as incremental results of government organisations acting

according to routine procedures and with policy and strategy changing only

slowly. Model 3 is described as a 'bureaucratic politics' model in which outputs

are the result of bargaining between institutional actors acting according to

their own self interest rather than according to any form of higher goal,

Allison is using a situation of 'crisis management' within the US system

for his case study and his models may not be directly transferrable to more

routine decision situations or to other political jurisdictions. Other

authorities criticisc these models as being too limited and unable to explain

certain important relationships, for example that between the President and his

l3



Secretary of State.2r Still others propose alternative models which they believe

will aid our understanding of the policy process more effectively.2z

No matter how many alternative model types are postulated all authorities

seem to accept that there is a case, (if only to demolish it), for describing a

variant of two basic types of model. The first is a version of Allison's

rational model. Steinbruner describes the rational paradigm of policy decision

process as providing a basic framework for interpreting evidence.F Anderson in

turn describes the rational model as involving competing choices with goals

identified as the first step and with the aim being to solve the problem.za In

Steinbruner's words'decisions will be taken which maximise value given the

constraints of the situation'.26

The second common model discussed in the literature is most commonly

described as the 'bureaucratic' model. This model again described initially by

Allison is one in which the interests of the organisation are considered by

policy elites to be of equal or greater importance than any wider interest

related to the specific problem under review. Halperin, writing on the US

system, describes bureaucratic politics in terms of processes leading to

policy:26

The decisions and actions of government result from the
interplay among executive and legislative organisations, public
and private interests and of course personalities. This
interplay becomes a determinant of foreign policy no less than
events at home and abroad...

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 rnust
be consulted etc...an unwritten code of ethics determines how a
participant must relate to others in the bureaucracy. This code
is constantly evolving.

l4



Both of these model types have their critics. Of the rational modcl

Anderson states that the information processing capabilities (of any system) are

rated too highly and the model neglects social interactions which occur between

actors.27 Lindblom in his study of rational as opposed to limited rational (or

incremental) methods of policy formulation concludes that policy formulation is

normally incremental rather than means/end rational. Lindblom coincd the phrase

'muddling through' to characterise the system in which policy makers choose

limited goals, take into account relatively few factors, use compromise between

alternatives and make many small steps to achieve desired outcomes.2s Later

Lindblom describes the choice between scientific analysis and any other form of

strategic analysis as being the choice simply between 'ill considered, often

accidental incompleteness on the one hand and deliberate, designed

incompleteness on the other.'ze

Criticisms of the bureaucratic model include those of Beard ('the

bureaucratic politics model narrowly defined can not be correct') who comments

that case studies used are most often idiosyncratic in n&ture, involving crises,

at high level and spread over short periods of time.3o Haffner notes that

bureaucratic theory fails to differentiate between organisational interest and

organisational function.sl

The literature relating to the New Zealand system reflects alternative

views of these models. Throughout the literature discussion revolves around

either the role and interests of the bureaucracy or else the role of the

political elite, (normally Cabinet collectively or the Prime Minister

individually), in decision making.t2 In those few cases where other actors are

discussed they are generally dismisscd as being at bcst one influence amongst

l5



many and at worst irrelevant.ss Very little of the literature attempts to go

beyond a descriptive discussion of the roles of the various actors.

In our study of defence policy processes we have two practical choices. We

can concentrate on the directions issued by the executive, and follow the trail

of direction to implementation in case studies, or we can attempt to widen the

study to assess the influence that the bureaucracy casts as it advises the

executive and as it implements government direction.

The first approach has the advantage of simplicity, cause and effect are

apparently clearly defined and can be identified and described. But a problem

occurs when we attempt to explain why actual outcomes, after implementation, do

not correspond with intended outcomes at the time political direction was given.

If we intend to attempt to explain, rather than merely describe, the policy

processes we need to look further than at just the decisions and directions

given by the executive. We need to take account of the actions of the other

major player; the bureaucracy.

In New Zealand, as in other complex societies, government decisions are

translated into action by a complex of administrative procedures controlled by

the Departrnents of State. The bureaucracy is involved at most stages of the

policy process, the only stage that it is not directly involved being the

formal deliberations of the Cabinet.sr For this reason alone we need to consider

the operations of the bureaucracy in our study of processes. Another reason, if

reason is needed, is because of the size of the Ministry of Defence and the fact

that in New Zealand it bas a virtual monopoly on technical expertise relating to

the employment of the armed forces.
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For the purposes of this research we will generally follow Carnett:3s

The fact that decisions are of te n made by bureaucratic
organisations means that policy inevitably reflects the habits,
procedures and perspectives of those organisations. So
pervasive is this limitation that it affects not only the
policies that emerge, but even the way in which problems are
formulated in the first place"..

This does not rnean that we are adopting, as a given, the kind of

bureaucratic model of competing players described by Allison. Rather, it is an

acceptance that the bureaucracy is an always important sometimes predominant

component of the policy process. In our consideration of policy issues we will

attempt to integrate the actions, motives and procedures of all players to

produce a model which closely describes reality.

Aporoaches to Defence Policv

Models specifically related to defence policy have been produced. Perhaps

the most relevant for our purposes is described by Hugh Smith. In his study of

Australian defence policy, Smith presents three approaches to (the provision of)

defence which will produce certain types of outcome. These are efficiency,

overseas examples and rationalism.$6

The efficiency approach focuses on the inherent capabilities of the armed

forces. The criterion by which quality is measured is the capacity to win in

combat against any likely or perceived enemy. Typically defence policy will be

aimed at equipment acquisition and organisation and at 'scientific management'

of personnel all with the aim of maximising the 'effectiveness' of the armed

forces. Many of these aspects are of course important for a defence organisation

(indeed any organisation) but they need to be balanced with sound strategies and

effective defence relationships with other states.
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The second approach described by Smith, 'overseas exarnples', centres on

the armed forces of other, admired, countries which are used as models.

Innovations and developments in those countries are observed and closely

emulated. The extreme example of this approach is where a client state adopts

completely the organisation, culture and equipment of the role model regardless

of need or circumstances. For a small country it is to some extent inevitable.

Techniques and technology tend to flow from the large to the small, from the

rich to the less rich. But when the orientation becomes obsessive there are

dangers. If there is an automatic assumption that because the United States has

a piece of equipment then New Zealand needs it also, then the danger is that

completely irrelevant equipment will be acquired to satisfy that assumption.

Balanced defence outcomes require that proper analysis of needs is undertaken

before equipment is purchased or organisational solutions adopted.

Finally, rationalism as an approach attempts to relate specific means to

given ends. Policy is reduced to a paper exercise in which threats are

identified and quantified and a force constructed to counter those threats. An

element of this approach is obviously necessary as part of defence policy. There

must be an attempt to set the possible tasks for a force against its

organisation and equipment. But an absolute reliance upon it must fall down

because ultimately it relies on quantitative judgements about the real world and

consequent quantitative attempts to establish policy options, all in an arena in

which quantitative analysis is limited by such imponderables as skill and morale

and in which judgements as to the political ability to bear costs are

continually being made. Eventually, with this approach, judgements will be seen

to be not precise, thc real world does not behave predictably, and the policies

will have to be readjusted to take account of wider factors.
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To these three types of approach there seem to be opportunities to add at

least two more which we may call 'compromise' and 'irrational'. Compromise seems

to be the type of policy approach which may occur as a result of bureaucratic

processes. It would be characterised as an approach which ensures outcomes that

all parties can accept (and even be happy with) because an undcsirable

alternative has been forestalled, yet which leaves the parties vaguely

dissatisfied because they have not achieved any specific goal. This type of

approach would seem to be most likely in periods of peace or low tension when

the armed forces have to compete for resources against other domestic priorities

and the needs of the armed forces are considered the same in kind to domestic

needs.

Irrational defence approaches are those which have no relationship to

nationel security policy at all and would be adopted for reasons other than

national security ones. The use of military forces, as a matter of policy, in

aid to the civil power tasks in routine circumstances (such as assisting with

the annual harvest) may in some cases be seen as an example of an irrational

approach to defence policy.

As we examine cases in later chapters we will assess the type of approach

to the provision of defence being followed.

Research Methodoloev

There are many different approaches which may be used in the analysis of

policy. We have discussed some different models and other focuses of attention

are described in the literature.sT
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The literature on theoretical approaches to the study of policy provides a

number of alternative methodologies which may be used as a tool for analysis.

The two main alternatives may be broadly characterised as 'scientific' or as

'intuitive'.E8

The scientific approach has been described as an American centred

behaviouralist approach.se The main research process involves a reliance on

quantitative data and empirical results. The aim is to deduce relationships

between variables which will allow future political and policy behaviours to be

predicted as a result of previously drawn conclusions. This is achieved by

collating statistical data so that comparisons may be rnade, formal hypotheses

tested and conclusions extrapolated. The behaviouralists are generally concerned

with the lack of specification of the behaviour outcomes being examined by other

approaches.ao

The proponents of the contrasting intuitive approach describe themselves

as traditional or classical in their methods. They argue that to attempt to be

'scientific'in the field of human organisation is futile. There are, they

believe, too many variables in the production of policy and that policy is made

by humans who are intrinsically inconsistent and individualistic. As such,

individual preferences and values will inevitably colour behaviour over policy.

This means that attempting to derive $ettled criteria for the evaluation or

comparison of policy processes is, if not impossible, then so difficult as to be

unrealistic. This school does not however reject system. Indeed systemetic

evaluation of differing policy approaches lies at the heart of the approach.

Theories must be stated, hypotheses tested and the theory either accepted,

modified or rejected.'r
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The traditional theorists make the point that, although with the

scientific method understanding does lead to prediction in the physical

sciences, it is possible to understand the determinants of previous behaviours

in social science fields (such as policy analysis) without necessarily being

able to predict behaviours in the future.42 A generat conclusion is pronounced

by Bull who argues that by rejecting judgement and perception the scientific

approach looses a major part of the basis of international relations - the moral

dimension.ae Defence policies do of course make up a significant portion of the

field of international relations and that judgement may perhaps be applied to

the study of defence policy.

A summary of the differences between these schools was made by Haas and

Becker writing of the period in the late 1960s when the controversy was at its

height. They concluded that 'where the traditionalists rely on intuition,

perception and judgement the behaviouralist prefers to test for statistical

correlation to determine whether behaviour is coincidental or otherwise'.{a Mote

recent scholars are less concerned with discovering great differences between

various schools of research and Dunn has concluded that 'the study of

international relations is entering a new phase...the present position is one of

ferment and transition marked by pluralism in values, methods, techniques'.46

Dunn's conclusion, so far as it goes, is common sense. There is clearly

room for a variety of approaches within the discipline. For this research a

systematic approach rather than the scientific has been chosen as the preferred

methodology for this research. This is for several reasons. The first is that in

any case there is a paucity of quantitative data available in New Zealand of a

kind suitable for a research project of this kind. Indeed, it is noteworthy that
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even in the United States research projects using quantitative methods tend to

concentrate on the outcomes of policy rather than on the processes-

Secondly my olvn inclinations lead me to the belief that, although we

should attempt to understand the actions of our policy makers and we should be

aware of the determinants which affect their actions, we arc unlikely, on the

basis of some form of quantitative conclusion, either to be able to predict

their future actions with any degree of certainty, or to derive any universal

relationships between the various determinants which make up defence policy

outcomes. The statistical data available on state behaviour does not yet allow

us to ascribe, with any confidence, a type of behaviour to a specific factor.

There seerns therefore little point attempting to research a relatively

restricted area, the outcome of which is most likely foredoomed. Our primary

task is to explain what exists and why that matters for policy outcomes.

Roherty proposes one system for examining defence communities.{6 His

method is to gather systematically information on each community in terms of

actors, channels, constraints and outputs. This is a useful approach but appears

to suffer from two problems. There is no examination of inputs, other than of

the actors involved in the processes, and thus conclusions drawn will tend to

miss at least one important part of the defence policy process; that is resource

allocation. The second criticism relates to the examination of outputs as part

of the general study of the policy process. It would seem more logical for our

purposes to study the processes of formulation and then the process of

implementation which leads to types of outputs and eventual outcomes.

Keeping these points in mind, it is intended to examine the New Zealand

processes using a common system of determining the actors involved, the inputs,
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the channels used, the implementation process and the constraints which appear

during the operation of the system. Outcomes will then be examined in light of

these factors.

Comoarative Defence Policies

The most cursory examination of defence policy formulation, even if

restricted to those democracies which share similar political attributes and

philosophies, reveals that defence policies are produced by a variety of

methods. The factors considered, the relevant actors and their relationships and

even the importance given to the issue are all treated quite differently in

different political jurisdictions. This is true whether the Western European

democracies are being compared with each other or whether they are being

compared with the United States or Canada.

Despite this, there is some value in attempting to gain an understanding

of the workings of New Zealand's defence policy processes from an examination of

the processes used by other countries. This is so because, at the least, the

questions which have to be faced in the production of a defence policy are

broadly similar.

As well, an examination of the processes of other states, insofar as they

can be deduced in a paper of this kind, may reveal insights, if not answers,

which will be missed by restricting the research purely to the New Zealand

jurisdiction. Proper use of comparative examples will allow us to compare New

Zealand with other jurisdictions for answers to the problems of whether policy

is 'rational goal setting and attainment', or is 'muddling through; a series of

bargained outcomes'. By discovering how policy makers in other countries have

coped we may be able to make deductions both about the New Zealand processes and
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also about the generality or otherwise of defence policy processes and the value

of using examples from other areas.

A further reason for using comparative examples is to some extent provided

by Gresham.{? In an early study of New Zealand's overseas linkages he discovered

that Defence is very strongly influenced, in policy formulation matters' by

overseas linkages. And in a reversal of the process, that Defence also tries to

influence its overseas counterparts in policy m&tters. From this we may take as

a working assumption that the strong reciprocal influence may lead to similarity

of solution or structure to achieve policy ends.

Comparative studies are seen by many scholars not only as being of value

in their own right but, more strongly, as being the only valid method for

conducting policy analysis; certainly in the field of foreign policy. McGowan

states that 'the central aim of scientific enquiry in foreign policy is to

explain observed relationships between variables. Comparative analysis makes it

possible to accomplish this task'.{8

This comparative approach was a nec€ssary offshoot of the scientific

approach to the analysis of policy, as students of foreign policy found that

their research methods were unable to provide knowledge in a form which was able

to be applied irrespective of time, place and observer.4e Hermann and East

reinforce the preference for comparative studies 'simplistic explanations are

not likely'.60 Altho.rgh these comments are aimed at the study of foreign poticy

behaviours, they would seem to have direct relevance at lea.st to these areas of

defence policy which are directed at 'relations with the external world'.
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There are a number of authorities who have advocated a comparative

approach specifically for the analysis of defence policies.6l But most of the

defence poticy literature concentrates on the procedures used within a single

country. And even when some form of comparison is attempted it is often at the

level of the anecdotal rather than the more scientific approach advocated by

Roherty and others.62

This single case, or country study approach, is not necessarily inferior

to the comparative and scientific methods. In research where there is no desire

to do more than eticit the processes of a single state rather than to make broad

generalisations about defence policies, the less ambitious approach may be all

that is necessary. But it would seem to be self evident that to some extent the

experiences of other jurisdictions should not be ignored completely. At the

least they should be examined and only then discarded if found to be not

relevant to the research task at hand.

If this approach is accepted, then the question of which examples to use

is raised. There is presumably more value for us in attempting to compare the

New Zealand process with the British rather than with the Soviet Union. But with

some other jurisdictions the question is not so clear cut. Is there, for

example, clearly more or less value in comparing New Zealand processes with

Britain rather than with Australia; or is each of equal valuc?

Any attempt to select appropriate countries to use for comparative

purposes must keep a number of points in mind. For valid comparisons

the political systcm should be broadly similar and the closer the system

possibly the more valid the comparisons. Thus at one level any Western

pluralist democracy has a similar political system when compared with

to be made
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of Eastern Europe. But there are big differences between the Western

democracies. New Zealand has a very centralised system of government, more like

that of the UK or the Nordic states than the federal systems of the US,

Australia or Canada, which in turn differ considerably with each other.

On the other hand the political cultures of the Nordic countries have

little in common with New Zealand when the latter is compared with Australia and

to a lesser extent the US and Canada. Other factors to take into consideration

include geography as well as size. If geography is to be the main determinant

then Australia is the starting point for comparisons. If size then perhaps once

again the Nordic countries or even the Republic of lreland.

There is obviously no simple solution which will allow any one country to

be selected as the only valid model for comparison with another. Indeed, for

futly effective comparisonsn a range of countries would seem to be more rather

than less desirable. In practice, depending on the policy area under

consideration, different countries may be chosen, to draw out from their

procedures examples which can help to illuminate the New Zealand experience. It

must also be kept in mind that comparisons can only be drawn if the case studies

are available in the literature. Generally the US and UK dominate the llterature

with Australia leading the rest of those countries which can possibly be of

relevance to the New Zealand situation.

A number of countries may be selected empirically and intuitively as being

appropriate for comparison with New Zealand. Different choices will have varying

advantages and disadvantages. Selection of a British example may be better than

a US one for the same topic because New Zealand, on that type of procedure, is

more closely allied with the British model. But similarly the British model may
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be tess valid than the Australian for the same reason. It must be kept in mind

that the aim throughout is to attempt to illuminate the New Zealand experience

rather than to increase the body of knowledge relating to comparative defence

policy processes.

The closest country to New Zealand, physically and culturally is

Australia. The two countries share similar historical backgrounds and have

important constitutional and political attributes in common.a The two military

forces have a common British heritage and their operational doctrines involve

considerable commonalities of practice derived from joint operational

experiences and training procedures. Both countries have a similar world view,

although Australia, and especially its military, places a greater credence to

some form of threat emanating from Southeast Asia. Since at least 1984 Australia

and New Zealand have had differing perceptions as to the validity of thc nuclear

deterrent and its role in shaping national security policies.

Despite their many similarities there are differences which will affect

the validity of comparisons. One has been touched on. Australia does believe in

some form of potential threat from the North.6a This perception in turn leads to

defence decisions in deployment and equipment terms which New Zealand would not

consider making. The other major difference between Australia and New Zealand

lies in the relative sizes of the two countries and the resources which each is

able and witling to devote to defence matters, especially in the field of

equipment procurement.

Australia and New Zealand derive a common heritage from Britain and it is

from Britain that other useful examples and comparisons may be derived. New

Zealand's military staff systems (apart, since the mid-1970s, for some
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nomenclature) are almost totally British. The organisational principles of the

respective Ministries of Defence are similar and the organisational culture is

heavily influenced by the British model. Any New Zerland officer with the

appropriate level of expericnce and training is capable of operating in a

British unit and the reverse is also true.66

But there are dis-similarities which need to be kept in mind. The most

obvious of these are size and commitments. British interests are wide, they

involve types of operational commitments which New Zealand can never expect to

be involved with and so her armed forces are of a size which make New Zealand's

irrelevant in terms of comparisons of military strength. Operational systems

also are less obviously derived from Britain, especially in the Navy where ANZUS

and Pacific operations have seen a concentration by New Zealand upon US

practices. Additionally, there is now very little likelihood of New Zealand and

Britain being involved in joint combat operations.

The size and the capabilities of the British forces will incvitably lead

to different factors being considered when policy is being formulated. Britain's

international responsibilities, both as a middle ranking world power and as a

residual colonial power, means that her world view is quite different from New

Zealand's and thus that defence needs and capabilities will be viewed quite

dif ferently.s

Comparisons may usefully be made with US practices in some fields as there

has been a shared pool of experiences since the end of World War II.57 Common

membership of the SEATO grouping and of ANZUS, US pre-eminence in the pacific,

and common participation in the Victnam war (1965-72 for New Zealand) has meant

that, especially in operational and doctrinal terms, the United States has had a
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major influence on New Zealand forces. Although this operational influence has

not extended to any great extent into staff procedures it has meant that for

many New Zealand policy rnakers, at least until 1984, there has been a

generalised acceptance of the United States world view, especially in the

Pacific.

But the differences are also great. The US political system is completely

different from New Zealand's as are its military procedures. The US military

institutions in Washington are organisational actors in the political game in

their own right, in a manner which could not be emulated by the Services in

Wetlington. The US military ethos also, although derived from the British model,

is now sufficiently evolved to draw few responses from the New Zea,land policy

maker. Finally the size and impersonality of the US military means that

processes and perceptions are quite different from those held by New Zealand.

The similarities and differences with the US mean that although policy

outcomes may be influenced by US strategic perceptions, the processes will bear

little relationship to those followed in the US. Despite this, there are still

areas where the US model may illuminate New Zealand processes. These may include

the relationships between bureaucratic actors, the impact of domestic factors on

defence planning and the part that organisational systems play in determining

policy outcomes.

As well as similarities of cultural values, history, or geography, New

Zealtnd shares similarities with other countries because of size. In the

literature this factor - however defined - is considered by a number of scholars

to be a major determinant of policy.58 Valid lessons may thus be lcarned about

the New Zealand model by examining the policy process in other small states. In
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attempting to draw comparisons with other small states, however, the problems of

determining which behaviours are caused by size and which by other factors, and

the relative weighting to be ascribed to each, arises.Ee

The states examined in the literature (typically the Scandinavian

countries, Ireland, Iceland) lead to such a variety of conclusions about small

state behaviour that attempting to generalise is dangerous. The most common

assessment of similarity in defence polices relates to the need for a small

state to belong to some form of alliance (or the reasons for joining it) and the

ability of that small state to influence events relating to the operation of the

alliance and the policies of its allies. But even here it is difficult to draw

common conclusions from observed empirical behaviour. Other behaviours, such

the likelihood of or propensity for being involved in inter state conflict, or

the allocation of resources to defence purposes, are even more difficult to

assign authoritatively to small states.

Case Studies and Issue Areas

We have determined the conceptual approaches which we will be taking in

our examination of defence policy processes. We are concerned with examining the

range of behaviours of both the executive and the bureaucracy as policy is

formulated. As part of our study we will be examining the behaviours of other

jurisdictions to see how they grapple with similar issues.

A careful selection of case studies is needed to ensure that the whole

topic of 'defence policy' is covered without the problems involved in trying to

deal with defence policy as a single and discrete topic. But policy writ large

subsumes a range of behaviours which affect and are affected by each other. Each

of these behaviours, or groups of behaviours, has characteristics of its own and
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they are not necessarily directly comparable with other types of behaviour which

may also come under the general rubric of 'defence policy'. To make valid

comparisons, case studies need to be grouped into broadly comparable issue

areas. As Rosenau concludes: 'different types of issue do elicit different sets

of motives on the parts of different actors.'s

Rosenau is distinguishing foreign policy as an issue area separate from

domestic policy. Art extends this to the study of issue areas within the general

field of US foreign policy. He divides US foreign policy decisions into three

issue areas:61

Decisions to intervene with military force

Decisions marking major policy shifts

Decisions revolving around primarily institutionally
grounded matters

Art, in this case, was discussing foreign policy analysis in which the use

of military force was subsumed as an issue, and he recognised that his

categories were not comprehensive; but they fitted the needs of his preliminary

analysis. He described their validity as being 'because they enable us to

separate out past decisions and to determine what factors weighed most heavily

for the choices made in each category'.62

Similarly, issue areas may be devised for the study of defence policy. An

issue area needs to meet a number of criteria to warrant selection for

examination. Firstly it needs to be central to the topic of defcnce policy.

There are undoubtedly many events which might be examined but which will in the

end throw no light on the central topic as defined earlier.

3l



Secondly the issue area needs to be capable of being defined sufficiently

tightly so that individual case studies quite clearly fall within one issue area

rather than ambiguously within several. If this is not possible then the

validity of any conclusions made about policy processes within an issue area are

suspect. Finally there should be a range of case studies able to bc examined

within the issue area. If there is only a single case issue then the case is

probably not an issue area and any conclusions drawn will be so difficult to

verify that they can not be used to draw general conclusions.

Keeping these criteria in mind, three broad

for the examination of case studies:

areas seem apProPriate

Decisions relating to major changes in the thrust or emphasis
of defence policies.

Decisions relating to the operational use of the armed forces.

Capital equipment purchases.

As well as case studies relating to these issue areasn we will examine the

broad given topics of organisation and budget setting 8s separate topics in

their own right.

Not all of the examples used are susceptible to the form of comparative

analysis discussed above. But it is possible to dcduce from our examination of

the literature that Australia and Britain will provide examples of higher

defence organisations which are sufficiently similar to New Zealand's to allow

worthwhile comparisons to be made. Also, we can compare New Zealand practices

with Australian for operational and deployment matters, and we can use US

studies on organisational behaviour to gain insights into New Zealand's defence

organisations. Finally, the literature on small state behaviour, especially in

alliances, may provide insights into the New Zealand case.

lssue
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Policv: Process and Outcome

outcomes are as important to the analysis of the policy as are processes

as inputs, because policy as earlier defined relates not only to decisions and

the way that they are achieved but also to the outcomes of those decisions as

modified by the implementation process. It is apparent that an outcorne may be

either the policy decision itself or else a consequence, possibly unintended or

unanticipated, of the implementation of the decision.ffi

In the defence literature, outcomes are commonly neglected as an area for

analysis. They tend to be relegated to the situation of a 'given'and are

treated as the endpoint of the process without being examined for any form of

systematic characteristic which may relate to the type of situation or the type

of process involved.

Ball discusses factors which influence outcomes in defence decision making

without relating them to process at all.8{ Kolodziej makes the fairly self

evident point that to achieve desired outcomes policy actions and decisions must

be integrated.6s

The relationship between process and outcome in policy formulation is

complex and diverse. Tracing the explicit linkages between them may well be

complicated by considcrations that impinge upon, but are not directly rclated to

the formal processes being considered. Over time, moreover, the processes of

policy formulation may be altered by the outcomes they themselvcs have earlier

produced. And when specific or discrete poticy outcomes are under review, as

distinct from ongoing programmes, the impact of presumably 'normal' policy

processes has to be weighcd against such special circumstances as timing, thc
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pressure of competing objectives and the quality of advocacy by Ministers in

Cabinet - not to mention important foreign policy or economic considerations as

well.

Although the focus of this research is more within the province of policy

formulation and less with implementation, the division can be both arbitrary and

artificial. As Lindblom describes, policy making is an extremely complex process

'without beginning or end whose boundarics remain most uncertain'.ffi In other

words we might conclude that formulation and implementation are parts of the

same cycle which interact with each other to produce policy outcomes. Lindblom

continues that 'one cannot confidently make stable generalisations about which

differences in the policy making system result in significant differences in

policy output'.67

Smith and Clark, in their examination of foreign policy processes, have

also examined the problems of cause and effect in policy behaviours and have

extended Lindblom's analysis so that policy outcomes are seen cxplicitly as the

end result of the totality of behaviours and not just of decisions alone. They

argue that this point is of critical importance 'since it is the behaviour and

not the decision, to which other states' decision-makers have to respond'.s

Decisions, in their model, should be seen as a determinant, albeit important, of

policy behaviour rather than the sole cause of such behaviour. This point is

especially important with questions of defence policy where the scope for error

in implementation is large and the conseguences correspondingly severe.

Policy is not simply made. This point is central to the thesis presented

by Hawker in his discussion on Australian policy processes.tn He demonstr&tes

that although processes show muddle, conflict, complexity and disjointedness the
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outcomes sre not necessarily muddled. He also demonstrates the point, central to

this thesis, that policy outcomes are part of, and not merely subsequent to, the

policy making process.

Conclusion

In this chapter we have surveyed the literature relating to policy

analysis in general and defence policy in particular. We have discussed various

methods available to us for such analysis and we have made some preliminary

assessments of the ways in which process and outcome may be characterised. These

assessments will later be tested against specific cases.

In general we have decided that our examination of the policy formulation

process needs to consider not only the a.ctions of the political elite but also

the interactions of the bureaucracy between its various elements and as it

relates to the political elite. We have also determined that our study of the

policy process must include some consideration of outcomes as they relate to

intentions and as they are produced by the implementation process.

Defence policy is a complex topic having characteristics of both domestic

and foreign policies. The factors which influence defence policy and the

processes which shape it are equally complex. In our attempts to understand the

New Zealand defence policy process we will draw examples and comparisons from

all areas of public policy and from all appropriate jurisdictions. By using this

wide approach we run the risk of losing sight of the tree of defence policy in

the wood of public policy. On the other hand, without the use of the wider

ranging examples, we run the equal risk of examining defence policy processes in

isolation and losing or ignoring the knowledge which is already available, On

balance that seems to be a greater risk.
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It may readily be seen that the use of international comparisons in the

study of defence policy processes, and outcomes, presents many difficulties. The

fact of differing polities, strategic perceptions, organisational methods and

even methods of determining defence expenditures means that comparisons need

be treated with care in research of this kind. Despitc this comparisons can be

useful to illuminate the working of the institutions.

It might be considered by some that there is too great an emphasis on

theory and not enough on pra,ctical analysis in this chapter, and indeed in the

whole research. This is understandable, after all the examples are what make the

system work not some impractical idea about why the examples occurred as they

did. In prior defence I would argue that the role of the researcher is to go

beyond the observed and attempt to explain it by reference to some overarching

construct related to the system under examination. This is as true for the

social sciences as for the physical and if anything this present research does

not go far enough. Professor Nye has expressed the need for theory well:7o

Why not focus simply on the current policy agenda? The answer
lies in the complex relation between theory and policy. Theory
ties facts together. It helps the policy-maker to understand
and predict. Even the most pragmatic policy-makers fall back on
some theoretical constructs because neither all the facts nor
their relationships are ever known. Poor theories can lead to
poor policy prescriptions. Simple models, taken without
context, can be easily be mistaken for the real world. In a
changing world, theories help us to adapt to those changes...

A Note on Sources

The main sources for this research are threefold. Firstly the literature

has provided some theoretical underpinning of the research and it has also

provided insights into the operation of the defence policy process in other

countries. These insights have been valuable in suggesting avenues and ideas
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relevant to the New Zealand model.

The literature does however have to be handled scepticalty. Much of it is

written primarily from an American perspective with lesser contributions from

Great Britain, and lesser still from Australia and other countries. Literature

from or about New Zealand and relating to the New Zealand situation is rare in

the defence policy field, although there is a body of literature relating to

both descriptive and prescriptive aspects of foreign policy.

Problems exist in accepting the relevant literature from other

jurisdictions. Not to accept it leads to the charge that the wheel is being

reinvented. To accept it uncritically is to fall into a trap of assuming that

American, British, or Australian experience is transferable to New Zcaland. This

may apply in some circumstances, but each case needs to be examined with a

critical eye to its merits.

The second source has been from individuals to a greater or lesser degree

involved in the policy processes concerned. During the research, senior

officials, politicians and others with an interest in and knowledge of New

Zealand defence issues were interviewed. The interview process was unstructured

and free flowing. Participants were asked preliminary questions and a discussion

ensued from their responses. The intcrviewees were generally remarkably frank in

their assessments of processes and of other perticipants in the policy arena and

many of the judgements subsequently made would have been different if the

documentary record had to be relied on as the sole source of information.Tr
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A third and major source has been from official records within the

Ministry of Defence. The writer has had complete access to the filing system

and, within the bounds of security classifications, been able to use the

information so gained. These documentary sources have been invaluable, not only

because they allow the path of a policy issue to be charted, but also because

the procedures used are also documented.

Necessarily, notes of warning are justified. The written record,

especially when it relates to the minutes of meetings, is not always complete or

accurate. This is because minutes may well reflect the thoughts of what the

chairman believed was said rather than the considered opinions of those actually

present. There is also some evidence that the Official Information Act has led

officials to being less open for the record than might be desirable for

completeness. On that subject Dean Rusk is reported as describing the written

record as being:7z

only a portion of the thoughts in the minds of those who are
making decisions and of the content of discussions amongst
themselves...

These factors have been taken into account where possible by cross

checking with other documents or through the recollections of participants in

the processes concerned. Given these warnings, the record is as complete as can

be made within the limits of this type of research.
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Chapter 2

NEW ZEALANI''S DEFENCE POLICIES SINCE WW II

Introduction

The major military events in New Zealand's history are well known. Since

the end of WW II New Zealand has been involved in operations successively in

Korea, Malaya, Thailand, Borneo and Vietnam. Troops havc becn stationed overseas

almost permanently since 1945 and in that time changes to a greater or lesser

extent have occurred in the size, shape, orientation and equipment of the armed

forces.

But these are largely external and visible events and tcll us only a

little about those underlying factors which are the preoccupations of policy

makers and which shape defence policies. Concerns such as perceived threats,

economic conditions and alliance requirements are not necessarily deduced from

an examination of the events themselves, even though they are a reflection of

both policy and concern.

One approach to setting a taxonomy of defence policy involves dividing the

period concerned by event and time. This allows the student to see at a glance

the various phases through which the policy has evolved. By setting out the

events in this manner, patterns may be derived and a lead given to areas for

further research that might determine relevant causes and consequences. An

example is found from Filer who, in his examination of the development of the

New Zealand armed forces in the pcriod between the end of WW II and 1972,

identified four broad time zones into which the development of policy could be

divided:1
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1946-49 Continuation of the British Commonwealth security system

1950-54 Formation of new alliances

1954-64 Commitments in South East Asia

1965-72 Changes in South East Asian commitments.

To bring the classification up to date it would be possible to include for

instance:

1972-84 Increasing interest in the Pacific, (particularly South
West Pacific), region and increased military training
cooperation with the United States

1978- Recognition of the importance of the ability to operate
independentty if necessary in the South Pacific.

1984- Actions taken which lead to the breaking of ties with
the USA and the subsequent attempt to forge even closer
links with Australia.

Classifications such as this are useful, indeed necessary, as they allow

us to place specific events in time against a broader framework. Such

classifications also indicate the generally incremental nature of defence

policy. But these brief descriptions do not in themselves explain, for instance,

the nature of the Middle Eastern defence commitment, or the altering major power

involvement which saw

New Zealand operating first with the British and then with the United States

between 1954 and 1972.lt should bc possible to analyse events in terms of

policy outcomes in more detail; to describe defence policy not only in terms of

temporal divisions but in terms of functional.

The purpose of this chapter, then, is to examine the major trends and

preoccupations in New Zealand's defence policies in the period since 1945 so

that the continuities and discontinuities of policy issues may be identified,

along with the factors which have influenced these policies. This chapter will
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provide a basis for our subsequent examination of policy formulation and will

provide insights about how previous decisions have influenced more current

policy actions.

An initial examination of the literature reveals some broad themes which

have been a part of New Zealand's defence policies in the post-war period.2

These have included:

Alliance arrangements
Self reliance
Overseas orientations
Connections with Australia
Mi litary prof essionalism
Financial stringencies

These are of course artificial themes selected relatively arbitrarily.

Some of the themes could be combined. Alliance arrangements, overseas

orientation and Australian connections all have factors in common. They have not

been so combined because they do have fcatures which make them distinctive and

worthy of further examination.

Others might wish to add or omit themes. It could be argued for instance

that 'forward defence' was a continuing aim of defence policy for much of the

period. I have chosen to subsume that concept under the heading of'alliance

arrangements'. Similarly, 'military professionalism' could be seen more as an

infra-structural rather than a policy theme because it is a manifestation of

policy rather than an act of policy as such. Nevertheless, the move from a

reliance on citizen conscripts and part time volunteers to meet defence

commitments to relying on professionals has occurred and because it has the type

of commitment deemed possible has also altered.

The choice of themes for analysis was also made because of their

continuing relevance to our later examination of case studies. Each theme
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discussed in this chapter could stand in its own right. Analysis would then take

account of the diplomatic, political, strategic and economic factors which led

to the policy, and also an assessment made about relevance, appropriateness and

effectiveness. That kind of analysis is not carried out here. Rather, the themes

are introduced to give our later study of policy processes a contcxt against

which they can be considered.

Alliance Arraneements

Filer's classification immediately identifies the major continuity of New

Zealand's defence policies: the use made by New Zealand of a larger power, or

grouping of powers, within which security arrangements were made.

The reliance on a larger power has become a commonplace of the literature

dealing with New Zealand's defence, foreign and security policies. The

implications are touched on by McCraw '...policies...were greatly influenced by

the attitudes of the country's closest friends',$ and Aitchison claims that in

New Zealand's response to the Suez crisis in 1956 'The policy adopted by the

government was little more than a frank expression of the realities of the

existing interdependent relationship between New Zealand and the UK at the time

of the crisis'.4 New Zealand responded not as a small state on the international

stage, Aitchison is arguing, but more as a client state responding to the

realities of the situation.s

New Zealand's approach to alliances has also been considered by Harrison,

who states that New Zealand has always aimed at producing a region of

friendliness and stability in the Pacific region and that in pursuit of this end

alliances have been sought as an indemnity for isolation and lack of economic

strength.G And in 1977 Olsen and Webb wrote that:7
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New Zealand has always attempted to establish conditions for
security away from her shores...shares in groupings with comrnon
cultural and ethnic backgrounds. Alliances have been with the
major naval power.

This statement, which sums up much of the analysis, does not, however,

give the complete picture, and may now be seen to have become, temporarily at

least, outdated. New Zealand's security has normally been defined in inter-

national terms. If the world in general is peaceful then the immediate region is

likely to be peaceful and this by definition is good for New Zealand.

ln pursuit of the ideal of international peace, New Zealand has been a

strong promoter of international organisations such as the League of Nations and

the United Nations and has actively participated in regional military alliances;

all with the aim of attempting to maintain military security for the world

generally and for New Zealand in the immediate region. There has been a general

notion of international collaboration for collective security on the basis of

agreed principles for the conduct of international relations.

In these rnoves, alliances have been with the most relevant power or

powers, but not necessarily with 'groupings with common cultural and ethnic

backgrounds'. And rather than with the major naval power, alliances appear to

have been formed with the most appropriate power to achieve the desired ends.8

That may or may not have been the major naval power, and certainly since 1984

has not been.

In pursuit of world and regional security New Zealand has been involved in

a number of alliances and security groupings of different forms since the end of

WW II. The 1957 Defence Review, described one of the most important lessons from

WW II as being 'the need to seek our security in collective defence
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arrangements'.e For this reason New Zealand 'strongly supported the

establishment of the United Nations'.lo These moves should be seen as an outcome

of 'lessons learned' whereby, in a world of major powers, small states needed a

protector against other predatory por"ers.ll In 1957 memories of WW II followed

by the advent of the Cold War were still at the forefront of military security

concerns.

But the United Nations could not of itself guarantee security.rz In the

period from l95l through to 1972 New Zealand involved itself in a series of

treaties, agreements and arrangements which saw it committing itself to action

in first the Middle East and later South East Asia in return for a more or less

explicit guarantee of reciprocal assistance should it be needed.l3

In the immediate post war years New Zealand considered that military

security lay within the context of the Commonwealth. This led to an agreement to

provide troops to the Commonwealth Strategic Reserve for service, if there was a

major change in the strategic situation, in the Middle East.

Later, in 1951, the ANZUS Treaty was established in an attempt to ensure

security in the Pacific region. In 1954, after a perception of threat from

Communist armed aggression in South-East Asia, the Manila Treaty was signed. In

1955, in a further re-ordering of priorities, the commitment to the Middle East

was withdrawn and replaced with a commitment to a newly formed Commonwealth Far

East Strategic Reserve. From the mid-1950s troops were stationed in South East

Asia and treaty arrangements made through Britain with Malaya (later Malaysia)

and Singapore.lr

44



The only commitmcnts left intact today are those implicitly made by

membership of the United Nations and the various forms of cooperative

arrangement under the Five Power Defence Arrangements.l6 The Manita Treaty has

lost its military capability and most recently ANZUS, as a tri-lateral

arrangement, has been made defunct by the continuing disagreemcnt between the

United States and New Zealand over the access of US warships to New ZeaLand

ports.ro

This reliance on treaties and alliances for national security has had a

number of effects on the shape and the style of operations of the armed forces.

Most obviously equipment has been chosen so that it can complement the cquipment

operated by allied nations. Thus the Royal New Zealand Navy is considered by

some commentators to have operated anti-submarine frigates as the main fighting

vessel, in pursuit of an alliance role rather than in any attempt to define a

strictly national self interest.u

New Zealand has been involved in military operations because of her

commitment to regional alliances. Operations in Malaya during the Emergency,

Borneo during Confrontation and in Vietnam were all conducted in the name of

alliance membership. It has been argued that operations in Vietnam at least were

not in New Zealand's interest and that they were carried out reluctantly and

only because because of the need to maintain the alliance relationships;

especially, perhaps, that with Australia.ls

Alliance membership has also dictated the operating procedures of the

armed forces. Methods for conducting all types of military endeavour are

detailed in a range of documents and agreements which derive from membership of

ANZUS and from the multi-lateral grouping of western forces known as the ABCA
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group of countries.re The aims of the collaborative programmes have been defined

as to:20

ensure the fullest cooperation and collaboration

achieve the highest possible degrei of interoperability among the
signatory Armies through materiel and non-materiel standard-
ization; and

obtain the greatest possible economy by the use of combined
resources and effort.

These sub-themes of operational commitment, equipment procurement and

compatability all in the name of 'alliance needs' recur throughout this study.

Their effects on New Zealand's defence policies and the wcighting given to them

as factors during the policy formulation process will be examined in the

relevant sections of the study.

It seems apparent that alliances are entered into because a need is

perceived by one state to be associated politically or militarily with another.

Once entered into, alliance membership may bring both advantages and

disadvantages. The arguments for and against membership can only be noted here.

Ultimately they are resolved at a political level. We mcrely must recognise that

New Zealand has placed great reliance on formal and informal alliance

relationships in the four decades since 1945.

The Australian Connection

The geographical focus of New Zealand's defence interests has been from

the Middle East through South East Asia towards New Zealand. But one aspect has

remained constant; the relationship with Australia.2r Mclean states that2z

It is fundamental that, if in subscquent years (after l9l8) Ncw
Zealand and Australia have gone their separate ways, in a

strategic sense these ways have never diverged very much.



In 1944 the language used in the Canberra Pact was designed to underline

the closeness of the two countries in strategic matters:'Having met in

conference...and desiring to maintain and strengthen the close and cordial

relations between the two governments...'23 That closeness has never lessened

and indeed, with New Zealand's attempts in the 1980s to establish a degree of

self reliance separate from the major powers, the relationship with Australia

has become all important:z4

The New Zealand-Australian defence relationship has always been
close and remains a key element in New Zealand's defence
strategy...The ANZAC military ties have a long and honourable
history. Those ties will continue into the future not just
bccause of the close and friendly political relations we enjoy
with Australia, but more importantly in defence terms because we
recognise that in the South Pacific region New Zealand and
Australia have shared strategic concerns...

The withdrawal of United States military cooperation with New
Zealand has made our defence relationship with Australia more
important, but it has not substantially changed its nature.

Given the suspension of military ties with the US since 1985 it is

probably inevitable that New Zealand has sought closer ties with Australia.

effect this has been to run down the Iink with an international superpower

reinforced link with the predominant regional power.

In

for a

The two countries will undoubtedly

military field to the extent that it is not

procedures for close consultation may be

arrangement.2s

continue to cooperate closely in the

inconceivable that current

extended into a more permanent

Overseas Orientations

New Zealand's defence interests have been primarily concerned with the

external environment. In part this has been a reflection of an assumption that
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any military threat could only come from overseas; in part it has been a

perception that military force used in a neighbouring region to assist in

stability and security witl in turn reinforce stability and security in the

immediate region. This orientation is in direct contrast to that of many other

countries which maintain armed forces for the immediate defence of the borders.

Since the end of WW II, New Zealand has maintained forces outside the

country. Over those years however New Zealand has progressively interested

herself in areag closer and closer to her own shores. In 1949 New Zealand

committed herself to providing an infantry division and other forces for service

in the Middle East under the auspices of Commonwealth planning.26 In 1955 this

commitment was formally transferred to the South East Asian area, making

explicit what was already implicit in the commitments made under ANZUS, SEATO

and ANZAM.

ln 1972 the south-west Pacific was recognised as the area of immediate

and primary concern' along with the contiguous countries of South East Asia.27

The 1978 Defence Review, in recognition that the Pacific rather than South East

Asia should be the focus of military interest for New Zealand, announced that

troops would be withdrawn from South East Asia 'at a time to be mutually

agreed'z8 and this was confirmed in the 1987 Review which stated that all troops

would be withdrawn by the end of 1989.2e

Overseas orientations are also demonstrated by the Military Assistance

Programme (MAP). In 1973 a number of existing aid schemes were amalgamated into

what has now become the MAP scheme. Initially the main focus of assistance was

to the ASEAN states and Fiji, Tonga and Papua New Guinea. By 1988 the scheme was

extended to include Western Samoa, Vanuatu the Cook Islands and the Solomon

48



Islands. The scheme is mutual in that New Zealand provides training and aid

projects and in return has the use of training areas and gains experience in

opcrating in the local environment. MAP has been a further recognition of the

movement of interest from South East Asia towards the immediately surrounding

region.

The long connection with South East Asia and the South Pacific has meant

that New Zealand's armed forces and defence policy makers have developed a

breadth of interests and regional contacts which would not have otherwise been

achieved. It is believed, by senior officials, that the connection has aided New

Zealand's foreign policy interests in the region in that the defence presence

has had a positive effect on the perceptions of the region's political elites.so

Regular deployments to the Pacific also mean that New Zealand forces are

familiar with the conditions of operating in that area and thus do not need to

rely on other states for advice or information. Such familiarity does not mean,

of course, that any scope for unilateral military action necessarily exists.

Indeoendent Operations

Since at least 1978 domestic criticism of alliances, especially of ANZUS,

and a general focusing of the defence debate within New Zealand has seen the

potential advantages of alliance relationships downplayed and the merits of an

independent capability canvassed.er

The 1983 Defence Review described a variety of options designed to give

New Zealand a certain degree of independence in military operations. These

included submarines for the Navy, the formation of a Ready Reaction Force based

upon an Army battalion group and air to air refuelling for the Air Force.
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Not all of these specific initiatives have been pursued, but the general

concept (of an independent operational capability) has been. The Army has

designated a group of units as the 'Ready Reaction Force' and a naval tanker has

been purchased so that the RNZN has the capability to operate into the South

Pacific without requiring extensive logistic support from the navies of other

states.82

But the process of moving to a capability to operate independently is not

one which is designed to exclude any concept of operating in conjunction with

the forces of other nations. Rather, the independence is more a case of lessened

dependence than full independence. Complete independence in these matters is

likely to be neither a cost effective nor a militarily efficient result. Also it

is apparent that there are very few occasions on which New Zealand would need or

wish to deploy armed forces operationally which would not involve the armed

forces of at least Australia.

Professional Armed Forces

The changing concepts of operations since 1945 have produced major changes

in the overall make up of the armed forces.ss Compulsory Military Training was

in force throughout the 1950s (although the Navy and Air Force ceased to

participate from 1957) and New Zealand was committed to maintain an Army

Division of troops (from 23000 to 33000 troops at different periods) with a

brigade ready for immediate mobilisation on the outbreak of war. There was a

permanent commitment to the Commonwealth Strategic Reserve of an infantry

battalion, and one or two warships and squadrons of aircraft were permanently

based in South East Asia.

These deployments reflected the perceptions of the times that:E{
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the direct threat to the South-East Asia area was greatly
increased by the victory of Communism in continental
China...there can be no disputing the fact that the extension of
Communist rule to any country in South-East Asia would tend to
increase the direct threat to New Zealand...

To achieve these wartime commitments the Services, especially the Army,

relied heavily on reserve forces. In the mid 1950s there were ten times as many

non-regular forces as there were regular. By the mid 1960s the ratio rryas two to

one and today thc ratio is one to one with apparently no serious thought that

the non-regular forces wilt be deployed overseas on operations.sE Although not

as dramatically, the Navy and the Air Force have also altered the focus of their

activities. Forces are not now permanently stationed overseas and there is

virtually no reliance on non-regular forces. Most of the change from a reliance

on professional as opposed to volunte€r and reserve forces occurred before 1970

(that is, earlier than the main research focus of this study) and was to all

intents and purposes completed in 1972 when the Labour Government ended the

National Military Service scheme.

Cause and effect for this change are inter-twined. Military technology and

military operations have become steadily more complex and have thus demanded

longer periods of training to provide a serviceman capable of performin!

efficiently. Simultaneously society within New Zealand has rejected the concept

of having large reserve forces able to respond to the demands of mass call up in

case of general war. The perception seems to be that the kind of operations that

New Zealand forces could conceivably be involved in are likely to be small scale

and to occur at a speed which can only be met by professional forces in being.s
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There are two potential problems for the armed forces with this trend. The

first is that demographic studies show that there is going to be a decreasing

pool of manpower available to recruit from in the 1990s and thus competition

from other employment sectors may mean that there is not enough manpower to

achieve the tasks given to the armed forces.87 Secondly there is no flexibility

to provide for the kind of event which is not planned for; that is the manpower

intensive operation which requires large numbers of reserves for an extended

period of time.

The problem affects all countries which do not practise some form of

conscription. A cursory analysis leads to the conclusion that there are only

limited solutions available. Either technology must be adopted which allows

labour intensive military tasks (such as crewing warships) to be done with less

labour, or commitments must be reduced so that they match the resources

available.ss

Financial Matters

Defence takes a significant proportion of national resources and if there

has been one consistent aspect of New Zealand's defence policies it is the

belief, hetd in many circles, that the minimum amount of money possible should

be spent on the armed forces and their activities. Indeed the first attempts at

forcing self reliance, and a sense of the costs involved, onto New Zealand

occurred from the mid-1860s as decisions were made to withdraw imperial troops

because the New Zealand government was reluctant to pay for them.se

Baker makes the fairly self evident points that New Zealand's is a small
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economy and that there is a high foreign exchange component in defence

expenditure.'o It is, he s&ys, normally a case of diverting resources rather

than taking up the slack, and defence has to compete with expectations of high

living standards and a habitual balance of payments deficit. For New Zealand we

can determine that for the period from March 1970 to March 1990 inflation as

measured by the Consumers' Price Index has risen by 797.40% while over the same

period the defence budget has increased by 1513.6%, a'real'increase of some

79.996.11 From this we may make an initial assessment that defence has at the

least received its due.42

Using the indices of expenditure on defence as a percentage of GDP and of

government expenditure, the rate of spending on the armed forces has been

relatively consistent since 1970 in terms of the percentage of GDP spent for

defence purposes and generally declining as a percentage of government

expenditure. The figures are given in Table 2.1. As well Table 2.1 gives data to

relate annual variations in defence expenditure to variations in the rate of

inflation thus allowing us to determine real annual variations in defence

expenditure, using the same method as above of comparing variations in the level

of Vote:Defence with changes to the CPI. Large variations in the real rate of

change for Vote:Defence may be seen.

In attempting to determine the reasons for the variations in levels of

expenditure we need to examine events both external to and within defence.

Obvious events external to defence are involvement in wars, changes in the

strategic environment and changes of government. Any of these types of event

might have an effect on the amount of money thc government is prepared to spend

to purchase an'adequate'level of defence.
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Table 2.1

Defence Exoenditure Indices

Year to Gross % GDP
March Expenditure

$(m)

% Covt Annual
Expenditure Change

Real
96 Change %

I 970
l97l
t972
t973
t974
t975
t976
1977
t978
t979
I 980
t 98l
t982
r 983
I 984
I 985
I 986
I 987
I 988
I 989

E9.70
t 09.07
t2t.t7
t29.82
140.5 t
166.85
193.46
2t4.83
252.17
299.51
346.09
455.94
593.6s
652.t3
672.98
7 56.41
870.46

1095.96
t278.49
1390.70

1.90
t.94
1.76
1.66
l.s3
1.65
1.66
1.53
1.65
1.69
1.66
r.9l
2.06
2.03
2.10
t.92
t.94
2.07
2.ts
2.2

6.10
5.8s
5.60
5.08
4.70
4.46
4.12
4.t 9
4.08
4.06
4.19
4.6s
4.E5
4.60
4.61
4.74
4.62
3.1

3.9
3.1

21.50
I1.00
7.10
8.20

18.70
15.90
I 1.00
17.30
18.70
15.50
31.70
30.20
9.80
3.10
t2.30
15.00
25.90
17.00
8.0

13.0
1.5

0.6
-l.t

6.3
0.4

-4.5
2.6
0.0
6.8

13.4
12.6

-4.7
-2.0

3.5
-0.1
9.9
2.8

3.5

with the assistanceSources: Derived from data in annual Defence Reports
of the Reference Section, Parliamentary Library.

There has been no significant involvement in wars or warlike operations

in the period covered in this research. Most New Zcaland troops were

withdrawn from South Vietnam in 1970-71 and other potentially warlike

operations such as involvement in the Commonwealth Truce Supervision Team

in Zimbabwe-Rhodesia were of too short a duration and involvcd too few

troops to have any effect on the defence budget.{8 Warlike operations thus

can not be said to have had any effect on variations in budget sizes.

The major changes in the strategic environment have been the occupation

of Kampuchea by Vietnamese troops in 1978 and the effective disengagement

by New Zealand from ANZUS. The general situation in South-East Asia was of
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concern to successive governments from the time of withdrawal from South

Vietnam. The l97l Report of the Ministry of Defence notes that'we live in

uncertain times...conditions which prevail in Asia...will have an important

bearing on our future security'{'and in l98l the report comments on the

unpredictability of the international scene and especially the events in

South-east Asia.{5

But the relationship between the perception of momentous external events

and the level of defence expenditure is tenuous at best and can not readily

be identified from Table L The major external defence policy since 1970

has been the series of decisions, or non-decisions, which kept troops in

Singapore until the end of 1989. But this did not involve variations in

expenditure; rather a maintenance of current expenditure.

What correlation there is between the recognition of strategic changes

and any variation in expenditure is indistinct and displaced by several

years. Thus although Kampuchea was invaded in 1978 there was no large

increase in defence spending until the 1980-81 financial year and by 1982-

83 expenditure was declining despite Kampuchea still being occupied by

Vietnamese troops. Similarly defence expenditure had begun to increase

after two declining years before the ANZUS crisis and the break with the

United States and has subsequently increased in real terms, although this

increase turns into a decline from 1990.

Also there does not appear to be any clear link between the identity of

the political party in Government with levels of defence expenditure.

Expenditure had increased in real terms before the advent of the third

Labour government in 1972 and varied slightly be twee n mild increase and
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decrease over the term of that government. During the following nine years

of the National government expenditure rose and fell without any obvious

stimulus from strategic events, and since the return of Labour to

government in 1984 that pattern has continued. There is no obvious

correlation between party in power and expenditure on defencc.

If there is no external event which can be identified to account for

fluctuations in defence expenditure then the causes must be searched for

internally, within the economy and within defence. The major statement on

defence policy and changes thereto is the Defence Review.s Reviews have

been produced at intervals over the period and it is possible that defence

expenditure will change direction as a result of a deductions on the

strategic environment, or on the need for a specific type of defence policy

as part of the review process. Defence White Papers have been published in

1972, 1978, 1983 and 1987.

It could be expectcd that any change in defence expenditure would occur

in the years immediately following the publication of the White Paper. This

is because we would expect that a significant change in the direction of

defence expenditure would signal a change in policy which would be made

public as a result of the review process. In practice we find that a change

in the direction of spending occurred in l97l before the Review, in 1975

which was unacknowledged by any White Paper, similarly in 1981, and in 1983

which preceded the Review.

In the two periods that defence spending began to decline significantly

a White Paper was published the following year and a tentative conclusion

may perhaps be drawn that a decline in expenditure will begin as a result
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of general economic stringencies and will then be justified by a review of

policy, whereas an increase in expenditure will not necessarily be

signalled by a formal review of policy.

Some support for this preliminary conclusion can be drawn from thc

official record. tn his introduction to the annual Report in March 1972 the

Minister wrote of 'unavoidable financial restraint at home...Therefore less

finance was available during lgTl-72 to meet other defence requirements'.{7

Less emphasis is made in the 1983 Report. It talks of the fact that'we

cannot afford forces which are large or are equipped for all

contingencies...' and later of 'working within realistic budgetary

levels'.48

Curiously, in the years of increase the talk within the relevant report

is still of restraint; '...we still face acute economic difficulties and it

is vital that government expenditure should be restrained in all fields'.ae

It is not however valid to draw more than the preliminary conclusions

already made without further research. For instance we should expect a

Review to be undertaken, or a change in commitments announced, if the cap

on spending is maintained after, say, 1990.

The most debilitating effects of expenditure patterns of the type shown

in Table I are related to the problems of long term planning set against

short term changes in the amount of money available for equipment projects

and for routine activities.m Whenever a cut, or indeed an unplanned

increase, is made to expenditure there is a consequent reordering of

priorities which tend to result in reduced efficiencies, either because

planned maintenance or training is not carried out or because the system,

57



which operates on a three year planning cycle, can not easily cope with a

short term influx of money.

The factor of defence costs has weighed heavily with successive

governments and they have normally elected to defer equipment purchases or

to make do with equipment older than desirable to achieve the various roles

assigned to the armed forces. This is presumably because, unlike personnel

costs, equipment can be deferred with the immediate saving of relatively

targe sums of money. The statement in the l96l Review of Defence Policy is

typical of the continuing attitude:6r

The purchase of new equipment is therefore a dircct drain upon
overseas exchange; it does not assist the economy by stimulating
local production...

Had the government decided to re-equip the armed forces in all
the roles at present performed and on the scale recommended, the
cost of defence in the present financial year would have risen to
30.6 million (pounds)...

Faced with steeply rising costs, sadly depleted overseas funds,
and a depressed market for New Zealand's export produce the
government has examined all practicable methods of holding
expenditure on defence...

An argument such as this can only be sustained through some belief in

the 'need'or otherwise for defence forces equipped and organised to a

certain level. It is the perception of a lack of an immediate use for the

armed forces which leads to such attitudes. When the perception is

reversed, either through a change in the strategic situation or through a

recognition that the armed forces have become so depleted that they may

become a political liability, that a reversal in the level of expenditure

will be found. A consistent perception of the last two decades has been

that:52
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The times in which we live give no cause for confidence, but are
not those of immediate threat. Economic rather than strategic
security is today obviously New Zealand's most pressing
challenge.

In these difficult circumstances the Government has resolved that
Defence expenditure should be kept at about current level...

