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‘Worldwide military expenditure reached $1,531bn (£1,040bn) [in 
2009] ..., a 5.9% rise in real terms from 2008, according to Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute (Sipri)’1 

 

 

 

‘There are difficult decisions ahead but I will never forget that   

defence of the nation is the first duty of any government.’ 
 

David Cameron, 

The Sovereign’s Parade,  

Sandhurst, 13 Aug 2010 
 

 

 

 

  

‘Sorting out the mess in the Ministry of Defence (MOD) that we 

inherited has been the most challenging thing I have had to do since 

the election...  I did not come into politics to make cuts to our armed 

forces and I do not intend to make a habit of it... I am determined to 

ensure that our armed forces are properly equipped and structured 

both to deliver success in Afghanistan and to enable them to meet 

future challenges.’ 
David Cameron, 

Letter to CEO UKNDA 

18 November 2010 

1.                                                              

1   BBC 2 Jun 2010, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/10184610 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. This report sets out our analysis of the Strategic Defence and Security Review, the Anglo-

French Treaty, the recent NATO Summit, and our recommendations on UK defence 

policy and funding.  We believe the Government will find them reasonable and 

constructive. 

2. The Government, faced with the inescapable necessity of quickly confronting the huge 

and unsustainable public deficit, has understandably, but mistakenly, conflated defence 

expenditure with nearly all other forms of government expenditure as ripe for 

immediate cuts.  While there is certainly avoidable defence waste and redundant 

equipment which deserve to be pruned,  the Government  appears to have failed to 

appreciate just how dangerously run down all three Services have become under 

previous governments, to the point where national security is already severely 

compromised and fully justifies selective reinforcement.  In the UKNDA’s views, there is 

no good case for net cuts.  The Coalition’s misunderstanding of the situation, combined 

with rushing SDSR10 to meet the Oct 20th deadline for the Comprehensive Spending 

Review (CSR), and allowing the Treasury and Cabinet Office, rather than the MoD and 

Chiefs of Staff, to dominate the SDSR has led to some avoidable and dangerous 

decisions.  These rushed decisions seriously compromise national security, the vital 

Special Relationship with America, the cohesion of NATO, and the hitherto indisputable 

justification for Britain’s veto-wielding permanent membership of the United Nations 

Security Council. 

3. The distinguishing characteristics of defence expenditure2 are that they are externally 

dictated by our existing and potential enemies, and our treaty obligations to our Allies.  

It deservedly justifies the first call on public funds because, without it, nothing else in 

national life can be enjoyed in safety, nor can the economy prosper in the longer term.   

4. Hence, there is no greater Government priority than properly assessing the nation’s 

defence requirements, a process which needs more time and more careful analysis than 

has occurred in SDSR10. 

5. The world, as the Defence Secretary, Dr Liam Fox, has recently attested, is more dangerous to 

Britain ‘in more places and by more people than at any time in the past’.  Many other countries, 

most of them actually or potentially hostile, are strongly re-arming while Britain mistakenly is 

disarming.  Expert military comment since the SDSR is virtually unanimous that the cumulative 

effect of the proposed further cuts on top of the major existing shortfalls will seriously endanger 

national security.  Accordingly, we recommend: 

1.                                                              

2
 See Section 3 Ψ¢ƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴǎ ǿƘȅ ŘŜŦŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀǊŜ ōƻǘƘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘƭȅ ǘƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ 

in UKNDA’s September 2010 Submission to the Government and Nation on the Strategic Defence and Security Review 2010 
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a. that the Government delay any major irreversible defence decisions for 

another six months while the threats to Britain and the desirable defence 

capabilities to meet them are more carefully and expertly assessed by our 

best military people; 

b. in particular that the Government should freeze its decisions immediately to 

scrap Ark Royal and the Harriers whose retention costs are low compared 

with the security they provide against unexpected contingencies (most wars 

and conflicts are unforeseen), and to maintain the Fleet Air Arm and vital 

naval expertise in operating carriers until the new carriers are available with 

modern planes in 2020;   

c. that the 9 vital Nimrod reconnaissance planes, whose main costs have 

already been spent, are retained.  They provide Britain will full maritime 

surveillance, and, vitally, compared with any alternative, are indispensable to 

ensuring safe passage to our nuclear deterrent submarines as they leave and 

return to British ports.  Without them the safety of our nuclear deterrent is 

badly compromised. 

6. We recommend that the Government carries out the six month review with as little 

fanfare as possible in a conscientious prudent way and to be absolutely sure of optimum 

security on such critical issues. These momentous decisions should then be kept under 

continuous review. 

7. The   Government has shown commendable courage and intellectual justification in 

tackling the economic crisis. Defence deserves no less.  
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SDSR/ENTENTE CORDIALE/NATO SUMMIT 

Background 

1.  Since the end of the Cold War the defence of the UK has endured tumultuous change, much of it 

motivated by a desire to save money, seemingly irrespective of the consequences. By the 1990s 

the Western revolution in military affairs had created a unique military dominance so 

emphatically demonstrated by the 1990/1 Gulf War.  British forces were well equipped and 

highly respected, playing an important role alongside our coalition partners.  In a series of 

defence reviews those capabilities – and reputation – have reduced, reaching a new low where 

defence spending has now fallen to below 2% of GDP, and to the point where British military 

standing has declined both in the wake of the Basra retreat and the Helmand retrenchment.    

2. One of the dilemmas facing all politicians is whether to spend money on defence (perceived as a 

vote loser) or on health or education (vote winners).  Defence spending  is thus always the test 

of PM and his Cabinet: are they prepared to  diminish or even, if necessary, prejudice the party’s 

electoral prospects by doing what is in Britain’s true long-term interests?  It seems that in the 

USA, with her strong militia tradition,  politicians of both parties have passed this test. Against a 

spectre of rising global insecurity, per capita defence spending rose from $3,200 in 1990 to over 

$4,000 in 2010 (in 2009 $); while the UK’s equivalent fell -  to less than $1,000 per capita.3 This 

lack of commitment has not gone unnoticed by allies and enemies alike.   Sadly, short-term 

savings are soon forgotten, but long-term failures endure.  At this critical point the Government 

must provide the leadership to convince the public (and its coalition partner) that defence is 

special. 

3. In a discussion paper in September 2010 on the forthcoming Strategic Defence and Security 

Review (SDSR)4  the UKNDA suggested ways of reducing defence expenditure whilst at the same 

time ensuring we could meet the challenges and threats of the 21st Century.  Now, following the 

SDSR, the Anglo-French Defence Treaty and the recent NATO Summit in Lisbon   defence should 

be objectively  assessed, and this short paper focuses on the cumulative effect of these major 

events.  

The Strategic Defence and Security Review and the Comprehensive 

Spending Review    

4. According to the MOD, ‘Over the course of the Spending Review period, the Ministry of Defence 

(MOD) will reduce resource spending by 8% in real terms, and reduce capital spending by 8% in 

real terms. The Department’s administration costs will also be reduced by 33%. The Department 

will make at least £4.3 billion of non-frontline savings, of which around £3 billion is planned from 

efficiency programmes, over the Spending Review period’5  The Chiefs of Staff in their published 

1.                                                              

3   http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Military_budget_of_the_United_States 
4   ‘Submission To The Government  and The Nation on The Strategic 5ŜŦŜƴŎŜ !ƴŘ {ŜŎǳǊƛǘȅ wŜǾƛŜǿ нлмлΩΣ dated Sep 2010,  
published by the UKNDA 
5   http://www.government-news.co.uk/hm-treasury/201010/spending-review-2010-the-ministry-of-defence.asp 
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letter in The Times:  ‘The Time for Carping about UK Defence is over’ 6 made the point that ...‘It 

has led to a range of decisions that we would not have otherwise chosen to make. But the 

financial constraints the Department faced meant that it would have been irresponsible to try to 

avoid them.’  However much the Government may wish the current debate to cease, we believe 

that several of the decisions taken - and their long-term implications - require further scrutiny.  

This is not a view of inexperienced acolytes.  As much of the recent debate in the House of Lords 

emphasised, it is the view of past CDS and Secretaries of State (see extracts at  Annex B), and 

these sentiments are mirrored by virtually all senior analysts and many serving officers alike. 

