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hortly after coming to power in
1997, the present Government set
out new policy for Britain’s armed
forces. This emphasised the

capacity for expeditionary warfare, a
capacity that the Government has not been
reluctant to use. The requisite expensive re-
equipment was to be made affordable by
so-called ‘Smart Procurement’.
Government flattered itself that all this
would advance what it termed an ‘ethical’
foreign policy. Industry welcomed the
prospect of new orders for equipment, and

Service personnel were assured of
continued and congenial employment.

The Present Crisis

Now, almost a decade on, those promises
are blighted. ‘Smart Procurement’ has
failed. The efficacy and ethics of current
operations are open to debate. 

‘There is no escaping
the truth that we face
a crisis in defence
procurement and,
thence, in defence
policy’

Inconsistency, confusion and repeated
postponements characterise current
procurement. It has proved easier to get
into than to get out of commitments.
Overstretch is evident. Newspapers report
the number of troops gone absent-
without-leave (AWOL) at almost the
equivalent of two battalions. Promises that
the Defence Procurement Agency will get
the equipment programme under control

have now been repeated so often as to have
all the credibility of failed football
managers promising silverware next
season.

Finding a Solution

It is time to face facts, especially in relation
to the equipment programme. There is no
management fix for its present ills. These
stem not from deficiencies of
administration, numerous and evident
though these are. Rather, the fundamental
cause is that current defence policy
requires equipment whose costs are
beyond the ability of the budget to sustain.
Moreover, the inevitable rise of equipment
unit costs, generation by generation,
means that the present inability to sustain
the equipment programme can only get
worse, and quickly so.

There is an urgent need to cut our coat
according to our cloth, to adopt a different
defence policy – one whose equipment costs
are sustainable. In this reappraisal, nothing
can be sacrosanct. The defence of the realm
is too important for that. Custom is not
wisdom. Habit is not justification. Even
memberships of long-standing alliances
need to be justified in terms of facilitating
policy, not the converse.

Our Unaffordable Defence Policy:
What now?

S

This issue’s contributors - Philip Pugh, Professor David Kirkpatrick,
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This section is aimed at stimulating debate on a subject of wide interest. This
time, we examine the inexorable rise of defence equipment costs in real terms,
which will inevitably make our equipment programme clearly unaffordable in the
near future. Something has to give – and soon. Will this Government or future
governments increase defence funding by some 30%? If not, do we cut
commitments drastically and reduce still further the size of our Armed Forces? 
Or do we dismantle our defence posture and divert money from large high-tech
programmes like the aircraft carriers, the Joint Strike Fighter, attack helicopters
and large numbers of Typhoons into equipment for our boots-on-the-ground?

TIME FOR CHANGE



For What Should We Plan?

The most fundamental of the many flaws of
the ‘Strategic Defence Review’ of 1997–8
was its supposition that defence could be
entirely ‘foreign policy-led’, i.e. that some
vision of a so-called ‘ethical’ foreign policy
could alone determine the ends for which
defence would then provide the means, and
all without an increase in budget. A rational
approach must be more complex than that.
Foreign policy can set priorities, but it is the
reality of costs and budgets that determine
how far down a descending order of
priorities capability can extend.

Almost as serious a flaw is the additional
supposition that current policy can be
predicated upon assumptions as to the
future geo-political scene. This is extremely
dangerous. Threats will continue to arise, as
they have done many times before, in a
fraction of the time taken to procure
modern weapon systems. To focus upon
one, invariably unreliable, set of scenarios is
to be fatally unprepared as new threats
emerge – or, indeed, are engendered by the
very lack of preparedness against them.

For any nation, its first priority should
be defence of the homeland, against any
threat that may arise and not just in the
narrow anti-terrorist sense that is being
discussed now. An effective defence does not
mean that one must be able to win against
all comers. It is sufficient to be able to exact
a deterrent price from any attacker.

Pretensions of global influence should
take a distant second place to enabling the
population of this country to live in peace
behind secure borders, an objective that
becomes increasingly uncertain of
achievement the longer UK defence policy
continues on its present course.