For much of the period the Services may have been their own worst

enemies as they attempted to acquire new equipment. They were not unified

and 'distribution of resources between services was according to custom

because they could not egree a unified plan.'64 Although Filer was writing

about the 1960s the problem has continued to some extent, although the

formal management of defence expenditure has beCome more systematiC.sa

But the basic problem of attempting to balance spending for defence

purposes against competing demands from other sectors remains unchanged.

Cleveland emphasises this '...the New Zealand armed services are in the

same situation as othei government agencies, they have to bargain for a

share of public resources.'55 For defence, the bargaining chips are an

assessment that the roles performed are necessary, that they can not be

achieved by other me&ns and that if a certain minimum is not paid then the

roles can not be carried out. The reasons why resources are allocated to

defence purposes are fundamental to our understanding of the policy

processes ano will be examined in greater detail as we continue our

analysis.

Conclusions

In this examination of the themes of defence policy we have identified

some of the continuities and dis-continuities which have becn a feature of

New Zealand's defence policies since 1945. In the period since 1970 we have

59



seen a non-specific strategic environment. That is, there has been no

readily identifiable direct threat, no specific military task to take

responsibility for, and thus no external concrete factor against which to

identify necessary defence expenditure. This has lcd to what appcars to be

a policy of consistent parsimony. Defence will receive money when it can be

afforded or when it is unavoidable. otherwise it will merely receive

sufficient to ensure that there is something for the government of the day

to defend as'adequate defence'and which can be increased if necessary.

Throughout the period New Zealand has continued to attach itself to a

larger power. Whether this is because of a realistic assessment of threats,

costs and advantages or because of a lack of self confidence is not clear.

What is clear is that despite rhetoric at various times New Zealand has not

and has no intention of pursuing an independent defence policy. The

attachment to other powers and the general interest in both the South

Pacific and South East Asia has meant that the armed forces have devetoped

a breadth of understanding of the region which would be useful if an

operational commitment became necessary.

In our case studies these themes recur, sometimes explicitly as in the

case of ANzus, and sometimes implicitly as when equipment purchases are

being discussed. It is through these themes that the fabric of New

Zealand's defence policy is discovered.
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Chapter 3

THE QUIGLEY REVIEW

Introduction

At different times in the 1980s both the New Zealand and the Australian

governments chose non-defence bureaucrats to advise them on aspects of their

defence policies, The terms of reference of each study were similar; the reports

,"ere not.l ln Australia the government chose an academic, Paul Dibb, with a

strategic studies and intelligence background to report on defence planning,

capabilities and the proper balance between resources allocated to defence

purposes. The New Zealand consultant was a professional management consultant,

Derek Quigley, required to report on how to achieve efficient and economical

management in defence.

The reports reflect the respective backgrounds of the consultants. Dibb

argues from a strategic perspective, Quigley from an organisational theory

perspective. It is not the task of this study to analyse the different

approaches. It will be clear though, as we proceed, that the Quigley approach is

not completely convincing in its conclusions.

The Quigley Review has the potential to alter the relationships between

the bureaucratic players in the defence policy process considerably, It is not

yet clear to what extent the Review will be implemented. But the key findings,

presented in this chapter, should be kept in mind as further progress is made in

reading the dissertation. To the extent possible, an assessment of the possible

consequences of implementation of the Review will be given at the conclusion of

those chapters dealing with structure and process. A general conclusion may be
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presented immediately. That is, it seems most unlikely that the type of outcomes

which may be produced in the future will be different in kind, merely as a

consequence of any form of restructuring brought about by implementation of the

Review.

In its 1987 Budget the Government announced its intention to review all

aspects of defence administration and resource management and to use a private

consultant for the process. The Review commenced in November 1987 with

objectives:2

to assess current levels of expenditure on various defence
activities and to make recommendations on changes that witl be
necessary to achieve the Government's new defence
priorities...to assess current resource allocation procedures
and make recommendations on methods that would better achieve
the goal of more efficient allocation. The review will impinge
on all aspects of management, including the use of personnel,
land, buildings, facilities and finance. Inevitably, it wiil
have implications for the distribution of resources amongst the
Services in the years to come.

The Review was presented to the Government in December 1988 and released

to the public in early 1989. As presented the Review was even more wide ranging

than designed. In five parts it covered:

The context of analysis
The environment for defence planning
The fundamentals of reform
The resources of defence: putting them to better use
The trans-Tasman relationship

within those parts the Review not onty examined resource usage and

management questions but also attempted to analyse and set into priority New

Zealand's defence objectives. It also examined in some detail various force

structure issues. The additional aspects were analysed because:8

The terms of reference do not refer to defence policy or force
structure. However, they do specifically require an assessmcnt
of personnel issues, land and military equipment. These account
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for much of Defence spending and are driven by policy
considerations and force structure. For these reasons it
quickly became clear to the Review Team that policy and force
structure had to be considered if the Resource Management
Review was to be a meaningful exercise.

The Review found major areas of Defence administration to be in need of

change and concluded that if the changes recommended were implemented not only

would:a

the New Zealand defence system run more smoothly with far fewer
wasted resources, but it will be possible to fund the Armed
Forces' major equipment purchases from current spending levels
and enhance operational effectiveness.

These are strong claims to make about any system and they were backed up by

some recommendations for the 'rapid introduction of several key changes' which were

necessary if the wider proposals were to be successful. These were:6

Re-organisation of Defence Headquarters;

Decision making based on defence-wide rather than single
Service thinking;

Rationalisation of locations;

Introduction of proper financial management information systerns
and computerisation of many other key areas, such as stock
control;

Imbuing the whole defence system with an understanding that
cost is not just a function of the purchase price of goods, but
that labour, existing goods, land, buildings and money all
carry a cost. This should provide an incentive to the desirable
and logical use of more commercial contractors and more
civilian personnel.

These are major areas of defence operations and for that reason alone the

Review must be considered to be an important document. The Review is also important

for other reasons. It is the first 'zero base' examination of Defence and its



processes since the establishment of the unified organisation in 1970. As well it

was conducted by an outsider who was able to bring a completely fresh eye on to the

syste m.

But these are in themselves potential causes of problems. A zero base

examination of a complex organisation is certainly likely to find many areas of

organisational inefficiency. But when radical recommendations for change are made

such change is likely to be less than effective purely because the cost of change,

in terms of disruption as well as financially, is potentially greater than the

benefits to be received.

Also an outsider, although able to bring a fresh eye to the system, is more

likely to misinterpret events either through a misunderstanding of thc processes or

inter-relationships, or through lack of time to be able to evaluate detail. As we

examine the Review in detail in subsequent chapters we will need to keep these

points in mind.

The purpose of this chapter is to examine in outline those major areas of the

Quigley recommendations which impinge on the topic of our research" There are three

broad areas of the Review which are of relevance to us. They are: 'defence

objectives', 'the organisation of Defence', and 'financial management'. We do not

examine the recommendations in detail and we do not, in this chapter, make any

examination of the effect of the recomrnendations on the processes we are studying.

That examination, to the extent that we can do it, is carried out in subsequent

chapters.

Any more detailed analysis of Quigley will need to await accurate knowledge

of the degree to which his recommendations havc been implemented by the Ministry of
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Defence. We do know for instance, that the Ministry as a policy body is being split

from the Defence Forces as an operational body, and we may draw certain conclusions

from that. But it is not yet clear that the detail of the split is the same as

suggested by Quieley. If it is not, then perhaps different or additional

conclusions might be drawn. Also new organisations and systems introduced as a

result of Review recommendations have not yet had a chance to develop their inter-

relationships with other players and their procedures. Until this occurs dctailed

and authoritative analysis is not advisable and our findings must remain tentative.

Defence Obiectives

The Review states that since the

under a new strategic concept which

regional strategic interests'.7 The new

to a concept which had New Zealand

objectives of an alliance'.8

1987 White Papero New Zealand has operated

will ensure New Zealand's 'core security and

strategic concept is seen as a replacement

making a 'contribution to the strategic

The Review discusses various regions and issues such as the South Pacific,

Australia, UN Peace-Keeping, Southeast Asia, the Southern maritime region and

Antarctica and the need for the Armed Forces to be able to expand in times of

emergency. This section of the Review concludes that:'Defence of New Zealand's

sovereignty is dependent on meeting two fundamental objectives: the security of the

South Pacific and defence cooperation with Australia.'e Oth.t regions and tasks are

described as being of less importance although account does need to bc taken of

them.

The purpose of this section, for euigley, is to try to set priorities for New
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Zealand's defence objectives in the tight of the strategic context outlined. From

these priorities should flow decisions about force structure and resource

allocation.

The Review divides New Zealand's defence objectives into three priority sets:

primary, secondary and supplementary. Supplementary objectives are defined as those

which can be carried out without any major change to force structure. Secondary

objectives are those which presume less favourable circumstances and a greater

degree of preparedness than the strategic environment currently warrants. While

primary objectives are not defined directly we may deduce that they are those

objectives which must be met in the current geo-political strategic environment.

The primary objectives identified by euigley are:

-to maintain the security of New zea,land and to contribute to
the security of the south pacific through the twin approach of
denial to hostile elements and assurance to our friends in the
region;

-to maintain a credible defence relationship with Australia;
and

-to contribute to UN peace-keeping.

Interestingly, although a UN commitment is defined as a primary defence

policy objective, Quigley sets the ANZUS commitment as I secondary objective and

FPDA commitments as supplementary.

The Review tben defines the requirements flowing from the objectives and,

as part of this exercise, the 'likely situations'for deploying into the South

Pacific. These are:
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the aftermeth of natural disasters;

to deal with terrorist attacks; and

to assist with the evacuation of New Zealand nationals or the
quelling of disorder in a South Pacific state.

The purpose of this section is to attempt to provide a basis for proper planning

of the appropriate structure and equipment of a deployable force.ro

Requirements identified include intelligence, maritime surveillance, the

ability to respond to seaborne threats, maritime strike capability, a counter

terrorist capability and a deployment capability.

Quigley determines that, from a consideration of primary and secondary

requirements, there are some areas, such as maritime surveillance and deployment

of a battalion group into the Pacific, which require a full capacity to respond.

other areas, such as the defence of New Zealand soir, do not require

resources allocated because the events against which the capabilities provide

are extremely unlikely. In between these poles lie a number of capabilities

which must be assessed in more detail.ll The need to match planning and

resources to requirements lies at the heart of this section of the Review. This

need is fundamental to the defence policy formulation process and we will

discuss it in some detail in later chapters.

Defence Oreanisation

A number of recommendations of relevance to the policy setting process are

made by Quigley. The most radical and thc one which deals most directly with

Defence structures relates to the higher organisation of defence; specifically
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the position of the Defence Council and the relationship of the Chief of Defence

Staff (CDS) and the Secretary of Defence.r2

Quigley recommends the abolition of the Defence Council, with its

responsibilities split between the Minister, the Secretary and CDS. In place of

the current unified diarchy where a number of responsibilities are held jointly

by CDS and the Secretary he recommends the separation of the diarchy and the

formation of two agencies; a Ministry of Defence controlled by the Secretary and

responsible for 'policy' and a Headquarters for thc New Zealtnd Defcnce Forces

commanded by CDS and responsible for 'operations'.

The Secretary of Defence would be the Chief Executive of the Ministry and

would be the principal adviser to the Government on 'defence policy'. The two

main policy directorates within the Ministry would be 'Programmes and Budgets'

and 'Policy'.

The Programmes and Budgets Directorate would bring togcther the total

financial package, the annual budget, for Defence. It would prepare the

Indicative Defence Resource Plan and the Capital Equipment Plan and within

Government constraints it would allocate the total budget so that priorities

established by the Policy Directorate would be met.

The Policy Directorate would be involved with strategic analysis and force

development with functions including: analysis of the strategic environment,

reviewing capabilities required to meet defence objectives and preparation of an

Annual Defence Assessment.
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CDS woutd exercise command over the Armed Forces and would be the

principal military adviser to the Government. His Headquarters would have an

operations Branch, a Plans Branch and an Administration Branch.

The Operations Branch would have functions such as the coordination of day

to day activities of forces under command of CDS and contingency ptanning. The

Plans Branch would prepare force anarysis plans, advise on international

military links, provide military input into the Annual Defence Assessment and

conduct long term military studies into options for force and equipment

devclopment.

These changes are seen as a solution to the 'problems of the current

structure' which are defined as:13

civilian/Militarv overlao. There is too much duplication of
effort in Defence Headquarters...In practical terms the twinned
relationship between the secretary and cDs means that no one
person is actually in charge of the Ministry...

Too-heavv Decision Makine. Defence Headquarters' perceived need
for control means that routine decisions are being taken at too
high a level. Those who are capable of making the best choice
are too often left out of the decision-making process. There
are too many layers of management in Defence Headquarters...

Over-Staffine. Over-staffing is chronic. In a large
organisation work can always be found for more people, but that
often means the creation of work and the involvemlnt of staff
in greater numbers than is either necessary or efficient...

confusion of Policv and command. under existing legislation the
Defence council is paramount. Its twin role of policv advice
and higher command lead to organisational distortion and
confusion

The rationale for the structure recommended to solve these structural

deficiencies are:14
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To separate policy from military operationat tasks.

To be able to clarify objectives and define capabilities.

To elevate the concept of civilian control to be of equal influence with the
military aspects of dcfence policy.

To ensure that all factors are able to be considered during the policy
formulation process.

To define management responsibilities clearly.

To ensure that proper lines of accountability are defined.

These are clear objectives. It is not yet clear whether the changes

recommended by Quigley, if implemented, will achieve them. In later chapters we

will discuss the necessity for the recommendations, the underlying concepts of

contestability and transparency of advice and the degree to which these

objectives are capable of achieving them.

Resource Management

In its analysis of the Defence resource management system the euigley

Review Team identified four basic objectives specific to resource tnanagement:lB

To ensure adequate resource allocation within an effective and
efficient modern Defence Force which is directly responsive to
appropriate and defined objectives;

To put in place a management and command structure which is
oriented towards meeting operational requirements within the
resource constraints imposed by economic conditions;

To create structures within the defcnce system which are
capable of independent cost-centred resource management.

To develop a structure of pay, conditions, and personnel
policies, which ensures that Defence attracts service people in
the numbers and with the skills it needs.

Quigley does not talk about the mechanics of budget setting and resource

allocation as such. The Review is more concerned with establishing the

principles against which reform should be made and allowing the reformed



structures and procedures to operate under proper principles of financial

management. With these conditions extant the detailed procedures adopted will,

it is assessed, achieve the objectives.

The principles of reform established by euigley are clear. And they are

derived from the general principles adopted for wider public sector reform in

New Zealand. Those that relate to the questions of financial management and

budgetary practice include:16

Policy and advisory roles ought to be separate from the
administrative and operational aspects of each department. This
is so that advice, and eventually resource allocation, is
tailored so that it meets the needs of the consumer rather than
the needs of the operational agency.

Objectives ought to be stated in such a way that all parties
involved in the provision of public goods and services are
absolutely clcar as to their role. This allows rcsources and
objectives to be properly matched.

Accountability should be maximised. This forces periodic
reviews of objectives and their achievement or otherwise.

Although, as statements of principle these are conventional wisdom we need

to be aware that they represent a theory of management rather than an absolute

truth. An alternative management theory could, for example, recornmend that

policy advice and its operational implementation should be combined on the

grounds that the advice giver should be responsible and accountabte to some

degree for the consequences of such advice.

Quigley also identifies some major and characteristic resource usage

faults. These occur because structures arc deficicnt and the deficient

structures lead to flawed decision making:17
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An incentive to spend up to budget level because benefits of
efficiency cannot be captured by decision makers;

An excessive degree of centralised authority...;

The difficulty of assigning meaningful priorities to major
items of expenditure...;

The lack of appreciation that inputs have a cost...; and

The blurring of accountability for policy formulation and
resource usage. Because of the overlapping functions of the
Secretary and CDS, there is no one person responsible for the
management of the total Defence structure...

As we examine the cases relating to resource allocation we will see some

of these problems occurring and re-occurring.

Conclusions

The Quigley Review makes major recommendations for change. When we

commenced this examination of the Review we warned of the problems involved in

making such recommendations. A number of Quigley's recommendations are now being

adopted and it is fair to ask why, if the deficiencies are as glaring as euigley

describes, had not the Ministry of Defence recognised and made the necessary

changes itself without an outside consultant being necessary? The answer seems

to lie in the realms of organisational behaviour. It is unlikely that the

Ministry itself would ever have undertaken the root and branch examination

conducted by Quigley. Partly this is because of bureaucratic inertia, and the

pressure of more immediate requirements, and partly because change is always

uncomfortable and is hard to implement from within.

Another possible reason is given by Robert Art in his reflections on the

military applications of new technology:r8

Because the stakes of combat are so high and the uncertainties so
numerous, the pressures to fix upon the known and the familiar
are great; the inclinations to stick with the tried and the



proven strong; the willingness to rely upon the nuntested,i

thereforc, small...They (peacetime military organizations) will
select the newest version of a familiar weapon because the
increment in performance can make the difference between success
or failure, but they will reject the newest weapon because they
do not want to gamble in order to find out how useful it can be.
Thus, because by nature military organizations are conservative,
when radical peac€time changes in structure or doctrine occur,
they are usually imposed from without [emphasis in original].

Finally we need to keep in mind the thought that pcrhaps the recommendations

made by Quigley are not necessarily appropriate when more detailed examination of

the problem is carricd out. In a number of later chapters possible flawed outcomes

are indicated.
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Chapter 4

THE POLICY ENVIRONMENT

Introduction

In Part I of this paper we examined some of the values and attributes

which are ascribed to the processes which shape public poticy in general and

defence policy in particular. We also examined the historical background of New

Zealand's defence policies since WW Il to determine the enduring themes, the

pre-occupations, of those policies. Finally in Part l, we examined the thrust of

the Quigley recommendations into defence resource managernent and into policy,

higher defence organisation and force structure.

Part I provided the necessary intellectuat background to our understanding

of the policy process in New Zealand. In Part 2 we turn our ettention to the

formal structures and processes which shape defence policy.

Fundamental to any understanding of the policy process is an understanding

of the environrnent in which it is formulated. This environment encompasses not

only the formal structures within the bureaucracy, but also the players

themselves and their attitudes, formal and informal relationships with

colleagues and their relative influence on the process.

But this environment is constantly chenging; both in structure and in

personnel. The people change through the normal course of military postings and

civilian job mobility. This aspect alone has great effects on the shape of

policy. As individuals change so to do opinions about the correctness or

otherwise of specific courses of action. Also there is potential for tension

between the generally longer serving civilians and the more mobile military. The
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claim is made by some (generally mititary) observers that because the civilians

remain in their positions for longer, they are able to shape the poticy agenda

towards their own interests or the interests of the agencies they represent.r We

do not discover any real evidence for this in New Zealand although it may be

true for other jurisdictions.

Structures also change. The ostensible aim of reorganisation, whether in

the defence system by the Government or of internal structures by the defence

hierarchy, is to improvc efficiency. The purposes ascribed to British

reorganisation efforts over the last 20 ycars:'to ensure value for money and

effective defence',z are equally true of New Zealand efforts at reorganisation.

whether this is achieved in New Zealand remains an open question.

Appendices I and 2 to this chapter discuss the formation of the Ministry of

Defence and subsequent organisational changes within the Ministry. Every time

such change occurs new information networks have to be established, or reshaped,

and the new structures have to develop their procedures.s In this Chapter we do

not examine the effects of change, except to note that at different times

contrasting structures have meant that more or less emphasis is given to

different aspects of the policy process and to the players within the process.

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the environment in which

defence policy is made, outline the main actors- political, bureaucratic

(military and civilian) and non-governmental and describe the methods and

procedures by which the primary actors derive their particular world vicw which

helps shapes their perceptions of the need for particular defence policies.
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Constitutional Arraneements

The formal constitutional framework, which authorises the relationships of

the senior actors to each other, and their formal powers has been the Defence

Act l97l (as amended) and more lately the Defence Act 1990. The Defence Act

states that 'there shall continue to be a Department of State, known as the

Ministry of Defence...and shall comprise the armed forces...'.'The Governor-

General may 'continue to raise and maintain armed forces...for...:5

The defence of New Zealand.

The protection of the interests of New Zealand, whether in New
Zealand or elsewhere.

The contribution of forces under collective security treaties,
agreements or arrangements.

The fulfilment of obligations undertaken by New Zealand in or
under the Charter of the United Nations.

The provision of assistance to the civil power either in New
Zealand or elsewhere in time of emergency or disaster.

The provision of such public services as may from time to time
be required by or for the Government of New Zealcnd.

These purposes are wide ranging and ailow the Government, if it is so

minded, to use the armed forces for any task described as a public service. Such

uses, which could include strike breaking, civil defence operations and disaster

recovery operations, are not defence policies as defined earlier and wilt not be

considered further.

The armed forces are also defined as the New Zealand Naval Forces, the New

Zealand Army and the Royal New Zealand Air Force.6

The Main Plavers

Defence policy, like other forms of

'closed' in its production.T That is to say

public policy in New Zealand, is

there are relatively few actors, and



most of them are governmental. There is little scope for the public at large to

influence policy or even to become aware of the trend of official thought until

after the event.s

The actors may conveniently be divided into three distinct groupings:

political, bureaucratic and the interested public. As we examine these groupings

in detail we will see that they may be refined considerably, with, for example,

sub-groupings of the Prime Minister and Defence and Foreign Affairs Ministers,

other Ministers, the caucus of the government party, the parliamentary select

committee responsible for defence matters and other MPs as distinct groups

within the broad category of 'political'. These sub-groupings will be examined

as we discuss each broad group.

Political Actors

The Prime Minister has little day to day input into defence policy

processes, however his opinions are ultimately important whenever a major

initiative with foreign policy implications is proposed, whenever there is a

major shift in defence policy, or whenever large amounts of capital expenditure

are likely to appear on the budget. The ability of the Prime Minister to involve

himself in an issue derives more from his position of general authority as prime

Minister rather than through any specific authority which may be held by him,

for example as Minister of Finance or Minister of Foreign Affairs both

previously held by the prime Minister of the day.e

The Prime Minister is also the final arbiter in disputes between the

Minister of Defence and his Chiefs of staff and as such may overrule the

Minister in favour of a Chief of Staff over matters which the Chief of Staff

must have considered to be of 'exceptional circumstances'.lo
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The Prime Minister is advised by the prime Ministers'Advisory Group,

established in 1976, which provides a mixture of independent and departmental

advisers to the Prime Minister on a range of subjects including foreign affairs

and defence. The Group has as its main role thc gathering of information on

a.reas of concern to the Prime Minister and of following up, through the

departments, action on those areas. The Advisory Group also functions as a

trouble shooter for the Prime Minister by acting as a neutral arbiter between

conflicting interests within and outside Government.rr the Advisory Group has

been described as 'a virtually indispensable element in the Prime Minister's

advisory network'12.

The Minister of Defence is described by the Act as having control of the

Ministry of Defence.ls As such he sets the political agenda for the operations

of the Ministry and, depending upon the personality of the Minister, involves

himself to a greater or lesser extent in the operations of the Ministry,

particularly in approvals for expenditure.l'The Minister is chairman of the

Defence council and as such has immediate responsibility for att policy

recornmendations which are passed to the Government.l6

Wthin Cabinet the Minister is a member of the Cabinet Domestic and

External Security Committee (DESC). This committee, normally chaired by the

Prime Minister, was established in 1987 and is an attempt to coordinate thosc

functions of the state relating to security in its widest sense.l6 At this

committee therefore not only defence and foreign affairs matters will be raised,

but also topics relating to economic and trade affairs and to civil defence.
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Prior to the establishment of the Domestic and External security

Committee, Cabinet had operated with either a Cabinet Committee on Defence or on

Foreign Affairs and Defence combined.rT In either case, the focus of the

Committee was much more clearly related specifically to Defence matters

traditionally conceived rather than to any wider consideration of 'security'

issues.

The Cabinet Committee considers those security issues which require a

decision by the government and which can not be decided by the Minister

operating alone. The types of issues which will be considered as being necessary

to take to Cabinet or the committee will include those relating to major policy

changes; such as the withdrawal from singapore, proposals for major equipment

purchases and drafts of the periodic White Papers produced to define defence

policy. Generally a paper will be prepared for Cabinet consideration because the

Minister considers that course of action to be necessary.ls

Although the committee makes the initial examination of papers it will not

normally make a final decision (unless given formal 'power to make decisions' by

Cabinet) and will forward the papers to Cabinet with a recommendation. Cabinet

has no compunction in altering or ignoring a recommendation from its

committees.le

Cabinet DESC is serviced by an officials'committee counterpart known as

Officials DESC. Officials DESC is chaired by a full time senior official, DESC

Coordinator, (since late 1989 this task has devolved upon the Chief Executive of

the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet) and consists of the chief

exccutives of the departments concerned with the issue at hand. Normalty for

defence related issues this wilt include the Coordinator, The Secretary of
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Defence, Chief of Defence Staff, Secretary of External Relations and Trade,

Secretary to the Treasury, Chairman of the State Services Commission and the

Director of the New Zealand Security Service.

Parliamentary oversight of defence matters is achieved through the

Parliamentary Select Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence. Untit 1985 there

were separate select committees for defence and for foreign affairs. As well as

considering bills relating to defence, the Select Committee routinely examines

the estimates of expenditure presented by the Ministry of Defence. The Committee

holds hearings on subjects which are proposed by the members and presents

written questions for answer by the Ministry annually at the time of the

estimates examination. This is the only form of systematic parliamentary

examination of defence activities. Less systematic oversight occurs during the

annual parliamentary debate on the Estimates of the Ministry of Defence.

The Select Committee suffers from a lack of research facilities which

limits its effectiveness in providing any coherent form of oversight.m The

Minister is not a member of the committce and it has little input into the

poticy ptocess.2l The major role of the committee is to act as a forum in which

members can educate themselves in defence matters and as such provide expertise

in debates or privately to Ministers. The degree to which even this limited

input occurs will be dependent upon the interest and influence of the person

chairing the committee.

Parliament at large has even less input into defence policy than the

select committee. Thakur describes its role as being reactive rather than

formulative, as the forum for ratifying the government's foreign policy

decisions and explaining their rationale.zz Marshall that 'the short answer to
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any question on the involvement of New Zealand's Parliament in foreign policy

matters would probably be that it is negligible'.B Members of Parliament have

no reliable sources of information and they do not have formal access to policy

makers.24

Formal effective political input into the defence policy process then may

be seen as limited to the Prime Minister, because of his overseeing role in

Government, the Minister of Defence and those other Ministers who are members of

the Cabinet DESC. In certain special cases recommendations of that committee may

be overturned in Cabinet, but given that the Prime Minister is a member of the

Committee this must be considered to be an uncommon event, or they may be

delayed. Delay will most likely occur because of the desire to avoid a

politically sensitive issue or because of financial stringency which forces the

postponement of expenditure.

The Bureaucracv

The primary bureaucratic actors are the Ministry of Defence, The Ministry

of Foreign Affairs (now the Ministry of External Relations and Trade) and the

Treasury. Other Departments become involved in different aspects of defence

policy at different times, but not routinely and to no great extent. For example

the Ministry of Transport may become involved in operational flying aspects of

the RNZAF and the Ministry of Trade and Industry (before its amalgamation with

Foreign Affairs) with aspects of capital equipment purchases.

Of these Departments the main actor is clearly the Ministry of Defence.

The Ministry, in the form of its senior officials and committees, is the only

organisation directly and statutorily responsible for advising the Government on

defencc matters.
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The Ministry in something approaching its present form was formally

established with the passage of the Defence Act 1964.25 The history of the

evolution of the current relatively unified higher defence organisation has been

of attempts to bring greater and greater centralisation onto a system which has

jealously guarded what might be considered as tribal loyalties between the

Services.

Centralisation and its problems has been an enduring theme of the British,

American and Australian experience. In both Britain and Australia the initial

steps from independent single Services to a more or less unified and centralised

Defence system occurred, as with New Zealand, in the 1960s and the 1970s. The

rnoves' which were made for the same reasons as they were in New Zealand, have

been described by a British commentator:2o

Their...motives were varied...but ultimately each had the
common objective of strengthening control over defence policy
and execution at the centre, not merely for sound democratic
reasons that Parliament and politicians are accountable...but
...that the the whole exercise of ensuring the most effective
defence of the realm with the most efficient use of scarce
resources would most likely result.

The United States' system of centralised control, which is not based on

the joint responsibilities of a diarchy, but on two separate offices, that of

the Secretary of Defense and of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, is criticised as

ineffectual because of:27

the inability of the Service dominated joint organization
adequately to perform their primary functions...the impotence
of the joint organizations stems from...Joint Stiff
subservience to Service interests...
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As we shall see later similar criticisms are made of the Australian

system. New Zealand has, until 1989, followed the British model of

centralisation based on a diarchy. The problems identified with the US and

Australian systems are not apparent to any degree. undoubtedly some singlc

Service players do believe that the centre is too strong. Often their viewpoint

alters when they take up a position in the centre.

Oreanisation of the Ministrv of Defence

The Ministry of Defence, as the 'head office' for the armed forces, has

had various internal organisational shapes. At all times however it has had some

form of Policy division as the central policy definition grouping. At this stage

we need only note that despite the specific form the higher defence organisation

has taken, the principles of the sharing of responsibility between military and

civilian officials and the gradual centralisation of policy, away from the

single Services, have been followed.

since late 1989, formally since the passage of the Defence Act 1990, the

Ministry of Defence as a policy organisation has been separated from the

operational New Zealand Defence Force. The change is more of form than of

content and the separation will be discussed in detail later. Here we need only

note that we discuss the organisation as it evolved under the Defence Act l97l

and we may further note that the new organisation is unlikely to alter

significantly the shape of defence outcomes.

The roles, functions and inter-relationships of the senior officials of

the Ministry of Defence are defined by statute. The two senior officials are the

Chief of Defence Staff (CDS) (since 1990 known as the Chief of Defence Force)

and the Secretary of Defence. The CDS commands the single Services through their
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respective Chiefs of Staff, is the principal military adviser to the Minister

and is responsible for the direction and controt of all military and civilian

personnet employed in respect of his functions.zs

The Secretary is appointed under the State Sector Act 1988 and in terms of

that Act and the Public Finance Act 1989 he is the Chief Executive of the

Ministry of Defence.2e The Secretary's major functions include:s

principal civilian adviser to the Minister;

responsible for efficient administration,
accounting of all expenditure and revenue
Defence;

responsible for the coordination of long
planning within the Ministry of Defence

control and
in the Ministry of

term financial

Of these, of critical importance in terms of the ability to influence

Defence policy directions, is the responsibility for financial planning.

As well CDS and the Secretary have joint responsibilities:el

Supervise the execution of decisions of the Defence Council and
make such arrangements as may be necessary to ensure the
coordination of the activities of the Ministry of Defence;

On behalf of the Defence Council, coordinate the preparation of
policies, plans and programmes governing the composition,
maintenance, training, equipping and management of the Armed
Forces in accordance with such policy 8s may from time to time
be laid down or approved by the Government of New Zealand;

Keep under continuous review the policies functions,
organisation and procedurcs of the Ministry of Defence

The joint operation of CDS and the Secretary is known as 'diarchy'and is

similar to methods adopted in both Australia and the United Kingdom.sz In

practice the diarchy means that two key individuals are jointly responsible for

the broad shape of policy with the Secretary administering and controlling the
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finance and CDS undertaking the command and control (through the single service

chiefs of staff [cofs]) of the armed forces. There is potential scope for

conflict in this division if there are a,ny areas of disagreement between the CDS

and the Secretary.

In practice there have been few disagreements in recent years.ss cDS and

the secretary have adjoining offices within the Ministry of Defence, with a

connecting door, and they coordinate their approach to policy questions before

airing the issues in open forum. This form of diarchy, where there is joint

responsibility for policy advice, means that when the two senior officials agree

on an issue there is little that single Service CofS can do to oppose them. When

the diarchy was first established this fact was well recognised:8{

As time wore on it became obvious that if CDS and the Secretary
combined at the top and we were at one then there was no way
that the Defence Council was going to challenge us. I was quite
happy to share that role on a formal basis so long as we each
had our clear responsibilities. We drew up the terms of
reference for the diarchy. We made the line of command as
coming equally from each of us. If we had not done that the
diarchy would not have worked.

A system such as this can only work effectively with mutual trust and

respect. This has been a feature of the senior relationship since 1970. But

there are potential disadvantages. Because of the joint responsibilities the

processes may take longer to be worked through than they would in a unitary

system. subordinate staff officers may be confused by the shared

responsibilities (but thcre is little if any evidcnce for this) and there are

areas of overlap which potentially can cause work to be administered

inefficiently or worse to be overlooked completely.

The individual CofS (Chief of Naval Staff [CNS], Chief of General Staff

ICGSI and Chief of Air Staff [CAS]) are responsible for the day to day command
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of their Service, for advising the Minister, through the CDS, on any matter

relating to their Service and for the implementation of policies, plans and

programmes prescribed for their service.ss

The position of the Service Chiefs, in theory, is one of subordination to

the policy direction of the centre, and for somets

we are over centralised. For policy it (centralisation) is not
unsound but it (the central Ministry of Defence) has too much
timc...The Services feel heavily circumscribed by the machine.

In practice the position is not so clear cut. The CofS are members of the

Defence Council, the Defence Executive Committee, and the Chiefs of Staff

Committee. As well all the Services maintain their own policy and plans staff

departments and much of 'Defence' policy in fact emanates from these Service

policy staffs and is refined by the central Defence staff. The single Services

also retain a near monopoly on their ability to define Service requiremcnts for

equipme nt.

These factors mean that even if, in the case of a straight disagreement,

the centre is likely to prevail over single Services, in routine matters the

Services have sufficient input into the course of the policy process to ensure

that policy is not made in isolation from their requirements. But the general

trend has been inexorably towards centralisation of policy setting.

The corporate operations of the Ministry of Defence are controlled by a a

central policy committee, the Defence Council, a number of subordinatc advisory

and consultative committees, and three operating divisions, the three Services.

There are seven formal Defence committees of one star (Brigadier equivalent or

Assistant Secretary level) status or higher and very fcw subordinate standing



committees. This top heavy formal structure is balanced at the 'working level'

by ad hoc arrangements of committees and consultation which shape policy issues

bcfore they reach the senior structures.

The Dcfence Council is the senior statutory body directly responsible for

the armed forces. It consists of the Minister, as chairman, the Chief of Defence

Staff the Secretary of Defence and the three single Service Chiefs of Staff. The

Secretary of Foreign Affairs is an associate member and the Defence Council may

appoint any other officer of a department of state as an associate member.Ez The

Defence Council has as its functions:88

Through officers appointed for the purpose to command the armed
forces.

To administer the armed forces.

To assist the Minister in formulating defence policy or
recommendations thereon.

Membership of the Defence Council may lead to conflicts of interest. On

the one hand the Service members are responsible for the formulation of defence

policy. On the other they are responsible for the command and operation of their

own Service and its well being. We have seen these responsibilities conflict in

the US system to the detriment of central control.

In New Zealand there is no evidence of this. Undoubtedly the potential for

conflict occurs. For instance where a member of the Defence Council has to

become a party to policy which, although in the interests of the defence forces

as a whole, is not necessarily in the interests of his own Service. This could

occur where financial savings must be made and the collective decision is that

they fall directly on one Service. The Chief of Staff of that Service would have

no choice but to accept the decision, indeed he would have helped make it, even
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though it may hurt his Service. We examine later why this acceptance of 'central

good' occurs in the New Zealand system.

There are two other senior committees responsible for policy formulation

within the Ministry of Defence. The first is the Chiefs of Staff Committee

(COSC) which consists of CDS and the three CofS and acts a committee of the

Defence Council.Ee It is convened under the authority of the Defence Act, but it

has no statutory duties or responsibilities other than those given to it by the

Defence Council. In practice COSC is used by the military members of thc Defence

Council, with DCDS as an associate, to discuss and resolve matters of purely

joint military interest prior to their presentation at Defence Council. For

those command issues which are not going to be discussed by the Defence Council,

cDS will make a decision based on the tenor of the cosc discussion.ao

The second senior committee, the Defence Executive committee (DXC), is

non-statutory and is established under section 32 of the Defence Act which

allows for committees to be established jointly by CDS and the Secretary. The

DXC was originally established in 1978 when it was recognised that there was no

formal forum for the Secretary to become involved in staff discussion of policy

issues before they appeared at the Defence Council.rl

The DXC thus consists of the Defence Council less the Minister and acts as

a review body for policy before it is formally considered by the Dcfencc Council

or by the Minister alone. Most items of policy go to Dxc prior to being

considered by Defence Council. Staff from Defence and from single Services may

attend DXC meetings and policy issues are fully discussed before a resolution

for Defence Council is agreed. By this process a final joint officials'approach

on policy can be formutated before political input is required.



Both of these senior committees act to some extent as forums for

consultation, bargaining and position setting. At each step of the process there

is an attempt to reach agreement on issues so that at the next step there is no

need to rehearse positions which are already well known, and no need to conduct

internecine argument in the presence of 'outsiders'. There is no evidence of

explicit bargaining of the kind 'you support my ships this time and I will

support your tanks next time'.dz This alternative step by step support building

process has obvious advantages for the organisation as it maximises

participation in and support for the outcome. The process mirrors the British

system again, where in Hobkirk's phrases 'defence by bargaining' has given way

to 'defence by discussion'ag

But the process to this stage only involves officials and there are

problems in presenting the Minister with a lait accompti in policy matters. The

Minister has no access to the processes of these subordinate committees and is

not necessarily aware of their agendas or decisions, although any decision with

policy implications will be presented to the Defence Council with the Minister

present. If the Minister does not agree with the policy being proposed when it

reaches him, he is in the position of having to either accept it or reject it as

a whole, without having been able to influence it before the event so that it is

acceptable when presented for decision. There is little scope for amending

policy proposals in detail once they reach the Minister or Defence Council for

decision. The only realistic solution is then to re-commence the process with

new instructions.{{ This is an extreme manifestation of the closed policy

process.

To service the corporate policy machinery the Ministry of Defence deploys



a large staff, both military and civilian, within Defence Headquarters. The

staff are divided into functional branches which are controlled by either a

military or a civilian officer of brigadier equivalent or Assistant Secretary

rank.

Between these branch heads and the level of CDS/Secretary are the Deputy

Chief of Defence Staff (DCDS) and the Deputy Secretary of Defence (Dep Sec Def).

They supervise separately the work of a group of the staff branches with DCDS

being responsible for the 'military' functions such as operations, personnel and

logistics and the Dep Sec Def being responsible for the 'civilian ' functions

such as administration, (financial) programmes and ministerial services.

The diarchal concept thus stops at the level of the CDS/Sec Def, although

this has not always been the case and the diarchy has at times gone down to the

next level.

The staff branches within Defence Headquarters are: Development Plans,

Operations, Personnel, (Logistic) Support, Programmes and Ministerial, Finance,

Management and Administration and Science. The functions of the branches are to

an extent self explanatory from their titles. The main roles of the 'policy'

staff branches are defined as follows:a5

Ooerations Branch.
To provide for operational planning, training, day to day
direction of operational matters and coordination of staff
action to enable CDS to exercise command over specified
national joint forces.

Develooment Plans Branch
To provide for strategic planning, formulate force development
policy, identify required capabilities and to propose equipment
acquisition plans including the allocation of
priorities...coordinate international policy considerations
with military planning and activities, including the
development and implementation of the MAP.



Proerammes and Ministerial Branch
To develop and update an integrated defence programme and
monitor performance against agreed objectives and
budgets...(also) coordinate the drafting and preparation of
papers...provide resource advice to Branches and single
Services, scrutinize resource implications, coordinate the
ministry's position concerning national issues bearing on
defence m&tters...

To coordinate the work of the staff branchcs and the actions of the single

services there arc two senior staff level committees. These committees

scrutinise proposals for policy and put them into a format acceptable to the

Services and to Defence central and prepare them for submission to DXC and the

Defence Council.{6 The work of the committees is to ensure that policy ideas are

refined so that they do not neglect any retevant interest and that they reflcct

a true statement of Defence policy intentions.

The committees are the Operations and Development Committee (ODC) and the

Management and Budget Committee (MBC){7 Full members of each committee are the

DCDS, the Dep Sec Def and the Deputy Chiefs of each of the single serviccs.

Associate membership of the Committees includes the head of the staff branches

dealing with the issues at hand.{E

ODC is responsible for:{e

Force development and the development of strategic guidance in
the areas of both military and international aifairs and
operational and administrative concepts for joint forces.

Joint Force operational and administrative planning.

coordination and scrutiny for proposals and plans, including
the setting of priorities in areas such as:

9l



equipment
overseas and joint training
overseas and joint exercises and visits
works
scientific
military assistance

Military manpower requirements

Overseas military representationat requirements.

Review of Defence council order proposals related to command
matte rs.

MBC is responsible for:

Estimates and budget proposals.

Processing, consideration and monitoring of programmes,
particularly in terms of resource implications, in areis such
as:

equipment
overseas and joint training
overseas and joint exercises and visits
works
scientific
military assistance

Reviewing civilian manpower requirements.

Consideration of administrative management systems.

Reviewing Determination proposals.

Reviewing Defence council order proposals relating to
administration.

Reviewing Defence Manual proposals.

The committees operate after the normal staff functions have been carried

out. During this earlier staffing phase a proposal will have been discussed in

detail with interested branches, the other services and other government

departments. The final proposal will reflect the results of this staffing
process. That does not mean however that the proposal will necessarily be

accepted by the committees.
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The system looks complex. In comparison with others, even the Australian,

it is not. In Australia there are over 90 standing committees operating at

various levels within the defence organisation and l7 at two star (Major-General

equivalent or Deputy secretary) status or higher.m In the mid-l9z0s in

Australia there were some 75 committees of two star status which led 'to an

extremely complex arrangement...of the defence decision making machinery'.61

Ball, in discussing this complex organisation, makes the point that'there

is an intimate relationship between policy and organisation... and the

relationship...can therefore serve as something of of an indcx to the

rationality of the decision making machinery'.52 The Australian system has been

described by another, military, commentator as 'over-centralised which leads to

procedural complexity...lowest common denominator consensus...loss of output

orientation and micro management.'53

New Zealand, in its organisational

levels of complexity. It should therefore

to some extent in outcome.

culture, has not reached Australian

be more rational in process and thus

The aim of the system of Branches and Committees is to ensure that defence

policy is formulated and processed as quickly and efficiently as possible. In

practice this aim is less than successful. Branches are multi-layered with up to

five levels of staff officer, of varying seniority and experience, being

involved in any subject. This means that a specific topic is acted upon end

revised by each level in the chain before it gets to the Branch head. He may

then accept or reject the preliminary decision and in turn may have it rejected

by the two layers above. These problems have been well identified by military

observers:il
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.-.too much effort is going into too tittle work. It (the
defence bureaucracy) munches things to death... the committee
system works best when it is under pressure, severe pressure...

we are very highly centralised in functions additional to
policy. This engenders a great sense of frustration as the
bureaucrncy holds up progress and change...

The reason for these problems are both structural and philosophical.

Philosophical because there has been a conscious move towards centralisation,

and structural because the central organisation adopted has been better suited

to an operational military unit, with deputies at every level immediately

available to replace the leader when he is killed or otherwise put out of

action. For a higher staff organisation this degree of redundancy would not seem

to be necessary.

The processes which spring from the structure we have described are

dynamic in that there is constant inter-play between the services and the

centre. The inter-play should ensure that all sides of a question are aired so

that the best solution can be reached.

In practice this does not occur so neatly. As noted the Services have a

near monopoly on expertise relating to specific issues important to themselves.

The process requires that the interested players present their position

objectively and that they are able to recognise that competing arguments have

merit and may have superior claims to be heard. This can be difficult given that

staff officers working in the Defence central area still owe loyalty to their
parent Service and will be posted back there eventually. A rigorous use of the

inter-departmental committee system and exposure to competing advice are the

only safeguards against self-interested, single Service centred policy outcomes.
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Other Government Departments

As well as the Ministry of Defence and its system of branches and

committees, other departments may be intimately involved in the defence policy

process. This will depend on the topic or area in which policy is being

developed- The most obvious of these are the Ministry of External Relations and

Trade (MERT) and the Treasury.

MERT is directly concerned with atl those aspects of defence policy which

impinge on New Zealand's external relations. This includes not only obvious

aspects such as whether New Zealand should be involved operationally in a

specific area of the world, but also in questions connected with equipment

purchases and force development planning. The Secretary of External Relations

and Trade is a member of the Defence Councit and as such he is involved in the

detailed recommendations on defence policy made to the Minister of Defence.

Within MERT there is a defence liaison officer who is responsible for

monitoring the movement of defe nce related matters, kecping the Ministry up to

date on defence matters and acting as the point of contact between the two

Ministries.66' Until 1987 a MERT (then Ministry of Foreign Affairs) official at

Assistant Secretary level was routinely appointed to head the defence policy

Branch (now Devetopment Plans Branch). Since 1987 MERT has not provided a senior

officer to work within Defence.66

The Treasury is concerned with the Ministry of Defence as a spending

department. Until 1987 the Secretary to the Trcasury was an associate member of

the Defence Council, but in that year it was decided by Treasury that it was not
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appropriate that the government's adviser on financiat matters should be

involved with a statutory body which, as part of its functions, was involved in

making expenditure recommendations to the government.

The Treasury maintains a defence investigating officer who is responsible

for monitoring all aspects of the defence budget and for making the initial

recommendations relating to defence spending proposals. This officer works

closely with the Assistant secretary (Finance) and the chief Management

Accountant in the Ministry of Defence.6T

Other Actors

Despite continuing worries expressed by the government related to the

level of defence expenditure there has been relatively littte interest, or

concern, about defence as a general issue.tr This is not to say that specific

issues have not generated fierce controversy; at times they have, for example

during the Vietnam years. But in general defence has not been an issue to excite

the voters and hence the politicians. Nor in New zealand is there any academic

or research organisation which devotes itself primarily to defence issues and to

maintaining a level of informed pubric debate on defence issues..

The other players in the defence policy process are therefore less

significant. They may be categorised generally as the pressure groups (including

party activists) and the general public.se The political parties have had

broadly differing interests in defence issues; with the Labour party, reflecting

its roots, being internationalist in its outlook and the National party

stressing issues of security through strength. often the rhetoric espoused by a
Party does not transratc into action when they form a government.
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Defence oriented pressure groups tend to fall into two categories; those

which believe that New Zealand does not take enough interest in defence and

those which believe that the defence policy is too offensive, too oriented

towards the interests of the West generally rather than New Zealand specifically

or who want some form of disarmament. The two groups may broadly be categorised

as 'the right'and 'the peacc rnovement'.

The peace movement is a broad grouping of mainly community based

organisations which variously have been anti-conscription, anti-New Zealand's

involvement in vietnam, anti-nuclear, anti-American, pro-limited defence efforts

or pro-disarmament.@ The main focus for their activities in New Zealand,s from

the mid 1970s has revolved around nuclear issues and specifically the attempt to

keep US warships operating under the 'neither confirm nor deny, rubric out of
New Zealand.ol For them this culminated in the effective removal of New zealand

from participation in the workings of the ANZUS alliance. More tatterly the

peace movement acted to mobilise support to force the Government to decline to

replace New Zearand's frigate freet with the ANzAc frigate.

The Government chose to become involvcd with Australia in the ANZAC

frigate project and conclusions about the ability of the peace movement to

influence policy would seem to lean towards a judgement that they have only

limited influence. on the one hand they were able to mobilise support to f orce

the Government to deny entry to a US warship, an event with far reaching effects
perhaps not yet fully realised, but on the other they have been ignored on a

range of issues upon which they have tried to exert influence.62

The organisations of the right are probably even less effective at

influencing the course of defence policy than the peace movement. The Returned



Services Association (RSA) is still a major group with a significant number of

the over 60 age group represented in it. The Minister of Defence speaks to its

annual conference, but policy remits passed by the RSA do not have any influence

on the policy debate.6s. There are a number of smaller groups started to combat

the growth of community based peace groups. These organisations are small and

have no mass following.e

If the role of the pressure groups is minimal, that of the public at large

is even less. Defence policy makers are unanimous in dismissing public opinion

as a factor in their consideration of issues.65 There is though, a belief that

at the least public opinion must be heeded-especially once it has gathered

enough strength to a,ssure some electoral impact. Kidd has written that 'the

policy response wilt depend on the perception of the government of the

circumstances...I would stress the importance of public opinion',ffi and Laking,

'(until the 60s) the citizen had no discernible influence on (foreign)

policy.'.No government since that time has been able to count on the supine

acceptance of its foreign policy, attitudes or actions'.67 Garnett provides a

British perspective on the same topic:6

It seems probable that the lack of public interest in defense
that has characterised postwar Briti;h politics is coming to an
end...First because the essentiar bi-pariy defcnse policy thatprevailed during the period has now 

-broken 
down...tiie second

reason.-.is that the various pressure groups that, taken
together, loosely constitute the peace movement are determinedto keep the defense issues in the forefront of pubric
consciousness...the third reason is economic...Like it or not
defense has become, and is likely to remain, a high profite
activity. Governments ca.n no ronger afford io negleci pubric
opinion about it. This is true not just of Britain but of
Western countries generally

The record and opinions about the ability of the public, either in the

form of pressure groups or as less organised public opinion, to influence policy

is mixed. Perhaps the most that can be deduced from the evidence follows
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Laking's earlier assessment:'in the foreseeable future...government will be

obliged to assume a continuing public scrutiny of their actions and intentions

in the field of foreign affairs'.6e The public scrutiny and the explanations

that it forces may lead to a climate in which policy change occurs but that is

not the same as suggesting thet the public can yet force a direct change in

defence policy direction.To

Information

Information flows within Defence are as varied as the size and complexity

of the organisation would suggest. Routine information is transmitted at formal

and informal briefings and by briefing papers. Formally and informally, senior

policy makers meet and discuss issues of the day and notes relating to specific

issues continually pass between the actors for comment and information.

It has been suggested however that the flow of other than routine

information does not go downwards beyond the purview of the Secretary and CDS.

The more junior actors are thus in the position of preparing draft policy

without possessing full information either as to need or to likely outcome.Tr If
this is so it would reinforce the centralisation of control within the diarchy

which we identified earlier. It would also be extremely wasteful of resources,

but there is no evidence that the information does not flow downwards. lVhat is

more likely is that subordinate staff are not completely a\r'are of the trend of

CDS' or the Secretary's thinking and final outcomes, which may be different from

the line taken by the staff, thus come as a surprise.

Formal exchanges of information occur in various routine ways. The first
involves the defence committees already described. The committees meet

regularly, although not to any routinely scheduted programme. prior to the
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meetings information is normally presented in a paper for discussion or

decision. At the meeting the proponent of the paper wilt present the main points

of the issues at hand and he will face questions to elucidate or defend the

stand taken. Discussion on the substantive issues then occurs and decisions

taken or deferred as necessary.

To allow CDS to keep abreast of routine operations and activities of the

armed forces, he is briefed weekly by the defence operations staff. The briefing

covers the current and planned operations of the individual services and brings

CDS up to date with the state of those operations. Potential problems are

brought to CDS' sttention and directions are given by him when necessary. At

times of crisis CDS may receive daily or more frequent briefings as required.

Each week, normally on a Monday prior to Cabinet, CDS and the Secretary

visit the Minister to brief him on current issues. These meetings are designed

to ensure that the Minister is fully briefed on Defence proposals which are to

be raised at cabinet, to alert the Minister to matters which may arise at

Cabinet which could affect Defence, and to discuss the likely course of events

for the coming week. Fortnightly the Minister receives a written summary of the

operations of all elements of the Ministry and their inter-relationships with

other departments and the public.72

For issues of the moment where CDS or the Secretary believe that the

Minister needs to be informed, or his decision is required, he wilt bc informed

by means of a short note signed either by CDS or the Secretary . The possible

range of topics is wide and could include explanation of newspaper comment,

updating on previousty briefed information, information on future armed force

activities which may become as a matter of public comment and requests for
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approval to take actions not within the competence of CDS or the Secretary to

take alone.

Within the Ministry of Defence it would be most unusual for any work to go

to the Minister which had not been cleared by either CDS or the Secretary; a

very high degree of centralisation. By ensuring that all submissions are signed

by one or other, central control over information is maintained. This ensures

uniformity of advice to the Minister from the dcpartment and is consistent with

the roles defined in the Defence Act for CDS and the Secretary as principal

military advisor and principal civilian advisor respectively to the Minister. It

does mean, however, that processes must wait until they can be given the

necessary attention by either CDS or the Secretary. This lack of delcgation has

other implications for the policy process which are discussed in more detail

when we examine case studies later.

The flow of information from overseas is important for policy making as it

gives policy makers a perspective on events which is not normally available from

within New Zealand. We must however be aware that information, and more

especially intelligence (information which has been interpreted) from overseas

is subject to the prejudices and world view of the overseas supplier. Thii could

mean that a specific line is fed New Zealand in an attempt to influence a course

of action. Given that New Zealand is not ever likely to be completely self

reliant for information, these dangers may be ameliorated by ensuring that

information is supplied from a range of suppliers, that the opinions of other

interested departments, which may have their own sources of information, is

sought, and that where possible analysis of information is carried out in New

Zealand
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Information from externat sources derives from routine meetings in multi-

lateral forums, from visits by overseas defence authorities and through the

activities of defence attaches, defence forces overseas, MERT, and the external

intelligence agencies; the Directorete of Defence Intelligence (of the Ministry

of Defence), the External Assessments Bureau (until l9t9 the External

Intelligence Bureau) and the Government Communications and Security Bureau.

There are a variety of conferences. Until 1984 the most important was the

annual meeting of the ANZUS Council. At this meeting the Foreign Ministers met

to discuss issues of mutual concern and to gain an understanding of each others

concerns and priorities. This forum gave New Zealand routine access to the US

Secretary of State and allowed New Zealand's point of view on issues of the

moment to be made directly.

In conjunction with the Ministerial meetings were regular meetings of

military planning staffs from the ANZUS countries. The staff level meetings

concentrated on the detail of preparing for combined exercises and established

sets of common procedures for mititary activity. The benefits of this level of

contact can be seen to be as great, if not greater, than the Ministerial

meetings.

Since the end of WW II, under the general ANZUS plus Canada umbrella, a

web of intelligence sharing arrangemcnts has been established. These

arrangements involve cooperation and coordination between the participants and

they play 'a major part in determining the current intelligence needs of each

nation'.B Since 1985 the flow of US sourced intelligence information to New

Zealand has decreased dramatically with a consequent effect on the ability of
New zealand to maintain intelligence databases about areas of interest to it.7{
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with the demise of the ANZUS relationship the main multilateral forums

have been those undertaken under the generat term of the 'quadripartite

relationships'- These are groupings of the Australian, British, Canadian and

United States and New Zealand services which meet together in specialised

working groups to establish methods of cooperation and collaboration to achieve

interoperability to the highest degree and to obtain the greatest possible

economies by the use of combined resources and effort. New Zealand is either a

full member or is associated through Australia in each of the groupings. The

main groupings are:76

ABCA Armies Standardisation programme
The Technical Cooperation programme
ABCA Naval Quadripartite Standardisation programme
Air Standardisation Coordinating Committee
Combined Communications Electronics Board

It is through these groupings that New Zealand maintains much of its knowledge

of the technical aspects of mititary matters.

New Zealand's major bilateral relationship is with Australia. The military

relationship is of long standing, but it is only since the end of ww II that

there have been formal technical miritary relationships and high level

coordination of policies. There are annual meetings of defence ministers of the

two countries; in conjunction with these meetings there are also meetings of the

Australian New Zealand Consultative Committee on Defence Cooperation (ANZCC)

which consists of the each country's Secretary of Defence and Chief of Defence

staff. As well, there are bi-annual meetings of the Australian New Zealand

Defence Planning Group (ANZDPG) which includes senior Ministry of Defence

officials from each country.
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Lower level meetings between the two countries include regular meetings of

the Australian New Zealand Defence Supply Cooperation Working Group, of exercise

and training planners, intelligence staffs and communications staffs, Military

assistance policies in the Pacific are coordinated between the two countries as

are the flights of maritime surveiltance aircraft into the pacific.Ts The trend

has bcen for cooperation between the two states to increase over the years. This

has not been because of the rift in relations between New Zealand and the United

states but began before that time and has continued strongly since then.zz

These webs of relationships with Australia mean that New Zealand and

Australia have a close and continual exchange of information over a wide

spectrum of military matters and that New Zealand is completely aware of the

Australian position on any matter and vice versa. This has occurred for insrance

in the attitude of the countries to events in the south pacific, to equipment

issues and to questions relating to service with peacekeeping forces. This

exchange of views leads to a certain amount of harmonisation of position on

specific issues but of course does not necessarity mean that either country

automatically agrees with the other or that one will adopt a position which it
regards as completely untenable merely to satisfy the other.

More limited bi-lateral relationships are maintained with other countries,

especially Britain and canada. Exchanges of personnel, training courses and

exercises are conducted' The main benefits received are operational, in that the

personnel participating gain an understanding of alternative methods of carrying

out common military tasks. Policy benefits from such links are restrictcd to the

insights that participants may gain into the factors which lead the other

country into its own defence policies.
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New Zealand also conducts security consultations with the South Pacific

island states annually. A team of Ministry of Defence officiats travels to each

of the countries and matters of mutuat concern are discussed. Through these

meetings New Zealand becomes aware of the needs of the South Pacific and the

ways in which New Zealand's defence policies affect the region.TE

New Zealand has a limited system for obtaining information on dcfence

related matters in its area of interest. In a number of countries in South East

Asia and in Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom and the United States defence

attaches are maintained. Curiously there is no defence attache stationed in the

South Pacific, although there are junior officers permanently on attachment in

several South Pacific countries,

The positioning of defence attaches reflects history, equipment purchasing

policies and the need to obtain military information about the area. Although

the attaches are not intelligence officers as such, it is expected that they

will report items of military significance to New Zealand. All collection of

information is done overtly; however assessments of situations are provided by

the attaches to give a New Zealand perspective of events and this information is

further assessed and combined with other information in New Zeala.nd to provide a

wider intelligence picture.

