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ABSTRACT

Against a prevailing trend for off the shelf American aircraft and collaborative
European programmes, an outlier in the form of the low-volume British-made Hawker
Siddeley HS.801 Maritime Comet — the Nimrod MR1, was selected by the Labour
government in 1964-65 as the new maritime patrol aircraft for the RAF. The
continuation of this niche domestic aircraft procurement is rarely placed alongside the
emotive cancellation of the TSR.2, or the technological marvel of Concord, as events
that shaped the aviation industry and British policy, yet it forms an essential element
to understanding the wider picture of British ambitions in the period. This thesis will
seek to understand both the factors that influenced the selection of the HS.801 and
how it fitted into this wider British strategy. To achieve this, it will examine the
contributing factors of the British relationships with the United States and Europe,
defence spending and strategy and the domestic aviation industry — all under the
umbrella of a period of economic stringency for defence and particularly defence
procurement brought about by the balance of payments crisis of 1964.

From this examination, it will be argued that the Nimrod procurement provided
an essential measure of work for the embattled aviation industry, and when placed
alongside the other concurrent programmes serves to define British strategy, intent
and ambition of the mid-1960s. From this, it demonstrates how the Wilson
Government approached the needs of the economy, defence, and Britain’s place in

world affairs during the precariously balanced first six months of the administration.
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AIRCRAFT PROGRAMMES AND TERMS

Air Staff Requirement (ASR)

Air Staff Target (AST)

Avro Shackleton

BACTSR.2

BACVC-10

BAC/Sud Aviation Concord

BAC/Dassault AFVG

Breguet Atlantic

Ministry of Defence document laying out the
specification for a proposed aircraft requirement, often
based on the capabilities of a preferred platform and
providing a framework for manufacturers reference.

Ministry of Defence document detailing the conceptual
requirement for an aircraft at a functional and
performance level. Used in the early stages of
specification setting alongside Operational Requirement
(OR) for manufacturer reference.

Fixed-wing maritime patrol aircraft in RAF service as the
Mk.1,2 and 3. The Mk.1 and 2 variants were suffering
fatigue issues by the early 1960s, precipitating the need
for an interim replacement ahead of the introduction of
the advanced AST.357 programme.

All-weather nuclear capable strike aircraft, designated
Tactical Strike and Reconnaissance 2. A technologically
advanced aircraft design that was over budget and
behind schedule by the 1964 general election and was
cancelled in early 1965.

British airliner that was proposed in modified form as
both an interim Shackleton replacement under ASR.381
and the more advanced AST.357. Assessed as too
expensive and unable to meet required timelines. Did
enter RAF service in troop, cargo transport and air-to-air
refuelling roles.

Anglo-French supersonic airliner in development during
the period. Entered commercial service with Air France
and BOAC under the French spelling ‘Concorde’.

Anglo-French variable geometry strike aircraft
programme developed after the period. Following French
withdrawal and German and Italian entry, a version
entered service as Panavia Tornado.

Twin-engined maritime patrol aircraft developed during
the period by a European shared working consortium.
The ASR.381 specification was built around the aircraft.
Entered service with multiple European nations and
revised into Mk.2 form as the ‘Atlantique’ in the 1980s.



General Dynamics F-111

Hawker Siddeley HS.681

Hawker Siddeley HS.801

Hawker Siddeley HS.802

Hawker Siddeley P.1127

Hawker Siddeley P.1154

Hawker Siddeley Trident

Lockheed C-130

Lockheed P-3

Developed as the Tactical Fighter Experimental (TFX)
during the period as a consolidated design for the US Air
Force and US Navy. Selected as the replacement for
TSR.2 in RAF service but cancelled due to increased costs
and development delays in 1968.

Heavy transport aircraft in development for the RAF
during the period, but still in the design phase. Cancelled
in early 1965 in favour of American Lockheed C-130.

Modified Comet airliner proposed under ASR.381 and
accepted into RAF service as Nimrod MR1. MoA
principally referred to design as ‘Maritime Comet’ during
the period. Featured Comet 4C wings on Comet 4
fuselage and an adapted under-fuselage bomb-bay and
radar pannier from the ASR.381 Hawker Siddeley Trident
proposal.

Proposed replacement for the HS.681 after programme
was cancelled. Featured the HS.681 fuselage with Comet
4C wings. Dismissed as unsuitable within days of being
proposed and C-130 introduced into RAF service instead.

Lightweight V/STOL development aircraft undertaking
trials with Britain, the United States and West Germany
during the period. Entered RAF service as the Harrier
GR1.

Supersonic V/STOL strike aircraft design intended for
service in the RAF and RN and still on the drawing board
during the period. The RN variant was cancelled in 1963
and the RAF version in 1965, with both replaced by
American F-4s.

British airliner proposed as a direct rival to the BAC VC-10
against the ASR.381 specification. Similarly rejected on
development and financial timelines.

American heavy transport aircraft procured in place of
the cancelled HS.681 as part of the American package
with the F-111 and F-4.

Four engined American maritime patrol aircraft

considered against ASR.381 but not selected for RAF
service.

Vi



McDonnell Douglas F-4

North American B-70

SEPECAT Jaguar

Short Belfast

Short Seamew

American strike aircraft procured in place of the P.1154
for both the RAF and RN. Re-engined with Rolls-Royce
Speys and with components built under licence in Britain
as part of the offset of work for the domestic aviation
industry.

American supersonic strategic bomber under
development prior to the period. Subject to
confrontation between McNamara, Congress and US Air
Force during later development and cancelled in 1962.

Anglo-French advanced trainer and light strike aircraft,
developed after the period and entered RAF service as a
combat aircraft.

British heavy transport aircraft developed during the
period and subsequently entered limited RAF service.

Lightweight British maritime patrol aircraft, rejected by

RN and then proposed for RAF service prior to the
period. Cancelled due to a lack of required role.
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NOTES ON STYLE

Over the course of an aircraft development, the given name evolves.
Throughout this thesis, where appropriate and when discussing the platform in-
service, the operational name has been used, otherwise period developmental names
have been used. For example, the term Tactical Fighter Experimental (TFX) was applied
to what would become the F-111 aircraft once in service with the U.S. Air Force. For
the Nimrod aircraft, there were two terms used during selection and development,
and then Nimrod once operational. HS.801 was the internal Hawker Siddeley project
designation, with Maritime Comet frequently used by the MoD and MoA. These terms
are used interchangeably where it is most suited to convey the original meaning and
intent from the source documents and argument structure.

The Anglo-French supersonic airliner entered service as Concorde, with the
French spelling as standard. During 1964-65 the British term of Concord was used in
government and press writings, so that is the term used throughout here. The spelling
of the European maritime patrol aircraft as Atlantic refers to the original variant
developed during the period, whilst the second-generation model developed during
the 1980s was renamed as Atlantique and thus are considered as two distinct
airframes.

American and British spelling of terms such as Defense and Defence have been
retained when referring to titles and governmental departments. Unless used in a
direct quote, British spellings have been used throughout the wider text regardless of

topic.

viii



INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE
“It may be possible to use developments in the arms industry to forward our political
objects [sic]...Arrangements with the Americans will help to preserve some arms
industry in Britain and to give reality to Anglo-American partnership in defence
matters. Arrangements with European consortia for other weapons would help to
prevent us from becoming isolated from Europe and would also be good for our arms

industry.”?
Sir John Thomson, Foreign Office, 7 Jan 1965

A military aircraft procurement does not occur in isolation. It is driven by a
combination of wide-ranging domestic and international political objectives, the
prevailing economic conditions of the time, the aims and ambitions of allied nations,
and, invariably lastly, by the needs of the Service. The selection of the Hawker Siddeley
HS.801 Maritime Comet — the Nimrod MR1, as a purely British built design represented
an outlier during a frantic first six months of the Labour government following the
October 1964 general election. It occurred during a period of cancelled British aircraft
programmes and a move to both increased overseas purchases in the shape of the
American F-111, C-130 and F-4, and in international collaborative efforts in the form of
the Anglo-French Concord and the P.1127 vertical/short take-off and land (V/STOL)
research and development programme. The continuation of this niche domestic
maritime patrol aircraft procurement is rarely placed alongside the emotive
cancellation of the TSR.2, or the technological marvel of Concord as events that
shaped the industry and policy, but it is an essential element to understanding the
wider picture of British ambitions in the mid-1960s.

This thesis will seek to understand why the Nimrod aircraft came to be chosen

as the replacement maritime patrol aircraft for the RAF. This will be achieved by

! The National Archives of the UK [TNA] FO 371/184320, US/UK Military Cooperation, Memo,
Thomson (FO) to Lord Hood (FO), Decisions on Military Aircraft, 7 January 1965.



examining how the selection was shaped by the sterling and balance of payments crisis
inherited by Labour, the influence of American aims and ambitions, by British
considerations for the European Economic Community (EEC) and particularly de
Gaulle, and how all these elements contributed to define the review of defence
spending and strategy and the subsequent implications for the British aviation
industry. This will endeavour to address three main areas. Firstly and principally, how
and why a low-volume domestic aircraft procurement was able to succeed and enter
service whilst similar concurrent domestic programmes were cancelled. Secondly,
through this process, to understand the breadth of diverse factors that weighed into
the selection of an aircraft at the political, economic and military level during the
period. Thirdly, when placed alongside the choices made on the other military and
civilian procurements of the period, how this increases the understanding of British

strategy, intent and ambition during the early months of the 1964 Labour government.

The period under examination commenced with the election of the Labour
government under Harold Wilson in late October 1964 during a balance of payments
crisis and the threat of a devaluation of sterling, and culminated in the announcement
in Parliament by the Prime Minister of the decision to cancel the new RAF strike
aircraft, the TSR.2, in April 1965. Alongside the TSR.2 strike aircraft, the HS.681
transport aircraft and the P.1154 supersonic V/STOL fighter were also cancelled, with
all three British designs being replaced by American aircraft. The Anglo-French
Concord supersonic civilian airliner was also placed upon the block, but survived the
cull, as did the highly experimental P.1127 V/STOL lightweight fighter concept which

was under-going trials with Britain, the United States and West Germany at the time.
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The economic travails of the incoming Government, along with the TSR.2 development
and cancellation saga form the backbone of existing research into the period. What
has not been examined is why, in spite of the near total shift by Labour away from
independent British military aircraft manufacturing, the one other large scale aircraft
procurement programme of the time — the replacement for the Avro Shackleton —
resulted in a British airframe being selected that was based on an already outdated
civilian airliner, and offered very little in the way of export opportunities. The selection
of the Hawker Siddeley HS.801, titled the Nimrod MR1 in RAF service and which was
based on the ageing Comet airliner, ran counter to the economic and political planning
of the Wilson government. As such, the decision demonstrates the limitations of this
shift and the inherent importance of retaining a domestic military aircraft
manufacturing capability during the period.

The Nimrod procurement stands out as an outlier as the sole large scale
domestic military programme of the period that continued whilst all others bar the
experimental V/STOL P.1127 were cancelled. The rationale behind the selection of the
Nimrod and the relationship with the other concurrent programmes provides a greater
understanding of the interlinked nature of procurement policy during the period and
places the other procurements decisions in a more complete context. This aspect has
been lacking in existing research on the decisions of the period. Throughout this thesis,
and its examination of how the Wilson government used aircraft procurement as a
policy tool, it will be noted that a preferred option for a Shackleton replacement was
broadly conspicuous by its absence during discussions on the futures of the aircraft
programmes — particularly on the international stage. Instead it was within the

domestic arena that the programme demonstrated its significance as a valuable



element of work for the reduced and embattled aviation sector. Therefore when
placed alongside the other programmes, it highlights that domestic military aircraft
production did have to continue in a cost effective form during a period of competing
priorities, and was not completely discarded by the Wilson government in favour of
the overseas and collaborative programmes that will be considered in context first.

Thus, when the wider actions are examined in turn, it will be shown that this
reasoning behind the selection of H5.801, Nimrod, identifies it as the missing key to
unlocking and understanding the important roles that the military aircraft programmes
all played in both serving and shaping a wide spread of political, economic and
strategic considerations during the period. No single programme occurred in isolation,
and all were constituent parts of the jigsaw of the period, reflecting and impacting
differing governmental requirements. Nimrod, as the outlier, helps complete the
puzzle and provide the hitherto missing context for the procurement choices and
government decisions of the period.

The domestic and international factors that surrounded all the procurement
decisions of the period and ultimately shaped the HS.801 selection will be assessed,
and through this lens enable a greater understanding of, as outlined by Sir John
Thomson in the opening quote, how powerful the lever of defence procurement was
in enabling the Wilson government to balance domestic economic output with the
foreign policy objectives of maintaining a close relationship with United States and of
showing a commitment to European neighbours to ensure that the door to the EEC
remained opened. All this was carried out whilst trying to maintain the value of
sterling and press ahead with domestic reforms embracing the ‘white heat of

technology’. By examining this most unlikely of aircraft selections within the context of
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the other procurement choices, a much wider understanding can be gained of Britain’s

place and role in world affairs during a pivotal six-month period.

The timing of the Labour victory in the General Election of 15 October 1964
arguably framed the wider military and foreign policy need to ensure a replacement
for the Shackleton far more than the fragile economic state of the country. In the
twenty-four hours prior, Nikita Khrushchev was deposed as leader of the Soviet Union,
and the People’s Republic of China successfully tested their first nuclear weapon.? Less
than a month later Lyndon B Johnson won the American presidential election in a
landslide and continued to press ahead with an ever increasing military intervention in
Vietnam, with, in the words of Bornet, a conviction that the “...1964 election had given
him an unlimited mandate to follow his inclinations at home and abroad.”? Britain was
already in the midst of an agonising debate over its ongoing role in world affairs. The
guestion of maintaining an expensive military presence in the Middle East and Asia,
particularly in countries that had since the end of the Second World War gained
independence from Britain, was continually being posed under newspaper headlines
such as ‘Seeking Common Anglo-U.S. Approach: Sharing Western Burdens’.? The socio-
economic benefits of effectively maintaining an empire by another name were
considered dubious at a time when closer European integration was seen as the way

forward, and grand collaborative projects such as the Concord supersonic airliner were

2 H. Conroy, Callaghan (London: Haus, 2006) p. 33.

3V.D. Bornet, The Presidency of Lyndon B. Johnson (Lawrence: University Press of Kansas, 1983) p.
117.

4 Our Own Correspondent, “Seeking Common Anglo-U.S. Approach: Sharing Western Burdens”, The
Times, 10 February 1964.
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symbolic of this shift.> This existing posture was known simply as East of Suez, and
came to symbolise Britain’s relationship with the world in the first half of the Cold
War, at a time when British influence and power projection was on the wane, and the
economic and ideological might of both the United States of America and the Soviet
Union were filling the void of the diminished European powers.

The support offered by the Marshall Plan to Britain and continental Europe
after the Second World War enabled the continental powers in particular to
reinvigorate their economies and strive towards the unified economic market model
championed by Clayton and others within the US State Department, combined with
aspirations of political unity to stave off the threat of war.® Britain had been slow to
realise the benefits of the European Economic Community, and after making overtures
for membership in the early 1960s was firmly rebuffed by French President General de
Gaulle in January 1963, who saw British membership as a threat to French power on
the continent.” The Anglo-French Concord offered both a means of demonstrating
British commitment to Europe, whilst also playing directly to de Gaulle’s desire to
present France as an advanced world-leading power. Both the extreme costs involved,
and the significant industrial efforts required, necessitated the project being
considered alongside the military programmes as ripe for the cull in early 1965. The
refocusing inwards of the European powers brought with it the final gasps of empire,

and could most clearly be seen in the earlier struggles of the French to hold onto

3> The Anglo-French supersonic airliner had, during development, two naming variants. In Britain it was
referred to as Concord, whereas the French used Concorde. As such Concord will be used throughout as
it ties directly to the archival material.

6 T. Healey, “Will Clayton, Negotiating the Marshall Plan, and European Economic Integration”, in
Diplomatic History, Vol.35, No.2 (2011) pp. 230-233.

T TNA, BT 241/2690, Prime Minister’s reaction to President de Gaulle’s press conference held on 14 Jan
1963, Note, Carey, President de Gaulle’s Press Conference, 15 January 1963.
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power in Indochina as resistance movements driven by Marxist ideologies and support
from the leading communist nations began to dominate into the 1950s. Even prior to
the 1964 American election, there was a gradually increasing American military
involvement in the region as part of their policy of containing and then rolling back
communism across the globe. Britain, under the previous Conservative governments,
had refrained from direct British military involvement in Vietnam, and this was a
stance that Wilson was determined to maintain, much to the personal annoyance of
Johnson who was experiencing a similar balance of payments crisis driven by large
scale international military efforts.® With China now joining the nuclear club, the
importance of British nuclear defence policy, which under Macmillan had become an
intertwined relationship of manufacturing and deployment with the United States
could not be overstated, and so finding a means of keeping President Johnson close
took on an even more challenging aspect in light of the refusal to deploy British troops
in combat in the Far East.

This need for an ever closer relationship with the United States was reflected in
the field of defence procurement, and particularly that of aircraft procurement. The
Hawker Siddeley HS.681 transport aircraft and P.1154 V/STOL combat aircraft
alongside the British Aircraft Corporation (BAC) TSR.2 combat aircraft were either in
advanced design stages or as flying prototypes when Labour won the General Election.
All three aircraft programmes were ultimately terminated and replaced with American

aircraft designs, some of which incorporated British elements but were predominately

8 W.1. Cohen, 4 Nation Like All Others, A Brief History of American Foreign Relations (New Y ork:
Columbia, 2018) p.180 and H. Parr, “Britain, America, East of Suez and the EEC; Finding a Role in
British Foreign

Policy, 1964-67" in Contemporary British History, Vol.20, No.3, (2006) p. 405.



off the shelf imports.® With the reluctance of the Wilson government to join the
United States in ground operations in Vietnam, moving towards closer ties in defence
research and development and procurement represented a clear olive branch to an
American president whose focus on domestic issues would have been aided by a series
of British purchases providing some additional work for a consolidating American
defence industrial establishment which was seeing its aircraft programmes slashed
under Secretary of Defense McNamara.° For McNamara himself, the move helped
validate this strategy of bringing the methods of commercial manufacturing into the
sphere of defense procurement. An additional benefit to the Royal Air Force of this
ploy was that it promised an accelerated programme of bringing capabilities into
service at a time when the new political instability in the Soviet Union and a newly
nuclear weapon equipped China in the Far East represented both a threat to Europe
and the wider international system.

The purchasing of off the shelf American aircraft designs necessitated the
spending of scant government funds overseas at a point when the country could ill-
afford to do so. The Labour government had inherited an £800 million balance of trade
deficit, at a time of fixed exchange rates, from the Conservative administration and the
economic situation was seen as an essential priority for the incoming Chancellor of the
Exchequer James Callaghan.'! As described by Susan Howson, “A balance-of-payments

deficit with fixed exchange rates will oblige the monetary authorities to sell foreign

°S. Broadberry, & T. Leunig, The Impact of Government Politics on UK Manufacturing since 1945
(London: Government Office for Science, 2013) p. 29.

10M. Lorell, The U.S. Combat Aircraft Industry (CA: Rand, 2003) p. 80.

! Conroy, Callaghan, p. 36.



currency in exchange for pounds in order to maintain the value of the pound.”*? To
counter this, the presumed course of action for Callaghan was to devalue the pound in
order to make sterling more competitive on the global markets, thereby boosting the
opportunities for British exports. Devaluation was a well-trodden route for previous
Labour led and majority governments, having been a consequence of sterling coming
off the Gold Standard during the Great Depression in 1931, and then formally in 1949
in a move that Pollard has viewed as a failure as it “...did not improve Britain’s
international competitive position.”*3 It was ruled out immediately as an option by the
new government as it would have been calamitous for Wilson’s progressive Labour
ideals to be seen to have taken a step back to traditional safe Labour policies within
the first few months of taking office.'4

Wilson was at the helm of a progressive Socialist movement within the Labour
party, and continually stressed that they were a forward looking and dynamic party.'®
Not all in his party were convinced, with Jobson of the opinion that the rank and file
party members were, “...on the whole, suspicious of the new scientific and
technological age.”*® For Wilson and his allies there was a need to demonstrate the
validity of his vision through government organised stimulation of the economy and
thus increasing the living standards for all in Britain. To achieve this, the country would

have to embrace the new manufacturing fields and techniques and become a world

12S. Howson, ‘Money and Monetary Policy Since 1945’ in, Ed. R. Floud & P. Johnson, The Cambridge
Economic History of Modern Britain (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2004) p. 140.

13'S. Pollard, The Development of the British Economy, 4" Edition 1914-1990 (London: Edward Arnold,
1992) p. 197.

14 A. Shrimsley, The First Hundred Days of Harold Wilson (London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson, 1965) pp.
13-14.

15 C.J. Bartlett, 4 History of Postwar Britain (London: Longman, 1977) p. 217.

16 R, Jobson, Nostalgia and the Post-War Labour Party: Prisoners of the Past (Manchester: Manchester
UP, 2018) pp. 77-78.
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leader in computing and technology. The announcement of this policy in the 1963
Scarborough conference gave rise to the term, ‘the white heat of technology’, and it
was by this name that the wider Labour policies to invigorate the economy became
known.” As part of this, Wilson wanted to move away from costly prestige projects
such as domestic military aircraft programmes with limited export potential, and move
the research and development workforce into the commercial civil sector where their
skills could revolutionise British prospects of competing with the United States in the
high value technology markets. That the newly created Ministry of Technology lacked
the ability, unlike in wartime, to move the workforce around to suit did little to limit
the enthusiasm for the concept.'® There was also the risk that without this transition,
the highly skilled workers would leave Britain and move to the United States where
their expertise would be more highly valued and would enable them to continue
working within their particular niches. All of Labour’s grand plans had a fundamental
limitation in the shape of their parliamentary majority of four.*® From the outset it was
understood that a second election would have to follow in short order, and thus short-
term popular developments would have to take priority over the idealistic embracing
of the white heat of technology.?°

The condition of the domestic aviation industry, and the expectations of
government during the period, had been defined by the 1957 Defence White Paper
and its aftermath. This had laid out a clear and immediate expectation from the

Conservative government that, in order to improve the competitiveness of the aviation

17 Political Correspondent, “Mr. Wilson waves new banner of revolution”, The Times, 2 Oct 1963.
18 R. Coopey, Industrial Policy in the White Heat of the Scientific Revolution in Ed. R. Coopey, S.
Fielding & T. Tiratsoo, The Wilson Governments 1964-1970 (London: Pinter, 1993) p. 116.

19 P. Foot, The Politics of Harold Wilson (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1968) p. 155.

20 Bartlett, 4 History of Postwar Britain, p. 217.
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sector and its effectiveness within wider British industrial output, there was a need to
consolidate and rationalise the large number of companies involved in airframe and
aeroengine manufacture, with an expectation that the companies would work
cooperatively on programmes. A key element was, as viewed by Fearon, that there
were high levels of costly duplication of effort from the multitude of companies,
particularly in the challenging market for civil aircraft orders.?! For Devereux these
competitive problems instead stemmed from British companies being, “...too
numerous and too specialized, and none were sizeable enough to take on growing
producers like Boeing.”?? The point of agreement however, was that the sector was
too large for both the reduced post-Korean War defence requirements and the
emerging era of American-dominated civil aviation.

Duncan Sandys, as Minister of Defence in 1957, saw the future of warfare as
centring on ballistic missile technology, and this position brought about a significant
reduction in manned strike and interceptor aircraft requirements and the cancellation
of multiple programmes under development, such as the Avro 730 high-speed, high-
altitude reconnaissance aircraft, which would be vulnerable to advanced surface-to-air
missile systems.?3 By the late 1950s, 70% of the output of the domestic aviation sector
fulfilled military contracts, and such a significant change in policy inevitably resulted in

a need to reduce the overall size of the aviation sector.?* The policy also placed a

21 P. Fearon, “The Growth of Aviation in Britain”, in Journal of Contemporary History, Vol.20, No.1
(1985) p. 36.

22 D. Devereux, “State Versus Private Ownership: The Conservative Governments and British Civil
Aviation 1951-62”, in Albion: A Quarterly Journal Concerned with British Studies, Vo0l.27, No.1 (1995)
p- 85.

23 T. Buttler, “The 1957 Defence White Paper: The Cancelled Projects”, in Journal of Aeronautical
History, Paper No.2018/03 p. 88.

24 K. Hayward, “The Formation of the British Aircraft Corporation (BAC) 1957-61”, in Journal of
Aeronautical History, Paper No.2012/01 p. 4.
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greater importance on promoting the profit-earning civil aviation side of the various
businesses. These government-led consolidation efforts on private companies were
achieved, in the words of Keith Hayward, “...through ‘persuasion’ and the selective
allocation of government contracts.”?> The process continued into 1960, led by Sandys
following his move to the new Ministry of Aviation in late 1959.2° The rationalisations
resulted, in some cases reluctantly, in the creation of British Aircraft Corporation (BAC)
from the merging of Bristol, English Electric, Vickers and Hunting, with de Havilland
joining the Hawker Siddeley group.?’ This significant upheaval and the reduction in
orders were not universally viewed as the correct solution to the problem of an
oversized industry. The MP for Belfast West, Patricia McLaughlin, referencing the
reduction of work allocated to government-owned Shorts within her constituency,
stated that, “It is an unusual kind of company when the majority shareholder sits
complacently and allows the firm to go down the drain.”?® Such a perceived lack of
consideration for Shorts typified the problematic view of how to manage the industry
in the late 1950s and early 1960s, yet by 1964 the new conglomerates and the
expectations of collaborative work were the accepted status quo, with no further
amalgamations weighing on the procurement processes of the period.

The aspirations of the Wilson government to further reform and refocus the
sector into a profitable segment of British industrial output were therefore not new or
novel ambitions. Yet they did take on an increased speed and importance given the

economic pressures and the wider aspirations of technological reform for the British

25 Hayward, “The Formation of the British Aircraft Corporation (BAC) 1957-61" p. 4.
26 Hayward, “The Formation of the British Aircraft Corporation (BAC) 1957-61” p. 11.
?7 Devereux, “State Versus Private Ownership” p. 82.

28 House of Commons Debate, 22 May 1958, Hansard, Vol. 588, Col. 1600.
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economy as a whole with the need to free up research and development capacity and
a skilled workforce.

Of the aircraft procurements that were at various stages of development
during the period only two British designed and built aircraft survived the cull and saw
front line service. The Hawker Siddeley P.1127, which would see service under the
name Harrier, was a world leading project introducing V/STOL technologies into
combat aircraft in a small, compact and dynamic package. This opened up a wide
range of export possibilities, including to the United States, who along with West
Germany were contributing to the early research and development work at Hawker
Siddeley.?® With Britain leading the world in this capability the decision to continue
with its development appeared logical. The P.1127 fitted Wilson’s vision of Britain
leading the way in this new forward-looking age. The same could not be said of the
Hawker Siddeley HS.801 which was ultimately selected as the replacement for the
ageing British built Avro Shackleton Mk.1 and 2 maritime patrol aircraft.3° The HS.801
was based around the Comet airframe, which was the first jet powered airliner in the
world when it entered service in the late 1940s. By the mid 1960s it was fast becoming
obsolete and in the process of being retired by the few operators who had persisted
with it long after Boeing had captured the lead in commercial aviation with the 707
model of long-range airliner. The HS.801 did not offer any of the technological
advancements of the P.1127, and certainly not the clear export, and thus economic,
advantages. In early 1965 it was still on the drawing board, whereas the United States

already had the Lockheed P-3 Orion in service and available for export, which

2% The Harrier was re-named the AV.8B in U.S. Marine service.
30T. Yonge, ‘A Historical Perspective on Defence Procurement - The Competition for the Replacement
of the Avro Shackleton Mk.1 & 2, 1963-1966°, Air Power Review, Vol. 16, No. 1 (2013) p. 94.
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represented a capable, cost-effective option that would have fitted into the model of
replacing expensive low-volume British aircraft with American off the shelf offerings.
The total purchase requirement was certainly modest when compared to the TSR.2
and thus an additional overseas purchase would not have made a great impression on
the already stretched government fiscal plan. It would however have ensured that the
aviation industry retained a stream of work at a time when other programmes were
being cancelled, and at a level that would not have significantly detracted from the
ambition of moving the highly skilled workforce into the more economically
competitive fields.

Therefore, by understanding how these greater elements shaped the rationale
behind the procurement of the HS.801, so the complete picture of both Britain’s
position in the world, and of how the various procurements both shaped and reflected
the new reality can be assessed. The economic dilemma of devaluation and the press
of the white heat of technology, particularly for the aviation industry, framed the
domestic situation. Internationally, the urgings from the White House over British
support in Vietnam was balanced against the uncertainty over continued British
involvement East of Suez and a rapidly changing global landscape. In Europe, the
problem of de Gaulle and how to prepare for another bid for EEC membership must
also be considered. Out of all of this, a most unlikely low volume domestic military
aircraft procurement emerged. One that has been ignored by the majority of
academia, yet may well hold the key to forming a more focused understanding of how
and why the complex British domestic and international machine worked the way it

did in those crucial early months of the Wilson government and beyond.
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The well-established academic literature of the period that focuses on Britain
can generally be broken down into two groups; those works focusing on the
performance of the British economy, and those examining the political machinations
of Harold Wilson and his government on both the domestic and international stage.
Amongst the more specialist authors, studies have been made of the TSR.2 and
Concord programmes, whilst others have chosen to examine the period as an element
of the broader Cold War or the decline of the British aviation industry. Despite this
wide variety of texts, there is no work dedicated to the understanding of the HS.801
procurement, and how it sat within the context of the period.

To economic historians, the early months of the Wilson government are seen
as a stepping-stone on the route to the devaluation crisis of 1967. The actions of
Callaghan as Chancellor in fighting off devaluation through a series of trade tariffs and
an emergency budget in November 1964 are seen as the crucial focal points.3! Those
studies which examine the Labour administration’s policies, such as Beckerman’s
volume The Labour Government’s Economic Record, 1964-1970 and Blackaby’s British
Economic Policy 1960-74 see the efforts of Callaghan as a failure, undoubtedly due to
the fact that devaluation would still occur just a few years later.3? Such studies dwell
heavily on economic performance numbers and are clearly aimed at a specific
audience. They are also notable for the fact that although defence spending does
getting fleeting mentions, the only aircraft procurement that is deemed worthy of

comment is the TSR.2, and even then as providing only a small saving to government

31 G. O’Hara, 'Dynamic, exciting and thrilling change; the Wilson government’s economic policies 1964-
70°, in Contemporary British History, Vol.20, No.3, (2006) pp. 383-402.

32 Ed. Blackaby, F.T., British Economic Policy 1960-74 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1979) and Ed.
Beckerman, W., The Labour Government’s Economic Record, 1964-1970 (London: Duckworth, 1972).
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expenditure.3? Domestic industrial performance outside of defence research and
development (R&D) is often viewed as the primary hindrance to growth.3* The
government’s efforts to promote growth in the economy and the subsequent failures
of such policies with the spectre of devaluation always hanging heavy in the
background are how the period is characterised. Booth presents the 1964-1970 Labour
period as, “[A] tragi-comic slide...from promises of faster growth to devaluation and
ultimately to major retrenchment [marking] ...a key stage in the development of the
postwar economic policy.”** Contemporary works such as the Hacketts’ The British
Economy; Problems and Prospects, first published in 1966, present a different
viewpoint, principally because they do not have the benefit of hindsight over
devaluation.3® Here the balance of payments crisis of 1961 is assessed as a far more
serious hindrance to the economy than the one of three years later.

Economic historians who examine the wider post-war and twentieth century
periods, such as Alec Cairncross and Sidney Pollard, place the events of 1964-65 within
the context of Labour’s intentions of shifting the economy away from the boom and
bust cycles seen under the previous Conservative government.3’ Such texts, often
aimed at a university undergraduate audience, do not have the space to venture into
great detail on the period, and as such defence expenditure is only considered in
sweeping terms, and aircraft procurement does not receive a mention. Given that the

decline of the British aviation industry represents part of the overall decline in British

33 Blackaby, British Economic Policy, p. 112. & Beckerman, The Labour Government’s Economic
Record, p. 195.

3 B.W.E. Alford, British Economic Performance, 1945-1975 (Hong Kong: Macmillan, 1988) pp. 74-88.
35 A. Booth, The British Economy in the Twentieth Century (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001) p. 177.

36 A-M. & J. Hackett, The British Economy, Problems and Prospects (London: Allen & Unwin, 1967)

37 A. Cairncross, The British Economy Since 1945, 2™ Edition (Oxford: Blackwell, 1995) & Pollard, The
Development of the British Economy, 4" Edition.
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manufacturing throughout the post-war period, the omission of what represents a
watershed moment is somewhat surprising.3® The economic texts do not view defence
matters as having been a major element of Labour’s reaction to the economic crisis,
yet the decisions taken over the procurements, and the intriguing selection of the
HS.801 in particular had profound financial and industrial implications for Britain.
Studies on the economics of defence procurement represent a subdivision of
the broader economics discipline, rather than placing the defence industry within the
history of political decision making. They are however useful sources of statistics on
the financial and labour aspects of the industry, alongside framing the ever-increasing
consolidation of the sector. As new works are published so the era under examination
shifts to the recent past, such as Taylor and Hayward’s study of 1989 which examines
the period 1979-1987.3° Where the 1964-65 cuts are discussed, the focus is on the big
three cancelled programmes, without reference to the HS.801.%° Keith Hartley’s
multiple works do provide valuable insights in the nature of the relationship between
political ambitions and procurements over a broad sweep on time, but are not
primarily aimed at the historian, as identified in The Economics of Defense, it is instead,
“...designed for upper-level undergraduate and graduate students in economics.”*!
Hartley and Sandler’s vast two volume Handbook of Defense Economics does address

the fundamental political choice inherent in any procurement, stating the options,

38 Pollard does cover the shift in responsibility for aircraft design and production away from the Ministry
of Aviation and to the new Ministry of Technology but does not place this in the context of spiralling
defence costs and diminishing exports.

3 T. Taylor & K. Hayward, The UK Defence Industrial Base; Development and Future Policy Options
(London: Brassey’s, 1989).

40W_.A. Chin, British Weapons Acquisition Policy and the Futility of Reform (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004)
p. 54.

4T, Sandler & K. Hartley, The Economics of Defense (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1995) p. 11. and K.
Hartley, The Economics of Defence Policy (London: Brassey’s, 1991).
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“...of support for a national DIB [defence industrial base] or importing foreign arms
(either with or without offsets) or the ‘intermediate’ solutions of international
collaboration and licenced/co-production.”*? Such economic studies on procurement
are however primarily concerned with the detailed breakdown of the what and how,
rather than the why.

Political studies of the period, particularly those that examine the early months
of the administration, centre on the attempts of the Wilson government to stabilise
the economy. The incoming government is viewed as being light on experience of high
office and dominated by the figures of Wilson as Prime Minister and Callaghan as
Chancellor.”® Given the urgency of providing a workable solution to the deficit in the
balance of trade it is unsurprising that the actions of Callaghan have come under such
scrutiny. Biographies of Callaghan, such as that by Henry Conroy, and indeed
Callaghan’s own autobiography focus on the budgets of November 1964 and April
1965 as the cornerstones of these efforts, yet defence matters are rarely touched on
as having shaped these budgets.** Owen’s study on British industry dedicates a
chapter to the post-war aviation industry, but for him the civilian side is the dominant
piece, and only briefly mentions the cuts of 1965 in the context of the need for the
Wilson government to cuts wider costs. Here, as with almost all studies, the HS.801 is

not mentioned alongside the other four military and civilian Concord programmes.*

42 K. Hartley, ‘The Arms Industry, Procurement and Industrial Policies’, in Ed. T. Sandler & K. Hartley,
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As with economic studies, so political studies of Callaghan see the implementation of
tariff restrictions as a means of avoiding devaluation of sterling as central to the
government’s thinking. Callaghan himself does mention the benefits of moving the
highly skilled workforce away from the Concord and TSR.2 programmes and into the
car industry where they were desperately needed, yet he does not state whether the
cutting of the aircraft procurements was principally done to aid in the redistribution of
the workforce to more profitable areas, or to combat the economic crisis.*®

Harold Wilson has been portrayed within the historiography as a characterful
leader, ideally suited to the ever-important medium of television alongside radio.*’
Like Callaghan, his actions in the first few months in office are seen in relation to the
economic reforms balanced against his ambitions for long term regeneration after
thirteen years of Labour in opposition. As the dominant figure within the Cabinet,
much of the political examinations of this period focuses on Wilson as the originator
and decider of Labour policy, rather than to it being the work of his Ministers. Peter
Hennessy observes in his substantial history of the Civil Service, Whitehall, that as
Wilson had served in the Civil Service during the Second World War he was expertly
placed to understand what could or could not be achieved at the Treasury in tackling
the deficit.*® Whilst Hennessy contents himself with assessing the working of the
Department of Economic Affairs (DEA) in this period, rather than the direct
management of the economic crisis, he does provide the opening for understanding
how the powerful and influential briefing committees who would have advised the

Ministers on their decisions worked. This aspect of Civil Service influence is not

46 Callaghan, Time and Chance, p. 168.
47 Sked & Cook, Postwar Britain, p. 201.
48 P, Hennessy, Whitehall (New York: Macmillan, 1989) pp. 181-182.
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normally explored in political texts, as these tend to favour appraising the Ministers
rather than their teams. Jeffery’s edited volume, Labour Forces, is a perfect example of
providing fairly neutral character assessments of leading figures without necessarily
exploring how they interacted with their department staff.*® The other oft citied cause
for the crisis and the subsequent decision-making process is the previous Conservative
Government. Jenkins, as Minister of Aviation, argued in his autobiography that the
military and civil aircraft programmes were a Conservative commitment that was
overburdening the industry, and whilst he refrained from going into the specifics of all
save the TSR.2, he suggested that the cutting of all the over-budget and crucially un-
exportable designs would save both money and win political ground.>® The HS.801,
based on the second of these concepts should therefore almost certainly have gone to
the gallows. Come the summer of 1965, and thus after the period directly under
examination, defence and aircraft procurement does begin to become a more
prominent feature within writings on Labour policy, yet the apparent knee-jerk
reaction to the crisis of driving through procurement cuts remains under-examined.

One area where the political views of Wilson and Callaghan aligned with Healey
and other senior figures within the party was over a desire to maintain British
influence on the wider stage, particularly East of Suez.>! It is here that debate takes
place on defence expenditure, not as a means of defence of the realm, but as an

economic and political tool in both the colonies and former colonies in the Far East.>?

4 K. Jefferys, Labour Forces, From Ernest Bevin to Gordon Brown (London: I.B. Tauris, 2002) pp. 105-
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Authors such as Parr highlight the delusion of Wilson’s vision of the frontier of British
responsibility sitting at the foothills of the Himalayas, and use this to argue that Wilson
demanded a high degree of military capability in order to maintain this presence,
despite the ever increasing importance of gaining EEC membership and his ambitions
for the re-energisation of the domestic economy.>? Joseph Frankel, however, cites
Healey as having said in 1965 that, “...our military presence East of Suez is...[for] the
maintenance of peace and stability where sudden withdrawal of colonial rule has often
left the local people unable to maintain stability without some sort of external aid.”>*
Frankel’s view of Healey suggests a more altruistic motive, yet whilst both offer
different reasoning for the sustainment of a worldwide British military commitment,
neither author delves into how procurement decisions contributed to making it
financially viable. The basic concept that British overseas military expenditure was too
high is agreed upon by the majority of authors, and Frankel offers up that in purely
economic terms the purchasing of aircraft from the United States was a more cost
effective solution, backed up by Fry who sees the cheaper F-111 purchase as one
designed to ensure the continuation of the East of Suez role despite the need to cap
the defence budget.>> Equally, although authors such as Colman and Dockrill have
written on the notion of American support for sterling in exchange for Britain
maintaining a presence East of Suez, the use of defence procurement as a tool in

gaining this support and going beyond simply saving money is not addressed.® These
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works address the ‘why’ motivation for having a non-specific capability, yet do not
address the particular question of ‘what aircraft and why’ of a certain purchase. This is
not surprising from a technical standpoint, as the matters exist within the political
realm rather than the particular capabilities of the various aircraft and if they were
suited for the various environments. The ‘what’ aircraft question is important for
understanding the political impact that a specific aircraft proposal could have, and is
central to understanding how each selection fitted into, and arguably even shaped,
foreign policy decision making. The central focus of this thesis is on the selection of the
HS.801 Nimrod as the aircraft to replace the Avro Shackleton, rather than the wider
strategic concept of whether a maritime patrol aircraft was a military capability worthy
of retaining. The main tenet is therefore how the decision to buy a British rather than
American or Pan-European maritime patrol aircraft fitted both into wider Labour
priorities and served as a lever for meeting these policy objectives, coming as it did at
a time of economic stringency and a pronounced move away from domestic low-
volume military aircraft procurements.

Within the wider geo-political strategic space, there is the important
consideration of whether Britain was still seriously attempting to be considered as a
global power, with close ties to the Unites States, or whether the nation was now fully
focused on Europe and content to operate as the first among equals to the United
States. Historians of the Special Relationship such as Burk and Arnold view the period

as a low point in trans-Atlantic relations, with it offering limited benefits to America.®’
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Value and dependence are two different variables, and Chris Wrigley is one of the
authors who views Britain as being reliant on the United States in both economic and
defence matters.® This viewpoint reaffirms the notion that the more important aspect
of the period was not that the British aircraft designs were culled, but that American
aircraft were procured in their place. This argument does not however address why
the two other aircraft designs survived the cull, particularly the HS.801, where there
was a suitable American aircraft available in the shape of the P-3 Orion.

Central to understanding why there was a move towards American purchases
in the first place requires an examination of the relationship between Wilson and
Johnson, and particularly the summit meeting in Washington in December 1964. In a
book published in 1965, the journalist Anthony Shrimsley, who covered the event for
The Sunday Mirror, stated in broad terms that discussions took place at the White
House on future Anglo-American cooperation on defence research and development
and production.>® Jonathan Colman, in his doctoral thesis turned book on the
relationship between Wilson and Johnson devoted an entire chapter to the
Washington talks, yet makes no mention of discussions on defence procurement and
the impact these could have on shaping this relationship.®® Colman instead highlights
the discussions over the economic crisis, the planned Atlantic Nuclear Force, and
Vietnam. In Bennell’s official RAF Air Historical Branch study into the 1964-1970
period, published in 1994, the sole consideration of the Shackleton replacement in the

period is in a passing reference in the pre-Washington Summit Chequers briefings,
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where the costs of the various platforms were discussed and the P-3 Orion was
assessed as being slightly cheaper than the proposed Comet modification. His
coverage of the Summit itself includes only a brief mention on TFX, but no further
discussion on the wider procurements.?* To American authors the meeting barely even
commands a footnote. Political historian Robert Dallek, in his weighty and thorough
biography of Johnson does not even mention the meeting, and, as with others, choses
to focus on the domestic issues which, alongside Vietnam, have come to dominate
literature on the Johnson administration.®? The efforts of Johnson’s Secretary of
Defense, McNamara, to reorganise the Department of Defense, increase exports to aid
the balance of payments and reduce the budget did, in the process, play a central role
in there being an American package on offer to Britain. Biographers of McNamara
devote whole chapters to the F-111 programme as an example of McNamara fighting
against the Services and Congress to impose his methods, but do not mention the
impact that Britain as a customer would have had in proving the effectiveness of his
plans.®3 Christenson’s Expanding the Secretary’s role in Foreign Affairs; Robert
McNamara and Clark Clifford 1963-1968 focuses on the direct aspects of hard military
power projection, and does not mention the political impact of sales as a variation on

soft power projection.®*

1 A.S. Bennell, Defence Policy and the Royal Air Force 1964-1970 (London: Air Historical Branch
(RAF), 1994), pp. 1-8-9.

62 R. Dallek, Lyndon B. Johnson, Portrait of a President (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2004) also see J.A.
Califano Jr., The Triumph and Tragedy of Lyndon B. Johnson,; The White House Years (New York:
Touchstone, 1991).

63 L.S. Kaplan, R.D. Lande, E.J. Drea, History of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Vol IV: The
McNamara Ascendancy 1961-1965 (Washington D.C.: Historical Office, Office of the Secretary of
Defense, 2006) pp. 415-473.

64 J.C. Christenson, Expanding the Secretary’s role in Foreign Affairs; Robert McNamara and Clark
Clifford 1963-1968 (Washington D.C.: Historical Office, Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2014).

24



The question of British involvement in Vietnam, and the viewpoint that the East
of Suez policy was maintained in order to appease the United States over a lack of a
direct military contribution in Vietnam is a widely held one.®> This is based around the
concept that in order to maintain American support for sterling, Britain had to be seen
to be contributing to the stabilisation of the Far East whilst America was focused on
Vietnam.®® The contradiction in the policy is that in order to keep the economy
moving, a large proportion of government spending had to be continually invested in
the Far East, a fact that Callaghan addressed in his memoirs by stating that overseas
defence expenditure became unsustainable by the middle of 1965.57 Despite this, in
order to maintain such a stance would also have required capable long range military
strike, transport and patrol aircraft, as aircraft, then as now, represented a cost
effective means of power projection. The first two of these roles saw similarly capable
American options procured in place of the British offerings, whereas the patrol
requirement, in the form of the HS.801, stayed British. Given that the placation of
America for the sake of the economy has been portrayed as being of such vital
importance, the lack of analysis in the imbalance of purchases is notable and requires
assessment. For Vietnam specifically, even works that look at the role of America’s
allies, such as Blang’s detailed examination of the roles that Britain, France and West
Germany played does not identify the aircraft procurements as tools for Wilson to

promote an East of Suez stance as a means of staying clear of direct military
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involvement in Vietnam.®® Whilst the specific needs of the growing conflict in Vietnam
can be viewed as having been a short term issue, and the East of Suez question
representing the last vestige of British international influence and prestige on a grand
scale, the short termism of the Labour government presented by authors such as Chris
Wrigley, suggests that any East of Suez matter would have had to have been actioned
through the needs of America and Vietnam, rather than as a stand-alone British
foreign policy stance.

Where the issue of Vietnam and the wider development of equipment for
defence, if not the actual procurement programmes themselves, have come under
analysis is in the wider context of the Cold War. Here authors have tended to stay
within the geopolitics at play during the period, with those such as Walker’s The Cold
War and Gaddis’s tome of the same name typical of a field where sweeping coverage
of the important events are covered, but not the small movements in between.®® The
period under examination falls into the latter category, yet the repercussions were
central to how Britain would play its part in the Far East aspect of the Cold War. The
East of Suez commitment is raised by Trachtenberg in Between Empire and Alliance,
which examines the relationship between America and Europe during the stand-off,
yet only in the context of what was to follow with the ever increasing European
integration of defence programmes, and the need to make such bold overseas

commitments financially viable.”® The topic of maritime patrol aircraft does not feature
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in this area of the literature, even with regard to the then emerging threat of nuclear
powered submarines.”* Thus the military situation that led to there being a definitive
need for the procurement of a replacement for the Shackleton in the first place is only
covered indirectly with the 1962 agreement of the sale of American Polaris missiles to
the United Kingdom.”?

To an author who must cover the entire scope of the Cold War, the six-month
window after Labour came to power is too narrow to receive detailed assessment. The
general direction that the stand-off was taking does however inform the situation in
which the decisions to proceed or not with the procurements were made. Within the
context of the strategy of the Cold War, rather than the historical narrative, there is
further reinforcement of the prevailing mood of the time. Paret’s Makers of Modern
Strategy deals primarily with the United States and the Soviet Union but serves to
contextualise the period, particularly with regard to the limited developments in anti-
submarine warfare, while Peden’s history of British strategy does touch on the
guestion of the Shackleton replacement, but only to say that it took a long time to
come to fruition due to unspecified ‘cancelled projects’.”® These volumes stand apart
from the general line of studies in strategy, such as Gray’s Modern Strategy, where the
focus is on the conceptual nature of international political and military strategy, rather
than how the outputs of strategy inform procurement decisions, and how these

purchases shape the next iteration of strategy through the capabilities they can offer
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the government of the time.”* As a result, the direction Britain was taking during the
period with a move towards American aircraft purchases is simply passed over as a
natural part of the decline of British power. This is particularly seen in defence
manufacturing, with the ever-increasing influence of the United States on the world
stage, and the perceived superiority of its military industrial complex. This was
certainly the case with regard to procuring a capability to meet a strategic intent
within an affordable financial framework, regardless of how unpalatable it was to
increase the number of overseas purchases.

The declining international order book for British aircraft predated the period
under examination, and thus when the question arose over continuing with the high
cost yet low yield domestic designs it was more a matter of the industry having to
accept the shift in governmental spending as a result of long-term trend lines. This
position is held by historians of the British aviation industry such as Hayward and
Edgerton, where the decline in successful British aircraft designs is presented as
resulting from failings in both government and industry to recognise the changing
nature of the world with the emergence of the United States as a major exporter of
high technology products.” Even works that are aimed at a wider audience carry a
similar theme. Comfort’s The Slow Decline of British Industry, written in a highly critical
and sweeping manner, highlights the failings in the Concord programme as an example
of where British industrial focus was misplaced.”® The Concord project was a survivor

of the aviation cull, a decision which owed as much to the need to placate the French
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over prospective EEC membership as it did to the supposed white heat of technology.
The concept of high technological advancement does seem to be the antithesis of the
aircraft cuts and Sandbrook’s White Heat attempts to contextualise it within Labour’s
efforts to deal with the economic situation left by the Conservatives.”” These works
provide a basic understanding of the overall trend in the British aviation industry, but
none address the detailed elements of the various procurements, and for those that
do mention the aircraft by name the HS.801 is distinct in its absence. Given that it was
relatively uncontroversial, and these books are, by and large, written to demonstrate
failings in British industry this is perhaps not a complete surprise. Therefore, a more
balanced assessment of the state of British industry could be achieved by placing the
HS.801 alongside the cancelled designs and considering them equally.