Reappraisal Now

There is no escaping the truth that we face a
crisis in defence procurement and, thence, in
defence policy. A radical reappraisal is
necessary. To deny that, or to postpone such
reappraisal will only worsen the situation
and let down those Service personnel who
will pay the price for trying to implement an
over-ambitious policy while inadequately
equipped. Any temporary embarrassment of
having now to admit the errors of 1997–8
should weigh as nothing in the balance
against redefining the tasks of Britain’s
armed forces to be those most essential to
the security of the nation and for which we
can afford to equip them properly. 

by Professor David Kirkpatrick

David Kirkpatrick is Emeritus Professor of

Defence Analysis, University College London

and an Associate Fellow of RUSI. He sees

continued cost growth in equipment

programmes in the future and although it

may be slower than in the past, it will

continue to strain equipment budgets.

uring the Cold War there was
rapid and persistent growth in
the unit costs of successive
generations of the major

weapon systems deployed by the UK and
its allies. This unit cost growth (typically
10% per year in real terms, implying a
tenfold increase between generations 24
years apart) was analysed by Augustine
and Deitchman in the US and by Pugh
and myself in the UK. I have
demonstrated that this phenomenon was
a rational response to concurrent
advances in the defence technology
available to the UK and to the increasing
threat presented by advanced weapon
systems deployed by its potential
enemies. Pugh has shown that such unit
cost growth is not a 20th-Century
aberration but has affected key elements
of military power (such as castles and
warhorses) in different periods of history.

Causes and Solutions Claimed

Some commentators have attributed the
rapid growth observed in unit costs to
over-ambitious Service specifications
(gold-plating) or to rapacious or
incompetent contractors, implying that
cost growth could be arrested by smarter
procedures for defence equipment
acquisition. Others have naïvely claimed
that unit cost growth could be eliminated
by new production technology or new
management arrangements, or by the
economies of scale resulting from
increased exports or international
collaboration. All of these strategies can
indeed generate welcome cost
reductions, but even their most fervent
advocates now admit that such
reductions are insignificant compared to

the 20th-Century’s trend in unit cost
growth.

The unit costs of modern systems
now entering service (such as the Raptor
and Typhoon) are close to the historic
trends because they were conceived
before the end of the Cold War and their
designs reflect the contemporary
assumptions about superpower rivalry.
However, the economic collapse of the
Soviet Union has inhibited its continued
development and deployment of
advanced weapon systems, and has
reduced the conventional threat faced by
the UK and its allies in the first part of
the 21st Century. In this period, the UK
and its allies face new threats of
asymmetric warfare by transnational
terrorist networks, criminal organisations
and local nationalist groups, any of
which may be shielded or sponsored by
rogue states. Accordingly, the UK may be
obliged to undertake conventional
warfare to coerce rogue states, as well as
peacekeeping activities of lesser intensity.

Need for Additional Military

Capability?

In this situation it is suggested that the
modern weapon systems now entering
service have sufficient military
capabilities to win any conventional
warfare in the foreseeable future, and
that they may remain in service for many
decades with trickle production and/or
life-extension programmes to sustain the
required fleets. Furthermore, it is argued
that their replacements (as and when
required) will need no additional military
capability against a conventional threat
no worse than at the end of the Cold
War, and therefore will be no more
expensive. If this argument were true,
the historic upward trend in the unit cost
of weapon systems would not continue
into the next generation.

This argument may be over-
optimistic. Some nations, which are
potentially hostile to the UK and its allies
for ideological or economic reasons, are
currently achieving rapid economic
growth and will soon have the resources
to develop advanced weapon systems. If
those nations chose in the coming
decades to develop such systems
themselves, or to fund their development
in supplier nations having the relevant
technology, that task would be facilitated

D
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by the inevitable leakage (via espionage
and trade) of military technology from
the US and other nations deploying
advanced systems, and by the global
market in defence-relevant technologies
developed by commercial companies for
their own profit. If such potentially
hostile nations were to deploy advanced
weapon systems, the UK and its allies
would have to develop and deploy
enhanced, and more expensive, weapon
systems to maintain military parity or
superiority.

Even if the quality of the
conventional threat did not increase in
the near future, the UK and its allies may
still demand enhancements in their
weapon systems for political and
diplomatic reasons. When engaging in
wars of choice rather than wars for
national survival, the UK may place
greater emphasis on avoiding casualties
to its own military forces and on avoiding
collateral damage to the population,
shrines and infrastructure of a rogue
state. In that case, the UK may decide not
to extend the service lives of current
military systems, but to replace them
with more sophisticated systems
incorporating the latest technology and
having higher unit costs. These ultra-
modern systems would be designed to
enable the UK to win not only the
military war involving an expeditionary
operation, but also to win the political
war for public opinion at home and the
diplomatic war for public opinion
overseas.