New Zealand has a signals intelligence capability, provided by the

Government Communication and Security Bureau. It must be assumed that some of

the information collected by GCSB is of defence interest. Military officers work

on secondment to GCSB.79.

105



Surface (and sub surface) surveillance of the Pacific region is maintained

by New Zeatand's fleet of long range maritime patrol aircraft. ln one form or

another these have operated in the region since the end of WW II and now take

general responsibility for patrolling the area west to New Caledonia, North to

the equator and east as far as French Polynesia. As well as maintaining

surveillance over fishing areas the aircraft maintain a watch for surface naval

vessels of foreign states and for submarines.

To turn the information obtained from all of these sources into useable

intelligence, the Ministry of Defence maintains a small intelligence

organisation, the Directorate of Defence Intelligcnce. Information is collated,

analysed and released as intelligence for the use of defence policy makers and

for the allied intelligence community. DDI is not large enough to be able to

provide cover over all aspects of New Zealand's defence interests. It relies

heavily on sharing information and intelligence with Australia and the UK and

until 1984 with the united States.

The Ouielev Review

The Quigley Review recommended major changes to the senior policy

formulation parts of the Ministry of Defence. In Quigley's view:8o

In practical terms the twinned relationship between the
Secretary and CDS means that no one person is in charge of the
Ministry...People do not know to whom they should be reporting
or for what thcy are responsible...

Under existing legislation the Defence Council is paramount.
Its twin roles of policy advice and higher command lead to
organisational distortion and confusion...

The CDS's voice carries no more legal weight on the Council
than that of the three Chiefs of Staf f who are his
subordinates. Indeed, CDS is actually dependent on the support
of the Chiefs for his continuing command authority a.s they
account for half the permanent members on the Council...
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The Chiefs' place on the Defence Council is also disquieting.
By virtue of their council membership, they have a central role
in the policy advice process, yet they are expected to
implement that policy under the command of cDS. This means that
the person who has the final responsibility for ensuring policy
is executed has no more power to decide policy than his
subordinates...

Although attractive in theory, much of Quigley's anarysis is flawed in

that it takes no account of the system as it is implemented. ln practice there

has been no real confusion over responsibilities between CDS and the Secrerary

and no 'organisational distortion and confusion'. The assessment that CDS is

somehow reliant on his subordinates for his 'continuing command authority' also

misses the point about the nature of relationships in a structured hierachical

system. cDS, in the final analysis, does not need to rety on a majority vote of

support from the Service cofS. All that is necessary is for CDS to make a

decision and the individual CofS will implement it. It would of course be

uncommon, indeed unwise, for CDS to force unwelcome policies on his colleagues

as a matter of routine.

Quigley recommended two major changes. Firstly, abolishing the Defence

Council and sharing its functions between the Minister, Secretary and CDS. This

was a recognition of the current de facto situation and is sensible. But it is
not sensible for the re&sons that Quigley gives; that CDS is somehow unable to

exercise his command prerogatives. Rather it is sensible because it takes into

account the fact that policy is evolved by CDS and the Secretary relatively

independently of the Defence Council.

The Defence Act 1990 makes no reference to a Defence council. Its

abolition though will remove the Minister from the routine formal discussion

with his senior advisers and the single service cofs. To this extent it is
retrograde because any consultation, no matter how ineffective, has to be better
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than no consultation.

The second proposal was to remove the joint functions and responsibilities

of CDS and the Secretary and divide them formally between them, military and

civilian. The Secretary would control the Ministry of Defence with functions

which would include strategic analysis, force development, programmes and

budgets, corporate services and effectiveness audits. CDS would command the New

Zealand Defence Forces, through a Defence Force headquarters, and control

operations, plans for operations and the administrative and financial processes

of the Armed Forces.

Separation of civilian and military was seen by the Review as necessary

because of duplications of effort within Defence Headquarters, top heavy

decision making, chronic over staffing and a confusion of policy and command.

The split organisation is designed explicitly to separate policy from

operational tasks, to clarify lines of command and to elevate the concept of

civilian control 'to one of at least equal influence with the military aspects

of defence policy, instead of being a process of administrative duplication'.8r

Quigley's main concern seems to have been that the military had 'captured' the

defence policy process and broken the constitutional convention of civilian

control of the military in the process. The solution is to enhance civilian

control by increasing their influence on the policy process.sz

The moves to split the diarchy are based on an assumption that it has not

worked, indeed can not work. Our previous analysis would seem to indicate that

that is not the case, that the diarchy has worked and workcd effectively. The

reason that it has worked in the past is because the Secretary and CDS have made

it work. They have explicitly recognised that without joint agreement on major
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policy issues defence policy making will suffer; that without unity at the top

they will be unable to extract agreement on policy directions from the

Government.

The Defence Act 1990 sets the split in place. The Secretary is the chief

executive of the Ministry of Defence. He is:88

the principal civilian adviser to the Minister and to other
Ministers;

to formulate advice, in consultation with the chief of Defence
Force, on defence policy;

to procure, replace, or repair...equipment...where (it) has
major significance to military capability...

For his part the Chief of Defence Force is the principal military adviser

to the Minister and he is responsible for the efficient, effective and

economical management of the activities and resources of the Defence Force.e

Formal consultation is required by the Act. CDF and the Secretary must

consult on any advice that is given by either on a major matter of defence

policy and they may be required to consult formally by the Minister.s6

As a by-product of the split the Defence Executive committee has

disappeared, although a formal consultative committee of CDF and the Secretary

has been established. The Chiefs of Staff Committee remains as a forum for

airing military concerns and the staff levet committees examining force

development and budgetary issues have also disappeared, if only during the

settling down period of the restructuring. If they are not reinstated there will

clearly be some loss of coordination within the staff system.

Much of the change is more of form than of content. There are two separate
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organisations: the Ministry of Defence and Headquarters New Zealand Defence

Force. These organisations see themselves to some extent as being competing

players in the policy business, despite the aim of the change to separate policy

formulation from operations.

Some of the effects of the changes are already apparent. With this system

there will be greater transpa.rency as to the source of defence policy advice. At

times of stress or controversy both the Secretary and CDS are likely to tender

advice and it will be readily apparent whether advicc is emanating from military

or civilian sources. Following from this it is obvious that advice will be

contestable. This in turn wilt lead to some form of zero-sum game where there

can only be winners or losers. To avoid this of course CDS and the Secretary,

even in a formally divided system, may choose to consult closely and to agree

prior to formulating policy directions. If this occurs (and it is most likely)

the effect of the split wiil be considerably negated.

Although Quigley recommended a structure which had 'policy' clearly the

preserve of the secretary, the structure which has been adopted has a'policy'

branch for both the Secretary and the CDS, although the Secretary apparently has

the ultimate responsibility for tendering policy advice. The terms of reference

for the senior policy staff positions in the two organisations are very similar

and it seems that there will be more duplication between military and civilian

sides rather than less as aimed for by euigley.s with two formal policy

branches there is likely to be tension between them as they compete to provide

the 'authoritative' policy position. There will need to be continual and close

co-operation between the two organisations if such competition is not to become

destructive.
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Under the Quigley recommendations the Secretary is not only responsible

for strategic policy formulation but he also allocates finance to programmes for

cDS to administer. The logic of this 'control of the purse' means that,

depending upon the degree of communication and cooperation between the two sides

and the attitude of the Government of the day, this new system may go beyond

giving civilian officiats parity with the military in the policy process. If the

logic of the proposals is extended we could see the situation arise in which the

operational military arm becomes completely subordinate to the civilian policy

arm. In practice this extreme position is unlikely to occur; if only because

each side has an interest in minimising the degree of conflict over policy

directions.

Potentially the most serious effect of separating the contror of 'policy'

from the control of 'operations' is that 'poricy' may be compromised by

'operations'. The split fails to recognise that policy outcomes are determined

by both formulation and by implementation. Thus, to hand implementation to a

body with little formal responsiblity for formulation does leave the policy

process open to subversion, if only unconsciously.

The Australian Exoerience

The Australian defence establishment is currently separated in a manner

similar to that being adopted in New Zealand. The Australian parliament has

recently conducted its own examination of the Austratian higher defence

organisation and processes. The main conclusions of that review are in direct

contrast to those drawn by Quigley, although account must be taken of the fact

that the specific arrangements in Australia are not identical to those to be

adopted in New Zealand:81
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.-.diarchy favours the secretary. cDF has only limited power to
influence defence policy. (He is) Constrained by lack of
resources, lack of control over many functions, absence of any
means of appeal against decisions by the secretary other than
through the Minister

...many of the deficiencies and weaknesses associated with the
defence establishment in Australia stem from the diarchic
structure. Structure tends to separate key military and
civilian which ensures that defence policy making proceeds by a
process of confrontation and bargaining rather than by mutual
co-operation and collaboration. Philosophically unsound for the
commander of Australia's operational force not to have the
prime responsibility for the development of defence guidance
and capabilities studies.

...the fundamental role of the defence establishment should be
to develop and maintain a defence force which is capable of
achieving the Governrnent's objectives within the broad policy
and resource constraints that it sets...the primary
responsibility for carrying out this task should rest with the
CDF

the basic function of the Secretary should be to:
assist the Minister in setting out parameters

ensure that proposals put forward by CDF are
within resources allocated and are consistent
with overall government policy.

The Australian review went on to acknowledge the need for controls over an

'unfettered military'. But it is ironic that the Quigley recommendations will

produce a system very similar to that described in Australia and which has been

strongly criticised there. The Australian system works but it is complex and as

we noted earlier it involves much formal liaison and cornmittee work within the

branches of the defence establishment.

There are moves to revise the Australian system to produce a diarchy more

similar to that currently employed in New Zealand. It is stiu not clear whether

such reform will occur. Cheeseman notes,88
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The suggestion that the existing distribution of powers between
the Secretary and the CDF should be reviewed has been
consistently and vigorously opposed by the Department of
Defence...It is not at all certain, however, whether the
Department's view is based on a rigorous and objective
&ssessment of the present or possible alternative arrangements,
or whether it rcflects a determination on the part of the
present power holders to retain control of the defence policy
making process. what is certain is that those who stand to lose
most in any fundamental reappraisal of the balance of power
will continue to use their power and authority to seek to
prevent the issue from even being placed on the agenda.

Conclusion

The defence environment as described appears relatively complex. This is

only so because of the range of tasks required of it. In comparison with the

defence establishments of similar, although larger, states it is very small and

very simple. The Quigley reforms are, however, likely to make the system more

complex, with a web of formal inter-departmental committees and informal liaison

networks being necessary to ensure that both sides of the defence establishment

work properly together. In practice these necessary inter-departmental

committees will probably function very similarly to the range of intra-

departmental committees currently extant.

There are problems within the system of institutional jealousy, singlc.

service partiality, fixation and lack of coordination, which are described in

the literature as being as endemic to the military as to other large

organisations. The extent to which these problems occur in New Zealand and the

significance that they have for the formutation of policy will be considered

through the examination of case studies.

It could be argued that the Minister should have some alternate sources of

advice available to him and that he should be aware of the currents of debate

about issues within the department. Given the nature of the defence 'culture'
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with its emphasis on hierarchy and subordination to the senior opinion, once

formed, it would seem difficult for this to be provided institutionatly by the

Ministry of Defence.

There is clearly a case for having I stronger and more informed public

institutions available to put alternative points of view but, as noted, this

kind of advice is always liable to suffer from the Defence claim that it is
based on limited information relating to the activities and perceptions of other

defence forces and their governments and that thc alternate advice is lacking in

technical detail which is only available to the Ministry of Dcfence. This point

has been mirrored by Sir Frank Cooper, one time Permanent Secretary at the

British Ministry of Defence:86

(defence and foreign affairs) are not areas where there is a
great deal of widespread expertise in this country. In defence
in particular there are very few other experts and [theMinistry ofl Defence has a near monopoly...

The authors of the work in which that statement was quoted made the point

that:87

A counter-argument is that the very fact that the Ministry of
Defence had a monopoly was reason enough for encouraging others
to examine the policies it promulgated. Monopolies can turn
into strangleholds and read to the ossfication of ideas.

The point is equally valid for New Zealand. The lack of any real external

scrutiny of defence issues means that the executive and the defence bureaucracy

are able to form defence policy in isolation. There is no necessity to meet the

requirements of a larger pubtic opinion and there is no ability by the public to

have any real input into the direction of defence policy. These points will be
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defended by defence bureaucrats on the grounds that they (the bureaucrats and

privileged politicians) have more and better sources of information and are

therefore better able to make the necessary decisions.

The Quigley reforms will make the provision of advice to the Government

ostensibly more transparent and the advice will be contestable. But the contest

will still be conducted within the defcncc elitc. There will still be no major

public access to the policy process and the bureaucracy wilt remain the major

player in the formulation process. In other words, although thc form of the

institutional players will have changcd, the processes and thereforc the types

of outcome are unlikely to change significantly
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Appendix I to Chapter {

THE EVOLUTION OF THE MINISTRY OT DEFENCE

Prior to 1964 the Defence Forces were organised as three singre and

virtually independent services, established as Departments of State, each

controlled by its own Service Board with a military Chief of Staff and with a

civilian Permanent Head. The task of the Boards was to give policy direction to

the Service and they were responsible for the command and administration of

their individual Service.(r)

Political control of the Board came from the Minister of Defence who was a

member of each Board separately, but who had no mechanism for coordinating their

activities. A CofS Committee existed side by side with the three Service Boards.

This committee was composed of the three service Chiefs of Staff and had the

prime responsibility of advising the Minister on matters of defence policy

common to the three services. This did not necessarily extend to coordinating

policy matters between the three Services.(2)

As early as 1948 the then Public Service Commission (PSC) had received a

report which suggested, inter alia, that the three services should be

amalgamated into a single Ministry of Defence. The PSC report noted a lack of

unified planning, disharmony, the decentralisation of authority and the

inadequate civilian control over defence expenditure.(s)

From 1948-1962the debate simmered. In l96l a Royal Commission on the

State Services in New Zcaland was held. When considering Defence, the Commission

noted that the CofS Committee assisted the Minister in his role of coordinating
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the presentation of Service matters going before the Cabinet Defence Committee.

The Commission also noted that:(r)

...on the most important issues of national defence ...the
Minister has been too often left to resolve major issues
without the benefit of all the necessary advice...he docs not
always receive a general and unified evaluation of the
political and military aspects of nationat defence...the
Ministcr is consequently less a Ministcr of Defence than a
Minister for the Navy, the Army, and the Air Force.

Evidence before the commission noted the need for'one secretary of

Defence dealing with the combined estimates and controlling the civil

establishments of the three services'.(5) Th. Cormission ultimately recommended

the establishment of a Department of Defence under a senior official to be known

as the Secretary of Defence. The Department would advise the Minister on defence

commitments, on matters of joint service activities and would provide staff and

facilities for joint service activities.(6)

In May 1962, shortly before the publication of the Royal commission's

report, the Minister of Defence, Dean Eyre, advised the CofS of his intention to

establish a small defence office. The main area of debate now centred around the

relative powers of the Secretary of Defence and the individual CofS.(7) Cabinet

was particularly anxious to enhance the rote of the Secretary as 'Head of the

Department and responsible for coordinating financial activities'.(8) The

Services were divided but were, generally, preparcd to accept an independent

(military) chairman of the CofS Committee if the Secretary could be restricted

to a non executive ,ole.(g)

In June 1963 Mr J.K.Hunn, the author of the 1948 PSC report, was appointed

Secretary of Defence. Some wecks later Rear Admiral P.Phipps was appointed as

Independent Chairman, a title which was soon amended to Chief of Defence Staff
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(CDS). Hunn was determined to create a unitary Ministry of Defence with the

Secretary firmly in control. His intent was based apparently on two grounds:

constitutional and rational. constitutionally Hunn believed that:(ro)

In New zealand the Minister and the secretary together equate
with the US Secretary of Defense, who is both political and
executive head. And in New Zes,land as in the US civilian
control, to be effective, needs to be rested in them
collectively.

On rational grounds Hunn could not see how a dual control system such as

that established could work:(u)

Diarchal control...may function well enough for a while but
seldom for long or in dynamic situations... I believe in
unified command and so do the services.

At every step in the formation of the new Ministry of Defence Hunn pressed

for centralised control under the Secretary. Each time he was resisted strongly

by the CofS who objected to the implication that the Services came under direct

civilian executive control. The CofS were prepared to accept a Defence Board

with six members (Minister, Secretary, CDS and the three CofS) but Hunn rejected

this because of the military majority on the Board.

The Defence Act 1964 was eventually passed on the lTth November 1964. The

Act provided for one Minister of the Crown to be in charge of the Armed Forces,

established a Defence Council as the controlling body, provided for the

supersession of the Single Service Boards and re-established them as Boards of

the Defence Council. The Secretary was described as the Permanent Head of the

Ministry for the purpose of the State Services Act 1962 and he was responsible

for the 'coordination of long term financial planning...and for control of

defence programme cxpenditure'(12)
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The Act did not give the type of clear civilian control desired by Hunn

and this omission was probably deliberate. According to Mcl-."n,(rs)

Mr Hunn got it wrong in his conception of the relationship
between the military and the civilian side. He was influenced
by McNamara and saw himself in a similar position as the
civilian controller constitutionally. That position is of
course held by the Minister.

With the continuation in existence of the Scrvice Boards, exercising

generally the same functions as previousty, and with the Secretary clearly not

having full administrative control, the balance of decision making power

remained with the Scrvice Chiefs and their Boards.(r') Hunn described them as

continuing to:(rE)

contend for autonomy and independence, not so much from the
Defence council as from the Defence office and more
particularly from the Secretary of Defence by bypassing...(him)
a.s the channel of communication.

The common military position ,"as that:(16)

Hunn failed ro recognise that the interposition of an appointed
civilian in the command structure between the uniformed 'power
source' and the government was bound to be wholly unacceptable
to all military personnel at all levels...not a question of
status... but fundamental to the serviceman's concept of his
relationship with the Crown.

This attitude is based on the 'cultural' belief held by the military that

they owe their loyalty directly to the crown rather than through

intermediaries.(u)

In 1965 Hunn resigned as secretary. His final report catalogued his

achievements and failures. He restated his belief:(18)

The whole concept of a unitary department depends for its
success on maintaining the principle thst the authority of the
secretary of Defence is unequivocal in all things...thire can
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be no satisfactory coordination below Ministerial level unless
sec Def's position and authority are upheld. In the background
is the far more important principle...that the Armed Forces
should be under civilian control which in practical terms means
a political head supported by a civilian head.

In the immediate years after Hunn's departure any movement towards

integration or unification was slow. It was not until the appointment of Mr

J.F.Robertson as secretary in 1969 that further impetus was given to the

programme. Problem areas hindering integration and centralisation were

identified and a step by step effort to involve all the influential 'elites' was

made. Robertson identified the relative roles for the Secretary and the Chiefs.

He rejected any role of 'secretary of thc board'.(lg)

I was determined to put in the policy apparatus. I tried to get
a clear understanding from Thornton that the chiefs had a role
in force structure and the like but it was my role to produce
strategic policy papers for the Defence Council...

As time wore on it became obvious that if cDs and secretary
combined at the top and we were at one then there was no wiy
that the Defence council was going to challenge us. I was quite
happy to share that role on a formal basis so long as we each
had our clear responsibirities. we drew up the terms of
reference for the diarchy. we made the line of command as
coming equally from either of us. If we hadn't done that the
diarchy would not have worked.

By 1970 the main proposars for the Ministry of Defence in the form in

which it has generally remained were finalised and they received Treasury's

support: 'they would enable better controt and accountability to be

achieved'.(20) The shape of the diarchy and the roles of the senior players in

the Ministry were enshrined in the Defence Act 1971.
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Appendix 2 to Chapter 4

MINISTRY OF DEFENCE: ORGANISATIONAL CHANGE

Introduction

The organisation of the central Ministry of Defence, and especially of its

'policy' branches, has not bcen static. The concept of 'diarchy' and of the

primacy of the secretary of Defence in providing strategic analysis to the

Government was established in 1970. since then diarchy and the lcvel to which it

should apply has waxed and waned according to personal preference rather than to

any detailed analysis of requirements. The various separate areas of

responsibility for CDS and the Secretary have tended to merge as the diarchy has

developed in practice.

The split between cDS and the secretary from l9E9 as a result of the

recommendations of the Quigley Review are the greatest challenge to the diarchy

since the concept was initiated in 1964. Formal and separate responsibilities

are being established for CDS and the Secretary. Whether these responsibilities

are able to be maintained separately in practice remains to be seen. The Defence

Act 1990 defines formal responsibilities for each position, it also requires

consultation. A formal committee of two (cDF and the secretary) has been

established and it is tikely that this will operate in a similar manner to the

effcctive operation of the diarchy prior to 19g9.

At the lower policy levels (Dcputy and Assistant) the roles and relative

responsibilities have also altered with the years. These changes may be seen

most clearly in the division of responsibilities betwcen AS policy and ACDS

Policy in the years from 1970 to the last internal re-organisation in 19t6. They
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are shown at Table 4.1.

Table 4.1

ACDS(Pol)

t97 |

AS(Pol)

Joint responsibilities for:
Planning

Foreign Affairs Liaison
Intelligence

Commun ications/Electronics

1976(")

In coordination with AS(pol):

Force Structure Policies
Operational Policies
Defence Communications
Training policy

I 982

Jointly with As(pol)

and individually

Force structure/capabilities
Staff Targets
Resource management
Defence Planning
Military Studies

t 986(b)

Policy analysis
Political considerations
Liaison with MFA
Mutual Assistance Programme
International agreements
Strategic guidance

Note:a.
b.

Jointly with ACDS(PoI)

Strategic aims and objectives
Force development and resource policy

Defence planning guidance

In coordination with ACDS(Po|)

Foreign Policy/Relations
Political aspects of deployment
Departmental liaison

Parliamentary and Ministerial

Political considerations
Departmental liaison
International Agreements
Mutual Assistance Programmes
Parliamentary and Ministerial

Intcgrated Defence Programme
Economic evaluations
Liaison with Treasury
Other important issues
Preparation of CEP
Parliamcntary and Ministerial

Known at this time as ACDS (Operations and plans)
From 1986 known as ACDS(Development plans)

122



The Historv of Chanee

The initial structure and division of responsibilities was established by

the Secretary and CDS in 1970. The main policy setting Branch was policy Branch

which was established to mirror the diarchal structure at the top. As early as

t972 Policy Branch was being criticised from within:(l)

The branch tends to bifurcate rather than to act as a truly
integrated organisation with all functions being the equai
responsibility of both the Assistant chief of Defence staff and
the Assistant Secretary.

There is no staff to examine objectively and to evaluate the
various service bids for resources and to relate such bids to
current defence policy and priorities.

There is no capability within the branch of applying systems
analysis to defence policy problems, particularly those
concerning force structure and major equipment proposals...

This followed a re-assessment of the functioning of the Branch after it
had been in operation for several years. The Defence Council approved a minor

organisational change within the policy Branch designed to make:(2)

Provision for one Branch, integrating all aspects of policy and
planning, the functions of which being the joint responsibitity
of the Assistant chief of Defence staff- (policy) ana tne
Assistant Secretary (policy).

Rearrangement of the planning teams to provide additional
planning resources for long term conceptual planning...

The single Policy Branch strengthened the concept of the diarchy at this

level. It is also noteworthy that this organisation made no attempt to establish

a mechanism for controlling the day to day operations of the Armed Forces. This

function was, it appears, still the concern of the single services.

Aftcr this major readjustment to Policy Branch there were consequent minor

adjustments to the functions of directorates within the Branch and in 1974,
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after an agreed assessment period, the Defence Council was invited to note that

the reorganisation had been satisfactory.(8)

By 1976 however flaws in the organisation were again being discovered.

Policy Branch was not providing the kind of coordinated and integrated advice

desired by both CDS and the Secretary. Policy Branch was again reorganised

by;(l)

establishing a Directorste of
Development...

disbanding the Directorate of
the Directorate of Def ence
Coordination...

Strategic Policy and Force

Defence Plans and establishing
Operations Training and

There were also moves to dis-establish the position of ACDS (pol) and have

his functions taken over by DCDS. It is not clear if this in fact occurred. If
it did it was only for a very short period.

By early 1979 after the 1978 Defence Review the concept of diarchal

control below the level of CDS/Sec Def was being questioned at a senior military

level:(6)

while it is a fundamental of the NZ higher Defence organisation
that responsibility and authority in most essential areasihould
be shared between cDS and the secretary...it is not necessary
that a diarchal pattern of command and control should bc
followed below the tevel of their deputies. on the
contrary...without precise specification of subjects or
activities for which each partner of the pairs hai particular
responsibility and authority is...conf using to all and
inefficient.

This was to some extent a vindication of the position taken by Mr Hunn in

1964 although there was no question of altering the top diarchy. The point was
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accepted and in Juty 1979 a formal split in functions between the civilian and

the military sides *as made,(6)

In spite of a number of organisational changes in the Policy
Branch since the major Defence HQ reorganisation of 1970, there
have continued to be sotne difficulties in exploiting the full
potential of Policy Branch staffs...

In particular there are a lack of clear cut delegation of
responsibilities exercised by each of thc present ioint branch
heads...

It is therefore proposed that Policy Branch should bc sub-
divided into two divisions so that ACDS and AS have under their
separate control those elements over which in practice they
exercise direct responsibility..

There will, however, rernain areas of shared interest where
military and political matters intertwine and where the closest
collaboration between the ACDS and the AS will remain most
important. The proposed reorganisation therefore stops short of
dividing the branch into two separate entities; rather it
proposes an internal reorganisation involving the idcntification
of two divisions within the existing single branch.

The changes were noted by the Defence Council and implemented immediately.

In 1982 the DCDS of the day was arguing the opposite tack:(7)

My observations over the past twelve months indicate that there
is an ever increasing split between the two sections of this
(Policy) Branch...what is needed is a closely integrated Branch
headed by a diarchy...

This observation promoted a response from ACDS (Ops/Plans) which indicated that

perhaps there wcre wider problems:(8)

...I wonder if...the problems identified in the Policy area are
not symptomatic of wider more basic functional problems in the
Defence staff...

Over the last few years we have seen the appointment of ACDS
(Policy/Ops & Plans) appear and disappear; the Secretariat has
bounced from control point to control point and its status has
fallen and risen...we have played with the functions and roles
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of resource policy...we are tending towards the reintroduction
of the committee system (an anathema during the Defcnce
reorganisation)...

Another full scale study, conducted by a joint civil/military team, into

the organisation of the Policy Branch was authorised. The review was to consider

matters including 'Command and Control','Functional Divisions','The Diarchical

Concept' and 'Defence Committees'. An interim report was required in six weeks

and the final report in l5 weeks.(e)

The final result indicated that there was a considerable body of opinion

within the Defence establishment which wished to remove the diarchy from both

the ACDS/AS level and also the DCDS/Dep Sec Def level; this last despite initial

CDS direction that the second tier diarchy should remain.

After considerable discussion within Defence Central, including a senior

officers' seminar, a joint instruction was issued by CDS/Sec Def. This

reconstituted and strengthened the diarchy at both the second and the third

tier. As the paper stated 'to this end we intend to re-establish and strengthen

the concept of a joint civil-military Policy Branch'.(lo) tnis re-shaped Policy

Branch was to work directly to CDS/Sec Def while the DCDS/Dep Sec Def were

retain responsibility for the coordinetion and control of the other Branches

within Defence Headquarters.

By 1985 flaws with the new system were being uncovered'lines of

responsibility stemming from our individual authorities are not sufficiently

clear'.(rr) But the problem was not perceived at the CDS/Sec Def level, 'The

diarchal system works well...we in New Zealand have very clear terms of

reference in the 4.,'.(12) At the lower (ACDS/AS) level however:(lE)
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...there is a gentlemen's agreement as to which areas I deal
with and which he will concentrate on, but its not entirely
satisfactory. You cannot have two people responsible for one

organisation.

There were no specific major incidents that could be pointed to, rather a

generalised feeling that there had to be a better way. These various perceptions

formed the basis for the next review which was conducted 'a full cycle of

defence activities'after the last review.(l{) The experience of the previous

two years had shown problems:(16)

We are not satisfied however that the organisation has serviced
the needs as we saw them at the time... We are concerned that
our current structure f acilitates a confusion.'.it is not
responsive enough to our needs. Delay abounds and is both a

measure of the confusion and of the tortuous course which policy
matters, in particular, must weave.

In part these frustrations reflect a military desire to get on with

things, to make command decisions rather than to have to negotiate with

competing interests. As such they reflect an impatience with bureaucratic

necessity rather than necessarily an indication that serious flaws exist.

A limited study was initiated with the new UK organisational model to be

used as an example.(16) The requirement was for 'lines of responsibility to be

drawn from us individually down through the staffs...(and) there is no advantage

in perpetuatinB joint responsibilities as a universal approach below our

level'.(u) The concept of diarchy other than that legislated for was officially

put to rest, by the same people who had restored it two years earlier.

This latest review establishcd the need for staff support to CDS and the

Secretary in their roles as primary military adviser and primary civilian

adviser to the Government to be more clearty defined. The diarchy was firmly

abolished below the CDS/Sec Def level and some reordering of functions and
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responsibilities was proposed.

The final separation, legislated for by the Defence Act 1990, has seen two

formally separate organisations with separate functions, but still with a

stautory requirement to consult. Headquarters, New Zealand Defencc Force on the

policy side is in effect the old Ministry of Defence. The new Ministry has had

to start from scratch in defining its organisational requirements and developing

its culture. Each organisation has its own 'policy' branch which compete in

setting the policy agenda. Eventually, as the organisations settle and as the

Ministry of Defence develops its procedures it is likely that it will become

predominant in defining policy requirements. Equally it is likely that the type

of policy outcome produced by the new system will not be different in kind from

that produced in the last 20 years.

Conclusions

This study of the various re-organisations of Defence Central has focussed

on the Policy Branch under whatever name it has been enjoying and it has

focussed on the relationship between the military and civilian sides of the

establishment. The changes represent the fluctuations in fortune of different

concepts of the control of defence. But the changes were rarely driven by any

philosophical desire to do things differently. Rather they were set in progress

because of dis-satisfactions with the way the system was currently operating. In

all cases there was a feeling held by senior officials that 'there has to a

better way'.
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The study shows that the Defence system was capable of recognising

problems and acting to redress them without prompting from outside. However the

outcome of the changes was often less than effective and further re-organisation

within several years was normally necessary. In some cases the 'new'

organisation was very similar to an carlier one. This might suggest confusion in

the minds of the participants leading to change for changet sake.

The perceived lack of effectiveness of the changes may be ascribed to any

one of several causes. It could be that the changcs, controlled as thcy were by

senior officials, did not take into account modern principles of management

theory, and thus could not work because they were fundamentally unsound. It is

equally possible that the problems of coordinating the operations of a large

Department of State, with multifarious functions and operating under legislation

which requires sharcd powers at the top, is a difficult business which has no

'right answer'.

The changes brought about by the Quigley Review are different in kind from

those discussed here. They were proposed by an outside consultant on the basis

of management theory principles and have been adopted as much through a need to

accept the thrust of the Review as because of a belief that the changes will

lead to a more efficient or effective defence policy mechanism.(re) It is still

an open question as to whether the changes will solve the problems of the past

or whether they will create new problems in their own right. What we do have

however is a turning of the wheel the full circle to the position advocated by

Hunn in 1964.
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Chapter 5

THE DEFENCE REYIEW PROCESS

Introd uction

Defence Revicws have been the prime means used by successive governments

for declaring defence policy.l As such, the Reviews provide the most

authoritative statement of that policy; at least until the policy there adopted

is discarded either by further statement or by actions. For that reason a close

study of the Review process is essential so that we can gain a clear

understanding of the significant factors and the major players involved in this

aspect of defence policy formulation.

Since the end of World War II there have been eight formal Defence

Reviews. These have been in 195?, 1958, l96l ,1966, 1972, 1978, 1983 and 1987.2

The purpose of these Reviews has been to present the government's current

thinking on the defence needs of the nation for the next period and, normally,

to make some indicativc statement regarding the allocation of resources to

defence purposes.

The Reviews may be, but are not necessarily, produced at the commencement

of a'new'government's term in office. Thus the 1958 Review followed the 1957

Review specifically because of the change in government which led to a change in

policy.s The 1972 Review on the other hand was produced by the National

Governrnent, yet after the election later in that year the new Labour Government

did not produce a fresh Defence Review. It did however announce major defence

and defence related policy initiatives, including withdrawal from South Vietnam

and the cnding of National Service, without using the mechanism of a Review.{
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The 1987 Review, despite appearing almost three years after the return to power

of a new government in 1984, began in 1985 and had been signalled in the 1984

party election manifesto.

The existence of a policy statement in the current White Paper is no

guar&ntee that the policy will remain extant, or that new policy will not be

adopted during the time the White Paper remains the formal policy document.

Instead, policies are adopted and discarded as necessary according to the

exigencies of the moment, rather than to any White Paper timetable. The White

Paper should be regarded as a statement of declared policy intentions which will

be adhered to only for as long as they remain relevant to the current situation.

Once the policies become irrelevant or unworkable or unaffordable they will be

modified or replaced with a greater or lesser degree of publicity.

The terms'Defence Review' and 'Defence White Paper' have been used almost

indiscriminately by members of the government and commentators alike. Within

official and senior government circles, however, the two terms have distinct

meanings. The term 'Defence Review' means the review of policy conducted by

officials and accepted by the government as a fundamental statement of the

strategic situation and the appropriate response to it. This document is

normally classified Secret and is not normally published.

The 'White Paper', in distinction, is the published and publicly available

statement of government policy, derived from the review process. It is normally

written as the final step in the Review process and it may or may not bear a

close resemblance in form to the Review. As we shall see, at different times

White Papers have been, alternatively, lightly edited versions of the Review or

completcly new documents written in different language. In all cases though we
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may accept that the conclusions drawn in a White Paper are the same as

conclusions drawn in the Review.

New Zealand's system of conducting reviews of defence policy, while not

unique, is unusual given the time span which elapses between publication of

individual White Papers. In Australia, formal reviews of policy occur much less

frequently, approximately every decade, whilst in the UK and the USA there is no

separate defence review process as such, but a strategic assessment and

statement of justification for policies and programmes are given as part of the

annual budgetary process. Australia also produces a continuously updated annual

strategic assessment which gives policy makers a continuing guide to the

military threats, and possible responses, in the region.

In terms of periodicity the Scandinavian countries are closest to New

Zealand; White Papers being produced at four to five yearly intervals in Denmark

and Norway. They have few other similarities with New Zealand however.E

It seems then that the major difference, in the formal declaratory policy

process, between New Zealand and Australia, Britain or the US, lies in the

continual updating of the strategic assumptions carried out by the latter three

countries. This process ensures that the political and bureaucratic elites and

the public at large are aware of the continuing assumptions underlying the

country's defence posture.6

Aim

The aims of this chapter are multiple. Firstly we will describe the

defence review process in New Zealtnd, analyse to what extent the contents of
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the Review are influenced by the process and assess the validity of the review

(as expressed by the White Paper) as a forecast of government policy outcomes'7

Once these relatively mechanical aims have been rnet we will be in a

position to ascertain why New Zealand conducts these analyses more frequently

than other similar countries. We will attempt to establish whether the frequency

of the review process reflects perhaps a greater concern with defence issues

then other countries have, or a lack of national consensus on the baSis Of

policy, or more likely a general uncertainty as to what is or should be a viable

defence policy.

Throughout this chapter analysis will be conducted on the basis of what

has been published in the White Paper rather than on the Defence Review (the

document). This is necessary because of the unavailability of the full Review

for public scrutiny. The assumption is that the White Paper is a fair reflection

(as far as it goes) of the conclusions reached in the review process and

produced as the Defence Review. When the evidence is available comparisons

between the White Paper and the Review will be made.

There will be no attempt to follow specific policy issues raised in the

consideration of the various White Papers. These issues will be examined in

separate chapters where appropriate.

The White Paoers

As a statement of the Government's strategic outlook and of its intentions

for the armed forces, there seem to be certain necessary minimum contents for a

White Paper. Certainly there must be an analysis of the current strategic

situation and an estimate as to how long that assessmcnt might remain valid.
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Given the strategic situation, there should then be a statement of the

Government's aims with regard to its defence policy. From such a basis should

follow a statement as to how the Government intends to achieve the desired

policy ends. This will encompass the role of alliances, the importance placed on

various types of weapon systems, the size and structure of thc armed forces and

the deployment profile that the armed forces will adopt.

Finally, and in peacetime most importantly, the White Paper should include

a statement as to how the cost of the policy is to be met. Whether there are

financial limits on expenditure, whether there needs to be an increase, or

decrease, on current levels and the affect, to the extent that it can be

measured, that defence expenditure will have on other sectors of the economy.

In the period under examination there have been four Defence White Papers

published; in 1972,1978, 1983 and I987. We will examine the processes by which

these papers were produced in some detail, before we consider the probable

effects of recommendations made by the Quigley Review, and form conclusions as

to their value as indicators of the future course of defence policy.

1972

The 1972 White Paper was published in October 1972, immediately prior to

the scheduled elections in November of that year. As early as 1967 concern had

been expressed that the commitments entered into in the previous 1966 White

Paper were escalating in price at a rate which was going to make them

unaffordable. The Cabinet Defence Committee agreed, in March 1967, that while

the 1966 document still represented their thinking on defence, there was no

longer the overseas funds capacity to sustain a programme with the time schedule

indicated in the White Paper.s The poticy was to remain extant but the time
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scale was to be considered in more detail in the light of the overseas funds

position.

The government did not commission a formal review of policy until mid

l97le with a target date of October l97t being set for governmental

consideration of the Review.lo In the middle of September l97l the Defence

Council considered a report on current defence and foreign policy objectives

which had been prepared by CDS, Secretary of Defence, Secretary of Foreign

Affairs and Secretary to the Treasury.lr

The Review process continued through the first half of 1972, papers were

prepared on topics such as 'roles and missions of the defence forces', 'foreign

policy objectives relating to defence'and 'single Service roles and

requirements'. By August a draft, tentatively entitled 'New Zealand Defence

Perspectives', was being circulated between members of the Defence Council.l2

The Defence Council approved the White Paper on 6 September l972.rg

When the members of the Cabinet Committee on Foreign Affairs and Defence

were presented with their copies of the White Paper for endorsement they were

reminded that the Prime Minister had previously stated that this White Paper

would put'less emphasis on specific programmes and decisions'and would

'examine the changing world setting of our defence problems, the concepts

underlying our approach at this time and the issues raised for the future.'l{

The government had, presumably, remembered thc lessons of the previous review

where explicit commitments were made but financial reality had intruded almost

immediately.
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The Committee had their attention drawn to the fact that the main purpose

of the paper was to provide a basis for constructive public discussion to

facilitate the task of decision making in the next few yeats.l6 During its

deliberations the Committee decided that there was a need for sufficient

information to provide for the basis for informed discussion about the need for

the continuation of the National Service scheme and this was to be produced by

the Ministry of Defence and introduced as an Annex to the White Paper.rg

An explanation of the White Paper was given in the press briefing notes

provided at its relcase:l?

...this White Paper on defcnce differs considerably from its
predecessors. Unlike them it does not announce any decisions
about the proposed allocation of resources, manpower or money
to defence over the next few years, nor does it set out a five
year plan for the acquisition of new equipment or weapon
systems as did the 1966 Review...We are fortunate that our
forces are adequately equipped for the 1970s and that the
relaxation of immediate threats'and tensions allows us to focus
on longer perspectives... Our major decisions relating to
equipment and weapons for the 1980s can be taken only after we
have made more intensive studies of all relevant factors...and
we have consulted our allies, especially the Australians.

The White Paper explored the changing strategic environment and New

Zealand's defence links and concluded that 'clearly New Zealand requires the

defence and diplomatic capability to safeguard our own interest.'l8 The White

Paper did not make any specific statements of intent on organisational or

capital expenditure matters and concluded that the presently deployable forces

'are in reasonable balance, although of minimal size to support the defence

policy objectives set out in this paper'.re

The thrust of defence policy would be aimed at:m
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less emphasis on the preparation for major hostilities...

increase emphasis on collaboration with allied forces. This
would take the form of exchanges, increased exercises and other
such rneasures...

support and assistance aimed at developing the defence
capabilities of indigenous forces in our area of strategic
interest...

more resources devoted to maritime surveillance, perhaps with
closer coordination and cooperation with Australia...

maintenance of a basic structure and organisation capable of
mobilising the nation's human and material resources should the
need arise...

Thus the major components of future defence policy were to include

overseas training, support for the small regional military forces and continued

cooperation with traditional allies. In addition, the White Paper provided a

justification for the continuation of the National Military Service Scheme. In

summary the review callcd for a consolidation of existing defence capabilities.

The first policy casualty was the National Service Scheme which was

abolished as soon as the new government took office, shortly after the

publication of the White Paper.zl National Service was replaced, for the Army,

with a volunteer Territorial Force scheme in recognition that although the Navy

and Air Force had manpower needs that were best met by all regular forces the

Army needed a non-rcgular component as well as the regular element.

Other parts of the new thrust of defence policy were followed through. The

Mutual Assistance Programme (MAP) was formally established in 1973. It had as

its aim 'to assist the countries concerned in improving the capability of their

armed forces, and at the same time to provide New Zealand with training

experience and deployment opportunities in those countries'.2z The MAP programme

formalised relationships which had been established for many years and developed
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new relationships with non-traditional military partners such as Indonesia and

Papua New Guinea.28

Training courses overseas for servicemen increased markedly over the

period of vatidity of the White Paper. In the year to March 1971, before the

Review, the annual report stated '..,rising costs abroad are seriously limiting

the numbers of personnel who can be sent overseas for training within current

budgets'.2{ In the year to March 1973 some 285 servicemen attended overseas

courses, which were described as being 'still the best way of providing trained

personnel to operate complex capital equipment'.26 ln lg73-74 499 personnel

trained overseas and the number of exchange posts was raised from l0 to l5 with

a further increase hoped for in the next year26 Although this number bccame the

high point for personnel training on individual courses overseas, it represented

a real commitment to the aims detailed in the White Paper of ensuring that

technical and professional standards were maintained within the Armed Forces.

During the period of the Review the Armed Forces continued to operate

closely with the armed forces of Australia, the United States and Britain as

well as with the regional forces of Malaysia and Singapore. These activities

were designed to ensure that arrangements under the Five Power Defence

Arrangements, ANZUS and SEATO were maintained,zT and to ensure that inter-

operability between the allies was practised and enhanced. A typical training

year was described as follows:B

New Zealand joined with Australia and the United States for
Exercise Kangaroo Il...the New Zealand contingent included
HMNZS Canterbury and Otago,425 a.ll ranks from the New Zealand
Army...and l5 aircraft and 200 personnel from the strike,
transport and maritime roles...

HMNZS Otago, 3 RNZAF Orions and 73 RNZAF personnel took part in
Exercise Rimpac 77...This exercise sponsored by the United
States was a major open ocean maritime exercise involving
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Australian, Canadian, United States and New Zealand forces...it
provided valuable training in the exercise of common doctrine
and posed some challenging questions for future operations'.'

During the year RNZN ships have participated in other exercises
with allied forces on a number of occasions,..

The New Zealand Army was involved in a number of training and
exercise exchanges with the forces of other nations...US Army
in Hawaii...Australian servicemen in New Zealand...servicemen
in Britain and Germany with British units...Malaysian rifle
company in New Zealand..-

In addition to participating in Exercise Kangaroo II and Rimpac
77, RNZAF Orions deployed regularly to Guam to exercise in
company with their United States Navy counterparts. RNZAF
Skyhawks deployed to Singapore/Malaysia...

These training visits, exercises and exchanges enable our
forces to keep abreast of the tactical doctrine, training
methods and equipment of other nations...

This brief survey of the 1972 Review demonstrates several of the

continuing themes to be seen to some extent in all of the reviews. The Review

was produced primarily because of the cost of specific policy commitments made

in 1966. Additionally, the operational commitment in Vietnam was winding down by

l97l and the changing strategic environment provided an opportunity to produce a

Review which could reflect that and which would downplay any need to spend more

money on defence. The size and shape of the regular defence forces, however, did

not alter to any degree as a result of the changes to the strategic environment.

We can see that the Review had limited aims, deliberately so, and that

these aims were met. Although it was short on specific policies relating to

equipment and organisation, the Review achieved the main aim of retaining the

status quo. The Review was a Defence document with only limited input from other

players. As such the Review represented Defence's view, endorsed by the

Government, of what was affordable and only then of what was desirable.
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Planning for the next Review began in early 1977. The Review was initiated

by Defence, following a statement in the 1975 National Party manifesto that

'...will conduct a major review...to determine the nature and capabilities of

the Armed Forces in the 1980s', with a minimum of initial direction from the

government.D As papers were produced they were discussed by the Secretary and

CDS informally with the Minister or Cabinet Committee and amended as required.

EIB strategic studies were completed and agreed by MFA and Single Service

position papers were prepared in May and June 1977.30

The process of preparing and examining papers continued throughout the

year and by December papers were ready for presentation to the Ministet.sr The

main actors were within the Policy Branch of Defence. MFA had been restricted to

providing advice on the strategic situation which was 'confined mainly to

predictable matters, it was therefore up to Defence to determine its own

conclusions.'8z CDS appears to be making thc point here that the strategic and

foreign policy environments, insofar as they impinged upon defence concerns,

were not such as to cause comment and that MFA had not concerned itself with

attempting to draw wide conclusions from its analysis. Such a hands off attitude

leaves the door open for Defence to, in effect, determine its own foreign policy

in terms of the relationships it fosters with other defence forces and the

programme of visits and exchanges it initiates.

The first papers went to the Cabinet Committee in February 1978 and to

Cabinet a week later. At this stage the strategic review and a paper on the size

and shape of the forces were considered. Cabinet noted the contraction of

defence horizons expressed and agreed the requirements as presented by Defence.
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Treasury reservations relating to the effort which would be required to achieve

the force structure requirements were 'noted'.38

In June and July 1978 Cabinet and Cabinet Defence Committee discussion of

the papers revolved around cost and requirements. The Treasury position was that

any published White Paper should not commit the government too firmly to a

particular course of action. The Prime Minister, as Minister of Finance, agreed

and said that he could not accept a per capita rate of expenditure in real terms

as a basis for defence expenditure and that there was a need to bear in mind New

Zealand's decline in wealth. He was greatly concerned about the tendency to

undertake new expenditure programmes and he wanted to know if proposed

requirements could be justified.sa

Single Service papers were examined by the Committee in July and August

and most discussion revolved around the cost of equipment. Army and Air had

their programmes agreed to, but Navy faced questioning over the role of its

frigates. CDS explained that distances in the Pacific and the ANZUS role meant

that frigate types were the most viable. To this the Prime Minister replied that

frigates were no good for fisheries protection duties and that a war role under

ANZUS was extremely unlikely. The Navy were instructed to redraft their paper

and a decision was deferred.s6

When the Navy paper was returned to the Committee, the need for a multi-

purpose vessel was defined. It should have a general purpose combat role, be

capable of resource protection and be suitable for sea training.s The Prime

Minister had problems over the priorities given for Naval policy objectives,

especially over RNZN proposals tor EEZ control, and conflicts between naval

training and resource protection. The PM argued that New Zealand could not
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afford to contribute to ANZUS to the same extent as five years earlier. The

Minister of Defence emphasised that the first priority should be the operational

contribution and the dispute was agreed to be referred to Cabinet.sT

The final draft of the Naval paper formulated as basic statements:s

the commitment to maintain a professional general purpose blue
water combat navy;

three combat ships represented the minimum viable force; and

there was great difficulty in determining the most appropriate
kind of combat ship to replace the first operational frigate to
reach the end of its life.

These Naval policy statements were supported by Treasury and appeared in

the White Paper.se As such they represented a success for the Navy and the

Minister in the face of the political opposition of the Prime Minister.{o This

was especially noteworthy as the PM was also the Minister of Finance at the

time.

Similar battles occurred with the PM over the size and shape of the Army.

He regarded a battalion as an organisation which placed all ones eggs in one

basket and he could not see such an organisation being deployed in combat.

Officials explained to the PM that the battalion, as a grouping, was an integral

whole and that it made no sense militarity to consider smaller organisations.

Although not apparently convinced the PM accepted thc argument.'l

By September the basis of the Review had been agreed and an unclassified

White Paper was directed to be produced. The White Paper would not include all

of the Defence Review.dz In October and November the allies in ANZUS and FPDA

were briefed on the general thrust of the paper and were shown specific portions

which concerned them.{$
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The White Paper was published in November 1978 and was to provide guidance

for defence policy formulation for the next five years. In March l98l in

response to a governmental directive CDS was able to advise the Minister that of

policy announced in both the White Paper and the 1978 party Manifesto the matter

of a replacement for HMNZS Otago was the only outstanding m&tter and it was

under consideration.a{

The 1978 Review was produced in the context of a period in which:'For the

time being there is no obvious threat to New Zealand's security. The problems

this country is now facing are economic rather than military'.45 The White Paper

provided a detailed section on 'the economic base for defence' and discussed New

Zealand's strategic considerations and defence policy objectives in tones

similar to those of 1972.

Specific policy statements inctuded:'6

the withdrawal to New Zealand of the troops in Singapore during
the review period at a time to be mutually agreed between the
Singapore and New Zealand governments.

maintenance of a 'blue water navy' with an operational core
force of three combat ships maintaining an anti-submarine '

warfare capability.

reorganisation of the Army into a single Land Force, with a
Headquarters in Auckland, and the abolition of the Brigade
Group as a formal organisation.

maintenance of the Air Force's rolcs of maritime, combat,
transport and helicopter operations with upgrading of
capabilities to the Orion and Skyhawk fleets.

Of these the major change in policy related to the withdrawal of the

troops in Singapore. For the next four years, until the publication of the next

White Paper successive defence reports merely stated that:d7
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the continued presence in Singapore...remains a matter of
mutual agreement between the Governments of Singapore and New
Zeala.nd.It is regarded by both Malaysia and Singapore as a
tangible expression of continued New Zealtnd interest in the
stability and security of the region...

Other policy metters such as upgrading of the Orion and Skyhawk fleet were

announced in the 1980 Defence Reoort as were modernisation proposals for HMNZS

Canterbury and Taranaki and 'all options for replacement (combat) vessels' were

being explored. The Army reorganisation was implemented in 1979/80.

The introduction to the 1982 Defence Reoort continued the theme of

implementation of the Defence Review policy:{8

Despite the economic constraints the Government has made
satisfying progress towards implementing those provisions of
the 1978 Review relating to re-equipment of the forces.

That report also identified a changing perception of the ANZUS alliance

and its relationship to nuclear weapons and the government decided that:ae

in 1982 that the Ministry of Defence, as well as conducting a

full review of defence policy, leading in due course to a White
Paper on defence, should embark on a programme to bring a wider
understanding of defence questions to the community at large.

The 1978 Defence Review was produced by Defence with the aim of confirming

Defence's strategic direction and slice of the national resource allocations.

Defence initiated the Review, was the main player, and had no trouble in

achieving its aims even against serious political opposition. The Review then

can be seen as being authoritative in terms of effected policy outcomes but once

the assumptions upon which it was based became to be questioned it was made

redundant and a new Review comrnenced.60
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The 1983 Review was thus undertaken to confirm that the current course of

defence policy was the correct one. The first paragraph of the White Paper

spelled out the important conclusion: 'There is no cause for radical departure

from established policies'.6r

Detailed planning for this Review began in mid 1983 and by November of

that year a Cabinet Committee had begun discussions on the various draft papers.

Concurrently the governments of Malaysia and Singapore were involved in

discussions relating to the form of words which could be used to refer to New

Zealand's involvement with the region.62

Financial questions were again to the fore in the discussions on the

proposed White Paper. The Committee came to the conclusion that:63

the basic problem was that there had not been any formal
financial approval for the financial pararneters within which
the white Paper could be compiled. The government had to be in
a position of being able to say that the options discussed in
the White Paper were financially feasible within a budget which
had been approved.

...what was needed was a simple chart of projected costs along
the lines of that contained in the 1978 Review.

The Committee deferred any decision and directed Treasury in conjunction

with Defence to submit a revised indicative budget. The initial Treasury

analysis provided to the Minister of Finance on l8 November stated thatil

it is not possible on the new a.ssumptions on which the revision
is based to implement the White Paper forces restructuring
proposals within the budgetary constraints indicated by the
government.

In that paper the Treasury were arguing that earlier assumptions about

defence capital expenditure, made when Defence had produced a draft review in
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July, had become invalid because of changes to defence and government plans on

topics such as withdrawal from Singapore, the replacement of the frigate fleet

with a submarine force and decisions to upgrade the Skyhawks and retain them

rather than dispose of them.66

The Treasury recomrnended that Cabinet decline to approve publication of

the draft White Paper pending re-examination and adjustment of the financial

parameters produced by the Ministry of Defence.66 This was followed up by a

letter from Secretary to the Treasury to Secretary for Defence a few days later.

This letter urged Defence to stick to previously agreed figures for Defence

expenditure.sT

The Treasury position was essentially over-ruled after Defence was able to

demonstrate to CCD that the policies proposed could be financed within the

overall financial parameters for Vote:Defence. On 5 December Cabinet approved

the Defence Review subject to a minor paragraph amendment relating to the

structure of I RNZIR in Singapore.ut

In the preparation of the draft White Paper for publication Treasury

commented on sections and gave advice on areas which would appear to be outside

its area of expertise. A number of the Treasury suggestions were accepted and

appeared in the final document.Ee

The White Paper set out the strategic background which New Zealand faced,

'the world remains a dangerous and unpredictable place', and restated some of

the principles which guided New Zealand in its consideretion of dcfence issues.

These, 'need for stability in the region', 'close ties with Australia',

'vulnerability to economic pressures' have proved enduring. The White Paper also
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restated the belief that ANZUS remained 'fundamental to our defence interests'.

None of these conclusions was in any material way different from conclusions

reached in previous Reviews.

Against this acceptance of the status quo there was not much scope for

major policy announcements. The Review was to place 'greater emphasis than in

the past...upon the maritime roles and on the ability to deploy forces of all

three Services'.ffi

The one major policy announcement related to the maritime role. The cost

of replacing the frigate fteet was becoming prohibitive, but, as the tasks

carried out by the frigate fleet were still required, the choice of replacement

was limited. A step down to a role of coast-guard was rejected and, givcn that,

the next alternative appeared to be submarines:61

The over-riding need is to be able to detect intruders and
deter unfriendly operations within the wide region about New
Zealand. A small force of conventional submarines can have a
significant impact over a wide area. Submarines would provide a
degree of self reliance in maritime dcfence not previously
available to New Zealand.

The main argument in favour of a submarine fleet, supported by appropriate

surface vessels, was initially expected to be costs and other factors were

manipulated or ignored to provide a justification for the submarines.

For the other two Services the major policy announcements related to

continuation, and formalisation, of programmes already accepted. These included

the maintenance of the troops in Singapore, the recognition of a Ready Reaction

Force as a priority group of units for operational deployment and the

continuation of equipment programmes designed to upgrade capabilities.
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Within months of the publication of the White Paper the one major policy

initiative in it, the submarine project, was cancelled on the grounds of cost

and defence planners were forced to look elsewhere in their efforts to maintain

capability within budget.62

A number of major policy initiatives did occur however, before the

publication of the next White Paper, which were not mentioned or had been

explicitly rejected in the White Paper. These were the decision to withdraw the

troops from Singapore and the decision to purchase a naval tanker. Both

initiatives were taken by the new government after the bteak with the United

States and after the initial re-examination of defence needs of early 1985. As

such, they can not be seen as a rejection out of hand of the previous Review.

Rather they were the results of a new Review, announced before the publication

of the appropriate White Paper.

The 1983 Review, then was a Review produced in the conventional manner and

designed to maintain the status quo, but which failed. Its conclusions were

superseded by time, financial constraints and a radically changed relationship

with the major ally.

1987

In 1984 a new government was elected with policies relating to defence

different in many respects to what were already in place.ffi The Government

decided that a full scale review of defence policies was required and that in

the period before it could be produced a number of intermediate steps would be

taken.
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In February 1985 Cabinet approved an Interim Defence Review which was in

effect an internal Ministry of Defence staff study prepared as the basis for the

formal Defence Review.fl This Interim Review was to be followed by a more

comprehensive examination of defence policies; a formal Defence Review.65

The Ministry of Defence commenced work on preparing their standard sets of

position papers from the middle of 19E5.66 Concurrently the Prime Minister was

examining alternative processes which could be used in the preparation of the

Defence Review. His thoughts encompassed the requirements for public input,

either by submissions to the Defence Select Committee or in the form of a public

enquiry, and the need for in depth polling of public attitudes and he also felt

that the issue of disarmament would be an appropriate one to be addressed in the

Defence Review.67

The second formal phase of the review process involved the canvassing of

public opinion about Defence policy. To do this the government established late

in 1985 a Defence Committee of Enquiry with terms of reference to:ut

receive and hear public submissions on the Government
discussion peper (The Defence Ouestion) on the future of New
Zealand's defence policy;

question groups and individuals making submissions;

commission polling to provide objective data on public
attitudes to defence and security questions; and to

prepare for Government a report, based on the public hearings
and poll data, which will be taken into account in the
preparation of the Defence Review.

The Committee of Enquiry was the first time in New Zealand's history that

the opinions of New Zealanders about their country's defence policies had been

systematically canvassed. Predictably there was a very wide spread of opinions

presented to the Committee. Some 4182 individuals and groups presented
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submissions to the Committee and the public opinion poll which was conducted by

the national Research Bureau interviewed a further 1600 randomly selectcd

people.6e

The Committee's report was presented to the government in July 1986 and

published in mid-August. The report was critical of a number of aspects of the

government's defence and foreign policies.?o In early September 1986 the Primc

Minister wrote to the Minister of Defence stating the need 'to proceed without

delay to the prepara.tion of the Government's Defence Review.'7r

The process proposed for the preparation of the formal Defence Review was

different from that used previously. The Prime Minister acknowledged 'that, as

with earlier Defence Reviews, it is appropriate that the Review should be

formally processed through the Defence Council'?2. But to take account of wider

issues 'I suggest that an Interdepartmental Officials Group should be formed.