The studies of the aviation industry that do go into greater detail on this period
are those concerned with the procurements themselves, and the histories of particular
aircraft. The procurements of the TSR.2 and Concord have received the greatest
volume of focus, primarily as the decision to cancel TSR.2 and continue with Concord
respectively, formed the cornerstone of the Government procurement shift, but also in
the case of TSR.2 is seen as the aircraft that could and perhaps should have saved the
British military aircraft establishment. Healey for one is scathing of both the RAF in
changing their requirements for TSR.2, and the overly optimistic bidding by Industry as
primary factors behind the programme running far over budget and far behind delivery
estimates.”® The interest shown in the TSR.2 in specialist works is predominately as a

capability, and a balanced reasoning behind the decision to discontinue is often

"7 D. Sandbrook, White Heat, A History of Britain in the Swinging Sixties (London: Little, Brown, 2006).
8 D. Healey, The Time of My Life (London: Politico’s, 2006) p. 271.
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lacking. Straw and Young’s study does endeavour to provide a fair assessment of the
TSR.2 and its replacement the F-111, but does not delve into the established
background to the cuts, specifically the White Heat programme.”® Equally Whitford’s
journal article focuses on the non-emotive aspects of the technical capabilities of the
aircraft and only touches on the cancellation as being a result of it being an overly
ambitious programme that was cut for purely financial reasons.® That the
replacement for the TSR.2 never made it into RAF service further increased this
tension. The Conservative MP Stephen Hastings entitled his book, published in 1966,
as The Murder of TSR-2.8! The angry rhetoric often used on the TSR.2 cancellation was
described dismissively by Barnett as being one that, “...often generated more heat
than light.”#2 Studies concerning Concord, a programme that was given such
importance as to outweigh the needs of the military side of British aviation, is also
often dealt with in a very unbalanced manner. Works such as those by Skinner and
Burney & Falconer, both titled Concorde, are not academic texts, and are characteristic
of the topic in that attempts to cancel the project are viewed with distain and short-
sighted Government mismanagement.® Feldman’s Concorde and Dissent is one of the
more balanced works, chiefly because it places the aircraft programme within the
context of the EEC negotiations, and as such does give a general mention to how the

military aircraft had to die for Concord to live.8* However in all these works, the
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Nimrod programme does not receive a mention, and the other cancelled aircraft are
never at the forefront of the examination, merely grouped together with TSR.2. The
stove piped nature of many of these texts demonstrates the gap in the academic
knowledge surrounding this area for, aside from TSR.2, there has been minimal study
carried out on the processes that led to the decisions of February and April 1965.
Edgerton briefly mentions the cuts in Warfare State; Britain, 1920-1970, but in his
summary of the programmes that survived, the P.1127, both the Anglo-French variable
geometry fighter aircraft and advanced trainer, helicopters and Concord are
mentioned, but the Nimrod is not.2> Carver’s similar summary of the cuts does include
the Nimrod alongside the P.1127 as being the programmes to survive, yet there is no
additional details as to why both were selected and then able to continue, with
Barnett taking a similar approach in his work, The Long Retreat, where he does not
consider the political and economic aspects of the Nimrod procurement as requiring
further examination.®

A viable reason for the lack of specific study on the events of 1964 and 1965 is
that by the summer of 1965 the government had put into action a series of measures
to attempt to arrest the decline in the industry, even though it could be said that they
had recently contributed to and thus deepened the predicament. These actions
included the Plowden Report into the state of the aircraft industry, and the
reorganisation of the responsible governmental departments with Roy Jenkins as the

last Minister of Aviation, and Frank Cousins as the first Minister of Technology with
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responsibility for the aviation industry.®” Thus the majority of this reorganisation only
occurred after the decisions on the existing procurements had been taken in the spring
of 1965. It is logical to say that the need for the changes was driven by the choices
made in the spring, however the ramifications for the British aviation industry of the
great upheaval that followed these cuts falls out-with the scope of this study both in
terms of time and focus.

Where academic study has positioned the aircraft of the period in a broader
context, it is focused on Concord. May’s Concorde — Bird of Harmony or Political
Albatross article places the debate on continuing with the programme as an element
of British attempts to join the EEC.% Grieco is equally direct, stating that, “...the British
state used the Concorde to rationalize its aircraft industry and to serve as one means
of entering the European Economic Community...”# Both of these papers identify the
ability of an aircraft programme to influence foreign policy, but stay within the realm
of civilian aerospace and do not mention the concurrent decisions over the RAF
programmes. These studies mark an established academic link between aircraft
procurements and foreign policy, but solely for Concord. This makes Concord the
exception, and highlights why, given their shared nature, all the procurements of the
time should be considered in the same manner to understand how the choices could

have been used as tools to advance specific policy objectives.
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Finally, there is the Hawker Siddeley HS.801 Nimrod itself. As a procurement it
does not stand in isolation and is part of the processes at work during the six month
period after Labour came to power. The aircraft is not mentioned alongside the
cancelled designs nor the Harrier when authors discuss the impact of the financial
crisis. Denis Healey does briefly mention the aircraft along with Harrier in the context
of providing work for British industry, but his is a lone voice, albeit one that suggests
he had been able to command a strong position in the negotiations.’® As with the
majority of works on Concord and TSR.2, the Nimrod is examined by general interest
authors who look at the aircraft over its full time in service. As such the procurement
period is briefly covered and poorly researched. Evans’ The Nimrod,; Mighty Hunter
goes further than most in that the Air Staff Requirements are examined, however this
is only viewed from the military side, and not from the political aspects that shape a
procurement.®® The lack of understanding is ultimately typified in Loadsman’s doctoral
study Government and the British Aircraft Industry, 1945-1979, which only mentions
Nimrod once in its later guise as an airborne early warning aircraft and was cancelled
in the 1980s.°2 In his footnote to this he considers it important enough for the reader
to be informed that the aircraft was a modification of the Comet airliner, rather than
being an additional variant of the Nimrod, which was, when he was writing, in active

service in two different variants and with a further version under development.®3 This
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' A. Evans, The Nimrod; Mighty Hunter (Stamford: Dalrymple & Verden, 2007) p. 6.

2 G.H. Loadsman, “Government and the British Aircraft Industry, 1945-1979”, PhD Thesis, University
of London, 2003, p. 233.

3 The Nimrod MR2 and R1 were in service until 2010 and 2011 respectively, and the MRA4 was under
development from the late 1990s until 2011.

33



last aspect highlights that there is a lack of awareness of not only the procurement,
but also of the aircraft itself.

The first six months of the Wilson Government have understandably been
characterised by the immediate need to stave off devaluation of the pound, but also as
merely a stepping-stone towards the post-1966 Labour Government which, with a
greatly increased majority, was able to strive to instigate Wilson’s vision for Britain.
The cancellation of TSR.2 and the continuation of Concord dominate the literature on
the aircraft industry, in part because of the political ramifications of both enterprises,
yet only Concord ventures into the foreign policy aspects of the decision. The
apparently uncontroversial nature of the HS.801 Nimrod procurement and the
subsequent lack of examination can thus be explained somewhat in that it sat in the
shadow of two far more contentious programmes. Despite this it could hold the key to
understanding how the jigsaw of British industrial requirements and pressures,
combined with American political, military and economic relations were being shaped.
There would have been a limit to how far the government was prepared to stretch
sovereign capability requirements, industrial relations and financial expenditure
overseas and the HS.801 would appear to define this limit. By utilising existing
literature, a comprehensive outline of this can be derived, however this only serves to
inform by reading between the lines and building an understanding out of what is not
being said, thus any assessment from just these sources would be based on conjecture

and hypothesis.

There is therefore a pronounced gap in the established literature for both using

defence procurement as a lens for understanding British policy during the period, and
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the role the Nimrod played. This thesis intends to lay out how a greater understanding
of the Nimrod, framed by the other concurrent programmes, serves to define British
strategy, intent and ambition at the time, demonstrating how the Wilson Government
approached the needs of the economy, defence, and Britain’s place in world affairs
during the precariously balanced first six months of the administration.

The literature gap is not driven by a lack of primary sources. There is extensive
primary material covering the discussions on possible economic measures within
Whitehall in 1964-65, the 1965 Defence Review, the domestic aviation industry and
the Nimrod and associated aircraft procurements in the British National Archives
(TNA). These are concentrated in files from the Prime Minister’s Office, Cabinet Office,
Treasury, Ministries of Aviation, Defence, Economic Affairs and Foreign Office. Key
announcements and MPs and Lords positions and views of the contentious decisions
are recorded in Hansard, providing the formalised record of decisions from the
discussion threads detailed in the governmental files. These materials provide a
detailed insight into the options and resultant impacts that switching aircraft
programmes to American off-the-shelf designs would have to both the economic
health of the country and the defence posture. These discussions were heavily focused
on possible financial savings from changes to defence priorities at home and
particularly overseas, and demonstrate that the needs of the Treasury had primacy
during the period. British archival papers on Concord and Anglo-European relations
from the period provide a similar picture of the economic and political challenges of
sustaining a posture of openness to European integration despite the continued
resistance of de Gaulle. With the period under study more than fifty years in the past,

the majority of files have been opened to the public. A handful are still closed, and, in
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the case of a Hawker Siddeley company TNA file, a freedom of information access
request was denied.®* Similarly, access to the BAE Systems archive, as the successor
company to Hawker Siddeley, was also denied.

The National Archive of the United States and the Library of Congress contain
documents covering American foreign policy and the positions of key Administration
figures, in particular the private papers of McNamara. American papers, such as
Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS), are available in curated volumes which
provide an unavoidably biased focus on particular documents to detail the direction
the Administration took. Offices of official historians within American governmental
departments have also curated studies of government actions and provide a useful
resource for primary materials, with an acceptance that their coverage is tailored. This
is a particular consideration for the documenting of the war in Vietnam, which took a
significant toll on the national psyche and thus various competing narratives exist over
the events of 1964-65.

Contemporary secondary sources, in particular established newspapers such as
The Financial Times and The Times are useful counterpoints to the official records, for
although reserved in tone by nature, they do offer an understanding of which matters
concerned the editorial board, and by extension the readership of the day, whilst often
providing statistical information mirrored in government papers, thereby
demonstrating the close relationship between reporters and Whitehall.

Through an examination of the available primary and secondary materials, this

thesis will aim to understand the factors leading to the selection of the Nimrod as a

% TNA, DR 5/28, Hawker Siddeley Aviation Limited, FOI request denied 05 Mar 2018
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unique procurement, which ran counter to the procurement strategy of the era, and as
a result seek to demonstrate that the aircraft programmes of the period were not
simply products of political and economic trends, but also served as tools to shape the
strategic directions of a nation. To achieve this, the thesis will follow a thematic
structure within a broadly chronological progression. This is driven by the manner in
which decisions were intertwined and brought about both direct and indirect impacts
to later decision points. An example of this is that the fundamental initial need to
move away from domestic British aircraft designs to alternative off-the-shelf American
and collaborative European projects would not have occurred during the period
without the rapidly constrained economic environment of a reduced defence budget.
This was coupled with a burdensome workforce requirement within a technologically
advanced field possessed of limited economically exportable products — the domestic
aviation industry.

This study will focus primarily on the events of autumn 1964 through to the
spring of 1965, with earlier and later tied events included to provide the necessary
framing to the decision-making process, and to understand the broader trends that
directed and motivated the selections. It will not attempt to provide a detailed
economic history of post-war Britain in pursuit of the wider causation of the economic
situation that ultimately presented itself in the threats to the viability of sterling and
the balance and payments crisis when Labour came to power. Equally, although it is
important to understand the motivations of Britain and the United States in the period
as with the aims and ambitions of Wilson and the European leaders, in particular de
Gaulle, the intent is not to provide a similarly scoped detailed analysis of Britain’s post-

war relationships with the United States and Europe. Both of these fields are
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comprehensively covered in works such as Floud, Humphries and Johnson’s edited
volume The Cambridge Economic History of Modern Britain, Garnett, Mabon and
Smith’s British Foreign Policy Since 1945 and Edgerton’s Rise and Fall of the British
Nation.®® That sterling was ultimately devalued in 1967 and Britain joined the EEC in
1973 cannot be ignored as it has shaped the secondary literature, however the
reasoning for the procurements during the period under study must be assessed on
their merits at the time, and not simply within the wider chronological series of later
events.

This thesis will first examine the 1964 balance of payments and sterling crises
and how Labour responded. The requirement and subsequent actions to support
sterling and avoid a devaluation of the currency initiated firm economic constraints on
defence, which alongside the initiation of an economic modernisation effort, drove the
necessity for far-reaching cuts and realignments to the military aircraft programmes
underway at the time.

That the choice was to shift a large portion of the programmes to American
designs requires an assessment of the position and priorities of the Johnson
administration to understand why such an approach was accommodated. This was not
only in the form of economic support to sterling but also in how the American agenda
for their own domestic aviation industry and the garnering of support for action in
Vietnam shaped their position on the importance of Britain as an ally, and by extension

the options for the RAF programmes.
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The positions of the two administrations set the negotiating framework for
Wilson’s visit to the White House in December 1964. It was here that transactional
nature of the special relationship in the period was laid bare in British attempts to
show the Johnson administration that, with American help, Britain could stay active on
the world stage. The meetings fundamentally defined the fate of the big three
procurements.

Britain was not just courting the United States, but also nations on the
European continent, and in particular de Gaulle, to try and prise open the door for a
future entry into the EEC. The importance placed by both Wilson and de Gaulle for
continuing with the Concord programme defined these efforts during this period with
their associated financial, employment and research and development burden and the
significant resultant impact on the aviation sector.

Switching procurement programmes from domestic to overseas suppliers
presumes a continued operational requirement for a platform. Such defence
requirements should ultimately be defined by defence strategy, with airframe
procurements then often refined by political requirements. Having examined the
contributing central relationships with America and Europe, so the actions of the
defence review which commenced in this period must also be examined to understand
the direction Britain was attempting to take despite the limits imposed on the defence
budget.

The state of the domestic aviation industry as the counterpoint to these
international political objectives will then be assessed, as the ability of the industry to
deliver on time and on budget greatly influenced the political perspective of the

viability of the sector. With the economic landscape, the domestic and international
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political objectives, and the industrial structures and contributary factors presented as
to define the requirement for a domestic programme to replace the Avro Shackleton,
so the selection of HS.801 itself can be analysed, contextualised and placed as a key
element of how the Labour government used defence procurements generally, and
the Nimrod in particular, to — in the manner of the opening quote from Sir John
Thomson — advance British political objectives.

This thesis will therefore demonstrate that the decision to procure a low
volume, domestic maritime patrol aircraft based on an outdated commercial airliner
was an understandable and logical decision when viewed in the context of the events
of the time and the situation facing the Wilson government. It will show that military
aircraft procurement requirements were used as tools of British policy and strategy
when viewed in the wider context of the period. Taken in isolation, the Nimrod
concept was inferior to both the European consortium Atlantic aircraft and the
American P-3 Orion. Equally, the decision to increase the pressure on the economic
situation by spending American dollars to procure American aircraft to replace TSR.2,
P.1154 and HS.681 appears equally flawed. When both sets of decisions are, however,
placed against the requirement to retain a certain level of expertise and employment
within the domestic aviation industry at the lowest possible expenditure level, and the
need to retain American support for sterling alongside an East of Suez posture that
excluded direct action in Vietnam respectively, so the manner in which these
procurements both influenced and reflected British strategy becomes clearer. This can
also be seen in the decision to continue with Concord, as despite the high financial
burden, it was a means of retaining amicable relations with the de Gaulle government

in order to solidify Britain’s role in European affairs and to keep the option of EEC
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membership on the table by acting as a good European. When viewing aircraft
procurement choices as political tools, the Concord answers the question as to why
the Atlantic was not the preferred option as the Shackleton replacement, in the same
manner that the P-3 was not a central pillar for both Britain and the United States in
negotiating the American support package at the Washington talks and beyond.

No procurement decision is taken in isolation, thus the analysis cannot be
made in isolation. Only by assessing the key themes of Labour’s reaction to the
balance of payments crisis, the objectives of the American administration, British aims
and actions in Europe, the reshaping of defence spending and strategy in the new
financial climate along with the needs and challenges of the domestic aviation industry
can a full picture be understood, and the choices made that resulted in the Nimrod

procurement be presented in the correct context.
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CHAPTER 1 - THE ECONOMIC CRISIS AND LABOUR’S IMMEDIATE
RESPONSE

The urgent need for reviewing the aircraft programmes underway for the RAF
and the resultant implications for the aircraft industry were a direct result of the
perilous state of the British economy within the international system when Labour
entered office. The global economic framework of the period was defined by the
system of agreements and concepts initiated at the close of the Second World War.
These were not solely a response to that conflict, but also a reaction to the economic
turbulence of the 1930s. The economic crisis of late 1964 was not simply driven by an
unsustainable British economy and uneven balance of payments, but was also a
culmination of the pressures exerted by the weight of the international currency and
trade system. The response by Labour to this crisis was, initially, a continuation of the
Conservative government’s thoughts formed over the summer of 1964. The inability of
these initial measures to reassure the markets and stabilise the value of sterling lead
to additional escalatory measures being put in place, first in the shape of a formalised
November Budget as an addition to the regular Spring Budget, and secondly by a
raising of the Bank Rate at the end of November 1964. These events, carried out to
stave off the threat of devaluation, placed the new Administration in an awkward
position. Not only did Wilson have to manage a small majority in the Commons, but
also ran the risk of antagonising the United States of America — a country that Britain
was highly dependent on for economic support, and also deeply tied to militarily
within NATO and as a partner in maintaining the East of Suez role. The events of the

autumn of 1964 framed the need for keeping the United States tied to supporting
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sterling, and thus presented the option of using the extant defence requirements and
their procurement options as tools in this endeavour. They also provided the
impetuous to a situation where if difficult decisions had to be made, then some
political advantage should be gained from it. The state of the Treasury drove this
agenda, and the seriousness of it required an immediate reaction. As Wilson put it in
his memaoirs, “The pattern our first hundred days would have to take was set in the

first hundred minutes.”?®

The economic precariousness experienced in the mid-1960s had deep roots,
with the traditional core British industries of coal, textiles, steel and engineering
already suffering before the First World War.?” A detailed examination of the
continued decline in these industries and their implications for the economic
landscape of Britain and the state of sterling can be found within Floud et al’s
Cambridge Economic History of Modern Britain, Volume 11.°® Beckerman, who was a
member of the Department of Economic Affairs during the period and later wrote as
an economics professor, saw four schools of thought on the causes of the economic
troubles; namely the pressures of high demand driving deficits, of a failure to manage
this demand, of an over-valuing of sterling within the fixed exchange rates, and the
structuralist argument that put the issue as stemming from slow growth within Britain

which hampered exports and of particular note — the carrying of, “...excessive
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commitments inherited from the past. The UK could no longer play the part of both
policeman and banker to the rest of the world.”® It is these commitments that formed
the basis for the requirement for both the Nimrod programme and the other military
aircraft procurements. The pre-war industrial malaise and a continued post-war
decline in productivity are central to Pollard’s assessment of Britain’s poor economic
performance in the period, shaped by an inability of successive governments to plan
and address export performance.'® Pollard’s view is mirrored by Lovering in the
context of the aviation industry where in Britain, unlike in France or the United States,
there was no long term governmental planning for the sector.?! Like Pollard, writers
such as Owen and Tomlinson place the origins of the decline at the end of the
nineteenth century, accelerated by the relative strong performances of the United
States and Germany during this time, and latterly, for Tomlinson in particular, a further
acceleration during the post-1945 rebuilding of Europe.'?? These viewpoints share the
concept that British economic struggles were not just a factor of economic exhaustion
from the Second World War, and that although certain key elements came to a head in
late 1964, it was not a surprising development despite the urgency given to it by
Wilson. There is also a concept that the decline in the British economy was merely
relative, driven in part by comparisons to competing growing markets, particularly the
United States and the rapidly recovering European countries, which was insufficiently

countered by economic growth in emerging fields. This view, held by authors such as
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Pemberton, Kitson and Michie, focuses on a failure to reinvent the traditional
industrial sectors of which, despite the high labour requirement, arguably aviation is
not one.'%3 Such positions hold that it was not a lack of governmental planning that
shaped the poor economic output of the country. The longer-term causes and
ramifications of changes in the British economy are essentially outside of the bounds
of this study, for it is the knee-jerk reaction to the state of the economy in late 1964
that drove the changes to defence procurements and opened up opportunities to use
such events as useful tools for furthering governmental ambitions. The key strategies
that contributed to the balance of payments crisis do however need to be understood
in order to frame this reaction.

This chapter will argue that the system of international agreements laid down
after the First World War and magnified by the total economic disruption of the
Second World War and the role of sterling as a global reserve currency, pegged at a
fixed rate to the dollar, resulted in a critical inflection point for the British Treasury in
late 1964. This, combined with a small parliamentary majority shaped the Labour
response which prioritised the stability of sterling with American support alongside the
need to retain publicly popular policies. Whilst the short-order nature of the Autumn
Budget focused on reassuring the international markets and partner nations, it also
drove the review of expenditure on military aircraft programmes. It will be argued that
without this necessity, the division between aircraft procurement cancellations and

continuations would not have been made, therefore it is important to understand the
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immediate response to the balance of payments crisis to frame the subsequent

decisions and the motivations behind them.

Proactive measures aimed at arresting the declining performance, relative or
otherwise, of the British economy had increased after the First World War and saw the
introduction of several measures that would have a significant impact for the period
under study. At the close of the war Britain was faced with a pressing need to rebuild
the Exchequer and stimulate domestic and Empire economic performance. The
Finance Act of 1919 and the Key Industries Duties introduced in 1921 were designed to
achieve this. The premise was to place higher tariffs on select goods imported into
Britain from outside the Empire, whilst those imported from within were either at a
much lower rate, or tariff free. These measures were renewed with the Finances Act of
1926 and were as much an effort at protectionism as they were at generating revenue
for the Treasury.?* The gradual recovery of the European economies should have
been accompanied by a shift in economic policy back to more open models, however
the Great Depression put a halt to that. The sharp fall in raw material prices that
accompanied the Wall Street crash led to calls from around the Empire for increased
protectionism.1% The Ottawa Agreements of 1932 laid down the framework of what
would come to be known as Imperial Preference and worked around floating exchange
rates.'% The Bill detailed the customs tariffs charged for importing goods into the

United Kingdom from outside of the Empire, whilst at the same time exempting the
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same goods from within the Empire, thus creating a so-called colonial preference.'®’
The result of this move was to in effect narrow the market for Empire goods to just the
United Kingdom and tie them to the movement of sterling, codifying an issue that was
to become a central factor for discussions over British entry into the EEC during the
period under study. Such an outcome was indeed beneficial to both sides in the
difficult times of the early 1930s, but of less benefit to the exporting countries once
the world economy once again began to grow and the demand for foreign currencies
increased to meet it. Imperial Preference was also an attempt by Britain to maintain
worldwide economic dominance and hold off the advances of the United States, when
in reality all it did in the long term was antagonise the United States, where in
Clairmont’s view, it was seen as acting as a limiter to economic growth.'® Britain was
swiftly losing the dominant market position for the countries of the Empire during the
1930s, which to Glickman resulted in a situation where “...the United Kingdom was
becoming more dependent on the Empire as a market, [however] the principle Empire
markets were becoming less dependent on the United Kingdom as a source of
supply.”10®

The rebuilding after the Second World War included American led measures
aimed at stabilisation and growth whilst continuing the move towards open markets
which favoured American made goods. The Bretton Woods agreement of 1944 formed
one key part, and was aimed at stabilising the international system through re-

affirmed fixed exchange rates tied to the dollar and were then in turn pegged to
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gold.1% With pegged currency rates, countries and companies could engage in longer
term planning with stable values for their exported goods. The downside to this
arrangement was that any perceived drop or speculative attack on the value of a
currency could lead to deviation from the peg value. It is this weakness, combined with
a potential disconnect between domestic policy and international markets that Bordo,
MacDonald and Oliver view as the greatest failing of Bretton Woods.'*! If the deviation
became too big or unmanageable, then for a government to re-adjust their currency to
a new value required sanctioning by the International Monetary Fund.

In 1949, the post-war Attlee Labour government had, in response to a similar
set of issues to those seen in 1964 of a balance of payments deficit and low
international confidence in sterling, made the decision to devalue the currency.’'? The
move saw the value of sterling drop from $4.09 to $2.80 to the pound, which resulted
in a peg tolerance of 2 cents above and below in 1964.%'3 The dilemma with a pegged
rate was, as detailed by Schenk, that to “[protect] the value of sterling...requires strict
controls on who could buy and sell sterling since, if the market price began to fall
below the pegged rate, the Bank of England had to intervene to buy up ‘surplus’
pounds using foreign exchange reserves.”!* These international trading agreements
and pegged exchange rates directly contributed to the crisis of 1964 and limited the

scope for Labour action upon Wilson entering office.
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The devaluation of 1949 followed closely after the Exchange Control Act of
1947.1% This act was a response to Bretton Woods and the nature of pegged exchange
rates. Under the act countries including those in the Commonwealth, but excluding
Canada, the Colonies, Burma, Ireland, Iceland, Iraq, Kuwait and the Persian Gulf
Emirates had their currencies pegged to sterling.!'® Those countries also held the
majority of their reserves in sterling, and made their transactions in the currency.!’
For Britain this represented both a means of staying central to world economic policy
through the retention of sterling as a reserve currency, but also a burden as poor
economic performance and devaluation would affect a large number of other
countries. Should those countries subsequently lose faith in the management and
stability of sterling and move their reserves to the dollar, the economic impact would
be compounded both through the outflow of sterling and the falling demand for the
currency. The sterling area arrangement was also beneficial to the United States, for it
reduced demand on the dollar during a period of guaranteed dollar/gold convertibility
and post-war regeneration, which had, by extension, begun to produce a balance of
payments deficit for America. This deficit was compounded by American overseas
defences spending, and America used defence sales and burden-sharing measures in
part to address this. The American approach to mitigate the impact of their deficit will
be covered in chapter two.

The pre-war methodology of protectionism through tariff barriers was

progressively being broken down after the war by a United States intent on rebuilding
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Europe as a market for American goods under the Marshall Plan, whilst also seeking to
limit the influence of the Soviet Union both politically and economically. The later of
these was expressly laid out in the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.1'8 The Act stated that
aside from the ambition of expanding the American economy and enlarging the
markets for American goods, there was also a need to prevent “...Communist
economic penetration.”*® In signing the Act into law in October 1962, President
Kennedy remarked that, “...we cannot protect our economy by stagnating behind tariff
walls, but that the best protection possible is a mutual lowering of tariff barriers
among friendly nations so that all may benefit from a free-flow of goods.”*?° This
ambition to open up trade barriers was a deliberate attempt to move away from a
protectionist past, and working within the framework of stable exchange rates brought
about by Bretton Woods, the Kennedy Round of negotiations of the General
Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT) commenced in 1962, and would run until
1967.1%! Britain was an integral part of these negotiations and was committed to the
economic policy of free trade. Yet for the United States, the focus of the European
negotiations was on the EEC — an organisation that Britain had at first disregarded, and
had then subsequently been denied membership by President De Gaulle, who was
fearful of Britain becoming the dominant member. Thus, the United Kingdom was, by
1964, in need of remaining on side with the American administration over GATT, whilst

also placating the French government over possible entry to the EEC.
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The most challenging aspect of maintaining the sterling peg rate against the
dollar was managing the demand for sterling. The most visible manifestation of this
took the form of the balance of payments. The balance sheet between the value of
British imports and exports dominated this aspect and formed the main area of
concern for successive governments. If demand for British goods overseas fell, so the
demand for sterling would fall with it. Sterling crises were not new in 1964, having
occurred in both 1957 and 1961, with a Treasury briefing paper of June 1964 stating
plainly that, “At no time have we appeared to have overcome the critical post-war
balance of payments problem and got our external finances on to a firm footing,
although world trading conditions have been very favourable.”*?? By the summer of
1964 the balance of payments deficit for 1964/65 was projected at £800m.*2* Whilst
this figure was not made public prior to the general election, it was widely understood
on the world markets that Britain was in a difficult position, for although a surplus of
£200m had been recorded for 1956-1963, the boom and bust nature of Conservative
economic policy had seen a dramatic increase in short term money moves over the
first half of the decade, adding to the pressure on the peg.'?* In order to maintain the
value of sterling the Conservative government had to resort to using the reserves and
overseas credit to support the currency. The impact of this was noted in both The
Times and Financial Times on 3 October 1964 when the reserves fell from £923m to
£907m, with the credit facility of $500m, established in 1963 between the Bank of

England and the United States Federal Reserve in order to facilitate support for
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sterling, seeing an increase in usage.'?> This support was essential, as problems with
sterling had a knock-on effect to both the countries within the Sterling Area, whose
financial stability was tied to the currency, but also to the United States and the pricing
of the dollar. Balance of payments calculations were not just concerned with
commercial trade, but also with governmental spending overseas. This did encompass
economic investments, and whilst the performance of the investment portfolios were
in line with expectations, the near zero balance in the current account compared with,
in 1964, that of £1,000m in France and £600m in Germany hampered the ability to
grow overseas investments and offset the balance of payments through foreign
currency gains.'?® Overseas defence spending also featured in the calculations, to a
value of £233m in 1964 — in effect more than a quarter of the deficit.*?” This could
often be offset to a degree by both the export of military equipment, and the defence
spending of other nations on British products and services, particularly the United
States who contributed £301m in 1964.1%8 Therefore British defence policy and the
associated overseas military costs formed a fundamental aspect of both government
spending and the need to balance the books. This could not be ignored by the
incoming Labour government and presented an opportunity for reducing the deficit
whilst operating within the constraints of the existing international agreements.

Although there were these and other factors influencing the balance sheets,
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fundamentally the post-war Western financial system, which itself had come about to
cure the ills of the inter-war and now post-war periods, could conceivably have
collapsed as a result of the inability of the British economy to manufacture high quality
and in-demand products and export them to the world.

Whilst the issue of the balance of payments deficit and the stability of sterling
was not new in 1964, it did take on a degree of urgency due to the rising nature of the
deficit and continual market pessimism over the currency. The perfect solution to both
was a rise in the level of exports, accompanied with a fall in the level of imports, but
these showed little signs of occurring naturally. During the summer of 1964 the
Treasury began to consider ever more drastic and unlikely options for stabilising
sterling, emphasising that all options were considered, regardless of apparent scale.
One that was put forward internal to the Treasury in June 1964 concerned the access
British citizens had to foreign currencies. As the exchange rates were pegged, there
was no free international movement of currencies. Alex Cairncross had proposed
broader taxation measures for resolving the balance of payments earlier in the
summer, and had also mentioned that £50m could have been saved through the
implementation of travel expenditure restrictions. Samuel Goldman commented on
the plan stating that a limit of £50 per person per year would be required to achieve
the stated £50m saving.'?° The purchase and spending of foreign currencies by private
citizens outside of the Sterling Area was expected to total £200m in 1964, and rise to
£250m in 1965.13° This made it a sufficiently substantial factor in the balance of

payments calculations as well as pure currency movements. Both Goldman and
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Rawlinson of the Bank of England noted that such a move would bring about a
negative response from the public, particularly since restrictions had been lifted in
November 1959, and a proposed limit of £100 per person had been rejected in
1961.13! That such a relatively small financial measure, yet with potentially large
political ramifications, could have been considered within the Civil Service suggests
that there was little confidence in achieving success with the main instruments of
economic planning. This example demonstrates the importance of reducing the
outflow of sterling in exchange for foreign currencies, yet the decisions made over the
aircraft procurements carried, on paper, a sizeable dollar purchase requirement. That
the two scenarios co-existed suggests that the political advantages to realigning the
RAF aircraft programmes outweighed any short-term sterling outflow disadvantages.
This wider lack of confidence in sterling was reflected in an expectation that
there would be a run on the pound by the autumn if the situation failed to change.'3?
The lack of innovation within British industry was of deep concern to the Treasury.
Despite a buoyant and upward trend in world trade, export volumes had failed to
increase during 1964, and whilst the growth in productivity had slowed, wages were
continuing to increase at a similar rate to the rest of Europe. Kalder wrote in October
1964 that, “The conclusion is inescapable that the restoration of our competitive
power will necessarily involve a reduction of our wage level in terms of international

currencies (in dollars).”*33 This was in part driven by the high levels of employment and

the subsequent demands that placed on the labour force, particularly the aviation

3T TNA T 318/38, Cover note, A.K. Rawlinson, Exchange Control Restriction of Travel Expenditure, 25
Jun 1964.

132 TNA, T 318/38, Treasury Paper, The Next Five Years, 3 Jul 1964, p. 3.

133 TNA, EW 16/2, Briefing note, N. Kalder, 4 tax instrument for adjusting the balance of payments, 25
Oct 1964 p. 1.

54



industry with its requirement for a highly skilled manufacturing and research and
development workforce. The problem was that an increase in the level of
unemployment, whilst financially beneficially in terms of a decrease in wage levels and
in potentially freeing up of skilled workers, would be seen as carrying a negative
political implication, and a short-term fall in tax receipts.’3* Stagnant industrial
performance with rising costs fuelled this fear of a run on the pound, with oil
companies expected to lead with withdrawals from their sterling holdings.*%*
Promoting increases in industrial performance and the Labour drive to embrace
a white heat of technology with economic re-invention were long term considerations,
but they would not prevent a run on the pound within the year. The possibility of
devaluation is conspicuous in its absence throughout the summer, undoubtedly due to
the knock-on effect it would have to the Sterling Area, but it would also have been
disastrous for the government to make such a move immediately prior to a general
election. The Governor of the Bank of England, Lord Cromer, had made his position
clear as early as 1962 that devaluation would be highly damaging to the Sterling
Area.'3® This unwavering line from the Bank of England reinforces the impression that
devaluation was almost a taboo subject within Whitehall. Out-with devaluation, the
options were the same before the election as they would be after it — namely the
guestion of imposing import tariffs or a rise in the bank rate. Despite this, the line
taken by the Chancellor, Reginald Maudling, was different from how his successor at

Number 11 would approach the matter. In July 1964, at a meeting between the
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Chancellor, Lord Cromer and their advisors, the Chancellor made it clear that he
opposed the imposition of an import duty, instead favouring short term borrowing
from abroad.’®’ This was reflected in the attainment of a further £179m of credit from
the Bank of Canada and European central banks, alongside an IMF standby of £357m
over the next five years.'*® Maudling perceived that borrowing from abroad would
shore up the value of sterling and make the requisite short term gain, but long term
the answer had to lie in industrial change and innovation. Over the matter of the bank
rate, Lord Cromer believed that a rise would be required at some stage before the year
was out, but that he was against it at that stage.'3°

Those various measures proposed by the civil service throughout the spring
and summer of 1964 were not enacted upon by Home’s government. Despite not
treating the matter with any real degree of urgency, the government was fully aware
of the damage the matter could do to their chances of re-election. Two weeks before
the election, on 1 October, the Chancellor was made aware of a line by Wilson in a
routine press conference, where the Labour leader had stated words to the effect
“..that it is not the custom for any Government to disclose the extent to which it has
drawn on foreign credit facilities.”*4° Maudling was strongly against releasing the value
of the credit facilities, despite newspaper articles printing accurate figures, for fear of

scaring the markets.'*! Wilson had indeed stated that the government should keep
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such matters in house, a source of relief for the government. The question over what
Wilson had or had not said, and therefore whether it would or would not be an
election issue demonstrates how nervous the Conservative government was over the
truth leaking out and the damage it could do. Aside from the question of the details
getting into the public domain, within the civil service there was equal concern that
either the Chancellor or Lord Cromer would inform Wilson of the state of the finances
regardless. Wilson would speak on this lack of action during the Labour Party
Conference in December 1964, stating that the “...gravity [of the situation] was denied
and denied again for political purposes before the election.”**?> On 1 October, R.W.B.
Clarke, referring to the possibility that the Chancellor would indeed speak to Wilson,
asked whether “...it [is] wise to spread the knowledge of the figure to one person more
than absolutely necessary?”'*? The confusion that preceded the general election was
typified by a contradictory note on the same day from the Chancellor to the Prime
Minister stating that Sir William Armstrong, Permanent Secretary to the Treasury, was
to ensure that Lord Cromer did not divulge all to Wilson, as the Chancellor was against
such a move.'** Therefore between the civil servants and their elected masters there
was a degree of disarray and confusion, not only over what to do about the balance of
payments and the state of sterling, but also how to prepare for the possibility of a
change of government after thirteen years of Conservative rule.

The lack of action over the balance of payments meant that the incoming

Labour government was given no room to manoeuvre by the outgoing Conservative
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government. As Wilson would ultimately admit defeat and devalue sterling in 1967, it
would be understandable to expect the option to have at least been considered upon
Labour entering office. For writers such as Bordo et al, and observers such as Ponting,
the case for devaluation was as strong in 1964 as it would be in 1967 on the basis of
the balance of payments alone.'* For Middleton and Newton the case was not so
clear, and that later factors beyond the balance of payments such as the changing
shape of the international economy, played a greater role in the ultimate decision.'#®
Such arguments stand in hindsight of the 1967 decision to devalue sterling, and the
decisions taken in late 1964 reflect the differing political positions of the outgoing and
incoming governments of the time. For Labour in that moment, the line was clear. On
the evening of 17 October the decision was taken between Wilson, Callaghan and
Brown not to consider devaluation as a possibility.'4” With Labour having been
responsible for the devaluation of 1949, and Wilson, as President of the Board of Trade
at the time and closely involved in the requirements and effects of the measures, it
would be logical to presume that this drove his thinking against devaluation, and
instead towards import tariffs and a rise in the Bank Rate. The Treasury briefing pack
prepared prior to the general election for a — not the — incoming government was
fronted by a note from Armstrong to his number two at the Treasury, Bancroft, which
outlined the need to deal with the balance of payments deficit within the next few

weeks of October if there was to be any chance of securing the borrowing amounts
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required in order to support sterling.2*® Armstrong also made it clear that devaluation
and deflation were still not options worth considering, and that resources devoted to
non-economic purposes should begin to be reduced with reference made to defence
and prestige projects — with the inference being Concord.'#°

The central importance of re-evaluating defence and in particular the military
aircraft programmes was emphasised in an October 1964 Treasury brief prepared on
economic policy and the balance of payments as, “Our present defence expenditure
and the deployment of our forces in the world imposes a two-fold cost on the
economy; it entails, first, heavy and rising overseas expenditure, which is a direct cost
to the balance of payments, and secondly, the pre-emption, primarily for non-
economic purposes, of a very large part of the productive potential of some of our
most important and technologically advanced industries — the aircraft industry, the
electronics industry and many sections of the engineering industry.”**° The brief on
expenditure abroad reinforced the overseas cost element by stating that between
1952 and 1963 overseas military expenditure had risen from £141m to £240m.*! Thus
the option of using defence cuts, both in terms of production, and in particular aircraft
production, and of the scaling back overseas military commitments were put forward
by the Treasury as a key medium term means of tackling the balance of payments
deficit. The central element was not the specifics of the aircraft designs themselves,

nor how they contributed to the defence strategy, but instead simply the role of the
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programmes played as financial instruments. This demonstrated the tie between the
need for an immediate response to the economic crisis and the resultant need for
action over the aircraft programmes, aside from any political advantages that could be
gained from where such choices ultimately landed.

The civil servants in the Treasury also laid out their short-term advice for a new
Prime Minister and Cabinet, and the advice did not differ from that offered to their
predecessors. The question of import controls was laid out as an option that would see
savings of between £200m and £250m per annum, with an acceptance that any such
measures would most likely have to be accompanied by a deflationary element, such
as rise in the Bank Rate, to assist with lowering the domestic demand.'>?> Whereas
tariffs had been considered and then ruled out by Maudling, Callaghan accepted the
advice, and the imposition of a 15% import tariff on manufactured goods formed the
central element of the Government’s White Paper released on 26 October.'>3 McKean
drafted the Chancellor’s position as being that such a levy would “...divert demand
from imports to home production...[and] the export tax rebate would divert
production from satisfying home demand to satisfying export demand.”*>* The
government were explicit both in the White Paper itself and the press coverage that
accompanied it that such moves were temporary in nature and only being imposed

due to the need to halt the rise in imports and stimulate exports.'®>
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Whilst the import tariff represented Ministers taking civil servants’ advice, the
same could not be said for the revelation of the size of the deficit. Under the
Conservatives, both Ministers and advisors had been against revealing the figure of
£800m, and given the interest shown by Wilson in the state of the finances prior to the
election, it was no surprise that the figure was included on the October statement. As
late as 21 October, Goldman received a memo at the Treasury from Hubbuck outlining
that, “To give a figure of £800 million now could be bad for confidence, and bring
about just the outflow [of sterling] which we do not want to happen.”*¢ That the
statement on 26 October would be followed by an Autumn Budget and a rise in the
Bank Rate suggests that Hubbuck’s advice should have been more closely followed.

Regardless of the merit in releasing the figures, no plan to halt the slide could
be successful without the support of the United States. By imposing import tariffs,
Wilson was in effect returning to the pre-war world typified by the Ottawa
Agreements. In the 1930s the tariffs had been designed to favour the Empire and
Commonwealth, and as a result were detrimental to the economy of the United
States. Britain now found itself in need of both raising tariff walls and maintaining
American support for securing the additional credit facilities required to ride out the
storm. Tariff barriers also went directly against the Kennedy Round of GATT
negotiations which were underway. Two days before the announcement, Wilson
telegrammed President Johnson, who was himself busy running for re-election and
two weeks away from polling day. Although Johnson was in a very strong position,

Wilson had to be careful not to portray Britain as being against the President’s
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ambitious Great Society policy, which centred on social and economic reform. In the
telegram Wilson outlined the planned measures and stressed that he was against
devaluation. He was also at pains to point out, as would be the running theme
throughout the autumn, that all measures were only temporary due to the unique
circumstances, and that he “...set great store by close and continuing co-operation
with the American administration..., my colleagues and | are most grateful for the co-
operation we are receiving in these difficult times from the United States
authorities.”*>” As would typify the nature of their relationship, and will explored in the
following two chapters, Wilson’s gushing telegram was not returned with the same
enthusiasm for trans-Atlantic relations by Johnson, who merely stated that he
regretted the tariffs, but understood their necessity to protect sterling. Johnson was
also clear that he was relieved that there was to be no increase in interest rates.'>®
The primary aim of the Statement on 26 October had been to address the
defence of sterling and the balance of payments trade deficit, yet it did not fully target
the aims and ambitions of the Labour Government save for the acknowledgement that
government expenditure programmes did not meet the “...nation’s social or economic
needs.”*>® Whilst also saying that a “...strict review of all Government expenditure...”
would have to take place.'® The Treasury machine had been fully aware prior to the
election that Labour campaign promises would require additional funding to be

implemented, or at the very least require cuts to existing programmes.2®! The question
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therefore was over whether such measures could feasibly be delayed until spring 1965
and the regular Budget, thus allowing the markets to focus on the government’s intent
to tackle the deficit in the meantime.

Even before the announcement on 26 October, Callaghan was not convinced
there was a need for an Autumn Budget.'®? The Treasury position was forthright that
any increases in expenditure would have to have additional funding, and therefore tax
rises would be unavoidable.'®® Given that an immediate, and in effect emergency, tax
rise would further demonstrate to the markets that the government did not have their
finances on a stable footing, such a rise would not have been enacted right away. The
debate over a tax rise was not whether one was required, but how large a rise it would
be, and when it could feasibly be introduced. During a meeting between the Prime
Minister and the Chancellor on 27 October, Callaghan put forward that he was open to
either a 6d or 9d rise, which would bring in revenue of £122m or £183m
respectively.'® This would have a twofold benefit. Firstly, there was the additional
revenue for the Exchequer, allowing the government to push ahead with social
reforms and attempts to consolidate popular support amongst Labour voters at time
when it only had a working majority of four in the Commons. Graham and Beckerman
consider all economic policy up to the 1966 general election as being “...subservient to
the need to main unity within the Labour Party and achieve re-election with an

increased majority.”1®° Secondly, by reducing the purchasing power of the population,
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63



some of the pressure could be taken out of the economy. This was particularly
important when considering that the potential price rises brought about by the import
tariffs would be starting to take effect by the spring of 1965 and there was therefore a
need to avoid the inflationary side effects. At the same meeting the Prime Minister
voiced that a 6d rise was his preference, and that it should be announced as soon as
possible and to take effect in April 1965. Wilson also wanted to see increased business
tax and the introduction of capital gains tax.'®® An increased corporation tax would
have impacted the aviation industry alongside all elements of British industrial output,
thereby indirectly decreasing the relative cost of domestic defence procurement
purchases by a small amount.'®” The aspiration to announce the tax rises at the
earliest opportunity went against Treasury advice, which, whilst advocating the need
for an increase, put forward that an autumn announcement would not leave much
room to manoeuvre come April should the economic climate change.'®® Having been
uncertain about the need for a Budget on 22 October, the continual struggles of
sterling meant that by the time of a meeting with Treasury officials on 2 November,
Callaghan now saw a “...strong case for an Autumn Budget,” and he was in agreement
with Wilson’s favoured tax rise of 6d as the preferred choice.'®® The subsequent
timelines for the decisions on the aircraft programmes was established by Callaghan

bringing this decision point forward to the autumn.
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Stability for sterling was undoubtedly the primary focus, and although the
traditional line of placing the blame on the preceding administration was offered up in
drafts to the new government, it was only ever used sparingly with regard to prestige
projects and the unachievable spending plans.’® The new government’s spending
objectives centred around social welfare, with the abolition of prescription charges
alone costing an estimated £22m per year.'’! Savings of £50m from the Defence
budget were mooted, but the intent to review and cut back on government
expenditure was not seriously entertained for the purposes of the Autumn Budget
beyond some well-meaning phrases.'’? Instead, this aspect was referred to committee
suggesting that although action on defence spending to include the aircraft
programmes was a priority, it was too large a consideration for inclusion in the snap
budget.

The Public Sector Programmes Committee was designed to address these
larger issues of excessive expenditure and identified four areas where savings could be
realised: those of defence, social services, civil expenditure with an economic aspect
and civil expenditure without a direct economic output. Traditional Labour policy was
against having a large defence budget, and due to the reduced figure of £2,000m set
aside for the budget in 1969/70 there was a “...manifest need for [a] review of our
commitments against our resources on the one hand and of effectiveness and

economy on the other.”*”3 A later internal Treasury note from Clarke, this time to

170 TNA, T 171/758, Draft minute, Chancellor to Prime Minister, attached to G.B. (64)1 and HMG, The
Economic Situation, p. 3.
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Bancroft, added the line, “They will also be reporting quickly on the three aircraft but
the Chancellor should not volunteer this.”*”* The emphasis was on the three high cost
programmes of TSR.2, HS.681 and P.1154, but any decision on these would have a
carry-over impact onto all domestic activity given the heavy reliance within the sector
for these programmes. Domestic military aircraft production was in effect being
marked not only in terms of defence spending, but also over the reassessment of civil
expenditure. Here the focus was to be areas with scientific and technological
elements, particularly those that “...absorb industrial and scientific manpower and
capital and management without adequate economic and financial return.”*”> The
broader inference was further emphasised in the conclusion to the initiation memo
with the overall aim being that, “...where the priorities are wrong, to free valuable men
and plant for work which strengthen the economy and help expansion...Our object is
to find the cases where expenditure is not yielding full value for money in social and
economic terms; and this is what we intent to do.”’® Despite this wide ranging and
potentially decisive remit the committee did not, even at its initiation, have a regular
meeting slot . Having been ordered by the Chancellor at the beginning of November,
the committee was still yet to meet by early December.'’” The efforts and implications
of the reassessment of the aviation industry are covered in chapter six, with the
discussions at this stage introducing the concept of using aviation cuts as effective

sweeping savings due to their large costs and large labour force commitments.
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Wider defence expenditure was a natural target for the financial review. As
early as July 1964 the projected defence budget of £2,000m had been assessed as too
large, and placing too great a strain on the balance of payments. Even once taking the
presence of American forces stationed in Britain into account, who were contributing
some £42m within the year, the defence balance of payments figure for 1964 sat at
£233m when it was assessed in spring 1965.178 Johnson and McNamara would use the
basing of American forces as a financial tool in the aircraft package agreement, with
United States resident military expenditure biased towards British government
agencies. In the second quarter of 1964/65, which ran to December 1964, just over
£13m was spent in Britain. Of that, £10m went to government agencies, and only £3m
into the wider British economy.”® When considered over the course of a year there
was a useful inflow of currency to aid the balance of payments, however there was
only a marginal benefit to the economy, and it was the stagnation and lack of exports
that were hurting the economy the most, rather than small sales that were in effect
domestic in nature. These figures did however represent an increase on the £12m
recorded for the entirety of 1963.18 Of a defence budget of £2,000m, £650m was
allocated to the Mediterranean and East of Suez roles, whilst £300m was for the
defence of Europe.*®! A high research and development provision of £300m
highlighted the Chancellor’s ambition for re-evaluating civil expenditure and

redistribution of skilled labour, for the R&D on defence was not directly linked to

178 TNA, T 318/140, The effect on the U.K. B.o.P. of overseas military expenditure 1964, Memo, Downey
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economic advancement. One third of all UK scientists worked on military projects, and
defence as a whole accounted for 10% of all industrial output.'®? It was for this reason
that Wilson stated in December 1964 that, “we are planning...to redeploy our scientific
and technological resources so that scientists and engineers who have hitherto been
working on costly research and development projects for defence can be turned over
to R&D in civil industry to produce new processes, new inventions, [and] new
industries...”183

Alongside a review of public expenditure, there was also the need to boost
economic performance, with the redistribution of R&D representing a key element.
The creation of the Department of Economic Affairs (DEA) to enact and develop the
National Plan was vital to the new Labour social reforms. In order to achieve sufficient
funding for these programmes, GDP was required to grow at 4% per annum.*®* This
represented an increase on the 3% targeted under the Conservative government,
which itself had placed a serious challenge to British industry, requiring growth in the
volume of exports of 5% per annum to maintain parity with imports.'8> Such a move
would require a concerted redirection of technologically advanced industries such as
aircraft manufacture to achieve this. The Treasury saw the DEA as needing to provide
the means of achieving faster and consistent economic growth through “...the
improvement of industrial techniques and the development of capacity.”8 The scope

for directed reallocation within the aviation industry was limited as it was
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predominately in private ownership, despite the majority of business coming from
government contracts. Whilst the sector was not directly targeted in the formalised
National Plan objectives, as later announced by George Brown in August 1965, the
wider aspect of the need to limit the defence budget did receive attention with the
intent that “...the rise defence spending will be brought to an end.”*#’

The Autumn Budget, announced on 11 November, set out a more formalised
framework for the import and export measures to cut the deficit, detailed the range of
social benefits and how they would be financed, and initiated reforms to the tax
system.'® What it failed to address was the impression in the international markets
that Labour had firmly grasped the issues affecting sterling, and put in place sufficient
measures to guarantee it. As a result, and despite The Times saying the day after that,
“For the City...[the] autumn Budget has brought widespread relief,” speculative runs
on sterling continued. 18 Welfare and social issues, whilst important domestically,
carried no weight overseas where only the health of the economy mattered.?®® The
government was left with very few immediate levers to remedy the situation, chief
amongst which was the long proposed rise in the Bank Rate.