Future Cost Growth

It follows that the unit cost of new
weapon systems may continue to rise
over the coming decades because of the
combined effects of:

• Improvement in the military capabilities
of potentially hostile nations.

• Advances in the technology available to
the UK and its allies.

• Political/diplomatic imperatives to
minimise the adverse effects of
conventional warfare, even when
victorious.

It is unrealistic to expect that the rates of
growth in equipment unit cost which

were characteristic of the superpower
rivalries in the 20th century will continue
unchanged through the present period, in
which a single superpower has global
military dominance. But it would be
equally unrealistic to expect that
equipment cost growth will be entirely
eliminated for as long as this present
situation persists. It is more likely that
unit cost growth will be slower in the
coming decades than in the 20th century,
but it could still be fast enough to strain
the budgets of small and medium-sized
nations.

If in the more-distant future the
traditional pattern of superpower rivalry
were restored, it is likely that the unit
cost growth of weapon systems (which
might include some entirely new classes)
would accelerate to the levels of the Cold
War, just as the trend in the unit cost of
battleships resumed after a temporary
pause following the Washington Treaty
of 1922. 

by Andrew Brookes

Andrew Brookes, a retired Royal Air Force

officer, is a defence analyst at the

International Institute for Strategic Studies

in the UK. He sees no evidence that MoD

has the will to cut rising costs, which means

that only by a huge increase in defence

spend can we maintain investment in the

current equipment programme.

ne conclusion to emerge
from the 1998 Strategic
Defence Review (SDR) was
the need for a radical

reappraisal of how the UK undertook
defence procurement. Whatever
Whitehall tried to do, major weapon
systems took around 20 years to bring
into service, costs exceeded planned
levels, and reliability and maintainability
of new equipment frequently remained a
problem. Although the nation spent
some £9Bn a year on military equipment,
it got poor value for money, the military
suffered operational penalties and the
length of the procurement cycle
increasingly failed to keep pace with
technological change.

Procurement ‘anoraks’ remembered
1985 when Michael Heseltine and Peter
Levene introduced taut competitive fixed-
price contracting as their cure for defence
project time and cost overruns. Thirteen
years later, the SDR proclaimed that
‘only a radical reappraisal of the way in
which we procure equipment could hope
to solve the problems of delayed and
over-budget projects. We have produced a
new approach – Smart Procurement.’ It
was a worthy aspiration because, within
a year, the National Audit Office (NAO)
found that the MoD’s top 25
procurement programmes were expected
to cost £2.9Bn more than originally
forecast.

‘The new Directorate 
of Defence Acquisition
will only meet its remit
if it can forbid those
with no direct
operational or financial
responsibility from
interfering with a
project’

Management theory is about
changing the paradigms, and it came as
no surprise to the cognoscenti when
Smart Procurement metamorphosed into
‘Smart Acquisition’.  But whatever the
buzz phrase, Britain’s deep-seated
procurement problems stemmed from
four bureaucratic failings: 

• The military’s natural tendency to
fiddle constantly with a requirement
once the project was defined. 

• MoD project managers’ reluctance to
play hard ball to ensure deliveries to
promised time and cost. 

• Defence companies’ tendency to
overplay traditional lobbying while
backsliding on full responsibility for
meeting contractual obligations. 

• And finally, Ministers’ temptation to rig
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the award of defence contracts to serve
narrow political ends.

Looking back from 2006, ‘Smart
Procurement’ has had too little impact
on these four potentially debilitating
tendencies.  For example, Sir Robert
Walmsley told the first Defence
Procurement Agency (DPA) conference
that ‘the past performance of defence
contractors will be taken into account
when new contracts are awarded’. Fat
chance. In the rag trade, a Halifax
garment manufacturer is kept up to
scratch by the threat of the work going
to Hyderabad. There is no such rigour in
British defence procurement. Whatever
the business case made by Newport
News Shipbuilding, Royal Navy ships will
be built in the UK because British
Defence is the only meaningful pork
around.   

