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in defence of clarity 
reshaping Britain, part two - defence 

 

� The UK needs to focus its limited defence resources on home defence and 

power projection, ruling out protracted, Iraq-style interventions in the future.  

INTRODUCTORY NOTE – THE ‘WHY’ OF THIS REPORT 

As the disclosures continue to flow from the Wikileaks releases of US diplomatic cables – many of 

which turn out to have been anything but diplomatic, of course – the media in each affected country 

is naturally focussing primarily on the issues which affect them.  

In the UK, particular notice has been accorded to critical comments about the performance of British 

forces in Afghanistan and Iraq, and much of the resulting comment has been acutely painful both for 

serving soldiers and for the relatives of those brave men and women killed or injured in action.  

In a very tragic way, this pain is being inflicted wholly unnecessarily, because most of the adverse 

comment emphatically does not – let us repeat, does not - amount to criticism of the courage or 

professionalism of Britain’s soldiers. Time and time again, British soldiers have shown remarkable 

qualities of courage, dedication and professionalism.  

Rather, most of these critical comments can be summed up in one sentence – ‘the British Army is 

too small to do this job’. And the painful fact is that this critique – a critique based only on 

numbers, and not on quality - is true. In Iraq, for example, Britain deployed a total of 10,000 troops 

in a war in which about 300,000 coalition soldiers took on an Iraqi army which probably numbered 

about 375,000. In strictly numerical terms, Britain is not, and cannot be, in the big league. No amount 

of courage or professionalism can close the gap between 10,000 soldiers on the one side and 

300,000 or more on the other. If criticism is to be handed out, it should be levelled at those in the 

last government who ever thought that it could be otherwise.  

The way in which the Wikileaks material has been misrepresented as critical of the fighting qualities 

of Britain’s soldiers has prompted us to speed the production of this note, but its content had been 

under preparation for some time in any case.  

It may at first sight seem strange for a financial strategy research report to focus on defence issues, 

but the critical importance of defence goes far beyond the 2.5% of Britain’s GDP which is spent on 

the country’s armed forces. Defence posture and performance make key economic, practical and 

reputational contributions, particularly to a country whose prosperity depends on global trade. Since 

Britain’s new government has inherited a defence situation which is very close to being a total 

shambles, it is clear that something needs to be done. Our aim here is to assess what this essential 

action is.   
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CONCLUSIONS 

The problem  

This study concludes that Britain’s armed forces have been hamstrung by decades of piecemeal cuts 

which, in seeking to distribute the pain between the three armed services on the basis of ‘fairness’, 

have lost sight of the need to align military assets with required capabilities.  

The solution  

In addition to further cutting the still-excessive bureaucracy at the Ministry of Defence (MoD), 

government should seek to divide the UK armed forces into two Commands: 

- A Home Command, led either by the Army or by the Royal Air Force, would control such assets 

(including soldiers, armour and aircraft) as are deemed necessary for home defence. We advocate 

reducing the Home component of the Army to 50,000, concentrating a diminished armoured 

capability within the UK, expanding the numbers of Typhoon interceptors, considering the 

reinstatement of Nimrod, and deleting the Tornados. 

 - A Power Projection Command, led by the Royal Navy, would be responsible for all overseas 

operations. Replacement Sea Harrier interceptors would be purchased to fill the air defence chasm, 

and both existing carriers would be retained. The military force would be drawn from a pool of 10,000 

soldiers from the Parachute Regiment, the Royal Marine Commandos and the SAS and SBS special 

forces units. 

In addition to the greater focus and cost-effectiveness which such a structure could deliver, there 

would be a very significant political spin-off benefit – any future British government would be aware 

that operations such as the invasion of Iraq would not be possible, since the UK would have 

chosen power projection over intervention. 

 

 

INTRODUCTORY NOTE – THE ‘WHY’ OF THIS REPORT (CONTINUED) 

At present, a debate – which can surely be regarded as healthy – is taking place over British ‘national 

decline’. In a recent report1, we contributed to this debate by arguing that, whilst the UK’s standing in 

the world most certainly has declined over the last decade and more, further decline is not inevitable, 

provided that certain critical decisions are taken. In a far-from-exhaustive list, and in addition to an 

imperative need to fix the fiscal deficit, we identified three areas in which resolute action is required - 

encouraging equity-based enterprise, achieving clarity over Britain’s relationship with Europe, and 

sorting out the dysfunctional shambles that Britain’s national defence arrangements have become.  

