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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 arcas 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 many 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
management. 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. We 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 in the formulation of a major area
of public policy contrasts sharply, not only with the United States and British
experience, but also with that of Australia. In this research the opportunity is

taken to examine the relevance to the New Zealand experience of conclusions
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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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CORRECTIONS

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

Page iii Heading should be PREFATORY

Page 4 Line 10 'one' should be 'One'

Page 21 Line 7 'looses' should be 'loses'

Page 34 Line 13 'Clark' should be 'Clarke'

Page 58 Line 27 'that' should be 'then'

Page 60 Line 12 insert 'pursued' after 'not'

Page 69 Line 29 'rationale' should be 'rationales'
Page 74 Line 21 'to' should be 'too'

Page 114 Line 21 'ossfication' should be 'ossification'
Page 128 Line 7 'compete' should be 'competes'

Page 154 Line 26 'although' should be 'Although'
Page 165 Line 25 insert 'as' after 'used'

Page 184 Line 20 'they' should be 'They'

Page 190 Line 24 'lead' should be 'led'

Page 202 Line 4 'immeidate' should be 'immediate'
Page 232 Line 26 'liaiason' should be 'liaison'
Page 245 Line 22 'principal' should be 'principle'
Page 253 Line 13 'where' should be 'were'

Page 257 Line 11 'lead' should be 'led'

Page 273 Line 1 'political' should be 'politically'
Page 311 Line 32 'Luttwark' should be 'Luttwak'
Page 313 Footnote 1 should read 'D.J.Filer, The New Zealand

Armed Services: Their Development in Relation to
Defence Policy 1946-72, MA Thesis, University of
Canterbury, 1972.

Page 314 Footnote 15 'kingdom' should be 'Kingdom'
Page 348 Footnote 14 'it' should be 'its'
Page 372 Line 31 'Luttwark' should be 'Luttwak'
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Chapter 1

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 about 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 itsell 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, these 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 policy 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 management,
the central defence structure has been split between a predominanantly civilian
sector and a predominantly military one with, 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 Study

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
I1. 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 environment 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

arcas.

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 a 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 Policy

Policy as 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”.} Similarly Anderson:
'a purposive course of action followed by an actor or set of actors dealing with
a problem or matter of concern’.? Others emphasise distributive aspects:
"...conscious allocation of resources..according to explicit priorities”.® 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',4 and: 'the sum of a congeries of only vaguely related or even

entirely separate actions’.®

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’.” 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 policy, defence policy does not stand alone. It has
close relationships with both foreign and domestic policies. 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 great 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
detail 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 Policy

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.8 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 stateg.

Some additional clues are given in the literature. Downey writes of
defence policy as being:°
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 as 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.11 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.'? 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’,!® with one

desired outcome being, amongst others, defence.!

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 purposc).15 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

9



policies of the state may change 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.’® 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 and outcomes which define
the posture of the defence forces in their relations with the

external world as they act to achieve stated defence objectives
and to maintain the military security of the state

10



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.!” 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. It is this consideration, of perceived
cost against benefit, that lies at the heart of the debate over defence policy

and its formulation.

Policy 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 a manageable level of simplicity such that our understanding of

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

11



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 cases 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 Agger.18 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 necessarily invalidate the model for all purposes. But it
does raisc 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

12



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 for
the study of the public 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 purpos&s.19 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 end

of attempting to understand the processes.

Allison, in his studies of the 1962 Cuban missile crisis and the United
States response to it, describes three basic models for the analysis of
policy.20 Model 1 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 criticise these models as being too limited and unable to explain

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

13



Secretary of State.?! Still others propose alternative models which they believe

will aid our understanding of the policy process more t:ffectively.22

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.” 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.24 In
Steinbruner’s words ’decisions will be taken which maximise value given the

constraints of the situation’.?®

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 must
be consulted etc..an unwritten code of ethics determines how a

participant must relate to others in the bureaucracy. This code
is constantly evolving.

14



Both of these model types have their critics. Of the rational model
Anderson states that the information processing capabilities (of any system) are
rated too highly and the model neglects social interactions which occur between
actors.?” 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 coined 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.?® 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.?®

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 nature, involving crises,
at high level and spread over short periods of time.2® Haffner notes that
bureaucratic theory fails to differentiate between organisational interest and

organisational function.®

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.32 In those few cases where other actors are

discussed they are generally dismissed as being at best one influence amongst

15



many and at worst irrelevant.®® 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 Departments 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.>* 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 has 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 Garnett:>®

The fact that decisions are often 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 mean 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.

Approaches to Defence Policy

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.*®

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 examples’, 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, the real world does not behave predictably, and the policies

will have to be readjusted to take account of wider factors.

18



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 undesirable
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
national 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 Methodology

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.®’
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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’.®®

The scientific approach has been described as an American centred

h.2® The main research process involves a reliance on

behaviouralist approac
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 made, formal hypotheses
tested and conclusions extrapolated. The behaviouralists are generally concerned

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

:alpproaches.'m

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 settled 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 systematic
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 rejcctcd.41
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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 futurc.‘z' A general 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.*® 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’.** More
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'.45

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 own 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 are 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 seems 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.*® 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.

Comparative 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 matters. 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’.4®

This comparative approach was a necessary 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.*® Hermann and East
reinforce the preference for comparative studies ’simplistic explanations are
not likely’.50 Although these comments are aimed at the study of foreign policy

behaviours, they would seem to have direct relevance at least 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.51 But most of the
defence policy 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.%?

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 elicit 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 value?

Any attempt to select appropriate countries to use for comparative
purposes must keep a number of points in mind. For valid comparisons to be made
the political system should be broadly similar and the closer the system
possibly the more valid the comparisons. Thus at one level any Western liberal

pluralist democracy has a similar political system when compared with the states
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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 Ireland.

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
fully effective comparisons, 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 literature
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 less 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.® 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 the 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

h.% This perception in turn leads to

some form of potential threat from the Nort
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 willing 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 Zealand officer with the
appropriate level of experience and training is capable of operating in a

British unit and the reverse is also trut:.55

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 inevitably 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
Zcealand’s and thus that defence needs and capabilities will be viewed quite

differcntly.“

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 11.57 Common
membership of the SEATO grouping and of ANZUS, US pre-eminence in the Pacific,
and common participation in the Vietnam 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 makers, 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
Wellington. The US military ethos also, although derived from the British model,
is now sufficiently evolved to draw few responses from the New Zealand 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
Zealand 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.56 Valid lessons may thus be learned 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.®

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 as
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.”®

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:®!

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 ca.tegory’.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 defence 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.
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Secondly the issue area needs to be capable of being defined sufficiently
tightly so that individual case studies quite clearly fall within one issue arca
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 be 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 issue areas seem appropriate
for the examination of case studies:
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 areas, we will examine the
broad given topics of organisation and budget setting as 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 deduce 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.
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Policy: 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 outcome may be
either the policy decision itself or else a consequence, possibly unintended or

unanticipated, of the implementation of the decision.®®

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.® Kolodziej makes the fairly self
evident point that to achieve desired outcomes policy actions and decisions must

be integrated.65

The relationship between process and outcome in policy formulation is
complex and diverse. Tracing the explicit linkages between them may well be
complicated by considerations that impinge upon, but are not directly related to
the formal processes being considered. Over time, moreover, the processes of
policy formulation may be altered by the outcomes they themselves have earlier
produced. And when specific or discrete policy outcomes are under review, as
distinct from ongoing programmes, the impact of presumably 'normal’ policy

processes has to be weighed against such special circumstances as timing, the
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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 boundaries remain most uncertain’.®® 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 explicitly 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 rcspond’.68
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 consequences correspondingly severe.