Speaking in the Guildhall at the Lord Mayor’s Banquet on 16 November, Wilson
stated that, “We shall not hesitate to take any further steps that at any time are or
become necessary. If anyone, at home or abroad, doubts the firmness of that resolve

and acts upon their doubts, let them be prepared to pay the price for their lack of faith
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in Britain.”?®! The steps he was referring to were at that time the subject of heated
debate within the Treasury, for whilst the question of a rise in the Bank Rate was not
new, there was still a lack of universal agreement on its necessity. The failure of the
October Statement and subsequent Autumn Budget to quell the fears over sterling left
the government with two requirements. Firstly, a deal had to be struck with the United
States Federal Reserve, European central banks and the IMF over additional credit
facilities for Britain as vast sums were being spent daily supporting the peg rate.
Secondly was addressing the fundamental need for this additional credit — namely
achieving stability for the currency.

Civil servants within the Treasury had been aware since the spring that the
position of the Bank of England was that a rise in the Bank Rate might well have to
come before the end of the year, and that Lord Cromer wanted to hold off for a long as
was feasible.®? A key reason for Cromer’s reluctance was that the United States was
firmly against any rise in the rate.®® The imposing of tariff barriers had not impressed
an American administration that was actively engaged in a broad policy of breaking
down such barriers through the Kennedy Round. As previously covered, when Wilson
had informed Johnson of the intention to announce the import tariffs at the end of
October, Johnson's curt response had simply been that he was glad there was no
increase in interest rates, yet this was now the situation in Whitehall and the Bank of

England.'®* For the United States, any increase in London would have had to have been
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matched across the Atlantic, for the nature of the peg meant that there could not be a
large outflow of funds from dollars into sterling to take advantage of the rate rise, and
thereby placing the dollar at risk.

The Bank Rate — the interest figure at which short-term borrowing of sterling
from the Bank of England was charged at, was running at 5% through 1964. Lord
Cromer, whilst remaining against a rise in principle, expressed concern that the
European Central Banks did not believe the Autumn Budget went far enough in the
short term. In the days after the Budget he recommended a 1% rise to the Chancellor
to show confidence in the actions of the Government and to slow demand at home,
whilst being small enough to not overly concern the Americans.'%® This slowing of
demand was also crucial in avoiding inflationary side effects from the imposition of
import tariffs. Aside from the United States, the European Central Banks still had to be
convinced in order to guarantee the additional credit facilities. The Treasury, in
response to Cromer’s suggestion, stated that “...an increase in Bank Rate to 6 per cent
would not be appropriate in the present circumstances.”*®® They believed that the
Central Banks could be persuaded to support sterling without resorting to such a
rise.1%’

There was a high degree of concern within the government as to the reaction
of the United States. Wilson sent a telegram to Johnson at lunchtime on 19 November
testing the water for a rise in the Bank Rate to halt the run on sterling and requesting
American support in an application to the IMF for a $1,000m credit facility. Wilson also

posed the unusual proposition that should the United States raise their discount rate,
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which was the U.S. Federal Reserve equivalent to the Bank Rate, then Britain would be
obliged to follow suit.**® This may well have been an optimistic play by Wilson, for
although the dollar was slightly fragile, and indeed the chairman of the Federal
Reserve, William McChesney Martin, would later go on to say that, “From some points
of view the dollar was almost as delicately placed as sterling,”** an American led rise
would lift some of the pressure from the Labour government. Although the effect
would have been the same it would not have presented a rise as being a desperate last
effort by Labour. In any case, Wilson had his reply by the evening. Johnson stated that
the United States would indeed support an IMF application, and that they had a “deep
interest” in maintaining the peg. He was however categorical that, although the
Federal Reserve was independent of the Executive, he had been informed that there
was no intention to raise the discount rate.??’ The choice of liaison dispatched from
Whitehall to the White House through this process was Eric Roll, who as well as being
a distinguished academic economist and civil servant, had also recently been
appointed to the DEA as Permanent Secretary. Roll reported back to Wilson on the 20
November that the United States expected the Bank Rate to rise imminently, and for
the Federal Reserve to follow shortly after.2%! Such a match would not have been made
because British policy carried weight with the United States, but simply that under the

limitations of Bretton Woods both nations were effectively tied together when it came
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to their central banks and their currencies, and any divergence would present
challenges for industrial competitiveness.

Callaghan announced the rise in the Bank Rate from 5% to 7% in the House of
Commons on the morning of 23 November, and stated that it had been made to
demonstrate the government’s determination to maintain the parity of sterling and
also to put a halt to the outflow of funds.?%? This was followed on 26 November with
the announcement of the securing of $3,000m in credit facilities, including $1,000m
from the United States and $500m from Germany. This “...massive
support...demonstrates the vital importance of the strength of sterling.”?°® On the
evening of the Callaghan’s announcement of the rise, Whitehall was made aware that
the Federal Reserve would be following suit and raising the discount rate from 3%:% to
4% effective the following day.?%* This was carried out to ensure there were no
outflows or disparities in the major rates, and to “...maintain the international strength
of the dollar.”?% The Federal Reserves of New York, Boston, Philadelphia, Chicago and
St Louis raised the rate on the 24 November, with the other seven boards following on
30 November.2% When it came to the additional credit, the message from America was
also was clearly spelt out, “Eleven countries and the United Kingdom today made
arrangements providing $3 billion to back up Britain’s determination to defend the

pound sterling.”2%7
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The resulting rise in the Bank Rate was a direct consequence of the failure of
the earlier economic moves to restore confidence in sterling. When placed alongside
the allocation of additional credit facilities there was indeed a decrease in the outflow
of sterling, whilst the amount of support forward that the Bank of England had to
provide to the currency also fell.?% It did however represent a line that the United
States had not wanted Britain to cross. The economic inaction of the Conservative
government through the first part of the year did nothing more than delay the
inevitable, and as any policy changes announced in the Budget would take time to
have an effect, the Bank Rate rise had a sense of inevitability about it.

Wilson had a bold vision for how he wanted to transform Britain economically
through the ‘White Heat of Technology’ and improve social welfare, and the majority
of the domestic economic focus in both the October Statement and the Autumn
Budget were based around this ambition. Defence spending as part of the balance of
payments was a considerable burden and made worse by the heavy commitment
defence procurement placed on the highly technologically advanced industries, such as
aviation, that Wilson wanted to free up for commercial gain. The broader piece on
reviewing government expenditure also placed defence near the top of the list for
areas where savings and revisions could be made. Yet if Britain was to be able to scale
back any overseas spending and commitments, it would have had to carry American
support. The first six weeks of the Labour Government saw the imposition of import
tariffs and a rise in the Bank Rate, combined with requested for increased American

credit facilities. These economic policies were never likely to win favour with the
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Johnson Administration, regardless of how they were packaged, and placed Wilson on
the back foot in relations with the newly re-elected President.

In this chapter it has been argued that although the rigid international
economic system limited the options for both the Conservative and Labour
governments to take drastic action to address the balance of payments crisis in 1964,
there remained a reticence to take any firm line on the issue without strong American
support. The reluctance of the Johnson administration to accept the imposition of
British tariff barriers and to agree to a raise the discount rate exposed the difficult
nature of the trans-Atlantic relationship during the period and increased the
importance of the British East of Suez posture that shall be examined later. The
economic crisis exposed the two core issues for defence in the period, with the heavy
burden of both manufacturing and expenditure on domestic programmes combining
with this East of Suez overseas military spending to weigh heavily on government
planning. The severity of the financial pressures on sterling, the speed and depth of
action taken in response to the crisis, and the impact on the special relationship is thus
fundamental to framing the subsequent decisions on the aircraft programmes. The
crisis therefore presented both the need for domestic realignment of defence
industries such as the aviation industry, and the need to retain the support of the
United States in all decisions, thereby initiating the chain of events that led to an
increased focus on the reappraisal of the ongoing aircraft procurement programmes
and greatly increased the pace at which such action was taken. The United States had
its own reasoning and priorities for supporting sterling and British international
political and military positions which also directly contributed and shaped these

aircraft procurement decisions, and these shall be assessed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 2 — THE INFLUENCE OF THE USA

The United States represented the key partner for Britain in both the economic
and wider foreign and defence policy realms. The significant steps taken by the
Johnson administration to ensure the stability of sterling in autumn 1964 were not
simply the altruistic actions of a benevolent partner nation. Any turmoil in Britain, as
with other key European allies, would impact the economic and political power of the
United States. The relationship between the two countries was certainly close, but by
early 1965 it was not clear whether it could still be expressed as ‘Special’. The
movement away from the wartime alliance, driven by the continued rise of the United
States and decline of Britain in both economic and political terms had been brought
into stark relief with the financial assistance delivered by the United States to Britain a
few months earlier. Although the signing of the Nassau Agreement in 1962 had kept
Britain at the top table as a nuclear power, the earlier Suez Crisis of 1956 had signalled
a changing in the tone of the relationship to one of Britain as, at best, the first among
equals amongst America’s allies. John Dickie viewed the Wilson-Johnson dynamic as
the start of a “...decline which continued for fifteen years until Margaret Thatcher
rekindled the special warmth of the partnership with Ronald Reagan.”?% Whilst it was
undoubtably not as friendly as both the earlier and later partnerships at a personal
level, the functional nature of the ties between the two countries continued, as the
warm and hospitable language that came out meetings and the December 1964

Summit talks confirmed. As Ben Pimlott described in his biography of Wilson,
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76



“America’s involvement in South East Asia, and Britain’s increasingly urgent need for
financial help, provided the basis for a working relationship with the new President.”?1°
The Gulf of Tonkin incident in August 1964 and the subsequent progress of the war in
Vietnam defined the military priorities for America, and fundamentally shaped the
American position in dealing with allies such as Britain. In the same manner that
without the pressure on sterling in autumn 1964, Wilson would have been in a much
stronger position within the trans-Atlantic relationship, the same can be said for
Johnson and the struggles in Vietnam. The strain of the American worldwide role and
escalation in Vietnam gave urgency to the financial pruning efforts by McNamara to
reform the Department of Defense and promote the TFX aircraft programme. The shift
in the relationship through the period was not just over Vietnam and East of Suez, but
also one where a Britain that was increasingly focused on the European continent and
was actively pursuing the role of the bridge between America and Europe, as the talks
on the future of the Multilateral Force (MLF) and the proposed Atlantic Nuclear Force
(ANF) in the next chapter will show. The economic and wider geo-political dilemmas
facing Britain during the period were also to some extent mirrored across the Atlantic.
For the United States, the post-war shift in the balance of global power had
required the assumption of many of the worldwide roles previously occupied by the
now greatly reduced European powers. This posture brought with it a similar problem
to that experienced by Britain from the opposite direction — that of an imbalance in
the balance of payments. For authors such as Pollard, the continual decline in British

productivity and the rising costs of British products drove this and resulted in both an
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overdependence on imported goods and limited exports.?!* For America it was driven
by vast military overseas expenditure and an associated outflow of gold reserves upon
which the value of the dollar was based.?'2 The TFX aircraft, later termed the F-111,
which McNamara would so strongly encourage the Labour government to procure
during the Washington Summit was the result of a need to consolidate the
procurement of airframes into more cost-effective and shared designs. This would
then have helped to reduce the overall defence budget whilst maintaining an effective
military force and allowing for a strong and innovative defence industry. The central
figure here was Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, who for Joel Christenson,
“...was at or near the height of his power and reputation when Johnson took office
[having mastered)]...the unwieldy Pentagon bureaucracy and for bringing a level of
efficiency and effectiveness to the defense establishment.”?'* McNamara had staked
his reputation on maintaining this tight grip on financial expenditure and on driving
through large scale savings at the Department of Defense, with increasing exports as a
key element. This was particularly effective if negotiated as offset payments against
overseas American troops that limited the foreign currency costs for all involved.
There were a number of key parallels behind the desired end-states for military
spending and the military manufacturing industries in both America and Europe, albeit
on vastly different scales. For the Johnson administration, these attempts came with
the backdrop of a continually worsening military and political situation for South
Vietnam, which the United States was politically committed to supporting. This made

the need for financial efficiencies all the more challenging, yet reinforced the
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importance of allies in sharing the worldwide role. A result of this was that, in the
words of lan Buruma, a demand by Johnson that “...after years of decrying British
imperialism, that Britain continue to play an important military role ‘east of Suez’”.?'4
For Guy Arnold, the imbalance in the relationship over Vietnam resulted in a situation
whereby “...the special relationship was turning into a struggle by the US to make its
client give open military support, which the client was resisting to the best of its
ability.”2* These two works are typical of the wide range of studies on the special
relationship in that they do not address the active role that the aircraft programmes
played in providing broader British support East of Suez, and as such provided a means
of remaining out of the spiralling war in Vietnam. For the Johnson administration, a
central element of the strategy for gaining the support of a key ally was the tying of
support for sterling in October 1964 to a commitment by Wilson to maintain the East
of Suez role, even if furnishing it would require both countries to continue running
problematic balance of payments deficits. The need to manage these costs whilst
retaining effective military capabilities, balancing the outputs of domestic industry, all
whilst ensuring the stability of the international order does offer a means where
aircraft procurement programmes were able to serve as both a tool of diplomacy and
as reflectors of these broader ambitions of the administrations.

This chapter will examine these American priorities and challenges which
shaped the immediate requirements for the relationship with Britain during this
period, and how the American package of aircraft procurement programmes was

defined by the needs of the Johnson administration over and above the ambitions of
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the Wilson government. It will be argued that although Wilson was able to secure a
preferential arrangement for military aircraft from America, it was achieved to meet
the requirements of Johnson for a continued British involvement East of Suez during
the escalating conflict in Vietnam, and for McNamara to demonstrate the success of
his TFX initiative to the American political and military machine. The negotiations that
took place during the Washington Summit talks of December 1964 to select F-111, C-
130 and F-4 to replace TSR-2, HS.681 and P.1154, but not to include the P-3 to replace
Shackleton, will be assessed in the next chapter. It is important to fully frame the
American ambitions first to understand the direction and motivations behind those
talks and why the American priority of East of Suez did not present a compelling
argument for either nation to include P-3 in the package. Throughout the period, it is
clear that American interests always had primacy in dealings with all allies, and
although Wilson was able to use the requirement for military aircraft to achieve
domestic economic and industrial progress, Britain continued to fulfil the role of an ally
considered the first among equals, rather than the illusionary peer status conferred by

the moniker of a Special Relationship.

The relationship between Britain and the United States has often been given
this prefix of Special, implying a closeness not shared between America and any of her
other allies. That it is a case of America being the central partner and Britain as the
fortunate one to be considered special, speaks to the decline of Britain’s power on the

world stage in the post-war era. Historians of the topic, such as Kathleen Burk, tend to
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portray the 1960s and 1970s as the low point of British and American relations.?'® This
viewpoint is understandable when considering the sweep on the relationship across
the second half of the twentieth century and onwards, as the close personal
relationships of both Churchill and Roosevelt during the Second World War, and then
of Thatcher and Reagan in the 1980s, puts the difficulties of the post-Suez world into
stark relief. Despite this it was not a case of a relationship that had completely soured.
The signing of nuclear agreements with Macmillan by first Eisenhower in 1958 and
then Kennedy in 1962, which excluded another close ally in de Gaulle, had
demonstrated that Britain could still have been justifiably regarded as at least the first
among equals. The natural imbalance in the relationship that might lead to it not being
regarded as sufficiently special does not mean that either side was always left wanting
during this time. George Ball, the Under Secretary of State during the period, put it in
1968 that, “Many in Washington regard Britain as our natural ally and collaborator in
far-ranging enterprises. Many in London look on the United States as Britain’s strong
and affluent friend, propping up her world interests and giving her entrée to that most
exclusive club, ‘the Summit’.”2%?

The Suez Crisis of 1956 can be said to have marked the true end of the Special
Relationship based on the wartime alliance and close personal bond of Churchill and
Roosevelt, and as a low point when seen as part of the decline of British power during
the post-war period. For writers such as Owen, the rapid post-war independence
movement within the British Empire hurt a British economy that was heavily reliant on

such countries as export markets, and an economic output that was rebounding at a
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far slower rate than Germany or France led to a situation where, in the words of
Frederick Nothedge, there was a general acceptance in post-war Britain that America
would be taking the lead against Russia.?*® The crisis resulted from the nationalisation
of the Suez Canal Company by Egyptian President Nasser, and the subsequent decision
by Britain and France to use the pretext of an Israeli-Egyptian conflict to regain control.
The unilateral action by the European nations was done with neither the political nor
military support of the United States, whose response of initiating the mass sell-off of
sterling bonds and limiting International Monetary Fund access had the desired effect
of halting the military action and leading to a swift military withdrawal.?*® Lord Beloff
assessed the subsequent Conservative Party mindset as one where, “The
crisis...brought into play feelings...that Britain’s retreat from her place in world affairs
had been largely due to American pressure.”??° Yet when considering the trans-
Atlantic relationship, specialist studies of the crisis are far kinder. Bowie highlights that
prior to the invasion there was broad alignment between the United States and Britain
that Nasser had to be kept out of the Soviet sphere of influence, with their proposal to
co-fund the Aswan dam project in early 1956 an example of this.??! The divergence
between the countries centred on the British belief that Nasser was, by the middle of
1956, firmly within the orbit of the Soviet Union, and therefore beyond a point where
dialogue would achieve the desired ends of Egypt remaining pro-British. For the

Eisenhower administration, and in particular on the advice of the American embassy in
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Cairo, the impression was that Nasser was and would remain, free from foreign
influence.??? Therefore, despite the Egyptian president being unpopular within the
White House, maintaining a pro-Western peace in the region was the primary goal.
American action to halt the British and French military offensive is seen by Henkin as
not being driven by anti-imperialist action intended to humiliate key allies, but instead
carried out to preserve the wider American policy of limiting Soviet influence.??3 For
Kingseed however, there was an element of limiting the influence of European powers
in the region, where “Eisenhower’s position was a principled approach that happened
to coincide with his interest in retaining friendly terms with the Arab community to
forestall Soviet intervention in the region.”??*

This pragmatic position taken by Eisenhower demonstrated both the limited
nature of British and French power and the role of America as the overarching power
in the Western alliance, and serves as an important example where America’s interests
overrode all considerations of an ally, irrespective of how long standing and significant
they may be. Despite the crisis clearly marking a significant milestone in the realisation
of this power dynamic, it is agreed by authors such as Dobson and Ishii that there was
no long-lasting damage done to the relationship between Britain and America, and

that, “By the start of the new decade Britain and the USA had repaired their fences.”??®
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The nature of the Special Relationship varied with the personalities that
occupied the respective offices. The Conservative government of Macmillan had
enjoyed close ties with Kennedy, and to an extent this carried forward to that of the
Home government and Johnson. When Home visited Washington in February 1964 the
cordial language on arrival typified the public face of the relationship, with Johnson
stating that, “There is, between our two countries the invisible cord of respect and
understanding and affection...too strong ever to break.” Home had replied with, “Our
firm desire is to keep as close as we can to the United States as partners and as allies
and as two countries upon which the peace of the world may well depend.”?2¢ This
closeness was tested on that visit with the British intent to complete the sale of British
manufactured buses to Cuba against the wishes of the United States — a situation that
Home saw as no different to the ongoing export of grain from America to Russia.??’
These spiky elements of the meeting framed the Washington Summit preparations in
the winter of 1964 for both Wilson and Johnson.

The perception to the home affairs focused Johnson that a visit from a British
Prime Minister was more about addressing their own domestic political needs than
helping American global commitments would be further reinforced by the hurried
offer of an in-person meeting from Wilson to press for a peaceful resolution in
Vietnam in February 1965, in response to the attack on American personnel at Camp
Holloway in South Vietnam. Wilson discussed the hot-line conversation in his memaoirs,

where he recalled that an angry Johnson told him, “...I won’t tell you how to run
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Malaysia and you don’t tell us how to run Vietnam...If you want to help us some in
Vietnam send us some men...and announce to the press that you are going to help
us.”?? The relationship was never one to stay tense for very long, for although
Johnson denied the in-person aspect of the visit request, Bundy acted as an
intermediary to pass to the Foreign Office the next day that, “The President...asks me
to repeat that he welcomes consultation by cable and telephone at any time the Prime
Minister thinks it useful...[and] is glad to have it known that he and Prime Minister are
in closest communication.”??® The imbalance in the relationship was magnified by this
continued British resistance to providing support to American action in Vietnam. For all
the kind words delivered to the press, this reluctance presented, in the words of
American writer James Cronin, “...further evidence that the special relationship was no
longer delivering special benefits.”230

The question of asymmetric benefits for the Johnson administration was
centred on this issue of a British presence East of Suez, and America’s ever-increasing
preoccupation on the conflict in Vietnam. The economic conditions in Britain,
combined with the growing importance of European integration exacerbated the
decline in perceived symmetry. For Britain, the agreements at the Washington Summit
for a package of American aircraft highlighted how effective defence procurements
could be as a tool for demonstrating the intent of a country to support an ally without
the need for large scale commitment. The American focus on Vietnam made it

understandable that, from their perspective, offering Britain the long-range strike
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capabilities of the F-111 and C-130 transport aircraft over a more specialist platform
needed to replace the Shackleton was centred on facilitating British support in this
part of the world. This power dynamic is particularly evident if considered in the
framework demonstrated by the Suez Crisis of American interests having primacy
within the trans-Atlantic relationship. The attention sapping nature of the problems in
Vietnam had shifted into a high gear prior to the Washington talks, with the Gulf of
Tonkin incident of August 1964, and the reaction to these events demonstrated how
Johnson would not have been open to polite overtures by Wilson unless they were
accompanied by a preferably firm display of support, or at the very least the
maintenance of a military capability East of Suez.

The Gulf of Tonkin incident represented an important psychological mark on
the Johnson administration and their approach to the East of Suez matter, and
demonstrated a fragility in the American psyche that would lead to the generous
arrangement for aircraft that would aid in this theatre. It also highlighted the
centralised control of McNamara within the Department of Defense and the
willingness of Johnson to commit American forces to an anti-Communist foreign policy.
As part of the continual escalation of American efforts to shore up support for the
government of South Vietnam there was a steady increase in American military activity
in and around Vietnam, with the Joint Chiefs of Staff ordering a naval patrol, by the
destroyer USS Maddox, to be on-station in the Gulf of Tonkin from 31 July 1964.23! On
2 August 1964, in the recollections of the Commander of Pacific Forces, Admiral Sharp,

the USS Maddox was “...approached by [North Vietnamese] patrol craft at high speed
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and took them under fire when they approached in a threatening manner...”?32 Two
days later, on 4 August, and with the Maddox having been joined by the USS Turner
Joy, there were confused reports of a second attack as the two ships believed they
were coming under further seaborne assault with both destroyers engaging suspected
targets and reporting the launching of incoming torpedoes. The uncertainty over
whether there had actually been a second attack was discussed by McNamara and
Admiral Sharp later that day, with Sharp stating that “...the reports are a little
confusing on what happened. Neither ship saw a ship or a wake.”?*3 The telephone
discussion included the following exchange, “McNamara: ‘There isn’t any possibility
there was no attack, is there?’, Sharp: ‘Yes, | would say that there is a slight
possibility...””234 The ambiguous nature of the second incident did not prevent the
launching of extensive retaliatory air raids from US naval carriers against North
Vietnamese military and supply installations.?3°

The Gulf of Tonkin incident swiftly led to the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution on 7
August 1964. The Resolution gave sweeping powers to Johnson to conduct military
operations in defence of South Vietnam without the need for a formal declaration of
war from Congress, and despite some reservations in the Senate, passed the upper

chamber by 88 votes to 2, and the House unanimously, being signed into law as Public

Law 88-408 by Johnson on 10 August 1964.2%¢ The questionable justification used for
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expanding the American military response in the region has been thoroughly assessed
and criticised, particularly when placed in the context of how the Vietnam War would
progress and the impact it would have on the American psyche. Vaughn Bornet in his
study of Johnson’s presidency wrote that the “Tonkin Gulf was not Johnson’s finest
hour.”?3” Max Hastings went further with one of the more critical views on the
doubtful nature of the second attack and the subsequent statements to Congress by
McNamara in particular, as being as case where, “...The US fabricated the August 4
clash to justify bombing the North.”?38

The event marked a transition from American position of primarily maintaining
an advisory role to South Vietnam, to one committed to direct offensive military
action, and can be seen in James Patterson’s view of the Resolution as the “...turning
point in the history of the Vietnam War.”?3° R.B. Smith is not as forthright, instead
seeing the event as one where, “In itself the crisis did not amount to an escalation of
the war in Vietnam. But its failure to avert a more general intensification of the
revolutionary conflicts in South-East Asia made an eventual escalation in Vietnam all
but inevitable.”?*° The rapid increase in deployed troops to the country certainly
suggests a marked escalation of the conflict and an accompanying focus for the
Johnson administration. From 25,000 troops in country in November 1964, to 75,000
in July 1965 and 165,000 by November the same year, American involvement was only

going in one direction.?*!
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The situation in South Vietnam would continue to decline in the months
following the Gulf of Tonkin incident in such a manner as to understandably frame the
increase in American troop numbers, with McNamara’s deputy, McNaughton, writing
just a month later that, “Even before the government sank into confusion last week,
the course of the war in South Vietnam has been downward, with Viet Cong incidents
increasing in number and intensity and military actions becoming larger and
successful, with less and less territory meaningfully under the control of the
government.”?*> Commander Pacific Force wrote to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs,
General Wheeler, just a few weeks later that, “The political situation in RVN [South
Vietnam] is now so unstable as to raise some serious questions about our future
courses of action.”?* The continued problems within the country drove the ever
increasing troop commitments, yet the initial firm response, both militarily and within
the legislative by Johnson were in part tied to the need for him to display a sound
measure of control during campaigning ahead of the November 1964 election.

Although ultimately the election would see a clear victory for Johnson, in late
summer 1964 his Republican challenger, Barry Goldwater, had been attempting to use
qguestion marks over the serviceability of American nuclear weapons and the need for
a strong projection of military power over Vietnam to make up ground in the polls.?4
The tactic of questioning nuclear weapons exposed a lack of understanding by

Goldwater on the American military system, and was exploited by the Democrat
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campaign to paint the challenger as unfit for high office.?*> Nancy Young, writing on
the 1964 election in 2019, described Johnson as having “...no respect for Goldwater,
believing if he won terrible consequences would result for the country.”?*® The
combination of the low opinion of Goldwater as a potential president and his hawkish
overtones placed Johnson in a bind of needing to act over the deteriorating state of
South Vietnam, and the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution was the result of this political need.
A correspondent for The Times stated in September 1964 that, “Under constant attack
from the Goldwater camp, President Johnson can clearly ill afford further setbacks in
Vietnam before the election.”?*” Cohen has written that the strong military response
and political action in Congress after Tonkin was a result of it being “...an opportunity
to demonstrate American power and determination and to undercut Goldwater’s
criticism. The peace candidate left no doubt he would respond fiercely to
provocation.”?*® A Louis Harris poll, conducted after the passing into law of the Gulf of
Tonkin Resolution increased Johnson’s approval rating from 42% to an essentially
unassailable 72%.2%° Herring, writing critically of Goldwater in 1986, whilst the still
Senator Goldwater was sponsoring the Goldwater-Nicholls Act that attempted to learn
the lessons from the inter-service struggles of Vietnam, wrote that Johnson
“...effectively neutralized Goldwater on Vietnam, a fact which contributed to his
overwhelming electoral victory in November.”?>° The firm stance taken by Johnson

played well with a public for whom a strong anti-communism foreign policy was still
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seen as a central pillar, in the same manner that it had been for Eisenhower in the
build-up to, and conduct of, the Suez Crisis in 1956. Johnson’s foreign policy actions
were led by Rusk and McNamara, who were trusted figures within the administration
as legacy figures from when Johnson had been Kennedy’s vice-president. The position
of Secretary of State was of vital importance to Johnson as he had seen little of the
world beyond American prior to becoming vice-president, and Johnson held Rusk in
high regard, describing him as “hard working, bright and loyal as a beagle.”?* With the
domestic political battle won on the matter of foreign policy, there was the
requirement to actually continue the aggressive support of South Vietnam on the
battlefield, and for this McNamara was Johnson’s key figure. An inescapable aspect of
an increased focus on Vietnam was the financial and materiel cost that such an
escalation would bring, at a time when overseas military spending was already causing
a significant imbalance in the balance of payments. The question of allies sharing the
burden in Vietham was frequently raised from the second half of 1964 onwards, both
for countries from whom there was a risk of the communist domino effect spreading
across their own borders, and from America’s traditional allies in the region, which
included Britain.

British military activity in the region had been centred on the uprising in
Malaya, which despite being officially concluded in 1960, still presented a significant
draw on British resources.?>? Johnson himself acknowledged in December 1964 that

Britain was too focused on the new state of Malaysia to be able to contribute
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significant force numbers to Vietnam.?>3 During the 1950s and into the early 1960s, up
to 54,000 British and Commonwealth troops had been fighting in Malaya representing
both a significant financial and manpower drain for Britain.?>* Alongside ground forces
of the British Army and locally raised units, the RAF had deployed a full spectrum of
strike and support capabilities into the country including Canberra light bombers, F-86
fighters, maritime patrol aircraft including the Shackleton operating in an offensive
role and later the Whirlwind helicopter.?>> The British experience of the jungle
environment, confronting a mobile and decentralised enemy force who were fighting
in their own familiar conditions would have proved a great asset to America in
Vietnam, yet there appears to be an acceptance in the latter half of 1964 that
achieving British military involvement would be challenging at best. Police advisors
were dispatched to Saigon after 1961 to train the South Vietnamese police in the anti-
guerrilla methods learnt during the Malayan Emergency, but that was the extent of the
British presence in the country.?*® With this in mind, Bundy proposed in November
1964 that, “The President will explain the concept and proposed actions fully to Prime
Minister Wilson, seeking full British support but without asking for any additional
British contribution in view of British role in Malaysia.”?>’

There were proposals for a broad coalition based approach, similar to that

employed during the Korean War, with the key allies identified as Britain as the
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traditional ally, Australia and New Zealand as strong regional allies, and Thailand and
the Philippines as the allied countries most at risk of spill-over, but this approach was
ultimately not recommended as their “...interests are too diverse.”?*® The list did not
include France and West Germany — countries that would in the normal course of
NATO and the European theatre be allies that the United States would automatically
turn to. France, under de Gaulle and recently free from a gruelling colonial war in
Algeria, was the former colonial power in Vietnam, and determined stay away from
being drawn into a conflict in the region where they still maintained wider economic
interests, and as such took up a similar position to Britain in favouring a peaceful
resolution to the conflict.2>° The desire of de Gaulle to return France to a dominant
position in global affairs is discussed in the chapter four, with a distracted United
States serving as a useful tool for these ambitions. The American relationship with
West Germany was far closer, with the country highly dependent on America for
military support. The continual sub-surface battle between Britain and Germany to
fulfil the role of America’s closest ally in Europe did not appear to sway either
country’s position on Vietnam, for despite continual pressing, Chancellor Erhard
highlighted to Johnson that the post-war West German constitution did not allow for
military engagement, and refused to yield to Johnson’s aggressive demands for
German involvement beyond supportive political rhetoric.26° Johnson went so far as to
demand ever more aggressive offset payments for troops stationed in Germany which

Erhard could never meet, and which will be covered shortly, and thus demonstrated
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how, in the words of Erhard biographer Alfred Mierzejewski, that “the American
president was apparently quite willing to sacrifice his most loyal ally on the alter [sic]
of his hopeless war in Vietnam.”?%! A reminder that even in the tangled situation
developing in Vietnam, it was always America’s interests that came first, and that allies
could either yield or fall by the wayside.

In the build-up to the Washington Summit of December 1964, McNaughton’s
handwritten minutes of a Cabinet Room discussion on 1 December noted Rusk
observing that, despite Johnson’s opinion to the contrary, the “UK can do more”, with
McNamara taking a more pragmatic position that, “Aust. and UK not make much diff.
militarily, but much politically.”?6> The narrow majority Wilson enjoyed in the House of
Commons made extensive political support over Vietnam as impossible as would the
deployment of thousands of British troops or the RAF. Back-benchers on both sides of
the House were vehemently critical of American military action, leaving no room for
Wilson to act even if he had wanted to0.263 Multiple attempts at restarting the Geneva
Agreements with the Soviet Union and with Foreign Secretary Michael Stewart
traveling to Washington to promote peace talks in March 1965 all came to nothing.26%
There was not a particularly high opinion of Britain and especially Wilson as a
negotiator in Washington with Johnson generally sceptical of gaining any meaningful
British involvement in Vietnam.?%> Eisenhower, in a meeting with Johnson and his staff

in the week following the frantic efforts by Wilson to fly to Washington in February
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1965, was noted as saying that any British negotiations from the present position of
weakness and inexperience were to be avoided, and that, “we, however, have learned
that Munichs [sic] win nothing; therefore his answer to the British would be ‘not now
boys’.”26¢ Wilson’s continual pressing for peaceful involvement did reinforce the firm
position that he was prepared to act as a mediator for a peace settlement and no
further, as any direct military involvement would compromise this. The negative
American view of this strategy was not confined solely to the former president, as the
British preference for negotiation as the initial action often, in the words of Dobson,
“...elicited charges of disloyalty and appeasement from Washington.”?%” Despite the
negative view of Wilson’s entrenched position, there was still a desire to keep the
principle of the Special Relationship with Britain alive as America still needed British
support in the wider East of Suez role, and freezing Wilson out over Vietnam would
have been counterproductive to this. Bundy noted that, “My own feeling is that it is
well worth our while to keep the British onboard...by keeping them fully informed and
giving them the feeling that they are in the know as we go ahead.”?®® John Young has
written that South East Asia was important to Britain for both trade and defence,
particularly with the former colonies of Malaysia and Singapore.?®® However in an
Overseas Policy Committee for Defence (OPD) report of November 1964 the region
was presented as being of limited direct economic value. The report did however

highlight the political importance of the area in order to be seen as an effective
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partner of the United States, noting that “...Britain’s power to influence American
policy will depend on our making a respectable contribution.”?’° The inference is that
such a contribution could and should be within the wider geographical region, rather
than specifically within the borders of South Vietnam, and as such the maintenance of
a respectable East of Suez military capability, which would have been aided and
enhanced through the procurement of American long range strike and transport
aircraft, could satisfy such objectives.

Thus the American ask of Britain in this particular narrow period of the Vietham
War prior to Operation Rolling Thunder was primarily concerned with ensuring that
Britain would and could maintain an effective posture East of Suez, such that with
American eyes firmly on Vietnam, the rest of the region would not be ignored. The
ever-increasing escalation in the country would continue to drive American foreign
policy and military considerations with allies, and initiated a new focal point for the
relationship with Britain that though it could not be exploited on the ground in
Vietnam, could instead be leveraged through defence initiatives, in particular tied to
the wider support to sterling and the options for the aircraft programmes discussed at
the Washington Summit. Eugenie Blang, in her work examining the detailed
machinations of the relationship between America and the major European allies of
Britain, France and West Germany during the Vietnam War, lays out the disconnect
between the allies, yet does not make the link to wider worldwide roles serving as a
substitute for direct involvement in Vietnam. She does however summarise that, “In

light of the worldwide obligations of the United States, the European positions
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appeared parochial and detrimental to America’s effort in South Vietham. Washington
was even more dismayed by the fact that European misgivings over the Vietnam
question left the United States flighting alone in Southeast Asia, while at the same
time America also provided for the security of Western Europe.”?’! In part this was a
result of, in the words of Gaddis, “...an assumption of all postwar administrations that
the disproportionate economic and military strength of the United States gave it
unique responsibilities in maintaining the world balance of power.”?’2 It was
unfortunate for America that this particular motivation was not shared by all allies, all
of the time.

The Truman Doctrine of containment, born out of the threat of Soviet
expansion in Greece and Turkey in 1947, and a driver behind Eisenhower’s stance over
British and French action in Suez in 1956, had set the tone for American support to any
country under the threat of communism, irrespective of whether they were externally
or internally driven.?’3 Johnson had spoken about South Vietnam at the University of
California in February 1964 that, “For ten years, our country has been committed to
the support of their freedom and that commitment we will continue to honor.”?’* The
broader trend of an increased military presence with a political root cause displayed, in
the view of Ishii, that, “Crusading anticommunism took much the same form as British

and French colonial imperialism, and it led to escalating U.S. military intervention.”?”>
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Britain’s new place in the world and the measures taken to maintain an effective two-
way relationship with America, when viewed alongside the American position over
Suez eight years earlier, showed an apparent reversal in positions that highlighted yet
again that America’s interests always came first. Allies had to be able to either adapt to
a specific posture, or be able to provide a wide range of options as Britain was aiming
to do with the procurement and continuance of an East of Suez capable military, whilst
also pursuing their own non-interventionist stance over Vietnam.

For America in this period, increasing exports of military equipment to allied
nations took on increased importance, both for the balance of payments issue, but
also for McNamara’s attempts to reduce the overall defence budget through the
various efficiencies in procurement and sustainment learnt through his years with the
Ford Motor Company. McNamara had taken over at the Department of Defense at the
start of the Kennedy administration, having told the then president-elect that his first
condition for taking up the role was that he was to be free to organise and run the
department in the manner he saw fit, with the ability to appoint figures of his
choosing.?’® The civilian position of Secretary of Defense was, by 1964, still
comparatively new, having being created in 1947 to bring centralised oversight to
various armed services. In the words of Ford Dixon, the role of the Secretary was,
however, seen as being “...nothing more than an administrator and such areas as
strategy and weaponry should rest with the Joint Chiefs of Staff.”?”” The limited

influence that the role was able to exert, and the sense that the Secretary was
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essentially there to provide window dressing led McNamara was make his second
condition for accepting the position; that he would not attend social events or just be a
socialite secretary.?’® The awkward status of the role was one that McNamara’s
immediate predecessor had tried unsuccessfully to address to allow him to wield
greater authority over the Joint Chiefs, however in Dixon’s opinion, Thomas Gates Jr.
“...lacked the time and the management tools to harness the independent-minded
services.”?”? Management skills were something that McNamara certainly possessed
having risen to become President of Ford, and the Defence Reorganization Act of 1958
had given the Secretary both control of the military budget and a clear line of authority
from the President to the Joint Chiefs that only went through the Secretary of
Defense.?® Eisenhower had stated in an address to Congress in April of that year that,
“The Secretary of Defense is accountable to the President and the Congress...[and] we
look to him for sound management of programs...that gravely concern the survival of
our country. ...l regard it as fundamental that the Secretary, as civilian head of the
Department, should have greater flexibility in money matters, both among and within
the military departments.”?® McNamara set about relentlessly using these levers to
enact a detailed reassessment of both military spending, with the intention of reducing
the overall defense budget, and also streamlining the military-industrial complex to

provide greater value to the Services with a more effective fighting force. Although a
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difficult challenge, Johnson noted that McNamara was, “...like a jackhammer...he drills
through granite rock until he’s there.”?8?

The military-industrial complex was a term coined by Eisenhower during his
televised farewell address to the nation on 17 January 1961 as he warned that, “In the
councils of government, we must guard against the acquisition of unwarranted
influence, whether sought or unsought, by the military-industrial complex.”?%3
Ledbetter defined the term in his study of the military-industrial complex, as “...a
network of public and private forces that combine a profit motive with the planning
and implementation of strategic policy.”?* For a country such as America that
practised distinct lines of ownership for corporations away from government
management the relationship between parties was something to be warned against,
however it shows many similarities with the situation in Britain and Europe more
generally. State ownership of companies, such as within the aviation industry at Shorts
in Northern Ireland, that produced military equipment for government contracts,
continued into the post-war era where companies were able to tender a non-
competitive bid for a contract. The Short Seamew, designed for the Royal Navy as a
short range maritime patrol aircraft, was rejected by both them and subsequently by
the RAF in the mid-1950s, but only after heavy lobbying by the Ministry of Supply had
tried to push it into service to preserve jobs in Northern Ireland.?®> The actions of the

Ministry of Supply, and later the Ministry of Aviation, operating in tandem with a
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theoretically commercially driven company to furnish the military with substandard
equipment epitomised the concern that Eisenhower was addressing in 1961. The
nature and state of the British aviation industry in this period and how it shaped the
decision to continue with the HS.801 programme is covered in detail in later chapters,
however what was an accepted if problematic norm in Britain was viewed as
something to be feared in America. A system where state and industry were closely
tied together would not automatically ensure that the finished product would be
either the best possible solution, or that it would offer the greatest value for money —
two elements highly prized by McNamara.

The third of McNamara’s key elements was commonality and multi-purpose,
and the highly advanced B-70 programme for the US Air Force represented an example
of the type of procurement that McNamara was trying to eradicate from the
Department of Defense. Johnson had delivered a speech at the Pentagon in July 1964
on the effectiveness of McNamara’s savings drive. In it, he had put forward the public
image of an all-powerful superpower, but one with a large caveat, “We are the richest
nation in the history of the world. We can afford to spend whatever is needed to keep
this country safe and to keep our freedom secure...but we cannot afford to spend one
dollar more than is absolutely necessary...”?8¢ The B-70 reflected this dilemma, and it
manifested itself again with the TFX programme and in part drove the push for both it
and the C-130 and F-4 to be offered on favourable terms to Britain later in 1964. The

B-70 was a high-altitude strike aircraft, capable of nuclear delivery and flying at speeds
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of up to Mach 3.2%7 Although far larger, the basic requirements were very similar to the
British TSR.2 and they shared a number of design characteristics. They were also
similar in suffering from both high cost and being highly complex. Whilst still in early
development when McNamara took office, the aircraft was quickly identified as
unnecessary and obsolete to McNamara, who saw that, by 1962, guided missiles and
ICBMs would represent the future of long-range nuclear delivery, with manned
aircraft, even ones flying at great height and speed, as being unable to stay ahead of
Russian surface to air missile technology.?8

For General LeMay, the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, the B-70 was, in the
words of biographer Kozak, “...his pet project.”?8® McNamara’s instance that the
programme was to be cut extended to refusing to spend the funds appropriated by
Congress for the aircraft in 1961, and then declining Air Force requests that $398m in
1962 and $675m in 1963 be allocated to the programme.?°° This put him in direct
conflict with LeMay, who approached the chair of the House Armed Services
Committee, veteran Congressman Carl Vinson, to get the development back on
track.2! With 21 of the 37 members of the Committee having B-70 work in their
districts, it was unsurprising that the Committee put forward language in early March
1962 mandating that $491m of R&D funding to be spend on the aircraft to compel

McNamara to move forward.?? Ultimately, it took direct intervention from Kennedy,

who agreed with McNamara on the viability of the project, to talk to Vinson directly
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and persuade him to back down and to allow the bomber project to be discontinued,
with only a couple of development frames authorised as notional work on a
reconnaissance variant.?®®> When this too was ultimately cancelled in 1967, $1.46bn
had been spend on the whole programme.?®* Although the cancellation could be seen
as a victory for McNamara against an anticipated ten year programme cost of over
$10bn, it was still a sizeable spend when framed against Johnson’s ambition that not a
single unnecessary dollar was to be wasted.

The episode did however represent two fundamental victories for McNamara.
Firstly, albeit with firm support from the president, he was able to use the powers of
the 1958 Defense Act to sidestep Congressional appropriation requests and not be
dictated to on what he had to spend the Defense budget on, and by extension in which
districts the spending would fall. Secondly, he had exerted clear civilian authority over
the military leaders within the Pentagon in a manner that his predecessors had been
unable to do. LeMay, speaking to his biographer Coffey in 1984, said of his and his
fellow members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff relationship with McNamara that, “We
started off trying to talk to him. It was like talking into a brick wall. We got nowhere.
Finally it was just a waste of time and effort. ...We in the military felt we were not in
the decision making process.”?°> Both victories allowed McNamara to move forward
with reductions and efficiencies within the Defense budget, and the TFX, which would
again result in a conflict with the Joint Chiefs of Staff, was the centrepiece of this, but

with both sides coming from the opposite directions that they had on the B-70.
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The TFX programme was the result of McNamara’s insistence that a shared
aircraft design could meet the needs of both the US Navy and US Air Force for a long
range strike aircraft, presenting a similar aspiration to the Hawker Siddeley P.1154 for
the RN and RAF.?°®¢ McNamara laid down three objectives for the aircraft — it was to
replace the F-105 and F-4 aircraft in service with the two branches and be capable of
serving as the primary fighter aircraft for at least the next twenty years, secondly that
it should have a high degree of serviceably and reliability, and thirdly that overall costs
should be minimised.?®” McNamara testified before Congress in March 1963 that such
a design would result in a saving of $1bn without compromising operational effect.?%®
The difficulty of achieving a design that was agreeable to both Services was essentially
insurmountable, with both LeMay for the Air Force, and Russell for the Navy, believing
that the differing specifications meant the concept could never be made to work in
practise.?®® Two companies, Boeing and General Dynamics, led the bids for the initial
contract for 23 development aircraft at a price cap of $630m. The TFX was to bring in
as-yet unproven technological advances such as swing-wing, where the sweep angle
could be moved in flight, and reverse thrusters, aiding short field performance. Boeing,
who had only built large bomber and transport aircraft in the post war era, had their
proposal come in under budget at $482m. General Dynamics, a more experienced
manufacturer of fighter aircraft, had their bid come in at the $630m target.3%° Both

Services agreed that the more advanced Boeing proposal came closest to meeting
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their requirements as the most operationally superior design, and that their team was
more capable of managing the demands of developing swing-wing technology.3%!
McNamara, however, considered both designs to be of equal performance, but that
the more conservatively designed General Dynamics proposal was most likely to meet
objectives two and three of serviceability and lower costs despite the higher bid.3%?
Zuckert, the Air Force Secretary, felt that the higher bid price was simply more
realistic, and that the Boeing bid was excessively optimistic, coming at a time when
McNamara had just cancelled additional Boeing B-52 bombers and thereby placing
additional pressure on the company to win the TFX contract.3°®* McNamara agreed and
went against the advice of the military leadership in the same manner as he had with
the B-70, and selected the General Dynamics proposal. Just as with the B-70, LeMay
felt he had been side-lined, stating that, “We expressed our surprise at his decision
and told him we thought it was wrong...he didn’t discuss any details with us.”3%
Boeing challenged the decision as being driven by political favouritism and
interference, and the Senate Committee on Government Operations under Senator
McClellan agreed to look into it with hearings into the awarding of the TFX contract
carried out in spring 1963. There, the President of Boeing, William Allen, stated that
“...our low price is one of the principal [sic] reasons given for awarding the contract to
our competitor.” It was a situation that he claimed he had never encountered before
in procurement negotiations.3%> McClellan had requested in late 1962 that McNamara

hold off on the formal awarding of the TFX contract to General Dynamics while his
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committee examined the entire awarding process, yet McNamara refused and the
result was, in the words of Shapley, “...out-and-out war between two enemies who
believed not a word the other said.”3% Although McClellan’s enquiry could find no
evidence of political bias in the awarding of the contract to General Dynamics, the
episode demonstrated that for McNamara, the TFX now had to be a success. The
advanced nature of the aircraft design and associated high developmental risk caused
issued for the programme immediately, with the prototypes suffering from high drag
and for the naval variant, excessive weight that would render it unsuitable for carrier
operations.3%” The troubled programme was persisted with, and in May 1964 a fixed
price contract was issued to General Dynamics which included a 30% profit
allowance.3% |n this manner the risk for cost escalation was held with the company
rather than the government, and whilst the profit margin was far in excess of what
would become the acceptable percentages in Britain within a year following the
Ferranti scandal, it did put the Department of Defense ahead of the Ministry of
Defence in recognising its advantages for keeping a procurement on track. The Ferranti
scandal will be examined in chapter six.