5. First, we should give credit where credit is due.  We welcome funding for the expanded Chinook 

fleet, originally proposed by Mr Ainsworth.  The increase in DFID7 funding is also generally 

welcome and, provided it is not wasted on countries that use the money donated to release 

funds for high-tech programmes8,   farmed off by despots, nor applied in ways that generate 

additional  birth rate, its effect could, and certainly should, be to marginalise extremists thereby  

increasing stability and reducing risk.  However, there is still scope for improvement in the 

effŜŎǘƛǾŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǎŜ and we will continue to seek to persuade Government to 

ensure that there are real  security returns from such generosity.  We note the coalition 

government’s policy decision to:  

ΨEnshrine in law our commitment to spend 0.7% of national income on Official 

Development Assistance from 2013Ω9 

At 0.7% this charity amounts to more than a third of the total expenditure on Defence. 

6. Secondly we laud the better integration of all security instruments, but soft and hard power 

options are complementary; they are not alternatives.  As N Korea is proving, you cannot 

constrain a nuclear power with ice-creams!  Moreover, while the USA maintains a huge 

asymmetrical advantage in sensors and weapons, we are most likely to be challenged mainly by 

relatively low technology arms and methods, even if  deployed in very agile and innovative ways. 

Most popular for the time being is of course terrorism, using ‘plausible deniability’ as a way of 

achieving effects without incurring costs.  However, ŀǎ ǎƻƻƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ¦{Ω ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜ ƛǎ ƭƻǎǘ (or 

moves elsewhere) then conventional challenges suddenly become highly attractive.   

7.  For the first time since the ending of the Cold War politicians have now openly acknowledged 

the existence of (some of the) new threats to our security and way of life.  Sadly, however, 

virtually none of the previous threats have gone away.  Of course, warfare is changing as it 

always has, but conventional warfare still has many attractions, particularly for despots or those 

with few sensitivities,  and has undoubtedly not disappeared off the global agenda. Certainly, 

Russia, China and virtually all developing nations think so - judging by their procurement and 

arsenals.  Indeed, on the very day that the new CDS delivered his thoughtful speech to Policy 

1.                                                              

6   http://www.mod.uk/DefenceInternet/DefenceNews/DefencePolicyAndBusiness/ChiefsOfStaffStandBySdsr.htm.  Dated 12 Nov 
2010. Reproduced in full at Annex A 
7   Department for International Development 
8   India, for example receives over £295 million per annum yet has both a space programme and a nuclear programme.  Equally 
surprisingly,  oil-rich Nigeria receives £114 million pa. See:  http://www.dfid.gov.uk/About-DFID/Finance-and-performance/Aid-
Statistics/Statistic-on-International-Development-2010/SID-2010-Additional-tables/ 
9   DFID Structural Reform Plan  - see:  http://www.dfid.gov.uk/Documents/DFID-SRP-Oct-update.pdf  

 

http://www.mod.uk/DefenceInternet/DefenceNews/DefencePolicyAndBusiness/ChiefsOfStaffStandBySdsr.htm
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Exchange discussing ‘acceptable risks’ 10  Kim Jong-il visited  an artillery site near the border with 

South Korea and within 12 hours North Korea began shelling (or rocketing) the island of 

Yeonpyeong.  In an action reminiscent of the style of war in George Orwell’s 1984, ‘At least 50 

rounds landed directly on the island, most of them hitting a South Korean military base there. 

[Two were killed and] at least sixteen South Korean marines and three civilians were injured’11.  

Terrorism may still command all the headlines but in conflicts where sides are more evenly 

matched, conventional operations are still the norm.  So robbing (defence) Peter to pay 

(security) Paul - as successive governments have done - just makes Peter weak and vulnerable, 

creating opportunities for those that would exploit our weaknesses.  Not only have the threats 

become more diverse, the strategic landscape has evolved too.   

8. As we have pointed out in previous papers, the cost of fighting a war vastly outstrips the cost of 

prevention. We acclaim therefore, the SDSR’s prophylactic aim of tackling problems at source, 

using a cross-government approach to risk prevention and intelligence gathering.  We also 

congratulate them on:  their eureka moment on the subject of cyber security; their commitment 

to a continuous at sea nuclear deterrent; and their desire to maximise interoperability with both 

the US and French forces.  However, while we sense that several Defence ministers would wish 

to protect the Defence budget, the imposition of another round of severe and somewhat 

arbitrary cuts has weakened this country.  Whole capabilities, including many of our eyes and 

ears, have been lost or threatened and what remain are so few in number that their use will 

have to be jealously guarded.  We strongly doubt that what's left will be sufficient.  This paucity 

reminds us of the overblown hopes for just a few ASDIC sets at the start of WWII when, it was 

thought,  this high-technology would detect submarines right across the Atlantic.  Yet in reality 

each ASDIC set could hardly  sense anything beyond a mile - and U-boats just disappeared into 

the vastness of the ocean.  

9.  In his Foreword to the Strategic Defence and Security Review the Prime Minister was 

unequivocal: ‘Our national security depends on our economic strength and vice versa.’12  When 

read out as he opened the debate this statement received firm nods of approval, especially from 

some quarters.  Although it sounds intellectually elegant it is, sadly, little more than a rhetorical 

deceit.  While our economy does indeed depend on our national security, the reverse is far 

from true. Of course, a sound durable economy is required to pay for defence, but the stark 

reality is that most of the immediate threats to our way of life are determined elsewhere, by 

others. And it matters little to those that wish us ill whether there is (another) financial crisis or 

not.   This is precisely the same mistake that the then Chancellor, Sir John Simon, made in the 

1930s when he refused to rearm appropriately in the face of Nazi expansionism.  Think of all the 

strong comments the PM might have made about the rock-bottom state of defence after 13 

years of mismanagement, or the need now to be prepared in a world of growing instability. Yet 

this was the argument he chose to introduce his Strategic Defence and Security Review (SDSR) 

and to use as his platform to reduce defence to its lowest proportion of GDP  in living memory.  

The sad truth is that SDSR was hurried, concocted largely by the Treasury and Cabinet Office 

and, even though it has indeed made a number of (hasty) long-term decisions, lacks strategic 

1.                                                              

10   Speech delivered by Chief of Defence Staff at the Policy Exchange, London on Monday 22nd November 2010 
11   BBC News 23 Nov 2010, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-pacific-11818005 
12

   Hansard 19 Oct 2010 Column 797:  
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmhansrd/cm101019/debtext/101019-0001.htm  

 

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmhansrd/cm101019/debtext/101019-0001.htm
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depth and perspective.   ACM Sir Jock Stirrup, the retiring CDS, admitted as much on Sunday 

morning’s (31st October) ‘Andrew Marr’ television show when he intimated that SDSR10 did not 

have sufficient time for a thorough assessment.  But he implied  that if MOD had taken another 

4-6 months (which CDS felt was needed) then the Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) would 

have unilaterally imposed  even heavier defence cuts and the NSC, MOD and Chiefs of Staff 

would have had to live with it.  This is a classic case of the cart pulling the horse.  Britain is 

dangerously diminished by this SDSR; our enemies, our allies, and US citizens and politicians, 

who will now have to shoulder ever more of the burden, know it too. 

10. Even so, when the Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) was announced a day later both the 

Prime Minister and the Chancellor repeatedly stated that the CSR’s top priorities were the NHS, 

the increased international aid budget, and English schools.  All were ring fenced despite the fact 

that they had, unlike defence, enjoyed 12 years of continuous large real increases.  There was no 

pretence of putting ‘defence... as the first duty of government’.   Surely this was in stark 

contradiction of David Cameron’s statement at the Sovereign’s Parade at Sandhurst on 13th 

August?  Or is there a fundamental philosophical difference that we are missing between ‘first 

duty’ and ‘first priority’? 

Economics   

11. We are the fourth richest major nation13 in the world on a per capita basis with 61 million people 

– yet we say we must limit our Army to a 30,000 troop limit for no more than 6 months of 

operations (compare that with what we need, and have needed, in Iraq and Afghanistan).  

Further, we can allegedly afford to have only 6,500 troops permanently engaged. Does anyone 

seriously believe that a rich country of 61 million can only afford a sustained force of just 6,500 

(0.0001% of its population)?     What happens if we need two or three such contingents 

simultaneously (Falklands, Somalia, Yemen or even Pakistan - if insurgents threaten to acquire 

some nuclear warheads).  How can these restrictive troop numbers be deemed adequate in an 

increasingly dangerous world?  In counter insurgency warfare, the mass of numbers of deployed 

troops is critical to success. What will concentrating on homeland security against terrorism avail 

if Al Qaeda acquires even one nuclear component?  

