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Introduction

The field of international relation s today is character-

ized. by- a trend toward fragmentation In the pursuit of theory.

A strong case can be made for the statement tha t the system-

atic study of international relations is a young disciplIne

dating approximately from the pre-WW II period. And yet, a

definite cycle in the method s of research has manifested

itself during this short period. The initial literature was

historical—descriptive in nature dealing largely with

isolated topics. Conclusions tended to be tentative and

generally applicable only within the parameters of the

specific study at hand. In the early 1950’s a scientific

trend developed based on methodical research techniques

which aimed at producing a general theory of international

relations. Once the constraints on this goal became appar.~nt,

scholars aimed at producing smaller scale theories which they

hoped in time might be linked together to form a general

theory.~~

This theoretical trend in international relations was

paralleled by a similar trend in other social science

disciplines such as sociology, anthropology and psychology.

The recognition that work being done in these parallel field s

might have significant Import for the field of international

relations has resulted in a renewed fragmentation in the

search for theory in international relations. The work done

in these parallel fields highlighted the importance of new

variables for the act of theory construction in international
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relations which has encouraged many researchers to seek

answers to international relations problem,a in other fields. 1

At the present it appears that there is little cohesion

in terms of the shared concepts and models tha t must provide

the infrastructure for cumulative scientific research. This

is true within the core discipline of political science that

services the field of international relations as well as in

L the numerous social sciences and applied fields that in one

way or another speak to conditions and events that have

impact in more than one state.

The above described trend in the pursuit of international

relations theory has had a profound effect on the cumulative

impact of international relations research (the extent to

which one study can build on preceding work) but of central

importance for this paper on the area of public policy

making. It would not be unfair to say that policy-makers

have almost unanimously declared contemporary- international
relations research irrelevant , and it appears that many

scholars are willing to accept that verdict as valid.2

A thesis of this paper is that the application of policy

analysis concepts to the field of international, relation s

will con tain the grow ing fra~ nentatton while  allowing

researchers to ask specific questions of individual interest.

Con currently it will provide a more viable basis for

internationa l studies education and for ~tudiss that have

some rel evance to the policy—makers. One major  aim of th is

paper is to show how the concepts and frameworks developed

L
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In the study of public policy can be transferred to the

trananational level specifically in the comparative analysis

of national security policy. A correlative goal is to

demonstrate how tha t transference can contribute to cumulative

international relations research in the comparative analyst s

of national security policy formulation.

Q~ene~alizations fiom th~ Literature

The topic of this thesis specifically concerns the

problem of conducting meaningful, comparative studies in the

sub—field of national security policy formulation. Having

conducted a thorough survey of the existing literature

dealing with the topic of national security policy, I find

tha t certain generalizations concerning the present state

of affairs can be made.

A major problem inherent in the study of national security

policy formulation processes Is the difficulty of obtaining

substantive information. The very nature of the subject

matter dictates that nations will closely control access to

and dissemination of information pertaining to issues of

national security interest. As a result, information which

may be critical to discovering how routine and specific

deci sions are taken may not be easily available. The

availability of such information for a given country will

vary from the relatively wide sprea d access possible in the

United States to the pmctical dearth of access which

characterizes the Peoples Republic of china. The fact that

~ 
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adequate information on national security issues is not

readily available may not reflect a ‘conscious desire of the

particular government to suppress such information. It may

reflect a general tendency within the society simply to not

widely disseminate information concerning governmental

operations ~~~

The key- point to be made here Ia that this aspect of the

variable degree of availability of substantive information

on national security issues has major implications for the

development of a comparative framework. A framework whi ch

requires detailed knowledge of sensitive issues in order to

be useful will probably- fail in more cases than not. Any

framework designed to facilitate comparison and analysis of

national security policy formulation must focus not on the

specifi c policies, but on the general procedural milieu

within which policy is formulated.

A possible technique for dealing with the problem of

information access is the personal interview with an individual

possessing substantial knowledge of the policy formulating

procedures and defense eatablishiflent. of the subject country.