An essay in the 2003 Defence White
paper stated that, ‘The MoD has a strong
record of accomplishment in improving
efficiency and service delivery.’  Well, up
to a point Lord Copper. The worthy aim
of spending up to 15% of cost to reduce
risk during a project initiation phase
seems to have died the death, but ‘Smart
Acquisition’ is unattainable while too
many stakeholders conspire and interfere
to ‘unsmarten’ decisions. There are eight
Chinook HC3s stuck at Boscombe Down
after millions were spent on software
modifications that made them virtually
unflyable. These SF helicopters were
supposed to be in service eight years ago,
but they are still not cleared for anything
other than limited flight trials. In the
words of the NAO, ‘The HC3 has a
unique configuration, necessitating
additional testing.’ What this means is
that the MoD asked for one-off SF
modifications that even the mighty US
Army, which has acquired hundreds of
Chinooks in its time, didn’t feel the need
for. 

Moving up in scale, the SDR planned
‘to replace our current aircraft carriers
with two larger vessels in the second
decade of the next century. Present
thinking suggests that new carriers might
be of the order of 30,000 to 40,000
tonnes.’ Fast-forward to 2006 and the
Royal Navy has been allowed to get away
with scaling-up the carriers to
60,000–65,000 tonnes. Forget getting a

grip of rising procurement costs until
someone within MoD is empowered to
ensure that any specification is built
around what can be sensibly delivered on
time and on budget. The new Directorate
of Defence Acquisition will only meet its
remit if it can forbid those with no direct
operational or financial responsibility
from interfering with a project. 

In sum, there is some superb British
defence equipment on the market, with
Storm Shadow being a prime example of
exceptional transformation technology.
But instead of the £2Bn saving in
acquisition costs promised by the SDR,
we are now at the stage where MoD
needs a budget increase of around 30% a
year just to maintain investment in
current programmes. 

The defence industry has transformed
itself in recent years to respond flexibly
as the situation requires. Whitehall now
needs to do likewise. 

By Sir Jeremy Blackham
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sought-after defence consultant. He is a

strong believer in improving agility in the

acquisition process, but thinks that

spiralling costs are driving serious reduction

in platform numbers and that this is a route

to irrelevance, unless we start a major

rebalancing of our force structure.

he Cold War was a period of
static strategy, and even tactics,
with a strategic calculus
effectively shared between the

two sides. The Central Front was heavily
manned by very large standing forces,
backed by tactical and strategic nuclear
weapons. The strategic goal was
deterrence and force structures were
designed principally to demonstrate that
the highest levels of capability could be
achieved and maintained; costs were of
slightly less importance since cost

problems could generally be safely dealt
with by slippages. Large industrial
capacity was sustained, with inbuilt
redundancy, and this was made possible
through the size and length of the
defence programmes and the assumption
that, in a static strategic environment,
continuous replacement programmes
would be necessary. It was a well-
understood, clear and balanced structure,
even if historically aberrational. It was
assumed that this structure, though
rarely tested, would automatically
provide the right capability for lesser
conflicts. It produced a force-planning
mentality which was not very agile, but
which formed the educational
background for nearly all of today’s
senior officers and officials.

The end of the Cold War unleashed
historically more normal, and more
complex, problems. The controlling lid
was off and disorder was growing;
although any participation in military
events surrounding them was
discretionary, it was becoming clear that
it was difficult for a nation such as the
United Kingdom to stand aside from
issues affecting global security. At the
same time, technological development
has exploded and is widely available
outside the military arena – available to
opponents who are often non-state
actors, overtly at least, who often operate
‘amongst the people’ in ways that exploit
both their irregular nature and their
ability to acquire technology. Moreover,
they frequently have the initiative and the
ability to select targets that are less
obviously military, whilst leaning for
support and disguise on the people
amongst whom they operate. They can
change their behaviour and technical
means of operation relatively easily and
quickly. 