This group should consist of senior officials (but not at Permanent Head

level)...and should be chaired by the Prime Minister's Department.'?s

The report of this group was to go to the Cabinet Committee before being

referred to Defence for detailed technical analysis and formal consideration by

the Defence Council.Ta The report would then be referred to Cabinet. This

process effectively bypassed the Defence Council because once the Cabinet

Committee had accepted the report there was little opportunity for the Defence

Council to make serious alterations to it.75

The Officials Committee consisted of relatively junior officials from the

Ministry of Defence, Single Service staffs, the Treasury and MFA. The Committee

was chaired by the then head of the Prime Minister's Advisory Group.76
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The Committee met intensively in the period September to November 1986 and

produced and considered papers on the usual wide range of subjects.TT The

chairman of the Committee reported to the Prime Minister and the Minister of

Defence in November and the Prime Minister in turn referred the Report to the

Cabinet Committee recommending that the Cabinet Committee note the Report and

agree its major conclusions. These related to the importance of thc South

Pacific in New Zealand's defence strategy, the importance of Australia, the need

for interoperability where possible, and a degree of self sufficiency to allow

independent operations if necessary.

The report as presented did not contain findings on force structure or on

detailed financial considerations for which it was considered that Cabinet

approval on the first part of the report would be required before further work

could be completed. It was also stated that there would still be a requirement

for a public White Paper to be produced.Ts

Treasury, when commenting on the report, objected to two areas. The first

was in the proposal to source purchases in Australia 'to enhance the overall

defence relationship.'7e Treasury objected to this because of the potential cost

penalties which could be as high as 30%. The second area objected to by Treasury

was the implication in the report that the policies espoused could require a

longer term commitment to a higher level of defence expenditure.

Treasury recommended that funding should remain at present (1985/86)

levels and that if funding was less than required then there would be a need to

'consider to what extent strategic options, objectives, capabilities, or force

structures could, or should, be modified in order to conform with long term
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funding levels.'8o Treasury in this case was attempting to have its cake and eat

it, as a Treasury representative had been a full member of the Officials

Committee which had produced the report.

Part II of the report dealing with force structure and funding levels was

produced early in 1987 and considered by the Defence Council in February-8l The

Defence Council welcomed the report, but noted that it was important not to

generate false expectations. Although the force structure recommended was

acceptable to Defence, it might not be achievable because the proposed funding

levels 'did not adequately establish the means for translating the aims of Part

I into resource requirements.'8z

The Defence Council also considered the procedural steps involved in

preparing the report of the Officials Committee. It noted that:83

The material provided to the Defence Review Officials Committee
was as complete as time allowed. It had not been subject to the
professional analysis normally afforded to the development of
defence policy nor did it reflect a fully coordinated Defcnce
position. It would not be appropriate in the circumstances for
the Defence Council formally to adopt the Report. It was
proposed that, following Defence Council consideration of the
Report, CDS and the Secretary offer Defence central views in a

related memorandum to the Cabinet External Relations and
Security Committee.

The White Paper for publication was prepared solely by the Chairman of the

Officials Committee and was based on the Defence Review which had been accepted

with minor amendments by the government in February 1987.8{

The conclusions reached by the Defence Review as expressed in thc White

Paper were in no essential matter different from those reached by previous

Reviews. There was an emphasis on excluding nuclear weapons from New Zealand and

an emphasis on support for the region, but these were policies of long standing.
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Despite the difference with the United States, the White Paper reiterated New

Zealand's continued adherence to the ANZUS Treaty and the obligations imposed by

it, concluded that a regionally focused defence policy was the most appropriate

for New Zealand's strategic needs and recognised that any defence effort would

be limited by the level of economic resources available.

One essential lesson of the recent past was spelt out; the need 'to

exercise greater self-reliance, and as far as possible maintain the ability to

meet or deter credible threats to security or interests using our own

resources'.86

The White Paper did not identify specific equipment purchases which might

be necessary but rather attempted to 'identify in broad terms the types of

capabilities that will be required to exercise greater self-reliance, meet the

defence needs of New Zealand and contribute to the security of the South

Pacif ic'.86

The capabilities announced, in areas where they were specific, did not

alter policy which had appeared in previous White Papers. The surface warships

were to be retained and investigations into replacements were to be conducted in

conjunction with Australia. The purchase of a logistic ship was to be

investigated, the Army's Ready Reaction Force was to be developed and there was

to be greater emphasis on joint force operations.

None of this was new and all of it would have occurred with or without the

stimulus of a Defence Review. Why then was the Review conducted? We may

conclude, cynically, that given the break with the United States, the government

had to be seen to be doing something. The something, a review of policy,
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produced a policy in most respects identical to that which had been extant since

I 970.

The Ouielev Review

The major recommendation from Quigley relating to the production of

declaratory policy is for the production of an Annual Defence Assessment.sT

Quigley suggests that the Assessment should be joint, between the Ministry and

the NZDF, but that there would be no harm if divergent views were expressed as

these might assist the Government in the full evaluation of the proposals.

Quigley suggests that the Annual Defence Assessment should:88

l) Review defence policy on an ongoing basis, analyse changes
in the strategic environment and s.ssess the implications for
Force Development;

2) Update capability reguirements in the light of the ongoing
assessment of the strategic environment;

3) Assess the effectiveness of current capabilities and their
relevance to objectives;

4) Assign priorities to expenditure items;

5) Update a rolling Defence plan, probably for three years,
but possibly of a longer duration.

If conducted properly this process will greatly improve policy

formulation. A continual, formal monitoring of the whole basis of defence policy

will be conducted and there will be a continual knowledge base of the background

to and components of defence policy. It will become apparent very quickly if

actions are deviating from declared policy goals. If thcre is a radical change

in either the means or the ends of policy then the basis of a new formal Defence

Review will be immediately available. although described as an Annual Defence

Assessment, the Defence Act 1990 Gza Q) (c)) requires only a defence

assessment to be submitted from time to time. This could mean that the 'annual'
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defence assessrnent is presented no more often than Defence Reviews have been in

the past and that it serves no more purpose.

It is likely though, that if this process is carried out thoroughly and

annually, the need for formal Defence Reviews will diminish to the point where

they are produced perhaps in the same frequency as in Australia. Indeed, in

logic, a Review or White Paper would only be required to signal, or canvass

support for, a large shift in the direction or scope of the Government's defence

policies.

Conclusions

Defence policies are articulated in a variety of ways but normally

declaratory policy is announced by the publication of a Defence lilhite Paper.

These have been published at approximately five yearly intervals, although there

is no set time for their publication. Publication does not rest on a change of

government, but may be brought about because of the perceived need for a public

statement of a change of policy direction, or because the government wishes to

reinforce its policy actions with a formal statement of policy intentions.

We may safely conclude that the reason for the relatively frequent reviews

of poticy is not because of any great concern with defence or because of the

other hypotheses suggested earlier. Reviews are conducted simply because of a

need felt by Defence or the government to bring declared policy into line with

actual outcomes. We should also note that the declared policy and the outcomes

only alter at the margins, although it is at the margins that the competition

for resources is most intense. In general, the broad policy direction and the

means to achieve it have not changed significantly over the years.
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We have seen that Reviews are normally limited in their aims and that they

tend to signal a'steady as she goes' approach to defence issues. The results

are conservative, in that they do not change either the direction or even the

pace of policy in any significant respect. In this they confirm the tendency

towards incrementalism, in defence as in other public policy processes, which we

identified from the literature earlier.

In practical terms we may note here that the process invariably takes much

longer to complete than initial estimates and intentions. Perhaps this is a

function of the inherent complexity of the issues, or perhaps it is a function

of the convoluted nature of the defence bureaucracy. In either case the reforms,

of both organisation and process, initiated by the Quigley Review should change

this.

The major actor in the review process has been, until 1984, the Ministry

of Defence. Other departments, notably the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the

Treasury, have had limited input into the policy review process, although this

has increased over the years. But generally the government of the day has been

content for Defence to provide it with a statement of Defence's analysis of

needs and requirements. A previous Prime Minister described this simply as

'accepting the advice of the experts.'8e There has been no input from extra-

governmental sources. The government's role has generally been to accept the

position of the Ministry of Defence as presented and then to follow, or ignore,

the policy in the next years until the need is felt for another Defence Review.

There is rarely any surprise to the Government in the conclusions of a

Defence Review.eo Rather the Review is a statement of government policies with a

veneer of analysis laid over them. The Reviews are produced in full consultation
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with the government. There is remarkably little attempt to provide any form of

quantitative justification in the White Paper for force structure or for

financial outlays to meet that structure. There is no attempt to measure

progress in achieving stated objectives from previous reviews and neither is

there much sttempt to use the Defence Review process to explore alternatives to

the policy and strategy desired by the government and the defence

establishment.el

The reasons for this are clear, and they are circular. Reviews are

conservative, cautious and incremental because they are produced primarily by

the Defence bureaucracy. Senior defence officials are in themselves conservative

in their approach to new issues. They know the problems of attempting to

rearrange a system which has, by negative evidence anyway, succeeded to some

extent by following the status quo. Change leads into uncharted waters, is

likely to be costly and the outcomes are uncertain. They will be held

responsible for any failure of personnel or equipment if the forces do have to

be used and they would therefore prefer to retain systems and equipment with

which they are familiar, and through which they believe they can provide a force

which both achieves the government's requirements for security, however defined,

and which provides a satisfactory career for the military professional.

This process has inevitably resulted in a defence policy heavily directed

towards the status quo. A defence policy in which changes are made cautiously

and at the margins as the result of experience rather than theory.ez This is not

in itself necessarily bad, but it may blind policy makers to valid alternatives

which do not get considered because of some form of institutional bias or group

memory. We can also see that the review process is used to stake out ground for
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future battles, so that the Servicc concerned is able when necessary to point to

the appropriate passage and say 'its in the White Paper'.eg

The Labour government in 1986 altered the process dramatically. For the

first time there was a background of major change in policy direction against

which the review had to be conducted. The public were invited to give thcir

opinion on New Zealand's defence policies and the Ministry of Defence did not

have control over the process and thus was not able to set the agenda for

presentation to the Government.

The effect of this move, which was referred to CDS by the Minister as

being 'sensible'e4, was to rernove the Defence Council from the policy

formulation role. This because by the time the Defence Council had a chance to

examine the proposed Review and its conclusions it had already receivcd the

political blessing of the Government.

Despite these differences the Ministry of Defence was still the prime

player in the process. Defence provided the Secretariat for the Committee,

meetings were held in the Ministry, the Committee had a heavy majority of

defence personnel and despite their relative lack of seniority the defence

members were well aware of the Defence requirements of the review. There are no

indications that the policy resulting from the l9E6/87 Review was dramatically

different from that existing previously (the ANZUS position was not a result of

the Review) or that the Ministry of Defence would seriously disagree with the

policy.

These points reinforce our earlier conclusions that New Zealand's defence

policies (with the exception of ANZUS) owe more to the preferences of the
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Ministry of Defence than they do to the vagaries of party policy or to a

changing external situation or to fluctuations in the amount of money available

to Defence. We may also conclude that the policies have been 'inevitable'given

the process and actors used. It is unlikely that new processes introduced post

1989 will significantly alter this. Indeed, given an annual defence &sscssment,

it is more likely that incrementalism will be enhanced rather thtn lessened.

But these are just the formal statements of policy. We have already seen

that policy occurs as a result of financial pressure and ad hoc political

statement of intent. In later chapters we will examine the effect of these

factors on the overall policy processes.
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Chapter 6

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND THE BUDGETARY PROCESS

Introduction

The allocation of resources, especially financial, seerns (intuitively at

least) to be the major practical determinant of policy outcomes. No matter what

is declared in White Papers or Ministerial statements, policy can not work

unless it is funded. The processes involved in determining how distributions are

made to different sectors are central to our examination of defence policy

formulation. We would expect that the budgetary process would involve a careful

selection of desired outcomes and a conseguent direction of finance to

programmes necessary to achieve those outcomes. In practice this does not occur'

The financial management and budget setting system has been highly

centralised. The centralisation is a function of the structure of the Ministry

itself, and of the methods used to determine expenditure patterns. Given the

degree of centralisation, we might assurne that the allocation of finance to

expenditure area would be relatively simple. It is not.

There are three formal budgetary functions which must be carried out by

the Ministry of Defence, as with all othcr Government Departments. Firstly

estimates of expenditure to achieve agreed policies must be prepared. Secondly,

and relatedly, finance must be allocated between expenditure areas and

programmes, and finally the money received must be accounted for to the

satisfaction of the financial control departments; the Treasury and the
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Controller and Auditor-General.l In this chapter we are primarily concerned with

the process whereby estimates are prepared and finance allocated to meet those

estimates

Although the method of allocating money for defence purposes is similar in

principle to that used for other forms of government expenditure, there are

special problems related to defence expenditure. Sir Frank Cooper, drawing from

his experience as Permanent Under-Secretary for State for Defence in Britain,

writes of:2

controversy over threat or affordability in defence resource
allocation...many factors bear upon the management of defence
expenditure...difficult to change priorities in short order.

Later he has written how there are'no set rules for allocating resources

to defence purposes...defence is a long term business: politicians are more

concerned with short term goals'.8

The points made in these quotations may be simplified to a general

statement that expenditure for defence purposes must be planned for and

justified in detail if politicians are to be prepared to allocate money for

them. Once planned and justified, a major change in the external environment

should be needed to force a significant change in the direction of resource

allocation. This 'imperative' however does not always fit easily with the

differing imperatives of politicians, who may well require competing demands to

be met and resources allocated to different expenditure areas based on a variety

of reasons often having little relevance to defence policies. This is as true in

New Zealand as it is the United Kingdom. We shall see, in our tater case

studies, the conflicting demands of defence programmes and other forms of

government expenditure.
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In the American context, Fox has written:a

The myth that questions of national security are above of at any
rate somehow apart from politics has died hard. A more rational
choice of defense policies and levels of defense expenditure
requires that we recognise and come to understand the political
process as it operates to define national security policy rather
than that we ignore or deny that process

This 'myth' has gained no credence in New Zealand. New Zealtnd has no

tradition of high levels of defence spending, no strong defence or military-

industrial lobby, continuing problems in trying to make budget resources match

expectations in all sectors and, finally, strong expectations that spending in

the social welfare sectors will not diminish no matter what the state of the

economy. The problems of defence policy are clearly and inextricably linked to

overall levels of government expenditure. And expenditure for defence purposes

has to compete with all other potential forms of government expenditure. Thus

the budget outcome is the result of the politics of the conflict over

allocations.6

Once allocations are made, the requirement to manage the mOney to bcst

effect still remains. In an unofficial paper prepared after discussions with

Ministry of Defence and Audit Office officials a senior Treasury official noted

that:6

Financial management responsibilities a,re not devolved to
operational units...Military managers leave management of
finance issues to the civilian support services...

There is no corporate plan...there is no performance measurement
for operational areas of the defence forces...

The accounting systems themselves are out-dated... Some costing
information is produced but this comes from ad hoc work and is
not integrated with the accounting system. For example, the
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accounting system records expenditure on fuel but does not
record the costs of operating aircraft on a particular
mission...

There is an inadequate interface between the budgeting and
accounting systems. When the budget is prepared the figure
determined for each responsible officer is not clearly relayed
back to them (sic). Thus expenditure information cannot be

clearly related to budget to determine the reasons f or
difference between budget and outturn figures...

The Secretary of Defence is aware of these financial management
deficiencies and wants to establish a system whereby
responsibility is clearly devolved to operational defence
managers...The major barrier to financial management improvement
is the attitude of the military and the inability of the
civilians to do anything about it...the Secretary of Defence has
inadequate authority in relation to the military to achieve any
such changes.

Although these opinions are based on limited consultation, they still

provide a useful basis for the examination of the defence budgeting and

financial management system. Since the opinions expressed above were formed the

Quigley Review has reached many similar conclusions and made recommendations as

to their solution.

In this chapter we will describe the systems for financial resource

allocation and management and control of expenditure and we will examine the

effects that these systems have on the policy formulation and implementation

process. Note will be taken of changes which are currently underway and an

assessment made of their likely effects on the policy process and the potential

effects of the Quigley recommendations, if they are implemented. Since the

passage of the Public Financc Act 1989 many of the processes followed by

Defence, especially of accrual accounting and output budgeting, are to be

required of all Departments. It is not yet clear whether the requirements of the

Act will be able to be met in practice.
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Budeet Structure

The Ministry of Defence controls an annual budget which consumes between

four and five percent of government expenditure and some two percent of the

gross domestic product.T Vote:Defence is currently divided into six 'Programmes'

or 'output areas' against which funds are allocated. These are:8

Prosramme l. Defence General.
a. The central command of the armed forces and

administration of the Ministry of Defence.

b. Control of the following centralised Defence
services and activities.
l. Ministry of Defence computer service
2. Defence communications systems
3. Non-regular Cadet Forces.

Prosramme 2. Defence Forces Overseas
a. Provision for a military presence in South-

east Asia in support of foreign policy
objectives

b. Contribution to United Nations and other
multi-national peace-keeping forces overseas
as may be decided from time to time by the
Government of New Zealand.

Proeramme 3. Sea Forces.
a. The maintenance training and support o[ naval

forces at the level of operational readiness
needed to uphold New Zealand's defence and
security interests.

b. The provision of hydrographic survey, civil
defence and disaster relief assistance as
required at home and in the South Pacific.

Prosramme 4. Land Forces.
a. The maintenance, training and support of

ground forces at the level of operational
readiness needed to uphold New Zealand's
defence and security interests.

b. The provision of a framework for expansion of
the land forces should the need arise and
civil defence and disaster relief assistance
at home and in the South Pacific.
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Prosramme 5. Air Forces.
a. The maintenance, training and support of air

forces at the level of operational readiness
needed to uphold New Zealand's defence and
security interests.

b. The provision of air transport for VIP and
special tasks, civil defence and disaster
relief assistance at home and in the South
Pacific.

Proeramme 6, Defence Science
a. Research and scientific services related to

operational defence needs, including the
introduction of new technology and support for
defence production in New Zealand.

b. Co-operation with New Zealand's defence
partners in agreed research activities
particularly in relation to studies of the
defence systems in the oceans

Expenditure is also identified by inputs or Standard Expenditure Groups

(SEGs). In a simplified form these are:e

SEG I Personnel Costs

SEG 2-6 Operating Costs

SEG 7 Capital Works and Equipment

SEG 8-9 Miscellaneous and Subsidies

Expenditure expressed in this form is not used a management tool in the

sense that any fixed amount or percentage is pre-allotted to a specific SEG. But

it does allow a ready (perhaps too ready) identification of areas of flexibility

in defence expenditure patterns.

Management of the defence budget is exercised primarily by the Finance

Branch of the Ministry of Defence under the Assistant Secretary (Finance);

(AS(F)). (Since 1990 this task is carried out by the General Manager (Finance)

in Headquarters, New Zealand Defence Force). AS(F) is responsible for the

provision of financial advice to management, the maintenance of accounting

services and the oversight of expenditure.

t65



Close liaison is exercised between the Treasury and the Finance Branch.

The purpose of this liaison is for the exchange of policy advice and to ensure

that proper Treasury input is obtained for Defence submissions to the

Government.lo Treasury does not scrutinise expenditure patterns in detail and

does not, in this day to day activity, comment on 'value for money' questions in

relation to defence expenditure.ll These questions are the responsibility of the

Secretary of Defence who is in turn accountable to the Minister.

The Budeet Process

Defence finances are required to conform to several separate timetables.

The first is the long term funding proposal for defence which primarily relates

to the future costs of capital equipment purchases. The second is the medium

term forecast exercise imposed by the Treasury. This requires Three Year

Forecasts (3YF) to be prepared annually by departments. The third is the annual

budget cycle which to a large extent is derived from the 3YF.

Long term funding proposals were introduced to overcome the problem

perceived:12

in all western countries that defence planning requires lead
times which become progressively longer with advances in
science and technology. Long term defence planning is difficult
to reconcile with the annual parliamentary cycle of
appropriations.

The funding system was introduced after several years study by an official

seconded from the Treasury to Defence. Arrangements for long term funding were

described as 'unique for a Department of State'r3 and Defence was seen as I

suitable department for the implementation of such concepts because of 'the
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Ministry's large expenditure on capital equipment which requires long term

stabilised management'14.

In theory the arrangements mean that each year a l5 year rolling programme

for capital equipment purchases is submitted to the government. In practice a

long term programme may only be submitted at intervals of several years. The

programme is amended in line with changing government and Defence priorities and

a 'clear statement of long term funding for each element of Defence policy would

be the result'.16 In practice, as we shall see in more detail later, long term

funding arrangemcnts are almost as subject to variatiOn aS any other

arrangernent. Such variation most normally occur when financial problems are

pressing and the government is looking for savings in the short term.

The choice of l5 years for the period of the rolling programme was made as

part of the 1983 Defence Review:ro

planning for major capital equipment items, such as ships,
would require provision for payment over a long period of time.
The l5 year rolling programme allowed for the planning of such
expenditure more effectively than in the past. It also gave a

clear understanding of the financial implications of major
policy changes and of the ability of the Defence Vote to
accommodate those changes.

Prior to then long term forward planning did not occur on a systematic

basis. Expenditure was planned on the basis that personnel and operating costs

and previous capital commitments were to a large extent a givcn minimum cost.

New expenditure proposals were added to these, if they could be accommodated

within overall Government expenditure plans, thus establishing a new continuing

long term minimum level for the Defence budget.
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3YF are designed to provide Ministers with an indication of the costs of

continuing existing policies over a three year period, and to give the

government the opportunity to consider the fiscal outlook and expenditure

strategies based on the forecasts.u The forecasts provide a medium term base

against which other economic indicators can be set and which can be examined to

ensure that the assumptions based in them are valid.

Information in the forecast, which focuses on departmental functions and

outputs, and the assessment of resources needed to fulfil those functions, is

submitted to Treasury, by vote and programme.lE Agreement is reached, on the

basis of analysis and debate, between the departments and Treasury as to the

validity of the forecast which then becomes the basis for the budget strategy

for the next three years.

Departmental forecasts have wage and price assumptions for each year

incorporated, and are submitted to the Cabinet Policy Committee for

consideration in the light of the government's fiscal and economic strategies.re

At this level, where approval in principle is translated into commitment, there

is considerable scope for amendment and even reversal of previous approvals.

This is because although approvals in principle l5 years away from the

consequences are relatively easy to obtain, detailed funding, when the choice is

between guns and butter, warships and pre-school education, is more dependent on

immediate political and fiscal factors.

The 3YF does not include any provision for new policy as this is included

at the time of the budget estimates, once figures for pre-committed expenditure

have been matched against available finance.zo
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The first year of the 3YF becomes the planning figure for the next

financial year's estimates. The Treasury provides a planning figure based on

their calculation of the affordability of the estimate against other economic

considerations. The planning figure is agreed with the Treasury and the

estimates are then prepared in conjunction with the single Services. But because

the estimates are primarily an input process, reflecting costs such as personnel

and capital equipment rather than outputs such as maritime surveillance or

amphibious capabilities, the Services have less control over the allocation of

ntheir" money than they might like,21

Allocations within Vote:Defence tend to be made on historical grounds

using a form of incrementalism based on cost increases since the last year's

budget to reach the curent year's expenditure figure.zz This is not done as a

matter of policy but rather as a matter of practicality. The emphasis on input

budgeting means that most expenditure within Vote:Defence is based on routine

patterns of spending. Personnel numbers stay relatively constant and overseas

deployments are planned well in advance. Only at the margins do allocations

become flexible and even changes here become significant only over several years

rather than between years.z8.

This method of budgeting means that there is little incentive to attcmpt

to improve efficiency or examine outputs. Instead the emphasis is on stability

and routine. Requirements are fixed and new requirements tend to be added onto

the previous total.

Proeramme Budectine

There have been systems of budgeting which do not rely on inputs, but

rather attempt to determine what outputs the organisation should produce, and
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allocate resources accordingly. These systerns, known variously as 'Programme

Budgeting', or 'Programme, Planning and Budgeting System' (PPBS), were

introduced in New Zealand from l969.21The intention was that Defence, the trial

Department', would 'use finance and resources in a rational manner according to

predetermined priorities and objectives.2s

Before 1969, the Ministry of Defence, in common with all other

Departments, produced its budget almost purely in terms of inputs; an estimate

of the expenditure needed to maintain pay and allowances, food and clothing,

stores and equipment and othcr such expenses. This system allowed the managers

to determine the cost of the inputs into the Department but did not allow them

to determine the relative value, or cost, of the different activities undertaken

by the Department.

ln 1970 a Ministry of Defence paper summarised thc major reasons for

introducing programme budgeting into the New Zealand Government and into

Defence:26

Many countries place great emphasis on planning defence
expenditure. Reasons are:

a. the increasing cost, sophistication and lead time
of equipment necessitating large outlays over
extended periods.

b. The pressures on finance gencrally and the
relative priorities accorded social welfare,
education etc., forcing Governments to consider
alternative ways of meeting defence requirements.

c. The impetus given to planning in this field by the
introduction of Programme Budgeting in the United
States Department of Defence in 1961.

d. Ministers and defence management bodies require a
clear integrated financial and planning base,
related to the priorities of roles and missions
for making top policy decisions on shape and size
and for considering new activities.
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e. Defence management is becoming more complex and
this system offers a more effective control system
than the parallel military/civilian hierarchy of
the past.

This move closely followed the United States practice where PPBS was first

introduced into the budgetary system in 1965. It was designed to'force the

organization to define its objectives clearly and to project the full cost of

obtaining those objectives'.27 Charles Hitch, from Rand Corporation, who became

the US Defense Comptroller in l96l described the requirements of a PPBS

allocation system in 1960:28

Budget needs to be categorized according to end product
missions (programmes). More perceptive judgements (can then be
made) about the relative worth of for example, coastal
surveillance against troops overseas than (can be made) about,
for example, personnel against construction or Army against
Navy.

One of the strengths of PPBS, identified by Novick, is that it cuts across

organisational boundaries, drawing together the information needed by decision

makers without regard to divisions in operating authority among jurisdictions.

Contradictions are thus more likety to be recognised and a context is supplied

for consideration of changes made possible only by cutting across cxisting

agency line barriers.ze

Programme Budgeting forces specific ectivities to be scrutinised and a

positive decision to be made as to whether they are to be funded or not. For the

mititary this would seem to have some advantages in that once the activity has

been accepted as necessary they control the technical knowledge necessary to

implement the programme. They are able to declare that in their professional

judgement certain minimum equipment requirements must be met or clse the

accepted outputs can not be met and desired outcomes not achieved. Section 9 of
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the Public Finance Act 1989 requires Departments (if they are operating a system

of output budgeting) to demonstrate the link between classes of outputs and the

Government's desired outcomes. This follows the theory of programrne budgeting

but, as we shall see, may be easier to require than to achieve.

There have been some trenchant criticisms of Programme Budgeting. Wildavsky

describes the US experience with the system as 'changing the form but not the

content'3o, (it) 'does not detail the impact of programmes on each other'3l and

(Programme Bud geting):sz

requires a structure in which all policies related to common
objectives are compared for cost and effectiveness. This can
not be done. PPBS does not provide information retevant to the
user.

Such criticism does not necessarily take into account the state of US budget

management pre-1965.

Odeen has pointed out other flaws in the US use of PPBS. Allocations to

prograrnmes were made on institutional or political grounds (although this is not

necessarily the fault of PPBS), the programrne structure was flawed and hard to

analyse, and there was a focus on short term budget year programmes.ss

PPBS, in the US system, was based on the rejection of arbitrary budgetary

ceilings. Critics of the pre-McNamara process focused on the almost complete

separation between military force planning and budgeting which ignored the

necessity of choice in the context of limited ,erources.s Programme Budgeting

was designed to allow 'the development of the force structure necessary to meet

our military requirements and the procurement of this force structure at the

lowest possible cost.'36
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This approach implies a rcjection of any concept of establishing a maximum

monetary level for defence expenditure and then sttempting to optimise returns

for the defence dollar. Rather it implies that the required level of defence

will be established and then a variety of competing methods for achieving that

level of defence will be costed and the cheapest onc which achieves the aim will

be selected.

In practice that approach, which was a statement of intent made by McNamara

as US Secretary of Defense, can not be met; both for theoretical and for

potitical reasons. Theoretically, there is no way of determining the marginal

utility of an extra dollar of defence expenditure and thus no way of knowing

whether it is rational to allocate that marginal dollar to defence or to some

other use such as education. Politically, limits will always be set on defence

expenditure as soon as a strong domestic interest group finds that it is going

short of funds for its programmes and that defence is continuing to receive

funding for programmes which can only be defended in terms of an abstract

concept of 'national defence'.36

As we shall see many of the criticisms of the US use of PPBS may also be

levelled at the New Zealand experience. The initial breakdown of Vote:Defence

into 'Activity Programmes', (as they were then styled), was based 'on the

various defence missions and the units of the forces allocated for those

missions'.e7 The Programmes as initially designed ,"ere,s

Programme I Command and Control
Programme 2 Support for Regional Defence Relationships
Programme 3 Operational Forces Available for Deployment
Programme 4 Offshore National Tasks
Programme 5 Reserve Forces
Programme 6 Base Support in New Zealand
Programme 7 Training Base
Programme 8 Ancillary tasks
Programme 9 Science and Research

173



The Prograrnrnes were divided into a number of 'Activities'initially l0 and

later as many as22. The purpose of the activities was to ascribe defence

expenditure to specific objectives of the Ministry. Thus Programme I included

activities such as 'Defence Headquarters' to reflect the cost of the

Headquarters, 'Overseas Representation' which included the costs of conference

and visits overseas as well as the cost of defence liaison staff and 'Defence

Communications'. Programme 3 included activities'Command (Operational Forces),

Maritime Forces, 'Land/Air Operations' and 'Air Transport Long Range'.8g

Programmes were periodically rearranged within the same framework so that

'the Programme structure is more in accord with current national requirements

and priorities'.{0 By | 9E0 the degree of juggling required to attribute costs to

activity was becoming more than the financial managernent system could cope with.

The Notes to the Estimates for that year noted that:ar

The attribution of costs to activities is a subjective
assessment based on an examination of the tasks of each unit.
That is, the costs of any one unit may be apportioned among one
or more activities.

A current difficulty is achieving accurate distribution of
Armed Forces pay to the units employing servicemen...there are
many inherent problems including the rapid movement of
personnel between units.

Where supplies and services are received by depots, costs where
identifiable to an end user unit are charged to that unit and
consequently to the activity or activities concerned. To the
extent that that the end user can not be identified costs are
charged to the activity 'Ba.se Stocks' or to the activity
'Supply Support'.

It is hoped that a new Vote Programme Structure, now being
developed will alleviate many of the current attribution
problems.

Initially the Programmes had been designed to reflect the functional

activities of the defence forces and they were selected deliberately to reflect

the different tasks undertaken by them. The problem with the Programmes was that
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they did not take into account the organisational realities of the military, in

that the Armed Forces were not organised along the same functional lines as the

Programmes, and thus did not allow the authority responsible for carrying out

the task to control the finance. For example there was no way of determining

whether expenditure by a naval frigate should be debited to Programme 4 or to

Programme 7.

This is a criticism of some moment if there is to be any financial

devolution from the central defence bureaucracy to the single Services. It also

directly contradicts Novick's point quoted above that one of the strengths of

Programme Budgeting is that it cuts across organisational boundaries. The

contradiction here occurs because Defence introduced the pure form of Programme

Budgeting, as extolled by Novick and Hitch, without considering the

administrative complications which would occur.

As the programmes stood, there was no way that a single Service Chief of

Staff could control any money because the programmes covered the full range of

defence activities when described by Service. On the other hand programmes,

properly designed as functional activity areas, are a potent management tool,

allowing a proper assessment of the cost of the various defence outputs.'Only

with this kind of information can realistic decisions be made Ebout the

direction and quantity of the various aspects of defence policy be made.

In 1982-83 the programmes were changed to the current system (described

above) of divisions based on the Services, Defence Central and other relatively

minor defence activities. The new structure was 'designed to allow devolution of

financial suthority and responsibility to service managers by relating voted

funds to the activities conffolled by those managers."z The old programmes were
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not working and it was easier to change the financial structure than it was to

change the organisational structure.{3

These current programmes are self explanatory. They allow for easy

attribution of expenditure to bureaucratic or organisational grouping and they

allow for the easy devolution of financial responsibility. But they do not

reflect the fundamental purpose of Programme Budgeting which is to present an

integrated statement of defence outputs for budgetary estimates purposes. Rather

they are designed to present a facade of 'programme' behind a system of

allocating budgetary expenditure by inputs. As such they can not and do not

achieve any of the purposes of the Programme Budgeting system. Indeed they work

against it as inputs can not reflect functional activities in any manner which

allows for the allocation of finance to task.{{

The alternative management styles, of centralisation or devolution, are

fundamental to any analysis of defence process and outcome. These alternatives

in the budgetary arena are seen in the desire on the one hand to manage by

'outputs', a process which is inherently centralising, and thc urge to achieve

administrative simplicity which lcads to budgeting by inputs and allows easy

financial devolution if desired.

Flexible Fundins

The second major initiative, attempting to reform the process of dcfence

budgeting, is known as 'flexible funding'. It has been recognised for some time

that the defence budgetary process suffers rather than gains by being restricted

to an annual budgetary cycte.{6
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The problems are twofold. Firstly, because of the long lead times required

for the completion of capital equipment programmes, lack of certainty of

committed funds means that programmes are disrupted as arbitrary alterations get

made in efforts either to achieve savings, or to prornote favoured programtes.{u

Secondly, the traditional method of allocating funds does not encourage any form

of efficiency through cost cutting, or other form of saving, because savings or

underspends once made are returned to the Consolidated Account rather than back

into dcpartmentat budgets.'7

These problems were well recognised and in 1983 some specific principles for

Defence funding were established.{8

(The defence budget) represents approximately 2o/o of New
Zealand's GDP and provides, in the view of the Government, an
appropriate be nchmark for f inancial planning for Defence.
Annual adjustments will be made for the impact of inflation on
defence costs.

Two immediate points are made by the statement. The first is that by setting

bench mark levels any concept of Programme Budgeting is implicitly rejected. An

arbitrary percentage of a variable figure such as GDP is direct input budgeting

no matter how the figures are later presented.re The second is the provision for

inflation adjustment to the defence vote. This appears to be tied to the desire

to keep the defence budget to a fixed level in real terms but means only, (if

rigorously applied), that the Ministry of Defence has no need to argue its case

for funding so long as it can remain within budget levels. That is, an automatic

topping up for inflation is a practical disincentive to analyse programmes and

objectives afresh. Of course programmes and outputs can not easily be analysed

without a functional form of Programme Budgeting in existence.
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In practical terms the decision means that defence budgeting is carried out

using a l5 year programme carried forward annually.so Over the l5 year period

the Ministry of Defence receives, on average, a fixed annual income expressed in

real dollars derived from the amount the government decides will be the

appropriate base funding level. Annual appropriations vary around the average to

accommodate both the financial lumpiness of defence spending and the expenditure

strategy of the government.

Each year the programme is reviewed to establish whether there is any need

for changc and how that change will be achieved within the base budget. The need

for change and its direction is however driven by the Government's financial

requirements, rather than by any consideration of the efficiency, viability, or

even necessity, of specific defence outputs.6l

Within limits, determined by the government's expenditure strategy, credit

or debit balances which might result from savings or overdrawings in any one

year will be carried forward to future years. This, with inflation adjustments,

will maintain the average level of expenditure over the l5 year period.

The base funding level was initially set at the total net appropriations

voted for the 1982/83 year. In 1985 the new government agreed to continue the

concept of long term flexible funding and agreed that following the review of

defence policies, begun in 1985, and to take account of the new policies of self

reliance a new base funding level would need to be set. An interim base level

was established as being for planning purposes the 1985/86 vote.62

So that the purchasing power of the financial resources allocated to defence

remain in fair relationship with the real costs and incomes of other economic
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sectors, the base level is indexed according to a formula which takes into

account the variables to which defence spending are exposed. This reflects the

reality that Defence expenditure covers a wide range of economic sectors and to

attempt to adjust it in real terms using only one sectoral index, such as the

Consumer Price Index, would be completely artificial. This multi-index system is

still artificial but better in the absence of a dedicated 'Defence Index'.

Indices applied to Vote:Defcnce are,63

Exoenditure Cateeory

Personnel

Operating

Works Capital and Maintenance

Capital Equipment Overseas

Capital Equipment Local

Other Expenditure Overseas

Revenue, Credits and Debits

Index

Nominal Wage Index-Other
Authorities

Producers Price Index-Central
Government

MWD-Construction Cost

Import Price Index-non
manufacturers

Producers Price Index, Central
Governme nt

Import Price Index-All Groups

Defence Expenditure Index
(Average of other indices)

Index

food

Because the proposed method of indexation does not take full account of

the fact that successive generations of defence equipment increase in price in

real terms at a much faster rate than imports generally,il it was agreed that

major capital equipment programmes would be dealt with on a case by case basis

to esteblish whether there should be additional funding or whether other

alternatives such as compensatory savings should be explored.66

This last proposal should be seen as a recognition that defence capital

equipment is increasingly expensive in real terms but that it will be funded
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above the flexible funding guidelines only if compensatory savings are

completely out of the question.s6

Although a system of long term funding should mean that the defence budget

has a degree of stability which allows forward planning to be made with

confidence, that confidence is limited by the fact that cuts to the base may be

made at any time by the Government. For instance for the 1986/87 financial year

Defence initially estimated that, based on pay increase of greater than 15.5%,

the planning level for the budget should be $1030m. Treasury required that wage

increases should be limited to 15.5% and so on l4 March 1986 draft estimates for

1986/87 of $995m were presented to Treasury. On 25 March Treasury advised

Defence of the requirement to 'cap' the Defence budget at $950m and suggested

certain areas where, in Treasury's opinion, savings could be made.67

Again in 1989, as part of a general Government cost cutting exercise

Defence had some $237m cut from the 1989-90 Defence Vote and had a spending cap

of $l.4bn imposed on spending for the following three years.s

The introduction of long term, or flexible, funding arrangements for the

Defence budget was an attempt to introduce certainty into the defence planning

process. In attempting that, the arrangements directly undermined the 'rational'

process of programme budgeting. Programme budgeting had however been undermined

in 1982 when new programmes which did not relate to task or objective, but only

to organisational structure, were introduced.
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Certainty has not been given to defence planners. Vote:Defence is still

subject to arbitrary cuts as the governrnent attempts to meet tnonetary or fiscal

targets without any consideration of defence 'needs'. [n the attempt to

introduce certainty the governments of the day seem to have got the worst of

both worlds. There can be no objective assessment of the relative costs of

defence activities because the programme statements do not relate to activities.

Yet there is also no form of stability to the defence budget because the long

term funding does not provide the protection from arbitrary financial

allocations which it is designed to provide.

The Ouielev Review

As well as a number of recommendations relating to the improvement of

financial management, Quigley recommends that the Secretary be responsible for

the production of the annual defence financial package. The Secretary would be

responsible for preparing the Indicative Defence Resource Plan and the Capital

Equipment Plan. Within the context of resource constraints determined by the

Government he would allocate the total budget so that policy priorities (set by

him) would be met, and he would advise when priorities could not be met and why.

Quigley sees this as the ' "sharp endn of civilian control, thereby preserving

the constitutional requirement'.5e

CDS would be responsible for the preparation of those aspects of the

budget under his control (ie operating expense budgets, personnel) and for the

management of allocated finance.

These are radical proposals making CDS responsible for spending his

operational budget as allocated but not being responsible for the preparation of

the budget, other than in the detail of its use. Nor is CDS responsible for the
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policy statement which the budget is designed to support. To achieve proper

budgetary allocations so that the costs of Defence operations can be properly

identified and choices made, the Secretary will have to develop some form of

more sophisticated Programme Budgeting system than is currently in existence. We

have already explored some of the problems involved with this.m The Quigley

proposals are centratising in that budget allocations must be made by specified

output, a process which tends to strengthen the centre of any organisation.

The Review envisages two financial structures. One for the Ministry which

invotves expenditure on the operations of Ministry Directorates and capital

equipment, and one for Defence Forces operations. The Review talks of two

separate budgets under one Departmental appropriation. But it is hard to see how

this would operate. Either the Secretary is responsible for policy and the

appropriations to match the policy in which case he effectively controls the

level of both budgets, or else CDS prepares his own budget and this is added to

the Ministry budget as a consolidated Departmental appropriation. In that second

case the Secretary has lost the overall control which Quigley envisages for him.

Running counter to the centralising thrust of the main budget setting

recommendation is the argument made by Quigley of the need for devolution of

financial responsibility, a concept which Defence has been following for some

years. When describing central control the Review saystot

Central control, through regulation, proceduralism and detailed
administration has been tried and failed...central control is
always an invitation to creation of bureaucracy. Devolution
avoids the bureaucratic costs of over centralisation and the
costs of transporting goods betwcen scveral locations to meet
the requirements of several layers of control...

Devolution in conjunction with an efficient budgetary system which

allocates resources according to function can only make sense if military
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organisations are altered to reflect the functional components of a programme

budgeting system. This would mean that the single Service chiefs are rernoved, to

sorne extent, from the dcvolution process so that joint force or functional

commanders control their own operational budgets. Single Service chiefs would

then be responsible for only their housekeeping budgets.

lf organisations are not changed and devolution occurs through the Service

chiefs, then there seems to be tittle scope for producing a budgetary system

which allows the true cost of policies and actions to be identified.

Conclusions

The process of estimate and re-estimate leading to a final figure for

defence expenditure demonstrates the position of the players in the process.

Clearly the establishment of long term 'flexible funding' can only be a starting

point in preparing the annual defence estimates and in preparing longer term

financial options. Each year's budget will be dependent upon the financial

imperatives of the government of the day. Defence is able to point to'existing

policy' and demand money to fund that policy, but the requirement to make

savings will always exist.

The defence financial system is designed to be rational, to provide the

Government and defence planners with information which will allow proper

costings of alternative policy options, and a realistic assessment of the cost

of individual components of policy within Vote:Defence. The present system does

not, and can not, achieve any of those aims.

The system has a facade of rationality. It presents its estimates in the

form of programmes. It talks of 'long term plans', it invests heavily in
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computers 'to enhance the output'. But none of these alters the fact that

Defence, despite its need for long term stability, has to rely on an annual

budgetary round which is arbitrary and unpredictable. Defence remains committed

to input budgeting because it is administratively easier and, despite moves for

'financial devolution' the system will remain heavily centralised.

The Quigley proposal, for the Secretary to have overall control over the

resource allocation process will, without organisational change, produce only a

system which is attempting to reinvent processes and methods which have been

tried and which have been abandoned. Additionally the system is likely to be

less efficient because the separation of responsibility between CDS and the

Secretary wilt lead to greater complexity and possibly institutional battles

between the two Departments.oz

The current budgetary process reinforces the incremental and conservative

impulses identified in our study of the Defence Review process. Existing

policies tend to be sacrosanct because the budgetary round is only able to

identify current expenditure accurately by inputs. There is then little scope

for major change. Any change that does occur is at the margins only, and while

this may produce long term change such change is not deliberate and probably not

discernible as it occurs.

New policy initiatives are difficult to implement. they first have to gain

acceptance as new policy and then have to attract funding. This generally

involves compensatory savings being made from another part of the Defenc€ vote.

But because policy programmes are not properly identified it is difficult to

determine either the true cost of eny activity or the long term effect of any
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cuts in an activity. The inclination then is to run down activities to make

savings through underfunding rather than to cut functions.

These outcomes are inevitable until the budgetary system becomes capable

of identifying expenditure in terms of the use to which it is put. That is not

likely to occur until there is greatcr political input into the process and

clear direction based on a proper understanding of the outputs required from the

Defence system.Bs Currentty the detailed direction of funding is decided almost

entirely within the Defence bureaucracy. As we have seen there is no incentive

for the defence bureaucracy to changc and the one possible opportunity,

implementation of change under the banner of the Quigley Review, is likely to

fail because of conceptual difficulties within the Review; conceptual

difficulties relating to the outputs required from Defence and lack of detailed

political input into the process of change. The system which has evolved is one

which can adjust but which can not reform.
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Chapter 7

POLICY OUTCOMES: CHANGE AND RESPONSE

Introduction

In Part Three we examine a range of case studies in an attempt to confirm

some of our preliminary conclusions derived from thc literature and from our

initial examination of the policy environment. We do not examine the issues

themselves. We do not attempt to judge the merits of the issues and we make no

assessment of the validity of policy options chosen. The issues and their

background are described only to the extent necessary to understand the

processes involved.

In this chapter we examine how the policy processes operate in situations

where policy itself is undergoing change or where change is advocated. It is

during these times of change that the processes can be seen to best advantage.

Change is normally better documented than stability, as protagonists of

different positions make their points and as formal studies are prepared to

assess the effects of the proposed change.

To qualify as 'a change in policy'it seems evident that the event under

discussion must be sufficiently momentous to be recognised as being different in

kind from those preceding it. Further, the event would seem to have to relatc to

some major aspect of relations with allied powers, with major troop deployments

or with a change to a major class of weapon system. Other events, such as the

closing of a camp in New Zealand and the relocation of the personnel to another

camp would not interest us in this discussion, unless the reasons for the

relocation were to do with the defence of New Zea"land. Similarly, the purchase
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of Orion aircraft to replace earlier types of anti-submarine aircraft was not a

change in policy but the decision to replace the surface warships with

submarines equally clearly was & change (or potential change).

During the period under examination there have been three major changes to

aspects of defence policy, although only two of them have been completed. These

have been:

The effective suspension of New Zealand's operational
involvement in the tri-lateral aspects of the ANZUS alliance.

The recommendations of the defence and foreign affairs
bureaucracies to withdraw troops from Singapore, and the
rejection by the government of that advice.

The decision to replace the frigate fleet with submarines and
then the reversal of that decision.

Each of these events represented a major shift in defence policy; either

actual or potential. As such they provide suitable examples of cases for study.

These examples are of course of deliberate policy change, change which is overt,

rather than change which might occur unsuspected and over time such as, perhaps,

the relationship with Australia.

The aim of this section is to examine the processes involved leading to

deliberate policy shifts and determine the degree of interaction between, and

influence held by, the major actors over the course of events. We will then be

able to assess the outcomes in terms of their relevance to declared defence

policy as we know it from the White Papers and other policy statements.

At times we will be making a somewhat artificial distinction between

defence policy and foreign policy. Of course the two areas are inextricably

linked. Note will be made of foreign policy concerns where they are applicable
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to the defence policy outcome being studied. Also we will need to keep in mind

that in some areas a final outcome of the case has not yet been reached. In

others the additional perspective of history may be needed to allow proper

assessments to be made.

ANZUS

In the more than 30 years of the ANZUS Treaty's life New Zea.ltnd acted as

a loyal ally of the United States. Diplomatic and military support was provided

when necessary (if at times grudgingly) and the armed forces of the signatory

states worked closely together on operations and exercises. US military units

routinely visited New Zealand for training and New Zealand armed forces trained

with those of the US in a variety of locations in Asia and the Pacific. As well

as the direct military links a web of networks involving logistics,

communications and intelligence sharing was evolved.l

The ANZUS Treaty was one of a series of treaties established by the United

States, formatising alliance ties around the world following the end of WW II.2

Major factors leading to New Zealand's involvement in ANZUS, and desire for US

involvement in the region, included the realisation of the inadequacies of

Pacific security demonstrated by the events of l94l-1942, perceptions of a

Communist threat in Asia and fears of a resurgent Japan after the l95l peace

settlement. The shared perceptions of threat were considered, in 1951, to be

greater than the disadvantages (such as the non-involvement of Britain and the

exclusion of other major players in the region) of joining an alliance at 8ll.

It was not until the withdrawal of British forces from South East Asia

that defence planners considered the ANZUS relationship in other than purely
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format terms.s Thus in the 1966 Defence White Paper ANZUS is not mentioned,

(discussion all relates to the maintenance of troops as contributions to the

Commonwealth Strategic Reserve), while in the 1972 White Paper, after the

announcement of withdrawal of British military forces from the region, ANZUS

was described, for the first time, as the 'keystone of New Zealand's defence'.4

Although there was no planning organisation, coordination did occur

between the treaty partners. Annual ANZUS Council meetings attended by Foreign

Ministers were held to discuss issues of the day.5 Senior officers werc

appointed by member states as ANZUS Military Representatives.o Staff level

meetings were held to discuss exercise arrangements, interoperability

arrangements, logistics and standard operating Procedures. In general these

working arrangements were of a kind which are routinely established between the

armed forces of states which operate together, whether or not they are joined by

treaty commitments.T

Until 1984 the arrangements continued at the military level with little

public discussion. The Labour Party conference periodically passed remits

calling for withdrawal from ANZUS but Party election manifestos, when they

mentioned it at all, restricted themselves to stating that they would seek a

more independent stance within the treaty obligations.s

To casual observers then, the split with the US which occurred from

February l9t5 when the New Zealand government refused to allow the entry of a

United States warship into a New Zealand harbour for a recreation visit came as

a surprise.
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But it was not such a surprise to observers rnore closely attuned to the

nuances of the situation. At the time of the previous Labour government, from

1972-75, US nuclear powered (although not nuclear capable) warships had been

rcstricted from visiting New Zealand. Subsequently nuclear issues had become a

significant rallying point for many; not only active Labour Party supportets.e

Undoubtedly some activists, centred predominantly in the Labour Party and the

trade unions, wanted New Zealand to leave ANZUS, but withdrawal from ANZUS

was not the aim et any time of the New Zealand government.lo

Anti-nuclear sentiment in New Zerland was manifested whenever a

(potentially nuclear armed) US warship visited a NZ port.ll In the Ministry's

1982 Report the Minister of Defence felt constrained to reiterate the

government's position on nuclear weapons and ship visits:rz

...their disposition and control must remain a matter
fundamental to the sovereignty of the state which possesses

them...

...Those who develop elaborate and far-fetched scenarios based
on the supposed nrisk" would do well to examine more
responsibly the hard facts of global strategy ... the ships
which do make friendly port calls are not part of the strategic
deterrent. Therefore they do not bring with them the slightest
risk of nuclear attack on the port which offers them
hospitality.

It was this issue of ship visits which was to precipitate the chain of

events which has lead to New Zealand's non-participation in ANZUS proceedings

and to the suspension of almost all military ties with the US.rs And it is the

de facto withdrawal from ANZUS and the events surrounding it which are thc focus

of this section as we examine the processes by which policy is formed during

periods of change.u
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In July 1984, after a general election, the government changed. The new

Labour government had a long party tradition of opposition to nuclear power and

more especially to nuctear weapons. During the election campaign the Labour

candidates had promised to act to ensure that nuclear weapons did not enter New

Zealand in the future. This policy was well understood as a direct challenge to

the previous official New Zealand attitude which had not questioned the US

policy of 'neither confirm nor deny' in regard to nuclear weapons. The problems

inherent in the situation were exacerbated by the position of so called 'nuclear

capable' warships which might or might not be carrying nuclear weapons, but

which would still have to conform to the neither confirm nor deny rubric.

Early in the new government's term the US made it clear that it regarded

port calls by US warships to New Zeala.nd as being important under the ANZUS

Treaty, although there was no immediate urgency for such a visit. The day after

the July election, the new Prime Minister, David Lange, met US Secretary of

State George Shultz. At that meeting the issue was raiscd and the Prime Minister

reported that'there would be no trade pressure to procure a change of position'

(on nuclear armed ship visits).r6 After discussions between Prime Minister Lange

and Secretary of State Shultz in New York in September 1984'both sides agreed

that the normal process of consultation about ship visits witl go forward'.16

From September an informal committee of senior officials, comprising the

Secretary of Foreign Affairs, the permanent head of the Prime Minister's

Department, Chief of Defence Staff and occasionally the Secretary of Defcnce,

was established. This group met regularly with the Prime Minister to discuss

options and they were with the Prime Minister at his meetings with the US

Ambassador to discuss the issue and possible solutions.u Members of the group
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travelled individually to Hawaii and Washington for further discussions and

negotiations with US officials.lE

Simultaneously, once they were alerted to the possibility of a ship visit,

anti-nuclear, or peace, groups began their own programme to stop such a visit. A

network of regional peace groups was activated and MPs lobbied strongly. A loose

coalition of Labour party activists, peace groups and Labour backbench MPs acted

to support and reinforce each other with the specific aim of stopping any

possibility of a ship visit and using the tactic of demonstrated public

opposition to any such visit.r9

In December 1984 the negotiated'routine'request for a ship visit was

received. The US proposed that a ship, USS Buchanan, carry on from a scheduled

exercise in the Tasman early in 1985 to visit New Zealand prior to returning to

her home port in Hawaii. Although the ship was 'nuclear capable' the

circumstances of the visit meant that it was unlikely to be carrying nuclear

weapons. Officials believed that the careful selection of this ship would allow

the Prime Minister to agree to the visit without offending the US neither

confirm nor deny policy.zo

Because of the considerable publicity surrounding the issue, the decision

was referred for Cabinet discussion and decision. Initially Cabinet was supposed

to consider the issue before Christmas but more important business had, by

mischance, forced it off the Cabinet agenda.zl Eventually the issue reached

Cabinet on 28 January 1985, the last possible mecting beforc a decision was

required because the exercise that the ship was to take part in was imminent. By

this time the Labour Caucus and the Party at large were aware of the request for
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a ship visit and had mobilised a large network of groups urging that no visit be

allowed.

The Prime Minister had been overseas on holiday in the week preceding the

Cabinet consideration and he was not completely aware of the degree of lobbying

which was going on, especially within the Party. He arrived late for the Cabinet

meeting and not fully prepared to defend the visit against what had become

strong opposition to it.22

Cabinet declined to allow the Buchanan to make a port call because 'it is

clearly part of a nuclear capable section of the United States Navy and the

United States were invited by the New Zealand Government to se nd a vessel which

would not be nuclear armed'.23 Subsequent attempts to have a demonstrably non-

nuclear capable ship make a visit broke down after an apparent 'leak' of the

proposal.za

The US immediately expressed the view that New Zealand had withdrawn from

'understandings' on port visits which had been expressed as recently as in the

communique published after the 1984 ANZUS Council meeting, although that meeting

had been attended by the outgoing National administration.z6 As a direct result

of the ship visit ban the annual tri-lateral ANZUS Council meetings were

cancelled and replaced with bi-lateral Australia/US meetings and most military

links with New Zealand were cut by the US. ln 1986 the US formally suspended

New Zealand from its security guarantee.

The effects on the armed forces were described by the Ministry of Defence

in replies to the Parliamentary Foreign Affairs and Defence Select Committee in

1986. Some 80% of intelligence information from the US was lost. Military
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exercises were cancelled and this would eventually lead to 'a loss in

professional standards'. Capabilities held by New Zealand in anti-submarine

operations, maritime surveillance, naval control of shipping and air force

tactical operations began to be Iost immediately.26

New Zealand's armed forces were thus revealed to be in a position where

they:27

have little independent deterrent capacity. The structure and
composition...can only be appreciated if they are seen as

fractions of much larger forces. New Zealand's forccs are
intended for integration in combat situations with the forces
of others. From that stems our considerable dependence on the
joint military exercises which have been arranged within the
framework of the ANZUS alliance.

This was a partisan view, used to some extent as an ex post faclo

justification for the course of events. It mirrors a considerable body of

research which relates the reliance of the military within an alliance state to

the policies of the alliance rather than directly to policies designed to

benefit the state.28 But such a viewpoint, and the research, seems to miss the

point that states generally enter alliances for the benefits they expect to

receive and with an understanding of the costs. If the costs begin to outweigh

the benefits, or the alliance seems not to be filling any central purpose, then

the options of leaving, altering patterns of behaviour within, or ignoring the

alliance become available. The second of those was taken by New Zealand'

The immediate events leading up to the ban on the visit by the USS

Buchanan, and the subsequent US reaction, happened quickly; especially when for

New Zealand a major change in defence policy and philosophy was involved. We may

conclude that the whole basis of New Zealand's defence relationship with the US

changed as a result of accident rather than of deliberate intent. New Zealand's
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armed forces had been closely involved with all aspects of ANZUS since the end

of the war in Vietnam. There was no intention on the part of the government or

the Ministry of Defence to alter that relationship significantly, yet it was

effectively cut in only a matter of months.ze

The officials' group which met with the Prime Minister to discuss the ship

visit question had a foreign policy and defence operations bias rather than a

defence policy bias and the issue was treated as one which involved foreign

policy and defence operational matters rather than defence policy questions. The

process was closed and relied on the judgement of senior officials, guided by

the Prime Minister, rather than on any detailed analysis by the Ministry of

Defence, or any other department, of the potential results of refusing the US

access to New Zealand ports.

The aim, whether made explicit or not, seems to have been merely to

determine how best to accommodate the US desire for a ship visit (a foreign

policy and operational matter) with the strong anti-nuclear sentiment apparent

in the Labour Party at large. The issues were treated as a matter of tactics and

the question of what would happen if the ship was refused seems not to have been

considered at all.so

In contrast the effort to stop the ship visit was completely open and

indeed relied on a wide spread of public and party opinion to give Ministers the

message that the ship was not welcome. These processes also were tactical. It is

unlikely that the anti-visit groups anticipated the eventual outcomes any more

than did the official group.sr
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There appear to have been two levels of outcome from the initial decision

to refuse the ship. The first, the suspension of most military relationships

with the US, leads on to the second, the re-assessment of New Zealand's defence

needs in the light of the loss of the military relationship. There can be little

doubt that the loss of the 'keystone' was a major change in defence policy and

not one that would have been chosen by the government. On that ground the

outcome was irrational; it did not furthcr any aim of defence policy. It has

also led directly to the replacement by Australia of the US position as

'protecting' power, a situation which may turn out to be less in New Zcaland's

interest than the status quo ante. In the longer term the issue of dependence on

the policies of an ally will return, merely with Australia and Australian

interests replacing the US as the focus of activist protests.