In the case of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), as a

result of an obvious desire not to magnify defense policy

decisions and a conscious effort to diffuse military mattere

within the society, aubstantive information in several areas

is difficult to obtain. However, having had the benefit of

an interview with Herr Dr. Wilhelm Hoynck , Deputy Chief of

the Mid—~~st/Maghreb Section of the Federa l Foreign Ministry,

- - .
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who has seen considerable service wi th  NATQ and the German

defense establishment, it was possible to gain va lua ble

insights of a more substantive nature.

Another generalization which becomes obviou s fro m a

review of the literature, and which is of ba si c importance,

is that there exists a definitional problem concerning what

is precisely mean t by ~poltcy~ , and an even greater

imprecision as to exactly what constitutes ‘nationa l security

policy ’. There 1.s frankly no agreement as to what is mean t

by the two terms. Some authors even decline to confront the

problem of definition. The assumption that the terms are

universally understood is incorrect.

Polt~
y

It is necessary to begin by developing sui table

definitions of these two essential terms. One concept of

policy is an operational one. Policy Is an output of a

decision—makinç process. The predominant tendency Is to

regard decision—making as a rational, prescribed , intellectual

process which proceeds according to a particular pattern:

definition of the problem , consideration of alternative

courses of action, data—gathering, and selection of the most

appropriate course of action.’ This procedure may character-

ize some policy decision—making processes; however, it is

far train a paradigm. This characterization not only fails

to exhaust what factors determine decision , but it fa lsi fys

what takes place on the strictly intellectual level. What

L ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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is of primary importance is the extent to which decision-

making is a social process and as such is conducted in a

stream of social processes. As such, a policy represents an

intention or commItment to proceed in a certain manner as

opposed to other possible options. This conception indicates

that in weighing the worth of a particular policy, one must

consider the ‘value foregone’ represented by the alternative

course not chosen.4

A policy is essentially meaningless unless it is

operattonalized by subsequent action s of the individual,

agency, or government enunciating the policy. In other words,

the decision—making process which makes the selection from

availabl e options merely formulates the policy. It is the

subsequen t action s taken by the agency which give form and

substance to the policy. For example in the special case

of defense policy in the FRG , it is the announced goa l of

the Bonn government to prevent the remilitarization of German

society and to provide the greatest personal freedom for the

population consistent with public order. This goal is

embedded in the Basic Law promulgated in 1949. However,

this is a societal goal, or nationa l value rather than a

- .. policy. The most recent decision of the Bundestog not to

require any German citizen to bear arms in military service

against his will without the requirement to obtain certified

conscientious objector 8tatug, represents a policy which

operationalizeg the above national value.

Thus ‘policy’ i~ an action word, and the action taken

_ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --- .5-- .. —~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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is to a great extent the policy.

ifational 5Lecurity Polic~

The term national security policy means different things

to different authoro. A close approximation of how the term

is used in this paper i~ embodied in a definition found in

the July/August 1977 issue of Public Administration Review.

National security policy “is that part of government policy

having as its objective the creation of national and

international political condition s favorable to the protection

or extension of vital natiOnal values a~~inst existing and

potential adversaries”.5 National security policy is

differentiated from foreign policy in part by the fact that

the deci sion—making process is contained within the state

whereas the conduct of foreign policy requires the inter.

action of at least tto nations. Thus a unique aspect is

that national security policy is formulated within the state

but designed to exerci se its influence primari ly outside the

state. This definition implies correctly that national

security policy inter qu a  is a special sub— set of the overall

field of public administration. The definition also stipulates

that’ policies which operstionalize the described ‘favorable

conditions’ are national security policies.

In an article titled “Security Policy ,a~ d the Process

of Detente ”, Wolf Graf von Baudi ssin , security poll’ advi sor

to Chancellor Heimu t Schmidt , exemplifies such relationships

contained In these definit ions and discussions of policy and

- . . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — .-~~~.--- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .
~~— - -— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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national security policy.