12. By the end of WWII we were investing up to 50% of GDP in the war effort14.  Now, when GDP has 

grown 400% we pretend that 2.3% is beyond us, and that 2% - the NATO intended minimum – is 

all that we can afford.  The Government is effectively saying that although the Armed Forces 

have been dangerously reduced over 20 years, while health, welfare and education budgets have 

ballooned by huge amounts (with little attempt to curb waste or seek efficiencies),  adequate 

defence is permanently unaffordable.  This is patent nonsense. It is entirely a matter of 

political choice. 

1.                                                              

13    See: http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_countries_by_GDP_%28PPP%29_per_capita.  Of the ‘Great Powers’, we are in 2nd 
place, ahead of Germany, Japan and France. ‘We are the sixth largest economy in the world.’ PM Cameron Hansard 19 Oct Column 797. 
14

   £5.3 Bn out of a GDP of £9.9Bn  - see http://www.ukpublicspending.co.uk/uk_year1945_0.html#ukgs30230.  However, much  of 
this was provided by the USA. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_countries_by_GDP_%28PPP%29_per_capita
http://www.ukpublicspending.co.uk/uk_year1945_0.html#ukgs30230
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The Defence Cut has been Disproportionate  

13.  Of course, in these current straitened circumstances all government expenditures must be 

scrutinised to ensure they are cost-effective and value for money, yet provide enough to meet 

the minimum criteria.  We, in the UK, cannot afford the luxury of being parochial or xenophobic. 

So, for Defence, this means having a sufficiency to meet the often unpredictable and 

externally-driven challenges that lie ahead and thereby to guarantee effective security.   

14. However, though Defence has been trailed as doing relatively ‘well’ from the severe  cuts applied 

elsewhere, that is not actually the case.  Defence has been used by successive Governments as a 

source of funds to balance its books.   It would have been enough for Defence, already reduced 

to 2.2% GDP, to have been constrained to that level; this would have meant ever smaller defence 

income.  What has happened in reality is that defence has now been reduced to about 2% 

(according to the Prime Minister) or to about 1.7% (according to most commentators), or even 

less as a percentage as and when GDP rises15.   Not only has there been a sizeable cut in strictly 

cash terms but Defence’s small slice of the national cake has been cut as well, from 2.2% to 

under 2%.  This means inevitably, that other departments have been let off more lightly and yet 

again Defence has acted at least in part as the Government’s banker.   Afghanistan has been 

given overwhelming priority because it is thought to be too politically risky to do otherwise, 

leaving virtually all other capabilities in a state of destitution. The MOD will also be required to 

swallow its own overdraft16  - a legacy from the last government -, and from 2015 have to find 

additional funds for the strategic nuclear capability. In addition, money will also have to be 

found for the life-extension programme for Vanguard, as well as for the substantial costs of 

deferring new contracts, and finding new money for the Cyber Security programme.  In 

addition, considerable sums will have to be found  for programmes that have been cancelled and 

many of the so-called ΨǎŀǾƛƴƎǎΩ will be consumed in cancellation, storage and compensatory 

costs, leaving a saving far below those anticipated - indeed possibly none at all in some 

cases. These, combined with the determination to make overall defence cuts regardless of the 

consequences mean that all other defence expenditure must be cut and cut to the point of 

absurdity.  ‘If you strip out the costs of the nuclear deterrent and the operational costs of being 

in Afghanistan, the future spending on core defence capabilities falls to significantly less than 2 

per cent.’17   We are not just cutting to the bone; hands, arms and legs will now have to go, and 

the choice faced by planners has been the impossible one  of losing an arm or a  leg, yet  still 

having to pretend to be fully fit! 

Threats     

15. In the 2nd November Defence Debate Dr Liam Fox stated ‘…We live in a world in which our 

national and overseas interests are likely to be threatened in more places and by more people 

than at any time in the past.’18 Yet the SDSR response to these diverse and increasing threats 

has - illogically - been the smallest armed forces of modern times.  Of course, we all have to 

1.                                                              

15   CSR has allocated cash sums, not related to GDP. 
16   The un-budgeted equipment replacement programme of £38Bn 
17   Viscount Trenchard,  House of Lords debate 12 Nov 2010 
18

   Dr Fox, quoted in Hansard, 2 Nov 2010 Column 788.  
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmhansrd/cm101102/debtext/101102-0001.htm 
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recognise that threats to the security of the UK are rarely discussed and elaborated for very good 

security reasons, but the veil of security can also be used to hide the ugliness of inadequate 

thought.    What is however stunning in the national threat assessment is the absence of 

uncertainty.  In a world where all of the wars fought since the end of the Cold War were entirely 

unanticipated and our responses hastily crafted, it seems that we will now pass to such perfect 

‘horizon scanning’ and early warning that we will always have time to detect, analyse, respond 

and react.  What dangerous nonsense - as last week’s events in the Far East have reinforced!  

This is a form of conceited complacency of the worst form, and those that peddle such myths 

must be held to account when it all goes wrong.   

16. Terrorism.   Lord Reid, a man with an almost unique experience of both Home Office and 

Defence, has  highlighted,  ‘On terrorism, the Home Secretary has said that al-Qaeda is weaker 

than ever. That is half true. However, it is also true that we now face four levels of terrorism: the 

al-Qaeda core; its affiliates in many national states, including in the Maghreb in North Africa; its 

associates, who now fight under the umbrella of al-Qaeda; and self-starters, including in our own 

country. Although the latter are less professional, less prepared and less centrally controlled, 

they are thereby all the more dangerous because they are often clean skins and there is no way 

to trace back their connections and so on.’19  Coordination of (national) police, military forces 

and intelligence services needs to be widened to include the implications from conflict at all 

levels. 

17. Tiers.  Turning now to the National Security Strategy Tiers, we have grave concerns over the 

allocation of risk to Tier.   How convenient, for example, that all the costly threats have been 

allocated a slot in Tier 3!  Of course, it is entirely right to assess both likelihood and impact and 

this assessment should drive the relative priority assigned.   However, responsible analysts will 

always consider long-term knock-on effects as well as short-term immediate impact.  A single 

flood, for example, which might indeed cause significant loss of life and widespread damage 

cannot, however, escalate into something far worse.  One flood cannot cause another.  In stark 

contrast to natural disaster, a conflict, any conflict, is potentially highly escalatory.  Even one that 

is adequately controlled is very likely to spread, requiring ever more effort and drawing in ever 

more nations, thereby  causing progressively greater levels of collapse – ultimately,  possibly 

even to Armageddon itself.   The Tiers must therefore give due weight to the potentiality of 

risks, not just their immediate danger. 

18. There has been no attempt to examine the Tier 2 and Tier 3 risks which are stated only in general 

terms on less than a single page.  There is thus no (transparent) assessment of what the three 

Services would need to cover the risks, or the costs.  So decisions are being taken in relative 

ignorance with the most delinquent risks firmly in the pending tray.  There is no mention of 

potentially hostile states re-arming (Russia, China, Iran, Pakistan and North Korea.  Non-hostile 

India is also re-arming, as is Australia) while we are disarming.  Is there something they know 

that we don’t? 

19. Third, the assessment must break the link between capability and intent.  The SDSR only values 

a threat where there is assessed to be both capability and intent.  But the weakness of this logic 

1.                                                              

19   Lord Reid.  House of Lords debate 12 Nov2010. 
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is that whereas capability takes years to build, intent can change overnight.   Thus we armed 

Iran in the 1960s and early 1970s and we were content to allow Saddam to build up his forces to 

levels not far short of NATO members, in the sure assumption and hope that both were no 

threat as neither had any intent.  How foolish we were, and how costly was that foolishness – an 

error that cost the UK taxpayer £3.4Bn20  in the 1990/1 Gulf War alone. 

20. Fourth, threats are dynamic.  A weakness exposed is a weakness ripe for exploitation.  No 

enemy in his right mind takes on a Western power head-to-head; he will just get a bloody nose 

and be sent reeling.  No, he finds the weak spot and uses whatever tools he has to lever that 

spot for maximum pain, for maximum coercive effect.   So now that we have dispensed with 

maritime patrol aircraft, we should expect to see increased threats to our maritime trade from 

pirates and rogue states alike.      