The second level of outcorne is harder to judge. It is difficult in 1989 to

determine which current initiatives in organisation and equipment procurement

are a direct result of any re-appraisal of defence needs post 1985. A formal

review of defence policy was initiated because 'of the need to examine defence

arrangements to take account...(of the) important consequences for our defence

links with the US under the ANZUS alliance'.8z But it is likely that a defence

review would have been undertaken in any case since 'a reordering of our defence

requirements and priorities is in fact long overdue'.33

A number of defence equipment issues have been resolved, or are in the

process of resolution, since the split with the US. Replacements for the frigate

fleet have been announced; but the frigates would have had to be replaced in any

case and it is unlikely that the surface fleet would have been abandoned under

any other set of likely circumstances. Military aircraft have been upgraded; but

the RNZAF had commenced planning for that some time before the ANZUS row. A
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naval tanker has been purchased; but that need has been recognised since at

least 1975. There has been closer cooperation with Australia on defence matters;

but the relationship has always been close and it is difficult to see that there

was much need for any particular spur to make it closer.sa

Perhaps the safest conclusion is that the ANZUS row accelerated or

confirmed equipment decisions which might not have been made as quickly if there

had been no forced review of defence needs under a completely changed

situation.sE On the other hand in mid-I989 defence expenditure has been'capped'

for three years at 1988/89 levels, signalling that there is no political need to

compensate the military financially (above what would have had to be spent in

any case) for the military support previously provided by the US. In a security

environment which has removed alliance protection without replacing it with any

alternative that is potentially a dangerous step.

South East Asia

New Zealand's armed forces have been stationed in the Malaysia/Singapore

region since World War II; on a temporary basis between 1949 and l95l and

permanently from 1955 until 1989. Despite continual attempts by officials, and

declarations in successive White Papers that they would be withdrawn, the forces

remained in South East Asia from the mid 1970s despite the withdrawal of

Australia and the UK and the lack of any strategic rationale for their presence.

From 1989 the main body of the troops has been withdrawn but a small residual

unit has remained in Singapore.

In its 35 years in South East Asia, New Zealand Force South East Asia has

represented a significant component of New Zealand's armed forces, especially of

the Army and has such has been a major determinant in resource allocation.so It
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has also represented I practical expression of defence policy incrcasingly at

odds with the declared policy of Defence White Papers.

In this section we examine thc rationale for the Force and the process by

which successive government's decided to withdraw it but were unable to

implement their decision.

Originally the Force consisted of an element of transport aircraft, sent

to Singapore in 1949 to help the RAF build up supplies for Hong Kong, and then

in 1950 to assist with resupply to British forces involved in operations in the

Malayan Emergency. This RNZAF unit was withdrawn in 1951.87

In 1955, following the Commonwealth Prime Ministers'Conference, the

government decided to move a fighter squadron of the RNZAF from the Middle East

to Singapore and to return the previously withdrawn RNZAF transport element. As

well warships of the RNZN would be permanently on station and ground troops

would be deployed. All of these forces were provided in the context of the

Commonwealth Far East Strategic Reserve.ss

In 1957 the ground troops became a full infantry battalion and it is this

organisation which has formed the basis for New Zealand forces in South East

Asia ever since. The forces have operated variously from bases in Malaysia and

Singapore, but from l97l were permanently stationed in Singapore and exercised

mainly in Malaysia.

The official justification given for troop deployments was to preserve the

security of South East Asia, and hence of New Zealand. Formal treaty

arrangements were originally not considered necessary as Britain was in any case
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the colonial power. An

Britain, Australia and

informal arrangement, ANZAM,

New Zealand to coordinate their

allowed the governments

interests in the region.

of

The original stationing of troops possibly reflected the (simplistic) idea

thatrse

we must earn the support of Britain by pulling our weight in
the British boat. That is thc British thing to do

Or more strongly, as McCraw found:{o

... (policies) were greatly influenced by the attitudes of the
country's closest friends...because of New Zealand's sense of
military and economic dependence upon them and the consequent
high priority given to maintaining strong relationships with
them.

When Malaya became independent in 1957 a more formal arrangement was

required and an 'Anglo-Malayan (later Malaysian) Defence Agreement' (AMDA) was

reached between the two protagonist countries, with New Zealand becoming

associated through an Exchange of Letters in 1959. New Zealand troops, as part

of the Strategic Reserve, had the same status as British troops, but there were

no undertakings as to the use of New Zealand forces in the defence of Malaya.

AMDA lasted until l97l by which time both Australia and Britain were

preparing to withdraw their forces from the region. A new force (ANZUK) was

established to look after the purely military aspects of the relationship

between the three original powers. The wider security arrangements were

addressed by the Five Power Defence Arrangements (FPDA) which included

Singapore and Malaysia. Once again there was no commitment for the use of New

Zealand troops, rather the Agreements were designed to provide training

assistance to Malaysia and Singapore and they carried an obligation to consult

about any form of externally inspired armed attack.
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ln 1974 with the withdrawal of the British and Australians from the region

almost complete, the solely New Zealand command of New Zealand Force South East

Asia was formed. New Zealand remained in the FPDA under the same terrns as

originally.

In his l97l study, Jackson identifies a number of issues which probably

played I part in keeping New Zealand ground troops in the region after the

departure of the British.{r Importantly, he says, Singapore and Malaysia wished

the forces to stay, and Indonesia (involved in the 1965 "Confrontationn with the

Commonwealth forces) raised no objections. As well, Jackson saw the region as

having been of crucial strategic importance and hence it was logical for

military forces to be stationed there. By being there they would prevent any

chance of the Soviet Union establishing a military presence. Also they would

provide stability which would help provide security in the atmosphere of

communal tension which existed at the time.

Of these the most compelling was probably the attitude of Malaysia and

Singapore, reinforced by the desire of the Western allies to retain a presence;

if only through New Zealand.

Other factors behind the creation of the independent force were discussed

by the Defence Council in t973 when they considered objectives which were to be

achieved by any force maintained after the withdrawal of the Australians and

British.12

ensure that New Zealand did nothing which upset the present
arrangements in the area or gave concern to ASEAN countries
while they worked out new approaches to the changing strategic
situation.
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Used presence under FPDA...to promote bilateral relations...and
to promote New Zealand's image.

Create conditions which would keep the British and the
Australians in the area.

Operate in the most economic form possible while still enabling
the forces to remain efficient and professional.

More prosaically Robertson, Secretary of Defence of the day, states that

New Zealand remained because it would cost too much to leave and because 'we

believed we should keep in with both the Malaysians and the Singaporeans. We

felt we had a broking role...it was not so much the money but the thought that

we could keep the Malaysians and the Singaporeans talking to each other'.{3

The motivations for maintaining the Force in Singapore from 1973 were

primarily political and economic rather than military. We will see these

political and economic lactors recur at the expense of military considerations

as the process of deciding the most appropriate time for the Force to withdraw

contin ued.

By early 1975 the need to retain any troops at all in Singapore was being

re-examined. In March 1975 the Cabinet Committee on Policy and Priorities, as

part of its pre-Budget deliberations, directed Treasury, in consultation with

the departments concerned, to undertake a review of the financial and other

implications of bringing the Force back from Singapore. This was not aimed

specifically at Defence but, rather, was as part of a general review of

government spending. At this time both MFA and Defence advised against

precipitate withdrawal.{a

However Treasury noted the savings from quick withdrawal and recommended

the Committee direct return as soon as possible, and that they '...invite
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Defence to prepare a plan for withdrawal based upon achievement of maximum

savings'. Treasury concluded that the withdrawal should be able to be done in

one year given the will.as

The Committee did not accept the Treasury advice of immeidate withdrawal,

concluding instead that:ro

... New Zealand forces could not stay on indefinitely ... (but)
there was no point in taking precipitate steps to save some
overseas exchange in the short term because these would only
lead to costly ongoing expenses of redeployment in New
Zealand... (as welt) there were broader political aspects that
affected the credibility of New Zealand's foreign policy in SE
Asia which must be taken into account... Any decision should be

taken in close consultation with Singapore and other friendly
governments.

A phrase which was to become almost a catch-cry over the next l2 years was

first used at this time; New Zea,land needed to 'plan for the withdrawal over the

next two years or so'.47

There seems little question that the primary reason for remaining in 1975

was financial: 'despite Treasury opinions...we just did not have the money at

the time, especially given other priorities'.{8

Not deterred the Treasury re-entered the lists using some non-economic

arguments as well as the economic ones:{e

...our presence there suits New Zealand's convenience rather
than that of the host country. If a plan for withdrawal is not
announced soon New Zealand risks a request or even a demand
that we should repatriate our forces Need a full
examination of defence policies to confirm the requirement for
I RNZTR to return as an entity and hence for the cost.

The first part of that argument perhaps would have been more appropriate

from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs rather than from Treasury.
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During his visit in early 1975, Prime Ministcr Lce Kwan Yew of Singapore had

indicated that Singapore was fairly relaxed about the continuing presence of the

New Zealand Force. Public statements during the visit had noted the need for

'...regular bilateral consultations regarding the role and future of the New

Zea,land Force South-east Asia', and Lee, whilst commenting favourably on the

stabilising influence of the ANZUK forces, emphasised the need to strengthen

economic links.6o

The points were well taken by the government which confirmed the Cabinet

Committee's decision that the Force should move back to New Zealand in the next

two years or so and it authorised a target date of late 1977.61 By early

September 1975 a "Return to New Zea.ltnd Inter-departmental Project Teamn was

established by Defence. The Project Team was to produce a draft plan (for

government consideration) 'within the next two months'.B2

In November 1975 a general election gave New Zealand a change of

government. On 30 January 1976 the new Minister of Defence directed that

planning'which specifically relates to the return by late 1977 is to

cease...(although) overall planning is to continue'.63 This attitude, although

fore-shadowed in pre-election statements and the National Party's 1975 election

manifesto, was not well received by either Defence or MFA.

In a paper to the new Minister of Foreign Affairs on the 23 December 1975

the Secretary of Foreign Affairs stated that:il

...foreign policy considerations alone would indicate that the
decision to return the force to New Zea.land should be
confirmed...This is without taking into account the foreign
exchange costs of keeping the force in Singapore.
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The issue was debated throughout 1976. The Treasury continued to call for

a review of defence policy in the hope that previous decisions relating to the

return of I RNZIR as an entity might be reversed. This would save a considerable

amount of money as the personnel could be absorbed piecemeal into the defence

establishments rather than having new facilities constructed for them from

scratch.6s

That argument also was not accepted and in Juty, August and September of

that year the Cabinet Committee on Defence found that it was too expensive to

withdraw even though it was still accepted that the Force could not remain in

Singapore indef initely.ffi

Matters remained like this until the preparation of the next Defence

Review in 1978. The Cabinet Committee considering aspects of the Review as they

were formulated agreed that the force in Singapore was "anachronisticn and the

White Paper when published reflected this view:E?

...The new policy objectives set in this Review do not call for
the npermanentn basing of New Zealand forces at any overseas
location...the continued presence of our force s in
Singapore...is anachronistic. Accordingly this force will be
withdrawn to Ne w Zea,land during the review period at a time to
be mutually agreed between the Singapore and New Zealand
Governments.

But after this forceful statement the White Paper went on to signal

further delays:68

Thus, while in strategic terms the relevance of kecping the
force there is ending, some practical value continues to accrue
and, provided Singapore continues to welcome the presence, the
early withdrawal of the force is regarded as neither urgent nor
desirable...A final decision is likely in 1979.
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Throughout much of this period the New Zeala,nd High Commission in

Singapore was advising that whatever the strength of the arguments'in the

aftermath of the Vietnamese invasion of Kampuchea and the fall of Saigon...the

timing was wrong to leave Singapore and that the Singapore Government would have

been discomforted'.Ee This perspective coincidcd with the Prime Minister's point

of view and was maintained until 1984. This attitude was also reflected by the

Australian and US Governments which were routinely consulted on the issue.60

There was no change of attitude in the ncxt years. At several Cabinet and

Cabinet Committee meetings in 1980 and l98l papers were presented from Defence

and MFA reiterating their position that a decision should be made sooner rather

than later. The Secretary of Foreign Affairs told his Minister in August 1980 'l

believe it is becoming increasingly important that arrangements should be put in

hand to ensure that it will be possible to withdraw the force in good order some

time in the next two years or so'.61

The government's position atso did not change significantly. In April l98l

the view was expressed that there should be no moves to withdraw the Force until

after the ANZUS Council meeting in June:oz

It was essential that there should be closer discussion with
the new Administration in the USA ... (there was) the problem
of balancing New Zealand interests with US interests

The final communique of the Council Meeting noted that '...the Australian and

New Zealand council members reaffirmed their commitment to enhancing their

defence cooperation in the South-east Asian...region'.8 A decision to withdraw

from Singapore was again defcrred.
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In 1983 a new Defence Review was being preparcd. In a paper to the CCD the

conclusion was reached that on balance 'the strategic and international

political arguments for having combat forces in Singapore are no longer at all

competling'.6{ The government's attitude, when commenting on public suggestions

that financial reasons were why the Force remained in Singapore, was that after

the current examination of defence issues the government would then decide its

priorities and set financial parameters against which the overall force

structure would be determined.66

Backbench MPs attempted to advise the government to remain. In 1983 after

a Parliamentary Select Committee on Defence visit to Singapore, the Chairman of

the Committee wrote to the Minister discussing his talks with the Singapore

Minister of Defence, Goh Chok Tong. He stated that Singapore wanted the Force to

remain for politicat reasons and he raised a number of military problems which

existed; for example what would happen if there was a military threat to

Thailand or Malaysia, should we fight or withdraw? Similarly with an internal

security threat in Singapore, would the Force become involved?s

A note by the Secretary of Defence, commenting on the letter, made the

point that he could not see the Force ever being committed militarily and that

any major military commitment would be mounted from New Zealand,'which is

where any battalion group should be in any case'.67 In July, when the Minister

replied to Mr Kidd he recognised the need to take account of the Malaysian and

Singaporean opinions and he wondered whether the military status of the Force

shouldn't be downgraded so that no one could imagine that it would ever be used

for military operations. The Minister concluded that the whole question was

being 'looked at as part of the Defence Review process'.88
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By the time that the 1983 Defence white Paper was published the

government's thinking had changed only marginally. In the section dealing with

South East Asia it concluded that: 'Despite the priority we must attach to the

South Pacific it is concluded that it is not timely to bring the Force horne'.6e

This conclusion as with previous decisions against the physical withdrawal

of the Force was taken against the continuing advice of the bureaucracy. The

government was undoubtedly persuaded by the strong opinion of the regional

powers which 'did not wish the Force to be withdrawn. In surprisingly and

confident (sic) terms both countries (Malaysia and Singapore) cxpressed thc view

that withdrawal would signal a lack of confidence in the region and would be

destabilising'.70

The attitudes of the players did not change significantly over the next

three years. In March 1985, after a change of government, the Prime Minister

affirmed New Zealand's commitment to keeping the presence in Singapore 'I can't

tell you when Singapore won't want us, but if we go it will be by agrecment and

it'tl be distant'.7r

In February 1986 Dr Yeo Ning Hong, Singapore's Second Minister For

Defence, reiterated the ASEAN position '..the presence of the New Zealand forces

in South East Asia represents the continuing commitment of the New Zealand

people to peace and stability in this region...we welcome your continucd

stay'.72

And the bureaucracy's position also was consistentB
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This Ministry's view is that
Force should be withdrawn
We believe such a decision
Defence Review.

in tine with government PolicY the
from Singapore in say two years time.
need not wait the outcome of the

By the end of 1986 the political attitude had been abandoned. As part of

the deliberations over the 1987 Defence Review the government endorsed the

conclusion that withdrawal should occur, and decided to do so by the end of

1989;74 three years instead of the previous formula of 'within the next two

years or so'. The change of policy in this context is less important than the

fact that it was to be implemented at all.

Throughout the course of events from 1975-86 a decision which would have a

significant effect on defence resource allocations and thus on defence policy

was normally discussed in other than military resource allocation terms.

Economic debate was entered into with the Treasury arguing strongly and

consistently that the hard decisions for medium and long term savings needed to

be taken sooner rather than later. Insofar as the government considered economic

factors at all (mainly in the period late 1976 to 1980) the short term savings

effected by maintaining the status quo were considered more important than

potential medium to long term savings.

Apparently of greater importance were foreign policy considerations,

relating especially to the attitudes of the ANZUS and FPDA partners and the

signals which would be sent and received in the in the South East Asian region.

Of interest is the deduction which may be drawn that those particular foreign

policy factors were not considered by officials in MFA to outweigh other

considerations which pointed towards withdrawal of the Force.
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Recruiting and training opportunities presented by a base in South East

Asia did not weigh with officials, although they did with the government.T6

The predominant player in the move to focus New Zealand's defence effort

awey from the South East Asian region towards New Zealand was, in a negative

sense, the government. Despite the consistent advice of the bureaucracy and the

rhetoric of successive policy statements in the form of Defence White Papers,

little action was taken by any government between 1976 and 1986. This lack of

decision was so consistent that we are almost invited to conclude that

bureaucratic advice is not relevant and thus not taken unless it coincides with

political beliefs. Maintaining the status quo was seen as being less risky than

forcing a change which might have disturbed the region and would certainly have

cost money in the short term.

The governments of the day were able to carry out their policy in the

face, for most of the period, of the opposition of three major Departments of

State. Ultimately, however, over time the combination of factors pointing

towards a specific decision built up to the extent that they could not be

ignored and a decision to withdraw had to be made. It is probably no coincidence

that the decision also was made by a new government which, despite initial

rhetoric from the Prime Minister, did not have the long term record of maintaing

the force in the region.

Submarines

The final study relating to a change of policy is different in kind. It

relates to a 1983 decision to investigate a switch of focus for the RNZN from

surface warships to submarines, an equipment decision but one which would have

had a major impact on the shape of the Navy and on the type of operations it was
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able to conduct. The switch was not made, but if it had been it would have

forced a major reappraisal in the role of the RNZN and ultimately of the armed

forces.

New Zealand has maintained a fleet of surface warships, of the cruiser or

frigate class, since the end of WW II. The primary role of these ships has been

for anti-submarine and escort opcrations and this role for the Navy has bcen

reinforced as fundamental in every Defence Review (except that of 1983)

conducted since the first in 1957. The Navy has always been committed to

maintaining a 'blue water' role for itself arguing that a coastguard would not

provide adequately for New Zealand's security necds. This view has been accepted

by successive governments.

The | 978 Defence Review reviewed the need for surface combat warships and

after rehearsing the arguments for a coastguard force concluded that:76

A coast guard would certainly carry out resource protection
tasks but beyond that the effect would be an abrogation of all
claims to any worthwhile strategic relationship with the United
States and Australia...

The government has concluded therefore that New Zealand will be
best served by a small compact multi-purpose navy...capable of
making an appropriate contribution to our military and
stra.tegic interests

At the same time the White Paper determined that, in view of the costs

involved, it would be inappropriate to maintain any force greater than necessary

to achieve policy objectives. This being a principle which successive

governments have also adopted.

The l97E White Paper authorised an investigation into the realistic

options for meeting essential needs. By the end of 1979 investigations had
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proceeded to the extent that the Defence Council was able to conclude that any

replacement surface warship was going to be expensive, that a US warship, the

FFG 7, was preferred for compatibility and that a European design, the Kortenaer

class, was preferred on cost grounds. Defence also investigatcd the possibility

of purchasing second hand warships bur at the time found none were available.TT

By mid-1980 the Kortenaer ship had become the preferred option but the

'magnitude of costS was a worry and there would be a need to consult

Treasury'.78 Ultimately the cost was determined as being 'too great...against

what we could get out of it' and the Navy proposal was rejected.Te

Coincidentally, Britain had decided to reduce the size of her surface fleet and

offered New Zealand some second hand warships compatibte with the existing

fleet. In l98l this offer was accepted.

The problem of eventual obsolescence of the surface fleet remained

however. A detailed maritime study was conducted by the Navy and this was

incorporated into the 1983 Defence Review. The maritime study found that

submarines could carry out the required tasks and that Australia, which was also

looking to purchase submarines, believed that they could be obtained for $160m

each. At that price it was felt that 'New Zealand had to be involved'.8o

The 1983 White Paper did not ergue the need for the ability to conduct

surface escort and patrol operations in the Pacific as previous papers had done.

Instead it argued that:8r

A submarine force working with maritime patrol aircraft would
provide New Zealand with the means of keeping effective watch
on our maritime environment. ln conjunction with attack
aircraft such a maritime defence system would provide...a small
but formidable deterrent to any threat mounted by hostile
surface shipping.
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The White Paper recognised that cost was still a significant factor; 'a

study has shown that the optimum force should comprise six submarines. Present

financial constraints, however, limit planning to a force of four'.8z No

acknowledgement was made of the reversat of the need, stated in previous White

Papers, for a surface fleet of warships for various strategic and national

interest ,easons.88 Instead their flexibility was recognised, but 'financial

considerations alone therefore demand consideration of an alternative force

structure for the Navy. The period...must accordingly be used to determine a new

operational concept for the Navy'.Er

The White Paper announced an investigation into the feasibility of

introducing submarines in conjunction with Australia.s6 In early 1984 New

Zealand was reaching agreement with Australia on participation in Project

Definition Studies and on an International Steering Committee but by late 1984

the cost of a submarine project was being assessed at between $1.9 and $2.0b.

The review into the project concluded that the project could not be afforded:

'...left no doubt that when the actual costs of the project were considered it

would be impossible to introduce a submarine force within the finance set

aside'.86

The studies at this time also concluded that alternative smaller

submarines, or leasing submarines from a third country, afforded no savings and

that in real terms the cost of surface warships was coming down and that future

naval force structure studies should concentrate upon the maintenance of a core

of surface combat ships.87 In March 1985 CDS recommended that the Minister of

Defence endorse these conclusions. He did so.s
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We have seen in this case, a major change in the size and shape of the

Navy promoted solely on financial grounds.se A change of this kind would have

had significant follow on effects for the other two services. For instance the

Army, indeed the government, would have had to reconsider its ability to project

force into the South Pacific, a capability which currently assurnes support from

surface warships. There is no indication that such factors were considered by

the government at any time before the decision was announced in the 1983 White

Paper.

In strictly 'single service' terms the Navy was acting rationally. As a

service it wanted the ability to operate outside New Zealand waters. This was

not only for reasons of prestige, but also because it believed that there was a

national security requirement to be able to do so.

Once the government had accepted the rationale for having a blue water

fleet at all, an argument which has been put and accepted for the last forty

years, the only problem for the Navy was to define its requirements in terms

which were acceptable and find a design which was affordable.m Initially it was

believed that submarines would fill that role, despite the modifications which

would undoubtedly have had to be made to wider defence policies.

There was no overall strategic analysis of these issues by the government.

The government of the day had no independent defence advice and the 1983 White

Paper was initiated by the Ministry of Defence with Cabinet's only input being

to give final approval of the approach being considered. The reasons for this

were because 'only defence professionals can do such a review'.9l This kind of

thinking has a certain compelling internal logic but it misses the point that

there is far more to defence policy than the military technical matters over

2t3



which the military can rightly claim some expertise. Questions relating to the

relationship between foreign poticy ends and military means for example are best

not left entirely to the defence professionals.

Although the policy change did not occur some lessons can be learned. The

processes occurred purely at the defence bureaucratic level. The government was

prepared to accept whatever the defence professionals put forward so long as it

was affordable.ez Other departments either did not have an opinion or else

supported the submarine proposal for reasons which had nothing to do with the

capabilities of the weapon system itself. Presumably such a change in approach

was able to occur in this way because at the simplest level it related to a

technical equipment issue in which the defence bureaucracy could claim that only

they had the expertise to analyse the issues.

The outcome of this kind of approach to policy making is inevitable. It

fatls within the category, previously defined, of 'efficiency'; a policy

designed to provide the users with the best military equipment, rather than the

best equipment to do the job. That that end did not occur owes more to the

financial problems of the armed forces than to any level of detailed analysis

which was able to produce arguments to refute the Navy case.

This failure occurred within Defence and within the government and it

reinforces our earlier conclusion that, although Defence is a highly ccntralised

organisation, single Services are able to prevail on'their'issues against the

common good, to some extent at least. That conclusion can not necessarily be

sustained for Defence when its interests are being weighed against other

political interests.
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Conclusions

The cases we have examined have been the only major examples of deliberate

change, or potential change, in defence policy directions in the period under

review. As such they are significant because of the potential long term effccts

they have for the armed forces and ultimately for the country. Ideally a

significant change in the country's defence policy should be made for clear

national security reasons and with as much informed analysis available as

possible to assist the decision making process.

In the cases under examination these ideal situations did not occur. In

each case the policy direction chosen was for reasons which had nothing to do

with national security. In the case of Singapore New Zealand troops remained

against departmental advice for a mixture of short term financial reasons and

for fear of upsetting South East Asian countries; a fear not held by the

Ministry of Foreign Affairs. New Zealand's active participation in ANZUS was

suspended through a combination of accident and miscalculation and New Zealand

was prepared to change the whole basis of its Navy for financial reasons. That

it did not was also because of financial reasons.

A common thread throughout the cases was the closed system of decision

making and the lack of detailed analysis to support the outcomes. With ANZUS the

Cabinet made its decision apparently without any consideration of potential long

term implications. Analysis may have led to the same decision but it would have

allowed the government to give instructions to the Ministry of Defence to

prepare alternatives before rather than after the event.

Decisions relating to Singapore were also made by the government. It had

the benefit of considerable and detailed analyses prepared by the three
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departments affected. The conclusions of these analyses were ignored in favour

of conclusions reached independently by the Prime Minister and the Head of his

Department. Interestingty these conclusions were reached using the same data as

that available to the departments. Obviously different weightings were given to

the different factors.

The proposal to re-equip the Navy with submarines was made in an effort to

maintain a Pacific wide role for the Navy, also without any examination of the

wider implications of scrapping surface warships. In this case the policy was

made within the Ministry. If the issue had gone beyond an investigation it is

possible that the government would have taken a greater interest in it.

These conclusions about outcomes in times of extreme policy change should

not necessarily surprise us. We have atready seen how defence policy is subsumed

as a part of foreign policy and how, because of its resource needs, it is

greatly influenced by domestic considerations. Given this, it may not be un-

reasonable to find that these higher defence policy issues get resolved in an ad

hoc manner with actors being influenced by a variety of competing factors, none

of which may be directly relevant to questions of defence policy wr se.

Perhaps, in this area at least, we should expect that neat models of the policy

process will not fit the real world.
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Chapter 8

OPERATIONS

Introduction

In Chapter 7 we looked at a number of cases, in which changes in policy

occurred or were proposed, in an attempt to derive from them some understanding

of the processes used when fundamental issues of policy are under examination.

The major conclusion reached was a negative one; that only limited analysis took

place on major defence policy issues, and indeed that the event at issue was not

necessarily recognised as having serious implications for defence policy at all.

In this chapter we shall examine another aspect of defence policy; that is

the operational use of the armed forces. The cases, when set against issues of

high policy, are secondary. But it is through the operational use of armed

forces that many aspects of a state's defence policies may be revealed. As such

these cases are an important building block in our study of defencc policy and

the processes involved.

We would expect that the armed forces would only be used operationally,

that is as opposed to routine exercises or deployments, when major issues of

national security or foreign policy were involved. The last time warlike

operations were undertaken was between 1965 and 1912 when troops were deployed

to South Vietnam. Troops then were deployed at the strong behest of the United

States. Since then the armed forces have been deployed on operations which,

although not warlike, have involved potential risks and foreign policy

considerations similar to those necessary for warlike operations.
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Such operations are characterised by a desire by the government to make a

foreign policy statement and an assessment by the government that the most

appropriate method of making that statement is through the use of the armed

forces. Given that position, and the risks involved, we would expect that the

policy making process would be characterised by a high level of political

involvement and a detailed prior analysis of the probable costs and benefits to

New Zealand of undertaking the operation. Because of the nature of the

operations we might also expect that considerations of defence policy and

defence needs may be of less moment than are other, foreign policy, factors

during the decision process.

We have three significant cases available for our study. Other possible

cases, such as the deployment of troops on UN sponsored peacekeeping tasks, or

the provision of assistance to the Royal Navy during and after the Falklands

War, add nothing to the knowledge gained from these examples:

The deployment of a frigate to observe French nuclear tests at
Mururoa in 1973:

The deployment of the New Zcaland contingent of the
Commonwealth Truce Monitoring Team to Zimbabwe in 1980; and

The use of New Zealand troops as part of the Multi-national
Force and Observers in the Middle East from 1982.

Frisate Deolovment to Mururoa

The issue of nuclear testing in the Pacific is one which has caused

controversy between nuclear weapon powers and the South Pacific states for many

years. Britain and the United States were persuaded to abandon tests in the

Pacific in the 1960s but France, which had commenced atmospheric testing in 1966

at Mururoa in French Polynesia, would only agree to shift the testing

underground from 1975.1
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Opposition to nuclear weapons has been a long standing position in New

Zealand's foreign policy; especially so for the Labour Party which was elected

in 1972. From its earliest beginnings the Labour Party was in favour of 'peace',

'disarmament' and later 'nuclear disarmament'. In an early speech as Leader of

the Opposition, Walter Nash set a position which has been held consistently:

'...the hydrogen bomb is a menace not only to world peace but to world

existence'.z ny l-969 Labour had evolved the doctrine of 'nuclear weapon free

zones' with special emphasis on the South Pacific and the French role in

continuing nuclear weapons testing in French Polynesia's

Immediately prior to the 1972 election Norman Kirk, then Leader of the

Opposition, suggested in Parliament that New Zealand should send a frigate to

Mururoa:{

If we were the Government we would not send a yacht ... Let us

take a frigate up there Let the New Zealand flag go

officially from New Zealand

This idea had previously been suggested by peace groups but not adopted by

the National Government because it was considered to be too provocative and

counter-productive.6 After the election the idea was pursued, with the new

government directing Defence and Foreign Affairs officials to prepare a plan

which would allow the Navy to station a frigate at or near the test ,one area.8

In an attempt to achieve maximum impact from the protest a Cabinet Minister was

to be onboard the frigate during the test,

Two problems occurred during the planning. The first was operational; the

frigates did not have sufficient range to sail to Mururoa and remain on station.

This problem was overcome when Australia, although initially reluctant, was

persuaded to support the protest with its fleet tanker, HMAS Supply.T The
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operation did pose a number of logistical problems of the kind which are

inevitable when even a small military force is deployed for any length of time.

Despite being retatively small, the amount of additional support required for

the operation was considcrable:8

on 28 June 1973 HMNZS Otago sailed from Auckland...on 25 July
HMNZS Canterbury relieved otago which was required in New
Zealand for planned maintenance and docking ... Canterbury's
planned deployment to the ANZUK Naval Force was cancelled. The
fleet tanker HMAS Supply was made available by the Australian
Government to provide fuelling support at sea for the two New
Zealand frigates during the operation. without this support the
frigates could not have remained on station for the length of
time required to maintain a presence in the tcst zone. HMAS
Supply visited Raratonga in between replenishing the frigates
with fuel, to collect and deliver f resh provisions and
replacement equipment which had been airlifted from New Zealand
in three flights, two by RNZAF Cl30 aircraft, and one by RAAF
Cl30 aircraf t.

The second problem related to the risk of the operation. From the

beginning defence planners had been worried about the possibility of military

confrontation

Defence and

resolve it and

with the French. Initial discussions between the government,

Foreign Affairs had talked around the issue without being able to

there were fears that things were 'developing to what we thought

was a crisis situation'.e There were no clear objectives and no decisions on how

confrontation would be handled.

In an effort to resolve the position, Secretary of Defence and CDS visited

the Prime Minister privately and received from him clear directives. The Prime

Minister wanted the world to see the frigate and he wanted the world to see the

bomb go off. He did not want confrontation and he was not prepared to risk

confrontation by supporting any private protest vessels which came against

French warships.lo
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Coincide ntally, in March and April 1973, a New Zealand scientist, Dr

G.E.Roth, visited the area as an emissary of the government. His task was to

gather as much background information on the test programme as possible'll

During his visit Dr Roth was assured by the Commander in Chief of French Armed

Forces in Potynesia that 'he would make it his own personal responsibility that

any frigate in the test zone would come to no harm...thc New Zealand frigate

could complete (its) mission without loss of face or danger to human life or

health'.r2

Armed with this information, the Prime Minister agreed that the best

method of achieving his aims would be for officials to meet the French and

formulate rules to Cover the operation. Subsequently, at these meetings, it was

agreed that the New Zealand frigate would stay out of the way until the bomb was

about to go off, at which stage it would move in to take photographs. Specific

rules of procedure and administrative details were then worked out on a navy to

navy basis.13

The eventual deptoyment of firsr HMNZS Otago, and later HMNZS Canterbury,

between June and August 1973 was then a relatively small operation, carried out

successf ully and with all aims being met. The processes involved in this'

operation were relatively simple. The government wanted international publicity'

it directed certain actions and defence planners carried them out. The intended

outcomes occurred as planned.

There were a number of unintended outcomes, including the need to liaise

with the French to ensure that the aim of no confrontation would occur, the need

to request Australia to provide logisitic support to the operation, the need to

cancel planned operations and deployments (with consequent effects on allied
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forces) and finalty the longer term discovered requirement to provide an ability

to deploy into the Pacific independently when necessary.

These outcomes did not affect the overall aim of the operation, indeed

they provided the impetus for later moves to improve deployment capabilities. If

lessons are to bc learned from this type of operation they are that the armed

forces can operate in support of the government's foreign policy, in areas

unrelated to the military security of the country, provided that clear aims and

limitations are set by the government.

Commonwealth Truce Monitorine Team

The Republic of Zimbabwe, previously Southern Rhodesia, was established as

an independent state in April 1980 following elections held in February of that

year.l{ Before then Zimbabwe had been governed by an administration which had

taken power through an illegal declaration of independence (from Great Britain)

in November 1965.15

In the intervening l5 years a number of groups (military and political)

working for independence were established. By 1979 the security and economic

situation had deteriorated to the extent that the Rhodesian government, with

strong Commonwealth persuasion through the Marlborough House conferences, was

able to be convinced that a political solution to the situation was necessary.

The political solution included a general ceasefire, a laying down of arms and

an election.

On l7 October 1979 the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and

Ministry of Defence received a letter from the British High Commission which

indicated that elections could be held in Zimbabwe under British supervision and
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with Commonwealth observers to supervise both the ceascfire and the election.lo

On 9 November the Secretary of Foreign Affairs briefed the Prime Minister that

New Zealand had been formally requested to provide troops and that some 70 would

be required.u On the same day CDS advised that the Army was capable of

providing troops to supervise the ceasefire and laying down of weapons should

the government agree.

Simultaneously the British and New Zealand Ministries of Defence were in

close contact, discussing the shifts in thinking as plans were prepered and

additional information obtained, and the form that any military involvement by

New Zealand might take. Detailed consideration was given to the form that any

threat might take and the most appropriate military posture for the troops to

adopt during the operation. Questions, such as the whether weapons should be

carried and if so what type, and the degree to which the various armed groups in

the country could be trusted, were analysed in some detail.

On l0 November, following a leak in Suva, the news media were informed

that 'New Zealand was willing to help in any way it can'. On the same day the

Prime Minister directed the Secretary of Foreign Affairs, prior to any Cabinet

approvat, that the British could be told informally that the proposal would have

his support. On l2 November Cabinet endorsed the Prime Minister's decision.

On | 3 November the Minister of Defence, who had been absent, was briefed

by CDS on the issue and on l4 November the Army issued an Operational

Instruction and the troops were declarcd ready to deploy. Army to army

consultations were held between the British, Australian and New Zealand Armies

to arrange operational and logistical details on l6 November and on l9 December,
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after the official notification that elections were to be held, the main body of

troops deployed.

As with the deployment to Mururoa, the deployment to Zimbabwe by the Truce

Monitoring Team was a relatively small operation surrounded by a fair degree of

uncertainty as to risk. The operation w&s successful because of the early

political direction received by the Ministry of Defence from the government. The

decision to deploy was taken by the Prime Minister without the benefit of advice

other than as to the ability of the military to undertake the operation. At no

time was serious consideration given to declining the British request to be

involved.rs

There was a high degree of secrecy imposed by the need to ensure that

arrangements were in place and immune from disruption. This translated into a

need for a speed. Speed and secrecy often do not mix well. They did on this

occasion because there was onty a short time between the request from Britain

for troops and most arrangements being able to be completed.

The outcome, successful though it was, was not related to New Zealand's

defence policies. The government were prepared to respond to Britain's reguest

for troops because it understood that stability in Zimbabwe demanded a political

solution, and that the political solution would have to be protected by armed

force. For New Zeala'nd there were no serious political risks to be incurred by

participation and only limited military risks. As such thc operation had more to

do with achieving foreign than defence policy ends. This is consistent with our

initial thesis as to the use of the military in peacetime.
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Multinational Force and Observers

The Sinai Peninsula has long been the subject of conflict between Israel

and the Arab States. The United Nations has been involved on several occasions

in maintaining troops in the region to monitor ceasefire lines. A United Nations

Emergency Force (UNEF) was established to patrol the l94t and then 1948-1956

ceasefire lines and the withdrawal of that force at the instigation of President

Nasser on l9 May 1967 was a major contributing factor to the heightened tensions

that resulted in the Six-Day War of 5-10 June 1967. It was not until the signing

of the Camp David Peace Treaty between Egypt and Israel an 26 March 1979 that

conditions were re-established for the the effective deployment of a peace-

keeping force.

The Peace Treaty referred to the creation of a United Nations peace-

keeping force for the Sinai. To set up a United Nations force however Security

Council agreement was required, and from the outset the USSR made it clear that

they would veto such a proposal. As a result the United States, Egypt and Israel

were obliged to take over responsibility for any force. The Multinational Force

and Observers (MFO), sponsored by the USA, was accordingly established by a

Protocol signed on 3 August l98t.le

New Zealand has always supported the concept of collective security.

Firstly through the League of Nations and then the United Nations; and if not

the United Nations then some form of regional security grouping. The general

principle which New Zealand has followed was enunciated as early as 1922 by the

Leader of the Parliamentary Labour Party then only newly formed:m

... what is wantcd is a League of Nations that will include
every people under the sun ... which will not hesitate to use
all international force ... to prevent war.
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And if the United Nations, as the successor, could not prevent war then

regional or other international organisations would be needed: 'better some

field of international organisation with whatever defects, than no organisation

at all'.21

New Zealand was constitutionally disposed to prefer any peace-keeping

organisation to be under the flag of the United Nations. As early as July 1979'

however, the New Zealand Embassy in Washington suggested that if UNEF did

collapse the US would organisc an alternative force and that New Zealand could

expect an approech from the US to participate.22 Between then and early l98l the

government was involved in discussions on the issue and concluded that their

inclination was not to be involved in any force.z3

By early l98l it was clear that the US would attempt to form a force of

some kind. When the issue was formally reconsidered by the Ministry of Foreign

Affairs, in March 1981, it was noted that when the issue was last discussed in

1979 the general feeling had been that New Zealand would have a preference for

UN involvement and that there were some concerns that relations with the Arab

world might suffer if New Zealand were seen to be too closely involved with the

US in this initiative. As well the practical problems of political control and

financing of a multinational force were discussed. In passing it was noted that

Defence would have practical problems in committing any troops. The main

argument against any involvement however was expressed as being that of trade'

It was felt in l98l that these factors had not changed since lg7g.z1

By May l98l it had become public knowledge that the US was attempting to

sponsor a peacekeeping force of some kind. The Ministry of Defence was

conducting its own contingency studies into the kinds of force it could commit
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if required. The main considerations related to national profile, command, and

flexibility to allow for any requirement to withdraw or alter tbe force to be

achieved simply. It was noted that 'any commitment will necessarily involve

extra cost which must be provided as a separate and additional allocation to

Vote:Defence' and there would need to be 'compensating adjustments and

reductions to the present fulfilment of our defence objectives'.26

Defence established its capabilities as being to provide:

Observers or Headquarters troops
Army combat troops
A naval force of patrol boats
An air component of helicopters
A logistic force

Cabinet first discussed the topic formally in early June l98l and

established an ad hoc committee of senior Ministers to discuss this and a number

of other foreign policy issues.26 Throughout the early months of l98l there was

a considerable amount of discussion between the relevant diplomatic posts,

airing the issues and identifying the position of the various countries which

were involved.

The MFA attitude was described in a briefing paper in late June. Fears

were expressed that any international force would be unbalanced (in that it

would consist mainly of Third World countries) with only limited West European

participation, and that any involvement by New Zealand would signal agreement

with the Camp David accords, potentially alienating Arab states which were

significant trading partners.zT

Informal discussions continued with a.llies as well. In late June l98l at

the annual Anzus Council Meeting and the subsequent meeting of military

representatives the US had indicated that they considered that a joint AS/NZ



helicopter unit would be the most appropriate contribution should a formal

request be made.z8 This type of unit would balance the other types of force

which the US would have been seeking from other states. Defence's response to

this was to accept the technical feasibility and make the point that financial

and logistic costs should be borne primarily by the US.

When President Reagan met the Prime Minister in late July the issue was

raised again but no formal request for participation was made. New Zealand's

concerns relating to trade and relations with Middle Eastern countries were

aired by the Prime Minister.ze

These various points were made public in an interview given by Prime

Minister Muldoon to an Egyptian journalist in September 1981. Mr Muldoon was

able to say that there was no problem for New Zealand being involved in a force

in the Sinai with the US both because New Zealand was good friends with the US

and also because NZ considered that the whole move towards peace in the Middle

East needed support. The PM expressed his major concern again:so

But we have got one problem that we are trying to work through,
and that is we have got to test the reaction of the Arab world
generally. Again it comes back to the linking of our foreign
policy with trade...and this year we will be sending about
150000 tonnes of lamb to two countries , Iran and Iraq.,.that
is a very big trade and our first cssential must be to protect
those markets. And we have had some...adverse reaction to this
proposal that we be involved in the Sinai Peacekeeping Force.

The Prime Minister indicated in the interview that he did not expect a

formal invitation to participate in the force until the US could be sure that

they had sufficient countries to ensure that the force was successful. On 22

October l98l Australia announced its intention to be involved and on the same

day New Zea.land was formally asked by the US to participate in the force.Er
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The brief to the Minister of Foreign Affairs the next day canvassed the

issues and indicated that the political question that had to be answered lay in

the trade off of disadvantages and risks of participating against the hurting of

the relationship with the US if we did not participate.sz

The arguments against participating were summarised as:

Potential trade problems

Problems with diplomatic ties with Middle East countries

Force is viable without New Zealand

NZ is already helping indirectly by giving training to the Fiji
battalion

The armed forces are already heavily committed

On the other hand bi-lateral and ANZUS ties to the US needed to be

considered against the negative arguments. The options considered by MFA were

for an announcement of participation to be made immediately, an announcement

participation in principle and subject to conditions to be made or an

announcement of non-participation which would however leave a way in if this

seen to be a mistake.ss

On 27 October agreement was given in principle, by Cabinet, to the

participation of NZ troops in the Force. After detailed technical discussions

with the US and Australia, concerning the size and shape of a New Zealand

contingent and administrative and logistical arrangements, the New Zealand

contingent commenced its duties in conjunction with the Australians in March

1982 as a combined helicopter unit under Australian command.s{ The initial

deployment was for two years.

of
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The first two year term was extended from March 1984 and in May 1984 the

Australian Government announced that it would also extend its term but that

Australian forces would be withdrawn not later than March 19E6.85 The question

of continued New Zealand involvement was now raised, partly because of the

Australian decision and partly as a result of the clection of a new government

in July 1984. New Zealand's diplomatic post in Rome commenting on the current

situation believed that participation in the MFO 'gives us a voice...if New

Zealand withdrew now on political grounds we would add a strain to the

relationship (with the US) and diminish our right to be heard'.86

A brief to the Minister of Defence emphasised the benefits accruing to

defence personnel from operating in the MFO environment in terms of the

experience gained against the costs incurred, but concluded that any withdrawal

by the Australians would make the continuation of independent helicopter support

by New Zealand impractical and 'Defence would recommend that we should pull out

at the same time as the Australians'.37

By early 1985 the possibility of Canada replacing Australia had been

raised and the Ministry of Defence examined the possibility of combining with

the Canadians on the same basis that the combined AS/NZ unit had been

established. Investigations showed that technical problems relating to the type

of helicopter being operated by the Canadians would make this option difficult.

Nevertheless the government was still happy to remain part of the MFO in some

capacity.ss

In Junc 1985 the Director-General of the MFO wrote to New Zealand that:8e
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Option of a small independent NZ rotary wing role would be

extremely difficult operationally, logistically and
administratively...consequently I would like to propose to you
possible non flying missions.

This led to a reaction from both the Ministry of Defence and the Ministry

of Foreign Affairs. Both expressed a lack of interest in continuing the task

merely for the sake of continuing it,'...when we ask ourselves what real New

Zealand interest is served by staying on the answer appears to be none'.ro

There were, of course, other interests to consider. Warnings were sounded

that withdrawal could be interpreted as further evidence of the weakening of New

Zealand's commitment to the alliance burden sharing.{r In Egypt, at the

presentation of his credentials, the new New Zealand Ambassador was told by

President Mubarak that '...we (NZ) should do our utmost to reduce any

administrative, equipment or logistic problems we had with the Canadians and, if

necessary, to examine any alternatives'.42 The Egyptians also explored the

possibility that New Zealand might withdraw from MFO as being part of the

fallout of the ANZUS differences of opinion with the US. The Egyptian Ambassador

was assured that this was not the case.43

By late July MFO had suggested five alternative roles which could be

undertaken by a New Zealand force. One of these, the provision of a Training

Advisory Team was strongly supported by the Army, it would:a{

...provide a high profile and discrete role for a New Zealand
contingent...because of the nature of the task its offer is
considered to be a compliment to New Zealand's proven
professionalism in the MFO.

Other roles offered were considered to be less acceptable either because

they were completely beyond New Zealand's capabilities or else they would

require a lessening of the current commitments in the South Pacific.
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The Ministry of Defence were less enthusiastic about the Training Advisory

Team role 'which might cause some resentment amongst the other contingents', and

they concluded that:{6

We now have the opportunity to withdraw from the MFO without in
any way disrupting its functioning. We suspect that the MFO's
sudden identification of a number of new roles at a time when
New Zealand has indicated its intcntion to withdraw is not
purely coincidental and thus can not avoid forming the
impression that those tasks may have been 'manufactured' more
out of a desire to retain a New Zealtnd presence rather than
any urgent requirement.

There was undoubtedly an element of truth in that assessment as inevitably

a multi-lateral organisation would not want participants withdrawing, even if

they could be replaced, and even if there would be minimal disruption. After

talks with the Director-General in early August 1985 and working from Prime

Ministerial guidance that, 'in order to accommodate the urging of Israel and

Egypt that we remain in the Force',{6 agreement was reached as to the form of

New Zealand's further participation in the MFO:47

After the helicopter unit withdraws in March next year we
provide a training advisory team...for six months to design,
develop and document uniform procedures for MFO ground force
operations

We be prepared to send small specialist teams'..from time to
time over the next two years

We have two personnel at MFO HQ for the next two years' mainly
for liaiason purposes...

The outcome was described by the CDS as being highly satisfactory in that

it all but severed any permanent commitment to the Force but would allow short

term deployments at no cost to the government and with no reduction to defence

objectives in the South Pacific.{8
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On the 26 August Cabinet approved continued participation in MFO for a

further period of two years until 3l March 1988.{e

This description of the processes by which New Zealand became involved in

the MFO and then remained after the Australian withdrawal confirms our previous

understanding of the basis of the use of troops opcrationally. There was careful

analysis of the issues involved and the possible effects on New Zealand's

international relations. The government and the bureaucracy were kept well

informed as to the ettitudes of all potential participants by the foreign

affairs posts around the world and in bi-lateral and multi-lateral forums such

as ANZUS Council meetings.60 This reporting allowed a consensus to develop as to

the desirability or otherwise of participating in the MFO.

There was considerable bureaucratic discussion over the issue before it

reached the formal political agenda. The interests of Defence and Foreign

Affairs differed widely. Defence limited itself to technical discussions of the

type of force it might be able to commit if required and the conditions under

which it would be desirable to participate. It noted the costs involved, both

from a financial point of view and also from the potential to have to reduce

work in the South Pacific, Defence's main area of concern

Foreign Affairs on the other hand canvassed the whole spectrum of New

Zealand's interests when examining the issue. There was a clear understanding

that the issues ranged around trade and diplomatic relations with the Middle

East on the one hand and the necessity to maintain good relations with the US on

the other.
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When the question was raised as to whether the force should remain after

the withdrawal of the Australians, Defence was positive in its assessment of the

role of the New Zealtnd force but wary of any diminution in role or profile.

Defence was not interested in remaining for the sake of remaining, but the

Service involved, the Army, was keen for the task to be retained for thcm as it

provided another avenue for professional experience at minimal cost.

MFA was well informed as to the range of attitudes in New Zealand towards

continued participation. Equally, they were welt aware of the danger of sending

the wrong kind of signal to the Americans and others regarding New Zealand's

commitment to the West following the fallout over ANZUS from 1985.

The decisions to join the MFO initially and to remain in it subsequently,

were taken by the government. The role of the bureaucracy was to raise issues

and suggest an appropriate line to follow. The Defence assessment of

capabilities appears to have been accepted, but their position regarding the

lack of defence benefits to be gained by remaining after the departure of the

Australian contingent was not as persuasive as the wider foreign policy

implications of withdrawal.

Participation in the MFO, or indeed in international peacekeeping forces

generally, was not one of the formal objectives of defence policy as stated in

either the Defence Review of 1978 or 1983, although a contribution to

international peacekeeping activities was mentioned in 1983 as a possibility.

Nor did the operation enhance the military security of New Zealand. Foreign

policy considerations were paramount in the decision to dcploy troops and to

maintain them in the region.
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Conclusions

From the three cases discussed in this chapter we may reach the rather

limited and obvious conclusion that, short of delence against direct military

threat, the operational uses of the armed forces are designed to maximise

foreign policy outcomes whether these act in the institutional interest of the

defence forces or not. The foreign policy outcome being achieved may of course

have no direct relevance to the military security of the state, our earlier

definition of defence policy. This is a legitimate and rational use of armed

forces but is not a rational defence policy outcome.

The processes used to achieve the outcomes were essentially of the

unitary/rational model. That is, the government set a desired outcome and plans

were made to realise that outcome. In the period leading up to achievement of

the objective there was full involvement by the government in determining the

relevant factors, assessing how much weight should be put to those factors and

in giving clear guidance to the Ministry of Defence on what limitations were

involved in the operation.

The role of the bureaucracy was essentially one of information provider

and processor, and executor of policy decisions; a classical bureaucratic role.

Outside the bureaucracy no other actor had any influence in the decision

process, although in the case of the deployment to MFO there was considerable

prior publicity over the issue, and in 1984 some opposition from within the

government party's ranks to maintaining the force in the region.

The operations were successful because the actors who were involved in

planning the operations had a clear understanding of government &ims, a full

knowledge of all the important factors, and sufficient resources (if only just
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in the case of Mururoa) to achieve the aims. The fact that the operations were

relatively limited in scope must also have assisted in their success'

Because these were small deployments, without the likelihood of combat,

they were able to be mounted relatively quickly. lndeed they were of the type

which occurs several times a year as troops deploy on exercise. After such

deployments some effort is made to analyse the procedures to ensure that they

are suitable for the requirement, and where necessary procedures are amended or

practised. This continual attention to the mechanics of deployment undoubtedly

contributed to the success of these operations, and is a contribution to

readiness generally.

We should also note that even if combat operations had occurred, (most

possible in the two land operations), the extent of New Zealand casualties would

have been limited by the relatively small numbers deployed. If circumstances had

been otherwise and troops had been deployed against a defined enemy it is likely

that military considerations of firepower and protection would have been looked

at much more closely that they seem to have been in these cases. In such

operations there would also have been a much greater 'hands on'approach to

command and control of the New Zealand forces. It is likely that the conclusions

drawn here, about the role of the defence bureaucracy and the primacy of foreign

policy over security objectives, would need considerable revision-
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Chapter 9

EQUIPMENT PROGRAMMES

Introduction

Equipment defines military capabilities in quantifiable terms. It is

possible to count ships or aircraft and make some initial deductions about the

possibilities and limitations of specific military actions. More generally, an

analysis can be made of the degree to which the rhetoric of declared policy is

matched by capabilities to achieve that policy. Thus the policy goal that New

Zealand should be able to operate throughout the South Pacific is only

achievable by the possession or acquisition of certain types of equipment with

specific capabilities. The corollary of that is that if a certain type of

equipment is renounced then specific policies will not be viable.

In the rational world policy, as a statement of ends, would be determined

and capabilities subsequently defined. Specific equipment to achieve those

capabilities would then be purchased. Much of the literature on military

equipment acquisition discusses this process being subverted.r It describes a

situation where the military purchase equipment not because the equipment is

needed to achieve certain capabilities but because it is new, it is bigger or

because or because it fits the self image of the organisation. Thus the army

want tanks and guns, the navy warships and the airforce fast jets because these

types of equipment define the organisation in terms satisfying to the

participant and familiar to other similar forces rather than, necessarily, the

needs of policy.z
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Undoubtedly this judgement is correct. The members of any organisation

will prefer to have state of the art equipment which can be showed off to

professional colleagues, rather than older although still functional equipment.

The real question here though, is not what the preferences of the users are, but

to what degree they are able to direct the process to support their self defined

insititutional needs rather than the needs of the state.

On the other hand, governments do not always treat their equipment

purchasing responsibilities with the attention that they deserve. A 1975 study

of European defence equipment procurement practices showed that one means of

dealing with economic problems was to restrict pubtic expenditure and that the

area of public expenditure most affected tended to be defence in general and

equipment procurement specifically. A situation was described where:3

equipment expenditure in European NATO countries had fallen to
very low percentages of total defence expenditure...the share
of defence budgets spent on equipment procurement varied from
14.5 per cent in Britain to only I I per cent in Germany,
compared with 22.4 per cent in the United States

Expenditure on capital equipment in New Zealand has varied between six and

nine percent of the defence budget in the decade to 1980 and had risen to l8% in

1986-87.{

The specific criticisms most often made of equipment purchases by armed

forces are that they are inappropriate; that is there is no proper role for the

equipment, that equipment is 'gold plated'; it has too many capabilities for the

specified role, or that it has been purchased merely on a rcplacement basis for

equipment, which has become either obsolescent or obsolete, without any re-

analysis of need.E This point has recently been emphasised in I study of

Canadian practices:6
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(the) approach to equipment acquisition was as much a function
of force structure survival for the various components of the
Canadian Forces as it was of long-term planning. Priorities
were assigned almost entirely by the advanced obsolescence of
equipment which required replacement simply in order to retain
some semblance of operational effectiveness. Equipment w&s
acquired sequentially with a view to maintaining a balance of
capabilities across the land, sea and air environments in a

situation where all components of the Canadian Forces lacked
sufficient capabilities to meet commitments

In New Zealand these tendencies also exist, exacerbated by limits on

funding which generally mean that there can only be one or two major equipment

projects in train at any one time. Because of the costs and the lead times for

purchase, equipment proposals tend to be initiated many years before they are

expected to come into servicc. This leads some critics to accuse the military of

continually demanding more than they need. The military reply that the critics

do not understand the complexity of equipment purchases and the dire results

which may occur if the wrong solution is selected.

Weapon development, and acquisition, thus tends to be conservative, in the

sense that changes in type will tend to be minimal. But this may be for reasons

other than the sensible one of caution. O'Connell describes a situation in

which:7

The evolutionary development of weapons within stable
functional categories is a critical factor to the nculture"

that surrounds armaments since it provides thc physical bridge
by which traditional values are transmitted forward in time.
Thus, weapons development becomes something of a self-
fulfilling prophecy, with even a revolutionary technology
classically being handled by military organizations in a manner
calculated to integrate it into familiar compartments ...On the
other hand...where no useable ancestry is available, the
tendency is toward suppression.

This could also be described as self perpetuation and will be especially

prevalent where the immediate stimulus of disaster through potential defeat in
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war is not present. Complexity and the concomitant cost are ever present

factors. But they also could perhaps be avoided:8

...it can be said as a rule of thumb that each iteration of a

modern weapon wilt exceed its predeccssor in one or several of
the parameters of size, weight, and complexity. This persistent
phenomenon is a major complicating factor in military planning
since growth ordinarily implies cost, a factor directly at odds
with the very strong military urge to possess large numbers.
Nonetheless, size usually prevails. Overtly, the technological
advantage embodied in growth is normally sufficient to insure
that this occurs. Yet on another level it is also true that
military men habitually equate size with power' and that
historically large weapons have been prefcrred.

Unlike many other countries, even quite small ones, New Zealand has no

defence equipment manufacturing capability of any note and no export industry.e

We will discuss later the effect that this reliance on foreign equipment has on

defence policy processes. It is sufficient to note here that the possession or

otherwise of a defence industrial capability does not cause any necessary

outcomes for defence policy.

In this chapter three major equipment programmes are examined to

illustrate the variety of issues which may arise and the interests which have to

be considered.ro We wilt examine the processes followed during the course of

equipment purchases and we will establish whether New Zealand has purchased

equipment to support the ends of policy or for some other reason. The equipment

programmes are:

RNZN purchase of patrol boats, 1968'74

RNZAF Purchase and upgrading of P3 Orion and A4 Skyhawk
aircraft, 1983-87

The unsuccessful attempt by the Army to replace its medium
artillery, 1 983-87.
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These case studies are only a selection of equipment decisions made over

the period of this study. They cover programmes proposed by each of the Services

and they include both successful and unsuccessful programmes. They also include

examples where the purchases were supported, or at least not opposed, by the

other Services and examples where they were opposed.

Other case studies could have focussed on the initial purchase by the

Airforce of the Skyhawk jets in 1970, the purchase by the Army of Scorpion light

combat vehicles to replace the obsolete M 4l light tanks, the complete

replacement of the military general service transport fleet, the purchase of two

second hand warships, and more recently the purchase of the Naval tanker HMNZS

Endeavour. The final selection of case studies was made primarily because they

seemed to cover the full range of issues. O[ importance also was the

availability o[ source material.