- Security policy refers to a certain category
of measures adopted by a government to protect it
against external interference in form of direct or
indirect use of military force; thus, such a policy
would safeguard a government from being forced to
violate its own interests. The main objective of
security policies must be to make non-war safer by
escalating the process of stabilization. For this
purpose the implications of alternatIv,~ poltcii~gaust be examined in terms of to what extent they
might affect the entire range of international 6relations and the prospects for beneficial interaction.

A final generalization evident in the existing literature

would concern the distinct lack of commonality in the concept-

ualization of what constitutes comparative analysis of

national security policy. Many of the studies which claim

to be comparative are not. Some consist of several case

studies at the end of which the reader must accomplish any

comparison which is to be done by organizing the information

presented according to his own mental calculus. The systematic -

and intellectual examination of the processes of national

security policy formulation within a comparative model or

framework has not been achieved.

~~~~ GO~l

The trend is to develop rigorous, analytical, and if

possible quantitative models in the social sciences. However,

the current state of affa i rs  in the field of national

security policy analysis does no4 faci l i tate  a quantum jump

to rigorous model building. What is needed f irst  i s -a  

~~~-- - - --  . - ~~~~~~~~-~-
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framework to organize the essentially descriptive, deductivç

analysis necessary to strengthen comparison.

This thesis has two goals. First, to develop and flesh

out a framework which can be used to guide research and

present findings in such a way as to make meaningful comparison

of national security policy formulation processes possible.

A second goal, the subject of chapter two , Is to conduct an

in—depth analysis of the natIona l security policy formulation

process in the FRG making use of the above framework.

- -- - - - -—-- --~~- -------. — -—- -
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CHAPTha I

TOWARDS A C0MPARATIV~ FdAM~~0ktK -

General Hevi ew of the Comparative Literature

The systematic and intellectual examination of the -

processes of national .aecurity policy formulation in any

country is hampered by the lack of a rigorous model which

can be used to provide structure and system to the conduct

of research and the presentation of findings. A great

portion of the writing done in the area of national security

policy formulation tends to. be randomly descriptive in

nature.

No approaches account for the bulk of the material

available. One method , reminiscent of the earlier historica l—

descriptive work , consists or a purely randomly descriptive

approach. The author may be personally concerned with the

French weapons industry or the British strategic role in

international affairs. Many books are available which

allege an integrated analysis of nationa l security policy

In the title, but in reality are a compilation of only

topically related articles.1 Thia approach encourages a

concentration of the l i terature around the more dramatic

issues, frequently to the detriment of more mundane but

critical issues such as organization for deci sion—making,

institutional considerations, and the inter—action of the

major participants comprising the defense community.

- -  _____————-—- --

I. -— “— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -
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This randomly descript ive method actually discourages -

com parative analysis because of the asymmetry of the

information ava ilable on any selected country. As a result,

any conclusion s arrived at or speculations on future policy

are limited in validity to only the circumstances of the

description. No attempt has been made to identify and

organize the va riables at work in the situational milieu of

the described policy. Using such a method, one could write

whole books on why the Germans will never develop-an independent

nuclear force and totally neglect the more important policy

formulation process which will ultimately make that decision.

A second method , less common in the existing body of

literature, which exhibits a more comprehensive and system-

atic approach, is the framework utilized in comparative

~efen~e_Policy edited by - Frank B. Horton III. The method

in this text involves the use of six topica l headings:

weapons acquisition, force posture, the military profession,

structure and process, military doctrine, and the use of

force. This method facilitates comparative analysis by

eliminating the asymmetrical nature of the available

material. However, the information which is developed tends

to be focused on the basically arbitrarily selected topical

headings. A major critique of this method is the question

of how one might know one has chosen the most meaningful

topics. One could easily choose a different set of topical

headings and conceivably get differen t conclusions. Thus ,

points which may be crucial to the understanding Of unique

_ _ _
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features in a particular system might not be examined utilizing

this model.