Policy is not simply made. This point is central to the thesis presented
by Hawker in his discussion on Australian policy proce:sse:s.69 He demonstrates

that although processes show muddle, conflict, complexity and disjointedness the
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outcomes are 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.

nclusion

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 actions 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 to
be treated with care in research of this kind. Despite 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 practical 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:™®

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 sceptically. 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 Zealand. 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 interviewees were generally remarkably frank in
their assessments of processes and of other participants 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.”
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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:"2
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 participapts 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 ZEALAND’S DEFENCE POLICIES SINCE WW 11

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 have been 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 tell 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 period between the end of WW II and 1972,
identified four broad time zones into which the development of policy could be

divided:
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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
independently 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. It should be 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
.. . . 2
have been a part of New Zealand’s defence policies in the post-war period.
These have included:
Alliance arrangements
Self reliance
Overseas orientations
Connections with Australia
Military professionalism
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 features 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 context against

which they can be considered.

Alliance Arrangements

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’.* 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.®

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.® And in 1977 Olsen and Webb wrote that:’
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New Zealand has always attempted to establish conditions for
security away from her shores..shares in groupings with common
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.

In 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 moves, 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.®
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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arrang«sments’.9 For this reason New Zealand ’strongly supported the
establishment of the United Nations’.!® 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 powe:rs.11 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.12 In the
period from 1951 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.’®

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 Singaporc&:.14
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The only commitments 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.15 The Manila Treaty has
lost its military capability and most recently ANZUS, as a tri-lateral
arrangement, has been made defunct by the continuing disagreement between the
United States and New Zealand over the access of US warships to New Zealand

ports.'®

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 equipment
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.!”

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 Australia1®

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.”® The aims of the collaborative programmes have been defined

as tO:zo

ensure the fullest cooperation and collaboration

achieve the highest possible degree 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 weighting 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 merely 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.?! McLean states that:%?
It is fundamental that, if in subsequent years (after 1918) New

Zealand and Australia have gone their separate ways, in a
strategic sense these ways have never diverged very much.

46



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:24

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
because 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. In

effect this has been to run down the link with an international superpower for a

reinforced link with the predominant regional power.

The two countries will undoubtedly continue to cooperate closely in the
military field to the extent that it is not inconceivable that current
procedures for close consultation may be extended into a more permanent

arrangement.?®

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 will 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 areas 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.

In 1972 the south-west Pacific was recognised as the area of ’immediate
and primary concern’ along with the contiguous countries of South East Asia.?
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’®® and this was confirmed in the 1987 Review which stated that all troops

would be withdrawn by the end of 1989.%

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
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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
operating 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.®®
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.

Independent 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.®!

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.®?

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.®® 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:>*

50



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 was two to
one and today the ratio is one to one with apparently no serious thought that
the non-regular forces will be deployed overseas on ope:rations.85 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 volunteer 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 performing
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.86
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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.’” 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.3®

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, held 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.3®

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
expenditurc.‘o It is, he says, 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
79.9%.** From this we may make an initial assessment that defence has at the

least received its due.*?

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 the government is prepared to spend.

to purchase an ’adequate’ level of defence.
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Table 2.1

Defence Expenditure Indices

Year to Gross % GDP % Govt Annual Real
March  Expenditure Expenditure Change % Change %
$(m)
1970 89.70 1.90 6.10
1971 109.07 1.94 5.85 21.50 13.0
1972 121.17 1.76 5.60 11.00 1.5
1973 129.82 1.66 5.08 7.10 0.6
1974 140.51 1.53 4.70 8.20 -1.1
1975 166.85 1.65 4.46 18.70 6.3
1976 193.46 1.66 4.12 15.90 0.4
1977 214.83 1.53 4.19 11.00 -4.5
1978 252.17 1.65 4.08 17.30 2.6
1979 299.51 1.69 4.06 18.70 0.0
1980 346.09 1.66 4.19 15.50 6.8
1981 45594 1.91 4.65 31.70 13.4
1982 593.65 2.06 4.85 30.20 12.6
1983 652.13 2.03 4.60 9.80 -4.7
1984 672.98 2.10 461 3.10 -2.0
1985 756.41 1.92 4.74 12.30 3.5
1986 870.46 1.94 4,62 15.00 -0.1
1987 1095.96 2.07 3.1 25.90 9.9
1988 1278.49 2.15 39 17.00 2.8
1989 1390.70 2.2 3.1 8.0 3.5

Sources: Derived from data in annual Defence Reports with the assistance
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 Zealand 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 involved too few
troops to have any effect on the defence budget.43 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 1971 Report of the Ministry of Defence notes that 'we live in
uncertain times..conditions which prevail in Asia..will have an important

"4 and in 1981 the report comments on the

bearing on our future security
unpredictability of the international scene and especially the events in

South-east Asia.*®

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 1. 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 between 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 defence.

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.*® 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 expected 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 1971 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 the
official record. In his introduction to the annual Report in March 1972 the
Minister wrote of 'unavoidable financial restraint at home..Therefore less
finance was available during 1971-72 to meet other defence requirements’.47
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’.*®

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’.*
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 1 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.®® 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,
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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
large sums of money. The statement in the 1961 Review of Defence Policy is
typical of the continuing attitude:®!

The purchase of new equipment is therefore a direct 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 agree a unified plan.’53 Although Filer was writing

about the 1960s the problem has continued to some extent, although the

. . . b4
formal management of defence expenditure has become more systematic.

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 other government agencies, they have to bargain for a
share of public resources.”®® For defence, the bargaining chips are an
assessment that the roles performed are necessary, that they can not be
achieved by other means 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 and 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 been a feature of

New Zealand’s defence policies since 1945. In the period since 1970 we have
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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 led to what appears 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 developed
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
were not.} In 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

objectiw:s:2

to assess current levels of expenditure on various defence
activities and to make recommendations on changes that will 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 will

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 only 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:®

The terms of reference do not refer to defence policy or force
structure. However, they do specifically require an assessment

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:*

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:®

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 systems
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
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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

system.

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 the 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 nged 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 recommendations 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 have 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 Quigley. 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 detailed

and authoritative analysis is not advisable and our findings must remain tentative.

Defence Objectives

The Review states that since the 1987 White Papcr6 New Zealand has operated
under a new strategic concept which will ensure New Zealand’s ’core security and
regional strategic interests’.” The new strategic concept is seen as a replacement
to a concept which had New Zealand making a ’contribution to the strategic

objectives of an alliance’.®

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’® Other regions and tasks are
described as being of less importance although account does need to be taken of

them.

The purpose of this section, for Quigley, is to try to set priorities for New
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Zealand’s defence objectives in the light 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 Quigley are:

-to maintain the security of New Zealand 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 a secondary objective and

FPDA commitments as supplementary.
The Review then 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 aftermath 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.X®

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 soil, 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.'* 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 Organisation

A number of recommendations of relevance to the policy setting process are
made by Quigley. The most radical and the 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.'?

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 the New Zealand Defence 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 together 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 would 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 planning. The
Plans Branch would prepare force analysis 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

development.

These changes are seen as a solution to the 'problems of the current

structure’ which are defined as:!®

Civilian/Military Overlap. 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...

Top-heavy Decision Making. 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

arc too many layers of management in Defence Headquarters...

Over-Staffing. 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 involvement of staff
in greater numbers than is either necessary or efficient...