This scenario demands more agility
technically, strategically and most of all
(though least in evidence) intellectually. It
demands a new range of capabilities
(demonstrated by the raft of Urgent
Operational Requirements (UORs)
needed to bring our apparently ‘high-
intensity warfare’ force to a suitable
condition for the kind of operations they
are regularly conducting). It demands
numbers too, given the nature of the
operations, their geographical spread and
their concurrency. Meanwhile, defence
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budgets have been severely cut, the defence
industry has for various reasons of greater
or lesser respectability been insufficiently
rationalised, and the cost of ‘state-of-the-art’
high-intensity capability has significantly
increased. This has created an environment
in which insufficient numbers of military
equipments can be purchased either to
sustain the numbers of operations under
way or to sustain an economic and capable
defence industry. And the evidence of the

‘We have to consider 
a major and rapid
rebalancing of some 
of the force structure 
in favour of mobility,
lightness, incremental
improvement and
volume’

UOR process is that the military capability
and technology update required cannot
easily be sustained either.  All of this is
leading to an accelerating downward spiral
in force structure. It is becoming, unless we
do something about it, a route to
irrelevance, as the ability to intervene is
eroded as steadily as our capacity for high-
intensity war.

What ought we to do? We cannot
sensibly rule out the possibility of major
general war in the next decade or two, so
the most obvious and prudent solution is
the recovery of at least some of the defence
budget, which has been halved in its
proportion of GDP in the last 15 years
despite the unpromising world situation.
Indeed, this is virtually inevitable at some
point and it must not be too late; it would
be comforting to hear the Chiefs of Staff
arguing for it instead of assuming failure.  

If, as nevertheless seems likely, this is
unachievable in the short term, then we
have to consider a major and rapid
rebalancing of some of the force structure
in favour of mobility, lightness, incremental
improvement and volume at the expense of
the higher levels of capability. We have to
design forces which are ‘good enough for
now’ – fit for today’s purpose – and which
have the capacity for subsequent technology

insertion as and when that becomes
possible, desirable and affordable. They have
to be cheap enough to allow a sufficient
order rate to sustain industry at a broadly
efficient and economic size and throughput.  

And, most significantly perhaps, we
have to re-examine our industrial needs
and capabilities on a Europe-wide basis –
not a national and somewhat protectionist
one, as the recent British Defence
Industrial Strategy appears to do – to
ensure the preservation of the right
capabilities across Europe and to give
Europe the opportunity to produce the
capability that its wealth and size should
allow, instead of being the very poor
relations of the USA. In most cases,
attempts to protect national industries
against market forces will, as night follows
day, lead to excessive costs, inflexibility,
inadequate capability and eventually
industrial collapse – look no further than
the French Rafale or, for different reasons,
the motor car industry.  

Our thinking must be driven by
national strategic concerns in a world
where the threat is not so much reduced
as changed, rather than by partisan
tactical electoral concerns, and it must be
as flexible and agile as our opponents’ if
we are to be able to match the threats we
face. 

By Gerald Howarth MP

Gerald Howarth is the UK Shadow Defence

Procurement Minister. Here he welcomes the

Defence Industrial Strategy, but warns that the

key to success lies in its implementation, not

least in how complex weapons, maritime and

research are handled, and calls for a thorough

review of Government spending priorities to

ensure that UK sovereignty remains unimpaired.

n December 2005 the UK’s Minister
(Defence Procurement), Lord
Drayson, published the Defence
Industrial Strategy (DIS), an ambitious

plan for the transformation of the
relationship between industry and MoD.

Prior to Lord Drayson’s arrival at the
MoD Main Building, progress in this

direction had been slow and, at best, patchy.
The earlier Defence Industrial Policy and
Smart Acquisition had called for changes to
the way the MoD did business, but little
thought had been given by Ministers as to
how we maintain key industrial capabilities
and how a changed relationship with
industry could bring better value for money
to the thinly stretched defence budget.

I have been calling for a new approach
to defence acquisition for the past three
years, for a partnership with industry, a
genuine through-life approach to the
delivery of capabilities and the need to
identify the key capabilities that we need to
retain in the UK, but until Lord Drayson’s
arrival, little attention appeared to be paid
to the calls of the Opposition.  

Lord Drayson is to be commended for
grasping this nettle.  Initial reaction from
industry was good.  Indeed, the DIS is an
impressive document which incorporates
much of what we have been calling for.
However, the key to success will lie in its
implementation.

April 2007 has been set as the target
date for implementation, so the next few
months will be crucial in deciding whether
this is just another MoD initiative which
will never quite make it, or if it will enable
the UK to meet the challenges of the
coming decades.  

When the DIS was published we
identified a number of gaps and potential
tripping points, which included complex
weapons, the maritime strategy and
defence research.