These and other equipment purchases reflect the continuing process by

which items are evaluated, purchased, used and replaced. It is a process which

involves a significant proportion of Defence resources and one where the

outcomes will affect the operations and capabilities of the Armed Forces for the

total length of service of members of the Forces serving when the equipment is

introduced.

Eouipment Policies

The two factors, the lack of an indigenous defence industry and the high

cost of military equipment against available resources, have had a number of

specific effects on the policy process. The New Zealand military does not have

to support New Zealand industry and thus is capable of searching for the most

appropriate equipment without needing to be concerned that a local industry
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pressure group will force the acquisition of a local, but not necessarily

suitable, product.ll In practice equipment purchased has been primarily of

British or American origin, with, especially in recent years, a predilection to

conform to Australian equipment types in the name of standardisation.l2

This approach means that there is a high foreign exchange component in the

defence capital equipment programme. In 1987/88 some 70% of total expenditure on

capital equipment was directed overseas.rs This in itself means that there are

management problcms relating to exchange rate fluctuations, balance of payment

levels relating to the wider econorny, the costs of debt servicing and the

problems of arranging credit through a range of sources.

Complicated credit financing arrangements are undertaken either on a

government to government basis or through merchant banks. In the financial year

to the end of March 1986 credit facilities, worth some $87m, with banks in the

United States and England and with the governments of England and West Germany

were in force to cover payments for variously Hercules wing modifications, the

purchase of warships and the purchase of wheeled vehicles.ra

The reliance on overseas suppliers for defence equipment does have an

effect on the availability of spare parts for maintenance and thus for eventual

usage. During the operations in Vietnam a weapon, the Carl-Gustav anti tank

rocket launcher, could not be deployed because of Swedish restrictions on the

use of weapons sourced from that country in a war zone. More recently the rift

with the United States has resulted in the 1982 Memorandum of Understanding on

Logistic Support with the United States lapsing. This has meant that New Zealand

has lost its preferred status for resupply when it needs parts for United States

sourced equipment.16
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The relative lack of funds available to finance major capital equipment

programmes means that the Services Lre not disposed to purchase untried

equipment. Rather, they will purchase proven equipment, accepting that it is not

necessarily at the forefront of technology and gaining from the fact that most

of the problems which are associated with new equipment will have been sorted

out.r6 As well, the military respond to the high cost of new equipment by

upgrading or refurbishing current equipment rather than replacing it, where such

upgrading is a cheaper option (atthough cheaper may relate to the short term

rather than the long). This approach is seen in one of the case studies

discussed later.l? Second hand equipment may also be purchased at a considerably

discounted cost.

The Procurement Process

The procurement process for military equipment goes through two distinct

phases. The first is within the Service which sponsors, or controls, the

equipment. The second is within the central Ministry of Defence. Within each

Service items of equipment are sponsored by a particular branch of the Service.

Thus in the Army the Artillery acts as the sponsor for guns and howitzers and

the Infantry for rifles and machine guns. The equipment sponsor is responsible

for defining the initial service requirements for the type of equipment.

Equipment will be procured ostensibly for one of two reasons. There may be

a new requirement for a type of equipment which is not currently held. In other

words a new set of requirements will be given to the military by the Government

and the military will respond by defining the equipment capabilities to meet the

requirement. Or else a current item will become obsolete, or obsolescent, or

unserviceable to the extent that rcpairs cost more than replacement.
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An example of the first type of procurement is the naval tanker, HMNZS

Endeavour, delivered in 1988, from a requirement first formally identified, but

not proceeded with, in the 1978 White Paper and later acquired as a matter of

urgency following the breekdown of relations with the US to'give increased

independence of operations to our combat ships'.r8 The replacement of the Army's

small arms, rifles and machine guns, in 1987-88 is an example of the second

approach. Weapons had become unserviceable to the extent that more weapons were

in workshops being repaired than were on issue to troops.re

Once a requirement for a specific type of equipment to be procured is

identified, the equipment sponsor prepares detailed statements of the need for

the equipment, the capabilities it will require, and an indication of the time

frame which will cover its introduction into service and total life and an

estimate of the cost of the programme.zoThe basic justification for the

equipment will be normally be found in the current defence review. Thus a

statement that:2r

The importance of the Army is increased by the greater
attention which will now be focused on the defence needs of New
Zealand and the South Pacific region. Army development planning
and equipment purchases can now proceed with our own needs in
mind, rather than the requirement to serve as part of a large
force in some distant conflict

may be used to justify equipment, such as anti-aircraft weapons, which was not

previously purchased on the grounds of cost but is now necessary on the grounds

of independence'.

Within the Ministry of Defence, equipment proposals are examined by the

Operations and Development Committee and the Management and Budget Committee

ensure that the proposal fits current defence policies and the indicative



defence budget. The proposal will then be passed to senior defence management

(previously the Defence Council, now the consultation process between CDS and

the Secretary) for endorsement before it is passed to the government for

approval.

Normally there is close consultation between Services before an equipment

project reaches the formal Defence forums. However this informal liaison does

not always work, and in other cases does not occur. In these cases considerable

suspicion as to the motives of the proponent Service is held by the other two

Services. In most cases the problems occur because of fears of the effect on the

total amount of finance available for equipment if a specific project goes

ahe ad.22

As part of the analysis the advice and expertise of other government

departments may be sought. Thus the Depertment of Trade and Industry (now

Ministry of Commerce) was closely involved in the negotiations to acquire HMNZS

Endeavour and they later gave advice as to the ability of New Zealand industry

to manufacture light mortars in New Zealand.zs At times the Ministry of Foreign

Affairs will be requested to give advice as to the propriety of, for instance,

dealing with an Israeli arms dealer.

If accepted in principle by the defence committees, the proposal will be

placed on the Indicative Capital Equipment Programme (ICEP).2I The ICEP is a l5

year programme, which indicates the planned level of spending over the period,

for capital equipment programmes which have agreement in principal. Despite any

agreement at this stage individual programmes will still need to be argued in

detail to receive specific funding approval from the government before a

decision is finally made. Either the government collcctively or the Ministcr may
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later veto a specific equipment item. This could occur because they are not

convinced of the need for the equipment or because they do not believe that it

can be afforded.

The equipment acquisition process may be seen to be one which, in theory,

ensures that there is a full investigation of proposals by the Service

concerned, the Ministry of Defence and the government before a decision to

purchase is made. Such a scrutiny should ensure that the most suitable equipment

is purchased to meet defence objectives. As the case studies witl show this is

not necessarily the case.

The Ouielev Review

Under the recommendations of the Quigley Review, the Ministry of Defence

will be responsible for assessing capital equipment needs and managing the

various equipment programmes. The process will require close NZDF participation

and it is not yet clear how this will work.

The original definition of requirements will still originate with the

single Service sponsor. Once the NZDF equipment priorities have been set,

presumably by a method similar to that described above, the proposals will move

to the Joint Ministry/NZDF aren&. Here there will have to be a system of

consultative committees where the NZDF proposals will be scrutinised in light of

stated Ministry policy needs. It is at this stage that technical analysis as to

the most efficient way to achieve the ends of policy will occur. No doubt there

will be some form of duel analysis as the NZDF attempt to defend their proposals

against alternative Ministry suggestions.
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Because of his control of the financial system and because his is the lead

role in presenting policy proposals to the government, the Secretary should

become pre-eminent in this area. In practice this may not happen. There is only

a small pool of strategic/technical expertise in New Zealand, and most of that

is held by the armed forces. If the Secretary is to stamp his authority on the

process he will need to recruit a similar level of expertise. It is probable

that, initially, this will come from retired servicemen.

The 'new' equipment system is likely to look very similar to the old.

Given the constraints of finance and a continuation of current strategic policy

the outcomes from it will also be very similar.

Naval Patrol Boats

From the end of WW II the Navy maintained a fleet of small 'seaward

defence motor launches' built in the period 1942-44 and used for a variety of

duties including fisheries protection, surveying duties and seamanship training.

By the tate 1960s these vessels were becoming beyond economical repair and

consideration needed to be given to their eventual replacement.

The 1966 Defence Review accepted the need for patrol vessels capable of

use in a fisheries protection role as well as a contribution to 'cold-war patrol

requirements'.26 In 1968 the Navy rehearsed the various issues to be

considered:26

In October 1967 Navy raised the question of replacement vessels
for the present patrol craft, and stated its view that the Navy
properly provided fisheries protection.

In November 1967 (DCM 22) the Defence Council discussed the
problem in relation to the forecast on defence expenditure...At
that point the minutes reflect only the view that the capital
cost of rcplacing survey craf t might more properly be
contributed (sic) to the Marine Department.
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This consideration...was overtaken in February 1968 by the l0%
Budget exercise in which such ancillary tasks were given low
defence priority. It was stated that... (tasks) were undertaken
for other Government departments but that if this were not done
the RNZN would need similar craft for training purposes

...The historical records suggest very strongly that experience
in small ships is of critical importancc in building and
maintaining naval skills.

There is an additional point...By undertaking fishery
protection the Navy is maintaining the patrolling capability
which is highly desirable for emergency type situations which
we seem likely to face in the areas of strategic concern...

As ever, financial considerations were to the fore but these had to be

reconciled with the requirements of the White Paper and with the fact that there

was a definite military benefit to the possession and use of patrol craft.

Discussions within governrnent and recommendations to Cabinet over the

period 1968/70 revolved around the relative requirements for patrol boats for

fisheries protection and for patrolling inland waterways in counter-insurgency

situations. An internal l963 Defence Review (noted by Cabinet but not published)

discussed the size and shape of the armed forces for the next five years. This

paper, in looking at major equipment purchases, included a requirement:27

Vietnam and other similar emergencies.
Six Naval Patrol Craft

Ancillary National Tasks
Four fishery protection vessels.

The proviso was made that the fishery protection role could in some

circumstances be combined with the patrol tasks.

In 1969 further consideration was given by Cabinet to the issue as part of

a wider review of 'size and shape'options for Defence. Options for small naval

craft were presented which included either accepting all ten vessels or else
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cancelling the four fisheries protection vessels and combining that task with

the six patrol craft.

The Cabinet Committee recommended that further consideration be deferred

for twelve months,z8 probably because there was as yet no urgency for a

decision. After several further reports as part of the Cabinet Defence

Committee's 1970 Defence Review, Cabinet was told:m

Patrolling the coast and the policing of inland waterways is an
important adjunct to ground operations in counter
insurgency...To provide a contribution to this aspect
of...operations...would require a force of 6 craft..-

(To provide a sufficient level of fisheries patrol) 6 would be

needed...

As it is undesirable that fisheries protection should cease in
time of an emergency, if New Zealxnd is to contribute patrol
craft to counter insurgency tasks, a total of twelve vessels is
needed...

Cabinet, in April 1970, approved a five year programme which allowed for

six vessels which would combine patrol and fisheries protection tasks'8o

The Minister of Defence 'on his own initiative', had supplied Cabinet with

a paper suggesting deletions in priority order' for the equipment programme. The

deletions included both fishery patrol vessels as priority three and naval

patrol vessels as priority 15. Cabinet noted the deletions made by the Minister

but retained the fishery patrol vessels in the equipment programme.0l

Provision for long term funding for fisheries patrol craft was made in the

approved Five Year Defence Programme for 1970/71 to 1974/5.82 In August 1970,

the joint approval of the Ministers of Defence and Finance was obtained for a

private contractor to produce tender documents. At the time of this approval it

was assessed that the total cost of the desired six patrol craft would be in the
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order of $4.5m. Agreement was reached with Treasury that if the cost was likely

to greatly exceed the estimated cost then further approval would be sought

before tenders for the vessels were called for.33

By March l97l the estimated cost had been updated to $6m however the

Ministry of Defence was unable to regard this as a definitive assessment of the

likely costs because 'a more realistic assessment (can not be made) until

tenders are received'.84 The Ministry of Defence sought approval for the calling

of tenders for the patrol craft and recommended that when tenders were rcceived

and evaluated that they should be referred to Cabinet for consideration.

A Treasury report prepared in conjunction with the Defence submission

supported the Defence proposal but was more explicit in stating that Cabinet

consideration could include reviewing the numbers of boats purchased, the effect

of the cost on the cost of the rolled forward five year programme, and the

priority afforded this proposal in relation to other Defence capital

requirements,96

In relaying his recommendation for this course of action to Cabinet, the

Minister of Defence noted that with the introduction of a l2 mile fishing limit

and taking into account the requirement to programme refits, general maintenance

and annual leave there would be a requirement for at least six boats to maintain

a minimum level of surveillance.s

The question of work for New Zealand shipbuilders was to be a continuing

theme in the background of the whole process. As early as September 1970 the New

Zealand Ship and Boatbuilders Federation wrote to the Minister of Defence

enquiring about the Navy's policy towards giving work to local shipyards. The
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reply noted that there were still many factors to be considered before any

decisions about construction were made.37

Preliminary planning had shown Defence that the design, construction and

fitting out of Naval patrol craft was a specialised activity for which only

limited capabilities existed in New Zea,land. They summarised that New Zealand

did not have the design capability at all and that construction could best be

done in the Naval dockyard if it was to be done in New Zealand. This opinion was

shared by the Ministry of Industries and Commerce.s

The requirement for patrol craft was referred to a special Cabinet

Committee on Fishery Protection Craft. In May l97l that Committee was given a

briefing on the factors which influenced the requirement for six vessels' These

included, in the Navy's view, the rotes required for military and fishing use,

the range and endurance required and the sea-keeping qualities necessary.

Although Ministers doubted the value of spending $lm a boat when the total value

of fish landed was only in the order of $15m, the Chief of Naval Staff explained

the requirement to chase and catch foreign vessels fishing illegally meant that

certain minimum characteristics in terms of endurance and speed were needed for

any patrol boat. Such characteristics could not be procured for a cheapet

cost.39

The Committee referred the proposal back to Cabinet recommending that

tenders for six vessels at an estimated cost of $6.07m be requested world wide'

On 3l May l97l Cabinet approved the calling of tenders for four boats only at an

estimated cost of $4.5m.'o
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Four firm proposals for providing the boats were received, two from the

United Kingdom and one each from France and Germany. No New Zealand firm

tendered.al The French and German bids were excluded from final consideration

because of price and technical deficiencies.{z The other two options were for a

120 foot boat and a 107 foot boat. The option preferred by the Navy was for the

longer boat which would give advantages in speed and seaworthiness but 'in the

final evaluation the lowest offer...for four 107 ft craft...are recommended

solely on the grounds of economy'.r3 The differential for purchasing the longer

boat would have been $.3m a boat and the additional cost of building in New

Zealand was in the order of $2m.{{

When tenders were received it was found that the original estimate of

total costs was much lower than the actual tenders received, with the lowest

tender being $8.338m. Possibly this was because initial planning had been

faulty, or because of cost increases since the first estimates had been done, or

because potential tenderers had initially given low estimates to encourage the

project so that they could tater bid higher in the hope that the project had

gone too far to cancel or amend. There is no firm evidence for any hypothesis

but internal evidence would indicate that the most likely reason for the cost

escalation is a combination of the first two options.

Initially the intention was to retain the preferred boat and economise on

ancillaries, but even this was ultimately felt to be too expensive and in

February the Defence Council decided that the only way to reduce the cost

significantly was to accept a craft of lesser capability with a clear

understanding that there was a speed penalty which meant that the boats could

not necessarily match the fastest fishing boats, and also that there was no

scope for further development.r6
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Even with alt possibte savings taken into account the total cost was still

50% higher than the initial estimates. Defence Council recommended to the

Government that the lowest tender be accepted. In supporting the proposed

purchase Treasury noted that the preferred tender was recommended solely on the

grounds of economy. The Treasury recommended that the additional cost, over the

early estimates, be met by the deferment of other capital equipment

programrnes.{6

The purchase of four craft was approved by Cabinet in February 197217 The

vessels finally entered service in 1975.

The process invotved in the decision to purchase the four patrol craft was

classical in that the Ministry of Defence prepared its staff requirements

against stated government policy, received g,overnment approval to call for

tenders and when tenders where received made a recommendation to government

based again on stated policy (in this case monetary) requirements. The final

recommendation was accepted.

The government was closely involved in the process for several reasons.

Firstly the high cost of the project, for that time, meant that Ministers were

always aware that the project would have a major effect on the total Defence

budget. In l97l /72 the budget was under considerable pressure. In that period,

for instance, Vote:Defence rose $l2m but the cost of wages rose $13.5m. Once

priorities were determined a number of cuts were made in training, and domestic

works and maintenance in an effort to balance the budget. Inevitably an

equipment procurement project which would commit a significant part of the

budget was closely scrutinised.

253



AIso the government clearly regarded the boats as fisheries protection

craft with any utility as a warship being a secondary consideration. The

relatively high cost of the vessels against the expected return from fisheries

protection role also forced the government into a close examination of the cost

effectiveness of such a purpose.

For its part the Ministry of Defence was convinced of the need for patrol

boats; both for the fisheries protection role and to provide seamanship and

command training to its seamen. The problem was to reconcile the conflict

between requirement and cost. This problem is one faced whenever a major capital

expenditure programme is proposed and it is normally resolved, as it was in this

case through consultation and compromise. The Navy did not receive an ideal

vesset and the Government spent more money than it would have wished on the

project. There is nothing unusual in that outcome, although the lack of any real

value for the money spent is perhaps unusual.4s

When tenders were asked for they required that a tender be prepared both

on the basis of construction overseas and in New Zealand. Ultimately the

tenderers argued that it would cost significantly more to establish facilities

in New Zealand to allow the construction there. That cost would have to be

included in the total project cost. As with its acceptance of limited

capabilities, the Government preferred to accept the lowest possible cost rather

than to pay a premium for local production. As we will see later this also has

been a consistent approach in equipment procurement rnatters.'e
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RNZAF Re-eouioment

The RNZAF acquired its p3 Orion maritime surveillance aircraft in the late

1960s and its A4 Skyhawk jet attack aircraft in 1970. The role of the Skyhawks

was primarily to provide close support to the Army and of the Orions to provide

a long range maritime surveillance capability into the Pacific. These roles,

which were of long standing, had previously been carried out by Vampire jets and

Sunderland flying boats respectively.e

The 1978 Defence Review recognised these roles and noted that the with the

Skyhawks there would be an increased emphasis on counter-shipping tasks in the

future. Both aircraft woutd need their avionics systems upgraded to fit them for

their roles.61

By the time of the 1983 Review, upgrading of the Orion had commenced and

the role of the Skyhawk had become primarily to 'strike an aggressor well out

from our shores' although 'they are equally capable in support of Army in a land

battle'62; a reversal of priorities. As well as the planned upgrading programme

for the Skyhawks 'consideration is being given to acquiring additional

aircraft'.6s The purchase of a further Orion was atso signalled in the 1983

Review:6a

The present unit of five aircraft meets normal peacetime
requirements but this number limits the potential to generate
additional effort in an emergency...In view of the increased
importance of the maritime patrol role the Air Staff has been
authorised to determine the avaitability of a suitable part
life Orion which could be modified to the same standard as
planned for the existing flect.

In this section we examine the purchase and aspects of the upgrading of

these additional aircraft for the RNZAF. Unlike the purchase of the patrol boats

these purchases were controversial; within Defence if not without. Despite that
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they proceeded amidst suggestions that the Airforce had not followed proper

procedures to acquire the equipment, that they could get away with this because

CDS was an airman, that the Defence budget could not afford the cost of these

programmes and that there was no strategic need for them in any case. We will

examine these claims because if there is any basis in fact for them they would

negate any argument of rationality put forward in defence of the purchases,

which in turn would tend to negate some of the justifications for wider defence

policies.

The Airforce has followed a consistent policy relating to airpower

doctrines since it was formed. An early study, 'Air Aspects of the Dcfence

Problem of New Zealand'in 1936 is reported to differ little in its assessment

of the requirements then (in terms of the need for air support for the defence

of New Zealand and for military operations generally) from those identified in

the latest Defence Review.Ss This continuity means that when the Airforce

determines the need for a new item of equipment it is able to show an unbroken

thread of argument on the need for airpower, which has been accepted for 50

years and which can still be shown to be relevant. If the arguments are believed

to be not relevant they are at least transparent and can be examined for

consistency and negated if necessary. So far this has not occurred.

In the early 1980s the Airforce could see that they were beginning to move

away from the foundations of their 'corporate being'. As & result of structural

studies undertaken within the RNZAF the conclusion was reached that a balance of

capabilities, necessary to make a usefut contribution to New Zealand's defence,

was being lost.66

One implication was that
service not an airforce. We

we were becoming
asked ourselves if
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New Zealand needed or wanted and what it would mean to the
future of the RNZAF and if it was not the way to go what should
we do.

We made some assumptions such as no increase in funding. From a
theoretical exercise we formulated the whole basis of the RNZAF
input into the 83 (Def ence) Review. The requirement was

revealed clearly that the A4 role was not going to be close air
support on the Mekong, it was going to be quite different...it
then highlighted the need to start thinking about refuelling
capabilities for tactical reasons.

A consciousness that a need existed for a policy study lead to
an ability to define specific requirements. The project was

done inside Airstaff. We changed the emphasis of the multi-
tasking role. It became evident that the maritime role had to
be givin much higher weighting and priority which then impacted
on what you do with the aeroplane in terms of upgrading

The Airforce believed that the requirement to put primary effort into

close support of ground troops would be less important in the future than other

priorities such as, for example, the ability to attack shipping in the Pacific'

and they initiated studies to test this requirement. This is a logical approach

which was accepted by the Defence Council and the Government in the 1983 Defence

Review. However at least one other Service did not take the Airforce arguments

at face value:6?

Policy is coordinated at the highest level but individual
management of projects can lead to a lack of coordination. Some
projects have been fast-tracked ... examples are the sixth
Orion acquisition, the l0 A4s and the A4 upgrade.

The worry is on both operational/strategic grounds and on
economic grounds, especiatly for the A4 acquisition. One would
argue that the acquisition was made tnore on availability of
aircraft rather than on operational requirement.

The implications of purchasing the new aircraft have not been

fully addressed from the point of view that the projects are
inter-related. For the maritime role the A4 needs certain
capabilities. Once it has these then the Orions need an upgrade
to give them the ability to vector the .44, also the need for
air to air refuelling in this role leads to the need to convert
the Cl30 (Hercules transport). They are all a package.

2s7



The implications from the funding point of view in as much as

there would be an overspend for the Airforce or an underspend
for the other services was not addressed. Full consultation did
not occur.

The issues are thus quite clear. On the one hand an equipment project

which had been properly thought out to achieve specific operational requirements

and staffed through the proper Defence channels, and on the other hand an

equipment project conceived in secrecy without regard for either strategic or

economic questions.

A number of minor points can be disposed of immediately. There was no

hurried or secret change of role for the RNZAF from close support of the Army to

maritime strike. Rather, the change had been signalled in the 1978 Review and

reinforced in 1983. Also there was no hastv purchase of aircraft purely because

they were available.

Defence had actively pursued the question of a Skyhawk replacement or

upgrade following the 1978 Review. In l98l the Minister of Defence was advised

that the current proposal was for Skyhawk upgrading and possible extra

purchases, but that enquiries into alternatives were being made. One alternative

being looked at closely was for the purchase of part life US A7 aircraft, an

option which the US were quite enthusiastic about.E8 In May 1982 the Air Staff

issued a Request for Proposals for upgrading the jet aircraft fleet and in 1983

the Defence Review again identified modernisation and acquisition of additional

Skyhawks as being the most cost effective option.En Thete did not, however,

appear to be any detailed study as to the operational requirement for additional

Skyhawks, such erguments were provided later as the project progressed.

Coincidentally, in mid-19E3, the Australian Government decided to scrap

its fleet of naval Skyhawks and offered them for sale. This option was pursued

258



by the RNZAF. In a paper to the Cabinet Committee on Defence, the Ministry of

Defence recommended that Australia should be asked for an option on its aircraft

until July 1984 to allow other alternatives to be fully considered, although

upgrading the Skyhawks was the preferred choice.60

The Committee expressed disquiet at asking Australia to give such an

option and they directed Defence to prepare a submission on the retention of the

A4 fleet and the possible purchase of the surplus Australian aircraft. The

submission was to provide information on costs, timing, condition of the

Australian aircrafit and what effect it would have on programmed expenditure.6l

Cabinet received the submission later in September 1983 but asked for more

details of costings. Apparently in anticipation of approval the ICEP, approved

in November 1983, included a figure of $40m for the purchase of l0 ex RAN

Skyhawk aircraft and an additional $ll9m spread over five years for

refurbishment and the purchase of weapons for 22 aircraft'

The final paper prepared by Defence for Cabinet approval included detail

on the justification of the aircraft (the 1983 Defence Review), the engineering

implications of purchasing aircraft of a different standard (braking parachutes

and wing refurbishment), and the longer term proposal to update the Skyhawks for

the maritime role. The need for upgrading for this role related to the need for

an airborne target location radar and the provision of some form of standoff

weapon, a missile, to allow the aircraft some chance of success if required to

operate against a warship with modern air defence *capons.62 The logic of such

upgrading foltowed automatically from acceptance of an anti-shipping role for

the aircraft.
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When the proposal was examined by the Defence central committees,

guestions were asked by the other Services as to whether the correct mix between

Skyhawks and Orions had been achieved, what the manpower and resource

implications were and cost spread. These questions were answered satisfactorily

and committee members agreed that the paper should go forward. The Army member

of the committee entered a cave&t that Army would later want to raise the

question as to what effect this project and that of the purchase of an

additional Orion would have on other Airforce assets of greater interest to the

Army.68

The Army's doubts about the project were overtaken by events when, on 25

June 1984, Cabinet approved the purchase of the ex-Australian aircraft at a

total cost of $68.596m and on I May 1985 a Cabinet Committee approved $148.351m

for the modernisation of all22 aircraft.oa

In parallel with the proposals relating to the Skyhawks, and equally

contentious in terms of cost and the effect on the equipment plans of the other

Services was the Orion update programme and the purchase of a sixth aircraft.

The update programme was to be a two phase project to upgrade firstly the

surface surveillance sensors and secondly the sub-surface systems. Phase I

commenced in 1980 and was completed for the five original aircraft in 1984.

Phase 2 was in 1989 still subject to study within the Ministry of Defenc..66

Some way through the upgrade programme the opportunity to purchase another

aircraft arose. In 1983 the RAAF purchased new Orion aircraft and put its older

models up for sale. Air Staff in New Zealand immediately made a submission to

Defence to purchase one of the aircraft. When the issue was first discussed in a

Defence committee the argument was made by the Airforce that:66
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the opportunity to purchase a suitabte part life orion would
not be repeated. It was difficult, however, to justify the
purchase on the basis of operational analysis because the
answer tended to indicate a requirement for more than one

additional aircraft

Once again this project had been placed on the 1983 ICEP (dated 29

November 1983) ahead of any approval and the Airforce noted that the finance on

the ICEP for the project was allocated to the current financial year so that

'this called for the proposals to be given some urgency, or alternatively for a

carry-over arrangement to be worked out'. The Committee concluded that:67

although there was a good case to be made for the additional
Orion it had not yet been sufficiently argued...( Although the
need) had been foreshadowed specifically in the 1983 Review,
but this did not diminish the need for a full and positive
justif ication...

It was agreed that Air Staff should urgently review the
paper...it was for Air Staff to decide whether a better
approach might be to prepare a comprehensive base paper for the
DXC, together with a more compact and forceful draft Memorandum
for the Cabinet Committee through the Defence Council.

The Airforce accepted this advice and began to prepare a detailed paper

justifying the purchase for the DXC. The paper indicated that the cost of the

aircraft would be considerably greater than that budgeted for in the ICEP. Both

Army and Navy became alarmed at the proposal. Firstly because the Defence

committees, which were supposed to ensure coordination, were being bypassed and

also because of the effect th4t a major change in the costing of a single

project would have on other projects.s Thus,6e

Firstly purchase of the sixth Orion was budgetted (sic) for in
1983/54 and no provision was made in the budget for later
purchase. The project has been actively supported by Navy but
is still dragging its heels whilst the A4 proposals, which did
not have full Naval Staff support, were actioned. Purchase of
the 6th Orion can now only be made at the expense of other
Major Equipment purchases and as Air appear to have all their
projects well in hand with approvals it will be at the expense
of Army and Navy
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Despite these worries the project carried on through the Defence system.

There is no real evidence that Defence committees were bypassed. Rather & sense

of frustration was felt by single Service staff officers unable to get their

unease at the implications of the proposals acknowledged, and this led to

charges of improper procedures being used.

Drafts of a paper for the Government covered points such as the need to

give a tangible expression of New Zealand's resolve in meeting 1983 Defence

objectives, general and specific responsibilities to the Island Governments, the

real need for, say, eight aircraft and the fact that a relatively cheap aircraft

was available and advantage should be taken of that.?o

As late as February 1985 staff criticism of the proposed purchase was

still being made.'It is more important to complete Rigel 2 (the Phase 2 update)

than to obtain an additional aircraft' and 'other capabilities should not be

sacrificed to an extra Orion'.7r In another paper a Defence staff officer

wrote:72

You will be aware that the cost of Rigel 2 for the sixth Orion
has been with-held from the acquisition paper funding proposal
pending the forthcoming l9E5 re-examination of Defence
needs...the sixth Orion is being submitted to Defence Council
for funding with no guarantee that it will be enhanced to the
capabilities required in the l9E3 Review...if the review
disclosed that such enhancements and capabilities were un-
necessary then it would be difficult to justify the sixth Orion
in terms of tasks which lesser aircraft, say Andovers, could
undertake at much less cost.

Despite this single Service and staff opposition Defcnce Council approved

the Airforce request and forwarded the proposal to the Government which approved

the purchase and Phase I upgrade at a cost of $34.673m an 26 March 1985.78
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The cost of these two programmes represented a significant percentage of

the budget available for capital equipment and was resisted by the other two

Services, especially the Army, because they both believed that the money might

better be spent on their own equipment projects. Despite these misgivings the

projects went ahead with a minimum display of interest from the Government'

The reasons for the success of the projects, in effect a success for the

Airforce against the other two Services and the Defence staff, was because the

Airforce had a consistent philosophy of what was required in the way of air

power and could back up their arguments with operational analysis to show that

in fact they needed more than they were asking for. To challenge the Airforce

arguments successfully opponents would have had to develop both a new doctrine

for the use of airpower in the New Zealand context and also argue that other

equipment needs should have a higher priority. This was not done and the Defence

Council accepted the need over the misgivings of several individual members.

Possibly fortuitously for the Airforce argument was the fact that CDS was

an airman, and atthough not necessarily biased towards the Airforce case he

certainly did not need any scepticism about the quality of the arguments to be

overcome. The second fortuitous happening for the Airforce was that the aircraft

became available relatively cheaply at a time when the subject of the existing

fleet was under discussion in any case and the additional cost could be fitted

into planned expenditure despite the fears of the other Services.

We have seen equipment purchased as it has become available from other

services several times in this research and there are other examples, such as

the purchase of additional Mll3 armoured personnel carriers from Australia in

1985, which we have not discussed. tn each case the argument has been that the
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offer has been too good to refuse. This does not necessarily represent an

improvident 'take what is available it may come in use one day approach'' Rather

each purchase is justified in terms of some earlier decision that additional

items are needed but, for financial reasons, not yet' It makes some sense then

to acquire the additional equipment when it does become available at a less than

expected cost.

The danger with this approach is that in the rush to get the equipment

before the offer lapses insufficient checking of the quality of the items

offered will be done and insufficient analysis of the need tvhen set against

other priorities will be made. There is not enough evidence here to make that

firm judgement, although in the case of both the Orion and the Skyhawks

different elements of the other two Services obviously considered that other

priorities should have prevailed.

Although the case for the extra Orion and the extra Skyhawks could be, and

was, made on operational grounds, the acquisition of the aircraft probably

represents the ability of CDS and the Secretary when they are agreed on an issue

to overcome the opposition of the other CofS as they wish. In this case the

general thrust of the latest Defence Review was towards operations in the

region, with an emphasis on maritime operations, and there had been a long

standing recognition that additional aircraft would be desirable. Also,

ultimately, it recognises the fact that Defence Council is not a committee of

equals but one in which the senior military member has statutory respons-

ibilities which allow him to provide advice the thrust of which which is not

necessarily shared by the individual Service merrbers.
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Medium Artillerv

In this section we examine a weapon acquisition project which did not

succeed despite the fact that it had formally been recommended to the government

by the Defence Council.

Armies rely on a variety of equipments to accomplish different battlefield

tasks. Often these tasks appear to be similar in their requirements. The only

weapon system, under Army control, abte to projcct force beyond the immediate

edge of the battle area is the gun. Depending on the task the most effective

type of gun might be a relativety light howitzer with limited range and effect

at the target end, but with great accuracy and fate of fire or it may be a

longer range weapon with a heavy projectile, but with less accuracy and a slower

rate of fire. Thus to support soldiers in ctose contact with an enemy the main

requirement is for accuracy (so that ones own troops will not be adversely

affected) and rapidity of fire. When the requirement on the other hand is to

destroy a prepared and protected position other attributes are needed'

These different attributes are not normally possessed by a single weapon.

To retain flexibility, armies attempt to maintain a range of weapons optimised

to some extent to a specific role or capabilities. In New Zealand service, at

least since the end of WW II, the Army has maintained two gun systems; a medium

system for longer range tasks and a light system for close support tasks.

The proposal, to replace the Army's obsolete and unserviceable medium

artillery weapons, the WW II vintage 5.5 inch guns, took some years to resolve

within the Defence staff even before it was passed to the Government. It shows

how an unpopular or doubtful proposal can be held up by the staff process but,

if the Service sponsoring the proposal is determined, how it can not be stopped.
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The army had possessed 5.5in guns as their medium artillery weapon since

the end of WW Il. By the mid-|970s it was apparent that the equipment was

becoming unserviceable, that spare parts could no longer be obtained, and that

ammunition was running out and becoming irreplaceable. A decision on the

replacement of the equipment had to be made sooner rather than later.

When the 1978 Defence Review was being prepared the problem was

recognised. It was determined that 'operationally ready forces' would be based

on an infantry battalion, supported by other arms and services and that

'framework forces' for expansion would comprise a 'broad range of units' which

would maintain skills through command and signals exercises with the ANZUS

partners.T4 One major equipment decision flowing on from this decision was

that:75

Expertise in medium artillery can be adequately maintained on

the field artillery weapons (l05mm) which are now in service
and which will continue to be essential to provide fire support
for the infantry in the field. In current circumstances,
therefore, there are no plans to replace the existing medium
guns when they reach the end of their useful life late in the
review period.

This was an accurate statement of the situation so far as it went.

Procedures for the fire control of medium and light (field) artillery are

identical. Before a new weapon could be deployed however, there would need to be

a period spent in teaching soldiers how to use the specific weapon and teaching

the logisitic system the detail of repair and maintenance of the weapon. So long

as there was no intention to deploy such a weapon at short notice these were not

problems.
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Between 1978 and 1983 Defence thinking on the role of the forces in the

South Pacific evolved. Initially 'small forces shaped and organised for specific

contingencies' able 'to respond to low-key emergencies in our own region' were

required.To The type of force envisaged here was of the order of light infantry

forces supported by light weapons.

By 1983 a more definite Ready Reaction Force of a battalion group and an

expansion force based on a brigade was planned for. The reason for this more

precisely defined expansion force was because the concept as formulated in 1978

did not give any basis for proper planning in that it did not detail the type or

quantity of troops and equipment which should be planned f or.77 Given the now

definite expansion concept the White Paper defined a series of priority

equipment requirements which included 'acquisition of new generation artillery

(t05 and l55mm)'.78

This was a statement of intent, approved by the Government in principle

but still requiring justification in detail. No statement of the specific role

which would require medium artillery was given. Rather, it is more likely that

because military orthodoxy requires support weapons to be of greater fire power

than those held by by the organisation being supported, and because the move was

to greater self sufficiency which meant that New Zealand could not necessarily

rely on an ally for support, then New Zealand would ipso facto need medium guns.

Army moves to justify the purchase commenced with a paper for DFDC in

December 1983. This paper argued the need in conventional operations to destroy

armour and enemy artillery by the use of medium artillery and talked of

deploying a brigade group of troops which would be supported by a battery of

medium guns. The paper argued that there was a nced for a mix of light and
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medium artillery for any deployed force. The aims of the purchase were to

restore operational capabilities and to achieve standardisation with our

allies.Te In terms of our understanding of some of the imperatives behind

military desires to purchase equipment the second reason probably weighed more

strongly than the first.

The paper argued in terms of military conventional wisdoms, relating to

the need for medium artillery ('forces of this type have medium artillery

support') rather than in terms of a specific terrain and enemy likely to be

found in the region. It was therefore open to defeat in the detail of its

argument.

At the DFDC meeting in February 1984 the Committee discussed the issue

fully and agreed that a number of points needed to be clarified before any

proposal for new medium artillery could be progressed. The Army needed to

reconcile the conclusion of the t978 Review with this apparent about turn in

policy and there needed to be fuller consideration of other firepower options

and of the logistic requirements and capabilities needed to support the weapon.

The Committee's conclusion was 'that the case for medium guns needed to be

argued more clearly than in the present paper'.8o

For the rest of 1984 and the first half of 1985 the issue remained within

Army and Defence as the paper was discussed and rewritten. It did not get a high

priority for action because of other higher priority equipment issues, such as

the Orion purchase already discussed, and later because of the 1984 election and

change of government and the subsequent ship visit disagreement with the United

States.
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In its 1984 Report, Defence stated that'there is now an urgent need for

the replacement of...the 5.5inch guns'.8l ln the 1985 Report, perhaps reflecting

a lowering of priorities, replacement artillery was just one in a list of a

number of items which were being evaluated.

The proposal was next formally examined by RPDC in September 1985- The

ANZUS conflict and the reshaping of defence policy to provide for 'greatet

self-reliance and an independent capability' was seen as giving added weight to

the medium gun proposal and it was determined that finance could be made

available without jeopardising other capital equipment proposals. RPDC endorsed

the proposal and referred it to the DXC.82 DXC agreed with the conclusion that a

medium gun was needed and directed that a paper be prepared for the Cabinet

Committee for Defence Council consideration.ss

When the proposal went to the Defence Council in October 1985, the defence

review was under way. At the DC meeting the Minister made the point that,

because of the Defence Review, Defence 'should not embark on large items of new

expenditure unless urgency dictated otherwise.' The Minister then outlined some

of the strategic issues which he considered important and stated that he was

'not prepared to sign an outright recommendation (to the government)

but...conversely he would not wish to inhibit productive discussion'. He was

prepared to send the proposal to the appropriate Cabinet Committee for

discussion and eventual referral to Cabinet.il Euen at this stage, before any

discussion of the issues, the Minister clearly had doubts about the proposal,

both because of the defence review and perhaps because of doubts about the need

for a weapon which would attack enemy tanks and artillery.
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In specific discussion CGS outlined the case for the medium gun. He

discussed the role of the gun in the defence of New Zealand (a point explicitly

rejected by the Minister) but emphasised that the main use would be on a

battlefield outside New Zealand. The main points for the medium gun were that

without it the brigade group expansion force would be unbalanced, New Zealand

would have to rely on an ally for this type of support and that it could be a

valuable deployment option even in the South Pacific. Funding for the programme

could be achieved and, in the Treasury view, it was preferable that projects go

on despite the Defence Review so that the Defence Budget would have an even

spread of expenditure.s6

Apart from his doubts about the need for the gun in the defence of New

Zealand the Minister queried why the Army had waited until the existing gun was

on its last legs before any proposal to reptace it was made, thus forcing a

degree of urgency on the decision. The point was made that circumstances had

changed since the 1978 Review had stated that there was no requirement for the

weapon. In the decade since then aircraft, providing similar support, had become

more vulnerable on the battlefield and medium artillery ammunition had become

more sophisticated thus providing better support. CDS argued that New Zealand

troops should not have to rely on allies for support of this kind. After some

discussion the Minister agreed to forward the proposal to CERSC.86 It is

possible that subsequently CDS did not promote the gun as enthusiastically as

CCS would have.8?

The Government decided not to proceed with the purchase of medium guns in

early 1987.
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The attempted acquisition of medium guns shows, in contrast to the

acquisition of the Orion, the problems faced if there is little support for the

equipment and its utility can not be demonstrated in other than 'professional

judgement'terms. The Army relied for the basis of its argument on the 1983

Defence Review. Unfortunately for its case there was a change of government

which prompted a detailed examination of all previous defence 'needs'' This

detailed examination did not show a real need for medium artillery. Ultimately

there was tittle belief that the Army would be required to operate alone in a

war where it would have to provide its own medium artillery support.ss

Conclusions

These three case studies on equipment acquisition procedures make it

difficult to sustain any charge that defence equipment is purchased contrary to

policy requirements. In each case there was clear governmental control over the

final decision. In all cases the strategic and operational grounds for the

purchase were examined in detail and in all cases economic factors played a

major part in the final outcome. No doubt Defence would have liked to get more

than it did. In one case the government clearly believed that what Defence

wanted was not needed at all, and in another it reduced what Defence had asked

for, entirely for financial reasons. These are not the outcomes of a system in

which the defence acquisition process controls the policy makers.

It seems clear that for an equipment proposal to be successful it must

firstly be affordable and secondly it must be able to be linked into the

strategic and operational aims of the government. The defence processes can not

halt a proposal but they can hinder it significantly. Ultimately, although a

Service Chief of Staff can force a proposal to government attention, that

proposal then has to be argued by CDS who may or may not be completely
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enthusiastic about the proposal. It is possible that the quality of CDS'

advocacy could influence the extent to which the Minister fights for the issue

in Cabinet.

At the beginning of this chapter we identified some of the rnost common

charges made in the general literature against defence equipment purchases.

These were that equipment is inappropriate, that it had too many capabilities

for the tasks, and that it tended to be made on a one for one replacement basis

rather than with any detailed analysis of the need being made. These studies

indicate that the charges &re not necessarily correct in the New Zealand

context. All of these aspects were examined when Service equipment proposals

were made; both by the Ministry of Defence and the Government. Ultimately, where

Defence central did not force changes on a proposal, then the government did,

either because of economic constraints or because of a rejection of the

operational arguments.

The strongest charge to be levelled against Defence equipment proposals,

on the evidence here, would seem to be that a single Service's inclination will

be to try to acquire the best equipment possible. This is understandable. But

such checks and balances as exist within the system, the scrutiny of -this

system, the demands of other Services and the final decision by the Government,

lead to solutions which are both affordable and at a level which is accepted as

no more than the minimum necessary.

The definition of minimum however is politically made and may owe as much

to the desire to keep up alliance &ppearances as it does to any belief that

there is an objective minimum against which the operational capability of the

armed forces can or should be measured. Although individual decisions to choose
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consistently the (political defined) minimum necessary may be supportable, there

is a danger that over time the total force may become ineffective because

decisions have been taken without an overatl guiding philosophy against which to

measure them.

The role of CDS is central to the process. Although he is a member with

the CofS of DXC and the DC he also has the private ear of the Minister through

his regular weekly meetings. Ultimately CDS is solely responsible for the

military advice that he provides to the Government. In terms of equipment

proposals the major conclusion to be drawn seems to be that CDS may be more

familiar with the arguments which will be produced by his own Service. This does

not mean that there is any degree of bias but it does mean that the arguments

advanced by other Services will need to be more closely argued. This is not

necessarily a bad situation and may be transferred to a post Quigley

restructured situation where the military are having to argue specific equipment

cases to a predominantly civilian Ministry.

It could be claimed that the Airforce were lucky in that appropriate

affordable aircraft became available for purchase at the time that the issue was

being discussed. This might then lead to a conclusion that chance plays a major

part in Defence equipment acquisition and that Defence planning is thus

haphazard. These charges do not seem to be sustainable. At any time various

major weapon systems are available second hand on the world market 8nd the

Airforce were considering the option some years before the specific aircraft

became available. They still needed to demonstrate a need for the equipment and

that it was affordable. A similar situation existed when the Navy were searching

for replacements for their surface warships in 1983.
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The major conclusion to be drawn from these cases relates to the problems

and opportunities presented by the long term planning necessary if defence

equipment acquisitions are to'made coherently. Planning proceeds on a l5 year

cycle and once in service 
"n 

ir.rn of equipment may remain on the inventory for

another 20 or 30 years. This means that defence planners have to plan for a

future situation which may change in much less than the l5 years planning period

and the further 20 or 30 years operational tife of the equipment. This should

indicate a policy which emphasises flexibility in use and ability to upgrade in

mid-life for major equipment items, rather than equipmcnt which is of use only

in specific and limited circumstances. To some extent this approach has been

followed in New Zealand with success.
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Chapter l0

CONCLUSIONS

Introduction

When we commenced this research we set ourselves a number of initial

tasks. In brief, they were to identify the major defence policy actors and

determine their relative influence over processes and outcomes, to describe such

processes, and to analyse defence policy in terms of its determinants. We also

set ourselves the task of examining the recommendations of the Quigley Review

and assessing to what extent those recommendations, if implemented, would alter

the conclusions drawn from our examination of the processes and issues in the

period from 1970 to 1989.

With these relatively simple questions answered we would then be in a

position to examine the wider and more important questions of 'how relevant is

the process to the outcomes?' and 'can the outcomes be improved by altering the

process?'. These are fundamental problems which are important for students of

public policy. Quite clearly, if we can resolve these questions satisfactorily

we will be in a position to suggest changes to the processes, if changes aie

shown to be effective and necessary.

Many conclusions have been drawn as we have examined specific area and

case studies. They are expressed in the relevant chapter. In this section we

will only draw the major and general conclusions, using examples from the

research where necessary.

275



The Actors

In our examination of the policy processes we have identified only two

major actors. In broad terms they may be characterised as 'the government' and

'the bureaucracy'. But we can refine these generalisations.

The government includes many Ministers who have no more than a peripheral

interest in defence issues, whose portfolios are not directly affected by the

activities of the Ministry of Defence and who do not see papers or receive

briefings relevant to the defence issues. Their only connection with defence

issues is when a Cabinet decision has to be taken on a specific topic. In these

cases, unless the issue is particularly contentious, they are likely to accept

the advice of those of their colleagues who are more closely informed on the

specific issue. The cost of defence expenditure is, for these Ministers, likely

to be the issue which engages their attention most often. Such spending is in

direct competition with the spending plans of their own Department programmes.

The Cabinet committee dealing with defence issues, known variously as the

'Cabinet Defence Committee', tCabinet External Relations and Security Committee'

and 'Cabinet Domestic and External Security Committee', is the pre-eminent sub-

Cabinet group. The committee normally includes senior ministers such as the

Prime Minister, the Ministers of Defence, Foreign Affairs, Finance and Police.

Given such a membership the Committee is capable of making a realistic political

assessment of the viability or otherwise of specific defence policy proposals.

Often these Ministers will be forced to make decisions which are not popular

with their colleagues or with the public at large, but the seniority of this

group means that decisions taken here will not lightly be overturned by the full

Cabinet.
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The conclusions of the Committee, however, are only recommendations to the

fult Cabinet. On specific issues, such as the wording of a policy document, or

on a specifically 'political' matter, the Committee's recommendation may be and

has been overturned.

Within the Committee, the Minister of Defence is the only Minister

receiving a continuous flow of information on defence issues. This should mean

that the Minister is able to take the lead in setting the policy agenda and

shaping opinions to ensure that his policy initiatives are accepted. And this is

normally the case.

But Ministers may have more or less interest in the portfolio and more or

less expertise. There have been periods, especialty during the mid-1970s, when

the Minister did not remain in the portfolio long enough to gain a total grasp

of the complexities of the issues. At other times the Minister has had other,

normally party political, duties which have distracted him from the task at

hand.l In the period from 1984-8? the Minister believed, accura.tely or

otherwise, that the Ministry was deliberately keeping information from him. He

believed that policy was being prepared within the Ministry and presented to him

as a fait accompli for endorsement.2

These cases are relatively rare. No system can legislate against a less

than competent or less than interested Minister, but our research shows that the

Minister can be involved with all major policy proposals if he chooses. He is

informed of the progress of policy by both written and oral briefing, he has the

opportunity to take advice from outside formal channels to gain alternative

perspectives, and he is required to endorse proposals formally at the Defence
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Council. Subsequently he must give them formal Ministerial approval or present

them to Cabinet for a decision.

There may be some merit in the argument that policy is prepared in detail

in the Department without the Minister's involvement and that this is to the

detriment of the eventual outcome. This would seem to be a matter of style, with

individual Ministers wishing to be more or less involved in day to day work on

the preparation of policy proposals. In principle the Minister can be kept as

informed as he wishes to be and he has the ultimate sanction of refusing to

accept policy proposals and refusing to place them before Cabinet if he is not

satisfied with either the content or the degree of consultation. It is in the

Department's own interest to ensure that the Minister is fully briefed and is

aware of the implications of policy issues before they appear in the public

arena.

The Ministers responsible for external relations and for disarmament

issues will also have a legitimate interest in specific aspects of defence

policy, as will the Minister of Finance. Normally such interest will be

restricted to the extent that it impinges upon their own portfolio. Thus the

Minister of Foreign Affairs would have had a major input into decisions relating

to the deployment of New Zealand troops in monitoring the elections in Zimbabwe

and the deployment to the Sinai as part of the Commonwealth Truce Monitoring

Team. And that Minister as well as the Minister of Finance were closely

concerned with the decisions surrounding the purchase of Anzac frigates in 1989,

because of the implications for relations with Australia and for the effect on

the defence budget and on the Government expenditure programme.
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On the other hand the Minister for Disarmament in 1989 publicly stated her

opposition to purchasing new frigates. Her position was described by the Prime

Minister as 'being expected in view of her portfolio'.3 The imptication was that

because this was not a disarmament issue the opinion was unlikely to be

influential in terms of the eventual decision. The Minister was also not in

Cabinet at the time.

The Minister of Finance has a wider interest in defence issues. In New

Zealand, defence expenditure is largely discretionary in a way that social

spending is not. The New Zealand defence budget is set at an arbitrary target

ceiling and successive Ministers of Finance have been keen to recommend policies

which will cut the level further. We have seen the Treasury, through the

Minister, recommend policies about the size and shape of the defence forces and

their deployment in terms which go beyond an attempt to minimise cost relating

to a specific policy. Instead Treasury has periodically suggested specific

policies which they will believe will cut the cost of defence. In general the

Treasury has not been successful with such recommendations. It can act as an

agent for delay as the issues are worked through by officials in an attempt to

satisfy Treasury requirements.

Neither the Minister of Finance as a political actor nor the Treasury as

bureaucratic player can be considered as completely influential. Their

recommendations as to the effect of defence policy proposals on Covernment

economic proposals are only acted upon to the extent that they conform to

Government desires and their recommendations about wider aspects of defence

policy have generally not been accepted. For example, at the time when the

Minister of Finance was also Prime Minister, we have seen in our case studies a
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number of Cabinet decisions which 'favoured' the Minister of Defence rather than

the Minister of Finance/Prime Minister.

In part, this lack of influence held by Treasury and their Minister (which

runs against much of the conventional wisdom on the subject) is probably because

Defence rarely makes spending proposals which are completely unaccepteble on

financial grounds. The Treasury position then is one of arguing on the margins.

If Defence can show that a proposal falls within Government policy guidelines

and that it is affordabte, it lies within any financial constraint imposed, then

Defence advice is more likely to be taken than Treasury's. At those times when

specific proposals have been rejected Treasury has, as often as not, supported

the Defence position and the Government has acted contrary to the advice from

both Departments.

When Treasury argues for a specific defence policy course of action their

advice is accepted onty to the extent that it conforms to general defence policy

directions. If it does not then the Treasury advice will be ignored by the

policy makers.

The major bureaucratic player quite clearly is the Ministry of Defence.

Indeed to the extent that it is almost pre-eminent it could almost be called a

solo performer. But not quite. Although major areas of policy direction, (such

as many of the Defence Reviews, or some equipment proposals), are initiated and

even implemented without significant outside consultation, there is widespread

consultation on other issues. On issues, such as the deployment of troops

overseas, where other Departments may have a major input, the Ministry of

Defence still exerts a large influence over the size and shape of such a

deployment because of its control of the expertise surrounding technical areas
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such as capabilities and logistical factors.

Within the Ministry the key actors are equally clearly the Secrctary and

the Chief of Defence Staff. Although they rarely initiate specific policy

proposals, those come from the single Services, the diarchy has been in a

position to accept, amend, delay or, mgre rarely, reject policy initiatives.

Such decisions are made after close consultation with each other, and an

assessment of the political and financial viability of the specific project.

Consultation has been facilitated by their office arrangements, with an inter'

connecting private door which allows informal meetings without notice. I

The staff within the Ministry act as information providers and project

coordinators. Their role is to act as gatekeepers for CDS and the Secretary,

ensuring that information is passed upward and instructions are acted upon. The

staff write drafts of policy papers, some of which are seen by the Secretary and

CDS, and they work with other departments to coordinate policy positions. But

the staff are rarely decisive in a policy outcome. For example on the major

aspects of declaratory policy, the Defence Reviews (except that of 1987), the

Secretary and CDS have acted without significant staff assistance.

Outside the bureaucracy and the government, potential actors have little

influence over process or outcome. Lobby groups act to influence specific issues

but there is little evidence to show that thcy are influential on major policy

issues. This assessment may change as lobby groups become more organised and

demonstrate that they have the expertise to argue the technical aspects of

specific issues. A necessary, although perhaps not sufficient, condition of this

is an academic community, interested in public policy issues in general and

strategic issues in particular, which is prepared to raise the level of informed
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debate on these issues.

From this analysis of the policy actors we may draw some initial

conclusions, recognising that they may be altered when we examine the effects of

recent changes effected after the Quigley Rcview. The system is a'closed'

system as defined earlier. Not only is it closed in that all processes occur

between a tightly defined elite, but it is closed in that the elite is not

exposed to any serious alternativc policy ideas and is not exposed to critiques

of policy outcomes. This means that policy becomes self reinforcing and that the

elites become impervious to such ideas as do surface from the interested public

or from lobby groups.

One possible consequence of this is that the policies may become

irrelevant to New Zealand's security needs. The policy elite will have stopped

thinking because the members have no need to think. There is no trade in ideas,

no method for identifying good ideas, and no reward for them. Policy, under this

system, stagnates and will eventually be found wanting. The implications of this

will be discussed later. At this stage we may merely conclude that a trade in

ideas can not exist in a closed community, and that the closed defence community

will remain until the wider public, including the academic community, takes a

systematic and informed interest in strategic and defence issues.6

Specific relationships are quite clear. The Ministry of Defence,

personified by the Secretary and the CDS, is the major bureaucratic player. All

major policy initiatives originate from within the Ministry and all technical

analysis is carried out by thc Ministry. But the bureaucrats are aware that the

political actors can and do make the final decisions.
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We may discern a hierarchy of influence leading through the Services,

which propose specific programmes, to the Ministry of Defence, where the

Secretary and CDS have ultimate say over policy initiatives, and to the

government itself. This is a highly centralised system with each level being

able to be over-ruled by the next above it. We would expect this to influence

the processes in a number of predictable ways.

The Policv Processes

We have identified the major actors in the policy processes and from there

it is a short step to identifying the processes used. In Chapter I we discussed

various models of the policy process and we concluded that some form of

bureaucratic organisational process, because of the central role of the

bureaucracy in the formulation of advice and the implementation of decisions,

was most likely to occur in the formulation of defence policy in New Zealand.

Bureaucratic players were so pervasive that they would inevitably set the agenda

for policy outcomes.

Our subsequent examination of specific case studies forces us to modify

that conclusion to some extent. The defence bureaucracy is the major player in

the policy formulation process. And within the defence bureaucracy writ large

there are a number of lesser, though still significant, bureaucracies; the

Services and indeed the individual staff branches within the central Ministry of

Defence. There are also the less important bureaucracies, the Treasury and the

External Affairs Ministry. We might expect then that policy processes would

involve bargaining, trade-offs and other such behaviours as the bureaucratic

players attempted to position themsclves to ensure that their own outcomes were

maximised in policy terms.
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This does not appear to occur to any significant extent. It is true that

individual bureaucracies have a keen sense of what is good for themselves and

they work to ensure that the result they wish for is adopted. But the process

used does not involve traditional methods. There is no evidence of deals of the

'you support me on this and I will support you on that' kind. Instead individual

bureaucracies attempt to influence outcomes by preparing detailed submissions

laying out the pros and cons of an issue as they see it. The sum of these

submissions is absorbed and a decision reached. If not consensual the decision

is at least grudgingly accepted once the interests have had their day in court.

This is a rational/unitary/analytic approach to decision making not a

bureaucratic one and we must attempt to determine why it is used. There seem to

be two possible answers; and they are linked. Most of the literature relating to

organisational behaviour is American. The concepts of organisational or

bureaucratic interest are American and it could be that New Zealand

bureaucracies do not perceive themselves to have interests superior to the

central organisation. Perhaps New Zealand, particularly in areas of public

policy, is so centralised that any concept of effective devolution of policy

decision is not recognised by any of the players.

If this hypothesis is correct it would be accentuated by the particularly

hierarchical nature of the defence bureaucracy. The military accept the need for

decisions finally to be made by the senior officer and they accept that the

senior officer does not have to accept advice if he chooses not to. This is

highly centralising in that the senior officer is CDS and given his links with

his only possible bureaucratic rival, the Secretary of Defence, there appears to

be limited scope for the kinds of bureaucratic activity described in the US

literature.o To reinforce this, we should note that in New Zeiland the single
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Services do not have their own community support, as individual bureaucracies'

which the Navy or the Marines for example have in both the US and in Britain.

Nor do the single Services have the access to reliable sources of independent

strategic or technical analysis which could be used to bolster a bureaucratic

case against another Service.

What does this mean for policy outcomes? It should mean that outcomes will

be maximised to benefit the centre: dcfence as a whole. At the same time

individual Services may suffer as resources are channelled to the highest

priority area. In practice this does not seem to occur in any absolute sense

either. Rather, decisions are made which minimise the worst effects on an

individual Service, while maximising the outcome for the system as a whole. Thus

while the Army may not get a.ll the equipment items it believes it necds, and the

Air Force may get more than the Army thinks is either necessary or desirable,

the Army will receive a certain minimum so that its (normally self defined) core

functions remain.