Confusion of Policy and Command. Under existing legislation the

Defence Council is paramount. Its twin role of policy advice
and higher command lead to organisational distortion and
confusion

The rationale for the structure recommended to solve these structural

deficiencies are:!*
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To separate policy from military operational 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 defence 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 Quigley
Review Team identified four basic objectives specific to resource management:'®
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 defence 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
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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 Quigley 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:®

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 clear as to their role. This allows resources 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, recommend that
policy advice and its operational implementation should be combined on the

grounds that the advice giver should be responsible and accountable to some

degree for the consequences of such advice.
Quigley also identifies some major and characteristic resource usage

faults. These occur because structures are deficient and the deficient

structures lead to flawed decision making:"
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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 Quigley
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 tt‘:chnology:m
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
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proven strong; the willingness to rely upon the "untested,"
therefore, 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 peacetime 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 perhaps the recommendations
made by Quigley are not necessarily appropriate when more detailed examination of
the problem is carried out. In a number of later chapters possible flawed outcomes

are indicated.
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Chapter 4

THE POLICY ENVIRONMENT

Introduction

In Part 1 of this paper we examined some of the values and attributes
which are ascribed to the processes which shape public policy in general and
defence policy in particular. We also examined the historical background of New
Zealand’s defence policies since WW II to determine the enduring themes, the
pre-occupations, of those policies. Finally in Part 1, we examined the thrust of
the Quigley recommendations into defence resource management and into policy,

higher defence organisation and force structure.

Part | provided the necessary intellectual background to our understanding
of the policy process in New Zealand. In Part 2 we turn our attention to the

formal structures and processes which shape defence policy.

Fundamental to any understanding of the policy process is an understanding
of the environment 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 changing; 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 military) observers that because the civilians
remain in their positions for longer, they are able to shape the policy agenda

towards their own interests or the interests of the agencies they reprcsent.l 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 improve efficiency. The purposes ascribed to British
reorganisation efforts over the last 20 years: "to ensure value for money and

effective defence’,? are equally true of New Zealand efforts at reorganisation.

Whether this is achieved in New Zealand remains an open question.
Appendices 1 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.® 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 view which

helps shapes their perceptions of the need for particular defence policies.
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Constitutional Arrangements

The formal constitutional framework, which authorises the relationships of
the senior actors to each other, and their formal powers has been the Defence
Act 1971 (as amended) and more lately th¢ 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....°

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 Zealand.

These purposes are wide ranging and allow 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 will 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.®

The Main Players

Defence policy, like other forms of public policy in New Zealand, is
"closed’ in its production.” That is to say there are relatively few actors, and
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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.®

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 daly.9

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’.’
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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 the gathering of information on
areas 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.!! the Advisory Group has
been described as 'a virtually indispensable element in the Prime Minister’s

advisory network’'?,

The Minister of Defence is described by the Act as having control of the
Ministry of Defence.'® 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.’® The Minister is chairman of the
Defence Council and as such has immediate responsibility for all policy

recommendations which are passed to the Government.}®

Within 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 those
functions of the state relating to security in its widest sense.'® 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.}” 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 neccssary.18

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.'®

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
executives of the departments concerned with the issue at hand. Normally for

defence related issues this will include the Coordinator, The Secretary of

79




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. Until 1985 there
were scparate 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.?® The
Minister is not a member of the committee and it has little input into the
policy proces;s.21 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.? 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’.”> Members of Parliament have
no reliable sources of information and they do not have formal access to policy

makers.?*

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 Bureaucracy

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

defence matters.

81




The Ministry in something approaching its present form was formally
established with the passage of the Defence Act 1964.2° The history of the
evolution of the current relatively unified higher defence organisation has been
of attempts to bring greater and greater céntralisation 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
moves, which were made for the same reasons as they were in New Zealand, have

been described by a British commentator:2®

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:?’

the inability of the Service dominated joint organization
adequately to perform their primary functions..the impotence
of the joint organizations stems from..Joint Staff
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 single
Service players do believe that the centre is too strong. Often their viewpoint

alters when they take up a position in the centre.

Organisation of the Ministry 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 1971
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

83




respective Chiefs of Staff, is the principal military adviser to the Minister
and is responsible for the direction and control of all military and civilian

personnel employed in respect of his functions.?®

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.? The Secretary’s major functions include:*

principal civilian adviser to the Minister;

responsible for efficient administration, control and
accounting of all expenditure and revenue in the Ministry of
Defence;

responsible for the coordination of long term financial
planning within the Ministry of Defence

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:81

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 as 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 procedures 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.32 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

84



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 any areas of disagreement between the CDS

and the Secretary.

In practice there have been few disagreements in recent ycars.33 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 rccognised:34

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 there is little if any evidence 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
[CGS] 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.®®

The position of the Service Chiefs, in theory, is one of subordination to

the policy direction of the centre, and for some:>®

we are over centralised. For policy it (centralisation) is not
unsound but it (the central Ministry of Defence) has too much
time...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 requirements for

equipment.

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 subordinate 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 few subordinate standing
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committees. This top heavy formal structure is balanced at the 'working level’
by ad hoc arrangements of committees and consultation which shape policy issues

before they reach the senior structures.

The Defence 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.>” The

Defence Council has as its functions:>®

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.®® 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 the 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.*°

The second senior committee, the Defence Executive Committee (DXCQC), 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.*!

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 Defence 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 formulated before political input is required.
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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’.*? 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’®®

But the process to this stage only involves officials and there are
problems in presenting the Minister with a fait accompli 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
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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:*®

Operations 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.

Development 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.
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Programmes 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 matters...

To coordinate the work of the staff branches and the actions of the single
services there are 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

1.4 The work of the committees is to ensure that policy ideas are

Defence Counci
refined so that they do not neglect any relevant interest and that they reflect

a true statement of Defence policy intentions.

The committees are the Operations and Development Committee (ODC) and the
Management and Budget Committee (MBC)" Full members of each committee are the
DCDS, the Dep Sec Def and the Deputy Chiefs of each of the single services. ‘
Associate membership of the Committees includes the head of the staff branches

dealing with the issues at hand.*®

ODC is responsible for:*°

Force development and the development of strategic guidance in
the areas of both military and international affairs 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:
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equipment
overseas and joint training
overseas and joint exercises and visits
works
scientific
military assistance
Military manpower requirements
Overseas military representational requirements.
Review of Defence Council Order proposals related to command
matters.

MBC is responsible for:

Estimates and budget proposals.
Processing, consideration and monitoring of programmes,
particularly in terms of resource implications, in areas 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 17 at two star (Major-General
equivalent or Deputy Secretary) status or highcr.so In the mid-1970s in
Australia there were some 75 committees of two star status which led 'to an

extremely complex arrangement...of the defence decision making machinery’.51

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 index to the
rationality of the decision making machim:ry’.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 culture, has not reached Australian
levels of complexity. It should therefore be more rational in process and thus

to some extent in outcome.

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 and
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:*
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--too much effort is going into too little 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
bureaucracy 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 all 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 Council 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 defence related matters, keeping the Ministry up to
date on defence matters and acting as the point of contact between the two
Ministries.®>. Until 1987 a MERT (then Ministry of Foreign Affairs) official at
Assistant Secretary level was routinely appointed to head the defence Policy
Branch (now Development Plans Branch). Since 1987 MERT has not provided a senior

officer to work within Defence.®
The Treasury is concerned with the Ministry of Defence as a spending

department. Until 1987 the Secretary to the Treasury 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 financial 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.?’

Other Actors

Despite continuing worries expressed by the government related to the
level of defence expenditure there has been relatively little interest, or
concern, about defence as a general issue.®® 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 public 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.®® 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 translate 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 peace movement’.

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.®! For them this culminated in the effective removal of New Zealand
from participation in the workings of the ANZUS alliance. More latterly the
peace movement acted to mobilise support to force the Government to decline to

replace New Zealand’s frigate fleet with the ANZAC frigate.

The Government chose to become involved 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 force
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.%?