Here, in the second instalment of a planned series on “reshaping Britain” for the twenty-first century, 

we look in more detail at a way forward on the defence issue. We had intended to present an 

analysis of the defence issue anyway, but the priority which we attach to this issue has been 

intensified by the way in which the Wikileaks material has been misrepresented as criticism of British 

soldiers’ fighting qualities. 

                                                 
1
 See Tullett Prebon Strategy Notes, issue eighteen, In Search Of National Efficiency (Reshaping Britain, part one), 22

nd
 November 

2010 
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Six decades of drift, three critical errors 

Though there were welcome dimensions to the recent Strategic Defence and Security Review 

(SDSR) – such as the beefing-up of cyberspace defence and intelligence, and the elimination of 

25,000 unnecessary civilian posts at the MoD – the overwhelming picture that emerges is one of 

unfinished business.  

In some respects, Britain’s defence posture has become nothing less than a shambles, which is 

about the only way in which to describe, for example, the likely possession of aircraft carriers without 

aircraft. This shambles reflects far more than simple budgetary restrictions, significant though these 

are. We believe that one has to travel no further than France to see how balanced defence 

capabilities can be achieved within a military budget which is not too dissimilar to that of the UK. 

There are, essentially, three cumulative reasons for the shambolic state of the MoD. These are: 

1. Rampant bureaucracy  

2. A wholly misplaced sense of fairness 

3. A severe lack of clarity over defence objectives         

The first of these will require little explanation, since excessive bureaucracy is the disease that has 

progressively infected the British body politic since 1945, and is a sickness which, in the absence of 

effective treatment, could in due course cripple the patient.  

Even so, the sheer extent of bureaucracy at the MoD remains breathtaking even by the dismal 

standards of British public administration. Prior to the recently-announced cuts, the MoD employed 

some 75,000 civilians to support an Army of barely 100,000 soldiers and a Royal Air Force and Royal 

Navy which, collectively, numbered about 75,000.  

According to a report by consultants McKinsey, administration absorbs about 20% of British defence 

expenditure, compared with a peer-group average of 11% in a survey which was extremely 

comprehensive in that it covered 33 defence ministries which between them account for more than 

90% of global military spending2. Yet one of the reasons given for merging the Admiralty, the War 

Ministry and the Air Ministry into the MoD in 1964 was to reduce administrative overhead! Given that 

British forces were under-equipped for much of the duration of operations in Afghanistan and Iraq, 

the views of soldiers and their families about annual MoD civil service bonus payments of around 

£50m are best left to the imagination.  

During the First World War, the British Army was famously said to consist of “lions led by donkeys”. 

Today, British generals (and their naval and air force equivalents) are highly professional, but it can 

all too often appear that “donkeys” still run the show, albeit nowadays carrying briefcases rather than 

swagger-sticks. If the new coalition administration can simply dispense with 25,000 of these 

bureaucrats at a stroke, what were they doing there in the first place? 

 

 

 

                                                 
2
 Reported in The Financial Times, 23rd March 2010 
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RECOMMENDATIONS IN DETAIL 

Home Command (under Army or Royal Air Force leadership) 

- Army component of 50,000 troops, based permanently in the United Kingdom 

- Reduced armoured forces, located entirely within the United Kingdom 

- Expansion of Typhoon interceptor strength 

- Possible reinstatement of Nimrod maritime patrol aircraft 

- Early retirement of all Tornado squadrons 

Power Projection Command (under Royal Navy leadership) 

- Retain HMS Ark Royal and use in rotation with HMS Illustrious 

- Procure replacement Sea Harrier interceptors as a matter of extreme urgency 

- Key logistic platforms are 1 x LPH (Ocean) and 2 x LPDs (Albion and Bulwark)  

- Power projection ground force of 10,000 to be drawn from the Parachute Regiment, the 

Royal Marine Commandos, the SAS and the SBS 

- Armoured support limited to the maximum sea-lift capacity of the LPDs and LPH 

- Rescind the decision to retire four frigates, and aim for an escort force of 233 

- Retain ten Fleet submarines (SSNs) and consider increasing the total to twelve4 

- Consider expansion of cruise missile capability, including installation aboard surface 

warships 

 

 

 

The high price of misplaced fairness 

If bureaucratic excess requires little explanation, it might seem surprising to find ‘a misplaced sense 

of fairness’ listed as a fundamental cause of British military disorganisation, but this weakness is a 

critical one.  