Afl assessment of the existing literature shows that at

present there does not exist a rigorous model or structural

framework which can be used to provide structure and system -

to the conduct of research and the presentation of findings.

The general fragmentation previously described is

significantly reflected in the writing which has been done

concerning comparative national security policy. From time

to time a great deal of attentfon is directed to particular

policies such as foreign military sales or nuclear weapons

policy. The tendency is most often to consider the policy

as a distinct entity both in research of the policy and in

comparison. Much of the comparati ve literature concerning

national security policy Is in reality the attempt to compare

policies. There is little if any appreciation for national

security policy as the outcome of a more meaningful formulat-

ion process. This is particularly curious since the scholarly

community has long looked at domestic public policy as

representing the outcome of an es entially political process.2

There ia a certain element ot futility in placing

primary concern with policy outcomes. Firs’ it has long been

recognized, as summed up by Gabriel Almond , that “the develop-

ment of a sc ence of comparative politics depends initially

upon the accurate description and classification of political

processes in different societies”.3 The mere comparison of

policies leaves unexplained the processes responsible for 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _
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their development. For this reason , every question answered

is likely to raise a greater number of more serious $

questions which cannot be answered by output analysis.

Secondly, the large number of variables involved in the

development Of a policy represent a substantial source of

possible criticism for compari sons based on policy analysis.

In addition to establishing the ‘accurate description und

classification of political processes in d i f fe ren t  societies’

as the initia l step in the development of a science of

compa ratIve politics, Almond end Powell elao indicate

another aspect of comparative politics which has meaning for

the development of an analytical model:

Several factors complicate the availability
of comparative information. There is the difficulty
of establishing definite cause—and—effect relation—
shipa in the world of politics. The number of factors
involved in any set of political events is likely
to be so c~mplex that responsibility is difficultto assess.

From a revi ew of the l i terature and the knowledge of

some particular problems emanating from the nature of the

subject matter, some basic comments are possible concerning

the nature of a useful compa rative framework. For eeve,al

reasons, it has been established tha t substantive information

on national security t~ sues may be hard to gather. Thus

a comparative framework should not require the obtaining

of sensitive in format ion  nor -be so specific and detailed

that i ts  application will be affected by this  aspect of

the subj ect. Because of the relationship of policy to

_ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -_ .-- —--- - —-- -—-_ -~~- --~ ~~_
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process, the framework should stress comparison of formulatIon

processes while taking into consideration the important

outputs (policies) of the process.

Great difficulty may be anticipated in attempting to

establish cause—and—effect relationships in this area of.

public policy. For these reasons the term comparative

framework is preferred to thc term model or paradigm. These

terms tend to connote a mechanistic rigor, the establishment

of definite relationships between or among variables to

account for occurrences, which does not characterize the

present level of achievement in the analysis of policy

formulation or for that matter, the reality or policy

formation.

THE FRAM~W0RA~

The framework I have chosen to worx with was suggested

by Dr. James 4. Roherty in a Spring 1977 seminar at the

University of South Carolina. It seems to incorporate the

freedom of the descriptive model with the structure provided

by the Horton model. By substituting structural/functional

components of the policy—making process for the topical

headings of the Horton model, the research freedom of the

descriptive model is preserved while greatly increasing

the comparative advantages. 
-

Initially, Professor Roherty identified four structural/

functional components to describe the national security

policy formulation process:

V

~ 

-~~~~~-~~~~~~-~~~~- -~~~~ - - ~~~- - -~~~ -——- - - -~~ --—~~~~-~~~~~~ - - --~~~-~~ —— - - - - - - -
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( 1) ‘The community ’ (IdentifIcation of major participants
in defense policy formation)

(2) “the Channels’ (The inter—active process of the
majo r part ic ipants)

(3) . ‘Constraints’ (which with the community compose
the environment of the policy formulation process)

(4) ‘The Functions’ (defined as system outputs) 
-

- 

- 
As a modification of thi s framework I propose to add a

fifth component, the resource allocation process (budgeting).