21. Deterrence.  The government fully accepts that the likelihood of a nuclear exchange, or any 

nuclear event, is relatively low, at least for the time being.  However, the concomitant risks from 

a nuclear exchange are extreme, necessitating a permanent deterrent. This is right. What it 

seems unable to accept, however, is the same risk from a major non-nuclear conflict.  As nuclear 

deterrence deters nuclear war, so too does conventional capability deter conventional war. 

Given that the European Allies have all cut their high-technology defence expenditure, what is 

left is little more than a training camp for conscripts.  Only the USA retains the ability to fight a 

high intensity war across the full spectrum; the rest of the allies have too few forces or too 

unsophisticated capabilities to do much more than IED searches.  Potential enemies cannot but 

notice this and most of the talk of much vaunted ‘new strategy’ does not hide the fact that much 

of the European force is largely show, pitifully weak, unsustainable and hollow.  For us, having an 

effective force of just  5 brigades, a hundred or so aircraft (of all types), one  part-time carrier, 

maybe 5 submarines and  perhaps 15 frigates is hardly likely to deter and only makes sense from 

under an American umbrella – an umbrella that may soon be lost as Europe does ever less and 

the US becomes more Pacific-orientated. 

22. Afghanistan.  Afghanistan has been given overwhelming priority because, after public dismay 

over inadequate funding by successive Labour governments, it is too dangerous politically to do 

otherwise.  That, combined with the determination to make overall defence cuts regardless of 

the consequences means all other defence expenditure has been cut disproportionately.  

Although the coalition government is adamant that the UK will cease combat operations by the 

end of 2014, other nations are less certain and qualify their withdrawal  with words such as  ‘if 

the situation allows’.  Nevertheless, this timescale gives comfort to our enemies and encourages 

them to plan for an offensive in 2015/6, after NATO combat operations have ceased.  Taleban 

success in Afghanistan would have knock-on effects in destroying the reputation of NATO, and in 

weakening Pakistan which could easily implode. 

23. Russia.  Increasing military dialogue and cooperation in Afghanistan demonstrate a new 

willingness on the part of Russia to help. Medvedev attended the Lisbon NATO summit in 

November, and Russia´s attitude toward NATO has changed; no one on either side really 

1.                                                              

20
   Initial cost of the 1990/1 Gulf War was £3.4Bn.  Later costs include the No Fly Zones,  the cost of Operation Iraqi Freedom 2003, 

and the run on costs of the Basra garrison. 
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believes that there will be an invasion any more, but relations are still strained over the invasion 

of Georgia and the meddling in Ukraine. Russia may supply helicopters for Afghan forces in 

Afghanistan, and may agree to train Afghan police. However, such cooperation might well 

evaporate were Putin to become President in 2012.  Russia is substantially rearming as its 

revenues from oil increase and as the possibility of instability on its southern and eastern 

borders increase and as the prospects of Arctic confrontation loom.  Russia is keen to procure 

precisely the high-technology edge in military firepower that the UK is reducing.  Russia has 

recently signed a series of energy contracts with China and will, no doubt, continue to supply 

modern 5th generation systems, such as the PAK-FA stealth aircraft. 

24. Falklands The Mount Pleasant/Mare Harbour complex is prepared for rapid reinforcement.  

However, the Government’s plans rely on a few Typhoons, 1,000 soldiers, the odd destroyer, and 

the possible presence of a nuclear attack submarine defending the complex  for long enough for 

reinforcements to arrive. Once lost, the islands would be very difficult to retake, particularly with 

no air cover over a task force.   Argentina, under Christina Kirchner, says it has no aggressive 

intentions towards the Malvinas, yet their intentions can change in a trice, and Argentine staff 

college students still repeatedly re-plan a successful re-invasion!  ΨReports put the oil reserves off 

the Falklands at 60 billion barrels of crude. To put this in perspective, Saudi Arabia – the world’s 

top producer – has an estimated total reserve of 267 billion barrels’.21 On this basis Falklands oil 

alone justifies two full carrier groups including escorts and planes, and they are easily affordable 

from future oil tax revenues.   It is not just the economic advantage that this oil represents, it is 

the uninterruption of supplies in a world that is increasingly oil-hungry and oil-vulnerable.  By 

2020 Falklands oil will most likely be coming on stream and Argentina, perhaps in concert with 

her new friend, the Peoples’ Republic of China,  may well be looking with jealous eyes on this 

source of easy energy.  Our assessment is that current force levels are inadequate to hold off 

even a small-size invasion; everything therefore  hinges on accurate intelligence,  timely threat 

analysis, swift decision making,  and the availability of sufficient forces in the right locations. 

Not only is the oil at stake but so too is the fate of the islanders and Britain’s global reputation.  

Though MOD ‘keeps this under constant review’, reinforcement is rarely practised (on cost 

grounds). Despite assurances, this is still a potential disaster waiting to happen, and if oil is 

found in large quantities expect the worst! 

25. Five Power Defence Arrangements.  China has long had ambitions in the South China Seas, 

particularly over the oil exploration areas of the Spratlys and Paracels.  The FPDA are a series of 

defence relationships established by bilateral agreements between the United Kingdom, 

Australia, New Zealand, Malaysia and Singapore signed in 1971, whereby the five states will 

consult each other in the event of external aggression or threat of attack against peninsular 

Malaysia or Singapore.   Apart from inclusion in one diagram, the FPDA is entirely absent from 

the SDSR.  Has the treaty lapsed? 

26. China.  The current growth rate of 9.6% per annum represents a slowdown. Rather than use her 

new-found wealth for the betterment of her people, China is expanding across the globe.  ‘Over 

the next few years one town in Queensland  should quintuple in size, thanks to an A$7.5 billion 

($7.3 billion) investment by his company and the Metallurgical Corporation of China, a state-

1.                                                              

21   Global research Feb 2010, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=17758 
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owned firm that serves China’s mining and metals industry’.22 China already accounts for 46% of 

the world’s coal consumption and similar levels for zinc and aluminium, and its appetite for raw 

materials keeps their prices up.   To feed her population, she has bought sizeable tracts of land in 

Africa and South America, and has recently acquired part of Piraeus as a container port.  Though 

(presently) avowedly pacific, China has considerable ambition.  China has now established a ‘Ring 

of Pearls’ - a ring of bases that surrounds and worries India.  China’s defence expenditure keeps 

up with her growth.  At current growth rates, by 2015 she is likely to be spending an equivalent 

of almost $250Bn on defence alone, with  every $1Billion spent in China buying far more than 

the same billion spent in the West. Although the US still vastly outspends China on Defence, it is 

against China that she must necessarily benchmark in the future ς no doubt with implications 

for the adequate defence by America of Europe and the Middle-East. 

27. Iran. A state-sponsor of terrorism, an aspirant nuclear power and a regional hegemon, Iran has 

ambitions to constrain, if not destroy, Israel.  Iran is increasingly supported by Turkey who was 

until recently one of Israel’s friends.   Iran’s coercive options are to foster terror attacks in the 

West, in Israel and in Russia.  In addition she has the option of closing or threatening to close the 

Straits of Hormuz, through which up to 40% of the world’s oil passes.  Iran's Navy, one of the 

region's most capable, can temporarily disrupt maritime traffic through the Strait of Hormuz 

using a layered force of KILO and GHADIR Class diesel submarines, ship- and shore-based 

antiship cruise missiles and naval mines.23 Iran announced the addition of four new submarines 

to its fleet on 8 Aug 2010, bringing the total to 11, saying the Iranian-manufactured vessels to be 

deployed in the Persian Gulf have sonar-evading technology and can launch torpedoes and 

missiles simultaneously24.  ‘King Abdullah of Saudi Arabia urged Iran's foreign minister to ‘spare 

us your evil’ in a meeting that reflected profound Arab hostility to the Islamic Republic’25  This 

insecurity is entirely understandable as Iran threatens the Gulf monarchies that provide bases 

for the US or have relations with Israel.  LƴŘŜŜŘΣ LǊŀƴΩǎ first response to any attack might well be 

to occupy the oil fields of the Gulf.26 According to recent unclassified reports in the New York 

Times, Iran bought 19 advanced missiles from North Korea, a diplomatic cable says. ...The North 

Korean version of the advanced missile, known as the BM-25, could carry a nuclear warhead. ...  