On almost every occasion since 1945 when defence spending has needed to be cut, every effort has 

been made to distribute the pain as “fairly” as possible between the three armed services. The recent 

SDSR is a case in point: 

- The Army loses about 7,000 soldiers, despite ongoing operations in Afghanistan. 

- The Royal Air Force (RAF) loses its Harriers, and sees Nimrod cancelled despite huge prior 

investment, but keeps its Tornado squadrons.  

- The Royal Navy (RN) gets two new aircraft carriers, but pays for them by losing all fixed-

wing aviation capability (including HMS Ark Royal), and four excellent frigates.  

                                                 
3
 4 x Type 22, 13 x Type 23 and 6 x Type 45  

4
 7 x Trafalgar class and 6 x Astute class 
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To those responsible for taking such decisions, this apportionment of pain presumably seems ‘fair’. 

To any outside observer, however, it is patently absurd. It results in:  

- An Army which is still just about large enough to be committed to Iraq-style operations, but 

far too small to conduct them effectively.  

- A Royal Navy which will eventually have two unaffordable aircraft carriers, but without any 

aircraft to fly off them.  

- A Royal Air Force which continues to wait in vain for political clarification of its key purposes.   

Six decades of this daft ‘fairness’ have resulted in armed services which are unbalanced, over-

stretched and in severe danger of becoming “jacks of all trades and masters of none”. At least one of 

the services (the Royal Navy) is now being stripped to the point where it may be incapable of fulfilling 

its existing commitments. 

Aims and capabilities 

Patent absurdities such as carriers without aircraft underscore the third critical weakness in UK 

defence organisation, which is a complete lack of clarity about precisely what the British armed 

forces are actually supposed to achieve within a necessarily-straitened defence budget.  

Let’s be clear about the potential defence taskings which have to be considered: 

- Home defence, against nuclear, conventional or terrorist threats. 

- Intelligence, including defence against cyberspace attack and industrial espionage. 

- Power projection (short-duration mobile strikes in support of British interests).   

- Intervention operations (meaning long-duration, Iraq- and Afghanistan-style overseas 

deployments). 

We believe that, even if the administrative drain is further reduced (as it surely must be), a defence 

budget at the current level cannot support effective capabilities in all four of these areas. Home 

defence is a non-discretionary activity, and so is the maintenance of a strong intelligence service 

which includes cyberspace defence. What this in turn means is that Britain has to choose between 

an intervention and a power projection capability, since she most certainly cannot afford both. 

We would, indeed, go further than this, arguing that Britain cannot afford an intervention capability at 

all within anything remotely similar to the current defence budget. 

In the entire post-war history of defence planning, the need to focus on power projection and, in 

consequence, effectively all but rule out intervention, seems to have been recognised just once, in 

the Strategic Defence Review (SDR) authored by George Robertson in 1998. The key assumption of 

that strategy statement was that overseas operations would henceforth be concentrated on power 

projection. Though intervention was not specifically ruled out, the force architecture which emerged 

from the SDR – and included increased amphibious warfare capability in addition to the centrepiece 

decision to procure two large aircraft carriers – implied that the MoD did not contemplate carrying out 

protracted ground campaigns in the future, but would henceforth specialise in power projection. 

This was a wise policy – and one that Tony Blair’s cabinet effectively threw out of the window when 

the first opportunity for interventionism arose.  
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Profoundly different wars 

To understand why power projection makes far more sense for the UK than intervention, we need 

to undertake a brief comparison between these two types of operation. Descriptions of these 

profoundly different kinds of warfare are set out in the boxes overleaf, but the key point to note is that 

power projection is a limited-duration, mobile option which British forces can undertake unaided if 

necessary, whilst intervention involves a long-term ground commitment which may, as in Afghanistan 

and Iraq, turn out to be open-ended.   

Power projection, with its emphasis on mobility, on short campaigns and on limited and defined 

objectives, is the type of expeditionary warfare at which British forces have always excelled. In most 

respects, this remains the case. Suitable numbers of troops can be drawn from the Parachute 

Regiment, the Royal Marine Commandos, the SAS and the SBS, all of whom train regularly in the full 

spectrum of maritime and air insertion operations between arctic and jungle conditions.  

The Royal Navy operates two dock-landing ships or ‘LPDs’ (HMS Albion and Bulwark) and a 

helicopter carrier or ‘LPH’ (HMS Ocean), together with additional amphibious shipping. The escort 

(destroyer and frigate) group is still just about large enough to provide appropriate support whilst also 

carrying out Britain’s other maritime commitments. All seven Trafalgar-class submarines have been 

modified to deploy Tomahawk land-attack cruise missiles (TLAMs), and the follow-on Astute class 

are similarly equipped. 