Authors such as Dixon and Shapley state that McNamara ended up in a position
where the F-111 simply had to work because he had staked too much on the
programme to let it fail, with Shapley putting it that, “...McNamara was practically
fanatical about making ‘his’ plane work.”3% What they do not discuss, but can be seen

in the fervent manner in which McNamara proposed the F-111 to Healey at the
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Washington Summit, is the important role that having the aircraft flying with allied air
forces would present in demonstrating the success of the programme. The offering of
F-111 to Britain thus achieved two targets, firstly of aiding the British in maintaining
the East of Suez role, and secondly of helping to justify the decision to continue with
the aircraft programme. The Wilson government saw the TSR-2 as a financial burden
they could ill afford, and as it was initiated by the previous Conservative government it
was therefore far easier to remove, whereas the F-111 was a problem all of the
Johnson administration’s making and thus remained their burden to carry. The initial
motivation for McNamara in pushing the F-111 so hard was fundamentally about
reducing the vast outlay of both material resources and money that America put into
defence. In the case of the proposal for F-111 sales to Britain, the matter of a financial
offset was vitally important to both sides. This would help reduce foreign currency
spend for Britain and aid the balance of payments crisis, whilst the covering offset of
American defence spending in Britain would ease the American balance of payments
deficit driven by the maintenance of a worldwide role. With the balance of payments
issue a key target for McNamara, defence procurements and spending served as a
central tool in this endeavour.

American government overseas spending was driven primarily by defence
commitments, and in 1961 was running at a $2.7bn net cost, which resulted in a
number of initiatives instigated by McNamara to try and bring down the figure.310 A
key measure was to increase the export of military equipment to allies and to use the

Department of Defense to aid in this, with McNamara stating that such efforts were,
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“...dictated entirely by our desire to see our allies’ military forces strengthened and at
the same time obtain foreign exchange for ourselves.”3!! Sales were not made in
isolation as purely military and financial levers, as Rusk pointed out in a letter to
McNamara in July 1963, it was important to have an “...opportunity to provide political
guidance in relating these sales to other foreign policy objectives.”3'? As an element of
the strengthening regional allies as the war in Vietnam increased, there was a
significant sale of equipment to Australia in early 1965 that demonstrated both the
weakened state of British sales efforts to a Commonwealth nation that, even allowing
for the 1951 ANZUS Pact, would otherwise have been presumed to in the British orbit
for defence equipment, and also in presenting a factor in the choices made over the
Shackleton replacement for the RAF.313

Arms sales to various countries had generally conformed to within traditional
spheres of influence, with Commonwealth nations primarily the domain of Britain. For
countries such as India, Pakistan and Nepal there was essentially a shared position
between Britain and America, yet in the Middle East and North Africa, as displayed by
the actions of Eisenhower during the Suez Crisis, there was movement towards the
region being considered an American domain.3'% In 1964, a diplomatic incident
occurred over a planned sale of Bedford trucks to Libya when an American delegation
pressured the Libyan government to reject the British sale and favour their offering

instead.3'® This had followed a similar incident over the proposed sale of British
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helicopters to Iraqg the previous year, and which had prompted the Foreign Office to
act. A Foreign Office report of spring 1965 detailed how the Iraq incident, “...led to F.O.
circular instruction No.010 laying down that as a general rule and unless there are
good policy reasons for doing otherwise, we should now only inform the Americans of
arms sales when a contract has actually been signed.”31¢

The Australian package marked a continuation of this pattern of American
dominance and was announced in February 1965 whilst the debate continued in
Britain over the fate of the various aircraft programmes. It comprised a spend of
$350m over the following three years and included C-130 aircraft — which was similarly
part of the package for Britain as a replacement for HS.681, $100m for army
equipment including helicopters and artillery, and a $40m buy of P-3A ASW aircraft.3’
The P-3A was an option for the Shackleton replacement for the RAF and was thus
clearly a design that America was willing to export to allied nations. Both countries’
decisions occurring concurrently, albeit in this instance it was not a platform that
would advance America’s aims of keeping Britain committed East of Suez. On the same
day, McNamara briefed the press on the wider British defence sales, and his comments
demonstrate an understanding of the balance that the Wilson government had to
strike between maintaining the domestic aviation industry, equipping the RAF with
suitable aircraft and ensuring American support for sterling. McNamara stated that,
“...obviously we’re not interested in nor should we take part in the domestic politics of
the United Kingdom, but are very much interested in the desire of one of our allies to

strengthen their military forces, and at the same time to do it in a way that doesn’t
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unduly penalize their industrial capacity.”3!® This last part referred not only the
aviation industry in Britain as a whole, but also to the intention to equip the three US
aircraft with a substantial amount of British-made parts. This included fitting Rolls-
Royce Spey engines, Martin-Baker ejection seats and Ferranti radars in the F-4s, which
were expected to account for up to 40% of the total build.3?° There was a tacit
understanding by America that whilst large scale sales to Britain would help with the
two primary goals of military sales, it had to be balanced against the economic health
of a major ally. Where sales were far more aggressive, and in a manner that served to
highlight that the British-American relationship was actually still ‘special’ during this
period, was how Johnson approached the need for addressing the financial
implications of the extensive military outlay in Germany.

As discussed earlier, the relationship between Erhard and Johnson had been
strained over the latter’s persistent calls for a constitutionally unachievable German
commitment to Vietnam, and this spilled over into the financial aspects of both the
arming of West Germany and the stationing of American troops in the country. West
Germany was near totally reliant on both Germany-based American forces acting as a
deterrent, along with the flow of American military equipment for their own forces.
Sales to Germany had totalled $1.3bn in 1961-62, and both countries had reached an
agreement to share the development of a new main battle tank.32° Although the
M.B.T.70 was ultimately never built, 352 UH-1 helicopters were partly built under

licence by Dornier, Messerschmitt and Heinkel within the country.3?! Direct sales
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would aid the balance of payments most, and for the Department of Defense, in the
words of Kaplan, Landa and Drea, “The best hope of offsetting DoD overseas
expenditure lay in persuading Allied countries to agree to share the U.S. troop
costs.”322 Johnson took a very direct route to this and threatened to remove six
divisions worth of troops from the country in 1964 unless Germany covered the troops
costs — an unaffordable negotiating position if Germany was to keep a balanced
budget which gave Erhard no room to manoeuvre.3?> Germany had already been
paying an offset for American troops brought in during the Berlin crisis on 1961, and
although this additional request would ultimately be resolved with compromise on
both sides, the negative impact it had on the authority of Erhard is cited by Blang as
directly leading to the fall of the German Chancellor.3%*

An element of John Sislin’s concept of arms influence, whereby a military
equipment supplier is able to use their dominant position to coerce the recipient’s
political position, was played out in this aspect of the Johnson-Erhard relationship.3?
The use of the supply of weaponry, although a key component of the British retention
of a worldwide role, did not reach such a critical point, most likely because Britain was,
unlike West Germany, not heavily reliant on the supply of American equipment. This
possibility reinforced the need to retain domestic arms production through
procurements such as the HS.801.

The increasingly aggressive nature of American military sales promotion under

Henry Kuss within the Pentagon’s department of International Security Affairs had the
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desired economic effect for McNamara.3?® Over the period 1961-1965 there were
S6bn of international orders for American military equipment, predominately from
Western allies. Prior to Kuss and McNamara the average had been only $300m a
year.3?’ It proved so successful that The Times noted in 1965 that, “Arms exports were
first promoted officially to reduce the balance of payments deficit, but now it seems
are designed to bring about a healthy surplus.”3?8 In this manner the hard power
aspect of the policy was straightforward to see its benefits, whilst enabling allies to
limit their spending through offset costs which helped with the soft power dynamics.

In his testimony to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and Senate Armed
Services Committee in 1967 on the sale of American aircraft to Britain, McNaughton
stated that, “Of the $2.5 billion package, there is a $2 billion package with the British,
and [in] this $2 billion package they wanted some business running the other way. We
ultimately agreed that provided they could meet competitive terms on price, delivery,
quality, that we would buy from them or find things to buy from them, $325 million,
and the $400 million, Senator McCarthy, that was part of that package.”3?° The offset
approach of covering troop costs and purchasing equipment from Britain formed
fundamental aspects to making the British package palatable, and is the element that
led McNamara to declare to Healey that an F-111 purchase was essentially a cost

neutral procurement, even if the figures for American troop spending in Britain was
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placed on the high side to make the maths work at $1.8bn through to 1977.33°
McNamara had been firm in his lines to the press that, “We aren’t going to enter into
any more Skybolt arrangements with anybody, in which they get something for
nothing.”33! Despite this claim, the realities of the arrangements offered by
McNamara, who desperately needed his F-111 project to succeed, displayed the
American intent to balance the fiscal picture with the political requirements of
ensuring that Britain remained a capable strong ally. This need was not lost on the
Wilson government, whose actions at the Summit would display the crucial fact that
although Britain desperately needed American monetary support, America equally
desperately needed British power projection.

A Foreign Office memo on May 1965 from the British Embassy in Washington
laid out how this relationship was fully understood within the government, stating
that, “...the Americans only forgo competitive selling for strong political reasons, for
instance, their wish that we should continue our role in the Indian Ocean.”332 The
British position covered spheres of influence and the aircraft procurements, with an
aim to expand the offsets beyond domestic troop costs and spending in the British
economy, with the observation that, “The Americans are selling in Europe and
elsewhere in the West as hard as they can, and at home they are allergic to equipping
their own services with arms or equipment of any but American manufacture...We
may be able to make a small dent in this policy by achieving some offset sales of British

equipment as part of the aircraft deals now under discussion.”3* Thomson, at the

30 TNA, PREM 13/716, Telegram from BDS Washington [Armstrong] to MoD [Cooper], 4 Jan 1966.
31 Part 11, The Robert S. McNamara Papers, Transcript of McNamara Press Briefing, 6 Apr 1965.

32 TNA, FO 115/4631, Memo, Everett (British Embassy, Washington), 27 May 1965.

33 TNA, FO 115/184320, US/UK Military Cooperation, Letter, British Embassy Washington to Sankey
(FO), 29 Apr 1965.

113



Foreign Office, was more direct, stating that, “It may be possible to use developments
in the arms industry to forward our political objects [sic].”33* This was further
reinforced in the response of Hardman, the Permanent Secretary at the MoD, that,
“...we should try to gain some advantage with the Americans for the orders which we
shall be placing with them.”33> Avoiding involvement in Vietnam was a central
objective for Wilson, and with the British position in world affairs at this time there
was a need to balance the close relationship with America with increasingly important
ties to Europe and the EEC. Procuring three aircraft designs from America showed a
commitment to the world stage, but achieved in a manner that was not overly
financially taxing and freed up a skilled domestic workforce to aid Wilson’s ‘white heat
of technology’ drive. The short-term priority though was to ensure American support
for sterling and to avoid a devaluation in the pound.

For the Johnson administration, the intent during this period was to garner
British support for Vietnam that went beyond public overtures, and at the very least to
ensure Britain remained a player on the world stage. This chapter has demonstrated
that the offering up of highly favourable terms for military aircraft and equipment
addressed this issue in materialistic terms and served as a validation of McNamara’s
cost saving methods through the F-111 programme and his use of wider financial tools
through savings and exports. For McNamara the package achieved the goal, telling the
press that, “...when we talk about worldwide responsibilities of the British, we’re
talking about, particularly, their responsibilities in the area between Aden and Hong

Kong, which is an area for which the F-111, for example, is highly suitable because of
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its long range and versatility.”33® As American author Weidenbaum put it, “...such sales
were looked upon as adjuncts to U.S. foreign policy — an effective but inexpensive way
of bolstering the defense efforts of our friends and allies while relieving this nation’s
balance of payments problem.”3% It was the need for American support for sterling
that was the crucial objective for Britain, and in return America expected Britain to
maintain a military presence East of Suez, and if that presence could also be achieved
with American military equipment then so much the better. Dobson, writing in the
1990s, did not see the two as linked, stating that, “James Callaghan, in fact, has
specifically denied any knowledge of such an agreement. There is no hard evidence to
contradict him.”338 Other writers have however come down on the side of there being
at least a tacit understanding between the nations, with Dumbrell, Ponting and
Schwartz among those who consider that it existed, albeit short of being a formal
agreement.?*® These views also remain in the purely abstract political realm or centre
on Wilson’s resistance over Vietnam, and authors such as Colman and Dockrill do not
mention how aspects such as defence procurements were used a means to display a
commitment to the worldwide role ahead of the defence review and at a time when
the balance of payments crisis was most acute for Britain.3*° The American internal
position, even if not tied to Vietnam was clear. Bundy wrote in a memo to Johnson
following a meeting with Wilson in September 1965 that it had taken two discussions

for Ball to get “...Wilson to agree to the association between our defense of the pound
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and their overseas commitments. The one thing he was apparently trying to avoid was
a liability in Vietnam.”34! The minutes of this meeting laid bare not only the link
between support for sterling and East of Suez, but the fine line that Wilson was
determined to tread, as the minutes read that, “...it would be a great mistake if the
United Kingdom failed to understand that the American effort to revive Sterling was
inextricably related to the commitment of the United Kingdom to maintain its
commitments around the world...The Prime Minister agreed to all of this, noting that
he had expressed his earlier qualifications merely to make the record clear that the
United Kingdom would not accept an additional demand for a United Kingdom
contribution to Vietnam as a quid pro quo for U.S. Government short-term assistance
for Sterling.”34?

Thus the selection of American aircraft played the key role in ensuring
American support for sterling without having to resort to a formal agreement over a
commitment to Vietnam that would have given the perception that British forces were
able to be hired by America to fight foreign wars. The result also positioned Britain as
the favoured ally in Europe at a time when the trans-Atlantic relationship with
Germany was in difficulties and the Special Relationship needed continual attention to
ensure both sides felt they were getting something meaningful from it. The British
position, which was re-affirmed at the Washington Summit, had been for the
maintenance of the East of Suez commitment. The American position, particularly

following the Gulf of Tonkin incident was for a British commitment to Vietnam. The
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aircraft programmes provided a political middle ground that kept the door sufficiently

open to both options.
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CHAPTER 3 - THE WASHINGTON TALKS, DECEMBER 1964

The respective positions of the Wilson and Johnson administrations had been
set by the previously discussed series of events prior to the planned talks in
Washington D.C. in December 1964. For Wilson, the pressing need for continued
American support for sterling and a realignment of the high technology sectors of
British industry to a more commercially viable posture were key. For Johnson, the
continued escalation in Vietnam and the need for offsetting a growing balance of
payments deficit driven by military spending were central considerations. The meeting
of Wilson, Johnson, Healey and McNamara over 8-9 December 1964 came
immediately after the dominant and crushing performance of Johnson in the
November general election. Johnson had received the largest popular vote in history,
providing him with the assurance that the country still supported both his domestic
agenda and his foreign policy objectives originally laid down by Eisenhower and
Kennedy.3*3 For Wilson, the timing of such a visit in the immediate aftermath provided
an opportunity to try and quickly establish a better relationship with the president
following the negative American reaction to the rise in the British import tariff. Within
the broader economic situation, defence was the primary rational behind the summit,
which from the British position represented a need to balance a reduction in defence
spending with maintaining the American economic support.3** For the Americans the

focus was on holding Britain to its worldwide role and gaining a commitment on troop
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deployments to Vietnam.3*> The matter of defence spending and commitments took
on two aspects; firstly that of the MLF, a construct that was threatening to tear apart
the NATO alliance, and secondly over the efficiencies to be made through a shift in
British overseas posture and the cutting of British military aircraft procurements and
replacing them with American designs. This element, and the political gamesmanship
behind it, is central to the shaping of the cancellations and continuations of the various
programmes.

Ultimately, neither Wilson nor Johnson could be said to have fully achieved
their aims from the meeting, but that both were able to write the outcomes in the
manner which suited them best, even if these did not represent a complete closing off
of any specific aspect. The abandoning of the MLF concept was a success for Wilson, as
was the agreement from McNamara to supply American aircraft on favourable terms
against pre-Summit aims of either securing American support for worldwide
commitments, or if that failed, to dramatically scale them back. For McNamara, the
export of his highly contentious TFX programme represented a victory, and for the
administration as a whole, the successful commitment by Britain to the maintenance
of a worldwide role was timely. The Summit reaffirmed that the relationship between
the two countries was still sufficiently close as to provide adequate benefits for both
sides, with the question of aircraft procurements central to the outcomes and
displayed the key role such programmes played in shaping British foreign policy with
the United States. This chapter will therefore argue that the Summit emphasised that

the American focus on South East Asia, and particularly Vietnam, shaped the
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discussions and drove their focus on support for aircraft programmes that would aid in
the continuation of the British East of Suez posture, of which the Shackleton
replacement did not form a central element, and thereby defining why the P-3 was not

discussed as part of the American military package.

Both British and American press coverage prior to the visit focused heavily on
the MLF and this scrutiny of nuclear strategy reflected the deep concerns of the
period, with only a few years having passed since the Cuban Missile Crisis and
Macmillan’s commitment to purchase Polaris at Nassau.3%® In the context of the RAF
procurement programmes, the MLF represented a negotiating token for Wilson over
how far American support for British defence policy and influence could go, and
therefore how much financial and equipment support could be garnered. Dockrill, in
her study of the Washington meetings, focused entirely on the MLF as the military
aspect of the discussions, rather than placing it as one of the contributary elements
that made up the balancing act at play by Wilson during the talks.34” She presents the
MLF, alongside the growing crisis in Vietnam, as one of the primary foreign policy
issues facing the Johnson Administration by late 1964.3* A similar level of attention is
also given by Colman, so the MLF as both a concept and political tool needs to be

understood.3*® The MLF was born out of the increased medium range ballistic missile
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(MRBM) threat posed by the Soviet Union in the late 1950s.3°° The deployment of
interim land based missiles throughout Western Europe by the United States gave
some reassurance to the European nations that they could be defended against Soviet
aggression, but the fundamental concern for Europe was whether the United States
would, if it truly came down to a hot war, step forward and defend the continent.3>! As
a result a concept began to be take shape whereby a system with multi-national
involvement would commit all parties to military action. Senator Jackson stated to
Congress in 1957 that, “...the bonds of the NATO alliance could now be strengthened
by a co-operative program to develop and support a sea-based missile system.”3>2
Such a system would provide for the defence of Europe at a lower cost than the
existing land-based systems. The proposal was shaped by the United States into one
consisting of 25 surface ships, each armed with 8 Polaris missiles and with a force of
10,000 to man them. To increase the sense of collective security each ship would have
3 nationalities making up the crew, with no single nationality comprising more than
40% of each ship. The ships themselves were to be based around commercial hulls and
were to operate in the shipping lanes around Western Europe in order to make them
harder for Soviet weapons systems to target.3>3 The mixed manning concept was in
part designed to spread the costs of deploying a MRBM system, but also to tackle a
wider concern over the involvement of the United States, as addressed by the Ministry

of Defence in 1964 as, “One more declared aim of the M.L.F. is to strengthen the trans-
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Atlantic link and thereby bind the U.S. more closely to the defence of Europe.”3** The
same briefing paper reflected the mood of the early 1960s, whereby the MLF as a
concept was fast falling out of favour in Britain due to the difficulties of implementing
it in practice leading to highly politically charged environment. Alongside this the
system was sea based, and thus was difficult to consider as a tactical asset. The
procurement of Polaris as the replacement for the independent nuclear deterrent
placed the MLF as a greatly reduced military option for the British.3>> Regardless of this
there were two sides to the MLF argument in much the same manner as with the
aircraft procurements; the military and the political. Whilst the military aspect was
proving harder and harder to justify by 1964, the political dimension was as important
as ever.

Even contemporary authors such as Kohl did not shy away from this aspect,
highlighting in 1965 that the MLF served an important purpose of heading off attempts
by De Gaulle to assume the mantle of the defender of Europe.3*® This reflected the
greatest concern for the United States and Britain in the build-up to the Washington
talks, for whilst the economic situation was dire, and defence spending already too
high, it would have been far worse for Britain to find itself side-lined in Europe by a
resurgent France. The French government was keen to pursue the cause if it led to
greater European integration, but as ever this was to be under French leadership, and
with France serving as the link between Europe and the United States.3*” Ultimately,

the central political issue that vexed Whitehall was really West Germany, rather than
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France. As Wilson recorded in his memoirs, the issue for both him and as he saw it,
Britain as a collective whole, was the concept of a German finger on the nuclear trigger
with the consideration that, “What matters was not so much whether we in the West
were satisfied that the Germans had no power to influence a decision to use nuclear
weapons, but whether the Soviet Union would believe it.”3>® The motivation for France
was the same as it had been for half a century; essentially to keep Germany in check.
French military leadership in Europe was far less about the spirit of collective defence,
and more about ensuring Germany could not grow in power such that it could
threaten France again. This move was very much the personal mission of Charles De
Gaulle who wanted France to lead the continent forward. These motivations and
actions of de Gaulle will be fully appraised in chapter four. By having no sole European
nation in the lead, the MLF as a concept represented the best means for the United
States of heading off this French resurgence.3*® Thus by 1964 the main cheerleaders
for the MLF had become Germany and the Unites States.3®° The rise in prominence of
West Germany created a concern that escalated political manoeuvring, increasingly led
by a concerned France, could result in a split to NATO.36! Crucially it created a concern
in Westminster that Britain could be usurped as the United States’ principle ally in
Western Europe by either Germany or France, with Germany looking the most likely.
The language used within the Ministry of Defence was suitably frank, “The hitherto

happy marriage between the U.S. and the U.K. is beginning to be ‘on the rocks’;
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Germany is now the most favoured wife in the international harem.”3%2 This produced
two possible alliances, both of which were equally concerning for the Wilson
administration. At Chequers in November 1964 Gordon Walker observed that a
Franco-German nuclear alliance had to be prevented at all costs, alongside the
possibility of a widening of a United States-Germany military alliance.3® Prior to the
Chequers meetings the United States and Germany had released a joint statement
reaffirming their commitment to bringing the MLF to fruition.?®* As discussed in the
previous chapter, the continued purchase of American military equipment by
Germany, if not always done voluntary, resulted in an impression of increased
favouritism by the United States, and therefore the limited level of British commitment
and procurement spending would not have gone unnoticed in either Whitehall or
Washington.3%> The German drive to conclude the MLF negotiations tied in with their
upcoming federal election, due in the autumn of 1965, with the feeling in the British
delegation to the negotiations in Bonn was that the United States would go along with
this timeline regardless of whether Britain was willing and ready to participate.3®® This
made it an imperative subject of discussion in the Washington talks. Even though
Britain was highly vulnerable following the run on the pound, Whitehall needed to find
an alternative proposition to increase the likelihood of successfully terminating the
expensive aspects of the programme, whilst still shoring up the Anglo-American

relationship.
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The proposed ANF served two main purposes. Firstly, as a means of extracting
Britain from the MLF framework and re-affirming the close alliance with the United
States, and secondly as a means of providing a suitable role for the TSR-2 and thereby
keeping it as a viable option going forward. For the Ministry of Defence any nuclear
force had to make military as well as political sense, which was understandable given
the increasing fiscal pressures and the desire of Wilson to trim the defence budget. By
promoting the viability of the TSR-2 and offering up three squadrons of aircraft, each
armed with two nuclear weapons, the ANF was to have given the air and land mix that
was missing from the sea-borne MLF and was considered essential to achieving a
feasible military posture.3®” The land based elements were to comprise four American
Pershing missile battalions, each with four batteries and two missiles per battery.3%8
The Chiefs of Staff had expressed their desire to avoid a sea-based solution due to the
vulnerability of the ships, and the Polaris system was a strategic asset and thus of
limited use in the tactical role for which the MLF had been intended to fill.3¢° The use
of TSR-2, expressed within the D.0.(0)(64) brief from just prior to the autumn general
election, would not only provide a lifeline to the troubled aircraft programme, but
would also provide a fillip to the balance of payments by reducing any required dollar
spend.3’? Despite the claims emanating from the Ministry of Defence, such a system

effectively disregarded the political dimension of the larger scale MLF as it focused on
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bilateral Anglo-American relations at the expense of those in continental Europe,
reducing their involvement to just a small contribution to the crewing of the aircraft.3”!
Irrespective of how Whitehall viewed the proposed shift from MLF to ANF, the
ambition of either killing the MLF off entirely or at the very least transforming it into a
low cost, low priority element using existing military equipment and dispersal could
not have succeeded without the controlling vote of the Johnson administration, given
the dominance of the United States in all trans-Atlantic relations. From the earliest
days of Nassau, there had been a formative idea from within the Kennedy
administration to expand on the original MRBM concept and assemble a multinational
force with Polaris at the forefront. George Ball promoted the clause that the British
purchase of Polaris would enable them to form a central element of this, alongside the
notion of co-manning.3”2 This position had been reaffirmed by Kennedy in a note to
Macmillan later in December 1962 that participation in the multinational force should
not just be limited to the nuclear members of NATO.373 The implicit message within
this was to allow the Germans in — a concept that the then Earl of Home was firmly
against.3’4 Yet by 1964 opinions within the White House were split on the merits of any
system. Bundy, Special Assistant for National Security, writing in a memorandum to
Johnson in November 1964 ahead of the Wilson visit, recognised that Britain was
against buying a new weapon system only two years after Nassau and as such it was

understandable that a solution involving current inventory aircraft and perhaps
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submarine launched Polaris missiles would be their preference.3’> Regardless of his
apparent considerations for the British position, Bundy was aligned with the view that,
“...the MLF is the least unsatisfactory means of keeping the Germans well tied into the
alliance.”3’® This would reaffirm that on this political level he saw Germany as more
important that Britain. McNamara’s position was that there was “...no military
requirement for the MLF.”3”7 This position was later echoed by Ball, who, having
evidently shifted his position, or perhaps in wanting to be seen as having done so,
wrote in his memoirs that the MLF had no real value as a military proposition, “...but
that was not the point; | saw it as serving a political objective.”3”® This political
objective of remaining close to Germany and holding back the French was evidently
strong enough for Wilson to write in his own memoirs that during the Washington
meetings Johnson was pushed hard, principally by Ball, to be enthusiastic about
proceeding with the MLF.37° Bundy’s biographer Kai Bird saw the MLF as being Ball’s
plan, and credited Bundy with having effectively killed it off in a memo to Johnson on
25 November 1964.3% This position ran counter to Bundy’s support of it in his
aforementioned memo from just a few weeks earlier. If indeed though this had been
the case, then there would have been little point in it being one of the major
discussion points in the Washington talks between Johnson and Wilson, nor would

Whitehall have felt it necessary to develop a complex and only slightly less unpalatable
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alternative in the form of the ANF. Wilson evidently saw the threat of Germany
becoming the principle European partner of the United States as a significant enough
threat to keep a nuclear force of some description on the table. Equally, as the United
States did not simply act independently to either forge ahead with the MLF to achieve
their political objectives at the expense of Britain, nor cancel the entire enterprise
unilaterally suggests that Britain still carried a degree of weight for the United States
on the international stage, particularly with regard to European affairs. This posturing
within Europe would also impact the British position on EEC membership, as all aspects
of trans-Atlantic relations, whether economic, political or military were intrinsically
linked. The MLF debacle serves to demonstrate that whilst Whitehall was right to be
concerned about the general drift of the United States towards Germany and
alternative European partners, they were not completely cut out of the picture.
Despite this the question of possible defence purchases, when placed alongside the
ANF concept, raises the question of how far Wilson was prepared to go in order to
remain the principle partner of the United States, and shore up the vital fiscal support.
The other side of this coin was what the Johnston administration wanted to achieve
during the meetings.

As discussed in the previous chapter, Johnson had hosted a visit from Home
earlier in 1964 at which the Prime Minister had stood on the White House steps and
used the occasion to ‘sell London buses’.3®! This event had soured the idea of a Wilson
visit from the start, as Johnson did not want a repeat of the incident. Despite this,

relations between Home and Johnson had been far from troubled. Home had, in a
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March 1964 telegram to Johnson, requested that Amery, the Minister of Aviation, be
permitted to view an experimental US Air Force reconnaissance aircraft, the A-10.
Johnson’s reply stated that due to the secretive nature of the aircraft not everything
could be shown to Amery, but that “...an informal look at the airplane for an old friend
is another matter, and it will be arranged.”3%? Such a friendly and relaxed address to
someone who had previously irritated him, when compared to his view of Wilson,
suggests that Wilson was at a significant disadvantage from the start. As Ball noted in
his memoirs, Johnson had held Macmillan in high regard, yet saw Wilson as “...too
much like other politicians with whom LBJ had dealt, and Johnson took an almost
instant dislike to him.”38 For Alex Danchev, “Johnson did not like to be denied [over
Wilson's refusal to send troops to Vietnam]. He was resentful. Wilson started low in his
estimations and sank lower.” 33 Undoubtedly the decision to raise the bank rate had
played a significant part in this, and Colman has observed in his work on the
Washington talks that Johnson rebuked Wilson over his poor handling of the economic
crisis during one of their meetings on 7 Dec 1964.38 The American official record of
the meeting, in which several advisors were present, includes the comment from
Dillon, US Secretary to the Treasury, and who would have been the nominal expert in
the room, that the policy measures, if not the messaging, being put in place by Wilson
and his Cabinet were basically sound.?8 This apparent confliction reiterates the fact

that Johnson was very much his own man, and a distinct personality within
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Washington who thought nothing of contradicting his advisors. It also hints at the
problems of understanding where the rhetoric of the man ended and his political
position began.

Johnson is described by George Herring as being “...an extraordinary individual.
A large man with oversize and eminently caricaturable features, he had ambitions the
size of his native Texas, and insecurities to match.”3®” A large portion of these
insecurities may have stemmed from his non-lvy League education, but could also
have been a well-honed tactic for putting the Washington establishment off balance.
Rusk recalled that during the Washington talks, Johnson observed that, “...| see we
have four Oxford men and three Cambridge men and four Harvard men and three Yale
men and a man from San Marcos State Teachers College.” The response was one of
gentle laughter, but Rusk was left, as he had been before, with a sense of uncertainty
as to whether it was genuine insecurity or an act.3®® Denis Healey was far more direct
with his opinion of the president in his memoirs, “Johnson exuded a brutal lust for
power which | found most disagreeable.”3® Despite the clear personality differences
between Johnson and his predecessor, his resounding victory in the election of
November 1964 was seen as a continuation and endorsement of the policy and plans
put in place by Kennedy, and this sense of continuity could be further seen in the
advisors and staff that Johnston surrounded himself with. McNamara, Rusk, Bundy,
Ball and others had all served in the same positions under Kennedy.3*° Not only had

Johnson put forward the notion of stability in government as part of his election
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campaign, but he had been aided by the complete failure of the Republican Party to
make a compelling argument with their candidate Barry Goldwater.3°! Combined with
a strongly performing domestic economy, and a natural preference for domestic
matters, Craig assessed the result in the immediate aftermath as one where,
“...Johnson was probably an unbeatable candidate against anyone except Eisenhower,
but only Goldwater could have given him such a crashing landslide.”3°? Johnson was
therefore in a position of political strength by the time of the Washington talks.
Whereas Wilson had a slender parliamentary majority and a poorly performing
economy, Johnson did not have to bow to pressure and compromise. Politically,
between the leaders, Wilson was the one who had to be cautious and conservative
with his approach. Bundy noted to Johnson in November 1964 that Labour were
showing signs of being more flexible in government than they had intimated in
opposition, and that there was a “...very close relationship between Labour’s current
attitude and that of the Home Government — the only important differences are those
of political imagery...”3% For Johnson, who was always more at home with domestic
rather than foreign affairs, the talks represented an opportunity to stamp his authority
on the cross-Atlantic relationship. However it was his inherited advisors and staff who
represent the clearest idea of what the United States wanted to achieve from the
meetings, and thus whether Britain was to be able to extract any additional support in
the time of economic crisis.

McNamara, as Secretary of Defense, was the key player during those meetings

in which defence formed the primary focus, which is to say the majority. For Wilson’s
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government to stand any chance of success in achieving American support for a cut to
the defence budget, a reduction in commitments and a re-evaluation of military
aircraft production, it was vital to win over McNamara. As discussed in the previous
chapter, Robert McNamara had been brought into the Department of Defense
following a successful career in the private sector with Ford and believed that the
public sector could be made as efficient as the private one.3°* Having come from the
commercial sector McNamara did not trust military advisors, instead relying heavily on
academic John McNaughton as his deputy. Crucially, McNaughton was close friends
with Bundy.3%> With this relationship, and as McNaughton had the ear of McNamara,
and Bundy the ear of Johnson, this aspect of the Administration was tightly
interlocked, and the freedom given to McNamara by Johnson bore this out. McNamara
had begun pursing an aggressive overseas sales policy, of which Britain was a target
market. These sales formed part of his continued drive to rationalise the defence
industry through consolidation and programme efficiencies. That 55% of all defence
spending went through appropriations to defence contractors, including the aircraft
manufacturers, placed the onus on the contractors to produce substantial savings, and
the previously covered TFX programme represented an ideal opportunity to showcase
this new efficient approach.3°® The consolidation of the Navy and Air Force
competitions down to a single aircraft design, chosen by McNamara against the advice

of the military leadership, demonstrated that McNamara was in ultimate control of his

3% Kaplan et al, History of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Vol IV, p. 453.
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3% Kaplan et al, History of the Office of the Secretary of Defense, Vol IV, p. 459.
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department. To back up this policy he needed to ensure that the aircraft was an export
success.

The Washington Summit talks provided that platform for an early success for
McNamara against a backdrop of a Britain in need of American support on the
international markets. The coverage of TFX at the talks is a key element in
understanding how the various procurements interlocked with the wider strategic
aims and ambitions of both nations.

It was understood within the Johnson administration that Britain was
considering the TFX as a replacement for the struggling TSR-2, and whilst this
represented an opportunity, it also represented a potential problem given
McNamara’s approach to the programme. In the pre-visit memo to Johnson in
November 1964, Bundy wrote that, “Bob McNamara is sometimes torn between his
very sound political assessments and his obligations as a salesman of dollar-earning
hardware. For example, one significant element in the British position may be their
need to keep in the business of producing useable and saleable aircraft. The best way
of doing this politically is probably to licence the TFX for production under a British
name and paint-job, but that might cut into our own TFX market, and so Bob may be
resistant.”3%’ This observation is fundamental to the concept that the health of the
British aviation industry represented a negotiating element throughout. The Wilson
Government would have seen the option of producing licenced manufacturing of the
TFX as a crucial aspect, for it was a means of safeguarding British jobs — thus to in

effect allow Wilson to extricate the Government from a financially perilous

37 FRUS, 1964-68, Vol. XIII, Document 46.
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development programme, whilst maintaining a military capability, protecting some
aspects of the aviation industry, whilst also increasing the level of cooperation with the
United States. Without a licenced production element, alternative works would be
required to maintain the viability of the industry, such as will be discussed later for the
P.1127 and HS.801. The problem from the American side was put succinctly by Bundy
in same memo, “One of our jobs is to introduce McNamara the statesman to
McNamara the merchant and make sure they do not get in each other’s way.”3% For
the Johnson administration, and particularly McNamara, the need to promote
overseas sales of the TFX aircraft was fundamental to their approach to the talks. TFX
was the sole programme mentioned by the Administration in both the pre-Washington
briefings and in the records of the conversations with Wilson and his delegation. As
such, although there was no mention of the possible sale of P-3 to Britain as a
replacement for Shackleton, there was equally no mention of the C-130 or the F-4
either. The American approach was therefore very much business first, not necessarily
the wider provision of political and economic support to Britain with regard to the
other aircraft programmes. This was most likely because such aspects were considered
to be covered by the need to have Britain maintain the worldwide role, and ideally the
deployment of British troops into Vietnam. The use of these elements could serve as
the price paid for economic assistance, rather than procurement sales directly.

The New York Times had reported prior to the talks that Britain would be
seeking a means of reducing the burden of defence, highlighting that the Johnson

administration would have been prepared for such an approach.3%® During the Summit
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Rusk was recorded as stating that, “The UK role has a multiplying effect on our own
role.”4% With the United States heavily involved in Vietnam, there was a clear need for
the United States to push Wilson on committing to a continued worldwide role.

When the two parties sat down for the second set of meetings on 7 December,
first in the British Embassy and then later in the White House, Denis Healey opened
discussions with the frank observation that, due to the economic difficulties facing

401 Healey noted that

Britain, there was no choice but to re-evaluate defence spending.
the most obvious means of achieving a significant reduction in spending was to make
manpower cuts, which would make it even harder to maintain a worldwide role.
Consequently, Healey stated that the “...only other way was to economise in
equipment.”4%2 A reduction in either manpower or equipment would have the knock-
on effect of requiring a reduction in the worldwide role that Britain had thus-far
fulfilled. Healey’s further reasoning was that the majority of defence capabilities were
suitable across a broad range of eventualities and peacetime deterrence, however
those capabilities that represented a more specialised and particularly the
expeditionary form of warfighting sat in the top five percent of defence spending and
were inordinately expensive by comparison.%® Without this high order and advanced
weaponry, Britain would be unable to fulfil a worldwide role. These advanced systems

were, in the main, American in origin, yet the government did not want to completely

side-line the domestic armaments industry. The British minutes of the meeting record
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Healey as having posed the question of, “...whether it might be possible for the
Americans to cover this outstanding 5 per cent of contingencies. By the same token
Britain could ill afford to not buy the best weapons that were available most cheaply
and most quickly. This might mean in some cases buying American equipment and he
[Healey] hoped to discuss with Mr. McNamara certain possibilities in this direction.
There would be, however, a legitimate requirement for Britain to retain a research and
development capacity in certain fields of exploration.”*%* McNamara’s response was,
according to the British minutes, one of an expectation of the American public that
allies pull their weight around the world, and that as such the British cannot make
substantial manpower savings and must ideally remain the same size.*® In the
American minutes, McNamara stated that manpower sizes should, at the very least,
stay the same, and ideally increase. He then went further to put forward that, “We
could help by working out a co-operative R&D development programme with the UK.
He [McNamara] said that, speaking frankly, the UK was financing certain projects
which made no sense militarily and really represented a waste of money, in particular
the TSR-2, as well as certain other projects. He thought both the UK and US could
benefit through greater integration, but he realized that this was a very painful process
in terms of domestic problems for the UK.”4%® McNamara’s negative opinion of the
TSR-2 was recorded far more derisively in the British minutes as the aircraft being
“...an expensive and nearly worthless project.”*%” Healey had, quite deliberately,

pitched to the Johnson administration a deal whereby if they wanted Britain’s help on

44 TNA CAB 133/266, P.M.V.(W)(64) 2™ Mtg.
495 TNA CAB 133/266, P.M.V.(W)(64) 2™ Mitg.
406 FRUS, 1964-1968, Vol. XII, Document 236.
497 TNA CAB 133/266, P.M.V.(W)(64) 2™ Mitg.

136



the world stage, it would come at a cost, using the ongoing aircraft procurements as a
tool of international politics. Yet whilst it was clearly staged in order to get a
concerned American delegation to commit to financial and materiel support, it was still
a play with only a partial hand and healthy dose of bluff. Neither would the proposal
have been a total surprise to the Americans, for Ball had held meetings in London with
Wilson, Healey, and Gordon Walker the previous week as part of the preparatory work
for Washington.*%® Wilson was still firmly against sending troops to Vietnam, and had
to defend a firm reiteration of the request from Johnson who saw such a move as
sending a vitally important political message.*®® McNamara had focused on the TSR-2
in his approach, undoubtedly because, as Bundy had feared in his memo to Johnson
before the summit, McNamara the salesman had taken over, and only seen the British
request in the context of his TFX programme, leaving aside all other elements, which
would have included the P-3 as a Shackleton replacement. Healey’s play had all the
hallmarks of someone patting down their pockets and feigning surprise at the absence
of their wallet when the bill arrives in a restaurant, only for their companion to
willingly spring into action and settle the tab.

Alongside the equipment and manpower elements of overseas expenditure,
there was also the broader defence basing and posture which represented the non-
procurement aspects that could still yield significant savings. This was fundamental to
the wider review of defence strategy that will be assessed in chapter five, however
early considerations of the matter were prepared ahead of the Washington Summit

and influenced the direction of discussions. The need for scaling back on British
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overseas commitments that Healey put forward in Washington had been proposed by
the Ministry of Defence over the preceding weeks, particularly in meetings at
Chequers on the future of defence, held over the weekend of 21 and 22 November
1964. A few weeks prior to this, the Chiefs of Staff had backed a Ministry of Defence
position that, “...they can only reduce expenditure if their commitments are
reduced.”*'? Despite this the Chiefs were adamant that such a stance would require
political direction before it could be explored in any great detail.*'* Whilst the military
leaders saw this as the only feasible means of achieving savings in the defence budget,
the political leaders disagreed, as Wilson in particular wanted to retain the totemic
position of a presence East of Suez.*'2 The discussions prior to Washington centred
around the perilous position of the budget, and the implications of a revision to
international strategy. There were multiple briefing papers prepared outlining the
financial costs of maintaining the world-wide role, suggesting that the military
command was focused on winning the argument with the Cabinet over the need to
reduce commitments if true budgetary savings were to be made. Within this context
studies were carried out examining the future of the Singapore, Aden and European
areas of operation. These concluded that British policy could no longer be considered
fully independent, and that a reliance on the United States for any major overseas
action was unavoidable. With defence spending accounting for a third of all

government expenditure and overseas spending adding £265m to the balance of
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payments costs, the strain on the British economy was too much to be sustained.*!3
Thus if military expenditure was to be maintained at the present level, it would result
in “...other national objectives [having] to be abandoned.”*'* The pressing need to
invigorate the domestic economy to restore confidence in and balance to sterling,
combined with allowing for the manifesto pledges on social reform to be carried out
would have been too great to have been ignored, and the focus on reducing defence
expenditure highlights where the focus of the Wilson government lay.

The nature of the discussions at Chequers was such that very few topic papers
were produced from the meetings, and the political figures present simply referred to
events in passing. Peter Hennessy has put forward that the overly centralised nature of
how Wilson organised his Cabinet lead to the key decisions beings taken by the small
group of Wilson, Healey, Gordon Walker and Callaghan, which suggests that the lines
to take in Washington were already set prior to the wider meeting at Chequers.*'® This
was in much the same way as the decision was made to resist a devaluation of sterling
on 17 October 1964.41® This style would have contributed to the limited material
available on the discussions, yet the flow of the minutes do suggest that the objectives
for the Washington Summit were formed at the Chequers weekend. Prior to Chequers,
a Ministry of Defence memorandum dated 18 November posed several key questions
on whether the government was prepared to accept a withdrawal from East of Suez,

and if the government was willing to buy, rather than develop, future aircraft and
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missile systems. The memorandum also outlined the major expenditure items, for
which the Shackleton replacement was one. It detailed costs for a conversion of the
Comet 4 at £20m for the research and development, £90m on capital outlay, and then
£70m in initial operating costs through to 1974/75. This £180m was smaller than the
£290m for HS.681, £505m for P.1154, and the daunting £1,150m required for TSR.2
over the same period.*!” That the Comet 4 maritime programme was mentioned in the
same table as the TSR.2, HS-681 and P.1154 demonstrated that all four programmes
were, as far the Ministry of Defence was concerned, on the table for consideration as
part of possible budgetary cuts.*'8 This represented one of only a handful of occasions
were all four programmes were grouped together, as the minutes of the first Chequers
meeting at 10.00am on 21 November only noted discussions on the implications of
cancelling and re-allocating the other three projects.**® This would suggest that
politically the focus was solely on the most problematic in terms of expenditure and
those for which cancelling would result in the most pronounced impact for the aviation
industry. The possibility was discussed that up to 20,000 people would be affected by
cancelling the three programmes, and that Preston, Bristol and Weybridge would be
the hardest hit.*?° This interlinked aspect of procurement cuts was mentioned in the
context of there being “...possibilities of effecting major economies in the cost of
defence if we were to buy our weapons in the cheapest market irrespective of United

Kingdom production but this would have other serious implications, notably for our
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aircraft industry.”#?! To buy from overseas would, however, increase the dollar spend
and hurt the balance of payments at a time when reducing this was a high priority.
Therefore the suggestion was made to encourage the United States to buy British
equipment in exchange.

The minutes and discussion papers do not mention nor seem to consider the
need to request an exemption to the Buy American Act of 1933. The Act laid down
that, in order to protect American domestic industry, a multiplying percentage would
be added to foreign contractual proposals providing the domestic offering with a
higher price threshold. In effect this stopped overseas proposals undercutting
domestic offerings yet had the side effect of allowing domestic industry more freedom
to charge a higher price for their products. As the American system only permitted,
unless in exceptional circumstances, for the cheapest item to be procured, there was
little foreign companies could do to break into the American market. The percentage
adjustment varied between departments, but in the case of the Department of
Defense, foreign bids had an additional 50% added to their costs.*?? As the implications
of the Act were not discussed in either pre-briefs or during the weekend, it would
suggest that either Wilson was supremely confident that the political importance to
the Americans of a British world-wide role would allow for exceptions to be made, or
that it was tacitly accepted that any proposal would amount to nothing more than a
move on the chess board, and that a suggestion of American purchases would have to
be seen to have come from the American side first, rather than from the British. To

conform with McNamara’s drive on the export sales it could have been a move with
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the expectation of more favourably priced American equipment. Ultimately, the offset
factor of American purchases did play a significant role in the makeup of the American
package. The previously discussed political advantages of ensuring well equipped and
effective allies sharing the military burden and allowing for a reduced American
overseas presence overrode the domestic economic protectionism of the period. A
note by Sir Burke Trend prior to Chequers suggests that regardless of the motivations,
the actual likelihood of both a successful and sufficient financial effect would be so
unlikely that, “A more fruitful approach [to American purchases] might be to press the
Americans to explore again the possibilities of co-operative research and development
and production.”*?3 As with European projects such as Concord, and the wider
direction that civil aviation was taking with the emergent Air Bus [sic] and the militarily
with the development of the Anglo-French jet trainer, the concept of international
collaboration was taking on increased prominence throughout this period. Multi-
national research and development provided an additional avenue for maximising
both domestic and international political influence, with such an approach providing a
degree of counter to the negative impact of cancelling the RAF programmes with the
result of fewer redundancies and a more limited overall impact on the health of the
aviation industry.

The question of Britain retaining either a degree of the potentially lucrative
research and development field, or going down a shared R&D route as articulated by
both Healey and McNamara at the Washington Summit stemmed from the alternative

proposals to the cut to commitments option, and was widely discussed at the
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Chequers weekend.*** One option that had been expressed by the Chiefs of Staff in
early November 1964 was that there was “...scope for large savings without reducing
our commitments, by giving up research and development in the aero-space industry
and purchasing military aircraft from abroad. Foreign aircraft might possibly be built
under contract in this country and might release highly talented research workers
without causing widespread unemployment.”#?> Such a move had been expressed as
the preferred Ministry of Defence position if something had to give, even though,
“IThe MoD] realise that it will cripple the British aircraft industry; but many of them,
including R.A.F. officers, have never thought a great deal of the aircraft industry.”4%®
The constant delays and cost overruns to programmes, combined with apparently
substandard equipment compared to American aircraft undoubtedly drove this
viewpoint. If procurement decisions were purely driven by the needs of the military
then this position would have been the straightforward negotiating stance in
Washington and beyond. The political position, therefore, represented a middle
ground between the military application focused position of the MoD, and the need to
achieve a balanced domestic economy, particularly with regard to putting a large
skilled workforce out of work. The preference for continuing with aspects of R&D
offers an explanation as to why the P.1127 V/STOL aircraft was not mentioned in the
pre-Washington discussion. The P.1127 represented a cutting-edge technological
advance in a relatively cost-effective frame, albeit one that was considered

developmental in nature rather than suitable for front line employment. The inclusion
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of the front-line Shackleton replacement alongside the three main programmes
demonstrates that, unlike P.1127, it sat outside of the preferred R&D fields and was
therefore suitable for cancellation and replacement provided there was sufficient
American support.

The aims for the Washington talks were aligned during the Chequers meetings
and comprised firstly of a reduction in the British forces contributed to NATO and
retain the Middle East and Far East commitments but with an emphasis on the need to
share the burden of logistics with the United States. Secondly to press for Anglo-
American co-operation in arms production and R&D, and to encourage the United
States to purchases British equipment. Finally, the Government would continue to
oppose the MLF, and to push the concept of the ANF as an alternative.*?’” The pre-
Summit briefing pack focused heavily on the key message of why Britain had to reduce
defence spending, and how the United States could assist should it so wish, with the
intent for the delegation to emphasise that without American help there would have
be a scaling back of commitments.*?® It did, however, come with the caveat that,
“...substantial savings in defence expenditure might be achieved through greater co-
operation with the United States...[but] such co-operation should not include either
handing over British commitments to the United States or getting involved in South
Vietnam.” The brief concluded with, “The only way in which substantial short- and

medium-term economies could be achieved would be through American financial
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assistance in the provision of military equipment.” %° In order to prompt the
Americans into providing financial assistance there had to be an incentive. This took
two formes, firstly that of tempting McNamara the salesman into offering the TFX as a
discounted export sale to Britain, and secondly by stating that the worldwide role
could be continued if such assistance was forthcoming. Healey executed this plan to
perfection, and whilst it did not come as a complete surprise to the American side, it
demonstrated just how highly they prized the British worldwide role. The most visible
manifestations of this post-Washington were the decisions over the aircraft
programmes, yet outside of the TSR.2 and TFX matter, they did not feature that
prominently in the discussions.

The theme throughout the preparatory discussions for Washington was one of
the need to economise on defence spending, and aircraft procurement was central to
this. Despite this, the minutes and accounts of the meetings in Washington show very
little discussion of the wider aircraft programmes outside of the TSR.2 and TFX, and
even in the case of this programme it was more of a lead-in to the broader notion of
favourable American support. Dockrill and Colman do not mention the TFX nor any
other procurement discussions at all in their studies of the Summit, as their focus is
instead given to the MLF question, yet when considered against the MoD need for
producing large economic savings and how to best win favour with America this
appears an oversight.*3° The aircraft programmes were central to both of these aims.

When considering price escalation, the costs per man within the defence budget for
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the RAF had increased from £4300 in 1959/60 to £5675 by 1964/65, which was still
second to the Navy’s £5125 and £7175 over the same period.**! The significant growth
area was however in the costs of procuring domestic aircraft for the RAF, which had
risen dramatically over a similar period, with the cost per aircraft, excluding R&D,
having risen from £250,000 for the Canberra to £2.8m for TSR.2. In addition, the TSR.2

432 |t was therefore

was expected to have an additional £2m of R&D costs per airframe.
not a case of the wider RAF costs representing a wildly out of control segment of the
budget that needed to be reined in, but instead the ever-increasing expense of a
technologically advanced Service. The worldwide role that Wilson was determined to
see retained could not have been achieved without the capabilities of the RAF, in
particular the heavy strategic air transport role of the HS.681, and the long-range
strike capabilities of the TSR.2. This placed pressure on the need to retain the role, but
at reduced costs.