Rocket scientists say the BM-25 is longer and heavier, and carries more fuel,[than current Iranian 

missiles] giving it a range of up to 2,000 miles. If fired from Iran, that range, in theory, would let 

its warheads reach targets as far away as Western Europe, including Berlin.27 

28. North Korea.  The old order is changing, and it is difficult to predict the route that Kim Jong-un 

may take – or even whether he will survive in the power struggles ahead.  But at his disposal is a 

nuclear armoury atop medium range missiles, an army of over a million and a militia of 3.5 

million.  As a friend of Iran and an exporter of terrorism and instability any actions that North 

Korea takes are likely to ripple across the globe, including to the Middle East and potentially into 

1.                                                              

22   Dependence on China, The Economist 28 Oct 2010-11-05 
23   Global Security    http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/iran/navy.htm 
24   http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/70728 
25   The Guardian, 28 Nov 2010:  http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/nov/28/arab-states-scorn-iranian-evil 
26   http://www1.albawaba.com/main-headlines/case-attack-iran-will-target-gulf-states-iraq-jordan-and-israel 
27   NY Times, 28 Nov 2010: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/11/29/world/middleeast/29missiles.html?_r=1&adxnnl=1&emc=eta1&adxnnlx=1291060901-
ByTjoIzgLxujawsCAb7WCA  
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Europe as well.  North Korea is entirely unpredictable and will, no doubt, continue to push the 

bounds with ever increasing outrages (see para 7). 

29. Egypt.   Aged 82, President Mubaraq must soon give way to another.  With a ballooning 

population and little fertile land, Egypt is an ideal recruiting ground for extremists such as the 

Muslim Brotherhood.  Any instability in Egypt would inevitably have a knock-on effect for Israel 

and could destabilise the entire oil-rich28 Eastern Mediterranean basin which would include 

Turkey (NATO member) and Cyprus. 

30.  Predicted Defence Expenditures ($Bn) In 2015, on current plans, effective defence budgets are 

likely to be (US at $661Bn not shown for clarity): 

31. Cyber.  Modern reliance  on software and communications creates a vulnerability of 

astronomical proportions. Even localised failures can easily paralyse whole systems.  Links can be 

infected, jammed, exploited or used in new and unhelpful ways.  For example, the era when a 

military commander had the monopoly of wisdom, or even the monopoly of information, has 

long passed.  Blogs, of varying veracity and scale, now abound (even from troops on the front 

line) and electronic links up and down the chain of command provide instantaneous 

communication which, in the absence of analysis, is always taken at face value. Cyber attack is a 

newly recognised threat to our whole way of life but, since other threats have not diminished, 

the additional funds of £650m allocated should have been found from the Treasury, and not 

from existing programmes.  

32.   Space   In parallel, the West is wholly dependent on space-based systems for the economy, 

information, navigation and reconnaissance. Space systems have been substitutes for more 

expensive surface systems and all developed countries now rely on them.  China has now 

demonstrated an anti-satellite weapon for kinetic kill in low-earth orbit, and other systems such 

as lasers are becoming increasingly effective in destroying satellites.  

1.                                                              

28   Exploration is currently beginning to the South of Cyprus, in an area between Israel and Egypt. Oil and gas discoveries in the 
eastern Mediterranean are ratcheting up tensions in a region that already has its fair share of pernicious disputes.  
http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/6903/oil-and-gas-finds-fueling-tension-in-eastern-mediterranean 
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33. Ballistic Missiles.  At the November meeting of NATO members in Lisbon, delegates authorised 

the establishment of an anti-ballistic missile system to counter threats from Iran and others. 

Britain is currently just out of range but it would certainly not be immune to the after-effects of 

any missile attack on Europe. According to Mr Gerald Howarth MP29, ‘The Government assess 

NATO Ballistic Missile Defence to be an important capability which could contribute to the 

defence of the UK and our NATO allies against potential future ballistic missile threats. As stated 

in the strategic defence and security review, published 19 October 2010, we intend to support 

proposals to expand NATO's ballistic missile defence role’30. 

34. EMP.  A nuclear detonation in space would create a huge Electro-Magnetic Pulse, inducing 

sudden high-voltage currents in all micro-systems out to a range of approximately 1000miles 

burning out printed circuits both  in space and on the ground.   So far, this risk to civilian and 

military circuits has largely been ignored but it could be a likely crippling first step in any threat 

or conflict. 

Cuts 

35. Trident   A ‘value for money’ study – demanded by the Liberal Democrats – identified changes to 

the programme to replace Trident to reduce costs by £3.2bn over the next 10 years, which 

included making savings of £1.2bn and deferring an additional £2bn. But, while potential savings 

from delaying Trident were outlined in detail in the Defence Review, no mention was made of 

the £1.2bn to £1.4bn costs of keeping the Vanguard class submarines at sea until 2028.31 Even 

this may be an underestimate; as the submarines  age there may well be an impact on 

availability and  it is of note that no UK Nuclear submarine class has ever up to now been 

extended in its life without very expensive and challenging modifications and life-extension 

programmes. 

36. Carrier Capability. Hard-won fixed-wing strike carrier skills are being discarded at a time when 

many other nations are busy acquiring strike jets and carriers. If we scrap Ark Royal and reduce 

the Navy by 5,000 sailors, we shall have no experienced men to man the aircraft carriers or to 

service their aircraft.  Resurrecting this capability is not simply a matter of deck training pilots 

but of the whole ship/air interface – this will take at least several years if indeed it is reasonably 

possible. Our capability will have been lost yet the Government accepts that from 2020 onwards 

we shall need major aircraft carrier groups!  How can it say that about a world situation ten years 

hence and yet be so confident we won’t need them for the next ten years? Unless we keep Ark 

Royal going or buy a nuclear carrier America is prepared to sell us at cost, we may never have 

operational carriers again.   Somehow we have to convince the naïve and militarily inexperienced 

Cabinet Office that operational carriers give our government worldwide options.  They are a 

huge asset not an inconvenient and dispensable cost.    

37. Amphibious Forces.   With Ark Royal gone immediately, the sole surviving Invincible class carrier 

HMS Illustrious, which is currently under-going a major £40 million up-grade at Rosyth Dockyard, 

1.                                                              

29   He is currently Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State at the Ministry of Defence as Minister for International Security Strategy.  
30   Hansard 29 Oct 2010 
31  Financial Times, Fox casts doubt on savings from Trident delay,  Alex Barker, Political Correspondent,  November 8 2010 
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may in fact not see any further service, at least not in the British fleet. The SDSR report revealed: 

‘Either HMS Ocean or HMS Illustrious will be decommissioned following a short study of which 

provides the most effective helicopter platform capability.’ This is an extraordinary move at a 

time when the Italians are about to order up to three new amphibious assault carriers to 

complement their new strike carrier, the Spanish have two strike/assault carriers now in service, 

and France is about to order a third amphibious assault carrier to supplement its nuclear-

powered strike carrier.32 

38. Fighters.  The debate over Tornados or Harriers is futile.  They are highly complementary assets 

and to judge between them is akin to deciding which arm to lose.  The Tornado is the better 

strike aircraft and the Harriers (just 32 left) are in any case now too few to sustain both 

Afghanistan and Carrier ops.  As it stands, the much reduced Tornado Force will soon have 

virtually no spare capacity above the Afghanistan commitment.  This will last until Typhoons, 

that  are currently far from ready for sophisticated air to ground missions, can replace them in 

theatre. With the reduction in the Tornado fleet, only the Harrier/Carrier option provides the 

reserve capacity to go out of area to meet some new (unforeseen) threat.  Both Tornado and 

Harrier should thus be retained until JSF arrives, or as a minimum until 2015 when we can 

reassess in the light of improving finances. 

39. Maritime Patrol. The scrapping of the 9 Nimrod Maritime Patrol and reconnaissance planes will 

expose the Trident nuclear deterrent submarines as they enter and leave British waters, and 

leave the UK dependent on just  a very few towed array frigates and submarines for all Anti-

Submarine Warfare (ASW) and surface operations.  These ships are just too slow and too few to 

cover more than just a few pinpoints across all the vast oceans through which we trade.  As Lord 

Craig intimated in his House of Lords speech  ‘Scrapping the Nimrods, even before they had 

entered service, and reducing frigates and destroyers, collectively blows an enormous hole in 

our national maritime capability.’33  Ignoring the maritime threat is a naive neglect of our most 

basic trade and security needs.  We believe this decision should be urgently reviewed.  If Nimrod 

has to go, the UK needs an effective substitute.   