The yawning chasm – the lack of organic air defence  

The big chasm in this power projection capability is the complete lack of the carrier-based interceptor 

aircraft which are required to provide vital air cover both for maritime forces and for troops ashore. 

Without air cover, power projection operations cease to be possible.  

Much recent media comment has accused the coalition government of stripping the Fleet of its air 

cover, but the reality is that it was the Labour government which blew this hole in the UK’s defence 

capability when it withdrew the Sea Harrier force in 2003. The Harrier aircraft now being retired are 

strike aircraft – in the language of an earlier era, “bombers” – whereas essential air cover is provided 

by interceptors (“fighters”). Confusing the two is rather like mistaking a Fairey Battle for a Spitfire – 

both were single-engined monoplanes, but the similarities ended there. Whilst the media may be 

forgiven for confusing the two, there can be no excuse for Ministers and the MoD itself labouring 

under the same fundamental misconception. 

To be sure, the coalition government now plans to make this situation very much worse by retiring 

HMS Ark Royal (and, we suspect, in due course HMS Illustrious as well), whereas the rational 

choice would surely be to procure replacement Sea Harrier interceptors to provide air cover 

from these ships until one or both of the new carriers enter service towards the end of this decade. 

In the absence of organic air cover, British forces could only go to war at all under one of two 

conditions. The first of these would be that a country adjacent to the conflict zone might provide 

basing rights. Given that any country which provides basing rights for out-of-area forces will become 

branded as an enemy of the invaded country (and of its people, irrespective of subsequent changes 

of government), it is certainly not safe to assume that basing rights will be granted.  

CONTINUED ON PAGE 9 
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Profoundly different wars, #1 - power projection 

Power projection is essentially a limited-duration coercive exercise, aimed at securing a change 

in the behaviour of a foreign power as it affects British interests.  

British assets are deployed to theatre, either covertly (submarines) or in a visible “poise” which in 

itself exerts political pressure. Intelligence (in the jargon, “indications and warnings”) is gathered, and 

plans are put in place for escalation should this be deemed necessary.  

An important attribute of power projection is the ability to modulate the degree and pace of 

escalation should “poise” fail to bring about the desired outcome without conflict. Escalation, if 

required, can essentially take one or both of two forms.  

- First, it may consist of strikes using aircraft and/or cruise missiles.  

- Second, it may involve putting ashore up to 5,000 troops, together with supporting armour 

and vehicles, using an appropriate mix of helicopter and seaborne transport.  

In either scenario (and in the latter in particular), it is imperative that the British Task Group 

commands local air and maritime battle-space superiority.  

Once in place, the power projection Task Group can undertake non-conflict as well as combat 

operations – it can, for example, provide humanitarian relief, or evacuate British and friendly 

nationals if this is deemed to be necessary.  

One of the many strategic attractions of this sort of power projection is that it can be conducted in a 

self-sufficient way, with the UK alone providing full logistic back-up. The requirements for power 

projection are relatively simple to state: 

- A pool of around 10,000 appropriately trained troops.  

- One aircraft carrier, which acts as command ship as well as principal air and logistics 

platform, with a second in reserve. 

- Amphibious shipping, including both dock (LPD) and helicopter (LPH) platforms. 

- A squadron of interceptor aircraft to mount Combat Air Patrols (CAP). 

- A strong helicopter component. 

- Anti-submarine (frigate) and anti-air (destroyer) escorts. 

- Submarines equipped with cruise missiles.  
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Profoundly different wars, #2 – intervention 

The differences between power projection and intervention – as practised in Afghanistan and Iraq – 

could hardly be more profound. Whilst power projection is necessarily a short-duration activity, 

intervention operations can continue for a period of years, particularly when they are as ill-thought-

out as either of the aforementioned operations.  

An intervention operation may fit anywhere within a wide spectrum which ranges from UN-authorised 

peacekeeping at one extreme to a regime-change invasion at the other. For reasons best known to 

the then government, Britain committed to support the US in two interventions, both of which, as we 

see it, were acts of profound folly.  

For intervention, a large number of soldiers needs to be committed to theatre, and sustained there for 

a long period. The first problem with this, from a UK perspective, is that the British Army simply does 

not have sufficient numbers. Even before the recent defence cuts, the UK could deploy barely 10,000 

troops for any period of longer than three months, and this capability may now have declined to just 

6,500. Such a number is nowhere near world-scale (for example, the Iraq invasion pitched some 

300,000 allied soldiers against an Iraqi army estimated to have numbered about 375,000). 