Alongside the pure expense of developing and purchasing the aircraft, the
majority of the discussions centred on the need to free up technologically skilled
workforces to aid in the regeneration of the economy.*33 Thus the aviation industry as
a whole represented a significant opportunity for cutting costs and pushing forward
the ‘white heat of technology’ movement. The briefing material for the Summit
included summaries on the aircraft programmes that could be substituted for

American alternatives. This listed the Shackleton replacement alongside the three

established and priority programmes. Immediately after the conclusion of the talks a
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party from the Ministry of Defence and the Ministry of Aviation quietly visited the USA
to examine the options and capabilities of the TFX, F-4, C-130, C-141 and the P-3 Orion.
The visit, led by Deputy Chief of the Air Staff (DCAS), Air Marshal (AM) Hartley, further
demonstrated that the RAF were keen to consider the option of the P-3, even if
politically it was held in the background.*3* Extant works on the period do not mention
the Shackleton replacement alongside the TSR.2, P.1154 and HS.681. Should these
three have be substituted for TFX, F-4 and C-130 then the savings were forecast to be
in the region of £250m, £183-213m and £128m respectively.**> The Shackleton
replacement was at this stage still in the competition phase, but the Comet option
appeared to be the leading candidate, and selection of the Orion aircraft would have
seen savings of £40m over the Comet.*3*® Therefore detailed studies and numbers were
made available to the British delegation to aid in informing the discussions, alongside
the suggestion of encouraging the United States to join the Concord programme and
share these development costs as well.*3’

These elements were not discussed in the recorded meetings in Washington,
and there is no way for certain of knowing what was covered in all the off-the-record
discussions. Colman, as one of the few academics to examine the Summit in any detail
notes that the private talks between Wilson and Johnson went un-recorded, however
other off-the-record meetings were noted down by the participants after the event,

such as that which took place at 4:45pm on 7 December between Johnson, Wilson and
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staff.*38 It seems likely that if any further deliberations on the wider aircraft
programmes did take place on the matter, they would have been restricted to
personal conversations between the leaders, but there is nothing to suggest such
matters were discussed.

The record suggests therefore that holding the British to the worldwide role
was so important to the Johnson administration, and that securing American financial
assistance for defence spending and the stability of sterling was of such paramount
importance to the Wilson government, that however these goals were arrived at was
almost irrelevant at this stage. This would explain why the talks included vague
references to R&D in the generic sense, rather than in particular fields such as aircraft
production as would follow in the early months of 1965. Healey’s memoirs give a
passing reference to the Chequers meetings in the context of the MLF, but no
reference to the Washington summit beyond the MLF question.*3° This is despite his
prominent role in the discussions and in securing his broader defence budget
objectives. The American record of the meetings cover Wilson highlighting the need
develop interdependence on R&D, to make cuts on prestige projects and “...some
types of defense expenditure.”**° Wilson did not see this as worthy of mention in his
memoirs, as comment on R&D and procurement are missing from his recollections.**!
Yet in his address to Cabinet after returning to London, Wilson was keen to point out
that Johnson had “...willingly endorsed our suggestion that both countries might profit

from a detailed examination of the possibilities of closer co-operation on the defence
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research and development and in weapons production.”#4? Such positivity suggests
that at the time Wilson was far more confident of what lay ahead, yet once it came
time to write his memoirs the virtual defeat resulting from the devaluation of the
pound, economic woes and the withdrawal from East of Suez coloured his opinion of
the importance of this outcome.

The positive tone expressed by Wilson immediately after his return was
reflected throughout the remainder of his Cabinet address, where he portrayed the
visit as a roaring success. Wilson stated that the Johnson administration truly
understood the value of Britain’s worldwide role, and that the burden that both it and
defence spending generally had placed on the economy was too great to be
sustained.**3 In Washington, Secretary to the Treasury Dillon, who had answered on
behalf of Johnson, informed Wilson in a manner akin to a rebuke that previous
economic statements by Wilson and his Cabinet had had a negative impact on the
economic situation, and contributed to the worsening of the position of sterling.*4*
Despite this, Wilson only presented a positive response to Cabinet that “...Johnson had
indicated his political sympathy with the steps which we had already taken to rectify
our balance of payments.”**> This positivity continued in the coverage of the MLF and
onto the matter of Vietham, where Wilson stressed that he had successfully resisted
American pressure to stand up a military presence in the country, and dismissively
mentioned that he had “...merely undertaken to increase slightly the various types of

support facility which we already provided... [to South Vietnam].”44¢
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For Johnson, the failure to secure a British commitment on troop deployments
in Vietnam signalled the summit as being a partial failure. There was no commitment
by Wilson to even make a public statement of British support for the American cause
in South-East Asia. Bundy had to try and convince Johnson that the talks had been of
value, which portrays the American reaction as being the polar opposite to that of
Wilson.**” There was tentative commitment over the purchase of TFX, which could be
considered a successful outcome but for the fact that it came in response to the British
request for financial and military aid. Therefore in terms of presentation it
demonstrated a success for the revolutionary model of consolidated defence aircraft
production championed by McNamara, however on the face of it there was no
immediately identifiable economic benefit to the United States. Politically there is
nothing to suggest that Wilson went up in Johnson’s estimations. Johnson was a
president too focused on domestic affairs to overly concern himself with the
international scene, as could be seen in the decision to delegate many of his responses
during the talks to his advisors.**8 The blunt, old-fashioned personality of Johnson as a
man who had been thrust into the presidency in the first instance through misfortune,
was according to G. M. Craig, one who saw the workings of the world beyond the
United States in “...rather conventional, even simple, terms.”#*° He was always going to
struggle when confronted with Wilson, who, in the words of Peter Hennessy, had
spent his whole life preparing for the role of national leader, “...[and] couldn’t wait to

be Prime Minister.”*°% Wilson saw the opportunity to make a mark on the world stage
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as vitally important, whereas Johnson saw the visit by the British prime minister as an
inconvenience. Therefore Wilson was always going to come away from the talks with a
greater sense of satisfaction regardless of the details discussed. This would help
explain why a large amount of the discussions were kept rather vague, despite the
detailed preparation of negotiating positions.

These vague sweeping gestures allowed Wilson to take the optimistic line from
the talks, and whilst there was no monetary value placed on American financial
support, there was also no sense that the United States was going to withdraw their
support for sterling at this stage. In the short term this represented the biggest success
for Wilson as it served to reassure the financial markets of the viability of the
measures introduced by Callaghan. The statement released by Wilson and Johnson
was as similarly vague as the discussions, covering sweeping statements on the need
for international stability, further talks on the MLF and nuclear weapons generally, and
the requirement for close co-operation acted out in a financially viable manner.*>!
What was missing was any specific mention of aircraft procurement. Much in the same
manner as Wilson’s subsequent briefing to the Cabinet, there was reference to “closer
cooperation between [the] two countries in defense research and development and in
weapons production.”*? Yet this fails to reflect the specific coverage of TFX given by
Healey and McNamara in particular. It certainly gives no suggestion that the other
aircraft, including the Shackleton replacement, had been addressed or a decision
arrived at. At the Labour conference in Brighton on 12-13 December neither Wilson

nor Brown, as the keynote speakers, referred to the Washington talks.*>® The inference
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from this being that, much like the initial press releases, the possible implications of
taking the Americans up on the offer of aircraft sales would require further difficult
discussions with the British aviation industry.

The Washington talks were focused on defence policy and direction, but
predominately in the vague, general sense of reaffirming the Anglo-American bond,
rather than firmly establishing a new direction. The threat posed to British interests by
the MLF and the ambitions of France and Germany highlighted that the Special
Relationship could not be allowed to remain static. That Johnson was prepared to
meet Wilson so soon after his own re-election demonstrated that regardless of
movements on the European continent, Britain was still an important ally to the
United States. The test of this closeness was the American wish for British military
support in Vietnam, yet the stubborn refusal of Wilson to yield on the matter should
have damaged the relationship. Such a negative outcome did not occur, and this could
be attributed to the machinations over procurement. By showing a willingness to join
Germany, Italy and others in purchasing American equipment, albeit under different
terms, Britain was able to maintain American financial support without the politically
difficult, over-reaching and expensive military commitment that would have come with
sending troops to Vietnam. The relationship with America over foreign policy was
predicated during this period with the American desire to see Britain maintaining the
East of Suez commitment to both share the burden of supporting Western ideals, but
also the increasing American presence in Vietnam. America did not act at the
Washington Summit in a purely altruistic manner, as American interests must always
be considered to have primacy in any relationship, even with one considered to be

exceptionally close. Britain was, to them, an ally of first among equals in Europe. The
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British relationship with the European nations was significantly different, however also
represented an essential facet on the road to replacing the Shackleton and the use of

the aviation industry to shape Britain’s place in world affairs during the period.
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CHAPTER 4 — THE EUROPEAN DIMENSION

The nature of the relationship between the United States and Britain was one
of a patron and client, and the manner in which both countries used the procurements
reflected this. The relationship between Britain and the European nations was
distinctly different, in which the focus was more of Britain competing with France in
particular to be the first among equals on the continent. Aside from the three main
procurement choices, the comparatively minor military programmes and the major
civilian project of the supersonic Concord airliner reflected British ambitions towards
European integration. The focus of British foreign policy had continued to shift from
East of Suez towards the continent of Europe since the end of the Second World War,
and was thus a core element of British defence policy, even though the thawing in the
relationship between the USA and USSR had lessened the immediate threat of a major
land war in Europe. The economic realities highlighted by the balance of payments and
sterling crises had reinforced the ever-increasing importance of the European market
for British goods and by the mid 1960s it exceeded that of the Commonwealth. Not all
domestic political figures were unified in accepting the ever more noticeable transition
from a Britain as a global power with the Commonwealth at its core, towards one with
the status of a European power where Britain was but one of several players within a
much smaller arena. Defence spending and geographic economic priorities go hand in
hand, particularly when considered in the context of a domestic defence industry. The
need to rationalise the industry with increased international co-operation in both the
expense of research and development and production resulted in an increased number

of projects with European allies, and particularly the French. Uncoincidentally, the
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French president, General Charles de Gaulle, held the key to Britain’s application to
join the group of six countries that made up the European Economic Community. The
expansion of joint aircraft programmes in both the civilian and military fields was
deeply intertwined with the British need to further ties with the continental European
powers and demonstrate to General de Gaulle that they could be good Europeans,
meriting of inclusion in an expanded EEC.

This chapter will examine the significance of the British relationship with
Europe throughout the period encompassing both the political and economic spheres
and the role of the aviation industry. It will firstly examine the differing positions of
British political figures in either embracing or decrying the building of closer ties to the
European Economic Community as defining characteristics of a broader British
movement towards acceptance of regional power status. Secondly the attention given
to understanding and appeasing the central figure of de Gaulle as a key element of this
policy during the period will be examined. These two aspects are tied together with
the decision to continue with the Concord programme, demonstrating both the utility
of the aviation industry to meet political objectives, and also to the allocation of work
within the sector and the implications of this for the selection of the Shackleton
replacement.

The defence procurement relationship with Europe differed from that with the
United States with a focus on collaborative development rather than the transactional
nature of the trans-Atlantic arrangements. The most significant military or civil
programme of the period was Concord, with the decision to continue with the project
driven by political imperatives against the stated economic priorities of the Labour

ambition to cut expensive prestige projects and realign the domestic aviation industry.
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The proposal of the Atlantic collaborative maritime patrol aircraft would have
represented a cost-effective solution for replacing the Shackleton. Yet when placed
alongside Concord, both programmes would have addressed the same British political
ambitions of building closer ties with the EEC, and particularly with France under de
Gaulle, and as such there was no political imperative to duplicate effort in this area
during this period, particularly as Concord was a far more powerful tool for gaining

favour with the French president.

The increasingly proactive nature of post-war British foreign policy towards
Europe had been highlighted by contemporary authors such as Younger and Wallace,
who placed it as transitioning from the “sectoral policy” of trade and commerce to the
“high policy” realm of national significance with increased involvement of the Foreign
Office and Cabinet.*** To observers such as Ponting, Europe represented the primary
avenue for Britain to remain a key world power.*>> Relatively recent writers such as
Milward see this as being a willing move, whilst others writing closer to the period
such as Northedge saw it as a near defeatist result of declining British power and the
retreat from Empire.**® The continental economies, particularly those countries most
ravaged by the war, were quickly rebuilt and had outpaced British growth by 4.9% to
2.9% during 1953-1961, despite all sharing the extensive support of the American

Marshall Plan, aided, as Owen has pointed out, by having large agricultural workforces
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that could move across to the growing industrial sectors.*” The importance to
successive British governments of maintaining the relationship across the Atlantic as
the first priority is emphasised by Wallace as the Anglo-Saxon mentality of A.J.P.
Taylor, with the Suez Crisis of 1956 marking a crucial turning point in the need a
balance between the two priorities.**® The position of exceptionalism until this point
had no choice but to give way to one of pragmatism in the 1960s. This view was held
by Woodward in 1968 and a year later by Edward Heath, writing on this need for
realism in British overseas policy in Foreign Affairs, where he stated that since the end
of the war, “...farsighted Englishmen have seen that the movement for European unity
holds enormous benefits for Britain.”#>° Ever closer ties to the European mainland
were an increasingly prominent component of British policy, and the technologically
advanced field of aircraft development and procurement was well positioned to serve
as a tool for this.

That there was a drive toward collaborate aircraft development with Europe
was not mirrored with a policy of pursuing the outright purchase of off the shelf
platforms from France, Italy or Germany, as was seen in the nature of the transactional
aircraft procurement relationship with the USA. The political need to impress on
European governments that Britain was keen to be an active participant in European
affairs could be met by longer term programmes that would see the financial costs and
operational benefits shared between nations. The short-term nature of the crisis over

the balance of payments in autumn 1964 and the need to ensure financial and
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industrial savings to stabilise both the economy and Britain’s standing did not lend
itself to long term thinking, within which the continuation of the Concord project stood
out as an exception. Undeniably technologically advanced, and representing the white
heat of technology, the extent to which it was a political programme first and
technological second is central to understanding the lengths to which activity within
the aviation industry could be both a reflection and driver of Britain’s efforts to forge a
new role in the world during the period.

The political landscape of Europe was not solely shaped by the burgeoning EEC.
The division of Europe at the end of the Second World War created a Soviet sphere of
influence and centred the political tensions of the Cold War on the continent of
Europe. These tensions reached their peak just prior to the period under study. In
1961, tensions between the occupying powers in Germany reached their zenith with
the building of the Berlin Wall along the demarcation line around West Berlin, and the
ratchetting up of pressure with the subsequent positioning of heavy armour at the
crossing points.*®° The erecting of the wall and constant threats to political stability
highlighted the continued importance for Britain of maintaining an effective and
sustained military presence in Europe, despite the increasing costs. The continued
posturing suggested that the attentions of both the USA and the USSR would be
centred on the continent and that as such a strong NATO with America at the head
was required to ensure stability for Western Europe.

This rise in Cold War tensions playing out in Europe was followed in 1962 by

the nadir of east-west relations during the Cuban missile crisis. The crisis developed
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through the Soviet move to position ballistic missile on the island of Cuba, placing the
USA for the first time within range of weapons that would offer minimal warning time
and increasing the threat of an effective first strike capability for the USSR.%¢! The
brinksmanship that played out and ultimately resolved the crisis over six days in
October 1962 was a direct resolution between the two superpowers in a manner
which not only bypassed the traditional negotiating roles of the European powers, but
also the continent of Europe itself. For the first time since the Korean War the focus
shifted from Europe and presented the opportunity for a relationship with the
principles of détente at its core. The balance between possessing the deterrence
threat of nuclear weapons as a means of maintaining stability and political influence
against the risks of a similar crisis in the future saw Britain remain firmly within the
nuclear camp with the Nassau Agreement in December 1962. The agreement saw the
USA agree to provide Polaris submarine launched ballistic missile systems with full
British control of the warheads in place of the recently cancelled American made air-
launched Skybolt programme.*®? Despite the reliance on American technology, the
procurement of Polaris was seen in the British press at the time as a means of
retaining Britain’s independent nuclear force, even though questions were raised over
how independent the system could truly be when American political influences would
always be hovering in the background.*®3 To historians such as Kennedy, nuclear
weapons allowed Britain a cost effective means of remaining a world power,

regardless of the lack of true independence in delivery and application.*%* The issue
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over who did or should have ultimate control over nuclear weapons within the context
of NATO and the defence of the west would rear up fully as the MLF discussions
advanced and ultimately failed in the winter of 1964. By the early 1960s it was not just
Britain that possessed nuclear weapons within Europe, for the French had developed a
truly independent capability with their first successful test in February 1960.4%> The
rejection of a Kennedy offer of Polaris by de Gaulle on 14 January 1963 was in part
driven by the French desire to maintain a fully independent capability — a reflection of
their position on the MLF and later NATO.%%¢ The stance in Britain, shaped by the
perception that the special relationship was a vital and core element of British foreign
policy underpinned the acceptance that a compromised nuclear deterrent was a
worthy price to pay to demonstrate the role Britain could still play for the USA, both
within Europe and the wider world.

The close alignment of Britain to the United States, both politically and in the
shape of the ultimate military capability formed a key point of friction for Britain’s
relationship with France and thus any possible entry into the EEC. The EEC had
developed as an economic trading arrangement with the founding of the European
Coal and Steel Community at the Treaty of Paris in 1951, and subsequently expanded
in scope to the fuller EEC at the Treaty of Rome in 1957, with the stated long term aim
of bringing Europe closer together politically and staving off the risk of yet another
costly war among European nations.*®” The history of these early years of the EEC prior

to the period under examination can be found in works such as Milward’s The
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European Rescue of the Nation State, and Gillingham’s Coal, Steel, and the Rebirth of
Europe, 1945-1955.468 An expectation of members having reduced economic ties to
former colonial nations put Britain at odds with the concept of the Community in its
formative years, but as the positive impact of the EEC became more apparent, and as
the economic and social ambitions aligned with British policy, so the position of Britain

remaining on the outside became more challenging to justify.*6°

There is no clear-cut answer as to whether the British political establishment
was truly committed to the principle of joining the EEC during this period. Certain
politicians across the parties were in favour, whereas others were vehemently against.
This is a key aspect to understanding how aircraft procurements both shaped and
reflected the relationship, as the decisions over Concord and the ramifications for the
wider aviation industry would not have taken place without a concerted effort by
political figures to tie the country more closely to the Continent. The political divisions
mean that a sweeping statement incorporating the idea of an entire country having a
shared viewpoint is impossible. What can be assessed though is that even if there was
not a full bore attempt to overturn the veto of de Gaulle by the mid-1960s, there was a
tacit understanding that all avenues should be left open should an opportunity emerge
that would prove beneficial to Britain as a whole, but would also allow for the more
amorphous notion of remaining at the top table of global politics and for the

associated close alliance with the Unites States to remain.
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Hugh Gaitskell, whose wider career is thoroughly covered by biographers such
as Brivati and Williams, was the Labour leader in opposition from 1955 until his death
in January 1963.47° As leaders, Gaitskell and Wilson took very different approaches,
with Wilson described by Ponting as “...emphasising consensus at the expense of
conflict.”4’! An unsuccessful earlier leadership challenge by Wilson in 1960 at the
Labour party conference centred on the need to retain nuclear weapons and saw an
easy win for Gaitskell, but by the time the conference came around the following year
Gaitskell had moved to a more pro-nuclear stance.*’? The potential to change his
position on key policy aspects did not appear to extend to the question of joining the
EEC, where he was the most outspoken of the major political figures of the time and
thus shaped Labour party thinking on the matter during the period. At the 1962
conference Gaitskell stated that he was firmly against any prospect of a federalised
Europe as it would “...end one thousand years of history...” and result in the break-up
of the Commonwealth.*”3 His opinion was that there was no guarantee that Britain
would be better served as a member of the EEC, and that the Commonwealth was a
more important trading block, whilst also losing the ability to negotiate independent
trade agreements would be too heavy a price to pay.*’* Gaitskell’s position was not
universal within the Labour party, with Jenkins, at the same 1962 conference, stating
in his speech that, “Those of us who believe as | do are still as convinced as ever that

Britain’s destiny lies with Europe and that unless we go in we shall be both poorer and
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weaker than we are now.”%”> When he died in early 1963, Gaitskell’s autumn 1962
speeches of were described in his obituary in The Times as, “...mounting the most
formidable anti-European case which had yet come from any British politician.”*’® Yet
the same obituary also gave him a more middle ground position saying that “...his
cautious approach to it [the EEC] exposed him to the charge of sitting on the fence.
During 1962 he steadily resisted demands that his party should declare itself for or
against, and was content for many months to play a waiting game.”*””

As the Labour leader for eight years and a former chancellor in the Atlee
government, Gaitskell’s opinions held great sway over the party as evidenced in his
sweeping aside of Wilson in 1960 with votes of more than two to one. Gaitskell’s
strategy of sitting on the fence and waiting to see how things played out undoubtably
influenced Wilson’s position on the EEC, as evidenced when he used a speech to the
southern region of the Labour party in early 1965 to recite all the key aspects of
Gaitskell’s policies, “Entry into the Common Market at the present time is not a real
issue. If it were to become one we should be prepared to consider negotiations for
entry if, and only if, we can secure those conditions vital to British interests, vital to
Commonwealth interests and vital to the pursuit of an independent foreign policy...but
we are prepared to take any measures that are open to us to end the costly economic
division of Europe.*’® The absence of overt declarations of enthusiasm for closer ties to

Europe are possible reasons for writers such as lan Buruma seeing the early years of

the Wilson government as a time when Wilson was actively engaged in keeping Britain
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out of the EEC, however the continuation of the huge investment in Concord with its
central political dimension runs counter to this viewpoint.*’® Denis Healey’s position
was closer to Gaitskell than Wilson, but not for the same reasons of loyalty to the
Commonwealth. Healey saw the economic arguments of dropping trade barriers and
tariffs within the bloc as being reflective of “...the crudest [elements] of nineteenth
century dogmatism...[as] tariffs were far less relevant to the flow of international trade
than exchange rates.”*80

The cautious tones of Wilson and Healey were not reflected in those of Jenkins,
nor those of the Foreign Secretary Gordon Walker, whose favourable discussions with
a German delegation at the WEU in late 1964 resulted, in the interpretation of The
Times correspondent, as “...removing any persisting reservations in the minds of the
Federal Government about British Labour Government’s aims in Europe.”*8! Positivity
on a potential British entry was not universal within German political spheres, with Ball
writing in his memoirs that Adenauer had been suspicious of British intentions, and
that membership would be a hinderance rather than accelerator of EEC growth.
Adenauer’s view was primarily directed at Macmillan, having asked Ball in late 1962
that,”...you don’t think for a minute that Harold Macmillan is really ready for Europe,
do you? You don’t think he is ready to get on the European bus?”%8? Adenauer,
described by Adam Seipp as a towering figure of German politics, understood the need

for increased European integration and normalised relations, particularly with the
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France of de Gaulle.*®3 His policies were seen by some as belonging to a former era,
with John F. Kennedy describing him in 1960 as “...too rigid and unyielding to changing
currents in European politics.”#84 His successor, Erhard, was more firmly tied to
America — a position that reduced his ability to influence American policy but also as a
result had a negative effect on Franco-German relations.*®> Any doubts though over
the British intentions did not deter Gordon Walker’s successor at the Foreign Office,
Michael Stewart, who used his first speech to emphasise that Britain was a European
power, with a focus on seeing progress towards the ultimate aim of political unity on
the continent.*® He did also state that the Atlantic Alliance was an essential element
of European policy, a position that, coming amidst the fall of the MLF, would not have
been warmly received by the French who were growing increasingly distrustful of
NATO and Britain’s ties with America, and highlighted the challenging balancing of
relations with the Unites States and Europe that were reflected in the aircraft
procurement choices.*®” This position was also held by Callaghan, who told Wilson in
1966, that “we cannot ditch the Atlantic Alliance for the sake of getting into
Europe...”*® This position was shared during the period by officials within the Foreign
Office in that, “we are not going to reverse our policy towards the U.S.A. in NATO and

Vietnam as the price of our admission.”48
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The Conservative party, in power until the autumn election of 1964, held an
equally varied selection of views over the merits of joining the EEC. Former prime
minister Macmillan did not consider the question to be a simple choice between
Europe or the Commonwealth as Gaitskell did.**° His biographer, Anthony Sampson
saw Macmillan as never fully committed to Europe, unlike Edward Heath, who risked
his whole career on Britain joining.*** Heath’s focus once Prime Minister was, in the
view of Guy Arnold, unique as “...the only prime minister since 1945 who was wholly in
favour of Britain in Europe and the only one who did not push the special
relationship.”4%? As Lord Privy Seal in 1962, Heath noted during a visit by future
Australian prime minister Gough Whitlam, that the traditional British policy of
“...divide and rule, or wielding the balance of power on the continent of Europe [could
not] be brought into play...[and]...if we had not had the Commonwealth, but only our
domestic interests to think of, the negotiations would probably have taken little more
than a few weeks.”#%3 Heath’s position was that the motivations for joining the EEC
were down to a necessity to maintain British influence on the continent rather than
purely for the economic advantages membership could bring. The prioritisation of
Europe over relations with the USA are most likely down to one of timings for Heath —
for the early 1970s represented a continued quagmire for the United States in Vietham
alongside the economic pressures post-devaluation that could be lessened more by
European integration than by the ties to America. His divide and rule position was not

shared by academics such as Northedge, writing in 1974 shortly after Heath took
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Britain into the EEC, who wrote that, “contrary to a common suspicion abroad that
Britain’s European policy has always been in the spirit of divide and rule, British
Governments have generally sought to reconcile the European Powers with one
another and maintain a concert between them.”%°* Heath’s pro-Europe position was
also shared by Peter Thorneycroft as Minister of Defence in the final years of the
Macmillan and Home governments, and Julian Amery, the then Minister of Aviation
whom Annabelle May describes as “...perhaps the most committed European of them
all.”#%> The pro-European viewpoints of these ministers, and Jenkins as Amery’s
successor after the 1964 election, show a clear belief within the political members of
the aviation sector that Europe was an important pillar for both the political and
economic aspects of policy and makes the support and choices made over
collaborative projects such as Concord and later the nascent Airbus programme logical.
Of the military aircraft procurements on the table in late 1964, none went to a purely
imported programme from a European power, with Concord and shared smaller
programmes and R&D being seen as the best means of using the aviation industry to
further the broader political objectives over Europe.

Of the three main political parties, it was the Liberal party that was the most
cohesive with their support of entry into Europe, but although they were a very distant
third in the polls, several notable figures from the party were able to campaign for
Britain joining the EEC. Mark Bonham-Carter told the Liberal party conference in 1962
that, “...[we are] a part of Europe and cannot escape the consequences of what

happens there. We must, therefore, do everything in our power to exercise the

494 Northedge, Descent from Power, p. 143.
495 May, “Concorde — Bird of Harmony or Political Albatross”, p. 493.

167



maximum influence in this crucial area.”*°® He expressed a fear, shared by Heath, that,
“for the first time in many centuries Britain would be at the outside edge and not at
the centre of world affairs.”**” The conference voted through support for membership
and joining on terms of political union within a federalised Europe.**® Lord Gladwyn, by
this stage a former British ambassador to Paris and the United Nations, was a notable
cautionary to the Liberal view, for in 1966 he reiterated the other side of the balancing
act that drove the reality of political action, stating in a letter to the Foreign Office that
“...if we ever did enter such a Community it would be on the understanding that we
should never break with America and that the European policy...should be cleared with
the U.S.A.”4°

The concern over how any proposed entry would be seen by the USA is a
recurring theme, and, coming only a few years after the Nassau Agreement and with
the special relationship still a key aspect of British policy, as seen in Wilson’s visit to
Washington in December 1964, is not surprising. It was also a clear point of friction
with the French and de Gaulle in particular, who stated to Pierson Dixon, British
ambassador to Paris in January 1965 that “the United Kingdom was a kind of Trojan
horse for American domination of Europe.”*? The Johnson administration was in
favour of Britain joining, for a variety of reasons that could be said to contribute to the
trojan horse fear of de Gaulle. Ball, the American Under Secretary of State, was the

most ardent supporter within the administration, who pressed for Britain to join at the
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earliest possible opportunity, regardless of the complications of trade with the
Commonwealth.>! Wilson described Ball in his memoirs as “...a committed pro-
European...a fanatic of European unity.”>% Ball wrote in 1968 that, “If Britain can be
persuaded to concentrate on the central objective of playing a major European role,
the United States can well afford to forgo the evanescent advantages of a benign
British presence in the Far East.”>? This would have represented a significant shift
from the near desperate actions in late 1964 and early 1965 over McNamara’s hard
sell on the F-111 as a tool for retaining British support East of Suez. Ball’s motivations
were seen within the Foreign Office as exactly what de Gaulle feared, with the hope of
firstly British leadership within the EEC, and to then use this strengthened position to
increase the worldwide miliary role of Western Europe beyond that which Britain
alone could support.>®* In the era of increasing American commitments to Vietnam the
need for Western support beyond simply that of Britain across the globe was
increasing and within the procurement landscape was apparent in the selection of the
F-111 as the TSR.2 replacement alongside the ability of the C-130 to increase global
airlift capabilities of the RAF. Wilson did not put great store on Ball’s enthusiasm as
being reflective of Johnson’s personal feelings, most likely swayed by the preference
for the special relationship, as he commented that, “...the President is not personally
interested in the E.E.C., and one word about France’s condition being the renunciation

of the link with the United States would end it.”>%> American interest in the EEC did not
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exist solely in the context of Britain joining, for a strong European establishment, both
politically and economically, met American foreign policy objectives of strengthening
overseas markets and increasing liberalism, but also as a buffer to the Soviet Union
and the Eastern Bloc.>% This facet did however still increase pressure on Britain to join
the EEC, as to remain the favoured American ally in Europe would mean beingin a
position to successfully influence the other nations, in the manner that Heath had
outlined to Whitlam in 1962. Stewart wrote to Wilson in February 1965 that if Britain
remained on the outside for so long that de Gaulle was able to turn the EEC into a
closed organisation then “the United States will be forced to make deals with the Six,
by-passing Britain.” Stewart continued that it would not just be America that would be
forced to by-pass Britain, but that the Commonwealth would inevitably have to do so
too by building newly independent trade deals, as Nigeria had already done.*®” The
same year as Heath met with Whitlam, Ball had expressed the view to de Murville, the
French Minister of Foreign Affairs, that, “while no British politician would dare to
admit it...more and more thoughtful Englishmen recognized that their destiny no
longer lay in being the center [sic] of a world system — a posture they could no longer
afford — and that their historic role should now be played out within a European
framework.”>% The views of the American politicians were as varied as the British on
this subject, as Rusk told Wilson in early 1965 that, “The U.S. did not want to be the
only country ready to intervene in any trouble spot in the world. We hoped the British

would continue to uphold their world-wide responsibilities.”>® The position taken by
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Healey during the Washington talks in December 1964 that Britain would be willing to
maintain this posture if only some support on equipment, in this case the procurement
of F-111, could be forthcoming reflected both the desire to appease America and to do
so in a financially prudent manner in the face of American pressure.

These economic realities of the time and the broad acceptance that Britain’s
future lay within Europe meant that negotiations on entry were continually present in
the background throughout. However these aspects both strengthened and hampered
the argument for joining the EEC. The steps taken by Callaghan in the immediate
aftermath of the general election to stabilise the value of sterling in the face of the
significant balance of payments deficit included the imposition of a fifteen percent
import surcharge, designed to reduce the outflow of sterling with the added benefit of
a potential domestic market increase for British made goods.>'° The very nature of the
protectionism which this promoted ran counter to the idea of Britain being a good
European and supporting European manufacturers and markets. Although the EEC was
itself a protectionist internal group, the effect of import barriers designed around
sterling favoured those countries that either still used sterling as their trading
currency, or held it as a reserve currency. These included many of the major nations of
the Commonwealth, and in particular those who would be most affected by Britain
entering the European trading bloc such as Australia, New Zealand, India, Pakistan and
Ceylon. In 1964 the value of sterling holdings across the globe was approximately
£4,000m, of which only £1,000m was under the control of Britain. Of the remainder,

around £2,200m was held in reserve, placing a large commitment on Britain to
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maintain the viability of the currency whilst also preserving the utility of sterling as a
trading currency.”'! The long-held Commonwealth preference schemes formed a
central element of the friction, with an example being the EEC requirement for tariffs
on fabric imports from India and Pakistan. Britain pressed for no tariffs on goods from
those countries providing the volumes imported were considered low enough to not to
adversely impact the German and French textile fabrics industry, with the EEC position
for a 30% external tariff on such goods entering the bloc if the volume was too high, to
persist until levels fell. A similar proposal was made for the other major commodity
from India and Ceylon of tea.”!? If an agreement could not have been reached then
tariffs of 30% would have made such trade unsustainable, such that the alternative
proposal from the EEC was that if “...cotton textile exports from India and Pakistan fall
below agreed levels as a result of the application of the Common tariff, corrective
action would be taken in the form of suspension of the tariff on duty quotas.”>*3 This,
and many other challenging issues reflected the great difficulty of what to do about
Britain’s close trading relationship with the Commonwealth. For New Zealand, their
exports in 1959 totalled £290m, of which £170m were temperate foodstuffs of which
£130m were sold to Britain. The Foreign Office “made clear to the Six the dependence
of New Zealand on maintenance of the U.K. market and are trying to secure this...” a
position that brought the response that, “The Six have, in general, recognised the very

special position of New Zealand in relation to the U.K. market.”> It is entirely
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understandable why Heath was of the opinion that without Britain’s ties to the
Commonwealth the negotiating positions for joining the EEC would be entirely
straightforward. The aviation industry was one sector where there was little to no
import considerations outside of existing raw materials, with the concern being more
one of exports, of which none had been secured for the major procurements
programmes by late 1964 whether to a Commonwealth nation or not.

Although the views of France and Germany, as the main power holders within
both the EEC and on the continent as a whole were certainly central to the British
approach to negotiations, there was a concerted effort to garner support from smaller
nations too. For the smaller countries who were equally on the outside looking in,
Britain represented an opportunity for greater involvement through mutually
beneficial posturing. This stoked a fear in the French government that the entry of
nations closely tied economically to Britain, such as Ireland, Denmark and Norway
would swing the balance of power towards maritime focused countries who were
more concerned with economic objectives and away from the integration of the
continental power balance that favoured France.’'> For the part of the French, the
support given to Britain by the northern European nations was a point of concern, as it
emphasised the risks in allowing Britain entry as they would not only be able to
challenge France as a major nation, but would have a grouping of allied countries who
could vote against French policies and directives. Even for those inside the bloc there
were concerns over French dominance, including in aircraft production with Belgium

and the Netherlands concerned over the limited collaborative options such as the
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Transall transport aircraft being all that was available for their own aviation
industries.>'® Such positions underline why within the procurement fields there were
few immediate replacement aircraft options for Britain to take in early 1965 that
would meet both the operational needs and serve as reminder of their position as
good Europeans.

The concerns of the smaller nations were invariably focused on the power
wielded by France within the Group of Six. The relationship between a Britain as a
prospective candidate nation and the EEC was primarily centred on the position of
France, and this was not purely across the broad range of political and industrial
considerations, but with the singular figure of the French president, General Charles de
Gaulle, as the focal point. It is this situation that provided a point of leverage for the
Concord programme and illustrated the effectiveness of the aviation sector in helping
to impact British policy. The British political establishment saw the primary stumbling
block to British accession resting solely with de Gaulle, and went into great detail
tracking his various moods and signals to try and understand what could be done to
either shift his negative stance on British membership, or on how to wait out until de
Gaulle was no longer in power. De Gaulle’s personal view on the nature of the EEC and
France’s position within it shaped the approach taken by Britain and is reflected in the
attempt to use aircraft procurement programmes as a means of both currying favour
with the General and of shifting the domestic industry towards a more stable footing
with an emphasis on international cooperation. When de Gaulle made his statement in

January 1963 — the de Gaulle veto — it was not the beginning of a period of difficult
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relations between the two countries, but was instead a peak within of the ever-
increasing desire of the French president to assert French dominance on the continent.
It was not a surprise to Macmillan, given the French aims, and the prime minister was
firm that it should not impact the work already underway on forging closer ties with
the Six.>!” De Gaulle himself did not see the statement as a significant event, with his

|II

advisor St Legier describing it as merely the General “...[noting] certain facts which
prevented Britain from entering the Community.”>'® Whilst the decision on British
membership of the EEC in January 1963 was not the root cause of much of the
manoeuvring in the period, it did reinforce the British view that the problem was
always de Gaulle.

Following the creation of the French Fifth Republic in 1958, de Gaulle set in
motion policies of returning France to great power status — an ideological process that
greatly complicated British ambitions on the continent, as for the General, Britain
represented a significant threat to this plan. These ambitions centred on ensuring that
French became the dominant language, and that French culture had primacy, within
Europe — and Britain within the EEC, particularly if still with close ties to the USA,
would be a significant threat to this.>® The concern over both the influence that
Britain would exert within the EEC and the still significant worldwide commitments
continued to grow, particularly in the context of sterling and the balance of payments.

Whilst the pressing balance of payments crisis of late 1964 had been corrected with

American assistance, itself a turn of events never likely to win praise from de Gaulle

S17TNA BT 241/2690, Prime Minister’s reaction to President de Gaulle’s press conference held on 14
Jan 1963, Note, Carey, President de Gaulle’s Press Conference, 15 Jan 1963.

SI8 TNA FO 371/188366, Letter, UK delegation to EEC to Statham (FO), 24 Nov 1966.

SI9 TNA FO 371/188366, Letter, O’Neill to PUS (FO); France, Britain and the European Community, 30
Nov 1966.

175



and his Trojan Horse mindset, it continued to be an issue into 1966 with the
subsequent further devaluation of sterling. The fear within the French government
was that Britain’s continued efforts to join the EEC were an attempt to support sterling
with de Gaulle describing British political discourse in the summer of 1966 as being
“...in such a state of confusion. We hear nothing but the balance, the balance...”>?°
Former French prime minister Edgar Faure saw it as Britain being “...obliged to support
its currency as one supports a drowning man.”>?! The negative position over the state
of sterling was tied and mirrored to the opinion of the economic performance of
Britain, but this element must be considered in the context of Britain as a rival
industrial power to France, as highlighted by the continual concerns expressed by
France of British economic ties to the Commonwealth.

Another significant hurdle to winning French acceptance of a British role within
Europe was the form NATO had taken by the mind-1960s. The implosion of the MLF
had at its core the question of nuclear weapons — both in who had control of them and
whether West Germany should be allowed to possess them. In 1958, at the very birth
of the Fifth Republic, de Gaulle had made overtures to President Eisenhower and to
Prime Minister Macmillan for a tri-national relationship on nuclear weapon
technology.>?? At this point France had not yet tested a nuclear weapon, and such an
arrangement would have accelerated this developmental process and strengthened
French power on the continent. The request came a year after the Declaration of
Common Purpose, where the USA and Britain agreed to lead an increased drive for

greater inter-dependence, particularly in research and development, all within the
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framework of NATO but centred on the notion that as the nuclear-armed Western
powers, it fell to Britain and the USA to act as the leader of defence within the free
world.>?® The agreement itself came a year after the French Fourth Republic and
Britain led Suez Crisis that had tested the closeness of the British-American special
relationship and which Richard Rosecrance described in 1968 as a confirmation of the
clear post-war limits of both Britain’s ability to act unilaterally of America, and the now
disproven presumption that America would support Britain in all affairs.>?* The military
campaign was not a NATO operation, and saw a division between member states as to
how to act for national interests on the world stage. The declaration between
Eisenhower and Macmillan thus served as a rapprochement of sorts, and presented to
de Gaulle an expectation that France would be considered an equal partner within the
alliance. Eisenhower, however, refused the request, framing it as the equality within
the alliance existed outside of nuclear arms development and that no country should
be given special treatment.>?> This position is difficult to justify when placed in the
context of the clear special relationship between Britain and America that side-lined
the French position, and was made clearer still by the Nassau Agreement of 1962.
Eden himself described relations between Britain and France at this time as “...neither
so intimate nor so cordial as they have been or should be.”>%¢

This poor state of military relations, centred on nuclear weapons and the
associated facets of power and prestige contributed to France’s continual movement

away from NATO following Suez with the removal of control of their Mediterranean
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fleet from SACEUR in 1959 and then the Atlantic fleet in 1963 as the MLF negotiations
floundered.”?” The second element of the central concern of de Gaulle’s was
highlighted by the MLF with the concept of sharing control of these ship-borne nuclear
weapons with West Germany, a move that the General believed would “encourage
German ambitions.”>?® With Britain remaining outside of the Group of Six, it appeared
that West Germany would instead become the favoured partner of the USA in Europe.
This was one of the motivators for British attempts to shore up the closeness of the
special relationship, of which the procurement of American aircraft designs which
demonstrated a capability to act East of Suez was a useful element. For de Gaulle, this
favouring of Germany would not only have strengthened a fierce historical rival, but
also increased the risk of increased French subservience to America. Chancellor Erhard
saw the matter of German integration within NATO, “...as an essential element not
only of our own security but also of the security of the other partners in the
alliance.”>?° This position would clearly have encompassed France, but only as long as
they remained within the organisation. The French decision to step back from further
NATO integration came at a time when European political and economic integration
was high on the French agenda demonstrating that de Gaulle was not averse to
international cooperation, but always on his own terms and when it suited him, and it
was primarily when American influence was involved that the barriers were raised. To
de Gaulle, America and Britain were the same adversary, and in the Anglo-French

relationship, de Gaulle always held the upper hand. The view of the American
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administration of de Gaulle was hardly flattering, depicting a relationship that was sour
in both directions. Dean, British Ambassador to the United States, reported in spring
1965 that, “Mr McNamara said that he was extremely worried at the way in which it
appeared to be increasingly French policy to embarrass the Americans at every turn,
whether in Europe specially vis-a-vis the Germans, Viet Nam [sic], the United Nations
and Santo Domingo.”>3 The French policy referred by McNamara was focused on de
Gaulle the man, as under the reforms of the Fifth Republic the office of President held
much greater dominance on affairs of state, with the role of the Prime Minister greatly
reduced and with no meaningful opposition political structure to hold the leadership
to account outside of general elections.>3! In April 1964, Bohlen, the American
ambassador to Paris, in speaking to Dixon, the British ambassador, was not confident
that de Gaulle could even be influenced at all, and that some of his views, particularly
those that ran counter to American ambitions, could cause serious damage in the
same manner as those raised by McNamara over Vietnam and Mexico.>32 De Gaulle
was a firm believer that it was fundamentally wrong for the United States to attempt
to “become masters” of Vietnam and the South-East Asia region — an area that he
informed Wilson in 1965 that France wanted nothing to do it.>33 For Rusk, as secretary
of state, there was equal concern that France held too great a sway over the other
members of the EEC, and that a weak and divided Germany remained central to de

Gaulle’s strategy for the continent.>3* The negative view held by the Johnson
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administration reinforced their requirement for the presence of either a stronger
Germany or of Britain inside the EEC to counter the effect of de Gaulle, and these
views encapsulate the expressed concern of de Gaulle that Britain would be a Trojan
Horse within the Six. Dixon’s impression of Bohlen’s opinions on de Gaulle in the spring
of 1964 sums up what appears to have been the primary tactic of the United States
outside of the Germany and Britain partnership options as Bohlen’s “...main hope
appeared to lie in the ultimate disappearance of the General from the scene, either as
the result of increasing years or of economic difficulties in France, or a combination of
both.”>35

Whilst the American government were critical of de Gaulle, the decrease in
tensions after the Cuban missile crisis also changed the dynamic from the General’s
perspective. In early 1965 de Gaulle discussed with Wilson that, as the direct threat of
war on the continent with the Soviet Union diminished, so the need for a close military
alliance with America also reduced.>*® The General was intending to move still further
away from America through overtures to the Soviet Union as a strategic ally in their
place.>’ The motive was the common concern over a nuclear-equipped Germany, and
the Soviet resistance to any suggestion of a united Germany with all the economic and
military power such an outcome would bring.>3® The British Embassy in Paris noted the
fact plainly in September 1965 that “de Gaulle intended to move towards a

rapprochement with the Russians if Germany were associated with the control of
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nuclear weapons.”>3° That relations with America had reached such a low that de
Gaulle was more comfortable entertaining an alliance with the Soviet Union speaks not
only of the difficulty that an American-aligned Britain would have in joining the Group
of Six, but also of the complexity of the character of de Gaulle. This therefore
highlights the scale required for any collaborative gesture.

The Foreign Office attempted on many occasions during the period to capture
the mood of the French President, and to suggest a suitable path forward that would
allow for British interests to be satisfied. Concord served as a key element of this
strategy, as it played directly to the General’s ego, but the economically costly decision
to continue with the supersonic programme only makes political sense when de Gaulle
the person is understood from the British perspective. As leader of the Free French in
London during the Second World War, there was a consensus that the General should
have been favourable to British overtures, and that his resistance to British
membership attempts were “...a poor return for what Britain did for him and for
France in 1940.”>% Assessments of de Gaulle included that he was “...completely
egocentric”, such that for Wilson to refer to his proposals in a face to face meeting, in
this case the 1958 strategic alliance document that Eisenhower had refused, would
give de Gaulle, “...some pleasure to know that what he had written had been once
more studied and this would presumably incline him to benevolence.”>*! Gordon, in A
Certain Idea of France, described that the standard retrospective view was of de Gaulle

having a “historical reputation for intransigence and stubbornness”, yet Gordon also
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favoured the idea that de Gaulle would adapt to the prevailing winds to achieve his
aims.>*2 Kedword, in France and the French, took the view that, “To much of American
and British opinion there was little logic in de Gaulle’s foreign policy beyond the
obstreperous promotion of policies which advertised the autonomy of France without
affecting the structural realities of the a bipolar world.”>* Bohlen, as American
Ambassador in 1964, saw the General as a mixture of the two, as both “deeply set in
his approach...[yet] as a pragmatist...was capable of...making retreats or swerves when
a particular policy was...working out to the detriment of French interests.”>** The
British correspondence of the time however shows continual frustrations within the
Foreign Office, in particular at the difficulties of breaking down de Gaulle, with a
“selective approach” to areas of concern often required.>* The notion of the issue of
de Gaulle being one of resistance was summed by Wilson following a meeting in 1967,
where the prime minister described the General as having been in a “...profoundly
negative and apocalyptic mood...[with moments] when that old phrase ‘the Maginot
line mentality’ seemed paradoxically the most appropriate to describe his outlook.”>4®
France and de Gaulle were one and the same, and with such a centralised system of
government the views and actions of the man and the state were inextricably linked,
such that any British efforts at moving towards a European focus would have to be

agreeable to the General first and foremost.
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It would however be unjust to place the positions of de Gaulle as entirely on
the whim of personality, for the theme throughout the period was of a determination
to stand up to Britain, the United States and indeed the other members of the EEC on
behalf of French domestic interests. Even though the EEC was functionally dominated
by France, the negotiations around the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) caused
continual friction with German resentment to both the financial burdens and the fixed
pricing that would favour French producers.>*” The political importance of agricultural
output being within the free trade area had been, as argued by Hjortshof O’Rourke, a
major cause of British isolation during the creation of the EEC.>*® Within France, and in
part due to the militant nature of the main famers union, the FNSEA, this area of policy
took on a greater significance than the aviation industry for foreign policy
machinations, particularly as the proportion of French labour working in agriculture as
smallholding tenants was falling at 26.7% in 1954 and would drop below 10% by
1975.5* The CAP was a means of securing beneficial pricing and laying out French
dominance of a central element of the economies of the Six. In late 1962 the British
Embassy in Paris reported back that, “It is a fair assumption that one of the General’s
reasons for being unhelpful is that he is afraid that our entry would frustrate the
fulfilment of the common agricultural policy from which he hopes to derive a lot of
benefits for France.”>*° Two weeks later in mid-December de Gaulle told Macmillan

that whilst British entry was problematic, he “...affirmed that...he wished Britain to
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become a member.”>>! A month later came the infamous veto on British membership.
The CAP was not easily solved, for in late 1964 de Gaulle threatened to take France out
of the EEC if the policy was not enacted in the manner in which it had been agreed,
behaviour that led a correspondent in The Times to caustically observe that, “This is
not the first time that the French have made such threats when they have not had
their way in Brussels, and repetition must tend to weaken their effect.”>>? This
determination to stand up for French interests was reflected in the firm line taken over
the Concord programme.

The Concord supersonic airliner project, when viewed purely from a
technological standpoint, was clearly attractive on both sides of The Channel. To de
Gaulle, it represented a shining example of France taking a leading role in a new and
prestigious technological leap forward without the involvement of the USA.>>3 To
Wilson it stood at the very edge of his white heat of technology concept promoting the
excellence of British industry. When considered in the context of what British aircraft
projects could offer in the political ring, it represented an opportunity to demonstrate
to de Gaulle that Britain was serious about investing in European expertise and
working co-operatively for the betterment of the continent. Under the Macmillan
government, the responsible minister, Amery, saw a prospective entry to the EEC and
the continuance and success of Concord as part of the same policy and thus mutually
supporting.>> The argument became less practicable given the extremely high costs

involved, particularly in the context of the balance of payments crisis with the Labour
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economic white paper on 1964 singling out the need to “...[cut] out expenditure on
items of low economic priority, such as 'prestige projects'.">>® These costs prompted
Callaghan to place the Concord programme as tied to the military aircraft projects both
under development and under consideration.>>® If military programme costs were
reduced then it became more justifiable for Concord to be continued. Therefore the
issues of expenditure, utilisation of the aviation industry and the political advantages
of each programme, both for Concord and military aircraft, had to be taken in unison
and adjusted accordingly to achieve the desired goals over and above their
employment and function as simply aircraft.