The organisations of the right are probably even less effective at

influencing the course of defence policy than the peace movement. The Returned
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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.®®. 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.64

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.®® There is though, a belief that
at the least public opinion must be heeded-especially once it has gathered
enough strength to assure some electoral impact. Kidd has written that ’the
policy response will depend on the perception of the government of the
circumstances...] would stress the importance of public opinion',66 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’.®” Garnett provides a

British perspective on the same topic:68

It seems probable that the lack of public interest in defense
that has characterised postwar British politics is coming to an
end...First because the essential bi-party defense policy that
prevailed during the period has now broken down...the second
reason..is that the various pressure groups that, taken
together, loosely constitute the peace movement are determined
to keep the defense issues in the forefront of public
consciousness...the third reason is economic..Like it or not
defense has become, and is likely to remain, a high profile
activity. Governments can no longer afford to neglect public
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’.®® 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 that the public can yet force a direct change in

defence policy direction,”®

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.”® 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. What is
more likely is that subordinate staff are not completely aware 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 scheduled 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 will 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’ attention 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 will be 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 previously 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 department 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 delegation 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. This 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 external 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 Directorate of Defence Intelligence (of the Ministry
of Defence), the External Assessments Bureau (until 1989 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 military 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 arrangements 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”.” 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.”*
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With the demise of the ANZUS relationship the main multilateral forums
have been those undertaken under the general 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:’®

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 military matters.

New Zecaland’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 military 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 surveillance aircraft into the Pacific.”® The trend
has been 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.””

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 instance
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 necessarily 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 restricted 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 officials travels to each
of the countries and matters of mutual 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 regiorl."8

New Zealand has a limited system for obtaining information on defence
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 Zealand 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..
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Surface (and sub surface) surveillance of the Pacific region is maintained
by New Zealand’s fleet of long range maritime patrol aircraft. In 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 Intelligence. 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 Quigley Review

The Quigley Review recommended major changes to the senior policy

formulation parts of the Ministry of Defence. In Quigley’s view:80

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 they 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 Staff who are his
subordinates. Indeed, CDS is actually dependent on the support
of the Chiefs for his continuing command authority as 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 analysis is flawed in
that it takes no account of the system as it is implemented. In practice there
has been no real confusion over responsibilities between CDS and the Secretary
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 rely 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 i; is
not sensible for the reasons 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 duplica\tion’.81
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.82

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 worked 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:%
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

] 5 84
economical management of the activities and resources of the Defence Force.

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.%®

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 level 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 transparency 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 advice is emanating from military
or civilian sources. Following from this it is obvious that advice will be
contestable. This in turn will 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 will 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 Quigley.86 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.

110




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 officials 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 control of ’policy’
from the control of ’operations’ is that 'policy’ 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 Experience

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 Australian 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:®”
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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 Government’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 committee 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 still not clear whether

such reform will occur. Cheeseman notes:28
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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
assessment of the present or possible alternative arrangements,
or whether it reflects 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 formulation 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 institutionally by the

Ministry of Defence.

There is clearly a case for having a 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 the alternate advice is lacking in
technical detail which is only available to the Ministry of Defence. This point
has been mirrored by Sir Frank Cooper, one time Permanent Secretary at the
British Ministry of Defence:®®

(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 [the
Ministry of] Defence has a near monopoly...
The authors of the work in which that statement was quoted made the point
that:®
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 lead 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 public opinion and there is no ability by the public to

have any real input into the direction of defence policy. These points will be

114




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 defence elite. There will still be no major
public access to the policy process and the bureaucracy will remain the major
player in the formulation process. In other words, although the form of the
institutional players will have changed, the processes and therefore the types

of outcome are unlikely to change significantly
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Appendix 1 to Chapter 4
THE EVOLUTION OF THE MINISTRY OF DEFENCE

Prior to 1964 the Defence Forces were organised as three single 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 Servicc.(l)

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 committeec 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.(z) \

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 expcnditure.(s) (

From 1948-1962 the debate simmered. In 1961 a Royal Commission on the
State Services in New Zealand 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:(¥)

..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 does not

always receive a general and unified evaluation of the

political and military aspects of national defence..the

Minister is consequently less a Minister 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’.(®) The Commission 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.(®

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.(” Cabinet
was particularly anxious to enhance the role of the Secretary as 'Head of the
Department and responsible for coordinating financial activities’.(s) The
Services were divided but were, generally, prepared to accept an independent
(military) chairman of the CofS Committee if the Secretary could be restricted

to a non executive role.(g)

In June 1963 Mr J.K.Hunn, the author of the 1948 PSC report, was appointed
Secretary of Defence. Some weeks 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:(1%)

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 Zealand 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:(1)
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 17th 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 expcnditurc’(lz)
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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 McLean:(13)

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 Service Boards, exercising
generally the same functions as previously, and with the Secretary clearly not
having full administrative control, the balance of decision making power

remained with the Service Chiefs and their Boards.(“) Hunn described them as

continuing to:(1%)

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)

as the channel of communication.

The common military position was that;(1®

Hunn failed to 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.(!?)

In 1965 Hunn resigned as Secretary. His final report catalogued his

achievements and failures. He restated his belicf:(m)

The whole concept of a unitary department depends for its
success on maintaining the principle that the authority of the
Secretary of Defence is unequivocal in all things...there 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 the board”.(*¥)

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 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 either of us. If we hadn’t done that the
diarchy would not have worked.

By 1970 the main proposals 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 control and accountability to be

achieved”.(?) Tpe 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 been 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 level 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 1989 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 likely that this will operate in a similar manner to the

effective operation of the diarchy prior to 1989.

At the lower policy levels (Deputy 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 between AS Policy and ACDS

Policy in the years from 1970 to the last internal re-organisation in 1986. They
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are shown at Table 4.1.

Table 4.1

Changes in Responsibility ACDS(Pol)/AS(Pol) 1970-1986.

ACDS(Pol) AS(Pol)

1971

Joint responsibilities for:

Planning
Foreign Affairs Liaison
Intelligence

Communications/Electronics
1976
In coordination with AS(Pol): In coordination with ACDS(Pol)
Force Structure Policies Foreign Policy/Relations
Operational Policies Political aspects of deployment
Defence Communications Departmental liaison
Training policy Parliamentary and Ministerial
1982

Jointly with AS(Pol) Jointly with ACDS(Pol)
Strategic aims and objectives
Force development and resource policy
Defence planning guidance

and individually

Force structure/capabilities Political considerations
Staff Targets Departmental liaison
Resource management International Agreements
Defence Planning Mutual Assistance Programmes
Military Studies Parliamentary and Ministerial
w(b)
Policy analysis Integrated Defence Programme
Political considerations Economic evaluations
Liaison with MFA Liaison with Treasury
Mutual Assistance Programme Other important issues
International agreements Preparation of CEP
Strategic guidance Parliamentary and Ministerial
Note:a. Known at this time as ACDS (Operations and Plans)

b. From 1986 known as ACDS(Development Plans)
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The History of Change

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
1972 Policy Branch was being criticised from within:(

The branch tends to bifurcate rather than to act as a truly
integrated organisation with all functions being the equal
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:(z)

Provision for one Branch, integrating all aspects of policy and
planning, the functions of which being the joint responsibility
of the Assistant Chief of Defence Staff (Policy) and the
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.

After 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.(a)

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:(4)

establishing a Directorate of Strategic Policy and Force
Development...

disbanding the Directorate of Defence Plans and establishing

the Directorate of Defence Operations Training and
Coordination...

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

lcvel:(s)

While it is a fundamental of the NZ higher Defence organisation
that responsibility and authority in most essential areas should

be shared between CDS and the Secretary...it is not necessary
that a diarchal pattern of command and control should be
followed below the level of their deputies. On the
contrary..without precise specification of subjects or
activities for which each partner of the pairs has particular
responsibility and authority is..confusing 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 July 1979 a formal split in functions between the civilian and

the military sides was made:(®)

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 some 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 the present joint branch
heads...

It is therefore proposed that Policy Branch should be 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, remain 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 identification

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:(”

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 were wider problems:(a)
..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 Defence
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 15 weeks.©

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’.(® This re-shaped Policy
Branch was to work directly to CDS/Sec Def while the DCDS/Dep Sec Def were to
retain responsibility for the coordination 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’.™ 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 Act’.'?) At the lower (ACDS/AS) level however:(1%)
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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.) The experience of the previous

two years had shown problcms:(la)

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 facilitates 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.(m) The requirement was for ’'lines of responsibility to be
drawn from us individually down through the staffs..(and) there is no advantage
in perpetuating joint responsibilities as a universal approach below our
level’.(”) 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 established 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 clearly 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 Defence 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 earlier one. This might suggest confusion in

the minds of the participants leading to change for changes sake.