The requirement for air cover and logistics support in intervention operations far exceeds the 

capabilities even of the largest aircraft carriers, so such operations become dependent on the 

willingness of neighbouring states to provide basing rights, but it is certainly not safe to assume that 

basing rights will be granted.  

Once troops are deployed to intervention operations, casualties are inevitable, and are certain to be 

far higher than would be incurred with power projection activities in which the objective is to focus 

military power at a defined location for a very limited period and for limited and well-defined 

purposes.  
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Special relationships?  

If basing rights cannot be accessed, the only remaining alternative would be for Britain to go cap-in-

hand to the United States (or conceivably to France) to ask for the loan of an aircraft carrier from the 

American or the French Navy.  

Despite its patent absurdity, this is precisely the position in which Britain has been put both by the 

Labour government (which withdrew the Sea Harriers) and by the coalition (which now plans to take 

away the ships as well). Small wonder that the SDSR, with its planned deletion of Britain’s carriers, 

has provoked very audible grumbles in Washington, where Britain has been accused of trying to 

“free-load” on America’s power projection capability.  

If British politicians are indeed remotely as paranoid about the “Special Relationship” with the United 

States as the Wikileaks documents imply, then the very idea of planning to rely upon the loan of air 

cover provided by American taxpayers is surely a very, very bad idea. It would make far more sense 

for the UK to retain its carriers and purchase replacement Sea Harriers rather than trying to cadge a 

free ride from the United States.  

If replacement interceptors were purchased, the cost could be much more than offset by savings 

resulting from the other proposals set out in this report. If, as is proposed here, the UK were to adopt 

a policy of power projection whilst specifically ruling out future intervention operations, there could be 

very major reductions in troop numbers and in armoured capabilities. Focussing the RAF on the 

defence of the UK would mean that the ageing and expensive-to-maintain Tornados could be 

eliminated, with more Eurofighter Typhoons being purchased instead to reinforce home defence.   

Although comparatively small, both HMS Ark Royal and Illustrious are admirably well designed to 

provide both combat air patrols (Sea Harriers) and logistic support. Re-equipping them with 

interceptors is surely a very, very much better option than planning to rely on the United States to 

provide air cover for any future British overseas operations.  

Removing dangerous temptations 

According to the old adage, “the road to hell is paved with good intentions”. Of the last government, it 

could be said that “the road to failure is paved with bad interventions”. We believe that the present 

government would not repeat the Labour administration’s mistakes, but we cannot be sure that any 

future government would necessarily avoid Afghanistan- or Iraq-type follies. The best way to ensure 

that this does not happen again is to remove any future such temptations by adopting a specific 

power projection defence posture which means that protracted interventions are no longer a 

possibility.  

The problem with Afghanistan and Iraq, from a British perspective, was that the UK opted to support 

the United States not just politically (which would have been wholly appropriate) but militarily as well, 

committing British soldiers to two wars which, quite apart from being at least arguably unwinnable, 

ensured that Islamic opinion became inflamed not just against the US but against Britain as well. 

What Britain got for its pains was a rising toll of casualties and a greatly heightened terrorist threat. 

One can only conclude that the Blair administration attached excessive importance to the Special 

Relationship. This relationship is indeed very important, but it should not be seen as binding either 

country to take part in all military operations conducted by the other. The British stance over Iraq was 
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notably at odds with the positions adopted by many of the UK’s European partners, most notably 

Germany and France.         

Matching aspirations to resources 

In any case, Britain simply is not equipped for such interventions. Even before the recent 

defence cuts, the UK could deploy barely 10,000 troops for any period of longer than three months, 

and such a number is nowhere near world-scale (for example, the Iraq invasion pitched some 

300,000 allied soldiers against an Iraqi army estimated to have numbered about 375,000). 

Even if Britain had sufficient numbers of troops available for extended deployments, she lacks the 

logistics to get them to the theatre of operations – are the soldiers expected to fly to war on EasyJet? 

Britain’s armoured forces are located in Europe – about the only place in which conflict seems almost 

inconceivable – and, again, the UK has nowhere near the amount of lift capability required to get its 

armoured forces to any area of likely conflict. 

Once troops are deployed to intervention operations, casualties are inevitable, and are certain to be 

far higher than would be incurred with power projection activities in which the objective is to focus 

military power at a specific location for a short period and for limited and well-defined purposes.  