1 6   RU S I  D E F E N C E  S Y S T E M S  AU T U M N  2 0 0 6

I

TAKING THE
TEMPERATURE OF THE DIS:
DRAYSON’S SCORECARD



AU T U M N  2 0 0 6  RU S I  D E F E N C E  S Y S T E M S   1 7

content ion@rus i .org

Complex Weapons

In the area of complex weapons, the DIS
stated that there would be little significant
design and development work beyond the
next two years and that this would
‘present a substantial challenge to
industry’.  This seemed like a bizarre
abdication of responsibility on the part of
the MoD given that the purpose of the
DIS was to maintain our industrial base.
Following significant pressure from us and
from within industry, the MoD seems to
have reconsidered its position.  Therefore,
the announcement at the Farnborough Air
Show of the creation of ‘Team Complex
Weapons’, a strategic partnership between
the MoD and industry (lead by MBDA) for
the delivery of this key capability, is
welcome.

A Maritime Strategy

In its maritime strategy the prognosis is
not nearly so good.  By its own
admission, the Government has failed to
meet its key target of producing a
maritime sustainability strategy.
Maritime was always going to be one of
the most challenging areas, and it is an
area where the attitudinal changes
required by the DIS have been least
applied.

The saga over the Landing Ships
Docks programme with Swan Hunter is a
prime example of this.  Despite the fact
that Swan Hunter first informed the MoD
in September 2003 of problems which
eventually proved insurmountable, it was
not until July this year that the MoD
eventually stripped this failing shipyard of
the contract.  In the meantime, the MoD
took on the contract risk and made two
payments to Swan Hunter of £87M and
£62M respectively.  

The maritime strategy is potentially
the DIS’s Achilles heel.  If the MoD
cannot make its maritime strategy work it
will not just jeopardise the delivery of key
capabilities such as the Carriers, but it
could also put at risk the survival of this
industrial capability once the level of
work falls after the Type-45 destroyer
construction programme is delivered.
The cut in the number of Type 45s will
not make this any easier.  

Defence Research

Defence research is the key to the success
of the DIS across all sectors.  If we are to

continue to provide our Armed Forces
with word-class equipment we must
remain at the cutting edge of defence
technology.   The DIS makes clear that the
state-of-the-art equipment we enjoy today
is the result of investment under previous
governments and that we now risk falling
behind the emerging economies.
Spending on defence research has halved
since this Government came to power,
from £900M in 1997 to £450M today. 

The DIS has much sound rhetoric on
research but, sadly, little substance.  Only
in July, seven months after the DIS’s
publication, did the MoD accept that it

needed to examine the amount that MoD
spends on research.  Given the
Government’s record in this area we will
be looking for tangible progress in the
coming months.

There are a number of other key
issues arising from the DIS which have
potentially enormous implications for our
defence equipment programme, not least
the bald assertion that the Typhoon could
be the last manned fixed-wing aircraft to
be built in the UK, as well as the paralysis
over the future shape of land vehicles.
Space does not permit these to be
explored here in more detail.

Sovereignty and Spending Priorities

However, let me end on a note of
agreement on an important fact
recognised by the DIS, namely that
without a thriving defence industrial base
the United Kingdom will lose its national
sovereignty.  This is probably the most
significant observation in the entire
document and needs to be heeded by all

those concerned with the defence of the
realm, not least HM Treasury.

‘Our Armed Forces are
£10–15Bn underfunded
for the tasks they are
being asked to do’

One who has heeded it is my colleague,
the former Shadow Foreign and Defence
Secretary, Michael Ancram MP, who has
presented a forceful case that our Armed
Forces are £10–15Bn underfunded for the
tasks they are being asked to do.  So much
has changed since 1998’s SDR that we
now need a thorough, revised audit of our
foreign policy objectives and the defence
posture required to meet those objectives.
Interestingly, Norway has recently
embarked on a major re-equipment
programme to defend its energy interests.
With ongoing military operations in Iraq
and Afghanistan, with the Middle East in
ever-increasing turmoil, with Iran
threatening to annihilate a sovereign state
and with North Korea pressing on with
ballistic missiles, we need to be very alert
indeed.

The DIS could go a long way towards
meeting our requirements, but without an
honest debate about the spending priority
we are prepared to devote to defence we
could see our capacity to defend ourselves
sharply reduced in a very short space of
time.  It will be too late when people start
asking, ‘Where did our defence industry
go?’ 
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