When the Concord programme was approved on 31 July 1962 and then signed
on 29 November 1962 by the pro-European Julian Amery for the British and by the
French Ambassador in London, Geoffrey de Courcel, the estimated unit costs were a
not unsubstantial £10m per aircraft.>>” By comparison, at the other end of the
technological scale, the HS.801 would be quoted by Hawker Siddeley in the summer of
1964 as costing £1.5m per aircraft.>>® Unusually for a commercial development project
the agreement was registered as an international treaty at The Hague.>>® This decision
effectively tied both parties into the programme and reduced the risk of one side
withdrawing and leading to the prospect of either a costly cancellation for the

remaining country, or an even more expensive choice to continue to fund alone. With

355 House of Commons Debate, 5 Nov 1964, Hansard, Vol. 701, Col. 469, and Staff Writer, “Means of
Financing Social Programme”, The Times, 27 Oct 1964.

356 TNA PREM 13/117, 1964-1965 - Aircraft, Loose Minute, Bancroft (Treasury) to Mitchell (No.10), 7
Jan 1965.

557 Jenkins, A4 Life at the Centre, p. 160 and Aeronautical Correspondent, “Early Review of the Concord
Likely”, The Times, 20 Oct 1964.

338 TNA AIR 2/17199, Interim Shackleton Replacement (ASR 381) — Policy, Letter, PUS MoD to PS
MoA, 7 Jul 1964.

3% May, “Concorde — Bird of Harmony or Political Albatross”, p. 499.

185



a financial penalty of £200m agreed, there was pressure to proceed over and above
the actual development costs.>® The entire project was, by early 1964, anticipated to
at best cost between £150-170m divided equally across the two countries, thus the
penalty would theoretically allow the remaining country to complete the project
should they wish, whilst also making being on the receiving end of the cancellation
penalty highly undesirable.>®! By late 1964 however, the estimates had risen to around
£280m and were expected to continue rising.”®? This led Labour to inform the French
government immediately after coming into office that they intended to re-assess the
viability of continuing with Concord. The British Embassy in Paris was instructed to
emphasise that such a move was being carried out for purely economic reasons and
not tied to any political motivations.>®3 In the same manner as the military aircraft
programmes and arguable the MLF too, the ability of an incoming government to lay
the blame for a failing procurement on the previous administration and begin afresh
also applied to Concord. The significant difference in this case was that it was an
international enterprise and therefore not fully in the gift of the British government to
act unilaterally.

For the French, there was a suspicion that irrespective of which party was in
power, Britain instead favoured a supersonic collaboration with the Americans, which
in the case of Thorneycroft was true.*®* This was a facet of the wider belief that the

Special Relationship was more important to Britain than being a good European and
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focusing fully on the new political and economic shape of Europe. An American
programme was notionally underway, with the Federal Aviation Authority having
solicited bids from the major American manufacturers for proposals on a supersonic
airliners with slightly superior specifications to Concord.>®® Unlike in Europe, the
American aviation industry was fully in private hands, so collaboration would not have
been as direct as in the case of Concord. The success of the 707 airliner against British
designs such as the VC-10 and the emergence of the Airbus programme is discussed
later, but it emphasised that although Concord was a prestige project, it was also a
significant marker of British commitments to Europe. For the French, there was an
acceptance that although the engine work was divided between Bristol Siddeley in
Britain and SNECMA in France, it was the British company that was the senior partner,
and that the fruits of their labour would also allow for engines that could be employed
in a future nuclear weapon delivery aircraft.”®® Such an aircraft would enable de
Gaulle’s vision of a French nuclear force that was independent of the USA giving
further motivation for ensuring Labour did not withdraw Britain from the project.>®’
Donald Nelson, writing in 1969, summed up the negative views around both
the cost and viability of the programme, saying that, “it may never be fully understood,
especially in light of the heavy criticism the project continues to receive, why the
British and French decided to proceed with Concorde [sic].”>®® This viewpoint
downplays any significance of Concord as a tool for enhancing Britain’s chances of

winning over de Gaulle and improving the prospects of EEC entry, and runs counter to
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the line Gore-Booth, who was permanent under-secretary at the Foreign Office, took
five years later in his memoirs. Gore-Booth was firmly of the belief that the merits of
EEC, de Gaulle and Concord were fully intertwined, stating that, “The right policy...was
to find things in which [the] French and British worked closely together in a way which
would outlast the anti-Anglo-Saxon attitudes of the French President. One obvious
item was the Concorde project. For this reason, | personally, and the Foreign Office
departmentally, consistently supported its continuance when it was under threat.”>%°
The threat of French legal action through the Hague, combined with reaching
agreements with the United States over the military aircraft programmes that
provided some financial headroom for Callaghan and the Treasury to allow the project
to continue. However as Labour put in motion efforts to cancel Concord, it suggests a
government with either less faith in the positive effect it could have on EEC
membership, a low prioritisation of EEC membership — with both possibilities impacted
by the de Gaulle veto in early 1963, or a situation where financial considerations and
the reassignment of the aviation industry had total primacy over foreign policy
manoeuvrings. Any decision in the context of the wider aircraft procurements
represented a choice, as not every aircraft under development could be allowed to
continue. Wilson, during a meeting with de Gaulle in April 1965, laid down the case
that cancelling the TSR.2 programme would not impact the development of Concord,
and would instead benefit it by allowing for a “redeployment [of] our aircraft industry
with this sort of Anglo-French co-operation in mind.”>’° For de Gaulle during the same

meeting, the emphasis was placed on his longstanding concern over European
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independence from American dominance.>’* This concern was already manifesting in
the withdrawal of France from the MLF and gradually from NATO as a whole, alongside
the continual efforts for French dominance over the politics of the Continent. At the
same meeting the General also expressed a desire for a continued expansion of British
and French industrial co-operative programmes.>’> Concord could be seen as the
centre piece of collaborative projects given the various notable benefits both politically
and particularly technologically that it provided. International cooperation can also be
measured by volume, and there were a number of Franco-British military aircraft
programmes already under development during the period that likewise served to
reinforce the concept of British commitment to France and the European ideal, albeit
none as significant as Concord.

The most notable shared military programmes of the period were the advanced
trainer aircraft and the variable geometry fighter aircraft. The decision to cancel the
P.1154, HS.681 and TSR.2 opened up capacity in the aviation industry that, rather than
being used for a purely domestic programme, could instead be redirected to
collaborative efforts where crucially the costs and burdens were shared. This drive
formed a key element of the post-Washington Summit communique on shared R&D.
International efforts were not new, with the development of the Atlantic maritime
patrol aircraft, considered by Britain as a possible Shackleton replacement, already
well underway. However the Atlantic involved a wide range of contributing European

companies taking advantages of the particular specialisations of each company, with
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British company de Havilland manufacturing the propellors, and Rolls-Royce the
engines.””® International co-operation with a political motivation at its core was often
split on percentages rather than specialisations and became the established format
going forward. The establishment of two major military aircraft programmes between
Britain and France, when taken alongside Concord, further demonstrates that there
was a clear identified need for Britain to show a willingness to work with France to
further political and economic ambitions on the continent, even if it was not done in
the most practical manner.

Technical alliances in aviation had already existed between the two countries,
with France building the 1950s era de Havilland Vampire and Venom fighter aircraft
and later the Hawker Hunter under licence.>’* The main issues with international
collaboration rather than supply arrangements centred on agreeing the specification
and the division of labour. In the case of the advanced trainer/strike aircraft that
would become the Jaguar, there was discussion over whether the aircraft design and
production schedule was to be focused more on the trainer aspect or the attack
aircraft requirement, with the French stating that, “Priority must be placed on the
Trainer variant. The French Air Force has an essential requirement for 40 of these
aircraft in service by the middle of 1971.”57> In the same manner as Concord, work was
shared equally between the countries with each nation taking the lead in the differing
areas of design, however an independent company, SEPECAT, was created, leading to

a requirement for equal roles on the management board. Lombard, the Director of
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Engineering at Rolls-Royce, whose company had the lead for engine development on
the Jaguar programme alongside Turbomeca, informed the MoA in late 1965 that, “We
were unable to get over the point that a system employing two men having equal
authority is likely to lead to repeated stalemates, and if this were to happen it would
not be possible to meet the programme on time.”>’® In a normal company, an
arrangement that risked such consequences would not have been tolerated, and it is a
measure of the political importance of the drive for international collaboration that it
was firmly encouraged to happen. In the Statement of Intent for the variable geometry
aircraft it had to be explicitly laid down that neither BAC nor Dassault, “...shall seek to
dominate the other.”>”” Both these examples demonstrate the issues inherent in an
international project, and in the case of the variable geometry programme the aircraft
never even made it into active service. The French, clearly rattled by the British
attempts to renege on Concord, continued developing their own programme which
was seen by the MoD, “...as an insurance against the British withdrawing from the V.G.
project.”>’® The development of this alternative domestic design and continual
disagreements over the specification resulted in France withdrawing from the variable
geometry programme in 1967, and the concept would eventually enter service as a
pan-European effort by Britain, West Germany and Italy as the PANAVIA Tornado.>”®
BAC, with its near total commitment to the TSR.2, was the company most

affected by the military aircraft cuts, and this impact was reflected in the assignment
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of work for both the Jaguar and the variable geometry project. BAC had the lead for
the variable geometry airframe with Dassault, and were second to Breguet for the
Jaguar.>®% Despite Hawker Siddeley having two programmes cancelled, and with BAC
already the lead for Concord, they were not involved in the distribution of work on
these two projects. The V/STOL work on P.1127 was fully under Hawker Siddeley and
the decision to select the HS.801 to replace the Shackleton crucially ensured that both
major aviation companies were provided with sufficient work.

This chapter has demonstrated how the importance of Britain refocusing on
Europe as major pillar of economic and political thinking during this period was played
out in the choices made within the aviation sector. The lack of certainty over whether
Britain would continue to try and join the EEC resulted in an expensive hedging of bets
whereby projects such as Concord were sustained. The highly divisive role played by de
Gaulle absorbed much of the focus of European integration, and led to France being
treated as special partner, in much the same way as the Special Relationship with
America was. As with the military programmes and America, the various procurements
were both key components and reflectors of political manoeuvring, and when taken as
a whole, form a representative picture of the British balancing act for both domestic
and foreign policy. The weight of Concord as a tool for European relations and the
longer-term R&D and smaller collaborative programmes limited the significance of the
Atlantic as a consideration for the Shackleton replacement, particularly with the

manner in which work was distributed across the partner nations and companies.
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Collaboration between Britain and continental Europe was not limited to
working with France, for there were also research and development and production
arrangements with Germany, established in part to help offset the costs of maintaining
British forces in Germany.>®! As Britain looked more and more towards Europe as the
primary theatre over the long held East of Suez posture, so the balance of the armed
forces including the British Army of the Rhine had to reassessed to ensure capability
met the political need. This position necessitated a re-evaluation of the ‘Strategy for
the Sixties’ plan in order to achieve the political intent within a reduced defence
budget. A strategic re-evaluation would also bring about an associated equipment re-
assessment to ensure that the composition met the need. Thus, an understanding of
the new strategic direction of defence provides an understanding of how and why the
military need and preference for one particular aircraft design over another shifted

during the period and still met the political ambitions.
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CHAPTER 5 - THE REVIEW OF DEFENCE SPENDING AND STRATEGY

Even with a political focus that was beginning to shift more toward Europe and
the continued economic challenges, there was still minimal appetite within Whitehall
to completely divest of the concept of Britain as a great power projecting military
might ‘East of Suez’, resulting in, according to Dockrill, a Labour defence policy that
remained broadly alighed with the previous Conservative government.>®? The direction
the Washington Summit talks had taken, and the wider relationship with the United
States, reflected this continued desire. Yet the clear need for financial concessions
from America on equipment, particularly over long-range strike aircraft, had
highlighted that any such posture would have to be maintained on a greatly reduced
budget. The financial aspect of the defence review during the latter part of 1964 and
throughout 1965 had primacy over the strategic considerations with the burden of
defence weighing heavily on the ability of Britain to increase domestic industrial
output and modernise the economy. The pressures on both the balance of payments
and economic performance of the country as a whole meant that it was not just
defence that would have to adjust, yet the manner in which it played out by 1965
suggests that defence, and the ongoing RAF programmes in particular, served as the
public face of Labour’s efforts to tackle the state of the nation.

This chapter will consider the competing priorities within a review process
where a tightened defence budget was set prior to the review of defence strategy. The
strategic outcomes, including the continued need to secure the Atlantic wartime

shipping routes and the gradual shift toward a Europe-centric defence posture,
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ensured that there was a requirement for replacing the Shackleton at the conceptual
level. This chapter will examine how the initial financial constraints resulting from the
balance of payments and sterling crisis caused the deferment of the advanced
replacement for the Shackleton and resulted in a requirement for a lower cost interim
solution. It will be argued that the timing of the outlay on this interim solution set it
apart from the other aircraft procurements and thus contributed significantly to its
survival. The chapter will also consider the extent to which the impacts to the
domestic aviation industry factored into the decision-making process for the review,

demonstrating the balance taken between military capability and political imperatives.

Making diplomatic hay out of the requirement for revisions to aircraft
programmes ultimately stemmed from the need to reduce the size of the British
defence budget and in particular the overseas expenditure. Without this pressing
requirement it is unlikely that the largescale move toward American designs would
have taken place given the domestic political unpalatability such a decision would
bring - particularly for the TSR.2. Equally the vision for shared European projects that
would become a core element of aircraft and defence procurement in the years ahead
would not have taken on such urgency beyond Concord. Thus the need to conduct
both a review of defence expenditure and the subsequent associated reassessment of
defence strategy can be seen as a continuation of the immediate efforts taken by
Labour in autumn 1964 to stabilise the value of sterling and reduce overseas spending.
As in the United States, the impact of overseas military expenditure weighed heavily
on the balance of payments, but unlike for the Johnson administration there was not a

strong British export system in place to provide offsets for this. As seen with the
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efforts at achieving a balance with relations with both the United States and the
European powers, so a balance had to be struck been the budget and ambition. That
the review of strategy followed the review of expenditure confirms that the priority
was achieving financial savings and not the reappraisal of where Britain saw itself in
the post-great power world, and the procurement choices reflect this. For Bennell,
there was a political acceptance that the economic problems drove the decision
making process, and that “...the scale of overseas political and therefore defence
commitment had moved beyond the reach of national resources.”>®3 The previously
discussed pressures exerted by the Johnson administration for Britain to maintain this
worldwide role resulted in what Ponting described as, “...incompatible decisions to
contain defence spending at £2 billion a year and maintain a worldwide presence...”>8
Wilson told the House of Commons on 16 December 1964 that, “l want to make it
quite clear that whatever we may do in the field of cost effectiveness, value for money
and a stringent review of expenditure, we cannot afford to relinquish our world
role...[which] is sometimes called our ‘east of Suez’ role.”>8 However in his memoirs,
written seven years later and after the Far East role came to end, Wilson took a
different tack in referring to the same period as, “Something had to give: it had to be
commitments.”>8¢

The concept of declining British worldwide power, when highlighted by writers
such as Barnett and Northedge is not just confined to military power, but also

encapsulates economic might and political influence. In the words of Correlli Barnett, a
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country’s power is not “...only in its armed forces, but also in its economic and
technological resources; in the dexterity, foresight and resolution with which its
foreign policy is conducted; in the efficiency of its social and political
organisation...[and] in the way all these factors are related to one another.”>®’ It is also
not something that can exist for a country in isolation, and the dramatic shift in global
power away from Europe and towards a bi-polar world in the post-war era resulted in,
for Northedge, a situation where no British action could have meaningfully arrested
the decline of influence.>®® Yet for the period under examination here the primary
concern is the compression of a defence review into a response to an acute economic
crisis to serve as an economic lever, rather than as part of a wider commentary on the
perceived post-war decline in British power as viewed by authors such as Carver and
Darby.>®

The review itself occurred at the beginning of a new organisational era with the
creation of a unified Ministry of Defence, which had control over the three Services
and restricted the direct access to Cabinet and Downing Street that they had
previously enjoyed.>° Although political oversight had previously existed through the
various ministers, the change had parallels with the increasingly centralised control
brought in by McNamara in the United States, and moved the Service infighting in-
house. This element, as noted by Mclntosh, was not fully addressed in the reform as it

did not “...fully tackle one of the most deep-seated issues in Britain’s defence
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management, that of single service rivalry and competition for resources.”*%! It was
this continual lack of resources that framed the financial aspects of the cuts, with the
political dimension shaping the answers.

Prior to the balance of payments crisis in autumn 1964 British military power
projection had been in decline following the Second World War through enduring
economic pressures on the budget. For Goldstein this resulted in a situation where
“the economic constraints governing Britain’s defence efforts have been so stringent
that successive governments have refused to commit themselves over any length of
time to a lasting set of policy priorities.”>? To Baylis, the decline in the relative
economic might of the country led to an equally relative decline in British defence
capabilities, but that the economic reality alone did not determine the outcome.
Instead, the political inclinations of the incumbent party also played a significant
role.>®3 In the case of Wilson, there was a clear prioritisation of domestic issues such as
the need to fund the abolition of the prescription charge. There was also a focus on
nuclear weapons over conventional forces as providing power projection under
Macmillan, representing the ‘power on the cheap’ model of Paul Kennedy and Roger
Carey.”® This had not been endorsed by Wilson in opposition, yet on entering office
the Labour position reversed and it was decided to continue with the construction of
the Polaris carrying submarine fleet.>® Such weapons provided a seat at the top table,

but did not in themselves enable power projection on a global scale. For that, there
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was a requirement for significant manpower, and the ending of conscription in the
review of 1957 in order to ease a labour shortage, had, in the opinion of Vasquez,
limited Britain’s “...ability to maintain its status on the world stage.”>%®

The preceding defence review of 1957, which had also placed financial
considerations at the forefront, was entitled Defence: Outline of Future Policy, but was
colloquially known as the Sandys Review of 1957.%%7 This review had resulted in a
fundamental reappraisal of the nature of defence and had provided a bitter pill for all
elements of the Services. Whilst there was a strong focus on the dividend on both
expenditure and manpower requirements from the technological revolution, the
requirement to prune the economic burden of defence was front and centre. With the
Korean War over and the military still holding the capacity built up during the early
1950s rearmament phases, the review laid-out a reduction to the size in the armed
forces from 700,000 personnel to around 400,000. This was matched by a desire to
refocus the posture of the fighting forces to one where the aim was to “...prevent war
rather than to prepare for it.”>°® The move away from manned aircraft towards missile
systems was central to this, and such measures were predicted to result in savings of
over £150m per year.”®® The Suez Crisis the previous year had, as Roger Carey pointed
out, “raised the spectre that...a nuclear-weapon capability might not necessarily allow
[for] the hoped cutback of the conventional forces.”®® Financial considerations were

however paramount, and the review set a budgetary target of £1,424m in the 1957/58
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cycle.®%1 This reduction held true through to 1960/61, when defence expenditure rose
slightly to £1,596m, however by late 1964 this had dramatically increased when the
estimate for 1965/66 sat at £2,141m and was predicted to climb further to £2,400m by
1969/70.%%2 The rise suggested a balance between worldwide commitments and
minimal budgets could not be achieved, and the 1957 capability and budgetary
revisions had not shown any intent of reducing these commitments. As contemporary
writer Laurence Martins put it, “...Britain [faced] the universal military problem of
limited resources and extensive commitments.”%3 The retention of a military posture
East of Suez, particularly with continued membership of the South-East Asia Treaty
Organisation and the Baghdad Pact, had idealised goals aligned with the American
policy of aiding countries in resisting the spread of communism, but also brought a
requirement for military aircraft capable of achieving the desired effect — whether
through deterrence or response.?% It was in attempting to meet this requirement that
the big three RAF domestic programmes existed, and how they were able to germinate
through the early 1960s and contribute to the rising defence budget. By extension, any
programme under development would require examination for value for money in the
first instance. The pressing need to rein in ever increasing expenditure was the first
element of defence that the Labour review examined in late 1964.

At the pre-Washington Summit discussions at Chequers in November 1964, the

MoD were tasked with achieving a budget of £2,000m, at 1964 values, by 1969/70 and
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to provide the military impact such a reduction would bring.?% This represented a
reduction of £400m and would bring the budget down to 5% of GDP from the previous
7%.5% This tasking, whilst central to the Labour pre-election objective of reducing
government outlay, only formed part of the issue.?’ In order to effectively reduce
expenditure, defence strategy and the commitments that shaped it required re-
evaluation. The requirement of retaining a presence East of Suez formed the backbone
of the worldwide role envisaged by successive post-war British governments. The
guestion by the mid-1960s was centred on whether Britain’s focus should be on the
Far East or Europe. Hovering over this conundrum was the position of the United
States. The Johnson administration had been firm on the expectation that Britain
should retain a presence to the south and west of the American focus in South East
Asia in the traditional British regions of influence around Singapore and Malaysia, but
such a commitment would come at a significant cost to the balance of payments and
the ability of Britain to earn foreign currencies.

As discussed in chapter two, preserving spheres of influence in military sales
formed an important element of raising foreign currencies. The Foreign Office noted in
May 1965 that, “It is explicit State Department policy, so far carried through
successfully whatever the Department of Defense view may be, to encourage the
United Kingdom to take on the whole burden of military aid and arms supplies to
Commonwealth African countries.”®% Supplying equipment brought responsibilities

but also currencies, and whether through the division of sales markets, or as directly
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linked elements of the 1964/65 defence packages, the suggestion is that America was
at no point intending to completely usurp British military sales, even if that meant a
reduction in their own economic success. As part of the aircraft package offered by
America, and to help incentivise the British posture east of Suez, America yielded sales
to Saudi Arabia with the expectation that the earned dollars would be spent on the
American aircraft. The central element of this comprised the sale of BAC's Lightning
aircraft.®%? In essence this aspect of the package would, from a British perspective,
remain financially the same, and America would still receive the money owed, with the
only loss being from sales to a market that was traditionally considered British anyway.
This represented an element of the multi-faceted nature of power projection detailed
by Barnett, and was not secretive in nature. McNaughton testified to a joint session of
the Senate Foreign Relations and Armed Services Committee in 1967 where, “Saudi
Arabia is a case in which the balance of considerations, [with] everything taken into
account, we, in effect, allowed part of that deal with Saudi Arabia to go to the United
Kingdom.”®19 The importance given to the aircraft programmes were thus key to the
American position on British commitments and were central to both the financial and
strategic aspects of the review.

The strategic aspect of the review was not solely focused on the East of Suez
guestion, but also had to consider the growing importance of the EEC and the military
relationships within NATO. This was of particular significance as de Gaulle continued to

express dissatisfaction with the organisational structures and purposes of NATO. The
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divisive discussion over the MLF had highlighted this fragile nature of Britain’s
relationship with the European powers and of France under de Gaulle in particular.
Thus the strategic considerations had two fundamental elements. Firstly, a movement
away from a worldwide role, whilst economically efficient, would impact relations with
the United States at a time when American support for sterling was of vital
importance. Secondly and conversely, a resultant refocusing on Europe could improve
relations with the EEC and provide economic and political advantages, yet would result
in the acceptance that Britain was no longer a worldwide power. The lack of clarity and
direction within the review of defence spending and strategy, and the associated
aircraft programmes, demonstrated that this was an era of a nation in flux and
uncertain over what role Britain was to take on the world stage.

The high degree of uncertainty is ably demonstrated by the primary focus being
on reducing defence expenditure. The review of defence expenditure commenced in
the winter of 1964, over twelve months prior to the publishing of the review of
defence strategy.®!! The problems posed by rising equipment costs offset against the
economic crisis resulted in the previously stated ambition of a budget held at £2,000m
per year by 1969/70. Whether a deliberate ploy or not, for there is nothing to suggest
it was a targeted attack, the chosen financial year was where the bulk of the RAF
aircraft programmes’ costs fell, with an estimated saving of £43.9m in 1969/70 should
the principle three programme be cancelled and replaced with American aircraft.®'2
The focus on the 1969/70 financial year was considered unfair by the Minister for the

RAF, who in March 1965 urged Healey to consider the merits of the programme costs
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as a whole, rather than simply taking the peak year.®'3 Even with the adjustments to
meet the requirements, this represented a mere 10% of the required £400m savings,
and shows that when considered purely on cost savings, the aircraft programmes were
a small element and far outstripped by the consideration of economic industrial output
and political capital .t

The Shackleton replacement was considered against the big three programmes
as part of the spending review. The concept of a Shackleton replacement within this
element was not the proposed maritime Comet, but a highly advanced long-term
replacement that adhered to AST.357. Unlike the other three aircraft, the Shackleton
replacement was still conceptual and intended for entry into service in the 1970s, so
therefore did not carry a major financial penalty in 1969/70. Where the Shackleton
replacement was discussed in this context, it was with reference to the replacement of
the entire fleet of mk.2 and mk.3s, whereas ultimately the maritime Comet was
proposed purely a replacement for the aging mk.2s. This split fleet concept and
deferral of the AST.357 programme into the 1970s through the procurement of a
maritime Comet resulted in projected costs in financial year 1969/70 of only £4.5m
against £12.3m for AST.357.%1> A note from Director of Defence Plans in February 1965
considered the savings of all the programmes to be ones of long term benefit as, “The
financial effect of purchasing American aircraft in place of TSR2, P.1154 and HS.681, of
full development of P.1127 in part replacement for P.1154, and of the purchase of

COMETS to replace the SHACKLETON 2 [emphasis in original], would be a budgetary
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saving of £600/800m in the next decade.”®!® The selection of a maritime version of the
Comet therefore represented a cost saving measure worth considering alongside the
American offerings.

The ambition of realising the cuts for 1969/70 and beyond meant that there
were no immediate financial benefits from cutting back on the aircraft programme
elements of defence expenditure. Thus for the reasoning behind the cuts to be a need
for immediate cross-governmental economic stability, the other government
departments would also have had to carry out reductions, both in the short and
medium term. The Department of Health saw a budget increase from £796m in
1964/65 to £913m in 1965/66, primarily for the provision of the Labour priority of
providing free prescriptions. The Department of Education received an increase of 17%
to £264m, and Benefits rose from £584m to £701m. The only departments, aside from
Defence, to see an immediate reduction in expenditure were External Relations,
whose budget shrank from £267m to £230m, and Agriculture and Fisheries who saw a
drop of £30m to £348m.%'7 Such moves clearly represent domestic political
motivations, as with a Commons working majority of four, the Labour party had to
keep one eye on an inevitable general election. Increased funding for the NHS, schools
and welfare were intended to play better at the ballot box than fisheries and overseas
aid could. The coincidental introduction of corporation tax and capital gains tax were
not direct measures to raise significant funds, and instead representing a long-required

adjustment of the taxation system. Corporation tax, for instance, allowed for the
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setting of a specific tax rate for companies out-with that used for personal taxation.5!®
This again should be considered as a potential vote winner, rather than a distinct
economic movement designed to improve the balance sheets.

The impact of defence spending on the economy was not simply in government
expenditure, but also in how the economic output of the country was disposed and
managed. Aircraft programmes represented a relatively small portion of the budgetary
savings, yet through the high levels of skilled labour required within the industry,
represented a large pool of people who could be employed in high technology fields
such as computing which had been championed by Wilson in his ‘white heat’ speech of
1963.5%° Trend mentioned to Wilson in late November 1964, prior to the Washington
talks, that to achieve his stated aims of growing the domestic economy, the burden
defence posed would have to be reduced.®?° He also pointed out that maintaining a
worldwide influence was tied to possessing a strong economy.??! This highlights a
fundamental consideration for Britain in this period — rather than the conventional
display of hard power through the projection of military force, the ability to influence
the course of world affairs through an economic based soft power, particularly in the
newly emerging technological field, was taking on even greater significance. When
paired with the notion that a redistribution of defence economic output would lead
directly to an increase in wider economic performance, the perception that the savings

were less about pure defence spending comes to the fore.
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The size of the workforces involved in both active service and manufacturing
elements of defence activities were vast, particularly within research and
development. The discussions at Washington and beyond had emphasised the shared
ambition of both the Labour government and the Johnson administration, and
particularly McNamara, to allow for increased collaborative development across British
and American defence programmes.®?? This aim was also present when Britain looked
across the Channel with the emerging variable geometry strike and training aircraft
programmes and Concord.??3 The key area of research and development was the one
sector where Britain was able to bridge the twin expanding relationships with the USA
and Europe. Although the defence and the aviation industry were large scale
employers, accounting for one and a half million workers from a national workforce of
24 million, it had been steadily shrinking since the end of the Korean War.52* The
manpower of the armed forces had been reduced to meet the 400,000 laid down in
the Sandys Review, and the planning assumptions when Labour came to office were
still in the 390,000-400,000 range.®?> Previous cancelations of military aircraft
programmes had seen significant job losses within the aviation industry, with the fall-
out from the 1957 Defence White Paper and the move away from conventional aircraft
seeing 23,000 job losses.®?® A cancellation of the HS.681 was projected to result in
4,000 redundancies through the closure of the Hawker Siddeley plant at Baginton,

whilst around 8,000 jobs would go at BAC with the cancellation of the TSR.2. For the
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specialist suppliers, these cuts would result in losses at Bristol Siddeley aero engines
with their 5,000 employees, although the number affected would be offset by
purchasing F-4 Phantoms and TFX and fitting them with Spey engines. For avionics
company Ferranti, over half of the 4,300 strong workforce would have been at risk
through losing the work on TSR.2 and P.1154.5%7

The desire laid out by Wilson at Scarborough in 1963 to embrace the white
heat of technology required the freeing up of these skilled workers from government
contracts and the ability for them to move into more dynamic consumer focused
sectors. The aim therefore was not a question of encouraging existing aircraft
companies to shift focus from military to commercially sectors, but instead to accept
the reduction in size of the aviation industry workforce, and to refocus on the labour
market as whole. This was not done with the intent of disbanding the aviation industry
in toto, as Nevin pointed out to Healey in November 1965 with a handwritten note
that fundamentally addressed the aims and intentions of the Labour Government
towards the aviation industry, and also suggested a central reason behind selecting the
Comet as a Shackleton replacement, “l would reckon to being pushed into keeping the
Spey/Phantom. This + AT engine etc shd [sic] keep the aero-engine chaps busy. The 2
Anglo-French projects provide an adequate airframe load + work on V. bombers &
Maritime Comet.”®28 The intent is clear — a redistribution of a labour force that was not
at the expense of the industry as whole, which would still allow for a rebalancing of
the domestic budgetary and economic profile. The maritime Comet provided a means

for this whilst still meeting the aims of reprofiling the defence budget for 1969/70. As
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the lowest value programme, it also allowed for a demonstration of governmental
commitment to the aviation industry whilst not having to absorb a large portion of the
budget and committing a large-scale workforce to a government contract. Despite the
headline figure of aiming for savings of £400m from the defence budget, the aircraft
programmes as a whole represented a modest saving whilst there remained a
requirement for a similarly capable replacement. The review of strategy was not on
the agenda until later in 1965, however the implications of the strategy of East of Suez
formed a major part of the in-year defence budget, but as it did not represent large
ticket items, was a far more delicate matter to address in the quest for financial
savings. The need here was potentially greater as it got to the heart of the economic
crisis through the impact of overseas defence spending on the balance of payments.
In spring 1965 the Defence and Overseas Policy Committee laid out three
options for reducing expenditure: a reduction in force and equipment without a
corresponding reduction in commitments, the identification of fields where a small
military reduction could be tolerated, and those where a wider ranging reduction in
commitments would lead to financial savings. The research paper decisively came
down on one side of these options, by stating that, “If we downgrade our general
ability to meet unexpected military commitments we must accept the political
consequences. We cannot afford to continue to carry the commitments but reduce the
forces below the level at which they can meet them effectively.”®?° The statement laid
bare the fundamental issue of make procurement choices within an urgent military

spending review prior to conducting a strategy review.
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The stated aims of British defence policy, as laid out in the Defence White
Paper — Strategy for the Sixties and written in early 1962, were to: maintain the
security of the United Kingdom, adhere to the obligation of protecting dependant
territories around the world, and providing a contribution to the defence of the free
world. These objectives were centred around the concept of contributing to collective
security to prevent the outbreak of war.%3° This model was to be achieved without
reintroducing national service nor conscription, instead relying on the volunteer force
introduced by the 1957 review. The maintenance of the independent nuclear
deterrent, recommitted to that year by Macmillan at Nassau, combined with a policy
of NATO first ensured that British military posture, and crucially influence, stretched
across the globe, irrespective of the financial penalty. This influence, to John Darwin,
was “...derived from [British leaders] claim to have close relations with
Washington.”®3! The strategy contained two fundamental assumptions. First was that
the obligation to defend dependant territories would naturally decrease in scale as
more and more nations gained their independence, and second that defence spending
would remain at 7% of GNP.%3? With the intention to hold defence spending at
£2,000m, the second of these assumptions was already broken by late 1964. The first
assumption brought with it an expected reduction in overseas basing, as the
independence of previously dependant nations carried no guarantees of basing rights,

and thus required a strategy centred on the use of “amphibious task groups and
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strategic reserves capable of rapid movement by air.”®33 To meet this, the RAF
procurement plan laid out orders for Comet IV and VC-10 troop transport aircraft,
alongside orders for the Argosy and Belfast cargo carriers.5®* It was from this model
that aircraft requirements were set that encompassed the TSR.2, HS.681, P.1157 and
Shackleton replacement. The TSR.2 and P.1157 were able to meet the NATO
requirement, the HS.681 the strategic airlift need, whilst the Shackleton replacement
was to serve as a guardian of international trade routes and fly in colonial policing
roles. The 7% of GNP was, by late 1964, the primary element that was under threat,
and as such, despite the political challenges, the commitments had to reduce in line
with the financial realities. It was this point that the O.P.D. paper alluded to in March
1965.

The financial impacts of these defence commitments, and the possible savings
which modifications to them could make formed the battle ground of the review. The
concept of East of Suez was sacrosanct within the political hierarchy, as Wilson has laid
out during the initial panic movements over sterling shortly after the election in
October 1964. This ran contrary to the military Chiefs of Staff, who favoured option
three of the O.P.D. report — that of reducing commitments as a means of reducing
costs.53 This would have seen a positive response on the economic markets as it
would have reduced the balance of payments across the globe and provided resilience
to sterling as a result. Trend had written to Wilson in November 1964 that, in line with

the discussions at Chequers, there needed to be a review of defence commitments
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outside of Europe.?3® Such a move, whilst coming from the most logical of origins, was
cautioned by Healey, who wrote to Callaghan that there was an inherent danger in
using terms such as “reducing commitments”, as this suggested that a decision had
already been taken to withdraw forces from East of Suez.%3” At a time when
maintaining American support for sterling was paramount, any suggestion of a
withdrawal would have been highly problematic and again highlighted the near
impossible balancing act required by the Wilson government in this immediate period
after taking office. By the time the review of defence strategy fully commenced in mid
1965, and after the decisions on the aircraft procurements had already been taken,
Healey told the Chiefs of Staff that, “Even a relatively small reduction in our defence
effort will require disengagement from political commitments: this will...create
diplomatic difficulties.”®3 The unwillingness to be seen politically of stepping back
from a military posture East of Suez, despite the clear economic advantages of doing
so, had a very powerful driver in the continued form of the desire of America for
British involvement in ideally Vietnam, but certainly in the wider region. Even following
Johnson’s acceptance that British commitments in Malaysia were all encompassing at
that stage, there was no expectation of it remaining so in the longer term, with
McNaughton making the unusually direct request to Healey in autumn 1965 of
wanting a degree of trans-Atlantic consultation in the review process to ensure these

considerations were met.?3° The Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, had told The Foreign
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Secretary, Michael Stewart, earlier in spring 1965 that there was concern in
Washington that Britain could pull out of South East Asia overnight, just as had been
done in Greece and Turkey in 1947. Stewart paraphrased the American concerns to
Wilson as, “i.e. don’t pull out Britain because we can’t do the job of world policeman
alone.”®¥0 Such a statement reinforces how Healey had, with apparent ease, won
McNamara over during the White House meeting back in December, and secured
highly favourable arrangements for the supply of American aircraft. The O.P.D., prior
to the Washington talks, had advised that, “Britain’s power to influence American
policy will depend on our making a respectable contribution.”®*! The political value
outweighed the economic value, and as such made South-East Asia an anomaly within
the rationalisation provided for proposed cuts.

The whole process of the defence review was fundamentally fractured along
two distinct lines. On the one hand, the military figures would not countenance a
reduction to force sizes without a reduction to commitments, regardless of the
theatres of operation. The opposing view that was held within parliament and the civil
service, and reflected in the overtures to both the United States and European powers,
was that Britain should still be seen to be an active player on the world stage, and that
military standing should be adjusted down along financial, rather than commitment
lines. The agreement amongst the military chiefs of there being a need for a reduction
in defence commitments were not matched with an agreement on which, if any,
equipment could afford to be cut as part of the process. Proposals had been outlined

for withdrawing from Aden, reducing force numbers in the Mediterranean and
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building up long-term alliances east of Suez, but these were not accompanied by
corresponding equipment reductions.®*? Estimated saving, such as £58m in the
Mediterranean and Near East, with £22m coming from the RAF, were produced by the
Ministry of Defence, but could only come about with force sizes reduced to a
minimum. Such proposals were clearly not intended to be viable, as the risks,
particularly the vulnerability of Gibraltar, Malta and Cyprus to foreign interference
outweighed the relatively small financial gain.®*3

The 1962 strategy had presumed that no prolonged conflict would occur
throughout the decade, with the exception of stability operations in the Far East, and
that the nuclear deterrent would negate the requirement for large scale standing
conventional forces.®* The continued climb down in tensions across the Iron Curtain
after the Cuban Missile Crisis had made the threat of a major European war unlikely
and thus the review naturally centred on making savings in those regions where peace
could be presumed, and political dismay at cutbacks would be minimal.?4> Where
larger scale items were considered, the three Services and their respective ministers
split along Service lines, further fracturing and reducing the effectiveness of the unified
Ministry of Defence to combat the cuts. The Minister for the RAF complained to Healey
in March 1965 that too much focus was being given to the aircraft programmes, at the
expense of examining both the replacement aircraft carrier programme and the

nuclear deterrent.5%¢ Conversely the Minister for the Army, writing to Healey four days
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later, complained that the proposed savings were all being made to the Army, and not
enough attention was being given to the RAF or the Royal Navy.?” The Minister for the
Royal Navy, perhaps acutely aware that if further large financial savings had to be
made, and with the domestic RAF procurements effectively replaced by this time, that
the future aircraft carriers were next in line — dismissively advised Healey that any
decisions on future carriers and the Type 82 light cruiser were too big for the Ministry
of Defence to consider alone, and should have a broader interdepartmental
assessment.®*® Such infighting, whilst hardly helpful, also marked the final hurrah for
separate ministerial positions within the new Ministry of Defence. The centralising of
political power solely on the Secretary of State was undoubtedly hastened by the
experience of pushing through the defence cuts of 1965. In much the same way as
Robert McNamara had sought to consolidate power within the Department of Defense
to improve both the financial efficiency of the department and reduce infighting, so
the inter-service squabbling that defined this aspect of the review highlighted the need
for a similar approach in Whitehall.

The Defence White Paper was finally published in February 1966, providing the
strategic considerations that had been unavailable in the initial cost savings discussion
of late 1964 and early 1965. That the report commended the work done in early 1965
in cutting £220m from the budget without a reduction in capability emphasises this
delineation.®*® The review did highlight the painful overstretch that this had brought

about, particularly to manpower, and reflected the fears expressed by the Ministry of
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Defence throughout the review of defence spending. The worries of the Minister for
the Royal Navy were ultimately founded, as the replacement aircraft carrier, CVA-01,
was indeed cancelled.®>° This carrier programme had been centred on the need for a
sustained presence east of Suez, and the cancellation highlighted the inevitable
refocusing on the European theatre.®! Conversely, at the same time the review
ensured an RAF capability that could operate in the American priority region of the Far
East. The review served as the final confirmation for the aircraft, belatedly provided
this strategic justification for the adjustments to the RAF aircraft programmes, and laid
out the European co-operative developments for the variable geometry strike aircraft,
and light strike/trainer aircraft. The maritime Comet order was confirmed, but the
review, unlike for the P.1154 and TSR.2, did not dwell on the reasons behind the
selection. It was however at pains to detail the large volume of work that the Ministry
of Defence would provide for the British aviation industry through an annual spend of
£130m on spares and equipment, alongside the “continued production in the United
Kingdom of the Lightning, Belfast, Buccaneer, Andover, Basset and Jet Provost...[and]
there will be major new aircraft programmes for British industry in the...P.1127 and
the maritime Comet.”®>2 Such a statement, coming less than a year after the axing of
TSR.2, P.1154 and HS.681 suggests that, from the political perspective, and unchanged
from how Burke Trend had advised Healey a few months prior, the domestic aviation
industry was not to be fatally felled by the urgent move to reduce the defence budget

before strategic requirements were even properly considered.
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This chapter has presented that the order of the defence review process, with
spending being decided before strategy, highlighted the primacy of political objectives
in the military equipment considerations of the period in both the domestic and
international arenas. It has been demonstrated that the timings of the financial outlays
on the Shackleton replacement aided in its survival within the bounds of the defence
review process, particularly as it did not primarily address the East of Suez posture
requirement. It was this need to retain the worldwide commitments, in part to ensure
harmonious relations with the United States, that framed the review above all else. All
of the aircraft programmes represented a significant financial outlay, but the greater
impact was within how any changes to the procurement plans would impact the make-
up of the domestic aviation industry and how this factored into the wider balancing act

for the Wilson government. It is this element that must therefore be considered next.
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CHAPTER 6 — THE BRITISH AVIATION INDUSTRY

Any changes to defence procurements during the period, regardless of the
reasoning, would have an outsized impact on the British aviation industry, as domestic
output was dominant in the supplying of equipment to the British armed forces. The
decision to continue with Concord served not only as a means of sustaining a
favourable relationship with France, but also of keeping a highly advanced element of
British industry in motion. McNamara was conscious of the need to maintain an
effective British aviation industry which could sustain innovation in aircraft design
during the never-ending arms race across the iron curtain, embodied in both the desire
to purchase equipment from Britain, but also in the push for joint research and
development programmes. The government also repeatedly made clear that their
intention was not to cede the aviation business to foreign competition, but instead to
realign and consolidate the sector to make it more profitable and less dependent on
government contracts. The slow and expensive progress made on the designs such as
TSR.2, which tripled in cost and had a multi-year rolling delay, was not a sustainable
model in an increasing competitive international marketplace.%>3 Transforming the
industry could not happen overnight, and the initiating of the Plowden Report formed
a first step in this plan. The question was therefore on bridging the gap between
cutting away the troublesome RAF programmes with their inherent benefits for
international relations and the resultant freeing up of a labour force, whilst ensuring
that there were sufficient skilled workers still within the sector once the knee-jerk

reaction phase was over and a fresh attempt at revitalisation could be made. It was
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into this breach that, amongst others, the HS5.801 Nimrod entered as a tool for
sustaining the domestic aviation industry in turbulent period.

This chapter will examine how the aviation sector functioned during the period,
how it responded poorly to both previous cutbacks and the decisions made over the
big three programmes by early 1965 in order to establish the requirement for a degree
of continued government-contracted work. Firstly, earlier incidents such as the
Ferranti scandal, which highlighted the failings in the existing system and yet not result
in serious consequences, is examined alongside the contractual structures in place that
favoured the industry. Secondly, the role of the aviation industry in the ‘white heat of
technology’ drive is assessed, as the high R&D requirements for an industry that was
underperforming as an exporter was of even greater concern during a balance of
payments deficit. Thirdly, the response from both senior corporate leadership and the
workforce to the cancellations of the big three programmes — particularly the TSR.2 —
and their immediate impact on the companies’ prospects is considered, as the element
of panic within the senior leadership directly contributed to an environment where the
successful allocation HS.801 took on a greater significance for the survival of the
sector. From this it will be argued that the failings of the aviation sector were primarily
self-generated, and that it was ultimately unsustainable under its existing model
irrespective of the wider government ambitions on American and European political
manoeuvrings. It will also conclude that, in the same manner that the timings of the
expenditure on HS.801 made it viable economically, so the relatively low commitment
of resources required set it apart from the larger procurement programmes and made

it more a politically viable option.
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Writings on the aviation sector tend to view it within the wider malaise of
British industry, suffering from the issues outlined at the start of chapter one, whether
it is considered a decline, as by Tomlinson, or the post-declinism works of Edgerton
that attempt to champion the successes rather the travails.®>* Government efforts at
industrial reform are equally grouped together, with writers such as Sandbrook
considering the Ministry of Technology, which did not include the aviation sector, and
Department of Economic Affairs (DEA) as the broader answers to the need for
modernisation in the entire economy, rather than mentioning specific sectors.®>> Other
writers such as Elbaum and Lazonick consider a lack of governmental action as a
contributing factor, as to them, “...British industry in general required...the visible hand
of coordinated control, not the invisible hand of the self-regulating market.”®>¢ The
aviation industry could be said to fall into the middle ground of this theory as it was
not fully consolidated and nationalised at this stage, yet as has been seen, the
government was proactive with using their market dominance to further domestic and
international political ambitions. These studies rarely cover the aviation industry in any
specific detail, preferring to centre on the general issue of productivity impacting all
sectors, and, to Singh, Bacon and Eltis, the problem of a vastly shrunken post-war
industrial base in Britain to generate market share and competitive exports.®>’ To
Owen, the issues for aviation in particular stemmed from the narrow focus on

domestic military and civil requirements which hampered the ability of the sector to
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be responsive to overseas market demands.®>® Hamilton-Patterson breaks out a
continual pattern of governmental mismanagement for the sector from the ending of
the Korean War rearmament phase, accelerated through the 1957 Sandys Review and
into the choices made in late 1964/65.5°° The aviation industry was inextricably linked
to the demands of government, with Fearon stating that, “Any study...of aviation in
Britain must stress the close links which have always existed between, on the one hand
the government, and on the other the manufacturers of aeroplanes and the operators
of commercial aircraft.”®® That the concept of government ties and failings feature so
prominently highlights both the overreliance that the sector had on government
contracts and that it was effectively within the gift of the government to reorganise
what was still fundamentally a private industrial sector.

The impact of cutting procurements, purchasing overseas aircraft, and re-
evaluating R&D expenditure was wide ranging, with a particular impact on the manner
in which the aviation industry conducted business. As an industrial segment, the
aviation industry was a sprawling mass, incorporating a wide range of specialist
subcontractors involved in all aspects of aircraft design, development and manufacture
alongside the core aircraft manufacturers. The result of this is an often varied
assessment of total employment within the sector in the early 1960s of between
260,000 and 365,000 people depending on the shock value attempted by the

author.%®! The government investment in R&D is a narrower window, but is equally
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lacking in a definitive value, with £250-300 million a viable middle ground.%%? The lack
of certainty is driven by the overlap and impact of the R&D within varying sectors of
the wider British industry. This cross-over is important in understanding both the
desire of government to make swingeing cuts to the aviation sector, but also in part
explaining the confidence of the aviation industry to its importance and centrality to
the economic health of the country. The desired shift of the Wilson Government to
move away from government-centric contracts for the aviation industry, and towards
public investment in more exportable and desirable industries such as computing had
been signposted in early 1963 at Scarborough.®®3 This formed part of the overall post-
war modernisation of the British economy which, for writers such as Turner, got fully
underway during the 1960s.564 This shift did not automatically mean that instigating
cuts to military aircraft programmes would bring down the aviation industry, nor that
the cuts were driven purely by financial pressures, but it was a signal that the industry
would need to be more self-sufficient, particularly through exports, in order to
continue under the new economic model being pushed by Labour.