40. ASTOR   The recent acquisition of ancient  ‘RIVET JOINTΩ  Boeing 707 intelligence aircraft does 

not substitute for the loss of maritime capability,  nor incidentally do they substitute for the 

withdrawal of ASTOR, an aircraft system that is beginning to provide such critical intelligence and 

reconnaissance information over Afghanistan.   Although the RAPTOR-equipped Tornado 

provides useful imagery which is complemented by the UK’s REAPER Remotely Piloted Air 

System34, the shortage of reliable intelligence will always be a serious weakness, one that leads 

to misappreciation of the situation on the ground and often to  severe collateral damage. 

Intelligence assets are always critical no matter wherever they are used and it is an unwise 

economy to dispense with the wide-area coverage of ASTOR, hoping that its capability can be 

substituted by a few short-range REAPER assets.  Disposing of ASTOR only makes sense if the 

UK plans to buy GLOBAL HAWK, otherwise ASTOR should be retained. 

1.                                                              

32   Defence IQ, 27 Oct 2010, http://www.defenceiq.com/article.cfm?externalid=3375 
33   Lord Craig, House Of Lords Debate 12 Nov 2010. 
34

   Since October 2007, it has flown 1,344 sorties and since May 2008 employed 36 laser guided bombs and 84 Hellfire missiles in 
support of UK and coalition forces in Afghanistan. Dr Liam Fox, Hansard 26 Oct 2010 
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Anglo-French ȬCordiale ȭ   

41. Desperate to maintain global reach but reluctant to pay for it, Britain and France have sealed a 

50-year treaty, hoping to achieve economies of scale.  ‘We do not see situations arising in which 

the vital interests of either nation could be threatened without the vital interests of the other 

also being threatened’35 ( - a somewhat surprising statement in view of the  threat to the 

Falklands!)   While President Sarkozy declared: ‘We intend to work hand in glove’  it is difficult to 

see how co-operation could work when national interests - either strategic or economic - are in 

conflict, and how joint operations will unfold when two diverse military cultures are mixed 

together.   

42. The countries have agreed to run a joint facility to carry out simulated tests on their nuclear 

warheads and to work together on the next generation of drones and submarine technology, 

explore shared training and maintenance for the Airbus A400M transporter, jointly procure new 

missiles and step up co-operation on satellite communications, cyber war and counter-terrorism. 

They will set up a 5000-member rapid reaction force that could be deployed ‘up to and including 

high-intensity operations.’ By the early 2020s, they will share their two aircraft carriers. British 

aircraft could – at least  in theory36 - fly off France's nuclear-powered Charles de Gaulle and 

French jets deploy on Britain's planned full-deck carrier.  

43. Politically, there are advantages and disadvantages.  M. Sarkozy has reinvigorated the European 

independence from the USA, while Mr Cameron seems less Europhobic.  However, greater 

cooperation with the French on nuclear issues ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜǎ .ǊƛǘŀƛƴΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ¦{ ƻƴ 

nuclear issues and challenges the CAN/UK/US arrangements whereby sensitive intelligence is 

shared.  French public opinion is ironic or  mixed: ‘Jeanne d’Arc, Napoleon et de Gaulle doivent 

être contents !!!!!’  or even:   ‘Les anglais sont le cheval de troye des américains!37‘   British 

sentiment remains highly sceptical.  Many support  the view articulated so compellingly by 

Andrew Roberts: 

‘It is with the United States of America that Britain should be signing comprehensive, 

50-year offensive and defensive alliances, not France, and not out of a niggardly 

attempt to save money in a world where real perils are ever-present, as the 

Government’s own Strategic Defence Review recently acknowledged.’38 

44. Apart from the nuclear testing aspects, it is difficult to see what could not have otherwise been 

accomplished through the good offices of NATO.  Moreover, using NATO would have opened the 

door to others and would have demonstrated France’s real commitment to NATO military 

integration.   However, if the true aim is to operate in areas that NATO would prefer not to then 

perhaps this is in reality a foolish camouflage to help each other in their erstwhile colonies.  If so, 

it is bound to fail.  Indeed, it would be very surprising if the Argentine Government had not 

already asked France what its commitment was to Britain over Las Malvinas. What should have 

1.                                                              

35   UK–France Summit 2010 Declaration on Defence and Security Co-operation 
36   Operation of the heavy JSF from the de Gaulle will be  subject to trials and achievement of a Release to Service. 
37   L’Express.fr, Samedi 6 Nov 2010 
38

    Andrew Roberts, Wall St Journal 5 Nov 2010,  
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703805704575594062699982020.html?mod=WSJEUROPE_hpp_sections_opinion 
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been addressed, and could have made the greatest savings was elimination of the duplication in 

R&D.  With few programme exceptions, Europe persists in designing and building military 

hardware on a national basis, with small production runs covering the costs of expensive 

national R&D. As the FT puts it: ’There have been promising signs, such as the Anglo-French 

defence pact and European efforts against pirates in the Horn of Africa. But room remains for 

improvement. Europe spends more on defence than Russia or China. Yet the main result is 

duplication. Whereas the US has just two tank programmes, Europe has 11.’39 

The NATO Summit 

45. The NATO Summit of Heads of State and Government in Lisbon, Portugal, was held on 19–20 

November 2010. It was the forum for the launch of the new NATO Strategy Document, and for 

determination to press ahead with European ballistic missile defences.  Russia attended.  NATO 

Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen visited London for discussions with British Prime 

Minister David Cameron and members of the National Security Council ahead of the summit. 

They exchanged views on NATO's new Strategic Concept and NATO reform. In addition, they 

reviewed progress on Afghanistan and looked forward to an announcement in Lisbon on the 

start of transition to Afghan lead for security early in 2011. 

46. In its New Strategic Concept NATO seeks to set the agenda for the next 10 years.  Principal 

elements include: retaining an appropriate mix of conventional and nuclear forces; the 

development of a Ballistic Missile Defence against as many as 30 countries or organisations that 

seek a ballistic missile capability40; enhanced defences against weapons of mass destruction; 

providing coordinated national and NATO cyber protection; enhanced detection and defence 

against terrorism; protection of energy infrastructure and lines of supply; maintaining the front-

edge in emerging technologies; and sustaining the necessary levels of defence spending to pay 

for it all. 

47. NATO’s examination of the security environment was wide-ranging, comprehensive and 

practical. Though acknowledging that the risk to NATO territory was low, it was adamant that 

many regions and countries around the world are acquiring modern military capabilities, with 

unpredictable consequences for Euro-Atlantic security.  It recognised that Terrorism is just one of 

the emerging threats and it acknowledged that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 

will be most acute in some of the world’s most volatile regions.  Amongst other threats it 

highlighted cyber insecurity, threats to trade and lines of communication, conflict and instability 

beyond the NATO area that included trafficking, narcotics and arms sales.  It also mentioned the 

risks from new technologies, and environmental concerns, such as those from increasing energy 

demands and water scarcity. 

48. Much of what was said mirrors the UKNDA position elaborated in recent publications.  

However, we do have a number of significant concerns.  First, can the Strategic Concept ever be 

implemented sufficiently, especially given the wide political spectrum of the 28 nations.  Second, 

will Alliance cohesion be undermined by bilateral treaties such as the Anglo-French treaty, or by 

1.                                                              

39   NATO and the case for defence, FT 17 Nov 2010, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/b1ca0b42-f285-11df-a2f3-
00144feab49a.html#axzz16JlqqPaa 
40  At Turkey’s insistence, Iran cannot be mentioned. 
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national reservations such as Turkey’s that demanded that Iran should not be named as a 

threat? And third, and most importantly, will nations be prepared to finance it? 

Potential Worst Cases 

49. As has been so clearly illustrated by world events, none of the five wars since 1990 was 

predicted -  and staring into a crystal ball now is probably likely to meet with similar success.  