One of the problems with UK force allocation over the last decade is that the British armed forces 

have looked capable of intervention deployment even though this is not in fact been the case. If, for 

example, Britain had not possessed an Army seemingly capable of long-term overseas deployment, 

Tony Blair could have offered the US no more than a naval presence in Iraq, and nothing at all 

beyond moral support in the invasion of Afghanistan.        

The invasion of Afghanistan was, and remains, a strategic blunder of historic proportions, for several 

reasons. First and foremost, a Western invasion of an Islamic country was exactly what the 

unrepresentative extremists of al Qaida were trying to provoke through a series of terrorist atrocities 

which culminated in the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on 11th September 

2001. Second, and as the British Empire and the Soviet Union both learned to their cost, wars in 

Afghanistan are essentially unwinnable. Third, even if a victory of sorts were to be achieved, any 

government left behind by the invaders would be seen by the populace as a puppet regime, and 

would almost inevitably be ousted within months. Moreover, there is nothing whatever to prevent al 

Qaida from relocating to, say, Pakistan or Somalia – would a US-led coalition plan to invade those 

countries as well? We believe that President Obama would not sanction such a folly. 

Of course, complete inaction would not have been acceptable to the American people in the 

aftermath of the 11th September attacks, but a wise administration would have restricted its response 

to air strikes against al Qaida targets in Afghanistan, attacks which needed to be launched 

immediately, before the terrorists could relocate from known positions. That is very probably exactly 

the choice that a President like Ronald Reagan might have made. Instead, the Bush administration 

opted for all-out invasion after appearing to dither for long enough for the terrorists to disperse.  

When the US invaded Iraq in 2003 - on the basis that Saddam Hussein possessed weapons of mass 

destruction (WMDs) which no one has subsequently managed to find - the Bush regime completed 

the squandering of the political capital which had accrued to the US after the 11th September 

outrages. If, as seems probable, the aim of al Qaida was to provoke the US into actions which would 

inflame Islamic opinion, then it can only be concluded that Mr Bush fell straight into the trap. 
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The vital choice 

The view expressed here is a clear one, and it is that, in addition to home defence and intelligence, 

the UK should commit itself to building a strong power-projection capability whilst ruling out future 

intervention operations. Since pretty much the same posture is held by France, such a choice would 

also facilitate greater Anglo-French cooperation.  

To accomplish this, we believe that the UK should divide its military forces into two components: 

� Home Command 

� Power Projection Command 

The Home Command, led either by the Army or by the Royal Air Force, would concentrate, in 

Britain, such assets as are deemed necessary for the defence of the UK itself against attack. The 

first line of defence would be air power, with the RAF given the clear task of defending UK airspace. 

This could be accomplished with an expanded Typhoon force and, perhaps, a reinstated Nimrod 

surveillance programme. The expensive-to-maintain Tornado squadrons would be deleted. The 

Home Command army would require perhaps 50,000 soldiers and a reduced armoured component, 

all of which would be based in the United Kingdom. The tricky decision over the replacement of 

Trident has been deferred, which at least gives the UK time to explore less expensive options such 

as a shorter-ranged (cruise missile) nuclear deterrent.   

The Power Projection Command would be led by the Royal Navy. The infantry component would 

number about 10,000 soldiers, drawn from the Parachute Regiment, the Royal Marine Commandos, 

the SAS and the SBS. Armoured support would be limited to the quantity which can be transported 

by the Navy’s amphibious shipping. The decision to delete Ark Royal would be rescinded, and both 

Illustrious and Ocean would be retained. The Harrier strike aircraft might still be deleted, but 

replacement Sea Harrier interceptors would be purchased, as a matter of urgency, to fill the glaring 

capability chasm between now and the commissioning of the new carriers towards the end of the 

decade. The recently-announced plan to retire four frigates ahead of schedule would be rescinded. 

Further ahead, the new carriers would be retained, and equipped with conventional aircraft as 

planned. The RN would press ahead with the design of the Type 26 frigate replacement. 

Such a realignment would reinforce home defence (most notably through an expanded Typhoon 

component, and possible reinstatement of Nimrod), whilst defining Britain’s overseas capabilities 

in terms of power projection. It would be abundantly clear to any future government that taking part 

in Iraq-style invasions was not an option, since the UK would no longer possess an intervention (as 

opposed to a power projection) capability. 

Ultimately, we conclude that power projection is a far better choice than intervention for a 

country with the UK’s blend of limited resources but worldwide interests.    

 

 

 

 

Dr Tim Morgan 

GLOBAL HEAD OF RESEARCH 
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