The ‘white heat of technology’ struck early through the creation of the
Department of Economic Affairs and particularly the Ministry of Technology, with both
displaying the intended direction the Labour administration was taking to embrace the
new technological age and move away from the traditional departmental structures

with the Ministry of Aviation being subsumed into the MoT. This particular move
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cannot however be wholly attributed to the Labour government, as Sir Arthur Harvey,
Conservative MP for Macclesfield, raised the notion in the House of Commons in July
1963, only for Thorneycroft as Minister of Defence to decline the suggestion, but it
was Labour that ultimately turned it into a reality.®®® The earlier report of the Aircraft
Industry Working Party in 1959 had included such stark lines as, “It is...by no means
clear that the Aircraft Industry is a valuable economic asset.” It also stated that, “Put
shortly the Aircraft Industry as at present organised is too large and too expensive to
secure the best return for defence purposes.”®® Therefore the decisions taken by
Labour should not have come as a complete surprise to those within the aviation
industry, however the response, typified by the protest marches of the factory workers
on 13 and 14 January 1965 and the urgent lobbying of industry leaders in the week
leading up to Chequers, suggests otherwise.®®” The protests were timed to coincide
with these last ditch efforts of the leaders of the largest companies to reverse the
government’s course and keep the military aircraft programmes running. This meeting,
held at Chequers on 15 Jan 1965, brought to a head the conflicting intentions of the
Labour government and the ambitions of such a large and expensive industrial sector.
The impassioned response from the various companies highlighted their differing
concerns and preparedness in the sustainability of their order books, of which the
proposed HS.801 Maritime Comet suggested a more aware posture from Hawker
Siddeley than their rivals at BAC, and one where change and revisions to expectations

would have a greater chance of bearing fruit.
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By late 1964, the near constant stream of reviews to government defence
expenditure following the end of the expansion programmes brought about by the
Korean War on military equipment were commonplace, and this frequency may well
have lulled the aviation industry into a sense of false confidence over the ramifications
of the proposed cuts and replacement of the military aircraft under development with
overseas offerings. The most prominent report into the nature of government aircraft
contracts thus far was the Lang Report, published in mid 1964. The report was raised
in response to perceived excessive profits generated by Ferranti, an electronics and
radar subcontractor, on the Bloodhound missile programme. The report found that
despite a profit allocation of £810,353 from the Ministry of Aviation, the programme
had in fact resulted in profits of £5.77 million.®%8 The total cost of the contract had
been £12.82m and the profits represented a return of 82% on costs incurred and 45%
on selling prices.®®® The Ferranti labour estimate had been 25% higher than the MoA
estimate, yet both were questionable in accuracy, highlighting the wider difficulties of
establishing realistic cost and time predictions for a procurement.®’ The report was
scathing of Ferranti, stating that, “Our principle criticism of Ferranti Ltd. is that they
submitted quotations and agreed prices which they knew were very likely to yield
profits that the Ministry would not regard as fair and reasonable, profits which can
only be described as excessive.”®’! The result was that Ferranti had to return £4.25m

to the government to bring the case to a close.®”?
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The profit formula in use by the Ministry of Aviation was centred on allowing
10% profits on risk free programmes, and 15% on risk work. In theory this system
incentivised the companies to manage costs and keep the overall programme fair in
terms of public expenditure whilst still providing for an adequate profit for the private
companies. In effect keeping the taxpayer happy whilst also maintaining a viable
defence industry.®”2 These risk contracts were not fixed price, so the 15% allowed
could still result in a generous total figure for the companies, especially as the
developmental risk was held by the Ministry of Aviation in the form of the £250m R&D
allocation to the industry.®”* As Kiely has pointed out, the expectation throughout the
period was that R&D costs would be met by the government and not to fall to a
company.®’> Risk-less contracts were generally issued on a non-competitive basis, with
95% of all MoA expenditure going towards non-competitive contracts by the mid
1960s. For these contracts the calculation was structured around the estimated
outlays plus the allocated profit margin to arrive at the contract figure.®’® It was within
this estimated outlays portion that generated the excessive profits from the Ferranti
Bloodhound contract. A company could in theory be exceptionally efficient in both
manufacturing techniques and working practises, thereby keeping the costs down and
well within the estimates, leaving more headroom for profits. The head of Ferranti
wrote to the Permanent Secretary to the MoA citing that the profits had been attained

through “exceptional production efficiency” and the placing of additional personnel
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within the programme.®’” The Lang Report took a different line, however, citing overly
generous estimates on the cost of labour and overheads associated with the project
that would never be reached in reality.®”® The calculating of estimates was a major
weakness of the MoA contract letting process according to Keith Hartley, with some
Bristol-Siddeley engine contracts having a 22% error in the calculations for required
man-hours.®”° The same author has also stated that military airframe programmes
over the period 1945-55 cost 4-5 times their initial estimates, showing that whilst
efficiencies could be achieved, when there was extensive government funded R&D
required as part of a high risk contract the target costs were often missed.®® This was
not the case with smaller fixed price programmes such as the Ferranti radar work on
Bloodhound.®8!

The HS.681, TSR.2, P.1154 and P.1127 were structured as conventional
airframe programmes conforming to the high-risk contracts model with a high level of
government investment for the research phase. In the case of the P.1127, and
unusually for the period, the research burden of the V/STOL engine and airframe
technology was shared internationally with funding also coming from the United
States. The Maritime Comet proposal, uniquely amongst the aircraft programmes
underway, was for a fixed price contract. This difference placed the onus on Hawker
Siddeley to make the programme work financially, unlike with the other four domestic

aircraft for which the risk was held by the British government, whilst their proposed
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American replacements were predominately fixed price as imports, all at a time when
large financial outlays were under great scrutiny.

Despite this, there was clearly a feeling within the aviation industry that this
period of reviews could be ridden out in much the same manner as previous reviews,
particularly when considering that the Sandys Review of 1957 had been the most overt
cull of aircraft programmes in the post-war era, yet had not resulted in the collapse of
the industry nor the end of the contract letting model of the MoA. Indeed, as part of
the exchange of letters between Sebastian de Ferranti and Sir Richard Way, the
permanent secretary at the MoA in July 1964, the head of Ferranti asked, “l would be
grateful if you can assure me that there will be no discrimination against Ferranti
Limited so far as future contracts are concerned in consequence of what has
happened.” The response from Way would have reaffirmed to Ferranti and the wider
aviation industry that nothing had changed, “I can assure you that there will be no
discrimination against Ferranti Limited in the allocation of future contracts.”®8? The
continued flow of government contracts was central to the function of the aviation
industry with the Sturmey Report of 1963 showing that despite the sector having a
healthy order book of £718m in March 1962, 60% of this was made up of domestic
military contracts.®®2 Government ministers often reinforced support to the aviation
industry, both within parliament and in statements with lines such as this one drafted
for Macmillan in response to a concerned MP, “I can assure you that the Government

has no intention of departing from the policy towards the aircraft industry as

%82 House of Lords Debate, 28 July 1964, Hansard, Vol. 250, Col. 991 — Letter, S. de Ferranti to Mr R.G.
Way, 28 Jul 1964.

%3 TNA AVIA 65/1084, Future of the Aircraft Industry, Draft of Dr Stumey’s Report on structure of the
British aircraft industry, May 1963.

227



announced to Parliament in February 1960.”8* That announcement, from Sandys,
read, “The Government regard it as essential that the United Kingdom should maintain
a strong and efficient aircraft industry, capable not only of providing the Armed Forces
with aircraft and guided weapons, but also of playing a prominent part in the world
wide development of civil aviation.”%® This level of stated support, whilst typical of the
previous Conservative government did carry with it the need for an increased presence
in the civil aviation market, particularly for aircraft suitable for export. Exports had
made £154m in 1959, but this had fallen to £114m by 1963.%%¢ The three main military
aircraft programmes had still not secured any export orders by early 1965, so whilst
the aviation industry was undoubtably confident in receiving a measure of government
support as a sector, there was very little progress to suggest they would continue to
receive the same level in a time when export earnings were so important to bring
down the balance of payments deficit and manage the fixed exchange rate with the US
dollar.

If the prospect of reductions in government expenditure were to be realised, it
was not expected by the industry to be at the expense of the high-risk category
programmes that were well developed and at an advanced stage. During a 1964
campaign visit to Preston, home to a large BAC factory and the hub for TSR.2
development, Wilson stated that Labour had no intention of cancelling the TSR.2 and
reiterated an election pamphlet which stated that, “Harold Wilson tells TSR 2 [sic]

workers ‘your jobs are guaranteed under Labour. Labour will not cancel the TSR.2.
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Who are you going to believe, a discredited Tory Minister or your next Prime
Minister?’”®7 This assurance had evidently been enough for the workforce in Preston,
as the Preston North seat saw the majority for Amery, the Minister for Aviation, drop
from 4,461 to just 14, and the Preston South seat swing to Labour in the 1964
election.%® Therefore at the time of the election, there was no expectation of
sweeping cuts to the existing contracts, with only the previously announced Royal
Navy purchase of American F-4s in place of the P.1154 denting the domestic order
books.®®° This American order had already been met with consternation within the
sector, and represented a £150m loss for Hawker Siddeley.®®° This loss as a signal for
the future was identified by the Society of British Aerospace Companies (SBAC) as their
biggest concern in 1964 when coupled with the fear that the remaining work on the
P.1154 could go to foreign companies. The second concern of the SBAC was over the
Atlantic aircraft, which was seen as the leading contender for the Shackleton
replacement, and that, “The British Industry was not asked to submit proposals to
meet the ‘Atlantic’ specification.”®°! Despite this the Atlantic was an international co-
operative aircraft programme rather than a direct foreign purchase and was scheduled
to have de Havilland propellors along with engines from Rolls-Royce. In total 6% of the
aircraft would have been built by British companies, rising to 10% if the RAF purchased

the aircraft.52 Whilst there were therefore profits and employment for British
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companies, it may have been one of the few signs prior to the General Election that
there was a risk of either international consortium projects or simple off the shelf
purchases becoming the dominant form of aircraft procurement.

The aviation sector was still perceived as being at the technological forefront of
British industry, certainly from within. The level of R&D investment and the
importance of military power in the years immediately following the Cuban Missile
Crisis lead the sector to underestimate the importance the incoming Labour
government would place on achieving wider economic stability and reforming the
entirety of British economic output. The aviation industry contained the majority of
British R&D scientists and received the majority of government R&D funding. As such it
could be considered the central pillar of Labour’s desire to focus on technological
innovation as the new direction for Britain, or as the sector that needed thinning out
the most to allow for the redistribution of a skilled workforce into the new emerging
areas such as computing.

Wilson’s speech at Scarborough in October 1963 laid out a four-pronged attack
on this new direction with the need to; train additional scientists, to keep them in
Britain, to make better use of their talents, and to organise industry such that the
fruits of their research would better serve national production, and therefore the
national economic output. Whilst the fears over a ‘brain drain’ of newly skilled
scientists overseas, particularly to America, were at the forefront of Wilson’s speech as
he cited that 12% of those awarded PhDs each year were moving overseas to work, it

was the redistribution of the scientific endeavour that formed the thrust of the speech
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and shaped the Labour position going into 1964.5%3 The ‘white heat of technology’
phrase was not a direct quote from the speech, yet the term and its encompassing
ideal of British regeneration in the period has come to express the era defining political
shift towards a technological mindset for economic growth and as a result the 1960s as
a whole. Dominic Sandbrook titled his 2006 history of the decade as White Heat; A
History of Britain in the Swinging Sixties, and a BBC drama series made in 2012
chronicling life in Britain from the 1960s onwards was titled White Heat, where both
used the term as a device for centring the audience on the period. Wilson actually
stated that, “...[in] our plans for the future, we are redefining and stating our socialism
in terms of the scientific revolution...the Britain that is going to be forged in the white
heat of this revolution will be no place for restrictive practises or outdated methods on
either side of industry.”%* The aviation industry in its existing form of the cycle of
Ministry of Aviation contracts and a dominant grip on the R&D resources of the
country was a prime candidate for Wilson’s planned revolution, despite Sir George
Edwards of BAC claiming that his industry was, “...Great Britain’s technological
spearhead and that to blunt it in any significant manner would cause a sharp and
irreversible decline in our leadership [and] our economy...”%% The resultant cuts,
driven by the economic pressures of the balance of payments crisis and the need to
show a worldwide commitment to the United States were not mutually exclusive from

this broader modernisation plan. The white heat motivation centred primarily on the
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R&D capacity of the sector looking ahead to long term change for the entirety of
British industrial output, and was not necessarily the short-term motivating element.
Of all R&D expenditure in Britain, 40% of it in 1961/2 was within the military
divisions of the domestic aviation industry. That a large proportion of the scientific
body was employed within one sector formed a core issue for Wilson in his
Scarborough speech, as it reduced the likelihood of broad economic growth, but
equally it was within an industry that was struggling to compete on the world stage.
The decline in exports of British aircraft, which were at a mere £114m by 1963, were
showing no signs of reversing in the short term. Meanwhile the British electronics
industry, a crucial sector if Britain was to embrace the technological revolution had
seen a rise in exports of 50% over previous five years. Despite positive sounding
numbers for British advancement, France had seen a 100% rise, and even greater
increases of 150% and 160% were made by the USA and Japan respectively.®®® Wilson’s
speech had highlighted the need for scientific research to benefit the economic output
of the country as a whole, and export focused industries such as electronics were
crucial to achieving this and bringing down the £800m balance of payments deficit in
the longer term. There were however two elements that held this ambition back.
Firstly, was the large number of scientists employed in the wider defence sector, and
second was the highly subsidised nature of the aviation industry. It was not just
financial considerations of R&D, as with one fifth of all research personnel within
defence, there was a large highly skilled workforce that could be redistributed to other

areas, of which the electronics sector was but one.?®” The numbers were still a small
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proportion of the overall workforce, with 10,290 employed in defence R&D out of a
national pool of 48,545 in 1964, but combined with the high proportion of 17% of all
public expenditure going into defence areas in 1963-64, a briefing paper of December
1964 put it starkly that, “The high level of expenditure on defence has been an
important factor in the inferior growth performance of the United Kingdom.”%%® The
TSR.2, HS.681 and P.1154 projects were, by late 1964, still yet to generate export
sales.5% The P.1127, by receiving combined investment in its test and development
from the USA and Germany, was the outlier of the developmental aircraft programmes
and thus represented an advanced design that the aviation industry could use to try
and defend the value generated by large-scale government R&D investment. Yet with
the Sturmey Report assessment of 60% of all aircraft orders being for the domestic
market, the expenditure of £250m in defence R&D by the government did not truly
represent good value for money. The effect of this expenditure was a subsidised
sector; either through investment in R&D, favourable contract terms or, as in the case
of Shorts, through majority government ownership.”%

When considering the industrial impact, the decision to procure American
replacement military aircraft and move towards international collaborative efforts
suggests that the aviation industry was not viewed as a central element of Labour
plans for the British economy, however there were both civil and military aspects to
the industry. Whilst neither could have been considered as export leaders by the early

1960s, there was still an ambition to focus on pushing civil aircraft production as a key
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element of global strategy, not least given the need to continue with the Concord
programme. The high level of R&D expenditure on a military half of the industry that
was under performing, combined with a need to increase development on Concord
presented a straightforward requirement for a redistribution of investment. Yet the
notion of R&D expenditure is not simply one of a financial outlay, but also in terms of
the labour force — both the scientific and the highly skilled manufacturing workforce
assigned to the projects. The creation of the Ministry of Technology in October 1964
demonstrated both the ambitions and intentions of the white heat movement, but
also commenced the shift from military to civil R&D taking the lead for the aviation
sector.”%? Whilst this started with the need to drive Concord forward in a manner that
limited its ever increasing costs without losing the political capital in Anglo-French
relations, the broader move was clearly one that once started would be near
impossible to reverse once that particular project was over. Civil programmes, such as
the VC-10 and Trident airliners represented a far better opportunity for economic
returns through exports and sustained servicing contracts than the military projects
ever could. This was despite the fact that, in the twenty years after the end of the
Second World War, only seven of the thirty airliners exported by British companies had
seen sales exceed one hundred units.”%? Ultimately the VC-10 and Trident would not go
on to achieve strong export sales, but the importance of the need for them to be a
success in all domains was underscored in their selection as potential candidates for

the Shackleton replacement.”® The Shackleton replacement competition was centred
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on a specialised international maritime patrol aircraft in the Atlantic, but the other
domestic proposals were all converted civil aircraft. Whilst there were practical
reasons for this with the internal dimensions to accommodate a mission crew and
large internal fuel tanks for range and time on station that were inherent in a civil
airliner design, the need to drive forward the viability of civil aircraft for the British
aviation industry were key. Sir George Edwards of BAC stated to The Times in January
1965 that, “I don’t believe that any Government will leave itself in a position where it
has not got an aircraft industry capable of standing on its own feet.””%* His position did
not however differentiate what type of aircraft industry that would be, for the
prospects for civil and military were heading down different paths by early 1965.

The value of a domestic military aircraft industry is predicated firstly on the
notion that sovereignty in offensive military capabilities is essential to ensure that
equipment is optimised for the required task, such that in times of war there is no risk
of either the technology being compromised through multiple foreign actors having
access to it, nor of international supply lines being easily cut off should the
manufacturing country not be in favour of the conflict, or worse to be the aggressor.
The sovereignty argument does however require that the hardware supplied to the
military is fit for the intended purpose, and not that the military are simply there as an
unwilling customer for the benefit of maintaining an aviation industry.

Secondly the value of this sovereignty must be weighed against the export
potential of the aircraft and the associated systems. As a revenue generating stream it

is still an element that would provide value to the balance of payments, yet with so
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few aircraft finding export customers the majority of the cost was shouldered by
domestic concerns, whether that was the Ministry of Aviation or Ministry of Defence.
Cooper put it to the Chief of the Air Staff in Jul 1964 as, “There is an obvious defence
interest in a healthy British Aircraft Industry, but the use of this concept as a blank
cheque is harmful to defence.””%

The alternative position on sovereignty was for an industry based on an agreed
international market of friendly allied countries for one nation’s aircraft, and to
possibly extend to collaboration and shared workloads as seen with the Atlantic and
Concord. This would later become the standard model for western aircraft
manufacturers starting with the Jaguar and Tornado. These were programmes that, in
the view of Lovering, saved the British aviation industry from extinction.”® To pursue a
common military model required agreement on the design and capabilities which, in
the case of a proposed NATO V/STOL aircraft, was challenging to achieve. With the
V/STOL technology one of multiple design concepts, and disagreements over the NATO
Basic Military Requirement 3 for a supersonic V/STOL platform, for which the Dassault
Mirage IV [sic] with multiple lift engines and the P.1154 with simpler vectors exhausts
were in direct competition.”®’” As the Financial Times put it in early 1964, “...everyone,
especially if he has an aircraft industry, tends to want his own design submission
adopted and decides to go his own way if it is not.””% For British industry this meant
that the P.1154 had become a platform with an agreed design, but without a definite

market, reducing the effectiveness of the sovereignty argument.
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The gradually shrinking industry was, by 1964, beginning to display a shift in
attitude to reduce the dependence on government contracts, through an increase in
exports and a drop in pure governmental sales, along with a consolidation in the
number of competing companies. The proportion of sales fulfilling British government
contracts had fallen from 68% in 1954 to 40% by 1964. Equally, although the total
value was lower, exports as a percentage had nearly doubled from 11% to 20%. This
had come at a cost though, with the tougher non-subsidised world outside of risk-free
contracts seeing profits drop from 13% to 6%, a figure below the capped rate of 10%
and even further below the 14% average of wider British industry, demonstrating the
struggles the sector was facing when up against strong government-backed or
supported international competition, particularly the aggressive approach taken by
McNamara to promote American exports.’%

The drive by the British government to encourage multi-national R&D and
production efforts suggested that the domestic aviation industry was important
enough in Labour’s plans to not be allowed to completely wither away, but instead to
conduct business in a manner that reduced the workforce and economic burdens on
the government, thereby expanding on the white heat movement for the economy.
The pan-European work on the Atlantic aircraft, alongside the continued requirement
to press ahead with Concord demonstrated the benefits of both shared workload and
technological advancement, even if, in the case of Concord, the technological
advantages were outweighed by the political ones. That the Plowden Report of 1966

occurred at all demonstrated the government’s determination for the aviation industry

79 Hartley & Watt, “Profits, regulation and the U.K. aerospace industry”, p. 414.
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to move forward.”° Its recommendations included increased international
collaboration, with a focus on Europe, however advised against focusing R&D
expenditure on American joint efforts due to the British industry being too small an
offering for American companies.’*! Discussions between Healey and McNamara on
increased collaborative R&D during the Washington talks and in subsequent overtures
highlighted again how the needs of domestic economics were hard to align with
international political agendas. The notion did however open the door for European
cooperation and Jenkins in particular was enamoured with the development of the
European airliner programme, referred to pragmatically as the airbus.”*? The four
nation programme was led by France, in an example of the de Gaulle ambition of
returning France to the role of European leader, with key support from Britain as both
were the two European countries with the largest aviation industrial sectors and with
prominent military divisions. Both were therefore nations that, according to Francis
and Pevzer, understood the critical importance of maintaining both sides of their
aviation industries.”*3 Jenkins stated in the House of Commons in February 1965 that,
“With the French we have the incentive of two industries that have a high degree of
mutual interest in collaboration, and which are in many respects
complimentary...These developments will, | believe, offer the British aircraft industry a
worthwhile future based on realism and foresight, and the opportunity of making, or

helping to make, planes for which there is a real demand both at home and abroad.”
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As the Minister of Aviation, it was only natural that Jenkins would be a strong advocate
for the health of his industries, however his speech did carry with it a caution that, “No
industry can live securely or healthily by forcing its products upon unwilling
customers.”’* This was a reflection of the concern held generally that the Ministry of
Aviation was too focused on the needs of industry at expense of the customer. It was
the view that Cooper had expressed to the Chief of the Air Staff in Jul 1964, and a
position that he had expected to change should Labour be returned in the autumn
election.”® Jenkins’ passion for the European collaborative project laid out the future
direction for the sector as a whole, and was aided by the British European Airways
specification request in 1964 for a low cost airliner that could carry 150 passengers 350
miles, yet none of this would solve the thorny economic and tied labour force issue of
the expensive and late military programmes already underway.”*®

Not all in the Labour administration were so enthusiastic on the potential
opportunities facing the aviation sector, with Healey in particular being clear on
warnings of the industry expecting a strong domestic market for their products,
regardless of the value proposition. Jenkins, in his February statement in the House of
Commons, stated that, “[some] Members opposite talk as though the correct role of
the Government was to be not the customer, but the prisoner of the aircraft industry —
forced always to buy to keep the industry at a given size, and unable to end a project
that is going wrong.””*” Jenkins was enthusiastic on the possibilities open to the civil

sector, yet was in agreement with Healey’s position that there were serious
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shortcomings in the existing system when it came to military aircraft. Following the
initial communiques from the Washington talks, government and industry discussions
were eventually coming to a head as both industry communications made to the
government and in the press reinforced the importance the aviation industry put upon
their contribution to the economic success and defence posture of the country. This
progression culminated in talks between Healey and Industry leaders on 13 January
1965 and then again at Chequers two days later. Both these meetings say as much
about the needs of the industry as how untenable the situation was fast becoming for
those invited to attend and the programmes they represented.

The series of meetings was called as a reaction to the public direction that the
aircraft procurements had taken after the announcements by Wilson following the
visit to Washington in early December. Whilst not uncommon, meetings between
multiple members of the aviation industry and the government frequently signified a
growing concern amongst the companies and were often followed by platitudes in
public by ministers reaffirming their commitment to a strong domestic aviation sector.

Earlier, in July 1964, the then Minister of Aviation Julian Amery had met, among
others, with Sir George Edwards of the British Aircraft Corporation, Sir Roy Dobson
from Hawker Siddeley Aviation and Sir Reginald Verdon Smith representing Bristol
Siddeley Engines. The meeting was prefaced on the notion that, “...industry did not
feel that it had the Government’s confidence in questions of policy and long-term
planning.” This had arisen from the decision of the Royal Navy to purchase the F-4
Phantom in place of the P-1154, a decision justified by Amery as, “...because of

experience with other projects, the Government had not the same confidence in the
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industry’s time and cost estimates as in its technical capabilities.””*® The matter for the
Royal Navy had centred on the ability of Hawker Siddeley to deliver the promised
specification within the required timeline, brought all the more pressing by the
ongoing discussions over the continuation of the new aircraft carrier force that would
not be answered until the defence review concluded in 1966. The decision was
estimated to have cost Hawker Siddeley over £150m and had implications that could
be viewed in two different manners.”*® Firstly was that the cancellation placed
additional pressures on retaining the order for the RAF variant of P.1154, as even with
the government paying the developmental bill, there were still no export customers
nor multi-national development agreements in place, unlike for the development of
the more limited and experimental P.1127 with the United States and Germany.
Secondly, the decision of the Royal Navy may have narrowed the focus within Hawker
Siddeley that the P.1154 was now a doomed project, and that greater emphasis had to
be placed on turning the P.1127 into a viable on-going concern. Jenkins visited the
P.1127 testing at Dunsfold Aerodrome on 10 Jan 1965, and after which Hawker
Siddeley did not feel the need to request any additional meetings with the Minister at
a time when BAC were leaning heavily on the MoA for support.”?° Equally, an
acceptance that the P.1154 was on borrowed time could explain the efforts
undertaken by Hawker Siddeley to securing the Shackleton replacement with the
lower cost modified Comet. Their last-minute proposal for an alternative aircraft to the

HS.681 in the form of the HS.802 shared a similar compromise basis to that of the
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Maritime Comet, being a combination of Comet wings and Rolls-Royce Spey engines
with the HS.681 fuselage, and will be discussed later.”?! For the Shackleton
replacement, and in response to continued discussions on the Atlantic as the preferred
option, Hall had, in July 1964, stated that unless the government was determined to
purchase from overseas, then British proposals should be given full consideration.”?? In
the latter half of 1964 the Hawker Siddeley offerings still comprised modified Tridents
or the re-engined and modified Maritime Comets, with Amery stating in early October
1964 that the “...designs submitted by Hawker Siddeley and the British Aircraft
Corporation look most promising.”’?3 The heavy reliance on the TSR.2 by BAC, with
over a quarter of their workforce employed on the programme, coupled with the
clearly exposed nature of the programme demonstrates why Edwards was less
accommodating than Hall in the months that followed the July 1964 meeting.”?*

The July 1964 meeting had concluded, with a familiarly positive sounding line in
the minutes, that, “The meeting agreed that if, in exceptional circumstances, the
Government decide to purchase foreign defence equipment it should [be] set in such a
way as to enable an adequate quid pro quo for British industry to be obtained if [at all]
possible.” This reinforced the belief within the wider aviation industry that the
government would always look to support the sector, and was particularly strong
during the Conservative government, as the industry representatives viewed the F-4
order as the only setback for the sector, and that the remaining programmes would

proceed as planned. The MoA did pose the question of whether the lack of exports for
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P.1127, P.1154 and TSR.2 was due to the increased American export activity under
Kuss and the Pentagon’s International Security Affairs department, or instead due to
shortcomings in the British programmes — however the response was unfortunately
not recorded in the minutes.”

The concept that foreign purchases would only be made in exceptional
circumstances did not survive into the new Labour administration. Whilst there were
strong elements in the American package that could have been considered as quid pro
quo, such as the sales of around $400m of defence equipment and offset cost of
American troops stationed in Britain, there were limits on how this could be presented
with McNamara firm on the line when speaking to the American press that: “...[whilst]
we’re spending very substantial sums in the United Kingdom for the maintenance...of
our forces over there. This is not a quid pro quo.””?® This reflected the difficulty for the
government of balancing the overseas spending on aircraft as carrying a quid pro quo,
however defined, from American expenditure in Britain. Whilst it would reduce the
foreign currency burden required to finance the aircraft, such an arrangement
favoured the Treasury and did not aid domestic industry. Thus the lobbying and drive
for the industry meeting at Chequers in January 1965 can be viewed as either a last-
ditch effort to save the main three aircraft programmes, or as an opportunity to press
the case for a reciprocal equipment purchases from the United States. The former
could be seen as misguided optimism brought about by a long entrenched belief that

the government would not abandon such large-scale programmes, with the latter as a
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surprising display of awareness and adaptability. Between the various companies it
could have been a spread of the two.

Whilst Hawker Siddeley had stepped back from pressuring the MoA and the
MoD in the days prior to Chequers, Sir George Edwards and Lord Portal, both
representing BAC, had done the opposite. It was reported in The Times that they had
pushed Jenkins on the need to continue with the TSR.2, not for the technological
advantages it would offer the RAF against the F-111, but instead that a cancellation
would endanger the survival of the entire company. The essential element of their
approach was that such an outcome would threaten the politically sensitive Concord
programme.’?’ The importance of the aviation industry was not just divided into the
wider concepts of civil and military, for Concord sat in a unique middle ground of
requiring military aircraft design and manufacturing expertise to combine with civilian
airliner requirements, whilst having an outsized impact on political thinking. For all
that the aviation industry could be considered as coming from a position of hopeless
optimism that their military programmes would be retained, the symbiotic relationship
of political prestige and technological corporate development and domestic earnings
that the Concord programme brought was a far easier lever to pull on the government
than the more amorphous ideals of sovereignty in defence. BAC were not alone in
having a vested interest in leveraging the Concord project — Bristol Siddeley had 5,000
employees working on the Olympus engine programme alone, and with engine
developments representing a more manageable exportable element of the aviation

sector there was a need to retain this expertise within the workforce.”?®
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From the government perspective it is doubtful that there were any
expectations for the Chequers meeting aside from mitigating the fallout of the
proposed American purchases, which was demonstrated by those members of the
aviation industry who were or were not invited to attend. The four industry figures
who convened in the Buckinghamshire countryside were Edwards from BAC and Hall
from Hawker Siddeley as the airframe manufacturers involved in the TSR.2, HS.681 and
P.1154. Sir Denning Pearson from Rolls Royce and Sir Reginald Verdon Smith from
Bristol Siddeley were the engine companies involved in the three central programmes.
There was no representation from the sub-contractor and radar manufacturer
Ferranti, nor from other defence industrial companies or sub-divisions such as BAC
Missiles who would have had a vested interest in the wider governmental intentions
for the aviation sector. There was however a last-minute addition to the talks in the
form of Mr Wrangham, the chairman of Shorts.”?°

Shorts were heavily involved in the HS.681 programme as a sub-contractor and
went on the offensive in the press stating that should the aircraft be cancelled then it
would “...inevitably lead to substantial redundancy among the labour force of between
7,000 and 8,000.”73° As a majority government owned company there would have
been an additional expectation of political support for their cause. The question of
how to manage the Shorts workforce and the employment picture in Northern Ireland
was not a new problem for the government. By the 1950s, even the declaration that all
future flying boat contracts would go to Shorts had not halted the decline in business

as the flying boat market had dried up such that as early as 1951, with the impending
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cancellation of the R.2/48 flying boat, the Air Ministry had questioned whether, “...in
the event of the contract not going ahead you could...find enough work to keep them
usefully employed.””3! The company had also designed a short range maritime patrol
aircraft for the Royal Navy, and in a similar turn of events to those that would surround
the P.1154, it was first cancelled by the Navy and instead a compromise order was
placed and mandated for the RAF.”32 The Seamew design had included the heavy
weight folding wings required for carrier operations and a naval equipment suite that
was not changed for RAF use. This would have given the RAF an aircraft for which
there was no clearly defined mission requirement or use, and who were thus relieved
to see the Treasury kill off the programme in 1955.733 David Hobbs, in his work The
British Carrier Strike Fleet After 1945 stated that he could see no logical reason for the
programme persisting as long as it did.”3* Yet the archival discussion papers, combined
with the nature of the ownership of Shorts and the government prioritisation of
sustaining employment in Northern Ireland demonstrate that the aircraft was
persisted with as a political tool over and above the requirements of the Services. The
Seamew debacle came less than ten years before the question marks over the major
programmes, and subsequent firmer line taken by the Labour government
demonstrated how the broader political position had shifted.

The HS.681 was not the only transport aircraft with which Shorts were pinning

their hopes on, as the Belfast was already in limited production. Beset by similar
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compromises to the Seamew, the Belfast was ahead of the HS.681 in terms of
development as it was already conducting test flights, with a series of trials in Spain
completed in October 1964.73> By December the initial production run of ten aircraft
was well underway with the first aircraft almost ready for handing over to the RAF.”3¢
The flight trials put the Belfast at a comparable programme stage to the TSR.2, and
ahead of the HS.681 and P.1154. Unlike the TSR.2 though, there was a need to
maintain employment at Shorts to support the Northern Ireland economy so the ten
aircraft under order were permitted to continue, however there were to be no further
orders placed as the C-130 purchase from America took primacy in the RAF transport
fleet.”3”

The Belfast demonstrated the fine balance present in both the timing of the
cuts and the proposal of American alternatives, for it was an aircraft that was already
underway, and yet despite falling into the category of vested American interests in
sales, it represented such a small purchase that it would not have affected American
global sales. The Maritime Comet perhaps represented the absolute upper limit of this
idea with a purchase of 49 aircraft despite the availability of a suitable American
alternative in the P-3 Orion. In this regard the Belfast could be considered as the only
realistic template in which a non-exportable domestic procurement could succeed, for
it was able to provide a strong enough political messages on the government’s
commitment to maintaining employment in a particular region, and in this case an
especially difficult region, yet did not compromise wider political ambitions. With the

majority of Shorts’ work coming as a sub-contractor, the limiting of lead contractor
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programmes was not as significant as it would be at the other major manufacturers,
even though the cancellation of the HS.681 would have a significant impact on Shorts.
Equally, as a sub-contractor, the company was well placed to take advantage of the
new direction of international co-operative developments planned by the Labour
government for the aviation sector, particularly in the light of Jenkins’ declaration in
the House of Commons on 9 Feb 1965 that, “...whether we like it or not the all-British
plane is out.””3® At the same Commons debate, Sir Arthur Harvey, the Conservative MP
for Macclesfield who had pushed for reform of the sector in 1963, warned that the
American intention was to destroy the aerospace industry of Western Europe, and that
caution should be exercised in relying too heavily on them for joint programmes.”° His
wording almost exactly mirroring the line taken in the SBAC paper on ‘The Purchase of
Foreign Defence Equipment’ from the previous year, reflecting a very real fear that
American intentions were far from simply providing economic assistance in a time of
difficulty for a close ally.”*® International cooperation was not a silver bullet to solve
the problems of the aviation sector, nor the specific issues concerning Shorts and
engineering employment in Northern Ireland. The ambitions of strong relations with
the United States were always tempered against the fear that Britain’s place in the
world was being ever more eroded by the United States, whether politically or
economically, and that whilst there were important moments such as the balance of

payments crisis and the need to stay out of the Vietnam War, the hardwired idea of
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Britain as a global power was still present. The commitment to the East of Suez role in
the Defence Review that followed in 1965/66 reaffirmed this.

Ultimately, despite the example of strong political reasons to support Shorts in
the near term, and by extension their involvement in the Chequers discussions and a
limited continuity of work, the wider desire to modernise the sector overrode localised
employment concerns, and the international political ambitions and requirements
within the financial issues of the balance of payments took primacy. Shorts was not
allowed to fail, but neither was it allowed to be immune to the needs of
modernisation.

The tension within the aviation sector ahead of the Chequers meeting was
played out extensively in the press in the days prior, and the feeling that the Labour
government was turning against the needs of the working population came to the
surface with a march on Westminster by aviation factory workers on the day before
the discussions. The protest marches demonstrated the inevitable that regardless of
the higher level significance of the need to both modernise the sector and cancel the
aircraft programmes, this was of scant interest to the factory workers who would be
affected by the plans. This was particularly evident in the response of the BAC workers
at Weybridge who would suffer the brunt of losses in the event of the TSR.2 being
cancelled. 3,000 workers marched from Weybridge to London as part of the
demonstration on 14 January 1965 to place pressure on the government to reverse
course.”®! Despite the headlines generated by the marches in the press, there were

not the widespread strikes or disruptions that would have been expected if the entire
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sector had been in uproar at the proposals. Equally, given the slender Labour majority
in the House of Commons, the threat of negative events hurting them in the polls was
not significant enough to force a change of course.

The focus on the TSR.2 by its workforce and the press is not surprising given
that it was still only being viewed as under threat, rather than as a clear casualty. The
statements from the talks in Washington the previous December had paved the way
for the cancellation of the HS.681 and P.1154, but the TSR.2 debate had been allowed
to continue in public, even if the actual closed-door discussions in Washington had
clearly laid out both the intentions of the British government and those of Johnson and
McNamara. The TSR.2 was already flying in test prototype form, in much the same way
as the Belfast. It was viewed as a highly advanced and capable aircraft that, just like
Concord, was an example of world-class British engineering. That it was late and over
budget was not viewed by those involved, particularly Sir George Edwards, as being
sufficient reason to cancel the programme, spurred on by Wilson’s 1964 campaign
pledge to keep the aircraft and highlighted in the Daily Express at the time as, “Labour
will not cancel the TSR2”.742 Wilson was challenged on this statement in the House of
Commons on 9 February 1965 by Peter Thorneycroft, to which Wilson would read out
a latter passage from the same 1964 newspaper article which stated, “Our position on
TSR2 is exactly the same as the Government's. If it works, and does what is expected of
it, and at reasonable cost, we shall want it—though not for a nuclear role. We shall
want it for its original tactical and reconnaissance role.””*® The blind confidence of the

aviation industry that the government would not allow them to fail presupposed that
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the government would retain an industry at its existing size with a steady stream of
contracts, of which the TSR.2, HS.681 and P.1154 were examples where despite cost
overruns, the aircraft would still make into service. The reality was that a smaller
industry could be considered essential for providing sovereignty of some military
programmes and to provide technologically relevant research and development
opportunities, but one that would not, as the BAC workers were discovering to their
dismay in February 1965, be at all costs. Jenkins’ earlier mentioned statement in the
House of Commons on 9 February 1965 on the dangers of a government being held
prisoner to the aviation industry had concluded with, “That way lies total immobility of
British industry, and a level of defence costs that will strangle the possibilities of social
advance.””** It represented a far more pragmatic approach than the industry appeared
prepared for, particularly when international considerations were factored into the
choices being made.

The exchange of views in the House of Commons on 9 February followed on
from the statement in the House of 2 February where the proposed cuts and American
purchases were laid out. McElheny, writing in the journal Science the following month,
stated that the cuts would have been far worse, but for the actions of the protestors
and the intense lobbying by company leaders.”* Yet when the choices are considered
in the context of the American package and the economic and political advantages of
it, it would appear that the noises made by the sector made no difference at all. The
two programmes that did emerge from the cuts, the P.1127 and HS.801, were not

central to the protestations by industry as they were constructed differently and with
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different implications, although the approach taken by Hawker Siddeley for the HS.801
offering did mirror the HS.802 offering made in place of the HS.681. The similarities in
the structure of the 801 and 802 proposals and their distinctly different outcomes
further demonstrated that the political reasoning for favouring the aircraft offered by
the United States was the key element to the fate of the wider aircraft programmes in
early 1965.

This chapter has argued that the aviation industry had consistently existed in a
privileged position of a continual flow of government work providing an agreeable
level of profits, often with minimal financial developmental risk, to a point where it
was inherently unsustainable and requiring significant realignment. The direct action
taken in early 1965 was not fundamentally different in immediate result to that of the
1957 defence review nor other periodic reassessments of defence need. As has been
demonstrated, the difference lay in the longer-term intentions of the government of
the day to attempt a redistribution of labour and R&D funding, to move the sector
away from the reliance on government contracts, all whilst trying to ensure that the
industry did not collapse completely. The cancellation of the big three programmes
was fundamentally a response to the economic crisis that came to a head immediately
after Labour took office and the political manoeuvrings with the United States as
discussed in earlier chapters. In the same manner, the selection and continuation of
the HS.801 Maritime Comet was fundamentally a response to the need to provide a
bridging solution for the industry in the wake of the massive upheaval initiated by
these cancellations. No event occurred in isolation, and the route taken to where a
design such as the HS.801 was even in a position to be considered for selection for the

RAF maritime patrol aircraft requirement must be examined to give the complete
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picture to how it served as a vital piece of the jigsaw of Labour’s reactive policies of the

period.
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CHAPTER 7 — THE SELECTION OF THE HS.801 — NIMROD

Aside from the clear difference in their intended military roles, the concepts
behind the HS.801 Maritime Comet and the developmental P.1127 V/STOL fighter
programmes had little in common. One was a modification of an aged airliner that did
not represent the future intended direction of British civil aviation. The other was a
promising but largely unproven advancement in highly deployable short-range fighter
aircraft design with multi-national involvement in its development. Yet despite this,
they were the only two survivors of the five major military procurements underway
during the period that went to British manufacturers, and indeed both went to the
same one in Hawker Siddeley. The HS.801 had more in common with the failed effort
by Hawker Siddeley to push the HS.802 as the replacement for the HS.681 in place of
the American C-130 selected by the Labour government. The P.1127 had more in
common with the supersonic P.1154 V/STOL fighter for which it was a technological
development mule and had been replaced by the American F-4. The P.1154, like the
HS.681 and notionally the HS.802, fell prey to the decisions of early 1965 to cut back
on domestic expenditure and free up a large tranche of a highly skilled workforce for
other purposes, thereby theoretically removing the immediate requirement for the
P.1127 beyond conceptual V/STOL development. The route to the HS.801 being
confirmed as the replacement for the Shackleton took in multiple design options; from
Britain, Europe and the United States, and ultimately served as an effective allocation
of work to a sector that had been decimated by the economically driven cuts. This
concept presupposes that a domestically built aircraft was required to fill this gap, yet

it does not automatically follow that it should have been the HS.801. The proposed
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offerings of modified VC-10 and Trident designs would have had commonality with
civil aircraft already in production and served as a greater benefit to the aviation
industry. Instead, the low price offered for the HS.801, in the form of fixed price
contract, offered the government with a financially viable means of adding work to the
sector, even if it meant that one of the unlikeliest of designs made it into service with
the RAF.

This chapter will examine the direct factors that lead to the proposal of the
HS.801 Maritime Comet as the replacement for the Shackleton Mk.1 and Mk.2. It will
be argued that the selection of the HS.801, when placed alongside the concurrent
choices made on the other procurements, enabled the Labour government to initiate a
low-cost and low-risk domestic programme that meet their domestic political and
economic targets, along with the military requirements of the period. It will therefore
firstly consider the military requirement of the time, shaped by the movement towards
a submarine launched nuclear capability that increased the importance of maritime
patrol aircraft and provided a key requirement for the continuation of the role.
Secondly, the competing aircraft proposals will be assessed to understand how the
financial and political objectives removed them from the competition, including the
more advanced domestic proposals from both BAC and Hawker Siddeley. With the
alternative proposals deemed unsuitable, the manner in which the HS.801 was
proposed must be assessed to understand why this programme succeeded where
others had failed, including the similarly proposed offering to replace the HS.681 with
the HS.802, which notionally shared many of the same perceived political and
economic advantages as the HS.801. The failure of the HS.802 to match its maritime

patrol aircraft stablemate serves as a final highlight to how the success of the HS.801
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procurement was a result of it being part of a broader jigsaw that incorporated the
previously discussed international political and economic considerations to complete
Labour’s balancing act of their first six months in office.

This multitude of factors that played into the replacing of the Shackleton with
the HS.801 represents a gap in existing literature that is not just confined to the period
under study and this procurement, but also to the way the RAF maritime role is
considered. Works such as that by Hendrie on the actions of Costal Command during
the Second World War favour the term ‘Cinderella Service’ to reflect the neglected and
oft forgotten nature of their endeavours.”*® Ashworth’s study across the history of
Coastal Command focuses on the operational and technical aspects of the Shackleton
rather than the contributing political and economic factors that lead to the selection of
the HS.801 as the subsequent replacement.’#’ Gibson has examined the technical side
of the selection process including the alternative British designs, yet he only places the
original requirement against the other larger scale procurements, rather than the
manner in which a British design would have satisfied a need for sustaining domestic
industry.”*® One of the few academic studies of the period and topic is Yonge’s wider
examination of post-war maritime patrol aircraft procurement, with other researchers
such as O’Dell examining the operations of Coastal Command over the broader post-
war timeframe.”*® Considerations of the wider aviation industry in existing literature

leap over the Nimrod procurement and go from the big three cancellations to Concord
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and the Jaguar and Tornado programmes later in the decade and beyond, bypassing
the MPA question completely.”>°

In part, this can be explained by nature of the mission the Shackleton
replacement was expected to fill. Unlike the other aircraft programmes, it was not
primarily intended to meet the East of Suez strategic requirements, instead focusing
on the surface and subsurface defensive roles around the British Isles. As the aircraft
was replaced by a British design it represented continuity rather than the break
towards reliance of overseas expertise and thus does not fit into the declinism
narrative of Tomlinson and Rosecrance on the wider retreat from great power
status.””> When considered alongside the other programmes, the greatest difference,
as discussed in chapter five was one of financial timings. The TSR.2, P.1154 and HS.681
were intended to be cutting edge and thus unavoidably expensive designs, yet the
intent behind the replacement for the Shackleton was one of finding a low-cost interim
solution to the issue of a rapidly aging aircraft, rather than the broader ambition of the
RAF to move the MPA concept forward. That is not to say that the longer-term aim had
been removed, but this shorter-term vision was reflected in the manner in which the
competition for the replacement of the Shackleton Mk.1 and Mk.2 generation of
aircraft played out within the requirement for an MPA during the period. Within this,
the process took place against a backdrop of increased interest in monitoring Soviet
naval activity and the anti-submarine warfare domain as a means of defending the

new Polaris-armed submarines.
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The decision to procure Polaris submarine-launched nuclear missiles, made at
Nassau in December 1962 by Harold Macmillan, focused the need for a submarine
hunting aircraft, but due to airborne technological limitations, the tactical employment
of an MPA changed very little in the short term.”>? The Nassau discussions and
subsequent Polaris Sales Agreement committed Britain to shifting the nuclear
deterrent from an airborne model with the RAF to one held by the Royal Navy. The
shift represented a continuation of the policy laid down in the 1957 Defence Review
that Britain should retain a nuclear deterrent, and came during a time when the
concept of employment for nuclear weapons had changed. As put by Wyn Rees, “In
the Defence White Paper of 1957 it was acknowledged that there would be no defence
against nuclear bombardment and therefore the only strategy that would deter
aggression would be a strategy based on the threat to retaliate with nuclear
weapons.””>3 This viewpoint encapsulates the subsequent Kennedy approach of
‘flexible response’, whereby the first line of defence against Soviet aggression was the
use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.”>*

The nuclear world shifted again on the same day as the British general election,
15 October 1964, when China reported that they had successfully tested their first
nuclear weapon and Khrushchev was removed as the Soviet Premier.”>> Labour’s
election campaign had included the intention to renegotiate the Nassau Agreement as

part of a move away from the nuclear stalemate of both sides ready to deploy such
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large arsenals onto one focused on conventional forces.”® This had in part come from
the protracted discussion on the MLF and the concept that nuclear independence
could still be considered as being maintained, even if it were part of a multi-national
force. The issue was not a contentious subject during campaigning as a poll in the
penultimate week placed the issue of defence as only being an important issue to 12%
of voters, whereas the cost of living held a 72% importance. The two main parties
approached defence completely differently, with it a leading manifesto item for the
Conservatives, yet for Labour it was relegated to the last page. Douglas-Home had put
great store by the need to maintain a strong nuclear deterrent, whereas Wilson stayed
away from it, giving only one speech on it during the campaign.’>’ This difference in
prioritisations can be seen in the early moves of the Labour government to focus on
domestic matters and the introduction of free prescriptions and adjustment to the tax
system to both help balance the books and appeal to the voters who would need
convincing again in short order given the small majority of the incoming government.
The prescriptions element required funding, and drove in part the previously discussed
requirement to decrease defence spending and reallocate the monies to social
welfare. Therefore a reduced defence budget carried with it a prioritisation of nuclear
weapons as a means of sustaining power projection on a more limited budget.
Combined with the seismic events of 14 and 15 October, the strong ‘Atlanticist’ values
of Wilson, Healey and Gordon Walker ensured the continuation of the Polaris
programme.’>® This brought with it an increased focus on Soviet naval activity that

could threaten the security of the incoming submarine force, and also the need to
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counter any similar moves in Soviet nuclear arsenals shifting to a submarine-launched
system. A fundamental issue in this escalation of deterrence was that anti-submarine
technology had been stagnant for a number of years. The RAF acknowledged in mid-
1964 that there was, “[No]...real chance of a technical breakthrough in the maritime
field until the second half of the 70s.”7%° The outcome of this was that from an on-
board capability perspective, the Shackleton MPA force was as suitably equipped as it
could realistically be for countering the Soviet threat.

The need for a replacement to the Shackleton came about from the design of
the three different models in service, and the rapid ageing of the platform due to the
burden placed upon it. The Shackleton had been initially procured as a replacement for
the Lancaster GR.3, with requirement OR.200 issued in 1946 as a non-competitive
tender for a modification of the Avro Lincoln aircraft for the maritime role.”®® The
Lincoln itself was a derivative of the Lancaster, so by the mid-1960s the MPA fleet was
made up of an aircraft whose roots were firmly in Second World War heavy bomber
designs. It was not just the design, but also the operational framework that was
outdated. The requirement had envisaged an aircraft that would operate as convoy
protection in the middle of the Atlantic, in ‘the gap’ — the area in which long range
patrol aircraft had been unable to cover during the early years of the Second World
War and which had resulted in heavy shipping loses from German submarine activity.
The Shackleton Mk.1 and Mk.2, despite the requirement, were unable to cover this
area. This failing was masked by the premise that carrier based aircraft would take

over the duties in this area of the ocean, a point that the Royal Navy emphasised as a
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reason for all anti-submarine warfare to be carrier based.”®® The RAF, however,
stressed that the increased payload and resilience of land based aircraft, combined
with the vulnerability of aircraft carriers, meant that any future MPA should be land
based, and therefore under the control of the RAF.”62 Thus there was a need to
improve the Shackleton Mk.1 and Mk.2 to close this long range coverage gap, and that
aircraft would become the Shackleton Mk.3. This design came from OR.320, a
requirement aimed at providing an interim solution to the range issue.”®® Whilst there
had been alternative designs proposed to meet OR.320, including the Bristol 175 MPA
variant of the Britannia airliner and maritime Varsity, neither could deliver on the
required timescale driven by the massive rearmament programme of the Korean
War.”®* The consideration of the 175 and the Varsity, a decade before ASR.381, was an
early indication that competition, albeit domestically, would be a greater element of
procurements in the future.

The requirement laid down for yet another interim aircraft in ASR.381 was to
address the need to replace the Shackleton Mk.1 and Mk.2 and to fly alongside the
more capable Mk.3s until maritime technology changed significantly enough to justify
a new generation of aircraft. It was not just the limited capabilities of the aircraft that
necessitated that move, but also the fatigue life of the airframes. The Griffon piston

engines on the Shackleton Mk.2s were experiencing high failure rates and needed
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replacing with more modern units.”®® There had been a request by the MoA for an
additional six aircraft to supplement the aging force in 1960, but this had been denied
by the MoS, who at the time were still paying off redundancy payments of £440,000
related to the decision to cancel 17 Shackletons in 1956 as part of the end of the
rebuilding and strengthening of forces process necessitated by the outbreak of the
Korean War and which had left the RAF oversized.”®® The strategic shift from the
concept of convoy protection to one of maintaining a constant watch on Soviet naval
activity had increased the operational flying demand placed on the Shackletons of
Coastal Command from 260 hours in 1960 to 6000 hours by 1963.7%7 The longer term
intent to procure an advanced next-generation MPA in the late 1970s is carried
throughout the ASR.381 discussion papers with almost all carrying the word ‘interim’
in their titles. Despite this, aircraft historical works such as Evan’s The Nimrod: Mighty
Hunter, most likely guided by the longevity of the Nimrod, do not place much
emphasis on this fact, even though it is one of the fundamental drivers of why the
HS.801 survived the cuts of early 1965.7%8 This can in part be understood in that the
upgrade from Nimrod MR1 to MR2 specification in the late 1970s conformed to the
intent of the AST.357 and the technological advancements in radar and submarine
detection systems, albeit within the same limited airframe.