The perceived lack of effectiveness of the changes may be ascribed to any
one of several causes. It could be that the changes, controlled as they 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 shared 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.® 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 REVIEW PROCESS

Introduction

Defence Reviews 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 1957, 1958, 1961, 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 indicative 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.3 The 1972 Review on the other hand was produced by the National
Government, 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 ending 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
guarantee 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

completely new documents written in different language. In all cases though we

131



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 whlich 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.®

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 posturc.6
Aim

The aims of this chapter are multiple. Firstly we will describe the

defence review process in New Zealand, 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.’

Once these relatively mechanical aims have been met 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
than 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 Papers

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 assessment 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 the 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 1987. 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 P:a.per.8 The policy 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
1971° with a target date of October 1971 being set for governmental
consideration of the Review.!® In the middle of September 1971 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 Trcasury.11

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
112

Perspectives’, was being circulated between members of the Defence Counci

The Defence Council approved the White Paper on 6 September 197213

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’™
The government had, presumably, remembered the 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 years.15 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 Papcr.16

An explanation of the White Paper was given in the press briefing notes

. ; 17
provided at its release:

..this White Paper on defence 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.”!® 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’.!®

The thrust of defence policy would be aimed at:%0
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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 measures...

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 called 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 Papc:r.21 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-regular 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”.? 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.?®

Training courses overseas for servicemen increased markedly over the
period of validity 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
budgczts’.24 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’.25 In 1973-74 499 personnel
trained overseas and the number of exchange posts was raised from 10 to 15 with
a further increase hoped for in the next year26 Although this number became 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," and to ensure that inter-

operability between the allies was practised and enhanced. A typical training

year was described as follows:?®

New Zealand joined with Australia and the United States for
Exercise Kangaroo IL.the New Zealand contingent included
HMNZS Canterbury and Otago, 425 all ranks from the New Zealand
Army..and 15 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

138



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
1971 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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1978

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
govcrnmcnt.29 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.%°

The process of preparing and examining papers continued throughout the
year and by December papers were ready for presentation to the Minister.?! 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.”®? CDS appears to be making the 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’.®®

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.‘M

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.®®

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.36 The Prime
Minister had problems over the priorities given for Naval policy objectives,
especially over RNZN proposals for 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.¥’

The final draft of the Naval paper formulated as basic statements:>®
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.39 As such they represented a success for the Navy and the
Minister in the face of the political opposition of the Prime Minister.®® 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 militarily to consider smaller organisations.

Although not apparently convinced the PM accepted the argumc:nt.41

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.*? In October and November the allies in ANZUS and FPDA
were briefed on the general thrust of the paper and were shown specific portions
3

which concerned them.4
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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 1981 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 matter and it was

under consideration.*

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’.“’ 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 included:*®

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 roles 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:*’
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the continued presence in Singapore..remains a matter of
mutual agreement between the Governments of Singapore and New
Zealand. It is regarded by both Malaysia and Singapore as a
tangible expression of continued New Zealand interest in the
stability and security of the region...
Other policy matters such as upgrading of the Orion and Skyhawk fleet were
announced in the 1980 Defence Report 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 Report continued the theme of

implementation of the Defence Review policy:48

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:%°

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 commenced.50
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1983

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’.51

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 re:gion.52

Financial questions were again to the fore in the discussions on the

proposed White Paper. The Committee came to the conclusion that:*®

the basic problem was that there had not been any formal

financial approval for the financial parameters 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 18 November stated that:®

it is not possible on the new assumptions 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 [leet
with a submarine force and decisions to upgrade the Skyhawks and retain them

rather than dispose of them.®

The Treasury recommended 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.®® 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

c:xpendituns.57

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 1 RNZIR in Singapore.58

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.*®

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 consideration of defence 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”.®°

The one major policy announcement related to the maritime role. The cost
of replacing the frigate fleet 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, given that,

the next alternative appeared to be submarines:®!

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 defence 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.®?

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 break 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.63 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.®* This Interim Review was to be followed by a more

. .. . . 66
comprehensive examination of defence policies; a formal Defence Review.

The Ministry of Defence commenced work on preparing their standard sets of
position papers from the middle of 1985.%¢ 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.®”

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:%8

receive and hear public submissions on the Government
discussion paper (The Defence Question) 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 selected

peoplc:.69

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.”® In early September 1986 the Prime
Minister wrote to the Minister of Defence stating the need 'to proceed without

delay to the preparation of the Government’s Defence Review.”!

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’’? 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.’”®

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

1. The report would then be referred to Cabinet. This

the Defence Counci
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 Tl

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." 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 the 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 produccd.78

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.’79 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’® 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 Fcbruary.81 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.’82

The Defence Council also considered the procedural steps involved in
preparing the report of the Officials Committee. It noted that:%®
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 Defence
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 1987.84

The conclusions reached by the Defence Review as expressed in the 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’.%®

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

Pacific’.8¢

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

1970.

The Quigley Review

The major recommendation from Quigley relating to the production of
declaratory policy is for the production of an Annual Defence Assessment.®’
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:®®

1) Review defence policy on an ongoing basis, analyse changes
in the strategic environment and assess the implications for
Force Development;

2) Update capability requirements 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 there 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 (s24 (2) (c)) requires only a defence
assessment to be submitted from time to time. This could mean that the ’annual’
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defence assessment is presented no more often than Defence Reviews have been in

the past and that it serves no more purposec.

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 White 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 policy 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.’89 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.?® 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 attempt to use the Defence Review process to explore alternatives to
the policy and strategy desired by the government and the defence

establishment.”!

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 thc:ory.92 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 Service concerned is able when necessary to point to

the appropriate passage and say ’its in the White Paper’.93

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 their
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

’9“, was to remove the Defence Council from the policy

being ’sensible
formulation role. This because by the time the Defence Council had a chance to
examine the proposed Review and its conclusions it had already received 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 1986/87 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 assessment,

it is more likely that incrementalism will be enhanced rather than 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, seems (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 consequent 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 assume 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 other 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

160



Controller and Auditor-General.! 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,

. .2
writes of:
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’.3

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 later 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:?

The myth that questions of national security are above or 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 Zealand 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.®

Once allocations are made, the requirement to manage the money to best
effect still remains. In an unofficial paper prepared after discussions with
Ministry of Defence and Audit Office officials a senior Treasury official noted

that:®

Financial management responsibilities are 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 for
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 an'd 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 Finance 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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Budget 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.7 Vote:Defence is currently divided into six 'Programmes’

or 'output areas’ against which funds are allocated. These are:®

Programme 1. 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.
1. Ministry of Defence computer service
2. Defence communications systems
3. Non-regular Cadet Forces.

Programme 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.

Programme 3. Sea Forces.

a. The maintenance training and support of 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.

Programme 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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Programme 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.

Programme 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:’

SEG 1 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.

165



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.!? 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.11 These questions are the responsibility of the

Secretary of Defence who is in turn accountable to the Minister.

The Budget 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

pferceived: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

»13

described as "unique for a Department of State’™™ and Defence was seen as a

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’“.

In theory the arrangements mean that each year a 15 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’.’® In practice, as we shall see in more detail later, long term
funding arrangements are almost as subject to variation as any other
arrangement. Such variation most normally occur when financial problems are

pressing and the government is looking for savings in the short term.

The choice of 15 years for the period of the rolling programme was made as

part of the 1983 Defence Review:!®

planning for major capital equipment items, such as ships,
would require provision for payment over a long period of time.
The 15 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 given 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.)” 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.18 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 stratcgies.lg
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 15 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.?
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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

"their" money than they might like.2!