This form of compromise (Buggins turn is too strong a description) is not

deliberate. Instead it seems an almost unconscious recognition that even in

times of the greatest financial stringency there is a need to maintain a spread

of reward throughout the system so that the individual components will continue

to work to the system rather than outside it. Therc is no evidence that policy

outcomes under this process occur as the result of a deliberate assessment of

needs and a consequent directing of resources to meet those needs. The formal

and initial processes might be designed to achieve that. The practical and

working processes and the real life financial constraints do not allow it, and

there is no external threat to concentrate the mind to force it.
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Under this system though, although there is an apparent non zero-sum

result in the short term (there are no losers), in the longer term it is likely

that the system writ large will lose. By adopting a policy (consciously or

unconsciously) of equal pain, the outcome is likely to be, eventually, an

organisation which is not capable of achieving any of the tasks set for it.

Using an alternative process, one which deliberately starved some sectors of

resources to buitd up othcrs, a system could be constructed which was at least

capable of achieving some of its assigned tasks. The difference is between a

system which minimises the worst possible outcomes but also minimises the best

possible, and one which attempts to maximise some good outcomes but which

accepts that some bad outcomes will also be maximised. Neither system is

necessarily better than the other, but the one chosen should be chosen

deliberately; there is no evidence that that occurs in New Zealand.

This is not to say that in every case the decision process is flawed. The

case studies have shown that in many instances the defence system has been

completely capable of identifying needs and applying solutions to achieve

required outcomes. But the circumstances in which such 'good' outcornes have

occurred have tended to be concrete events with defined boundaries; thc

deployment of troops to achieve specific ends for instance. In other, more

tenuous, cases outcomes have been confused and the system has been unable to

identify clearly the most appropriate response to external events. The reasons

for this relate to the 'traditional' factors as well as to the more intangiblc

factors of process and structure.
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Policv Determinants

Defence in New Zealand is suppty rather than demand driven. The literature

describes the most important determinants of defence policy as being variously

the threat, the current international situation, financial limitations and

domestic political factors. Our analysis would tend to indicatc that only one of

these, finance, has been relevant to New Zeala;nd during the period of our study.

And finance as a factor has normally meant that the cheapest option, in terms of

money which must be committed immediately, to achieve the desired programme is

chosen: this appears to be the definition of value for money in New Zealand

defence expenditure terms. In making this judgement it must be recognised that

the period has been one of peace. If the Armed Forces had bcen involved in large

scale operations against a specific enemy, and where the interests of the

country were directly threatened, undoubtedly that conclusion would be altered.

Of course the financial factor may in itself be a part of a wider grouping of

'domestic' factors.

Successive Defence White Papers describe a world which is uncertain and an

area of direct strategic concern to New Zealand of a significant area of the

Pacific.T As well New Zealand is stated as having obtigations under ANZUS, the

FPDA and the UN. And the various treaties, especially ANZUS, have been describcd

as being accepted by 'successive New Zealand Government s as the ultimate

guarantee of security in the region'.8 These would all appear to be determinants

which should drive the size and shape of the Armed Forces in certain directions.

And as particular factors wax or wane in importance, we would expect that there

would be a consequent reordering of the size and shape of the forces, through a

redistribution of resources, to take this into account.
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This has not occurred to any significant degree. The forces today are

essentially the same as they were in 1970. Indeed the regular elcments are

essentially the same as they were in 1950. There is no formal Commonwealth

commitment, no conscription and fewer civilian reserve or territorial forces.

There are fewer major warships and there are perhaps more fast jets. And these

are major changes, but the changes are less than the similarities. The roles,

the deployments and the doctrines do little more than pay lip service to changed

environments. This is despite the fact that since t970 the war in Vietnam has

ended, the British have withdrawn from the region, naval power is being

increased by many regional states, there is increasing instability in the South

Pacific itself, let alone in South East Asia and New Zealand is, at best, a

non-participating member of ANZUS.

We need to ask why the changed environment has not produccd significant

consequent changes in defence structures. There appear to be two possible

reasons. It could be that the forces have been structured and resourced as they

should be for any realistic event and the structure and the equipment have

remained relevant over the years. This kind of flexibility seems possible

although unlikely. For instance it does not seem likely that the type of Army

which was considered suitable to deploy as part of the Commonwealth Strategic

Reserve should be the same as one which was committed to SEATO and which later

is required to act independently if necessary in the South Pacific. Yet to all

intents and purposes they are the same organisation, especially in the component

of full time professional soldiers, with different roles over the years.

But perhaps the Army is not a good example. Perhaps there, the same basic

organisation is suitable for all tasks. The Navy gives us another example. In

1970 the 1966 Defence Review was still extant. The Navy then required a modern

288



force of four fast frigates to maintain the level of contribution to

Commonwealth strength in the Far East, to maintain a reasonable New Zealand

naval effort and to provide a viable basis for sustaining a career Navy. It was

also deemed necessary to consider the re-establishment of an effective mine

counter-rneasures force to provide defence against this type of attack in the New

Zealand area.e In the early 1980s, as we have seen, the frigates were described

as being necessary for ANZUS commitments, In 1989 the Navy still has four

frigates, despite having lost a Commonwealth commitment, and still has no mine

counter-measure capability. In 1987 the Defence Review indicated that mining of

New Zealand harbours could happen, but still mine counter-measure equipment was

not held on more than an experimental basis.ro

There is no great conundrum here. In practice, force levels for the

individual Services have borne no necessary relationship to the words used to

describe the policy. Instead the level of resources available for Defence has

been set arbitrarily and the Services have then been required to equip

themselves with what has been available, normally setting their own priorities

in the process.

To use the naval example again, we showed earlier that the Navy has

consistently argued that a force of six warships is a minimum to achieve the

tasks described in the various policy documents. That they have not got six is

because no government has been prepared to pay for them. It is not surprising

under those circumstances that the Navy has maintained as many frigates as it

can at the expense of mine clearing vessels.

Under a different (or even explicit) definition of requirements, the Navy

might have been forccd to place greater emphasis on the acquisition of warships

289



designed for patrolling closer to New Zealand's shores, or conversely, for long,

slow patrolling in the South Pacific. Or designed primarily for fisheries

protection duties, or mine clearance operations. The option, for this argument'

is not important. ln these alternatives the size, shape, endurance and weapon

fit of the chosen vessel would possibly be quite different from that actually

chosen, with consequent effects on the size and shape of the defence capital

equipment budget and on the concept of operations and the subsequent types of

operations and training exercises carried out by the Navy. Such alternatived

policies are unlikely to be exptored so long as alternative sources for advice

and information are not available.

It is no secret that defence policy is determined by funding levels.

Successive White Papers have stated that the level of funding is the start point

for any discussion of force levels and capabilities. This has forced New Zealand

to make a virtue out of necessity. The armed forces can not afford the major

items of capital equipment which would be required on a conventional

battlefield. Policy, therefore, has been defined in terms of what New Zealand

would receive from her allies in these major conflicts and New Zealand has

defined her own independent defence interests in terms of what can be afforded.

This is generally defined as 'to be able to respond militarily to low-level

emergencies within the South Pacific'.u

But New Zealand lacks the capability even to achieve the limited aims it

sets itself and there is no indication that it intends to achieve that

capability. The alliance system has been lost and the replacement, increased

self reliance and increased cooperation with Australia, will cost significantly

more. There is no indication that that cost will be met. Indeed the 1987 White

Paper reinforces that message 'the Government should be able to pursue the
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objectives...at about the current level of defence funding'.rz In 1989 defence

funding was'capped'for three years at 1988/89 levels, a reduction in real

terms.

Finance is not the only determinant of policy. Just the major one. We saw

th&t with the withdrawal from Singapore successive governments chose not to

accept bureaucratic advice of the need for early withdrawal. Instead the

government accepted a scparate strand of advice which argued that to withdraw

would be to send the wrong signals to our allies and to the region. But even

with this case, the short term cost of withdrawal was used to bolster the

strategic argument that the troops should stay in Singapore. Similarly, in the

case of the rejection of the Army proposal to purchase a medium gun, finance for

the gun wa.s not stated explicitly as being at issue. But throughout the debate

on the proposat this was an undertone. Ultimately the gun was rejected on other

than financial grounds, &nd if the gun had been wanted it would have been

financed. But this is a limited case to argue lor factors other than finance to

have a major determining role in the production of defence policy-

Undoubtedly if something 'must be done'or'must be purchased' it will be

and the money will be found. But it is found grudgingly and to the minimum

amount to be seen to be doing the job. This attitude has been described as:rs

Micawberism in defence matters-a jaunty improvidentialism (sic)
which relied on the hope that, inside the alliance, something
would always turn up...A New Zealand whose attitude towards
providing for its own defence was seldom more than grudging and
parsimonious.

It is difficult to argue with that judgement. At best the attitudc has

worked, in that the armed forces have not been required to undertake tasks

beyond their capabilities. At worst, successive governments have gambled with
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the security of the country by not providing any more than a 'showcase'

capability which would not be adequate for an unforeseen threat. By setting

funding as the prime determinant governments have srgued a'best case' scenario

for defence policy. That is acceptable only for as long as the best case lasts'

It gives no margin for error.

It is not the intention here to examine why such an approach to defence is

followed. Undoubtedly politicians do not believe that there arc votes to be

gained in pushing for increased defence elpenditure, especially at the expense

of, for example, housing, health or education. But we are in no position to

argue that they, the politicians, believe that the armed forces, with the

resources allowed, could not achieve the tasks set for them in the declaratory

policy documents. More likety there is a belief, unspoken even unacknowledged,

that there is no real need for armed force in the modern international order.

But just in case we are wrong we will have a token organisation which can be

produced to work in conjunction with a larger state or group of states. In the

meantime we will make unverifiable statements about our willingness and

capability to operete as necessary in the region. Honour will be satisfied and

the appropriate dues have been paid.

Process and Outcome

The processes used are similar no matter what the issue. Initial proposals

are generally prepared within the Ministry of Defence, even with the limited

exception of the 1987 Defence Review, and are then recommended to the government

for approval. In the one case we examined, the MururOa operation, where the

government initiated the proposal, specific feasibility studies where conducted

by the Ministry and the proposal was only confirmed after these studies. The

outcome of the nuclear capable ships ban was of course a surprise to all
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involved. It did demonstrate though, a lack of analysis which we have seen is

not uncommon throughout the system and to that extent that case highlights a

systemic failing, which has perhaps been concealed because of a lack of any

testing of policy stance sgainst outcome.

Whether specific proposals are accepted or not then depends upon their

cost and the degree to which they accord with the government's'opinion' of the

best course of action. Such opinion is very difficult to predict. It is not

based on any degree of analysis. We have seen that there is no independent

centre for the analysis of defence questions in New Zexland' We have also seen

that opinion is not consistent. Different governments have different opinions

about what is sufficient and what is necessary. Very often these opinions are

based on no more than a generalised feeling that something should or should not

be done, and if the action or non action will cost little, or less than the

alternative, then so much the better. Of course the hidden costs, on the morale

of the people who may have to implement policy decisions committing them to

operations, can not be so easily assessed. AneCdotal evidence, and the evidence

of early discharges from the Services at various periods, would indicate that

there is such a cost.

What kind of policy is derived from a process such as this? lnitially it

will be based on the status quo. Policy initiatives emanate from within the

Ministry of Defence end that organisation has no incentive to change. Experience

has shown that the externol world changes slowly enough so that systems and

equipment can be adapted to take advantage of modern technology. But the basics

of the system remain extant. The aim seems to be to ensure that minimum effects

are experienced by the organisation.
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This is probably &n unconscious survival tactic by the Ministry of

Defence. Defence is not a vote winning topic for politicians. There is no

influential natural constituency for defence issues. When attention is focused

on the activities of the armed forces the question of cost is inevitably raised

and from this follows the question of need. Justifications for the activities of

the armed forces are then required and the Ministry of Defence becomes involved

in another round of zero based analysis of their raison d'etre. Such activity is

time consuming and almost inevitably leads to attempts by the military to

maintain the status quo, to avoid controversy. The closed community is thus

reinforced.

Such a minimising tactic is not always practicable. There are various

occasions when defence issues will become a matter of public comment or will

otherwise engage the attention of the government. The most comrnon of these is

when the cost of policies is greater than the government wishes to bear'

Normally this occurs with equipment proposals, which inevitably involve large

expenditure over a relatively short period of time. In these cases the Ministry

has only three logical courses. It may abandon the proposal on the basis that

further examination shows that the forces can do without, it can suggest an

alternative method of achieving the sa.me end, norrnally by acquiring cheaper

equipment, or it can persevere with the proposal and rely on the government to

provide the necessary finance.

None of these courses are completely satisfactory, assuming that the

initial statement of requirements and the solution to achieve them was correctly

formulated. And there is little evidence, in New Zealand, to show that it

normally is not. The first two courses involve compromise against a solution

which is likely to have involved compromise during the initial preparation of
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the proposal within the Ministry in any case. If the equipment is dispensed with

the end to be achicved still remains; there are very few cases' if any, of

defence objectives being reduced to take account of limited resources. This

means that either the defence objective is not being fulfilled or else other

resources must be stretched in order to ottempt to fill the need. This may work

during routine periods of activity, but by its nature the work of the armed

forces can not successfully be posited on the routine.

By suggesting an alternative, and cheaper, method of achieving the same

objective, the armed forces are likely to end up with equipment which is cheaper

in initial costs, but which either requires extensive modification or involves

considerably higher operating costs once acquired. This is a false economy which

engenders a sense of illegitimate security by giving the facade of security

needs being met. Alternatively, in the search for cheap options, a proposal

which is completely new in terms of equipment or operations may be made. Any

such proposal is likely to be under analysed in terms of its overall effect on

the objectives to be achieved and on the operations of the other Services'

Such lack of analysis is not surprising. The armed forces do not have much

experience of introducing completely new systems into service and there is no

wider defence analysis community. If a Service can state that their proposal is

the only possible way to achieve the specific aim at a specific cost thcre is

unlikely to be significant opposition from the other Services. They will have

doubts about the proposal but not the expertise to challenge it. Nor is such

expertise found within the Ministry of Defence.

The third course, of persevering with a proposal, brings politicat

dangers. Defence expenditure is an easy target for the advocates of greater

295



domestic expenditure. The relatively benign strategic environment can be used to

argue the lack of need for major capital expenditure and the immediate need for

increased expenditure on schools, hospitals or housing can easily be

demonstrated. By continuing with a policy proposal which is likely to cost more

money tha.n the government wishes to spend, the Ministry of Defence risks raising

the issue into one of public controversy in which domestic political factors may

ptay a greater role than the factors of long term stretegic need or of foreign

policy commitments- This is a high risk strategy but is often the only possible

course if the defence objectives are to be maintained.

We have established that the processes tend to lead to a consistency in

outcome, and the thrust of the argument has been that the outcome has been less

than rational in that it has been driven by financial factors rather than

strategic. That is that the rhetoric of declaratory policy has not been matched

by expenditure on the forces necessary to give effect to that rhetoric.

Although these claims may be made by all defence establishments, indeed by

all organisations which rely on public money for their continued operations,

they are demonstrably correct in the New Zealand case. But the situation is not

all bad. Consistency may in itself be a virtue. The armed forces have had

consistent goals and a consistent (lack of) equipment base with which to achieve

those goals. Given consistency in these areas the armed forces have been able to

become proficient with what they have and they do have a significant

professional base from which they can expand if necessary. These are not

inconsiderable advantages for any military force.
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The Ouielev Review

Many of the problems which we have described in this research will remain

despite the recommendations contained in the Quigley Review. Some of the

advantages of the current system will be lost and there will also be some gains'

It is unlikely that implementation of any part of the Quigley Review will alter

policy outcomes, no matter how processes are altered.

The Review had three main thrusts. The first relates to declaratory

policy. The Review suggested that an attempt should be made to place defence

policy objectives into some form of priority so that resources could then be

allocated to meet the priorities. An annual defence strategic assessment should

also be conducted so that changes in the environment will be able to be

identified and the appropriate response prepared.

Although Quigley's suggestions as to specific priorities do not stand up

to serious analysis the suggestions here are sensible and are to be adopted by

the Ministry of Defence. This should mean that there will be no necessity to

conduct five to six yearly defence reviews, although they may still be necessary

at longer intervals. Depending upon whether the annual assessment is published

or not, there could be a rise in national awareness of defence issues. But there

is no guarantee that resources will be allocated according to changes in the

strategic environment identified by the annual assessmcnt. It is as likely that

the current situation of allocating resources and attempting to force the

situation to meet the available resources will continue.

The second aspect of the Review was its concentration on the higher

defence organisation and especially on the relationship between the Secretary

and the Chief of Defence Staff. Quigley recommended the splitting of the close
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diarchat relationship and forming two organisations; a Ministry of Defence'

responsible for policy and resource allocation, and a New Zealand Defence Force

responsible for the conduct of day to day operations. The rationale for this

split is stated to be the need to separate policy from operations so that policy

outcomes are not captured (the current orthodoxy) and the need to give civilians

greater influence over the formulation of defence policy.

Little needs to be said of the first reason. Organisations are centralised

and de-centralised, policy and operations are combined and separated in a

cyclical manner. The literature is replete with examples advocating either

course. Most of the literature dealing with defence issues advocates maintaining

the link between policy and operations, primarity so that the policy makers do

not formulate impractical policies which they then do not have any

responsibility for implementing. Also, as we discussed earlier, implementation

(operations) plays as large a part in outcomes as formulation (policy) and to

separate them leads to the risk of losing overall control over the outcomes. In

pragtice, despite the separation advocated, it seems apparent that there will

continue to be close consultation between the Secretary and CDS, although the

cooperation will not be as close as previously.

Under the proposed organisation the Secretary should be preponderant in

influence. He will control policy formulation and resource allocation. As a

means of achieving civilian control this is impeccable. The Secretary is after

all a civilian. But it seems to miss the constitutional point that civilian

control is about political control not control by a civilian official. The

control is control on behalf of the citizens of the country, and this can only

be exercised through elected representatives of the citizens. To argue, as

Quigley seems to, that civilian control exists as an cnd in itself would seem to
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be an error of some magnitude. And indeed, as a means of gaining an independent

civilian viewpoint, it is probably not likely to be successful.

The Secretary will also be responsible for managing capital equipment

procurement projects. The mechanisms for such manegement are not yet clear' What

seems clear however is that the Secretary will have to rely heavily on the NZDF

to provide technical expertise during both the project definition and project

management stages.

Thi Ministry of Defence, whether civilian dominated or not' is likely to

have, or acquire, a similar world view to that held by the military. This will

be because they will receive their information from similar sources and they

wilt be in contact with the same officials from allied and friendly states.

Given the similar world view then it is likely that opinion about how to rcspond

to the world will differ from that of the uniformed officials only on the

margins. When it comes to defining appropriate responses in military terms it

seems likely that the military opinion will prevail as a matter of 'professional

judgement'.

What will be lost will be the power base held as part of the close working

relationship of the diarchy. With this gone extra time and effort will need to

be spent in formulating defence policy. This seems to be a retrograde step. lf

the intention was to gain an independent source of official opinion, to

counteract a military centred world view, it might have been better to establish

such a centre in the Ministry of External Relations and Trade, which already has

a defence section and which carries out some rudimentary strategic analysis, or

in the Prime Minister's Department. Either of these options would have provided

the necessary independent advice, thus making the Defence advice contesteble,
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without incurring the costs of splitting the previously well functioning

diarchy.ra

The third thrust of the Quigley Review was related to the more efficient

management of defence resources. Many of the proposals were timely and necessary

in principle, although some of the detailed examples given in the Review lacked

merit. Resource management, although an important part of defence operations, is

outside the scope of our research.

The Quigley Review was a timely and useful examination of defence

processes. The fact that much of the Review will not be implemented, and much of

it should not be, does not alter its utility. A fundamental analysis such as

that carried out by Quigley could probably not have been conducted by Defence

insiders. Their task is to take the Review and implement the sensible

suggestions and ignore the rest.

Some Sueeestions for Chanee

We have completed our analysis of the defence policy processes and we have

been able to identify the continuities of policy and why such continuities

exist. To extrapolate from such analysis and to give recommendations for change

is a simple step. But policy advocacy is not the purpose of this work. Wc should

not, indeed we are not in a position to, make recommendations on matters such as

New Zealand's relationship with other states, or the most appropriate type of

weapon to meet stated defence objectives. To do so would be to move from the

academic to the political arena.

But we are in a position to make some suggestions about the processes used

in the formulation of policy. We can suggest that if there were different



procedures then some of the

Demonstrably, the system we

three major areas which are

degree of change.

problems discovered here might be mitigated'

have described is not perfect. There seem to be

flawed, and two of these are probably open to some

The first area lies in the closed nature of the policy process' the

limited pool from which actors are drawn and the closed world in which those

actors move. The agenda for defence policy is almost entirely driven by

officials from within the Ministry of Defence. Earlier we identified as

desirable a greater political input into the decision making process' With this

political input clear direction as to the aims of defence policy could be given,

and resource allocation priorities set and expenditure identified according to

the specific output programme for which it is designed. Until such detailed

political guidance is given there is little incentive for defence bureaucrats to

reform the system.

The closed policy community leads to a cloistered world view and to

policies which are the product of a lack of detailed or original analysis'

Extending from this is the fact that defence policies are not contestable to any

degree. There is no organisation either within the government or outside it

which has the necessary expertise to challenge the received defence view and to

provide an acceptable alternative. In recent years peace lobby groups have been

formed to oppose defence policies on a variety of issues. The peace groups are

activists with a specific set of aims. As such, and almost by definition, they

can not provide the impartial evaluation of alternatives that true

contestability needs.
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The Quigley Review diagnosed the need but provided a less than adequate

solution. One solution, as we discussed earlier, would be to establish a

separate defence analysis group in another department. As a solution this also

is less than satisfactory. Officials tend to be policy and event driven, they do

not have the leisure to analyse events and slternatives in the impartial way

that a non-official commentator may. This is inevitable in that the official

must produce a solution which is at least politically workable. Such a solution

may not produce true contestability of ideas however.

A better solution would be to encourage an academic institution to form a

defence or strategic studies centre. Such a centre would provide the academic

and intellectual gloss which much of New Zealand's defence debate lacks. It

would not be the source of official advice to the government but it would help

form the climate of opinion in which advice is formed. Academics have the time

and the training to form measured opinions about issues; this is not necessarily

the case with officials or with activists.

No matter how much analysis is carried out though, there are always going

to be problems when policies are completely supply driven; when the amount of

resources is established by reference to the need to make allowances for other

areas of expenditure and then set at an arbitrary minimum. Obviously

defence,like all other sectors, can not be complctely demand driven in the

resource allocation process. There needs to be a balance between the wishlist of

the military and desire of the Treasury to cut expenditure to the lowest

possible levels.

At the moment there is no system by which Defence can establish either how

much it spends on specific tasks related to defence objectives or how much
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objectives are going to cost to achieve by using different methods' Until such a

system, such as programme budgeting was intended to be, is introduced there can

be no incentive for any government to accede to defence claims for extra

resources. Instead the government is in the position of being able to say 'make

do' and there can be no rational explanation of why 'make do' can not work'

These two changes to defence policy formulation processes appear simple;

indeed they are simple. But if they were introduced, or reintroduced, they would

form the basis of a system in which policies were formed after they had been

examined and costed by a variety of interested and expert agencies' Such a

system must be better than the current one.

The third change (which is less likely to be introduced) is for political

decisions which counter official advice to be made only on completely

transparent grounds. This would mean that the cost of not agcepting adviCe, and

the costs of alternatives, woutd be identified at the time the decision is made,

rather than some years later or not at all as at present.

We have anatysed the defence policy formulation processes in terms of

actors, determinants, prOCeSSeS and Outputs and we have been bold enough to

suggest some changes which could lead to improvements in process and outcome.

The degree to which changes are made is in itself a function of political will.

This politicat will is unlikely to be forthcoming without a crisis of some kind

which propels defence policy issues to a position where politicians believe that

change is safer than the maintenance of the status quo.

If this occurs politicians will have to take a direct and informed

interest in the issues and they will have to demonstrate that resources
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allocated for defence purposes are both neeessafy and sufficient, and that those

fosourccs are being used propcrly to achieve the ends specified by the

governrnent. This will be uncomfsrtable for defence'buteaucrats, and may be

adrninistratively difficult Without change of this kind tbe problems identified

ln this research are unlikely to be resolved.
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from conscripts who had undergone compulsory military training and who had

only a subsequent part time commitment to military service.

27. 1972 Defence Review p5. The immediate reasons for this shift include the

e-ndingofN.*zealand'sinvolvementinVietnam,theGuamDoctrineof
natio;l self reliance enunciated by President Nixon and the moves to

decolonisation in the region.

28. 1978 Defence Review.

29. 1987 Defence Review. By December 1989 all but a small (permanent) residual

f-orc. to *aintain a base for exercise deployments had left Singapore'

30. Hensley and Robertson interviews.

the 1979 Reoort mention almost in passing the

their o\r'n'. A fuller statement is found in
'our arrned forces need to be.-.capable of low

31. The 1978 Defence Review and
need to operate if need be'on
the 1983 Defence Review. P20:
level independent operations.'
But this 'need' was heavily qualificd: 'For
alone and self sufficient would be absurd'

New Zealand to attempt to stand
ibid pl9.
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32. Naval problems of operating over the distances of the South Pacific were

brouehi home in l97i when the governrnent wanted to send a frigate to
Mururoa Atoll to protest French nuclear testing and found that that could

only be achieved with Australian support from theif fleet tanker' Also in

1987 when the government wanted to station warships off the coast of Fiji
after the coup the frigate's operations were severely limited because of

the lack of a tanker for replenishment.

The changes in concepts of operations includes not only the increased

emphasis 6n the Souttr Pacifii region and on self reliance but also the

disengagement from standing commitments to provide set numbers or types of

formation in case of hostilities. The emphasis since the end of the

Commonwealth Strategic Reserve has bien on the establishment of multi-
jurpor. generat forces- capable of responding to a range of situations.

1957 Defence Review. P4.

35. For an analysis of this position see J.Rolfe,'The New Zealand Army: An

Alternative Structure for Deptoyrnent', The New Zealand Armv Journal' No 2'

July 1986.

Although the need for New Zealand to consider any form of general

mobilisation of manpower and resources must be considered to be

increasingly unlikely. In Europe there is still a perception of some form

of threatlattfrougtr it ir p.t.pition is diminishine daily) and a belief that

the necessary manpower can only be found through conscription.

These conclusions were reached by a Ministry of Defence Manpower Study

conducted in 1984-85. similar conclusions have been reached by other

western states. The problems are compounded by the increasing

sophistication of equipment, which leads to increased training
requirements, and ih, fa"t that many military skills are also needed on the

civilian market, thus forcing the military into direct competition with
civilian employers.

33.

34.

36.

37.

39.

40.

3g. It is not intended to extend this argument in this paper as we are engaged

in essentially a survey of the past rather than a prediction of and

solution for the future.

K.Sinclair, A Historv of New Zealand. Middlesex, rev 
-e-d 

1980, ppl42-144,

and L.Barb.t, n.O Co"t to fut Wellington, 1984, p36'

J.V.T.Baker, 'The Economics of New Zealand's Defence' in T.B.Millar ed,

Australia-New Zealand Defence Coooeration. Canberra, 1968.

Between lg82/83 and 1987/E8 overseas expenditure as a percentage of-total
defence e xpenditure has varied between 23.23% and 32.3% (Ministry of
Defence, Notes on Estimates. 1988-89. pl20).

41. The figure derived is still crude as the variation to the rate of inflation
is determined by comparison of the rates of change in the consumer price

index. Defence lxpenditure has many components and the CPI is not

necessarily the most &ccurate but for this type of comparison it is

effective enough. More detail on the methods of adjusting defence

expenditure foi inflation are discussed below in the chapter on budget

setting.
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42. In 1989 the then Minister of Defence in a statement to the Government

caucus (3 August t989) compared Defence expenditure with that on Social

Services. The Minister's aim was to demonstrate that the level of defence

expenditure proposed for the purchase of new warships was not excessive,

and that it could be afforded from the current Defcnce budget:

Nett Expenditure
SM

Social Welfare
Education
Health
Housing
Total, Social

Services

Defence

Financial Year
te87 /88

6836.0
2992.9
3401.1
278.4

13508.4

t279.6

Financial Year
I 988/89

8204.6
34E 1.3
3622.7
286.4

15595.0

t390.2

Financial Year
1989/90 est

9256.9
3876.9
379t.1
355.1

t7280.0

t416.2

Ratio of Social
Service expenditure
to Defence Under I l:l Over I l:l

43. It can however be noted that during the period of New Zealand's involvement
in south vietnam that the indices for defence expenditure wefe generally

higher than for the period since 1970. It is possible that involvement in
*,a-rtit e operations will lead to higher levels of defence expenditure but the

data are not available in this study.

44. l97l Reoort. p4.

45. Ibid. 1981, p3. It is not at all clear though that the situation was in
practice any less stable than in othef years. Perhaps we are dealing with a
situation in which the government was attempting to justify defence

expenditure by using stiong language about the strategic situation to
forestall demands that thc money be diverted elsewhere'

46. Detail on how the Defence Review is prepared is in chapter 5.

47. 1972 Reoort. p5.

48. 1983 Reoort. p5.

49. 1976 Reoort. P6.

50. This point witl be discussed in greater detail in Chapter 6.

51. l96l Defence Review. pp9 and 16. In l9E9 the debate is still about the extent

t-o which expenditure on defence equipment will stimulate the local economy.

52. 1983 Defence Review. Pl4.

53. D.J.Filer, oo cit. P167.

Over l2:l
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54. $y5lcnltic discussioNr of ex,pen iture' ssp€cially capitai equlpment items,- #til on a defencc wide bisis with the forntation of the ccrtral staff levcl

comnittccs-

55 L.Clevel,and, Life wlthout ANZUsr.The, De,fenqe Qrlcstipn. unpu'bliehed pap€r'

t986' ffo*cve flexible funding since 1982183 ha$

;fiiih;t defence ls ab-te to telyl un a certain base levcl of expendlture for
planning purposcs.
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Notes To ChaPter 3

1. Strategos Consulting Limited, New Zealan.d Dqfense: Resource Manaeement

Review 1988. Wellington, 1988- Hereafter'Review''

P.Dibb, Review of Australia's Defence Caoabilities. Canberra, 1986'

2, 1988 Reoort. P3.

3. Review. p27.

4. ibid. pl0.

5. i!.itt
7. Defence Review 1987.

8. Review. P47.

e. i!!t
10. ibid. p50.

I l. ibid. p63.

12. ibid. pp60-70.

13. ibid. Chapter 7 Section 7.6,7.1.

14. ibid. Section 7.2.

15. ibid. Section 7.3.

16. ibid. p 30.

17. ibid. p 76.

18. ibid. p 80.

19. R.Art,
Wettoolffin. California,197?, p40 quoted in C'Gray,

ffiitical Assessment. Connccticut, 1982, p73.
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l.

Notes To Chaoter 4

Interviews.

J.Sweetman, 'A Process of Evolution:
J.Sweetman ed,

Command and Control Peacetirne',

3.

London, 1986, p3.

For a discussion (based on experience) of organisational Change see

V.Stewart and V.Chadwick, Chaneine-Traini Devon, 198?. There is a good

analysis of the managemeni ptoUte.s associated with each stage of change'

Defence Act 1971. sl? (l). The Defence Act l97l was superseded in 1990 by

@o,fiicnredefinedespeciallytherelationshipbetween
CDS and the Secrel-ary and the duties and responsibilities of each' Because

the Defence Act l97l was in force for the full period of this study it will
be cited for reference purposes, Except where specifically noted the

differences between the l97l and 1990 Acts are minimal'

ibid. s4 (l).

ibid. s5 (l).

The concept of closed policy is taken from D.Ball, 'Australian Defence

Decision Making: Actois and Processes', in D.Ball ed, Stratesv and Defence'

Sydney, 1982, p291.

M.Blunden, 'British Defence Decision Making: the Boundaries of Influence"
in M.Blunden and o.Greene eds, Science and Mvthologv in the Makine of
Defence Policv. London, 1989, describes the British defence policy
environment in similar terms and draws similar cOnclusiOns tO those drawn
here.

This is perhaps less so in the period of the Fourth Labour Government from
l9E4 when a number of defence issues have been major issues for the

Government and there has been considerable public debate over them. Despite

those well publicised issues there have been many other policy decisions

made, somC involving major expenditure, without any debate or prior
notification at all.

5.

7.

8.

g. The role of the Prime Minister in specific cases will be discussed in
separate chapters.

For general discussion on the Prime Minister's powers and authority see:

G.Palmer, Unbridled Power. Oxford University Press, Auckland, 2ed 1987,

especially Chapter 4.
Roderic Alley,'The Powers of the Prime Minister', in H.Gotd ed, NglryZggbll
Politics in Persoective. Auckland, 1985.

10. As occurred in 1985 when the then cGS, Maj Gen J.A.Mace, persuaded the PM to

overrule the Minister on a matter relating to the posting of a senior
officer to an overseas course. Defence Act l97l s27 (4) and the notes

thereto explain the rationale for this. 'The organiss,tion under the Defence

Act is so structured as theoretically to enable the professional advice of a
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particular Chiet of Staff to be outweighed by superior numbers.'.none of
whom may have his professional qualiiications ...provides a lawful "safety
vSlvettt.

It must be assumed that the Prime Minister would, in the normal course of
events, be reluctant to overrule the Minister.

ll. Hensley interview. In late 1989 the Government &nnounced that the Prime

Minister's Advisory Group was to be subsumed into a Department of Prime

Minister and Cabinet which would provide a wider range of advice to the

Prime Minister and would be capabie of carrying out longer term analysis of
the effects of policy.

12. J.G.Boston, Hiqh Level Advisorv GrouDs in Central Government. MA thesis,

University of Canterbury, 1980, p351.

13. Defence Act 1971. sl7, note 2.'nControl". This of course means political
control of the t*,tinistry and does not mean "command of the Armed Forcesn'

Defence Act 1990. s7 iefines the control of the Minister as being over the

New Zealand Defence Force rather than the Ministry.

14. The ability of the Minister to involve himself to the extent that he might
like is heavily dependent upon the interest and knowledge he brings to-the
subject and the dlgree to which he is briefed by his Ministry. The Minister
of Defence from tgg+-SZ complained that the Ministry did not keep him

informed of the progress of policy detiberations so that he was reduced to

being able only to say 'yes' of 'no' to policy rather than being in a

position to infiuence the shape of it from an early stage. (O'Flynn
interview).

At other times the ability of the Minister to influence policy is limited by
his other political employment and by the fact that, in the mid 1970s' the
position of Minister of Defence was frequently rotated between incumbents so

ihat the Minister was olten only just becoming conversant with the issues

when he was changed. (Robertson interview).

15. The position is similar to that in Australia where'for all practical
putposes the Minister is the focal point for all defence policy', A.Behm,
iAuitralian Defence Policy: The Came and the Players', Journal of the

Australian Naval Inslitule' Vol l2 No 4, November 1986, p2l'

16. DESC Terms of Reference. There was a need seen to widen the scope of
'security' so that the connotations of military effort were not the only
ones considered when the security of the nation was being considered. In
1987 membership of Cabinet DESC included the Prime Minister and the
Ministers of Defence, Foreign Affairs, Internal Affairs, Police and an

associate Finance Minister. in 1989 the Minister of Foreign Affairs chaired
the Committee.

17. Under a variety of titles. In 1987 thc Committee was known as the Cabinet
Committee on dxternal Relations and Security. These earlier committees were

serviced by advice from the respective departments but the advice was not
necessarily coordinated in any more than an ad hoc manner, although the

Defence Council, which has MERT, and until 1987 Treasury participation,
would consider many of the issues.
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lE. B.V.J.Galvin,'Some Reflections on the Operation of the Executive', in
H.Gold ed, New Zealand Politics in Persoective. Auckland, 1985, p72' There

is no consisten.frppa.en-*t issues which will be forwarded to Cabinet'

It appears to be'upio ttre personality of the Minister, although new policy

and-iurrent polici requiring new expenditure will always go to Cabinet'

See also B.E.Talboys,'The Cabinet Committee System', New Zealand Journal of
Pubtic Administration. 1970, quoted in Palmer oo cit' p38'

19. G.Palmer oo cit. p39, and Muldoon interview.

20. Clark interview.

21. 'Policy input is not a proper role of the select committee' (McGee, oo cit'
pl83), but Clark argued for a greater role and O'Flynn expressed the

iesiraUitity of the Minist.t being represented. Muldoon dismissed select

committees as irrelevant.

For an analysis of the work of the Foreign Affairs and Defence Select

Committee see R.Thakur and A.Wood,'The New Zealand Parliament and Foreign

Policy', in M.Sondhi s6, Foreiqn Policy and Leeislatures: An Analvsis of
Seven Parliaments. New Delhi, 1988.

See also Sir A.Hockaday, 'Parliamentary Control of Defence: The Role of
Select Committees', Thi RUSI Journal. Vol 135 Issue l, Spring 1990. Hockaday

argues that althouett patlia;ent has only limited scrutiny of defence issues,

it would have even less without the House of Commons Deefence Committee'

22. R.Thakur and A.Wood, op cit. p 157.

23. C.R.Marshall, 'The New Zealand Parliament and Foreign Policy', &
Parliamentarian. Vol LVII, April 1976, p75.

For a similar analysis of the role of the British Parliament see W.P.Snyder,
The Politics of British Defence Poliey l9ul5:62 Ohio, 1964.

24.The Labour Government since 1984 has adopted a process whereby major issues

are debated by Caucus before they are adopted by the Government. In theory

this is an opportunity for an individual MP to directly influence a policy

issue. Because of the convention of caucus confidentiality there is little
evidence of that having occurred with a defence policy issue. The attilude
of caucus may have iniluenced Cabinet to decline the entry of the USS

Buchanan in 1985. See Chapter 7. On the other hand the widely publicised

opposition of caucus to the purchase of warships in 1989 was changed to
c&ucus support of a Cabinet decision in favour after a public statement by

the Prime Minister that he supported purchase.

25. K.B. de Ridder, 'The History of Defence Legislation in New Zealand', M!l!gg!
of Armed Forces Law. DM69, Ministry of Defence, Wellington, undated but post

1971, pp 21--2-12. The present structure is the result of a gradual

evolution since the time armed forces were first raised in New Zealand in
I E45.

26. M.Edmonds,'The Higher Organisation of Defence in Britain, 1945-85: The
Federal-Unification Debate'. in M.Edmonds ed, The Defence Eouation: British
Militarv Svstems. Policv. P[annine and Performance. London, 1986' p57.
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See also F.W.SPeed,
Canbera,1987.
lvt Edmonds, 'Central Organisation of Defence in Great Britain',in M'Edmonds

ed, Central Oreanisations of Defence. Colorado, 1985'

C.Rose, 'Ministry of Uefer,ce Reorganisation', Journal of the Roval United

Services Institute. March 1985.

27. A.D.Barrett,
Defense Orpanization Studv 1977-80. Washington, l9E3' p xrx.

28. Defence Act l97l s24.

29. Until 1988 the Secretary was appointed under the state Services Act 1962 and

he was described as the Permanent Head of the Department. The change made no

alteration, for our purposes, in the relationship of the secretary to the

Ministry of Defence.

30 Defence Act 1971. s25.

31. Defence Act 1971. s26'

32. But the diarchies and the relative division of responsibilities are not

identical in the countries. In Austratia the Secretary of Defence is

responsible for advising on policy, resources and organisation while Chief
of itre De fence Force eiercises command and control and advises on the

military aspects of force capabilities, development and disposition' Unlike
in New Zealand there is no joint responsibility for the formulation of
policy.

In Britain the diarchy operates with the CDS being responsible for-policy
advice with the Permanent Under Secretary of State (PUS) responsible for
organisation and efficiency and long term financial planning. Defence staff
working in policy areas are responsible to both CDS and PUS but CDS directs

their work.

33. Robertson, Mclean, Jameson interviews.

34. Robertson interview.

35. Defence Act 1971. s27.

36. Crooks interview.

37. Defence Act l97l s20 note l. Associate members take part in thc proceedings

of tt e Oefence Council in the same manner as permanent members in respect of
the formulation of defence policy. Associate members do not participate in
matters of command or administration of the Armed Forces.

until 1987 Secretary to the Treasury was also an associate member of the

Defence Council. Mlmbership was withdrawn by the Treasury on the grounds

that Treasury's independence w&s compromised if the Secretary was a member

of the statutory body whose spending proposals he also had a duty to examine
critically (Page interview). The Treasury made this decision to disengage

Washington, 19E3, P
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itself from departmental committees as a matter of internal policy' In
general terms Treasury prefers to comment on departmental policy rather than

to help formulate it.

It is unusual for any other person to be appointed to associate membership

of the Defence council, it would be more likely that if a wider

consideration of an issue was required that that consideration would occur

at Officials DESC.

38. Defence Act l97l s2l.

39. Defence Act 1971. s30. The committee has such functions duties and powers'

not inconsistent with the Defence Act, determined by the Defence Council'

40. COSC meets formally at the discretion of CDS. As a result meetings are

variable in their regularity. For example between l97l and 1973 meetings

were held monthly ot euen twice monihly. From mid 1973 until 1983 formal
meetings were ex;emely rare, sometimes onty occurring once in a year' At
times when COSC does not meet formally it may be assumed that the issues are

discussed informally or out of session by the CofS. (Jamieson, Crooks, Mace

interviews).

41. Jamieson interview.

42. Interviews.

43. M.Hobkirk, 'Central Defense Organization in the United Kingdom', in R'J'Art
et al eds, Reoreanisine America's Defense- Washington, 1985'

44. Jamieson, Crooks, Mace, O'Flynn interviews.

45. Defence 50/l /2 dated October 1986.

46. Any policy proposal initiated by a single Service or from within defence
cenirat will go iutomatically to one or both of the committees. The role of
the committees is to educate all players in the detail of the proposals and

to ensure that the proposals conform to current policy and to spending

limits. The committees will not reject proposals but they can delay them

until consensus on format or direction of argument is reached. Policy
proposals emanating from outside the defence bureaucracies will probably be

channelled through-either the Secretary or CDS. In this case they also will
most likely refer the proposal to a staff branch initially and to a
committee if further work needs to be done to progress the proposal.

47. The almost exact equivalents in the British system are the 'Operational
Requirements Committee' and the'Defence Equipment Policy Committee'.
(M.Hobkirk, oo cit).

48. The composition of these committees is set at quite a high decision level.

Until 1986 the equivalent committees were established at one level lower.
This led to a lac[ of decision making as committee members lacked sufficient
authority to commit their Service. It was not unknown for a CofS to
repudiate a compromise made by his representative at these earlier
committees.(Talbot, Halliday, Pawson interviews).
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49. Full details of the membershiP
Def ence Headouarters. Defence
October 1986.

and duties are given in Reoreanisation of
50/l/2 presented as DXC (86) l9 for DXC 3

50. The parliament of the comonwealth of Australia, Joint committee on Foreign

Affairs, Defence and Trade, The Manas,ement of Australia's Defence' Canberra'

1987 p77.

51. D.Ball,'The Machinery for Making Australian National Security Policy', in

R.O'Neill and D.M.Hoine, eds, Australian Defence Policv for the 1980s'

Queensland, 1982 Pl4l.

52. ibid. ppl38-39.

53. A.Hinge,'The Australian Department of Defence: A View from the Bottom"

Australian Defencc Force Journal. No 58, May/June 1986.

54. Crooks interview.

55. The MERT liaison officer is a relatively junior officer within the Ministry
with a general watching brief. He reports to the h91d of the arms control

and disarmament section. until the mid 1980s MERT had a full defence section

but this was found to inhibit relations between the Ministries' Now desk

officers from each Ministry deal routinely with their counterparts' (Fisher

interview).

56. The MFA officer was seconded to Defence to fill the specific role of AS

(Pol). He did not fill the role of liaison officer in the sense of having

all business with MFA fed through him. At the time of the 1986/87

reorganisation the terms of reference for the new AS position were not

considefed suitable by MFA and the officer was withdrawn. When the

reorganisation was UCing considered in DXC it was noted that the new

organisation would offei 'greater scope for secondment of personnel from MFA
tolrovide for a significant input into the formulation of defence policy'.
(DXC (86) M9) dated 3 Oct E6.

57. Treasury are concerned with the overall allocations and forecasts for
Vote:Defence rather than the detailed method of expenditure of money within
Vote:Defence. Treasury and Defence work most closely together when annual

budgets, Iong range foiecasts and new major expenditure proposals are being

prepared. See also ChaPter 6.

58. This has was less true in the period 1985-87 at the time of the ANZUS crisis

and the break with the US in defence matters. ln 1986 the Defence Committee
of Enquiry reported that 4182 individuals and groups made submissions to the

committee. Even allowing for a considerable number of coupon submissions

this is a large number ofsubmissions to be made on any issue but before

then and since (with the possible exception of Vietnam) there has not been

the same degree of interest at all'

59. The term 'pressure group'is used to characterise the diverse groupings of
people and organisaaions which work to a common cause: in this context to

infiuence the government's defence policies. They are differentiated from
'the public' by the fact of organisation. Pressure groups may form and
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dissolve according to the issues at hand. Often a group will dissolve itself
and reform immediatety under another name to take up a slightly different
issue.

In a larger polity it may be possible to identify a specifically 'military
policy puUtic'. Sie B.C.iohen,'The Military Policy Public', Public Opinipn
bouri.itn.30, Summer 1966. For a wider discussion of the'types'of public

a"d lt".lt of public opinion in Britain see M'Midlane and A.Danchev, 'Public
Opinion, Defence and the Army', in J.Sweetman ed, Sword and Mace:

Twentieth-Centurv Civil-Military Relations in Britain. London, 1986.

60. Hager interview. For an example of the type of policies expounded see,

P.Winsley and J.Gould, An Alternative Defence Policv: A Paoer for
Discussion. Wellington, 19E5.

61. The issue of the refusal of entry to USS Buchanan is dealt with in more

detail in Chapter 7. The same organisations are concerned also with issues

such as French nuclear testing in the South Pacific and the practice of the

United States of attemptine to influence countries in the region to allow
military installations on their territory. These issues have less to do with
New Zealand's defence Policies.

62. Some activists in the peace movement would claim that the
Government's action in 1972 of withdrawing New Zealand troops from Vietnam
and cancelling the national military service scheme were examples of their
influence. There is little evidence for this. Both issues were party policy
before the lg72 election and the withdrawal of troops from Vietnam was in

any case going to happen whichever party won that election'

63. The RSA's prime focus is on conditions of service for ex-servicernen.
Additionally it is concerned with the 'security' of New Zealand' RSA remits
tend to be couched in general terms calling for strong defence forces and
maintenance of traditional links. There is no attempt at operating as an

'activist' pressure group in a manner similar to the peace movement-

64. Groups such as 'Peace Through Security' and the 'Plains Club' attempt to
operate in the same way as the peace groups but with no discernible success.

Sle P.Spoonley, 'Being British', in B.Jesson et al, Revival of the Rieht.
Auckland, 1988. At the extremes these groups shade into survival
organisations such as the 'Down Under Survival Committee' which are

concerned with protection from the 'imminent nuclear holocaust'. Membership
of groups such as DUSC and peace groups tends to overlap although aims on

specific defence issues may vary within the groupings'

65. Robertson, Mclean, Jamieson, O'Flynn interviews.

66. D.Kidd,'The Determination of Policy-the Role of Politicians" in
D.M.Berthold ed, The Accountabilitv of the Executive. Wellington, 1981, p28.

67. G.R.Laking,'The Role of the Citizen in Influencing Policy', in ibid. p37-

68. J.Garnett, 'Defense Policy-Making', in J.Baylis et al eds, Contemoorarv
Stratesv Vol II: The Nuclear Powers.2ed, London, 1987, p 10.

69. G.R.Laking, 'The Public and Foreign Policy', in R.M.Alley ed, N.Edtglg$L
pl4.Foreien Policv: Occasional Paoers 1973-4. Wellington, 1974,
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70. This conclusion is based on the government not proposing radical cha-nges to

defence policy to which it is noifully committed and pre pared 
^to 

defend' If
a major increase in defence spending proposed at the expense of social

speniing there could well be a pubtic outcry which might force the

government to change its mind. Gouernmenis in New Zealand have not attempted

such actions so such a surmise is not verifiable. In the normal COurse of
events defence capital spending is large but despite sporadic arguments.that
the money could be better spent on schools or hospitals no government has

shown any inctination to 
".tept 

the argument. The governrnent has always been

keen to keep defence spending within bounds and so the cheapest alternative
to achieve i given end will normally be adopted. That is however a different
argument.

71. Talbot, Pawson interviews.

72. O'Flynn, Jamieson interviews.

73. J.T.Richelson and D.Ball, The Ties That Bind. sydney, 1985, pl.

74. Ministry of Defence report to the Partiamentary Select Committee on Foreign

Affairs and Defence, 1985.

75. Details are given in a pamphlet published by the Australian Army prepared to

'provide information to deience personnel of Australia and New Zealand on

t-he organisationa and function of the ABCA Armies standardization
Progrimme'. Australian Army American British Canadian Australian 'Armies:
Standardization Proe,ramme. Commonwealth Government Printer Canberra,

3, and T-D.Young, The Nearlv unioue ExOerienqe: An /rnalvsis
undated.
See also Chapter

RelationshipJ 9ti - t 986. doctorat es sciences politiques thesis, Universite
De Geneve, not dated but probably 1988'

76. The relationship with Australia is routinely described in annual reports of
the Ministry of Defence and other official documents as being 'central to
New Zealand's defence policy'. Details of the cooperative arangements
between the two countries are given in for example Briefine Paoers P[goared
for the Minister of Defence. Ministry of Defence, Aug,ust 1987, Brief Two'

77. J.Rolfe, 'Trans-Tasman Defence Co-operation', New Zealand International
Review. Vol XII No 5, September/October 1987.

78. Topics routinely discussed would include the needs that individual states

have for equipment, training and maritime surveillance flights, the
possibility of New Zealand 

-onducting exercises in the country concerned and

ihared perceptions of the strategic situation insofar as it affects the

region.

79. Richelson and Ball, oo cit. describe New Zealand as belonging to the UKUSA
intelligence sharing agreement and that New Zealand's single SIGINT station
is primarily concerned with monitoring communications and other signals in
the South West Pacific area. Since then the government has established a

receiving station with the capability to monitor satellitc communications
traffic.
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80. Review. PP 84-85.

81. i.bG p87.

E2. ibid. p78-79,99.

E3.DCIence A9il99, s2a.

84. ibisL s25.

t5. iblrL s26.

86. Job descriptions issued by the Ministry of Defence in September l9t9 for
'Director of Strategic and International Policy', (New Zealand Defence

Force), and 'Manaier Strategic and International Policy', (Defence Office)'

87. Australian Parliatnent, oo cit. pxxi et seq.

88. G.Cheeseman,'The Military Profession and Defence Policy', in H'Smith ed'

The Militarv'Profession in Austratia- Canberra, 1988, p26'

89. Quoted in T.Blackstone and W-Plowden, Inside the Think Tank: Advisins the

Cabinet l9?l-t983. tondon, 1988, pl96'

90. ibid. pI97.
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l.

Notes To Aooendix I to Chaoter 4

see, for example, the Army Act 1950, 52l,'The Army-Board shall be charged

wit'h the administration...(and) command of the Army''

Report of the Royal Commission of Inquiry, The S.tate Services in New

Zealand. Wellington , 1962, pl2l. (Hereafter Report)'

The Minister of Defence during the second reading of the 1964 Defence Bill
made the point that'Governments in the past had to rely for their joint

service advice on the COS Committee...joint policy had therefore to be

devised by three officers all of whom woutd understandably have as their
prime .oni.rn the future of their own service...inevitably that lt-t9"tlo-1^.
used to lead to compromise recommendations.' (NZPD 30 Sep 1964, p2370)'

3. T.Loorparg
Research Fapers, Vol2 No l, lilellington, l98l' p6'

Report, oo cit. P125.

Public Service Commission, S!-hi-gE!gg3, Item No 2, Paper Nol' Wellington

1961, pl5.

Report, oo cit. P123.

I.McGibbon, The Reorsanisation of
7. These aspects are described more fully in l.McGibbon, 'l-he Keorsantsarton nr

New Zealand's Hieher Defence Machinerv 1945-71. unpublished, Ministry of

5.

9.

10.

I l.

Defence, Wetlington, 1973.

NZPD 23 October 1963, p2679. 'And with a secretary of Defence on the

administrative side similarly independent...interservice rivalry...relating
to the allocation of defence expenditure would be eliminated'.

T.Loorparg, oo cit. p9.

J.K.Hunn, Not Onlv Affairs of state. Palmerston North, 1982, p166.

J.K.Hunn, 'Reorganisation of Defence', Comment on and published with
T.Loorparg, oo cit. p3.

12. Defence Act 1964. s7.

13. Mclean interview. Also Robertson interview:'Hunn had got himself in a real

fight with the Chiefs (of Staff) for superiority. He saw himself as in the

US model'.

14. But note that Loorparg, gpi! p 23, describes the CDS as being weak in
comparison to the Sictelary. perhaps both were weak in relation to the
individual Services.

15. J.K.Hunn, Unification of Defence. MOD Wellington, 1965, p6'

16. L.W.Thornton,
published with Loorparg, oo cit. p2.
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lv. The topic of 'cultural' attitudes is not going to be,pursued in this

research. For gornc siatotory i*i.d"n". sipporting the serrrisegan's sttitude

6 hiliii"ti,""rnip to 3he Ciowo eec Deiince.Act I9?t, sect35" nstc lb,
toffiecrS,.:do lqt-ontcr irtto 'a contract of service. The law Of Contract

ptays no part in the relationship betrveon thc sovcrcign and'her
iflitttt-.l servicsman holds h-ti positton et thc pleasure of the

Sovergign..'

J.K.XIunn' Unification of Defsncc, gliif' p&

Robertson intervicw.

Quoted in I MeGibbon, oP cit. P295.

r8.

19.

20.
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Notes To Aooendix 2 to Chaoter 4

l. Joint Memorandum by ACDS(Po|) and AS(Pol) for Defence Council' DO(72)51

dated l2 December 1972.

2. Reoreanisation of Policv Branch. Def 50/l /2/Pol dated 9 March 1973'

3. Def 5O/l/2 dated 5 December 1974.

4. Reoreanisation of Policv Branch. Det 5O/l/2 dated l8 July 1986'

5. Policv Branch Reoreanisation. minute from DCDS to CDS/Sec Def on Def 50/l/2

dated 9 Jan 79.

6. Memorandum for Defence Council, Reoreanization of Policv Branch' dated 23

July 1979.

7. The Structure of Policv Branch. Minute from DCDS to Def sec Def dated 17

Feb 82.

t. Structure Policv Branch. Minute from ACDS (Ops/Plans) to DCDS and Dep Sec

Def dated 17 Mar 82.

9. Def 50/l /2 dated 30 Aug 82.

lO. Oreanisation Of Defence Headouarters. Joint minute by CDS and Sec Def dated

l2 SeP 83.

I l. Interview.

12. Mclean intcrview.

13. Craig interview.

14. Def 50/l /2 diled 15 November 1985.

15. !!itl.

16. Introduced in 1985.

17. Def 5O/l/2 dated l5 November 1985.

18. Quigley, Walker, Hensley interviews.
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l.

Notes To Chaoter 5

Other means include making explicit statements of policy at times other.than
when the White Paper is puUtistred and by de facto policy decisions produced

as a result of fundlng decisions during the annual budgetary round.

Department of External Affairs, Review of Defence Policv. Publication
No l8l, Wellington, 1957.

Review of Defence 1958. Paper A5, Wellington, 1958'

Review Of Defence Policv 1961. Paper Al9, Wellington, l96l'

Review of Defence Policv 1966. Paper A8, Wellington, 1966'

Paper A5, Wellington 1972.

1978 Defence Review. Wellington, 1978.

Defence Review 1983. Paper G4A, Weltington, 1983.

Defence of New Zealand: Review of Defence Policv 1987. Paper G4A,

Wellington, 1987.

In this case the decision to abolish compulsory military training.

The decision to abolish peacetime conscription was in the 1972 election
manifesto as part of the Labour party platform. All combat troops had been

withdrawn from Vietnam in l97l and the withdrawal of the remaining training
teams and support troops was inevitable no matter which party was in
government.

In the Scandinavian countries the review process is shared between the
parties and involves non-government actors so that the final decision

involves a form of consensus. See W.J.Taylor and P.M.Cole eds, Nordic
Defense: Comoarative Decision Makine. Massachusets, 1985'

For a study of other countries see for example, S.G.Neuman, &&J-s.LB!g!l.0.i!g
Toronto,

I 984.

This point will not be pursued in the research.

Of course it is not possible to determine the validity of policy statements
which describe an intended outcome in terms of 'we will ensure that the

armed forces remain as a strong and viable force'. Such statements rely on

subjective judgements as to their merit rather than on objective measurement
which can be carried out against soecific promises or statements of intent-

Cabinet Defence Committee 2l March 1967, (CD (67) Ml). Concern was expressed

at the very substantial escalation in cost of most items. The committee
agreed thit the Ministry of Defence should proceed in its tentative planning

5-

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

333



for 1967/6E on the basis that the projects listed in the white Paper still
remain government policy except as io target date which must be further
considered in the light of the overseas funds position'

g. cMTl/2s/15. Date unknown but probably early August 1971.

10. CofS Committee (COS/M(71)25) l6 August 1971. It was Cabinet's wish to

consider the propbsed.Deience Review l97l by mid-October it would be

difficult to meet the deadline. The Minister wished to present a paper

setting out the froposed roles and missions of the defence force to the

Cabinet Commiitee on Defence by the third week in September.

ll. By now the review was being described as Review: 1972-76. Perhaps a

retognition that the originat time allowed was too tight to achieve a

properly considered review-

12. Defence l/l/3 dated E August 1972. When published the White Paper was

subtitled 'New Zealand's Defence Policy Perspectives''

13. Memorandum for Members of the Cabinet Committee on Fore ign Af fairs and

Defence from the Minister of Defence dated 7 septembet 1972.

l4.ibid.

to the Cabinet Committee in D(72) M2 dated 28

found in 1972 Defence Review. P5.
15. The point, emPhasised

September 1972, is also

16.D(72) M2 dated 28 September 1972.