The move from a primarily domestic air-launched nuclear deterrent to an

American supplied submarine-launched one would bring a presumption of increased
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American focus on the maritime surveillance capabilities of the RAF, yet the perceived
invulnerability of the submarine during the era did not place the American P-3 Orion
design as superior to the other aircraft being proposed at the time.”®® This lack of
perceived requirement, coupled with the aircraft not fulfilling a central role East of
Suez could in part explain why McNamara did not see the P-3 as serving a central
function to his efforts to support the British worldwide role. Within the RAF, Coastal
Command wavered between the Atlantic and the P-3 with the P-3 seen as preferable
with its four engines compared to the two of the Atlantic and an increased ferry range.
That it had the vast American research and development system behind it and the
potential for more advanced detection equipment as time went on made it more
operationally attractive in the longer term.”’? Despite this, the immediate cost and
performance balance swung in favour of the Atlantic, particularly as the need was to
replace a rapidly aging fleet.”’* All this was measured against the lower ASR.381
proposal as a means of bridging the gap to where the RAF ultimately wanted to be
with the maritime force and an aircraft designed to AST.357. Equally importantly, the
P-3 was not specifically discussed at the Washington talks in December 1964 as an
element of the American package. With the purpose of a maritime patrol aircraft being
centred on surface rather than sub-surface surveillance, the connection of an MPA to
the protection of a submarine force was not, unlike from the 1980s onwards,
considered relevant during the procurement processes of the time. Diesel-electric

submarines, with their requirement for frequent surfacing to run engines and recharge
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batteries were considered the sole submarine threat, and that was a threat to surface
activity in much the same way as it had been during the Second World War. The
expectation of the Ministry of Defence was that this would remain the extent of the
threat until the mid-1970s.”72 Such a timeframe naturally aligned with the expected
increase in submarine detection equipment and thus the planned introduction of the
AST.357 based airframe at the end of that decade. The P-3, as a pure ASR.381
competitor would have met the off-the-shelf low-cost requirement, but falling outside
of any American political overtures would have been an additional dollar spend,
thereby increasing the balance of payments issues. Unlike the Atlantic, it was
considered as a complete purchase without any domestic involvement, a move that
was acknowledged by the RAF as difficult to support unless “it can be part of a package
deal which will put work into British Industry.””” That it was not considered in
Washington demonstrates how the American purchases were driven by American
proposals designed to further American ambitions, rather than the requirements of
Britain. Alongside the dismissal of the Atlantic and the ultimate decision to select a
compromise British design, the HS.801 showed how domestic industry was favoured
by the government for this procurement to maintain an element of continuity of
domestic output for an industrial sector that required reforming.

With AST.357 both unaffordable and unjustifiable at the time, the selection
process for ASR.381 saw offerings from domestic industry that sat more broadly and

considered ASR.381 criteria and the potential to ultimately develop into an AST.357
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capable platform. The primary offerings of domestic industry presents a sector that
was both confident that their proposals would win out, whilst also hedging their bets
by working to both specifications, and is reflective of the previously discussed notion
that the aviation industry did not truly believe that significant cuts and changes to their
way of doing business with the government was on the horizon. The ASR.381
requirement had been written purely around the Atlantic aircraft and formed the first
serious attempt to build towards a multi-national aircraft. It was seen as a relatively
straightforward combined effort that would show the way for the future light strike
and trainer aircraft, what became the Jaguar, and an internationally designed
helicopter in the Westland G.7.774 The spread of hybrid AST.357 and ASR.381 designs
was very much a strong effort by British industry and reflected both an industry that
did not sense the impending move away from expensive low volume British aircraft,
and also a sector that was looking to boost sales of their new commercial designs by
presenting them as highly effective military aircraft. Such a move could be viewed as
either an understanding of the weak sales position which even the latest commercial
British aircraft were in against American offerings to airlines, and therefore a precursor
to the discussed emergence of the airbus concept, or as another example of the
overconfidence of the sector for the government to always buy British.

The two primary offerings from domestic industry were the BAC VC-10 and
Hawker Siddeley Trident aircraft, with subsequent proposals of the BAC 1-11 and
Maritime Comet respectively as the competition progressed, all with extensive

modifications to make them suitable for military use over the mid-Atlantic. The key
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appeal for industry of putting forward the VC-10 and Trident designs with the
advanced specifications of AST.357 in mind was the expected requirement of 50-60
aircraft —a not inconsiderate fleet size considering the meagre civilian sales
performance of both aircraft by early 1964.77> A military aircraft based on a current
civilian design would have allowed for shared equipment suppliers, design teams and
concurrent modifications at a larger scale throughout the service life, thereby
providing greater profit margins for the companies involved. Neither design was
considered a straightforward solution though, as despite the VC-10 already entering
service as a transport aircraft with the RAF, it was assessed as still being an expensive
aircraft to operate, and the Trident would need reheat fitting to the engines to meet
the performance targets.”’® Aside from the requirement for near supersonic
performance in AST.357, the greatest differentiator across the standards would have
been the detection equipment onboard, and as this was not expected to arrive for at
least a decade, the most positive viewpoint BAC could muster on the VC-10 was to say
that it could nearly meet AST.357, and that as an interim aircraft this should be key.”””
The Deputy Chief of the Air Staff assessed the issue as being one where “...the choice
of aircraft is perhaps less difficult than the question of what equipment to put in it.””’8
The RAF flight test assessments of the VC-10 and Trident favoured the Trident
for the role, citing that the low-level handling was excellent and agile to manoeuvre,

whereas although the VC-10 was found to highly capable, it was too large for
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operations at low level. The test flights also confirmed that jet engines were preferable
to propellor propulsion such as the turboprops on the Atlantic.”’® For the Trident to be
suitable for sustained operations at low level, extensive modifications, including the
installation of a form-fitting panier under the fuselage, would be required as the pure
civilian variant was unsuitable in this regard. The process showed how neither
platform truly met the requirement of AST.357 nor ASR.381 and that the perception
remained within the RAF that the experiences of the Shackleton, and indeed many
other post-war aircraft, was in danger of repeating itself as, “There are signs that a
body of opinion within [the] MOA would force an adapted British aircraft on us at
almost any price.””® Pressure from the MoA was understandable given the recent
Royal Navy cancellation of the P.1154 and, at that stage, the continued difficulties of
the TSR.2, P.1154 and HS.681. The interdependent issues with these other aircraft
programmes were not limited just to the aggressive buy-British approach taken by the
MoA and the aviation sector, but also to one of the central pillars of the issue — that of
financial timing.

As discussed in earlier chapters, the key financial issue was not just the figures
involved, but when they occurred. The aim of the Wilson government to reduce the
expenditure on Defence from 1969/1970 onwards, which played such an important
role in the demise of the other procurements, was also a factor here. A purchase of the
Atlantic, followed by a subsequent procurement of a design that met AST.357 would
see an outlay of £120m up until 1978 for the Atlantic, with the bulk of the outlay to

follow with £275m in 1978-1982 to bring an AST.357 aircraft into service. This

7 TNA AIR 2/17265, Maritime Reconnaissance Aircraft — Shackleton Replacement, Type Requirements
— AST/OR 350/357, Letter, AoC Coastal Cmd to DCAS, 23 Mar 1964.
780 TNA AIR 2/171197, Loose minute, DOR2 to S.6, Shackleton Interim Replacement, 10 Mar 1964.

267



distribution was aided by the Atlantic being an existing design, so the risky and
expensive development work was not a factor. The Trident and VC-10, as hybrid
AST.357 aircraft, would see that higher outlay occur much earlier in the lifecycle, and
in the less favourable cost-plus contractual model which was then causing issues for
the three main procurement programmes. Both aircraft designs would require £30m
before 1969, but then Trident would incur £200m and the VC-10 £300m during 1969-
1973. The costs would not be finished there with an additional £110m and £135m
respectively from 1973-1980 as the detection technology advanced.’®! With these
aircraft being new conversions, and in the case of the Trident one requiring extensive
modification, there was minimal scope to bring both the in-service date and this peak
expenditure forward. Equally this outlay timescale demonstrated the limited
operational suitability of the platforms as the weakened Shackleton fleet required
shoring up in the near term, and could not wait for the development of a replacement
to occur after 1973. This financial distribution, with the peak expenditure occurring in
the period where cuts were essential, fundamentally doomed the viability of the
projects. The identification of the need for a more favourable financial curve, such as
that with the Atlantic, and the need to avoid an expensive overseas purchase along
with the concept of a lower cost interim design to avoid falling victim to the financial
pressures of 1969-73 do, when taken in isolation, appear to show that the RAF was
fully aware of the impending issues and expected cuts. When considered alongside the
other aircraft programmes and how those were cut and replaced does, however,

suggest a disconnect within the one Service. If this was the case, then only Coastal
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Command was thinking clearly and understanding the risks to the viability of the
planned aircraft posed by the prevailing financial winds. Such praise for Coastal
Command places too much emphasis on a perceived importance of the maritime fleet
and presumes that the Command, as the aforementioned Cinderella Service of the
Second World War for its apparent second class status, was the equal of the newly
created Strike Command and the offensive requirements fulfilled by the TSR.2 and
P.1154.782 The reality was that, from the perspective of the RAF, there would always
have to be new combat and transport aircraft, it was merely a matter of which
particular design and from where.

This secondary element gave the government far more scope to achieve other
more pressing political objectives through the process — typified by the manner in
which the discussions played out in Washington during December 1964. The previously
mentioned invulnerability of the submarine and the diminished importance of the mid-
Atlantic gap did not provide such certainty to the RAF retaining a large-scale maritime
fleet. Handwritten comments to a DOR2 report from June 1964 highlighted that the
predicament of the Shackleton Mk.1 and Mk.2 was a case of the “RAF paying the price
for neglecting [the] maritime role, but at least [the] force has not been cut.””® This
final aspect reinforced that maintaining a fleet was the first objective for the service,
for having something that could be replaced was far more feasible than having to build
up from scratch, but that this had primacy over having an effective combat element.

There was also the competing notion of to whom the responsibility for the protection
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of both convoys and the wider maritime domain should fall, with both the RAF and the
Royal Navy jostling for primacy. For the Royal Navy, the Gannet carrier-launched
aircraft had previously been considered as effective in supporting fleet operations.”®*
The failing of the earlier variants of the Shackleton Mk.1 and Mk.2 to operate in the
mid-Atlantic gap and thus the natural advantages possessed by a carrier based
platform made the Gannet far more appealing to the Navy a decade earlier, although
its limited range and payloads would always ensure that there was never a direct inter-
service rival to the patrol aircraft requirement by the mid-1960s.

At no stage in the selection process was the option of handing the programme
to the Royal Navy discussed, and the process was focused on the requirement to find a
solution that worked in the timescales shaped by the impending demise of the
Shackleton Mk.1 and Mk.2, and within the financial constraints of the defence budget
rather than a complete reappraisal of the need for an MPA force. The perception from
within the RAF that their prospects of acquiring the best aircraft for the task were
being hampered by a Ministry of Aviation insistence of a British aircraft actually
reinforces the political aspect of the procurement.”®>

The selection process that resulted in the HS.801 being the preferred choice
commenced in the months prior to the cancellations of the other aircraft programmes,
with the initial discussions that made it the front-runner occurring under the
Conservative administration from July 1964 onwards. The MoA was, as previously

discussed, the champion of the domestic industry, and had taken the view in the
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spring of 1964 that the money, around £100m, for any replacement for the Shackleton
fleet, “...would be much better spend in the British aircraft industry.”’%® Despite
wanting the money, the MoA were also pushing for an aircraft that would combine the
two requirements in a cost effective package, as the Lang Report had highlighted the
continued perception problem of having an industry that could rarely deliver on time
or on budget, yet frequently achieved profit margins far in excess of those previously
agreed on state contracts. The desire of the MoA to meet these two aspects suggests
an effective lobbying effort, but the success of the HS.801 was predominately down to
timing, and that was essentially the opposite of perceived MoA thinking. ACM
Elworthy, Chief of the Air Staff, wrote to the Minister for RAF in June 1964 that, “It
seems to me very important on several counts that we should secure a decision before
the summer break. At the same time, the current progress of discussions does nothing
to dispel the impression that the Ministry of Aviation, who want of course a different
outcome, would welcome delay.””®” This withering assessment depicted a Service
Chief highly frustrated with the actions of the MoA, undoubtably not just from the
Shackleton, but also with the ongoing challenge of bringing the TSR.2, HS.681 and
P.1154 into service. ACAS(OR) highlighted the problematic relationship between the
Service and the Department, stating annoyance in July of that year over, “The fuss the
British industry has made over this exercise.” He also laid down that, due to the
campaigning against the Atlantic by both the MoA and domestic industry, final British

bids would have to be received by August, in order to make a decision the following

78 TNA AIR 2/17198, Letter from Bullock (Min of Av.) to Cooper (Min of Def.), Shackleton
Replacement, 25 May 1964.
87 TNA AIR 2/17198, Loose Minute, CAS to Minister (RAF), Shackleton 2 Replacement, 24 June 1964.
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month.”®8 This did not meet the Chief of the Air Staff’s target of the summer
parliamentary recess, but did place the whole process prior to the General Election, an
unusual tactic given the inherent risks to pre-existing programmes that would be fully
borne out over the coming months. The short amount of time taken to shift away from
both the dedicated ASR.381 aircraft design, led by the Atlantic, and the more advanced
AST.357 concept offered by the modified VC-10 and Trident, to one that attempted to
bridge the gap in a cost efficient manner enabled British industry to, in very short
order, propose alternative designs and use the considerable leverage of the MoA to
achieve primacy in the selection process.

The first mention of the Maritime Comet as an option was only in July 1964 at a
meeting between Henry Hardman, the Permanent Under Secretary at the MoD, and Sir
Arnold Hall, the Managing Director at Hawker Siddeley. In Hardman's recollections of
the meeting, Hall went on the attack, criticising the government and saying that if they
had, “...resolved to ‘go French and buy the Atlantique [sic]’...[as]...unless HMG had
obligations to the French, or had decided as Hall put it that ‘under no circumstances
would they buy British aircraft.””’8 Hawker Siddeley had been involved in the
development of the Atlantic as part of the NATO programme in 1958 — a programme
that Britain had ultimately decided to stay out of, costing Hawker Siddeley a slice of
the work that a subsequent purchase would not have restored. Hall instead proposed
a modified version of the Comet that would cost the same as the Atlantic at £1.5m per
aircraft. Hall undoubtably had an affinity for the Comet and would have been

understandably passionate about the proposal, having been head of the team at RAE

78 TNA AIR 2/17199, Loose Minute, ACAS(OR) to DCAS, Maritime Replacement, 21 Jul 1964.
789 TNA AIR 2/17199, Letter, PUS MoD to PS MoA, 7 Jul 1964.
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Farnborough that discovered the critical weaknesses around the square windows in
the early airliner versions that had led to multiple fatal crashes. Hardman saw Hall’s
aggressive approach as one of “...striving to make my flesh creep.”’®? At this early pitch
the characteristically optimistic bidding figures continued as the £1.5m per aircraft was
revised up substantially to £2.2m by October which placed it at the same figure as the
more advanced Trident proposal, but as was noted at the time, the Trident’s costs
would fall in the difficult 1970-1973 period, and the Comet’s would occur significantly
earlier.”! Hall’s position was firm, that if the Comet could cost the same as the Atlantic
and have equal or better performance, then it should be considered as an option.”®?
This last opinion was backed up by the Chief of the Defence Staff writing to Minister
for Defence Thorneycroft, that comparable British aircraft should be given equal
consideration.”®3

By October 1964, despite the increase in price, the Comet was being discussed
as forming the future backbone of the maritime fleet with a requirement for 38
aircraft to fulfil a UK-based patrol role, with the remaining Shackleton Mk.3 fleet
reduced to 31 aircraft for overseas internal security operations.”®* A progression which
was aided by the ultimately wise choice of the MoA and Hawker Siddeley to propose
the aircraft on a fixed price contract.”® This pricing model had been another of the

recommendations of the Lang Report as a means of avoiding both spiralling costs and

790 TNA AIR 2/17199, Letter, PUS MoD to PS MoA, 7 Jul 1964.
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excessive profits and suggested that Hawker Siddeley were either highly confident in
their ability to meet the targets, or were suitably desperate for the work that they
agreed to such terms. Sir Roy Dobson, the Chairman of Hawker Siddeley, boldly and
arguably inaccurately stated to the press in February 1965 in the wake of the wider
aircraft cuts that, “We have been putting in schemes for the Maritime Reconnaissance
Comet since 1958. There has been no decision until now and it has cost us a lot of
money out of our own pockets.””?® If they had existed, then such schemes had
apparently gone unnoticed within the RAF selection process, as the priority for Hawker
Siddeley had been the modified Trident as a modern and exportable civil airliner
design. There is no mention of a HS.801 prior to July 1964, and the last-minute nature
of the design would be echoed in the HS.802 transport aircraft concept in February
1965. That the Maritime Comet had gone from being an unheard of possibility to the
clear front runner in a matter of weeks did not mean it carried the full support of the
RAF, with DUS (P&B) seeing it as the RAF being forced away from the preferred off-
the-shelf and international interdependence solution offered by the Atlantic by the
efforts of British industry,’®” and DDORS8(RAF) seeing a danger of the RAF being
forbidden from procuring a foreign aircraft in the future.”®

The fixation on the perils of a low volume domestic aircraft procurement were
understandable in the context of both the ongoing programmes and the recent history
of the MoA, however the HS5.801 would still make it through to RAF service despite the
near immediate turn towards foreign aircraft. The relatively low fixed price nature of

the contract undeniably aided in this, as it made the programme attractive to the

7% Our Correspondent, “Aircraft Chief Blames Conservatives”, The Times, 11 Feb 1965.
7 TNA AIR 2/17199, Loose Minute, Peck (DUS(P&B)) to AUS(AS), Shackleton, 23 Sep 1964.
78 TNA AIR 2/17199, Notes for DOR2 by DDOR8(RAF), ASR 281, [undated], est. Oct 1964.
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Labour government as a means of keeping a functioning domestic industry going whilst
still achieving their international political ambitions and reducing the defence budget.
The procurement formed one of the measures of support to the domestic aviation
industry, and at a speed that made it attractive to both sides. By January 1965, Hawker
Siddeley had informed the RAF that their intention was for aircraft deliveries to
commence within 36 months at a fixed price of £1.96m per aircraft and for production
to run at 2 aircraft per month until the 38 aircraft order was complete.”®® In the
procurement climate of the time, Hawker Siddeley were evidently more comfortable
at proposing fixed price contracts than the MoA to ensure that yet another contract
was not lost.

The Vulcan v-bomber upgrade work mentioned by Nevin in his note to Healey
as part of the package to “provide an adequate airframe load + work...” was partly
responsible for the timeline of 36 months.8%° The same factory, at Woodford in
Manchester, was to be used by both programmes with the HS.801 build able to
commence only once the Vulcan work had finished, highlighting the aspect of
providing continuity to British industry in the selection. The chief executive of
Woodford, Sir Harry Broadhurst, had expressed concern to the RAF that keeping the
workforce together was both challenging and vital, and that as such the HS.801 work
would need to commence as soon as possible.8%! By agreeing to the more expedient

fixed price model, work could commence on the first prototype immediately and this

799 TNA AIR 2/17200, Letter, Jenkins (Hawker Siddeley) to Air Cdre Knott, HS 801 Maritime
Reconnaissance Aircraft, 4 Jan 1965.

800 TNA DEFE 13/745, Handwritten note, Nevin to Healey, R.A.F. aircraft programme, 1 Nov 1965.
801 TNA AIR 2/17200, Loose Minute, DCA(RAF) to ACAS(OR), Maritime Comet, 8 Mar 1965.
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gap for the workforce could be reduced.®%? This plan still represented a streamlining
effort by the company as it meant no additional factories would have to be kept open
for the contract to be fulfilled, and for the work to be carried out at the same site as
where the Shackleton fleet had been built. The Manchester factories, along with those
in Coventry, had been due to receive a large share of the HS.681 workload with 4,000
additional staff required by 1970 once the HS.681 production had commenced, so the
new work for Vulcan and HS.801 would in part offset these losses.2%3 Without the
HS.681, and if the HS.801 had not been approved and assigned to Woodford, then the
factory would have seen the workforce reduced from 3,000 to 500 personnel at the
conclusion of the Vulcan upgrades.&%* This further highlights that the purchase of a
domestic programme was not just of providing a financially suitable contract for British
industry, but one done so in a manner that would allow a continuation of employment
in particular geographical areas and the retention of design teams. Although the
Comet was not a new civil design, the selection of it as the basis for the Shackleton
replacement did still play a tangential role the drive to increase exports in the new
generation of aircraft, particularly the unsuccessful attempt to sell VC-10s to Middle
East Airlines (MEA) in a move that highlighted the importance of regional international
relations over and above the requirements of the RAF.

In March 1965 a proposal was made to defer VC-10s destined for RAF Transport

Command to enable the sale of civilian versions to Middle East Airlines in Lebanon.8%

802 TNA AIR 2/17200, Notes of a meeting held in office of DCA(RAF) to discuss Maritime Comet
Contract, 30 Mar 1965.
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Harland, 28 Jun 1965.
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Reconnaissance, 24 Mar 1965.

805 TNA AIR 2/17200, Loose Minute, PS to USoS(RAF) to PS VCAS, Middle East Airlines Comets, 26
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There were two aspects to this, with the sale of VC-10s forming one part, and the
other being the buy-back of existing Comets in service with MEA. The concern within
the MoA was if a good price could not be offered to Sheikh Najib then he would
publicly state that Britain had failed him and MEA would purchase American Boeing
707 aircraft instead.8% At the time, MEA was rapidly expanding and was the 16"
largest airline in the world, and the only profitable one within the Middle East.8%” The
suggestion was passed around the Ministry of Defence that the Comets could either be
used by Transport Command, who already operated a fleet of the aircraft, or in either
the production line for HS.801 or as trainer aircraft for converting the crews over from
the piston engined Shackletons.®%® The Transport Command suggestion was dismissed
as the lack of loading doors and strengthened floors would limit payload capacity,
whilst the reduced range offered by the Comet compared to the VC-10 would limit
operational effect. The expectation was clearly that it would not simply be a
deferment of the VC-10s on order, but an unacceptable replacement platform. As a
maritime training aircraft, this was equally dismissed as unworkable given the different
handling characteristics expected from the Maritime Comet and the reworked fuselage
and combination of Comet 4 wings with a shortened body.8% There was however, a
suggestion that reconditioned MEA Comets could be integrated into the HS.801
production line, provided costs were the same as for new build aircraft, and that the

weight penalty of the longer fuselages was kept below 600Ibs.81° Neither of the
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compromises for Transport Command nor Coastal Command came to pass as MEA
went with Boeing rather than BAC, but it was an example of where, if required, the
needs of the RAF could come second to those of industry. When taken in the context
of the time, it reinforced the concept that the aircraft programmes that were cancelled
and replaced with American aircraft were not done so for the publicly stated
operational reasons to benefit the RAF, but instead that political objectives and
manoeuvring would always be paramount. In the case of MEA, it was a combination of
support for British industry through increased sales of the VC-10 against American
domination, and continued influence in the Middle East as a region where Britain was
begrudgingly given primacy over by the United States due to the well-established
relationships in the area. The episode would not have resulted in a cancellation or
drastic change to the HS.801 procurement, but served as a reminder that all
programmes could be modified at the whim of Whitehall.

The successful insertion of the HS.801 into the Shackleton replacement bidding
process represented an example of a successful last gasp change of direction from the
aircraft industry, and Hawker Siddeley used the experience and possible confidence to
attempt something similar with the HS.802 in February 1965 following the cancellation
of the HS.681 programme. The different outcomes of these reinforces the notion that
the purchase of the HS.801 was sufficient to address the need for a domestic, and in
particular Hawker Siddeley, programme, and that the HS.681 replacement was a
decision rooted on the international political stage.

The RAF heavy transport cargo fleet sat alongside the existing modified Comet
strategic transport aircraft, which were by 1964 about to be replaced by the

aforementioned newly ordered VC-10s. The cargo fleet was high fragmented,
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comprising, in November 1964, an all-propellor powered fleet of: 28 Beverleys, 48
Hastings, 48 Argosies and 6 Vallettas. The HS.681 programme had been intended to
provide the RAF with a single jet powered replacement for the Beverley and Hastings
aircraft, which by 1970 would have been in service for 14 and 22 years respectively,
and which would in time also replace the Argosies.®!! The HS.681 would also have
provided a STOL capability, greatly improving performance in the East of Suez role.
This would have been achieved with a bespoke engine design from Rolls Royce with
the Medway.?!? The aircraft was announced as the platform of choice under the
Conservative government on 26 February 1964, however there was no expectation of
signing a production contract until early 1965.813 This gap was a major factor in making
the programme vulnerable to cuts by the new Labour government as it was still on the
drawing board, which although at an advanced stage, there had been only a minimal
amount of industrial preparation and manufacturing work.81* The outcry that followed
the decision to replace the TSR.2 with the TFX can in part be attributed to there
already being 2 TSR.2 prototypes flying by early 1965, and the perception that this was
therefore not a cancellation of a conceptual capability for the RAF, but instead a
termination of a proven aircraft.®!> This argument, which would occur again in 2010
with the timing of the cancellation of the successor to the HS.801, the Nimrod MRA .4,
and is popular with aviation writers but only takes into account the technical aspect of

the airframe and not the wider political considerations that place the decision in the
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appropriate context.8® It would also provide a possible reason why Hawker Siddeley
moved at pace to place the HS.801 under a production contract as early as January
1965.

The Lockheed C-130 Hercules, proposed as part of the package by the United
States at the Washington talks in December 1964 to replace the HS.681 was not
viewed favourably in the press or within the aviation industry. Sir Roy Dobson, in an
off-the-cuff remark to The Times prior to boarding an aircraft for Australia in February
1965 described it as a “...clapped-out propellor-driven aircraft.”8'” The Financial Times
considered the C-130 as a poor choice as it would “...need to be retired as obsolete
sometime in the 1970s.”8!8 The perception was that the HS.681 would have been
vastly superior to the C-130 from a capability standpoint, particularly as the intent was
to replace much of an RAF transport fleet that, in the case of the Argosy, had first
flown around the same time as the C-130 and had a similar turboprop design of
engine. The proposed cost of the C-130 purchase was £73m, whereas the HS.681
programme was expected to cost £220m for the 62 aircraft.82° The C-130 had been
considered several years earlier as an option prior to the selection of the HS.681, and
from a technical standpoint had been found to meet the requirements laid down in
OR.351 in terms of payload, hold size, usable tactical range and ferry range. Where it
did not meet the specification was in the lack of a STOL capability.82°
The decision by Hawker Siddeley to enter the Shackleton replacement

programme with a Comet design modified to include the under-fuselage pannier from
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the new Trident maritime concept and which, despite the protestations from Sir Roy
Dobson, had been not in detailed development for over 6 years but had been put
together at short notice once the Trident had fallen out of favour, is at the root of the
decision to propose the HS.802 for the transport role. The design of the HS.802 had
been, according to Hawker Siddeley director Charles Bayly, one where “...design teams
had worked day and night for three days to produce the new specification...”®?! The
compromise aircraft was, like the HS.801, a combination of two designs, with in this
case the fuselage of the HS.681 mated to the wings of the HS.801.822 The wings, as an
existing Comet 4 design would aid in keeping costs low, and would also present to the
government a modification of an existing platform rather than a clean sheet design.
Given the time taken to produce the specification and that it never left the drawing
board it can only be speculated as to whether the design would have worked in
practice. Like the C-130, the new design did not have a STOL capability, which placed it
as a rival to the C-130 rather than a more cost-effective means of achieving the
capabilities of the HS.681. In this context, and without the international political
advantages of the C-130, and with the need of the government to provide suitable
continuation work for British industry already having been met by the HS.801, the
design did not achieve support from the government. It is also questionable as to how
committed Hawker Siddeley were to the project, or whether it was merely a public
relations effort to demonstrate to their workforce that they were notionally prepared
to fight for their jobs. The unrest caused by the proposed cancellations had already led

to factory workers marching to Whitehall in protest, and not all the blame could be

821 Our Correspondent, “Utility Version of Transport at Half Cost Suggested”, The Times, 4 Feb 1965.
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laid at the door of the government, for mismanagement by Hawker Siddeley in being
slow to get the aircraft into production could also make them the focus of workers’
anger. To distract from this, Bayly’s announcement of the aircraft, which was carried in
The Times, was made to shop stewards at the firm’s Coventry factories yet gave the
government only 48 hours to decide on the proposal. He went on to state that if
HS.802 was accepted by the government then the factories would be saved from
closure, but if not then 5,000 jobs would be lost.8

The politization of the issue carried forward into the House of Commons where
Thorneycroft pressed Jenkins to consider the HS.802 on the basis that if the matter
was solely about saving money, then the HS.802 was suitable for the task.2?* The
HS.802 was proposed to cost £69.1m, slightly undercutting the C-130 so considered
against this narrow metric it could have been a suitable alternative.®?> However this
does not take into account both the likelihood of the design proving viable and the
American political capital gained by the purchase of the C-130. Jenkins responded to
Thorneycroft that he had “...looked carefully at the imaginative last minute Hawker
Siddeley proposal...but with great regret...we are not able to go back on...the purchase
of the C-130.”%826 The matter was closed only 6 days after surfacing, yet in the same
debate in the Commons Jenkins stated that, “There is a big Comet order coming in, to

which very little attention has been paid.”®?” Thus in the same speech Jenkins both
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took away from Hawker Siddeley and also reaffirmed government support for the
company with the HS.801.

The HS.801 succeeded where the HS.802 failed as it was theoretically just a
lightly modified Comet with the anti-submarine detection equipment carried over
from the Shackleton, whereas the HS.802 was an unproven concept. Equally the
HS.801 worked politically in the same manner as the C-130 whilst the HS.802 did not.
Finally, there was the question of how determined Hawker Siddeley was to have each
aircraft succeed. The HS.802, at £1.1m per aircraft, was significantly cheaper than the
other last minute effort by domestic industry, the Shorts SC5/15B variant of the Belfast
transport aircraft, which the MoD estimated at nearly twice the estimate of the HS.802
at £2.5m per airframe.??® The estimate for research and development on the HS.802,
where the wings were not designed to pair with the fuselage was suggested at a mere
£3.5m, whereas the HS.801, admittedly with a complicated mission system to
integrate, was initially set at £21.4m.82° The HS.802 would likely have proven
impossible for Hawker Siddeley to manufacture at the quoted prices irrespective of the
intentions of the government. Very little material exists in the National Archives on the
HS.802, with only a few mentions at the end of the handful of HS.681 files. The
majority of the references are in contemporary newspaper articles, and BAE Systems
refused requests to open the archives of Hawker Siddeley relating to the period, so it is
difficult to gain a rounded impression of the aircraft. Despite this it serves as a useful
counterpoint to understanding how astute the pitch of the HS5.801 was, and how it

performed a function for both Hawker Siddeley and the Labour government. The other
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major programme to survive the cuts, albeit as a flying development aircraft, was also
made by Hawker Siddeley, and the P.1127 equally demonstrates the complex
balancing act performed by RAF procurements during the period. The two aircraft also
sat at very different ends of the technological spectrum, and highlights the political
gains that could be made out of the turbulent times.

The P.1127 had originated as a testbed aircraft for the new V/STOL technology
that was to be employed in the supersonic P.1154 fighter which had been scheduled to
replace the subsonic Hunter under ASR.356.83° The emergence of V/STOL engine
technology and the concept of variable geometry swing wings in fighter aircraft design
were seen as areas critical to the national interest, and which Thorneycroft boldly
described in the House of Commons as the “...two great break-throughs in aeronautics
since the days of the Wright Brothers...”%3! The European variable geometry
programme, which by early 1965 was still in the early stages of political negotiations,
was viewed as one suited to multi-national cooperation.®? Particularly in the light of
the technology being employed on the F-111, it was an accepted advancement that all
nations were actively and comparably involved in developing variable geometry
designs. The V/STOL engine technology however, was not as widespread and the work
undertaken by Rolls-Royce, combined with the P.1127 airframe from Hawker Siddeley
was perceived at the time as giving Britain a two year lead on what could prove a

highly-exportable advanced technology.?33 The success of what the P.1127 became,
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the Harrier, and particularly following the Falklands War, has led to it being lauded as a
great British success story, with Hamilton-Paterson in Empire of the Clouds placing it
as, “...the very last great aircraft Britain produced...[and a] design that so elegantly
solved the complex engineering problems yet retained the characteristics of a high-
performance strike/attack aircraft.”®3* These commonplace impressions of the Harrier
as a success would present the case for its survival during the cuts as being down to
Britain having a game-changing aircraft in development that was too important to lose,
yet this is in stark contrast to the views of the RAF at the time.

The Tripartite Agreement to evaluate V/STOL technology in the form of the
P.1127 was signed between Britain, the United States and West Germany on 22
February 1963 and gave the development a certain amount of financial cushioning as
the expenditure was spread between the three nations.®3> The evaluations by
Germany and the United States did not carry guarantees of procuring further aircraft,
and the Air Ministry had stated the previous December that, “We have no interest in
the aircraft as an operational aircraft...[but that] we are nevertheless pledged to
buying 30 P.1127s if this were necessary to ensure that the German Air Force adopted
it as an operational aircraft.”®3¢ The Ministry were even more sceptical of the
likelihood of sales to the United States as, “It seems open to question whether the U.S.
Army’s interest in the P.1127 will result in their acquiring it on any considerable
scale.”83” The MoD in response to the Air Ministry put forward that it was, “...an

aircraft which could not live in the battle area at the time of its introduction and which,
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indeed, the Air Commander might not even dare commit to the battle against
potential opposition of the calibre which could be mounted against us today.”®3 The
Air Ministry had summed up the crucial element that whilst the technology was
promising, the platform was less so as their “...requirement [was] for the P.1154.”839 |t
was the cancellation of the P.1154 that allowed the P.1127 to survive as the means of
continuing development of a V/STOL engine, but not the fighting capabilities of the
aircraft on its own merits. ACAS(OR) had stated in early 1966 that when the “...P1154
design was cancelled some way had to be found for continuing with Britain’s lead in
V/STOL strike and close support aircraft technology.”24°

Although Boeing were concurrently developing V/STOL technology, there was
later a move to include a sale of the P.1127 to the United States as part of the offset
element of the package of sales, particularly by Healey in early 1967 when the intent
was to expand the level of relief from $325m to $360m.%4! Healey was informed, in no
uncertain terms, that “...the U.S. Government would not buy the P.1127 at any price,
since the operational performance was too low.”#*2 This led Peck to summarise the
broader feeling within the RAF and MoD as a whole that “we are now stuck with this
aircraft...”8 The export possibilities may have been overstated by Labour in their
justification for keeping the programme going, yet it did serve alongside the HS.801 as
another means of retaining a highly specialised design and manufacturing team

together at the Hawker Siddeley factory in Kingston-upon-Thames, with the
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81 TNA DEFE 24/170, Aircraft (Future) Kestrel (P1127), Letter, Healey to Equipment Minister MoD,
P.1127,17 Jan 1967.

842 TNA DEFE 24/170, Letter, Equipment Minister MoD to Healey, P.1127, 2 Feb 1967.

843 TNA DEFE 24/170, Loose Minute, DUS(P&B) Peck, P.1127,23 Feb 1967.
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production contract for 110 aircraft being responsible for securing 85% of the 3,700
workers at the factory.844

The enforced procurement of an aircraft they didn’t need did allow the RAF to
develop the aircraft over time and several generations into an effective platform that
merited the flattering view of Hamilton-Paterson, however the distinction must be
made between what became the Harrier, and the P.1127 of 1965. This is in very much
the same vein as how the Nimrod MR2 has been presented as an advanced design due
to having jet power when all other maritime patrol aircraft were turboprops, whereas
the HS.801 was simply a cost-effective means of satisfying the military and domestic
industrial requirements.

This chapter has demonstrated how the timing, costs and differing concepts of
both successful programmes allowed the government to achieve part of their
ambitious balancing act between American and European relations and domestic
sustainment in the aviation industry. The decision not to accept the H5.802 and to
continue with the C-130 purchase serves to underline this interlinked concept and can
be viewed from two different angles. First is that the package from the United States
as part of the support for sterling and an enabler for a continued worldwide role had
primacy. The second is that, of the major programmes, the target level of support to
domestic industry was achieved through the HS.801 and P.1127 rendering the HS.802
surplus to military, industrial and political requirements. Healey would champion this
later aspect in his autobiography that he was “...able to provide valuable work for the

British aircraft industry by ordering the Nimrod maritime reconnaissance aircraft

844 TNA DEFE 24/170, Note, Minister MoA to Minister MoD, P.1127(RAF), 8 Mar 1966.
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and...the Harrier.”®* The language Healey used here also supports the notion that the
timings of each programme, specifically the act of placing a production order, by
occurring once Labour were in power, added to their attractiveness as a good news
story for the Wilson government which was attempting to embrace the white heat of
technology. The three cancelled programmes could be viewed simply as expensive
mistakes by the previous Conservative administration whereas the technologically
forward looking P.1127 and cost effective HS.801 would go down as Labour
successes.®*® The much more higher risk design principle of the HS.802 did not fit this
mould and, even without being overruled by the politically and economically
advantageous American package, would have been unlikely to have taken to the air.
The allocation of work to Hawker Siddeley, whilst at the same time continuing with the
Concord programme at BAC enabled the domestic aviation industry to be maintained
at a level that did not overly impact the desire to move manufacturing capacity and
R&D across to emerging civilian exportable fields such as computing. Thus it has been
demonstrated that, in the same manner as the American package and Anglo-French
aspects of Concord achieved political capital out of a difficult economic situation, so

the choices made over HS.801 and P.1127 did the same for the domestic sector.

845 Healey, The Time of My Life, p. 274.
846 Yonge, ‘What Drove Maritime Patrol Aircraft Procurement in the Post-War Era?’ p. 55.
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CONCLUSION

“First priority, indeed, overlying all our policies, is urgent action to deal with the economic

position...we had to act quickly and relevantly to stop the bleeding.”**

Harold Wilson, Labour Party Conference, Brighton, 12 Dec 1964

“..Whether we like it or not the all-British plane is out.”®*

Roy Jenkins, House of Commons, 9 Feb 1965

“I would reckon to being pushed into keeping the Spey/Phantom. This + AT engine etc shd [sic]

keep the aero-engine chaps busy. The 2 Anglo-French projects provide an adequate airframe

load + work on V. bombers & Maritime Comet.”%*

Nevin to Healey, Ministry of Defence, handwritten note, 1 Nov 1965

This thesis set out to address three key areas. Firstly and principally, to
understand how and why a low-volume domestic military aircraft, based on an
outdated civilian airliner, was able to be selected for entry into the RAF at a time when
the prevailing attitudes were to buy American aircraft or to enter into international
collaborative efforts with Europe. Secondly, whilst building this understanding, to
assess the broad range of factors, both domestic and international, that impacted the
procurement process for the Shackleton replacement to form a picture of how aircraft
procurement policy was influenced during the early months of the Wilson government.
Thirdly, to consider the Nimrod programme in the context of the other major military
and civilian aircraft procurements to propose that Labour used the multitude of
aircraft programme choices to exert influence, push strategic objectives, and achieve

economic and political gain within the broader ambitions of the administration. This

847 Wilson, Leader’s Speech, Labour Conference, 12 Dec 1964.

http://www britishpoliticalspeech.org/speech-archive.htm?speech=162.

848 House of Commons Debate, 09 Feb 1965, Hansard, Vol. 706, Col. 234.

849 TNA DEFE 13/745, Handwritten note, Nevin to Healey, R.A.F. aircraft programme, 1 Nov 1965.
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thesis has demonstrated that the HS.801 procurement represented an essential lever
of government policy by providing tightly controlled support to a struggling industrial
sector that had been marginalised in the pursuit of wider governmental goals. It has
argued that the needs of the RAF across all the procurements of the period, along with
the strategy of defence, came second to these wider political ambitions of maintaining
relationships and gaining advantages with the United States and the European
Community. The economic imperative of a cut to defence spending was the trigger for
the review of the aircraft programmes and resulted in a fundamental and enduring
shift in aircraft procurement policy from domestic programmes to international
collaborative efforts. The early international co-operative testing and evaluation of the
P.1127 left the HS.801 as the outlier of the period, and as the Nimrod, represented the
most recent purely domestic designed and manufactured front line aircraft introduced
into RAF service, outside of a number of small specialised tactical transport and
reconnaissance aircraft.8°% As such, this study poses that the first six months of the
Labour government represented a turning point in post-war British military aircraft
procurement policy and enabled aircraft programmes to take on a greater significance
as a lever of government policy in the international arena, alongside the already
established domestic industrial aspect.

This is a concept befitting of further broader study, particularly out into the
maritime domain to understand why this shift was fundamentally constrained to the

field of aircraft manufacture and not to the other large-scale procurements of naval

850 The BAe 125 business jet, BAe 146 regional airliner variant and the Britten-Norman
Islander/Defender lightweight transport/reconnaissance aircraft saw subsequent service in the RAF. The
BAe Hawk T.1 fulfilled a secondary wartime air-to-air role in the late 1980s, but was primarily in service
as a training aircraft.
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fighting vessels, which are principally still built in British dockyards under the National
Shipbuilding Strategy. Ongoing research by Hollins into the shift towards a European
collaborative model for procurement in the 1970s with the Tornado will further
expand the historiography, as will Dawson’s examination of British post-war grand

strategy through combat aircraft procurement.

The economic crisis of the autumn of 1964 was the result of a continued
underperformance of the British economy on the world stage and a monetary system
weighed down by both the international use of sterling as a reserve currency and the
obligation to support a fixed exchange rate. Wilson had been scathing of the inaction
of the Conservative government to control the ever-widening gap between imports
and exports and on the need to modernise the economy to restore a British
competitive edge. As highlighted by Wilson in the opening quote, all subsequent
actions stemmed from the need to address the economic crisis. His firm line to rule-
out devaluation and a heavy reliance on the United States to support credit facilities,
coupled with the need to modernise the economy, provided the catalyst for change in
the ongoing RAF and Concord programmes. The displeasure of the Johnson
administration at Labour’s raising of the bank rate and the imposing of import tariffs
only increased the pressure to use all available means to ensure continued American
support. Without the economic events of the autumn and the resultant requirement
to make significant savings in the defence budget, all of the extant aircraft
procurements might have continued onwards and into service.

There were four key ongoing policy areas for the Wilson government that, once

the immediate remedial economic actions had calmed the markets and the need for
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industrial realignment been identified, presented opportunities to use the aircraft
procurements as levers. First was in relations with the United States over the
preferred-partner status within Europe and the continuing worldwide role. Second was
with the European nations, particularly France, over increased British involvement in
the emerging European Economic Community. These represented the key foreign
engagement points, and the prioritisation of these demonstrated the ambitions and
direction of the Wilson government during the 1964/65 period. Third, there was the
need to stabilise and rationalise the domestic British aviation industry and ensure
viability for the future without tying up excessive manpower and research and
development funds in a sector that was underperforming. Finally, there was the need
to bring the defence budget under control as a central pillar for reducing the balance
of payments deficit, stave off the threat of a devaluation of sterling and free up
government funding for a welfare focused domestic agenda. The economic crisis thus
represented the catalyst for placing the ongoing aircraft programmes front and centre
in all these policy areas.

The relationship with the United States was not just a one-way street with
Britain requiring support for sterling, for the Johnson administration had their own
aims and ambitions for the relationship with Britain. The internal battle for
modernising the Department of Defense and the aircraft industry drove engagement
with Healy and McNamara such that Labour was in a position to achieve the desired
financial savings whilst still procuring, in the TFX, an aircraft capable of force projection
East of Suez. The increasingly tangled nature of the Vietham War provided both an
opportunity and a potential hazard for Wilson, yet the fact that he was able to achieve

American support for sterling and the purchase of British military equipment by
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America without committing forces to Vietnam demonstrated the continued
importance of the trans-Atlantic relationship even at its nadir. This importance was
reflected in the favourable financial terms for American aircraft and provided an outlet
for reducing the financial and industrial burdens inherent in the big three programmes,
and the TSR.2 in particular. The P-3 would have presented a capable platform for the
RAF, but its absence from the discussions at the Washington talks reflected where the
priorities and requirements lay for both sides in the use of procurements as strategic
levers.

Similarly in the relationships with European nations, there were points to be
gained by both sides. In this period, European integration and the EEC effectively
meant France, and specifically de Gaulle as the personification of the state. De Gaulle
outmanoeuvred successive British governments from his vantage point as the
gatekeeper to the EEC, forcing Wilson to play the only card he possessed at that point
— Concord. The supersonic airliner was a contradiction as both a perfect demonstration
of Wilson’s white heat of technology and exactly the type of highly expensive prestige
project that the government wanted to divest, yet as its value to the French state was
equally pronounced, it served as a vital piece of the jigsaw in attempts to woo de
Gaulle over to the value of British membership. To the Americans the crucial element
was the British commitment to a worldwide role, to the French it was the vision for
Europe embodied in Concord. That it continued alongside smaller military aviation
projects such as the Jaguar and VG programme highlighted the value placed upon both
civil and military collaborative aviation as an effective tool of British foreign policy. It
was this shift to international programmes that is reflected in the opening quote from

Jenkins, and which makes the HS.801 a clear anomaly. The option of the Atlantic
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maritime aircraft would have demonstrated a British commitment to European
industrial integration and collaboration, but when compared to the expense and
prominence of the Concord, its impact would have been minimal. In much the same
manner as the P-3, it did not represent a significant enough lever within its particular
field to warrant consideration.

Maintaining the concept of Britain as a top-table world leader required
resources that did not align with the realities of the period, particularly when
operating within an economically constrained defence budget. Whilst the realigning
and cancelling of aircraft programmes gave the aura of financial prudency, there was
little immediate economic saving, yet the defence cuts and subsequent review of
strategy served to reinforce the message that Labour was proactive in tackling the
economic crisis whilst using the supported relationship with the United States to
ensure that Britain continued to present an outward looking world role. The nurturing
of improved relations and tacit understandings with Johnson and de Gaulle were
significant, yet the requirement to retain this East of Suez role ultimately dictated the
majority of choices made. As the opening quote by Sir John Thomson at the start of
the introduction alluded to, there was a definite understanding within government,
and particularly within the Foreign Office, that if difficult decisions had to be made
then every effort should be taken to gain at least some benefit from them. This
requirement for an East of Suez military posture did not directly require a maritime
patrol capability, with the focus of the requirement instead centred on the Atlantic
Ocean and therefore NATO functions. The manoeuvrings to place the bulk of the

financial outlay for the Shackleton replacement outside of the peak 1969/70 years
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through the focus on an interim aircraft contributed significantly to the survival of the
programme through both phases of the defence review.

For the domestic aviation industry, deriving an immediate benefit from shifting
procurement policy was a hard act to achieve. The double headed challenge of cutting
expenditure on expensive unproven military aircraft and the freeing up a skilled
workforce to aid in modernising the economy could never have occurred without
significant upheaval. Dramatic realighnment occurred in multiple industrial sectors in
Britain throughout the twentieth century, and for the domestic aviation industry it was
experienced at full force in the 1960s. The political intent was to rationalise and
provide a more competitive base, not to abolish the sector completely, and thus there
was a requirement to maintain a certain degree of government supported work for the
aviation companies. The selection of a British maritime patrol aircraft design over the
American P-3 or the European Atlantic to replace an airframe that needed replacing
simply because of fatigue allowed for the rushed jigsaw to be completed. Represented
by a fixed-price procurement, and eschewing the advanced proposals from industry,
the HS.801 benefited both from a favourable financial timeline and serving as
straightforward political statement of intent for the sector — as Nevin’s opening quote
details. As such, it was the final yet crucial piece that resulted in the overall aircraft
procurement landscape serving as a comprehensive tool across multiple key areas of
political interest in both the domestic and overseas realms.

The longevity of the Nimrod in both MR1 and MR2 maritime guises, the use of
the platform as the R1 intelligence platform, as the basis for the cancelled airborne
early warning radar aircraft, the AEW3, and lastly as the shell for the MRA4

replacement maritime patrol aircraft, which was cancelled in 2011, suggests that the
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most militarily effective choice was made in early 1965. The enduring nature of the
platform does, however, place too great an emphasis on the procurement being a
triumph of foresight, for the political manoeuvrings of the time paid little heed to the
actual capabilities offered by the airframe, and instead considered it primarily through
the lens of what it could offer the domestic aviation industry. The more advanced
domestic proposals of the VC-10 and Trident, but for the economic crisis and the
resultant budgetary limitations, may well have entered service in its place. It was
therefore a product of convenience with an acceptable level of military capability at a
cost and timeliness that met this political objective as part of the wider strategy.

All the procurement decisions were thus both reflective of the broader
changing nature of British ambitions, and also served as key tools of diplomatic
manoeuvrings. When considered together, they provide an effective case study of a
pivotal time for Britain where domestic industry was shifting towards high technology
and modernisation, where the old ties to the United States required constant
attention, and European integration was of steadily increasing importance to a country
that was taking its first significant steps to properly understand its place in the world in

the post-great power era.
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