However,  the following four (not entirely unlikely) scenarios are posited to provoke thought 

about how British Forces might react, be allied,  and measure up: 

a. 2015 Peak Oil. Hezbollah conducts a plausible deniability attack on Israel using 

Iranian-supplied nuclear contaminants. Retaliatory strike by Israel against Iran. Iran   

closes Straits of Hormuz and then occupies Gulf oilfields.  Oil trebles in price. Fuel 

rationing in Europe. AQ terrorist attack on Western bourse/cities. Deep recessions 

across world. Euro collapses... 

b. Oil doubles in price after Peak Oil.  In 2019  Argentina’s economy collapses.  

Demands Falklands oil and sovereignty.  China promised share of oil won.  China 

deploys terminally-guided  IRBM to Commodoro Rivadavia, SA-20 to Patagonia.  

Threatens RAF Mt Pleasant unless... UK has no ABM capability. Reinforcement 

impossible. Government falls... 

c. 2020:  China takes Taiwan against US threats; occupies Spratlys and Paracels. 

Malaysia threatened - invokes FPDA.  Australia moves JSF to Kuantan41.  Britain 

asked to implement Treaty; only French carrier available... 

d. 2017: US & UK withdraw from Afghanistan. Taleban assumes power.  Pakistan 

collapses in turmoil.  India destroys Pakistan’s nuclear facilities. China threatens 

retaliation. India destroys ‘ring of pearls’ in Burma and Bangladesh.  China... 

50. Quite likely, the actual challenges will be very be different from these, but given the cumulative 

effects of SDSR 10 we believe whatever challenges we will inevitably face we will be asking too 

much of too few. 

Actions 

51. As is shown in the table below defence spending (Departmental Expenditure Limit) will rise 

1.                                                              

41   Air base on eastern side of Malaysia. 
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slightly after the immediate cuts, but will then fall again in the next 2 years.42  In his Statement to 

the House on 19 October, the Prime Minister suggested:  

óThe precise budgets beyond 2015 will be agreed in future spending reviews. My own 

strong view is that this structure [Future Force 2020] will require year-on-year real 

terms growth in the Defence Budget in the years beyond 2015. ó 

 Get-Well package   We strongly suggest that we cannot wait until this aspiration Ψbeyond 

2015Ω. The underlying proviso of both SDSR10 and the Anglo-French Treaty has been that we 

will continue to live in our present austerity for at least ten years.  But the UK’s  economic 

growth is forecast to improve at mean of 2.6% a year43 – so GDP could be 13½ % bigger by 

2015 and almost 30 % larger by 2020.  It would be eminently affordable, therefore, to begin 

to repair our defences straight away.  Thus we can easily afford proper defence in these 

circumstances throughout the next ten years, and this should become  a political priority.  

Apart from waste, we recommend an immediate moratorium on defence cuts, so that the full 

military, political and Alliance implications can be judged.  After that we strongly recommend 

a Get-Well package designed to restore Defence capability to an effective level. This will 

inevitably mean an increase - which should be the first call on any boost in government 

revenues. 

52. Robust package.  As America feels increasingly threatened in other regions, notably the Pacific 

and South America, so we must expect a reduction in commitment to European defences.  

European NATO will need to take up the slack and nations will either have to accept  the 

economic and cultural consequences of inadequate defence, or be prepared to deter and, if 

necessary, fight for our trade and way of life.  After 20 years of cuts and three very run-down 

Services it is in the nation’s interest at the very least to hold the line at 2.3% and increase it 

progressively  as economic growth resumes.   Britain needs to take the lead in Europe, both 

nationally and in concert with (reliable) allies, in bringing our forces up to a level that can 

adequately meet the cacophony of risks. This probably requires a long term Defence Budget of 

around 3% of GDP  -  a level it was at the start  of each major  conflict in the 20th Century, and 

from which it was able to springboard to regeneration.  

53. Regeneration.  The world is unpredictable, but as populations increase and resources decline 

competition will intensify.  Few in the Third World will be satisfied by the ‘crumbs from the rich 

man’s table’ and many will fight to achieve what they judge to be theirs as of right.   A costed 

plan for regeneration to war-fighting levels is required, one that can be modified as the situation 

demands. 

Conclusion 

54. ‘The announced defence cuts are far worse than a Labour government would have dared to 

attempt because the Conservative Opposition would never have let them get away with it.’44   

1.                                                              

42   HM Treasury, Spending Review 2010, Cm 7942 
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   Office of Budget Responsibility, 29 Nov 2010 
44   Tony Edwards, 24Nov 2010. UKNDA Board of Directors 
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55. We agree. The proposed defence budget and programme creates too many risks which have not 

been adequately addressed.  With no serious review  of threats  - and the resources needed to 

meet them -  it is clear that SDSR10 has failed to meet the needs of a serious, objective, 

comprehensive review.  It has, of course, been Treasury/Cabinet Office-driven from the 

beginning.  In the last few days of the Review the Prime Minister had to intervene to stop more 

Treasury inspired cuts.  In a desperate effort to find more money for the politically sensitive 

Afghanistan campaign, the Prime Minister arbitrarily put back the timing of the Trident 

replacement and hinted that perhaps only three submarines would be needed for ‘Continuous at 

Sea Deterrence’ (CSD).   Yet the Vanguard submarines are wearing out and becoming less 

reliable.  We will be at risk in the 2020s just to make trivial savings in the next few years.  But by 

2020 our GDP will have risen by almost a third!  The world, as the MOD’s respected ‘Defence 

Concepts and Doctrine Centre’ and all other experts point out, is becoming more dangerous 

with every year – a point Dr Liam Fox made frequently in Opposition, and emphasised in the 2 

November Defence Debate – yet we are still disarming.  We choose to get weaker because the 

Government has higher priorities.  If an emergency occurs in the next five years, and Britain’s 

Forces suffer a humiliating defeat, the Government could well fall, and deserve to fall.  Is this a 

risk they are running consciously?   There has been no adequate, objective security review, no 

identification of the needed capabilities of all three Services, the FCO, and the Global Intelligence 

Services, nor the costs.  The whole process has been that 10% to 20% cuts were coming 

regardless of the risks to national security, and then, either naively or hypocritically, we are 

asked to pretend that we are still a major global player which can meet all likely threats. 

56. In sum, to quote Lord Reid, ‘...this review is good in parts. Some of it is sensible, some of it is 

inevitable, some of it is missing and some of it is incomprehensible. Our task is therefore surely 

to accept the inevitable, welcome the sensible, augment its weaknesses and revisit the 

incomprehensible, and to do it together. We owe that to the Armed Forces and the nation.’45 

Recommendations 

57. Keep Ark Royal  and Harriers for at least 2-3 more years – and then review – as annual cost is low 

(£120m a year46) and it preserves: 

a.  our invaluable operational carrier capability which could be needed at very short 

notice, 

b. our carrier expertise which once lost may be incapable of regeneration in ten years 

time,  when this government acknowledges it will be essential, 

c. operational resilience beyond the demands of Afghanistan. Against a Government’s 

£700bn annual expenditure, it is a very modest and affordable premium providing 

high value security. 

1.                                                              

45   Lord Reid, op cit. [our emphasis] 
46

   John Tusa, The Economist 11 Nov 2010.  Even with the costs of the Harrier shore base at RAF Wittering the total is unlikely to be 
more than £200million per year. 
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58. Keep the Nimrod without which we cannot effectively protect our nuclear deterrent submarines, 

especially given the paucity of frigates. Loss of the Nimrods represents  a major loss of maritime 

and surveillance capability. 

59. Negotiate a 50-year security treaty with the USA, to cover non-NATO activity. 

60. Impose a SDSR moratorium for 6 months while the full strategic implications of the proposals can 

be properly judged, and rectified, with the minimum of fanfare. 

61. Guarantee a real growth in defence expenditure, as suggested by the retiring CDS: ‘ we will need 

to see real-terms growth in the Defence Budget in each of the five years of the second half of the 

decade’47

1.                                                              

47   CDS, ACM Sir J Stirrup, 29 Oct 2010:  
http://www.mod.uk/DefenceInternet/DefenceNews/DefencePolicyAndBusiness/ChiefOfTheDefenceStaffAndPermanentSecretarySendFare
wellsToMod.htm  

 

http://www.mod.uk/DefenceInternet/DefenceNews/DefencePolicyAndBusiness/ChiefOfTheDefenceStaffAndPermanentSecretarySendFarewellsToMod.htm
http://www.mod.uk/DefenceInternet/DefenceNews/DefencePolicyAndBusiness/ChiefOfTheDefenceStaffAndPermanentSecretarySendFarewellsToMod.htm
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ANNEX A to 
UKNDA Comment on SDSR 

Following an outcry in the Press the Chiefs of Staff wrote to The Times on 12 Nov: 

1. ‘There has been a wide range of comment surrounding the military capabilities affected by the 

decisions taken as a result of the Strategic Defence and Security Review. 