17. Def enc e | /l /3 dated l9 October 1972.

18. 1972 Defence Review. Pl4.

19. ibid. p22.The other reason for not being specific on equipment matters

u-rxloubtedly related to money as described earlier. Over the period of the

Review Vote:Defence went from 5.084% of government expenditure in 1972/73 to

4.078 in 1977 /78. (1979 Defence Reoort. p26)'

20. There had been a degree of public protest over the scheme (for example the

Organisation To HatiVtititary Service) and its scrapping was perty policy'

21. ibid. p23, (in Paraphrase).

22. 1976 Defence Reoort. P8.

23. The Mutual Assistance Programme is now a major programme within Defence and

encompasses a range of activities which include medical and engineering
projecis in the ,.gion, training courses and attachments by New Zealand

iervicemen as advisers and instructors. Countries involved in MAP include
most of the South Pacific states and the ASEAN states. Fiji has been

suspended from MAP activities since the coups in May 1987.

24. l97l Defence Report. pl4.

25. 1973 Defence Reoort. Pl2.
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26. 1974 Defence Reoort. Pl7.

27 SEATO was disbanded in 1g77. Even before then military activity associated

with it had been scaled down.

28. 1977 Defence Reoort. PP7,8.

29. A National Partv Policv Statement: Defence Policv. National Party 1975' In

@ialswerewellawareofthethrustofgovernment
thinking. (Muldoon and Mclean Interviews)'

30. Papers were prepared on 'the Strategic Situation' including 'the Outlook for
the South paiific', 'Force Struqtures', 'Wofks','Personnel', the Single

Services and the like'

'The various studies being developed would each provide a basis for
subsequent papers which would go forward to Defence Council"'Essential
capabilities-traO to be established, priorities accorded and account taken of
realistic national force levels'. (Oei Sl/A/3 dated l0 August 1977, Chiefs

of Staff Meeting: 22 JulY 1977)

31. Atthough the Minister had intended that thet the white paper would be

published towards the end of 1977. (1977 Defence Review. p3).

32. Defence 57/4/3 dated l0 August 1977, oo cit. under the heading'Defence
Review-SitreP'.

33. Cabinet Defence committee, D(78) Ml dated 2l February 1978. The Minister of
Defence asked the committee to note the strategic assessment and aeree that
defence policy and requirements could be summarised as being to preserve

national security and control our own area"'

The style of presentation of Cabinet Minutes has varied over the years- At
this period some details of the debate within the Committee were set down on

papei. That is not the case now. Even then, though, the full discussion

would not necessarily have been put into the minute.

Of note in these series of exchanges is the leading role played by

officials, rather than the Minister, in defending departmental initiatives
within the Committee. This was presumably because much of the discussion was

technical, relating to capabilities needed to achieve a given end, rather
than political, thit is answering the question as to whether the end should

be attained at all.

34. Cabinet Defence Committee, D(78) M2 of 22 June l9?8, D(78) M4 of l3 July
197E. Other matters discussed included strategic relationships, the role of
Antarctica and whether it should be emphasised at the expense of the South

Pacific, the role of the troops in Singapore and whether allies should be

informed of New Zealand's weakness. Agreement was reached on force
structures, the importance of intelligence gathering in the South Pacific,
the need to upgrade defence communications and the need to demonstrate to
allies that New Zealand is serious about defence issues.

35. Cabinet Defence Committee, D(78) M5 of 20 July 1978.

36. Cabinet Defence Committee, Agenda for l7 August 1978 and paper D(78)4'
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37. Cabinet Defence committee, D(78) M9 of l7 August 1978.

38. Cabinet Defence committee paper, D(78)5 of I september 1978.

39. Treasury T62/56 of 4 September 1978.

40. The PM also checked informally with US military authorities as to the

necessity of frigates. (Muldoon Interview)'

41. cabinet Defence committee, D(78) Mll of 5 september 1978.

42. CM 78/35/7 of I I September 1978.

43. This is a standard practice which although it does not give the allies any

right of veto does mean that they will not Ue surprised when the document is

p,iUtisneA and gives them an opportunity to suggest alternative forms of
ivords on specilic topics relating to themselves' Of course such suggestions

do not have to be accepted.

44. Defence l/l/3 dated l9 March 1981. Letter from CDS to Minister of Defence.

Otago and Taranaki were eventually replaced by 2nd hand British warships in

1982/83. See also ChaPter 7.

45. 1978 Defence Review. P5.

46. ibid. passim.

47.lgg1 Defence Reoort. p6. The wording varied slightly in different years but
the sense remained the same.

48. 1982 Defence Reoort. p3.

49. ibid. p6.

50. See the introduction to the 1982 Defence Reoort for an argument es to why

there was felt to be a need for another Defence Review.

51. 1983 Defence Review. P5.

52. Defence lll/3 dated l0 November 1983'

53. Cabinet Defence committee, D(83) ME of l6 November 1983.

The lack of any detailed financial guidelines would have been raised by the

Treasury in thiir report on the Cabinet Paper, prepared before the Paper was

taken and presented with it.

54. Treasury paper to the Minister of Finance, White Paoer on Dpl'gr-tce

Affordabilitv of Defence Restructurine. dated l8 November 1983.

55. These topics will be looked at in more detail in separate chapters.

56. Treasury paper of l8 November 1983 oo cit.
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57. Treasury letter Defence Review. dated 22 November 1983. The letter also made

specific suggestions for making savings in defence capital expenditure such

a! purchasing submarines which werJalready in series production and

reducing the number of Skyhawks in service'

58. CM 83/49/34. The amendment relating to the troops in singapore is in 1983

Defence Review. P28.

59. The Treasury, Draft White Paoer on Defence. T62/56 dated 3 November 1983'

Amendment, su ting to New Zealand's strategic

position, relationi with other states, determinants of military power and

bperational relationships with other states. This perhaps indicates
TreaSury's true role as a 'suggestor' of policy statements and directions
rather tiran a 'formulatot' and perhaps reflect a Treasury view of its role

as being wider than merely giving advice on financial matters.

60. 1983 Defence Review. P2l.

61. ibid. p23.

62. The process by which submarines were investigated, and eventually rejected'

is examined in ChaPter 7 below.

63. The most fundamental of course being its attitude to accepting visits.by US

warships under the 'neither confirm nbr deny' policy of not commenting on

the carriage of nuclear weapons.The breakdown in relations and the

withdrawal of the US 'secuiity guarantee' made a defence review inevitable'

64. The Interim Review formally recognised the need for more self reliant
defence policies and asked the government for specific commitments to

demonstrate support for the seli-reliant policy and to protect morale in the

Armed Forces.

65. 1986 Defence Reoort. P4:

At the moment it is not ...4n easy task to survey Defence activities for the

last year because we are in the middle of lengthy and comprehensive review

of everything connected with Defence. It will cover appreciation of our

strategic situation, our objectives, and the policy objectives to achieve

them, equipment and capability that will be necessary and the resources that

can or should be made available.

The Review, atmost certainly the most far-reaching since New Zealand took

responsibility for its own defence, has several inte_rconnected phases. An
intlrim review was conducted last year by the Defence Council' The purpose

was to consider the effect of the withdrawal of defence cooperation with New

Zealand and measures which could be taken to counteract it' Then the

government prepared a twcnty page Discussion Paper which was published in
December entitled nThe Defence Questionn...

At the same time as the discussion Paper was published in December, a four
member Committee of Enquiry was appointed to consider these submissions...
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66. Policy Branch Djfence Review Studies. Def 2/6/l dated ll July 1985' Topics

for which papets *"eie to be prepared under a variety of responsibilities
included:

Strategic Analysis and Threat Assessment
Defence Policy Objectives
Defence Force Capabilities, Roles and Tasks
Command and Control
Forcc Structure-NavY

-ArmY
-Air Force

Overview of Defence Manpower Establishment
Sfar Reserves
Communication Requirements
Defence Headquarters Organisation

. Development of Defence Industry and Supply Cooperation
Financial Policy
Defence Science
Defence Base Facilities and Infrastructure
Policy-Civilian Staff
Defence Accommodation
Indicative Capital Equipment Programme
Defence organisation and Management Review Procedures
Defence and the CommunitY

Completion dates for the papers ranged from l0 August 1985 until 22 February

I 986

67. These thoughts were expressed in a letter, dated l6 September 1985, to the

Chairwoman of the Parliamentary Select Committee on Foreign Affairs and

Defence.

68. Report of the Defence Committee of Enquiry, Defence and Securitv What New

Zealanders Want. Wellington, 1986.

69. The poll results and the report itself reflected a variety of opinions on

defence issues as would be expected. Both sides in the ANZUS debate used the

report to claim victory for 'their side'.

?0 The final release of the report caused considerable controversy, and indeed

the release was held up white the Prime Minister and Mr Corner debated the
validity of statistics uied in the report. (Exchange of Letters in Report of
the Defence Committee of Enquiry, oo cit)'

71. Letter Defence Review. dated 2 September 1986.

72.i-brl.

73.!b!1.

74. ibid. emphasis added.

75. i-b!d.. This represented a radically different approach in the Defence Review
process. In early 1986 Defence were waiting for governmental direction on

the size and shape of the proposed Review. Simultaneously the government

were waiting for Defence to state how it proposed to conduct the Review and



when conclusions would be reached. the stalemate was broken when political

sources, reacting to a perceived lack of Defence action, proposed the method

which was ultimately adopted. (Interviews)

76. Composition of the Committee is taken from the minutes of meetings held by

it. nithough the Prime Minister's letter stated that officials on the

Committee should be senior, although not at Permanent Head level, the

defence officials were not at a policy setting level and thus must be

regarded as relatively junior deiegates for their services and for Dcfence

central. (Interviews)

77. The committee met formally two and three times a week in the two months that

it had to consider the issues and papers were circulated out of session'

Papers considered, in addition to those prepared by Defence, included papers

by MFA and Treasury on their areas of expertise' The implications of the
,6iUU Report' ,"ere aiso considered and ttrC Committee visited Canberra for a

meeting with Australian officials.

78. Letter dated l? November 1986.',..However, much of this material would not

be appropriate to include in the public White Paper, which it is envisaged

will be a shorter statement of government policy''

79. Treasury letter to the Minister of Finance, Report of the Defence Review

Officials Committee. dated l9 November 1986.

80.i_81.

8l.In commenting on Part II, Treasury again expressed its concern at the fiscal
impact of poliiy changes, especially of increased expenditure on capital
equiprent, and-recommended that the need to reduce the deficit must take

financial precedence over other government policy objectives. Trea-sury

letter to the Minister of Finance Reoort of the Defence Review Officials
Committee. dated 30 JanuarY 1987-

82. Minutes of a Policy meeting of the Defence Council 3 February 1987,

DC(87)M2. The Deience Council also agreed that the report was 'very
positive'.

83.i81.

84. Amendments were airned at presenting the effects of the ANZUS dispute with
the US in a more positive light. See New Zealand Herald.28 February l9E7

which discusses a possible 'sicret chapter' of the White Paper. The Herald
was probably mixed up between the white Paper and the Review.

85. Defence Review 1987. P7.

S6. ibid. p32. In retrospect the chairman believes that more detail on equipment
anO funaing matters could have been included. The detail was in the Review

and its inclusion would have deflected some of the criticism received by the
White Paper. (Henderson Interview.)

87. Ouiqlev Review. s7.5.

88. ibid. s7.5.1.
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89. Muldoon interview.

90. Compare this with the results of the l9E5 Defence Committee of Enquiry' the

Cornlr Committee, which did surprise the government and caused some

embarrassment as a result.

91. See R.Thakur, 'God Defend the Queen: Three Commonwealth White Papers on

Defence, Journal of Defence and Diolomacv. Vot6 No2 1988, p48:

'The brevity of the New Zealand defense paper inevitably means that many

areas of deiense are left unexplored, gnd many claims rest on assertions

rather than firmly argued conclusions...'

92. This is Lindblom's incremental analysis. Lindblom also makes the point that:

Nor have I well understood the frequency with which incremental analysis as

a norm is resisted. That comptex probtemi cannot be completely analysed and

that we therefore require stiategies for skilful incompleteness still seems

close to obvious to me.
(C.E.Lindblom,'Still Muddling Not Yet Through', Public Administration
Review. November/December 1979, p524-

93. This tactic is fundamental in the initial agenda setting when the papers for
the review are being prepared. (Interviewsj. It does not necessarily work in

the longer term because iach item of policy is scrutinised again and whether

or not it is in the White Paper will receive the support judged necessary at

the time.

94. Letter from the Minister of Defence to CDS dated 3 September 1986 and

covering the letter from PM to Minister dated 2 September, Q-Eli!'
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Notes To Chaoter 6

l. Formally the Ministry is required to account to the satisfaction of the

Minister. The control departments are reporting to other masters; the

Minister of Finance and Parliament tespectivety. The degree of scrutiny is

variable. Treasury is mostly concerned to check that financial limits are

adhered to and the Controller and Auditor-General is concerned with the

procedures adopted to ensure proper expenditure. Under the recommendations

bf tne Quigley Review it is tilety that ihere will be an internal audit unit
concernid primarily with the audit of management practices and resource

utilisation. This type of audit, it is considered, will lead to efficiencies
in practice and financial savings.

Sir F.Cooper, 'The Management of Defence Expenditure" Defence and

Consensus.Adelphi Papers 182, London, 1983.

Sir F.Cooper,'Resources for Defence-AD 2000', Defence Attache. No 2, l9E7'

W.T.R.Fox,'Forward'in W.R.Schilling et al, Stratesv. Politics and Defense

Budeets. New York, 1962.

R.Burt, 'Defence Budgeting" Adelohi Paoers. 102, winter 1974-75' This
conclusion is probabl! cotiect onty fot non-command market economies where

interests are able to compete.

Notes on Financial Manasement in the Ministrv of Defence. paper prepared by

a senior Treasury offici'dt in late l9E5 or early 1986. (Copy held by the

writer).

3.

4.

7.

9.

Taken from the summaries provided in the annual
Defence.

Reoort of the Mrmsfry-St

Programme definitions afe taken from Ministry of Defence, Notes on Estimates

1986-87. ppE 45-E 47.

ibid. pp93-114. These groupings of expenditure are similar throughout
government budgeting.

10. Page interview.'I talk to defence several times a week on one matter or
another'.

patterson interview. 'Treasury have a defence investigating officer and

everything goes through him. We talk closely and our records have to agree''

ll. Treasury makes such comments when preparing their own reports for the

government commenting on defence proposals. We examine some examples of the

type of Treasury comment in the case studies later.

12. Def 60/l/2 dated 2 April 1986, Lons Term Fundins Arransements.

13. Item 4 of the minutes of a meeting of the Defence Executive Committee (DXC
(86) M3) held on 26 March 1986.

14.!_bi{.
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15.

16.

17.

!_bid.

i-ul.

1988/89. The Treasury T4llA, dated 24 Julv l9E5'

18. !bid.

le.i-uid.

20.!.h!t New policy is defined as:

a. the introduction of a new function or service or any extension of the

scope, quality, or level of performance of an existing function Or service;

b. the introduction of or any change in the basis of calculation of a grant'

benefit, subsidy or concession, including a tax or interest rate concession;

c. any increase in the rate or level of a grant, benefit, subsidy or

concession except in accordance with a GOuernmentapproved automatic formula;

d. the discontinuation of, or any change in the basis of, or calculation of,

a fee charge or levY;

e. any reduction in the level of recovery of the cost of providing a

service.

21. Twohill interview.'single service chiefs of staff are consulterl during the

budgetary allocation pr6cess...ultimately, because o_f the 'input' budgetary
pro.-.rr, ACDS (Sp) advice will be taken over the Chiefs'''

Crooks interview. 'Some financial aspects just can not be devolved' But now

centralisation tends to be entrenched...I want flexibility to operate and

reallocate resources. It would be fine if I had the authority to spend as

well...But I would not like to have a single pot of gold and be told to run

the show.'

ln practice the Defence budgetary process is changing and there is g-reatl t

devolution being made to singte ieivices. As at 1988 single Services had

almost completJcontrol oue.iheir allocation for personnel and operating

costs. The implementation of the Quigley Review is likely to speed this
process, although capital expenditure is likely to remain a central
responsibility.

22. Twohill interview, 'Vote:Defence is determined on historical ground' as each

year incremental ,t.p, ar. made on the current level of cxpenditure"''

23. Although the pattern of expenditure between expenditure groups remains

retativeiy constant there are variations of expenditure between programmes

over a period of time. This is because expenditure patterns change' In one

period tapitat expenditure may be directed towards the Navy, with a
ionsequent increase its its total budget allocation' and in subsequent
periods the bulk of such expenditure may be directed towards the Air Forr'e

with thus an increase in the percentage of the defence vote going to that
Service.
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24.1969 Budeet. 86, pP38-39.

25. Def 60/2/2 dated 2 May 1970, PPBS in Defence. Notes of an address bv

secretary of Defence (Mr J.F.Robertson) to the NZ Government Public
Expenditure Committee.

26. Def 60/2/2 dated l5 January 1970'An lntroduction to the Planning

Programming Budgeting System of Resource Managernent''

27. E.S Quade, Analvsis for Public Decisions. New York,2ed 1982, p2t9.

28. C.J.Hitch and R.N.McKea
1960, p48.

29. D.Novick, 'What Programme Budgeting Is and Is Not', in D.Novick ed' Cgfren!
Practice in Proeramme Budeetine. NY, 1973, p6.

See also E.S.Quade and W.I.Boucher eds, Svstems An$lvsis and loli.cv.Plannins
Aoolications ln Def ense. NY, I 968, p7.'Programme ^budgeting...is 

designed as

a tool fot tf,e formulation and coniinuous rlview of defense programmes' Its

distinguishing characteristics fall into three categories:

a budget format that indicates planned expenditure over an extended period

in ter;s of the national security objectivei these expenditurcs are expected

to obtain.

a management information system to keep track of expenditures and the

ptogteri of programmes and to provide data for analysis: and

systems analysis at all levels of activity, to search out, examine and

evaluate possible courses of action.

30. A.Wildavsky, The Politics of the Budeetarv Process. Boston,}ed 1974,p197'

31. ibid. p203.

32. ibid. 3ed 1979, p199.

33. P.Odeen, 'A Critique of the PPB System', in R.J.Art et al, ReQIgg.&iJg
American Defense. Washington, 1985, p375 et seq'

34. C.Murdock, @ New York,1974, Pl'

35. ibid. p 55.

36. The US also has the special situation of Congressmen who are in a position

to influence DepartmCnt of Defense appropriations to ensure that finance,
which is not required or desired by the military, is allocated to programmes

in their home State.

3?. Ministry of Defence Finance Branch, Notes to Vote Defence Estimates.

1970/71, Wellington, 1970, Pl.

38. ibid. 1974-75, p2.
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39. tbxL.

40. ibid. 1976-77, P3.

41. ibid.1980-81, P3.

42. ibid. 1982-83, P7l.

43. Twohiil interview, g.plit 'ln the early 70s programmes were introduced'

They were controls on expenditure and programmes were only a record of

expenditure and not a baiis for plannini. tn tt e late 70s we were urged to

account by programmes but coulin't. Thi old programmes did not follow

administrative iines...It was too difficult trying to separate out

expenditure'. This point was agreed by both the Treasury and the Controller

and Auditor-General.

44. The US, which has a longer experience of Programrne budgeting than New

Zealand,, has similar problems- 3ee US Senate Staff Report De.fensg

Oreanization: The Nied for Chanee. Washington, 1985,'Functional
oryanisation inhibits mission integration. Inputs not outputs are

emphasised'.

45. See for example M.Hobkirk,'central Defence in the uK" in R.J.Art et al,

oo cit. 'British method of making defence policy depends almost as much on

certain budgetary procedures as on organisation. Requirement for long term

costings 5-lb yeais-ahead with greater certainty obviously in the near

term.t

Sir F.Cooper, 'Economic Constraints on British Defence Planning' in

c.Till ed, The Future of British sea Power. Maryland, 1984, 'Economic
allocations year by year are outdated'.

M.Canley, in Armed Forces Journal Internatiqnal. April 1987,'Momentum is

buildingonc@omeformoftwo-yearauthorization
of defense proirutr...those who support two-year authorizations hope it will
reduce Congress micro-management and add to prqgram stability''

46. This problem is greater in the United States where Congress has a greater

role in the budge-tary process than the legislature does in New Zealand'

47. From 1989, under the terms of the Public Finance Act, all departments
practise 'accrual accounting' which will mean that Savings are carried
forwards and overspends absorbed.

48. 1983 Defence Review, oo cit. p 46.

49. See also T.P.Muggleton,'A Critique of Programme Budgeting in the Australian
Defence Oepattirent', in J.C.McMaster and G.R.Webb eds, Australian Proiect

Evaluation. Sydney, i978.'...at costs and needs are weighted equally PPBS

sftoufa pteclude aibitrary budget ceilings.'.a static GDP% over tirne would

theoretically at least be indicative of a non-rational decision making
process.'

50. Details of the Defence budgeting arr&ngements &re drawn from Defence

Financial Manaeement-statement No 2. Lons Term FundinP Arransements:
I*olementation Insttuction. Def 60/l/2 dated 2 April 1986.
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55.

56.

5l..This may change as a result of the Quigley Review recommendation for an

Annual Defence" Assessment, which sttoula address outputs and funding issues'

52. 1985 Budeet. ps:'...since then (1984) detailed 3-year.projections of
government expenditure and revenue have been published also for the first
time.'

ibid. p2l:'To allow for forward planning we have endorsed the concept of

long term funding adopted by thl previous government and we have also

increased the bas! funiing levet. Cbnsiderable flexibility wilt be allowed

to allocate resources within the overall ceiling and between onc year and

anothe r.'

53. Long Term Funding Arrangements, gpi!.

54. The rate of increase in the cost of defence equipment is greater than the

rate of increase of capital equipment generally. see for example:

P.Pugh, The Cost of Seaoower. London, 1986'

F.Cooper, ,ff,. ffiiillilE,ilil Defenci Expenditure', in Defence and Consensus'

Adelphi Paper 182, London, 1983.

Long Term Funding Arrangements, @iJ.

The special problems of expenditure on capital equipment are discussed

later.

57. Twohill, Patterson, Hicks interviews.

58. Newspaper reports, for instance National Business Review. 3l March 1989'

Immediately after the announcement of the cuts, the Secretary Of Defence was

not sure whether the cuts referred to nominal or real limits, in terms of
flexible funding arrangements- (Walker interview)'

59. Review. p97.

60. In the prepafation of the first Annual Defence Assessment the Defence Office
has struggled with the task of defining outputs in terms which allow the

allocation of finance and the stting oipriorities' The task had not (March

1990) been concluded. (Interviews).

61. Review. p205.

62. For the British solution to these problcms see D.Omand, 'Towards a New

Management Strategy for Defenci', in The 3.USl Jo.ulnal. Autumn 1989' The

British have not yei-worked through their 'solution' in practice.

63. As will be required by the Public Finance Act 1989. Possible outcomes from
greater political involvement are discussed in some detail in Chapter l0'
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Notes To Chaoter 7

Details of
found in:

R.Kay ed,

the background to New Zealand's participation in ANZUS may be

Pact and the Treatv of Peace with Jaoan. Wellington,

I.McGibbon,'The Origins of the Alliance', New Zealand International Review'

Vol XIII No 3, May/June 1988.

R.Alley,'The Evolution of ANzus" in J.Bercovitch ed, ANZUS il crisis:
Alliance Manasement in Intcrnalionel A[[gb, Christchurch' 1989'

t-

4.

T-D.Young, gpli!. Young also gives considerable detail on the various

arrangerints *t ictr have grown up under the general head of ANZUS.

The major such treaties being the Atlantic Treaty, the Baghdad P-ryt and the

Manila ireaty which produc-d respectively NATO, CENTO and SEATO as militarv
organisations designed to give substance to ttre treaties. Of these only NATO

remains. ANZUS did not produce a military organisation along the lines of
the other alliances.

Until this time commitments under SEATO played a greater role in military
planners' thinking.

1972 Defence Review pl6. In the Defence White Papers of 1957, 1958 and l96l
ANZUS is describe-cl-merely as one of a number of general defence obligations
for regional security, the oihers being SEATO and ANZAM. These commitments

were undertaken beCause 'the world wide collective security system which the

United Nations was designed to provide has not yet eventuated'. (!-9.0.L

Defence Review p ). ThJ 1966 White Paper makes no mention of ANZUS at all'

The first mention of ANZUS in the annual Defence Reoort occurs in the Report

for the year ending 3l March 1974 (p 6).'The ANZUS treaty...remains a very
important elementln New Zealand's defence policy. It is more than just a

deience arrangement, however, being symbolic of a basic community of
interests and outlooks that extends to many fields in addition to defence'.

The change in perception was probably brought about by the realisation that
the world, and especially South East Asia, was an uncertain place and the

desire to maintain US interest in the region. As well the New Zealand
defence forces, especially the Army, had just completed seven years of close

cooperation with the US military in Vietnam and it is likely that the

unstated, but nevertheless real ties, to the UK had weakened with a new

generation of military leaders who had closer relationships with US service

f,ractices than with British and who were thus prepared to be stronger in
iheit acceptance of the alliance with the US than were previous leaders.

Although the degree to which the ANZUS Council meetings represented

consultation must be questioned. The US General Accounting Office is

reported as having reviewed the operations of the ANZUS Council and
concluding that meetings were 'designed to develop unified action and
policy', bu1 they 'often result in explanations or (sic, perhaps of)
unilaterally determined foreign policies'. The report carried on to state

5.
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6.

7.

that New Zealand was satisfied with this method of 'consultation' but that
Australia was not. (Christchurch Press l3 May 1987).

The ANZUS Military Representatives acted primarily as points of contact for
ANZUS issues in their home countries.

It is important to note that a considerable web of links which may not have
occurred without the treaty developed between the three states. These
include, as well as a variety of defence links related to logistic support
and technical cooperation, the Australian and New Zealand inclusion in the
various intelligence and surveillance arrangements, political links and
trade and commercial arrangements.

Details of the extent of the relationship until 1984 are found in:
A.Burnett, The A-NZ-US Trianele. Australia, 1988.

P.Jennings, The Armed Forces of New Zealand and the ANZUS SDlit: Costs and

Conseouences. Wellington, I 988.
J.T.Richelson and D.Ball The Ties That Bind. London, 1985.

Ministry of Defence Briefinq Papers Prepared for the Minister of Defence.
I 984.
T-D.Young, oo cit.

A formal statement of the type of coordination effected between the partners
is found in Australian Defence Forces, ANZUS Militarv Policv Document. no

bibliographic data. This booklet contains chapters relating to military
policy decisions, an index of military policy publications and an index of
other documents relating to military policy which affect ANZUS military
activities. The types of decisions recorded relate to organisational topics
such as the frequency of meetings for military representatives, exercise
titles, exercising ANZUS logistics and the like.

8. For example the l98l and 1984 Labour Party election manifestos.

9. The Labour Party has had for some time a formal policy relating to ship
visits and obligations under ANZUS. In t980 the then Leader of the
Opposition Labour Party issued a policy statement which said inter alia,
'there is absolutely nothing in the Treaty that requires members to accept
visits by vessels or aircraft of other alliance members'. This position was
rejected by the government of the day. See 'New Zealand and ANZUS', Ministrv
of Foreien Affairs Information Bulletin No 2. Wellington, May 1982, p5l.

The Labour Party's 1984 conference also called for a withdrawal from ANZUS
and a move towards non-alignment.

The National Party has consistcntly held the policy that membership of
ANZUS, with the nuclear connotations, was essential for New Zealand's
security.

10. Indeed New Zealand continues to regerd itself as a member of ANZUS. See the
1987 Defence Review. pl8:'New Zealand continues to adhere to the ANZUS
Treaty', and the 1987 Defence Reoort. pl0:'Although excluded from the
Ministerial-level talks between Austratia and the United States...Ncw
Zealand remains a member of ANZUS'. ANZUS is not, however, mentioned in the
1988 Defence Report.
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ll. From 1976 industrial action often closed ports which were being visited, and

in the l9t0s the Auckland Peace Squadron mobilised fleets of small craft in
attempts to obstruct the entry of nuclear armed or powered' or suspected of
being so, warshiPs.

12. 1982 Defence Reoort p5. These comments were emphasised in the 1984 Defence

ffin*entwil|remaincommittedtoreceivingthenaval
vessels of our allies into New Zealand ports''

13. Not all ties were cut. The US continued to provide training in areas which

related to safety and the operation of equipment supplied by the us.
Logistic links remained, although not under the preferential system

prwiously enjoyed by New Zealand, and the us raised no objection to

continued New Zealand involvetntni in the various multi-lateral cooperative

forums established between the US, Britain, Canada, Australia and New

Zealand.

An overview of the Background to the issue in general and the nuclear ships

dispute in particular is provided by:
S.McMillan, Neither Confirm Nor Denv. Wellington, 1987; and

R.Alley, 'ANZUS and the Nucleat tss,rd, in J.Boston and M.Holland eds, Ixg
Fourth Labour Government. Auckland, 1987.

For a survey of differing perspectives held by the signatories to the

treaty, and an urrarrrnanl of possiUte outcornes, see J.Bercovitch ed, oD cit.

Thakur gives an interesting analysis of the 'myth' of the ANZUS events and

their relationship to morality in ioreign policy in R.Thakur, 'Creation of
the Nuclear-nrei New Zealand Myth', Asian Survev. Vol XXIX No 10, October

I 989.

14. Describing New Zealand's actions as 'a de faclo withdrawal from ANZUS' must

be treated with caution. In fact the US 'suspended it security guarantee'

and severely restricted contact between the armed forCes of the two
countries. It might just as validly be argued that the US walked away from
the treaty by her actions.

15. Record of transcript from a radio interview with the Prime Minister E

October 19E4. Earlier in 19E3, when Leader of the Opposition, the Prime

Minister has been reported as assuring the US that there would be no problem

with Labour's nuclear policies. (1989 press reports).

16. Extract from the transcript of a background briefing on the Prime Minister's
meeting with Secretary of state Shultz oa 24 September 1984.

17. Interview.

18.'The Sinking of the Buchanan', The Dominion Sundav Times.29 March 1987'

19. Hager interview.

For more detail of Labour Party actions at this time see M.Wilson, Labour in
Government: 1984-87. Wellington, 1989, pp59-65,

20. Interview.
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21. !_BL.

22. A.Burnett, oo cit. P88.

23. Prime Minister speaking on Radio New Zealand 'Morning Report" 5 February

I 985.

24. S.McMiilan, Qggi! pp80, 85-8?, and 'The sinking of the Buchanan" QBJi!'

Even if the governmint had been able to agree on the desirability of

inviting a demonstrably non nuclear vessel-it is unlikely that the US would

have agreed to this beciuse of the effective breaking of the neither confirm

nor deny formula.

25. ,ANZUS Communique', in Australian Foreien Aff8irs Record' V9h11e 55' Number

7, July lgg4, p6g6. iA...r, by ailied aircraft and ships to the airfields

and ports of the ANZUS members was reaffirmed as essential to the continuing

effectiveness of the alliance'.

26. Information on these immediate effects is taken from Ministry of Defence

responses to specific select committee questions. A complete se-t-of the

quistions and answers is found on Ministry of Defence 60/18/86.

An American perspective is given in Dora Alves,'New Zealand and ANZUS-An

American View, The Round Table. No 302, April 1987'

27.D.Lange,'ANZUS: The New Zealand View" NZ Listener. April l3 1985'

28. See C.P.Danopoulos, 'AllianCe Partership and Foreign Policy Influence: The

Military's Role', Armed Forces and Societv. Vol ll No 2, Winter 1985.

29. See W.J.BarneS, Patron-Client KelattOnS wltntn atrra-ttucr' rr!" o
United States qf F.-erica ona aNZaS. MA thesis, University of
i986. Barn., argu.s that N.w Zealand's relationship with the US

characterised by low levels of clientism and that there is a direct
relationship beiween levels of clientism and alliance cohesion. Thus the

rift between the two states should not have been entirely unexpected'

Perhaps if the 'alliance' had been described as an 'entente' the problems of

adjustment may not have had to occur. An entente, with its more limited and

iniormal commitments to consult rather than to act, does not raise

expectations of specific behaviour and can easily be left when the time is

appropriate. The fact that ANzus was described as an alliance and as a

'(iystone' of defence probably raised expectations on both sidcs which in

times of strain could never be met. Such failed expectations then translated

into extreme reactions when expected modes of behaviour were not followed'
By contrast the Five Power Defence Arrangements will be able to lapse

rilatively simply because they are not described as an alliance and there is

not a large body of expectation relating to the behaviour of the partners'

For a discussion of alliance versus entente see G.R.Berridge, 'Ententes and

Alliances" Review of International studies. Vol l5 No 3, July 1989.

30. Interviews. Immediately after the announcement the Prime Ministe r indicated

that if the US made ship visits a condition of ANZUS membership then it
would be the US that hid walked away from ANZUS not New Zealand' He also

wi
CanterburY,
has been
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afgued that one feason for staying in ANZUS was because of the cost of

tra-ving a 'total defince system;.(Morning Report interview oo cit)'

31. Hager interview. see also svdnev Morninq Herald 6/? February 1985' Paul

Sheehan in an article claimed ttatltt. ll.*Teatand Labour Party'some time

ago planned to call the bluff over ship visits" on the basis that the us
would not react.

32. 1987 Defence Review. P5.

33. 1985 Defence Reoort. P4.

34. James Rolfe,'Trans-Tasman Defence Co-operation', New Zealand International

Review. Vol XII No 5, September/October 1987'

35. O,Flynn interview gives a hint.'Treasury's job is to say "non' We-then make

judgiments and t.n-d to overrule Treasury on political grounds if
i',.".ttaty...for example this year on l0% cuts''

36. In 1987-88 $60,326,000, or approximately 596 of Vote:Defence' (1989 Reoort)'

37. Specific detail of troop movements and locations may be found in the-annual

reports of the respecti;e services until 1963 and of the Ministry of Defence

from 1964.

38. For details of the feasons advanced for the formation of the strategic

reserve and the deployment of New Zealand troops see the various statements

by the Prime Minister and other Ministers at the time:

Extracts from a statement by the Right Honourable S.G'Holland, London 8

February 1955 in Ministry of Foreign Affairs, N-etq Zealand Foreisn Policv

statements and Documents 1943-57. Wellington 1972 p 382.

Statement Uy tt e Honourable T.LftacDonald, 9 February 1955 in ibid, p 384'

Prime Minister Sidney Holland to Parliament24 March 1955,'Forward
Defence-From the Middle East to Malaya, 1955" in w.D.Mclntyre and

W.J.Gardner eds, Soeeches and Docume- t on New Zealand H'storv' Oxford' l97l
p392.

39. Holland in Mclntyre and Gardner, oo cit. p 394'

40. D.J.McCraw,
Asia 1949-75.

41. Keith Jackson,'nBecause it's there...n A consideration of the deciSion to

commit New Zealand troops to Malaysia beyond lg7l" Journal of South East

Asian Studies. Vol II No l, March 1971.

42. Defence Council DC (73) M5 quoted in Ministry of Defcnce paper Reoort of a

unpublished Ph D, Otago, 1978 Pii.

to New Zealand in Defence 24/l/6 dated 4

43. Robertson interview.

44. Quoted in Defence 24/l/6, APSI.

45. Treasury Budget Report No 5 dated 20 March 1975'

November 1982.
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46. Cabinet Committee on Policy and Priorities, PP(75) Ml I Part I dated 26 March

1975.

47.!-81.

48. Robertson interview.

49. Treasury 62/56 dated l8 July 1975. This Treasury comment was in response to

a joint Defence/MFA paper on the subject.

50. New Z:afana foreien Af igL April 1975, ppll, 17'

51. Cabinet CM.75/32/6 dated ll August 1975.

52. Minutes of the MOD National plan steering Group dated 5 septembet 1975.

53. Letter from Minister of Defence to Secretary of Defence dated 30 January

1976. (Def ence 24 / | / 16)-

54. Letter to the Minister of Foreign Affairs New Zealand Force in Sineaoore' PM

87/33/l dated 23 December 1975. (Defence 24/l/16)'

55. Treasury paper T62/56 dated 5 August 1976 to the Minister of Finance'

(Defence 24/l /16).

56. In July and August cabinet deferred any decision and in september the

Cabinit Commiitee on Defence decided that there could be no early return

home. D(?6) M4 dated 9 September 1976'

57. 1978 Defence Review. P2l'

58.!bI!.

59. Hensley interview.

60. Interviews.

61. Letter to the Minister of Foreign Affairs dated 5 August 1980.

62. Cabinet Committee on Defence dated 2 April l98l'

63. NZ Foreien Affairs Review. vol 3l no 2, April-June l98l' pl8.

64. The Imolications of Withdrawins New Zealand Fo-rce South East Asia. D(83)2

dated l8 February 1983 to Cabinet committee on Defence.

65. Press Statement by the Ministcr of Defence dated 22 March 1983'

66. Letter from Mr D.Kidd to the Minister of Defence, April 1983. (Defcnce

24/ | / t6).

67. File note attached to Mr Kidd's letter.

68. Letter from the Minister of Defence to Mr Kidd, July 1983. Looked at in this

context is bureaucratic jargon to indicate that the issue would be at least
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discussed by officials in the course of the preparation of the Defence

Review. It implies no commitment to action or decision.

69. 1983 Defence Review. PlE.

?0. Annex A to Defence 2/6/4, Ministry of Defence Briefing Paper for visit to
New Zealand by Lee Kwan Yew, Piime Minister of the Republic of Singapore'

4-8 April 1986. The specific comment relates to statements made in the

previous three years.

71. From the transcript of a Press Conference by the Prime Minister in
singapore, S March 19E5. This was reinforced as late as July 1986 at a
sp.ectr in Bangkok. see Evenins Post editorial 30 December 1986.

72. Speech by Dr Yeo Ning Hong at a New Zea,land Day Parade in Singapore, 5

February 1986.

73. Letter to the Minister of Foreign Affairs on the background to an exchange

of notes with the Singapore Government relating to the upgrading.of -Dieppe
Barracks, dated March igAO. ttte defence Review referred to was the 1987

Review.

74. Cabinet Poticy Committee P(86) M52 Part 2 dated 9 December 1986, and

announcement 23 December 1986. The announcement was made before publication

of the White Paper because of fears of a leak'

By the end of 1989 the Force had been withdrawn and a only small unit with

the primary task of overseeing troop deployments for exercises remained'

75. Muldoon interview.

76. 1978 Defence Review. P23.

77. Defence Council, DC(79) Ml5, 4 December 1979.

78. Defence Executive committee, DXC (80) M 14,8 August 1980.

79. Muldoon interview.

E0. Moen interview.

81. 1983 Defence Review. P24.

82.i-b.id. When considering the question of submarines Navy had stated that if
submarines were not purchaied then there would still be a need for a frigate
fleet. (Defence Council, DC (83) M 4,29 June 1983'

83. At a meeting of the New Zealand Institute of International Affairs, Auckland
Branch in 1984 the then Secretary of Foreign Affairs stated that he was in
favour of submarines because of the surface support vessels which would be

required and which could be used for national tasks not necessarily

connected with defence purposes. (Write/s recollection)'

E4. 1983 Defence Review. P22.
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85. A Memorandum of Understanding on the exchange of information relating to the

submarine pro5eci was signed to formalise the joint participation.

86. Comment by cDS at COS (84) M6 on the conclusions of the 'Naval submarine

Study'.

87. NA 0lO08ISUB dated 7 December l9E4'
NA 0l008lSUB dated 3l January l9E5'

88. Def 010081 SUB dated I March 1985'

89. Although there is anecdotal evidence that submarines were a pet project of a

senior Naval officer. If this is correct that officer would have to have

been CNS or senior enough to have direct access to, and influcnce over' CNS'

There is no documented evidence for this'

90. Monks interview.'Navy were trying to achieve a task within a specific

budget. They put thc submarine oplion to defence who put it to the

politicians...'

91, Muldoon interview.

92. There are some indications that the new Prime Minister cancelled the project

on 'image' grounds before he was aware of the f inancial problems'. This does

not alter the conclusion reached by Defence but we may differentiate between

the 'hands oo' 
"pfronch 

of the La6our Government compared with the more

Iaissez-laire appilactr adopted by the Muldoon Governmcnt'
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Notes To Chaoter 8

l. A recent overview of New Zealand and its position with regard to nuclear

issues is provided by: K.clements, Back From the Brink: The creation of a

Nuclear Free New Zeatand. Wellington, 1988'

2. Walter Nash 24 March 1955, in NZPD Vol 305 p43'

3. Labour Party Election Manifcsto. 1969,'International Affairs'' The concept

itselfhadue.n@ainsinceatleastl963whenpetitionson
the subject were presented to arliament.

4. Norman Kirk, l4 July 1972, NZPD. Vol 379, plll9'

5. K.Clements oo cit. p69. The National Government felt that its initiatives
taken in international forums and bi-laterally were as much as it could do

with any hope of success.

6. Robertson interview.

7. There was sorne informal manoeuvering between Australian and New Zealand

Ministers to ensure Australian support for the operation. (K.Clements'

oo cit. P69).

This lack of range and independent support capability was remembered and has

had implications-for future equipment decisions for the Navy' The next

Labour government elected in-1984 agreed to purchase a fleet tanker for the

Navy and specified a longer range for a new class of warships to be

purchased in conjunction with Australia'

8. 1974 Defence Reoort. Pl0.

9. Robertson interview.

l0.i-bIL.Although in public statements the Government stated that it would hold

the French ,espontibl. for injury to New Zealtnd citizens or vessels'

(Newspaper reports).

I l. K.CIements, oo cit. P7l.

12. ibid. p73.

13. Robertson interview.

14. The name Zimbabwe is used throughout although strictly speaking the country

did not take that name until independence.

15. The detail of the history is taken from whitaker's Almanack. ll9th ed,

London, 1987, P775.

16. All detail in this section is taken from Ministry of Defence tile 3/l/6.
Details of dates and origin of information are shown in the text'

17. In the event 75 troops deployed' (19E0 Defence Reoort)'



18. The Prime Minister was'prepared not keen'to undertake the task to
,demonstrate a commitment to western values'. Muldoon interview'

19. Historical detail is taken from Ministry of Defence-briefing paper for the

Minister of nerence, sf naf rtaeO ana f;ace 17 September

I 984.

20. H.E.Holland l8 August 1922, NZPD. Vol 196, p496. It must be noted that

collective security o'perations "t. *-t 
necessarily the same as peacekeeping

operetions.

21. P.Fraser in a statement to the House of Representatives 24 July 1945' quoted

in'Statements and Documents', g.Dli-L p 100. In this case Fraser was

discussing the UN itself but the seiJilnent is rclevant for all forms of

international organisation.

22. Defence l0/l/8.

23. ibkl.From a telegram from Wellington to a number of posts January l98l' The

telegram atso askld for information as to the Australian position'

24.!-bi{.Telegram from Wellington to posts, March l98l'

25. Defence l0/l /2,May 1981. This was a preliminary paper prepared. as a

briefing paper for the Minister 
"nJ 

dit.utsed at an informal meeting of

chiefs of Staff. The paper presented no analysis of costs, but the main

concerns would be ol the possible need to supply equipment su-ita-ble to the

region which would have io be acquired, the cost of additional allowances

for the troops, extra equip*.nt .oit, incurred by more intensive usage and

the opportunity costs involved in taking on a new commitment'

26. The as hoc committee consisted of five senior Ministers including the Prime

Minister, f"finister oi foteign Affairs and Minister of Defence' Other topics

handled by the committee included Kampuchea and the Springbok rugby tour'

The committee was to report by 6 July 1981. (cM El/25/33)-

27. Defence lO/l/8.

28. To the Minister of Defence on Defence lo/l/2 dated I July l98l'

29. Defence l0/l/8.

30. Transcript of an interview with Mr Mohammed Salamawi l0 September l9El on

Defence l0/l /8.

3t. Dcfence lO/l/8.

32. Brief on Defence l0/l/8.

33. ibid.

34. Defence l0/l /2 dated 27 October lgEl.In a brief to the Minister of Defence

factors considered included national identity; the preference was to retain

it in some form of unit, costs; sorneone else should bear any additional
Costs, and command and control; ultimate command should remain with New

Zea.land although ope rational command could be delegated to the Force'
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35. The extension occurred despite provocations such as the Israeli occupation

of southern Lebanon. There is no evidence that this seriously threatened

continued participation in the MFO.

36. Telegram dated l4 september 19E4. The attitude might also be taken as a

standard Foreign Affairs wish to maintain the status quo.

37. Brief to the Minister of Defence September 1984. See also'Briefing Papers"

oo cit. p72.

38. Prime Minister's press statement l3 March 1985, commenting on the Alstralian
decision to withdraw:'The Government is exploring options !o1 few Zealand's

contingent ...to stay on beyond Australia's withdrawal'.'the MFO forms part

of a stip forward,'and Niw Zealand wishes to continue to play its part in

that'.

39. Defence l0/l/8 dated 7 June 1985.

40. Wellington to Rome dated 2l June 1985. The sentiment here is of course part

of the process involved in reaching a position, rather than a settled

position to be promoted or defended.

41. Washing,ton to Wellington dated 2l June l9E5'

42. Brief for Secretary for Foreign Affairs prior to a call by the Egyptian

Ambassador. Foreign Affairs 58/503/l dated l5 July 1985.

43. Note for file Foreign Affairs 58/503/l dated l6 July 1981.

44. Army General staff minute dated 29 July 1985 on Defence l0/l/8.

45. To Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Defence lO/l/8 dated July 1985.

46. Letter to the Minister of Defence, Sinai:MFO. dated 7 August 1985'

47.!-UL.

48. ibid.

49. CM 85/31/12.ln 1988 the participation in MFO was further extended'

50. ln itself an interesting use of ANZUS meetings'
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Notes To Chaoter 9

l. See for examPle:
D.Ball, ,The Role of the Military in Defence Hardware Procurement" in

F.A.Mediansky ed, The Militarv and Australia's Defence. Melbourne,1979'

w.K.Denke, ,waste, weapons and Resolve: Defense Posture and Politics in the

Defense Budget', Policv Sciences. Vol l6 No 4, March 1984'

M.D.Hobkirk,ThePoliticsofDefenceBudeetine.London,l9E4.

F.Cooper, 'The Management of Defence Expenditure" Defence and consensus'

Adelphi PaPer 102, London, 1983.

2. As purely anecdotal evidence the writer recalls a conversation with a senior

army officer, at one time responsible for equipment definitions who

recounted how a certain piecl of equipment had been purchased because
,without it we could not conside, o,rrrlluet professional.-.we did not need

it to achieve any sPecific goals'.

3. R.Facer,
Caoabilities and Choices. Adelphi Papers

London, 1975, P2.

Annual Defence Reoorts.

D.Ball, op cit.

Number hundred eight,

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

R.B.Byers, Canadian Securitv and Del ence: t n
Adelphi Papers 214, London, Winter 1986, p35.

R.L.O'Connell, 9f Arms and Mg!, New York, 1989, p7'

include a small ship building capability and minor
manufacturing. Military clothing is also made in New

10. The term equipment programme rather than equipment purchase islsed because

some major programm.r it"y involve refurbishment rather than replacement or

acquisition. The considerations will be similar and the costs may be still
be very great.

ll. As we will see, in those few cases where New Zealand industry does believe

that it has a capability there is considerable pressure to force the

Ministry of Deience tl purchase locally. As New Zealtnd comes closer to

Australia economically ihere will be pressure to purchase Australian
equipment for the sake of the benefits which the joint economies will
obtain, or because it will demonstrate New Zealand's commitment to Closer

Economic Relations, or because the Australian manufacturer will be able to

pass back some portion of the work to New Zealand sub-contractors'

12. Although if the current Australian equipment is demonstrably not suitable or

relevant to New Zealand's needs it wiit normally be rejected in favour of an

ibid. p6.

The minor exceptions
electronic design and
Zealtnd.
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alternative. Thus Australia has habituatly chosen warships and fighter

aircraft of greater capability, and cost, t'han required by New Zealand and

New Zealand has chosen alternative equipment types'

13. Ministry of Defence, Notes on Estimates 1988-89, unpublished, 19E9, pl20' As

a side issue this t igt e*ternal cost of defence policies has been suggested

as an alternative method of assessing the burdin of defence on a country's

economy. ln the NATO context it t "t 
been argued that the united states in

1978 had an external cost of defence of 5.3% wheteas in Denmark it was 22'3%

and in Norway 16.8%. Hence the defence burden in the smaller countries was

heavier than generally believed. (quoted in E.Bjol, Nordic Secur.ily, Adelphi
papers Number One liundred and Eighty-One, London, Spring 1983' p37)'

14. 1986 Defence Reoort. P45.

15. 1987 Defence Reoort. P26.

16. Interviews.

17. Other examples not discussed include the decision by the Army to refurbish

its fleet of Mll3 Armoured Personnel carriers and the Airforce continuing to

attempt ro repair and refurbish light helicopter and jet trainer aircraft
because of a lack of finance for replacement'

18. 1987 Defence Review. P5.

19. The writer was a staff officer in the Army General Staff at the time and

responsible for the management of equipment maintenance including the

maintenance of small arms.

20. Procurement Instructions.

21. ibid. p35.

22. Interviews. Often a proposal which is not in favour will be given a low

priority for funding'and will thus slip f rom year.to yeaf' or else one. or

other committee will direct that the paper proposing the acquisition be

clarified or condensed or expanded; ltf buteaucratic methods of delaying an

unwanted project.

23.lt couldn't.

24. The ICEP in turn will become part of the Indicative Defence Resources Plan

which assesses the resources required to give effect to the stated defence

objectives. The level of expenditure on individual Services varies from year

to year, depending on the itage which major programmes have reached in the

acquisition and payment cycle. In 1985-36 tni airforce received some 50% of

defence expenOiiuie on capital equipment as some 
-major 

purchascs and

refurbishment work o,cre iompleied'whereas in 1983-84 they had received 27%

and in 198?-88 only 22%. The other Services followed a similar pattern'

25. 1966 Defence Review. Pl2.

26. Defence 4l/4/7, undated, to CDS and Sec Def.
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27.CM68138/13 dated 7 October 1968. From sec Def working note Historv of

Patrol Craft Proeramme. on Def 4l/4/7 dated l/2/72'

28. CM 69/32/6 dated l8 August 1969, quoted in ibid'

29.D (70) M2 Part II of 20 March 1970, referred to cabinet. Quoted in t-bicl'

30. CM 70/13/24 dated l3 April 1970, quoted in ibid'

31. !-b.i4.The Minister's action was probably based on his discussions with

senior defence tfii not Navy) oificiott which had ted him to the view that

various detetions could be made to the proposed programme' (Robertson

interview). The alteration of the Ministlr's priority by Cabinet probabl)

reflects concern that the fisheries resource be properly protelle.d at a time

when the commitment to vietnam could be seen to be diminishing'

It is normal for a Minister to support a paper from his own department in

cabinet but it is not necessary foi trim to do so. he may present the paper

so that Cabinet as a whole can decide upon it rather than just a single

Minister. This will occur in cases where there are significant spending

implications or where the re is likely to be some-degree of political , -
controversy over the issue. see G.Palmer unbridled Power, oo cit. p38'

32. CM 70/20/10 of 22 MaY 1970.

33. Sec Def working note gP-g!!.

34. Defence 4l/4/7 dated 23 March l97l to the Minister of Defence'

35. Treasury T.62/32 dated l5 April l97l to the Minister of Finance'

36. Memorandum for Cabinet dated 23 April 1971.

37. New Zealand Ship and Boatbuilders' Federation letter to the Minister of
Defence dated 3 SePtember 1970.

Sec Def 4l/4/7 dated 23 September 1970 to the Minister of Defence'

Minister of Defence letter to the Federation dated 24 September 1970.

At this stage the Ministry of Defence was still hoping to have a prototype

craft built overseas and the necessary technOlogy and expertise transferred
to New Zeala.nd to allow the remainder to be built in New Zealand'

38. Secretary of Industries and Commerce 22/30 dated 24 February l97l to the

Minister of Industries and Commerce.

Minister of Industries and Commerce to the Minister of Defence dated 3 March

197 l.

39. Sec Def working note, oo cit.

40. i-81.

41. Ministerial Press Release dated 8 May 1972 onDef 4l/4/7. The press release

was issued to deny that the Government had failed in any undertaking to



enable local shipyards to tender for the project. The press release- noted

that special effoits had been made to .ntut. that New Zealand shipyards had

sufficient information to allow them to register an interest if they wished'

and that none did so.

42. Treasury Memorandum T.62/32 to the Minister of Finance, undated but probably

February 1972.

43.!.b-ig.

44.!-bkl.

45. Economies against the lowest tender included reducing the standard of
fittings and construction, reducing slipping and.upkeep facilit-ies and

steaming the craft to New Zealand to reduce delivery costs' These (neasures

reduced the tender cost from $8.338m to $6'749m'

46. Treasury memorandum T.62/32,q!-e!!' The equipment deferment was for

minesweepers; an item of equipmeiilhich hai siitt (tggO) not-been replaced'

although the capabitity is uiing pursued by alternative methods.

47. CM 72/7/21 dated 2l Februarv 1972.

4g. The boats have been quite ineffective in their primary role. They are not

able to operate into ttri 200mile EEZ and they have inferior seakeeping

qualities to the fishing boats they are supposed to maintain surveillance

on. (Interviews).

49. Although the cheapest option will not necessarily be taken' the government

has at times been prepared to pay a premium to achieve compatibility with

Australia.

50. The description of the roles and capabilities is of course the official
description and does not imply here any assessment of the relevance of the

role or the viability of the aircraft for the role'

51. 1978 Defence Review. PP39-40.

52. l9E3 Defence Review. P32.

53.i-bicl.

54.i_bkl.

55. Crooks interview.

56.!bi{.

57. Talbot interview.

58. Letter to Minister of Defence from sec Def dated ll June 1981.

59. Cost effective in this case relates to the cost of providing the desired

capability set against the expected life of the option chosen.
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60. Do(83)24 dated 25 August 1983, on Def l /|/2.The^9pli.on'under consideration

included Jaguar aircralt from Great B;itain: US F20, Fl8 and Fl6 aircraft

and the French Mirage 2000.

D(83) M4 Part I of 5 September 1983'

Def 2/6/2 dated 7 June 19E4.

Def 2/6/3 dated 29 May and l2 June 1984. Army was for example more

interested in the Andover light tactical transport which the airforce had

stated it intended to withdraw from service'

D(84)M2dated25Junel984andER(85)M4PartldatedlMayl985.

Phase 2 had beed scheduled to comlnence in 1984 with costs spread over four

years. It was deferred until 1988/E9 in an effort to rernove peaks in cEP

expenditure. In 1990 Phase 2 still had not received financial approval'

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

69.

70.

7t.

72.

66.

67.

68.

Minutes of the DFDC dated 3 February 1984'

!_bid.

NA 068/4/55 Brief For CNS undated Julv 1984'

Army 5/4/CGS minute to CAS undated July 1984'

NA 068/4/55, oo cit.

Def 2/6/2 dated 3l MaY 1984.

Def 2/6/2 dated 6 August 1984'

Def l4/7/85/2 DRP dated 26 February 1985'

Def l4/7/s5l2 DRP dated l2 March 1985. The staff officer was however an Army

officer responsible for resource planning rather than operational

commitments.

73. P(85) M l2 Part 5 dated 26 March 1985'

?4. 1978 Defence Review. PP33-34.

75. ibid. p35.

?6. ibid. pp 1E,20. The two guotes are takcn from separate parts of thc Review

anO ao not directly relate to each other in that document'

77. 1983 Defence Review. P27.

78. ibid. p30. In Army doctrine l05mm guns are light and l55mm are medium' This

conclusion was also explicitly statedln the CCD minute which formally
adopted the White Paper for the Government'

Army 246/79/3 dated 19 December 1983'

Def 2/6/3
commitiee.@s ,"as the first meeting of the committee.

79.

80.
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Previously this type of proposal would have gone direct to DXC where it may

not have ieceived quite such a detailed examination'

81. 1984 Defence Reoort. P34.

82. Mi
September 19E5.

83. DXC (E5) M8, l8 SePtember 1985.

t4. DC (85) Ml2, 15 october 1985.

85.ihu.

86.!b!1.

87. Mace interview.

88. In operations against a stron8,er enemy which would require medium artillery
it seems almost axiomatic that the intirests of Australia or the US would be

engaged and that they would provide such support if necessary.
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Notes To Chaoter l0

l. In the decade to March 1980 the Minister of Defence changed six times

iattt ougt seve ral Minister served more than once) while the Secretary

changed only once. Ministers (such as Mr A. Faul-kner, Minister from 1972-74'

who was also President of the Labour Party) have atso had other jobs while

acting as Minister.

The writer recalls interviewing the Minister and being told 'why are you

asking rne how tn. Minirtry w-orks. They don't tell me anything"'you work

there, you know more than I do''

Newspaper reports.

This arrangement has changed as one of the organisational alterations

consequent upon the Quigley Review'

5. See M.McKinley, The ANZUS Alliance and New Zeatand Labour' Canberra' 1986'

pp22-24.

6. Although with the 1989 split of the central bureaucracy into a Ministry and

a Defence Force Headquarters the scope for such competition increases'

7. 1987 Defence Review. pl8. The area of direct strategic concern is-defined as

,New Zealand iFf, tt. Pacific Islands, Australia and Antarctica''

3.

8. 1978 Defence Review. Pl6.

9. 1966 Delence Review. PPll-12.

10. 1987 Defence Review. pl0. 1987 Reoort. pp6, 30'

I l. 1983 Defence Review. Pl9.

12. 198? Defence Review. P27.

13. M.McKinley, oo cit. P75.

14. In late t989 it was announced that the Prime Minister's Office was to be

restructured. It would take over the functions of the separate Offic.e.of the

Coordinator of Domestic and External Security and it would establish an

analytical section which would include a capability to provide medium to

long term analysis of defence, (as well as other), issues.
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