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 current year’s expenditure I‘igure.22 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.zs.

This method of budgeting means that there is little incentive to attempt
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.

Programme Budgeting

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 systems, known variously as 'Programme
Budgeting’, or 'Programme, Planning and Budgeting System’ (PPBS), were
introduced in New Zealand from 1969.2* The intention was that Defence, the trial
Department’, would ’use finance and resources in a rational manner according to

predetermined priorities and objcctivcs.25

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 other 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.

In 1970 a Ministry of Defence paper summarised the major reasons for

introducing programme budgeting into the New Zealand Government and into

Defence:2®

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 generally 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 objcctives’.27 Charles Hitch, from Rand Corporation, who became
the US Defense Comptroller in 1961 described the requirements of a PPBS
allocation system in 1960:%

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 likely to be recognised and a context is supplied
for consideration of changes made possible only by cutting across existing

agency line barriers.?®

Programme Budgeting forces specific activities to be scrutinised and a
positive decision to be made as to whether they are to be funded or not. For the
military 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 else 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 programme 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

»30

content’™", (it) "does not detail the impact of programmes on each other’®! and

(Programme Budgc:ting):32
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 relevant 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
programmes were made on institutional or political grounds (although this is not
necessarily the fault of PPBS), the programme structure was flawed and hard to

analyse, and there was a focus on short term budget year programmes.33

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 resources.>* 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.”>®
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This approach implies a rejection of any concept of establishing a maximum
monetary level for defence expenditure and then attempting 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 one 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
political 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’.®®

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”.?” The Programmes as initially designed were:>S

Programme | 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
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The Programmes were divided into a number of ’Activities’ initially 10 and
later as many as 22. The purpose of the activities was to ascribe defence
expenditure to specific objectives of the Ministry. Thus Programme 1 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 Rangc’.89

Programmes were periodically rearranged within the same framework so that

’the Programme structure is more in accord with current national requirements

and priorities’.40 By 1980 the degree of juggling required to attribute costs to

activity was becoming more than the financial management system could cope with.

The Notes to the Estimates for that year noted that:*!

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 ’Base 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 realitics 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 about 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 authority and responsibility to service managers by relating voted

funds to the activities controlled by those mamalgers.’42 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.*®

These current programmes are self explanatory. They allow for easy
attribution of expenditure to burcaucratic- 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 the urge to achieve
administrative simplicity which leads to budgeting by inputs and allows easy

financial devolution if desired.

Flexible Funding

The second major initiative, attempting to reform the process of defence
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 cycle.45
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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 promote favoured programmt:s.46
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 departmental budgets."

These problems were well recognised and in 1983 some specific principles for

Defence funding were established.*®

(The defence budget) represents approximately 2% of New
Zealand’s GDP and provides, in the view of the Government, an
appropriate benchmark for financial 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.‘19 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 15 year programme carried forward annually.so Over the 15 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 change 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.51

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 15 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.5?

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:Defence are:®

Expenditure Category

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 Index

Import Price Index-non food
manufacturers

Producers Price Index, Central
Government

Import Price Index-All Groups

Defence Expenditure Index

(Average of other indices)

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 gencrally,54 it was agreed that
major capital equipment programmes would be dealt with on a case by case basis
to establish whether there should be additional funding or whether other

alternatives such as compensatory savings should be e:xplored.m5

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 qut:stion.56

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 14 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.®’

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 $1.4bn imposed on spending for the following three years.58

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 government attempts to meet monetary or fiscal
targets without any consideration of defence 'needs’. In 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 Quigley 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 end" of civilian control, thereby preserving

the constitutional requircment’.59

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 problcrﬁs involved with this.®° The Quigley
proposals are centralising 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
involves 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 says:®!

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 between several 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 removed, to
some extent, from the devolution 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.

If organisations are not changed and devolution occurs through the Service
chiefs, then there seems to be little 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 will lead to greater complexity and possibly institutional battles

between the two Departmcnts.62

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 Defence vote.
But because policy programmes are not properly identified it is difficult to

determine either the true cost of any 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 greater political input into the process and
clear direction based on a proper understanding of the outputs required from the
Defence system.63 Currently 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 change 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 the 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 relate 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 Zealand. Similarly, the purchase
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of Orion aircraft to replace earlier types of anti-submarine aircraflt was not a
change in policy but the decision to replace the surface warships with

submarines equally clearly was a 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 Zealand 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.!

The ANZUS Treaty was one of a series of treaties established by the United
States, formalising alliance ties around the world following the end of WW 11.2
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 1941-1942, perceptions of a
Communist threat in Asia and fears of a resurgent Japan after the 1951 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 all.

It was not until the withdrawal of British forces from South East Asia

that defence planners considered the ANZUS relationship in other than purely

188



formal terms.® 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”

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 were
appointed by member states as ANZUS Military Rc:presentatives.6 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.’

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.8

To casual observers then, the split with the US which occurred from
February 1985 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 more 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
restricted from visiting New Zealand. Subsequently nuclear issues had become a
significant rallying point for many; not only active Labour Party supporters.
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 at any time of the New Zealand governmcnt.10

Anti-nuclear sentiment in New Zealand was manifested whenever a
(potentially nuclear armed) US warship visited a NZ port.11 In the Ministry’s
1982 Report the Minister of Defence felt constrained to reiterate the
government’s position on nuclear weapons and ship visits:12

..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 "risk" .. 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."® And it is the
de facto withdrawal from ANZUS and the events surrounding it which are the focus

of this section as we examine the processes by which policy is formed during

periods of change.'*
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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 nuclear 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 of ficial 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 Zealand 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 raised and the Prime Minister
reported that "there would be no trade pressure to procure a change of position’
(on nuclear armed ship visits).“’ 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 will go forward’.!®

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 Defence,
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.!” Members of the group

191



travelled individually to Hawaii and Washington for further discussions and

negotiations with US of ficials.!®

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.X

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 agt:nda.21 Eventually the issue reached
Cabinet on 28 January 1985, the last possible meeting before 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 2

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 send a vessel which
would not be nuclear armed’.?® Subsequent attempts to have a demonstrably non-
nuclear capable ship make a visit broke down after an apparent ’leak’ of the

proposal.24

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.?® 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. In 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 lost 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 forces 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 facto
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.”® 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.?

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.%°

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.31
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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 further 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 Zealand’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 outcome 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’.*? 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’.®

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.®

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.®® On the other hand in mid-1989 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 1951 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 forcqs, especially of

the Army and has such has been a major determinant in resource allocation.®® It

197



has also represented a practical expression of defence policy increasingly at

odds with the declared policy of Defence White Papers.

In this section we examine the 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.%7

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.®®

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 1971 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 informal arrangement, ANZAM, allowed the governments of

Britain, Australia and New Zealand to coordinate their interests in the region.

The original stationing of troops possibly reflected the (simplistic) idea
that:>°

we must earn the support of Britain by pulling our weight in
the British boat. That is the British thing to do

Or more strongly, as McCraw found:*

... (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 1971 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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In 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 terms as

originally.

In his 1971 study, Jackson identifies a number of issues which probably
played a part in keeping New Zealand ground troops in the region after the
departure of the British.*! Importantly, he says, Singapore and Malaysia wished
the forces to stay, and Indonesia (involved in the 1965 "Confrontation" 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 1973 when they considered objectives which were to be

achieved by any force maintained after the withdrawal of the Australians and

British.*?

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 factors recur at the expense of military considerations
as the process of deciding the most appropriate time for the Force to withdraw

continued.