2. This commentary has addressed aspects of capability across the full spectrum of land, sea and 

air. Most recently we have seen views expressed by senior retired naval officers who set out 

their concerns in your newspaper yesterday [10 Nov] asking that the decision to remove Harrier 

from service be reversed. 

3. No-one would pretend that the SDSR has been painless. It has led to a range of decisions that 

we would not have otherwise chosen to make. But the financial constraints the Department 

faced meant that it would have been irresponsible to try to avoid them [our emphasis]. 

4. ‘We understand that strong views are held by many who have devoted time and energy to these 

issues in the past, but it is important that the facts are understood.  

5. It is of course possible to subject any single decision to further scrutiny, informed or not, but we 

were faced with meeting today's challenges and building for the future; that is the balance we 

collectively struck. 

6. As an example, the decision to withdraw Harrier from service and to retain a reduced Tornado 

force had to balance our current needs in Afghanistan with the intent to rationalise our fast jet 

fleets. 

7. After very careful consideration our military advice was to retain the more capable Tornado. 

Harrier's contribution has been huge but the decision to withdraw it is the right thing to do in the 

circumstances and a decision that we collectively agreed. 

8. There has also been much comment on the perceived impact on the Falklands. We are all 

acutely aware of our responsibilities there. We have comprehensive defences in place, unlike 

1982 - including surface ships, submarines, a well-defended airfield with Typhoon jets and a 

strong land component with an ability to rapidly reinforce if necessary. 

9. We keep our plans for protecting the Falklands under close review at all times and, while we 

cannot comment on the detail of those plans, we can assure you they are robust and able to 

defend against any and all likely threats. 

10. Tough decisions had to be made in the SDSR. It was delivered by a process in which we all played 

a part and although we voiced our reservations about particular conclusions robustly, as we 

should, the decisions made were collectively reached and supported. We stand by each of them. 

We must now move on with its implementation.’
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ANNEX B to 
UKNDA Comment on SDSR 

Post-facto quotations  

1. Leaked MOD document – ‘SDSR: Lessons IdentifiedΩ...dated 3 Nov 201048:  ‘The board suggested 

that another ‘six to nine months’ should have been spent on ‘high-level military judgements’ 

deciding which forces, weapons and equipment would be needed. It was rushed and its handling 

‘badly damaged the confidence and morale of our personnel,’ the paper says. The paper also 

says that not enough was done to consult close allies like the US. A consultation was carried out 

but responses were received ‘only as decisions were being taken and collated only as they were 

being confirmed’, the paper says’.  

2. House of Lords debate 12 Nov 201049.  

a. Lord Robertson of Port Ellen: ‘I carried out a defence review and I, too, was faced 

with a predatory Treasury.  I hear the ghosts of Christmas past behind me. However, 

I and my colleagues-some of whom are now in this House-saw off the Treasury... As 

the right reverend Prelate the Bishop of Wakefield said, it looks, and indeed is, an 

interim report, driven mainly by the Treasury's desire to achieve cuts.’ 

b. Lord Reid of Cardowan:  ‘During that review in 1997-98, we spent as long considering 

the foreign policy objectives and strategic framework which our military power was 

meant to pursue and accomplish as we spent on the whole of this strategic defence 

review. It is therefore a pity that the Government fell short and did not spend a little 

longer on this fundamental starting point... The pattern of defence reviews over the 

past few decades has been quite similar: analyse and identify the needs; agree on 

the operational and military needs; start to implement them; and then the Treasury 

refuses to fund them fully. That is the nature of the Minister's implication that, ‘This 

is just the beginning’. It certainly is in respect of relationships with the Treasury. 

c.  Lord Boyce: ‘I remain absolutely unable to reconcile the word ‘strategic’ with what 

has emerged in the review.... This has been a cost-cutting exercise, although I 

congratulate the Secretary of State for Defence on his damage limitation efforts with 

respect to the sort of savings that some parts of the Government, notably the 

Treasury, were after. With an effective cut in the defence budget of 17.5 per cent-

not the headline figure of 7.5 per cent that is bandied around...the Prime Minister's 

words that the security of our country is the first priority of the Government ring 

very hollow... The world has certainly not become less dangerous... and there is no 

security justification for certain of the proposed cuts in our defence capabilities... a 

destroyer frigate force level of 19 ... is just too small.   [Harrier cuts]...the reason, 

pure and simple, is to save money. The Government should have the moral courage 

to say so and admit to the enormous gamble that they are taking. Perhaps the noble 

1.                                                              

48   Daily Telegraph 17 Nov 2010,  http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/newstopics/politics/defence/8141797/New-leak-exposes-
MoD-fury-at-defence-cutbacks.html  
49   Hansard: http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld201011/ldhansrd/text/101112-0001.htm 
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Lord, Lord Lee, was right to say that we need both the Harrier and the Tornado in the 

interim before 2020... I conclude by saying that many aspects of this review have 

resonance with the ill fated Thatcher-Nott review of 1981, the Options for Change 

review of 1991 and the defence costs studies of the early 1990s. We can but hope 

that we are not once again assailed by events shortly after these reviews, as has 

happened before, showing how ill advised they were. ‘ 

d. Lord Craig, ‘Regrettably, yet again, defence is viewed by a Chancellor as a soft option 

for belt tightening... The chiefs of staff, I am told... have forcefully pointed out that 

the force structures for the 2020s will be achievable only if there is real-terms 

growth in the defence budget over the second half of the decade. In other words, 

the defence budget has to grow from the reputed 2 per cent of GDP to, say, 3 per 

cent or more... [but] I foresee a hard pressed Chancellor once again pointing out 

that, as we have survived thus far-if we have-with these reduced capabilities, would 

it not be reasonable, as we free ourselves from Afghanistan, to extend the period 

into a rolling year-by-year programme of just 2 per cent expenditure on defence? 

We are close to aping the position adopted in the 1930s: that the country will not be 

facing a serious threat for a decade and that defence provision should be scaled back 

accordingly.’ 

e.  Lord Gilbert: ‘First, I believe that we can and should spend a lot more money on 

defence. The stories that are being put about at the moment are absolute nonsense. 

I should like to see us spending at least 2.5 per cent of our gross domestic product 

on defence.’ 

f. Lord Guthrie: ‘The Royal Navy's surface fleet is now smaller than at any time since 

the reign of Charles II. Our small surface fleet of 19 frigates and destroyers will not 

be enough to meet the many worldwide tasks and to act as escorts for carriers. As an 

aside, when I was Chief of the Defence Staff and needed a frigate off the coast of  

Sierra Leone, the same ship had two commitments at the same time. Unbelievably, it 

was guarding the Falkland Islands and chasing drug dealers in the West Indies.’ 

g. Lord Sterling:’ Finally, there was a letter in last week's Economist, which read: 

‘America's secretary of state, Dean Rusk, raged incredulously in 1968 when he heard 

of the British withdrawal 'east of Suez'. Rusk could not believe that 'free aspirins and 

false teeth were more important than Britain's role in the world'. 

h. Lord Hutton of Furness: ΨOne thing that we should all be clear about, ... is that 

spending less on defence does not make the threats that we face ... any less serious. 

Unfortunately, it simply makes us less able to deal with them properly.... For a small 

amount of money, the Harriers would have given much more strategic credibility to 

this vital part of our future force projection... It is clear from the SDSR that we will 

not be in a position to mount another operation on the scale of the Iraq invasion of 

2003... Along with many others, I hope that there will be time in future for Ministers 

to reconsider aspects of their strategy as we go forward.’ 
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3. Economist 11 Nov 2010 – ‘Mr Tusa suggests a sensible compromise that would still save billions 

of pounds: get rid of half the Tornados, keeping 60 until they are not needed in Afghanistan; 

retain 20 Harriers for carrier duty until their replacements arrive in 2020; and accelerate the 

deployment of the strike version of the Typhoon. Time for a rethink.’ 

1.                                                              
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