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.**

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.#®

The Committee did not accept the Treasury advice of immeidate withdrawal,

concluding instead that:*¢

.. 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 well) 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 12 years was

first used at this time; New Zealand needed to 'plan for the withdrawal over the

next two years or s0”. 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'.48

Not deterred the Treasury re-entered the lists using some non-economic

arguments as well as the economic ones:*°

..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 RNZIR 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 Minister Lee 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
Zealand Force South-east Asia’, and Lee, whilst commenting favourably on the
stabilising influence of the ANZUK forces, emphasised the need to strengthen

economic links.*®

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 1977.5! By early
September 1975 a "Return to New Zealand Inter-departmental Project Team" was
established by Defence. The Project Team was to produce a draft plan (for

government consideration) 'within the next two months’.52

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’.®® 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:%
..foreign policy considerations alone would indicate that the
decision to return the force to New Zealand 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 1 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.®®

That argument also was not accepted and in July, 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 indefinitely.56

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 "anachronistic" and the

White Paper when published reflected this view:®’

..The new policy objectives set in this Review do not call for

the "permanent" basing of New Zealand forces at any overseas
location...the continued presence of our forces in
Singapore...is anachronistic. Accordingly this force will be
withdrawn to New Zealand 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:58
Thus, while in strategic terms the relevance of keeping 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 Zealand 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’.®® This perspective coincided 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.5°

There was no change of attitude in the next years. At several Cabinet and
Cabinet Committee meetings in 1980 and 1981 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 1980’1
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 s0".%!

The government’s position also did not change significantly. In April 1981
the view was expressed that there should be no moves to withdraw the Force until

after the ANZUS Council meeting in June:%2

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’.63 A decision to withdraw

from Singapore was again deferred.
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In 1983 a new Defence Review was being prepared. 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
compelling’.64 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 d(:termined.65

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 political 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?%®

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’.®” 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’.'53
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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 home”.%®

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) expressed the view
that withdrawal would signal a lack of confidence in the region and would be

destabilising’.”®

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 agreement and

it'll be distant’.”!

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 continued

stay 1 72

And the bureaucracy’s position also was consistent:”
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This Ministry’s view is that in line with government policy the
Force should be withdrawn from Singapore in say two years time.
We believe such a decision need not wait the outcome of the
Defence Review.

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;7 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."5

The predominant player in the move to focus New Zealand’s defence effort
away from the South East Asian region towards New Zcaland 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

209



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 operations and this role for the Navy has been
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 needs. This view has been accepted

by successive governments.

The 1978 Defence Review reviewed the need for surface combat warships and
after rehearsing the arguments for a coastguard force concluded that:"®
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
strategic 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 1978 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 investigated the possibility

. . . ’ 77
of purchasing second hand warships but at the time found none were available.

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
Tre:asury’.78 Ultimately the cost was determined as being ’too great..against
what we could get out of it’ and the Navy proposal was rc:jected."9
Coincidentally, Britain had decided to reduce the size of her surface fleet and
offered New Zealand some second hand warships compatible with the existing

fleet. In 1981 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’.® -

The 1983 White Paper did not argue the need for the ability to conduct
surface escort and patrol operations in the Pacific as previous papers had done.

Instead it argued that:8!

A submarine force working with maritime patrol aircraft would
provide New Zealand with the means of keeping effective watch
on our maritime environment. In 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’.®? No
acknowledgement was made of the revcrsdl of the need, stated in previous White
Papers, for a surface fleet of warships for various strategic and national
interest reasons.®® 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’.EM

The White Paper announced an investigation into the feasibility of
introducing submarines in conjunction with Australia.?® 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’.®®

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.67 In March 1985 CDS recommended that the Minister of

Defence endorse these conclusions. He did s0.28
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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.89 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 assumes 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.® 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”.®! 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
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which the military can rightly claim some expertise. Questions relating to the
relationship between foreign policy 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.®? 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
falls 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 centralised
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 effects
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. Interestingly 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 already 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 per 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 defence 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 1972 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 charactcrised 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 Zealand 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.

Frigate Deployment 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.
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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’.? By 1969 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 Polym:sia.3

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.5 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 zone area.’
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.7 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 relatively small, the amount of additional support required for
the operation was considerable:®
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 test zone. HMAS
Supply visited Raratonga in between replenishing the frigates
with fuel, to collect and deliver fresh provisions and
replacement equipment which had been airlifted from New Zealand
in three flights, two by RNZAF C130 aircraft, and one by RAAF
C130 aircraft.

The second problem related to the risk of the operation. From the
beginning defence planners had been worried about the possibility of military
confrontation with the French. Initial discussions between the government,
Defence and Foreign Affairs had talked around the issue without being able to
resolve it and there were fears that things were ’developing to what we thought

was a crisis situation’.? 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.w
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Coincidentally, 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.11
During his visit Dr Roth was assured by the Commander in Chief of French Armed
Forces in Polynesia that 'he would make it his own personal responsibility that
any frigate in the test zone would come to no harm..the New Zealand frigate
could complete (its) mission without loss of face or danger to human life or

health’.}?

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.'®

The eventual deployment of first HMNZS Otago, and later HMNZS Canterbury,
between June and August 1973 was then a relatively small operation, carried out
successfully 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 finally 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 be 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 Monitoring 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.14 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,

In the intervening 15 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 17 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 ceasefire and the election.®

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.” 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.

Simultancously the British and New Zealand Ministries of Defence were in
close contact, discussing the shifts in thinking as plans were prepared 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 10 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
approval, that the British could be told informally that the proposal would have

his support. On 12 November Cabinet endorsed the Prime Minister’s decision.

On 13 November the Minister of Defence, who had been absent, was briefed
by CDS on the issue and on 14 November the Army issued an Operational
Instruction and the troops were declared ready to deploy. Army to army
consultations were held between the British, Australian and New Zealand Armies

to arrange operational and logistical details on 16 November and on 19 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 was 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.'®

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 only 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 request
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 Zealand there were no serious political risks to be incurred by
participation and only limited military risks. As such the 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 1948 and then 1948-1956
ceasefire lines and the withdrawal of that force at the instigation of President
Nasser on 19 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 on 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 1981.1°

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: %
.. what is wanted 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’.?!

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 organise an alternative force and that New Zealand could
expect an approach from the US to participate.22 Between then and early 1981 the
government was involved in discussions on the issue and concluded that their

inclination was not to be involved in any force.?

By early 1981 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 1981 that these factors had not changed since 1979.24

By May 1981 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

226



if required. The main considerations related to national profile, command, and
flexibility to allow for any requirement to withdraw or alter the 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’.25

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 1981 and
established an ad hoc committee of senior Ministers to discuss this and a number
of other foreign policy issues.” Throughout the early months of 1981 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 thét 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.27

Informal discussions continued with allies as well. In late June 1981 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
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helicopter unit would be the most appropriate contribution should a formal
request be made.?® 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.?®

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:30

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 essential 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 1981 Australia announced its intention to be involved and on the same

day New Zealand was formally asked by the US to participate in the force.®
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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.32

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 of
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 was

seen to be a mistake.®®

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

d.34

1982 as a combined helicopter unit under Australian comman The initial

deployment was for two years.
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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

6.%° The question

Australian forces would be withdrawn not later than March 198
of continued New Zealand involvement was now raised, partly because of the
Australian decision and partly as a result of the election 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’.%®

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’.®’

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.38

In June 1985 the Director-General of the MFO wrote to New Zealand that:>°
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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’.*°

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.41 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’.*> 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.®®

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:**

..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:*®

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 intention 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 Zealand 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’,* agreement was reached as to the form of
New Zealand’s further participation in the MFO:*7

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.*®
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On the 26 August Cabinet approved continued participation in MFO for a

further period of two years until 31 March 1988.4°

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 operationally. 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 attitudes of all potential participants by the foreign
affairs posts around the world and in bi-lateral and multi-lateral forums such
as ANZUS Council meeting_z,s.50 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 Zealand 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 them 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 well 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 deploy 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 defence 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 aims, 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. Indeed 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.! 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.?
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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 public 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:®
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 11 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 18% in

1986-87.4

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 replacement basis for
equipment, which has become either obsolescent or obsolete, without any re-
analysis of need.® This point has recently been emphasised in a 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 was
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 service. 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:’

The evolutionary development of weapons within stable
functional categories is a critical factor to the "culture”

that surrounds armaments since it provides the 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:®
..it can be said as a rule of thumb that each iteration of a
modern weapon will exceed its predecessor 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 preferred.

Unlike many other countries, even quite small ones, New Zealand has no
defence equipment manufacturing capability of any note and no export industry.9
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.’® We will 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, 1983-87.

240



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 41 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. Of importance also was the

availability of 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.

Equipment 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.11 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.'?

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.’® This in itself means that there are
management problems relating to exchange rate fluctuations, balance of payment
levels relating to the wider economy, 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.!

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 equipmt‘:nt.15
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The relative lack of funds available to finance major capital equipment
programmes means that the Services are 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.’® 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 (although cheaper may relate to the short term
rather than the long). This approach is seen in one of the case studies
discussed later.'” 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 repairs 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 breakdown of relations with the US to ’give increased
independence of operations to our combat ships’.18 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.19

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.z" The basic justification for the
equipment will be normally be found in the current defence review. Thus a
statement that:*!
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 to
ensure that the proposal fits current defence policies and the indicative
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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

ahead.?

As part of the analysis the advice and expertise of other government
departments may be sought. Thus the Department 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.? 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).“ The ICEP is a 15
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 collectively or the Minister may
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later veto a specific equipment item. This could occur because they are not
convinced of the nced for the equipment or because they do not believe that it

can be afforded.

The equipment acquisition process méy 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 will show this is

not necessarily the case.

The Quigley 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 arena. 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 due] 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 late 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’.25 In 1968 the Navy rehearsed the various issues to be

considered:%®

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 replacing survey craft might more properly be
contributed (sic) to the Marine Department.
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This consideration..was overtaken in February 1968 by the 10%

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 importance 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 government 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 1968 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 requiremcnt:”

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,28 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: %

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 Zealand 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.>°

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.31

Provision for long term funding for fisheries patrol craft was made in the
approved Five Year Defence Programme for 1970/71 to 1974/5.32 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.®

By March 1971 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’.>® The Ministry of Defence sought approval for the calling
of tenders for the patrol craft and recommended that when tenders were received

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.*®

In relaying his recommendation for this course of action to Cabinet, the
Minister of Defence noted that with the introduction of a 12 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.®

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.?”

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 Zealand. 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.*®

The requirement for patrol craft was referred to a special Cabinet
Committee on Fishery Protection Craft. In May 1971 that Committee was given a
briefing on the factors which influenced the requirement for six vessels. These
included, in the Navy’s view, the roles required for military and fishing use,
the range and endurance required and the sea-keeping qualities necessary.
Although Ministers doubted the value of spending $1m a boat when the total value
of fish landed was only in the order of $15m, the Chiefl 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.®

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 31 May 1971 Cabinet approved the calling of tenders for four boats only at an

estimated cost of $4.5m.*°
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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.** The French and German bids were excluded from final consideration
because of price and technical deficiencies.*? 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’.43 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 later 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 dc:velopmcnt.45

252



Even with all possible 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

programmes.‘s

The purchase of four craft was approved by Cabinet in February 1972.47 The

vessels finally entered service in 1975,

The process involved 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 government 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 1971/72 the budget was under considerable pressure. In that period,
for instance, Vote:Defence rose $12m 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.
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Also 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
vessel 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.*®

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 matters.®®
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RNZAF Re-equipment

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 rcspcectively.50

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 would need their avionics systems upgraded to fit them for

their roles.®

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’®? a reversal of priorities. As well as the planned upgrading programme

for the Skyhawks ’consideration is being given to acquiring additional

aircraft’.>® The purchase of a further Orion was also signalled in the 1983

Review:*

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 availability of a suitable part
life Orion which could be modified to the same standard as
planned for the existing fleet.

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 Defence
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.*® 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 a result of structural
studies undertaken within the RNZAF the conclusion was reached that a balance of
capabilities, necessary to make a useful contribution to New Zealand’s defence,
was being lost.%®

One implication was that we were becoming an air transport
service not an airforce. We asked ourselves if that was what
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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 (Defence) 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 given much higher weighting and priority which then impacted
on what you do with the acroplane 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:®’

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 10 Ad4s and the A4 upgrade.

The worry is on both operational/strategic grounds and on
economic grounds, especially for the A4 acquisition. One would
argue that the acquisition was made more 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 A4, also the need for
air to air refuelling in this role leads to the need to convert

the C130 (Hercules transport). They are all a package.
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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 hasty 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 1981 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.®® 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.59 There did not, however,
appear to be any detailed study as to the operational requirement for additional

Skyhawks, such arguments were provided later as the project progressed.

Coincidentally, in mid-1983, the Australian Government decided to scrap

its fleet of naval Skyhawks and offered them for sale. This option was pursued
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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.®

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 aircraft and what effect it would have on programmed expenditure.61

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 10 ex RAN
Skyhawk aircraft and an additional $119m 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 weapons.62 The logic of such
upgrading followed automatically from acceptance of an anti-shipping role for

the aircraf't.
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When the proposal was examined by the Defence central committees,
questions 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 caveat 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.Gs

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 | May 1985 a Cabinet Committee approved $148.35Im

for the modernisation of all 22 aircraft.®*

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 |
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 Defence.®®

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:®®
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the opportunity to purchase a suitable 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:®’

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
justification...

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 that a major change in the costing of a single

project would have on other projects.68 Thus:®

Firstly purchase of the sixth Orion was budgetted (sic) for in
1983/84 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 a 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.”

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’.”* In another paper a Defence staff officer

wrote:’2

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 1985 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 1983 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 Defence Council approved
the Airforce request and forwarded the proposal to the Government which approved

the purchase and Phase 1 upgrade at a cost of $34.673m on 26 March 1985.7
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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 although 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 M113 armoured personnel carriers from Australia in

1985, which we have not discussed. In 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 when 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 members.
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Medium Artillery

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 battleficld
tasks. Often these tasks appear to be similar in their requirements. The only
weapon system, under Army control, able to project 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 relatively light howitzer with limited range and effect
at the target end, but with great accuracy and rate 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 close 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-1970s 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."4 One major equipment decision flowing on from this decision was
that:”®

Expertise in medium artillery can be adequately maintained on
the field artillery weapons (105mm) 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
nsquired."6 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 for.”” Given the now
definite expansion concept the White Paper defined a series of priority
equipment requirements which included ’acquisition of new generation artillery

(105 and 155mm)’.”®

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 need 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.”® 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 1978 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’.so

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’.81 In 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 'greater
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 DxC8 pxc 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.®®

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.®* Even 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 c:xpenditure.85

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 replace 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.% 1t is
possible that subsequently CDS did not promote the gun as enthusiastically as

CGS would have.®”

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 little belief that the Army would be required to operate alone in a

war where it would have to provide its own medium artillery support.88

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 Chiefl 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 issuc

in Cabinet.

At the beginning of this chapter we identified some of the most 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 are 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 appearances 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 overall 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 and 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 toimade coherently. Planning proceeds on a 15 year
cycle and once in service an item 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 15 years planning period
and the further 20 or 30 years operational life 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 equipment 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 10

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 are

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.
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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’, 'Cabinet 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
full 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, especially 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.! In the period from 1984-87 the Minister believed, accurately 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.’

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

2717



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

arcna.

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 implication 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 Government
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

279



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 unacceptable 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 affordable, 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 of ten 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 only 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 Secretary 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, more 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.

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 they 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 'Rcvicw. 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 alternative 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.®

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 the 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 Policy 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 1 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 themselves 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.® To reinforce this, we should note that in New Zealand 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; defence 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 all the equipment items it believes it needs, 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. There 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 build up others, 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
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