In the initial framework, Professor Roherty included the

resource allocation process within the ‘Constraints’

component. However, because of the importance of the

resource allocation process to the formulation and analysis

of modern national security policy (which will be further

discussed), it warrants consideration as a fifth component.

Therefore , the comparative framework proposed by this paper

consists of:

( 1) ‘The Community ’

(2 )  ‘The Channels’
(
~3) ‘The Constraints’

(4) ‘The desource Allocation Process’

(5) ‘The Functions’

Several underlying assumption s are implied by the

composition of this framew ork. or first importance, the
framework tapli.a that policy is an outcome or a formulation

process. In this respect the framework conforms precisely

with the previous definition of policy.

Secondly, the framework implies that the foraulstton
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process is both politica l and bureaucratic in natu re. The

work of Max Weber5, Samual Huntington6, Gabriel Almond7,

L~~vid Easton8, and numerous others is sufficient to

substantiate t-hi a aspect of public policy-making. However,

this is not to say that the framework assumes any particula r

form or style of government. It posits five areas for

research which exhibi t no normative bia s in their statement.

Rather,  it is the purpose of research to discover the nature

of each area in any given country.

The selection of these pa rt i cular f ive components of

the formulation process does assume that the framework has

incorporated all the essential varia bles importan t in the

formulation of national security policy. An examination

of work previously done in constructing models of public

pol icy—makin g will help to ver i fy  that this has been

accomplished.

~ThOms a Dye ’s Ilodel

This paper suggests that the comparative analysis of

national security policy be studied in terms of the

formulation of policies rather than exclusively in terms of

the policies themselves. Therefore i t  is necessary to

demonstrate that the components of the proposed comparative

framework accurately reflect the policy fo rmulation process.

As an Overview of the pol icy—making milieu , it is useful to

consult a recent model constructed by Thoma s Dye, an authority

on the ana lysi s of’ public policy—making. In a recent work 
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Dye has developed a general diagram of linka ges implicit in ,

the conduct of policy analysis. (Figure 1—1)

FIGURE 1—1 Linkages in Policy Analysis

Environmen t ~olttical System Publtçj~ol&cy

- Institutions,
Processes,
Behaviors

(Environmental ____________________________ Public

D 
‘1Poltctea

Dye, Thomas, !Jnders~and inR Publi~~ Policy ( Englewood Cliffs:
Prentice—Hall, 1973), p. 5.

Dye’s model suggests that there are three maj or

categories to consider in policy analysis; the environment,

the political system, and public policy (an output which

also provides policy input in the form of feedback) .

Although Dye ’s approach is systemic as opposed to structural

functional , a close examination of figure 1—1 will indicate

that the linkages necessary for policy analyst s identified

by Dye are also included in the proposed framew ork .

_ _ _ _  ~~~~~-- -~ - - - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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David Easton’s Model

To more formally demonstrate the proposed framework’s

link with the traditional literature in the study of public

policy, the use of a second model , of’ which the Dye model

is a derivative, will be useful. To vi sualize the relationship

of the five components of the proposed framework to each

other and to the process of policy formulation , it is useful

to return to the basic model used by L~ vid EastOn to describe

the governmental decision-making operation . The basic model

demonstrates how decisions or policies are a function of the

- inputs which are in turn affected by subsequent output a.

Environment

[Decision_making
Inputs )r Outputs

Environment

Figure 1-2
Easton, David , a ~Ystema Analysis of Politica l Life, (New
York i Wiley , 1965), -p. 32.

By substituting Dye’s three categories, environment,

political system, public policy, for Easton’s inputs,

decision-making apparatus, outputs, the relationship between

the two is obvious. Both models specify identica l linkages

~

—- -— -- - ---- -

~
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inherent in the formulation of’ public policy and therefore

central also to the analysis of public policy.

Easton intended his structural approach to be a model

of political decision-making The implication of the model

is that if one can ident i fy  all the inputs and fully

comprehend the decision-making process within the ‘black

box ’, then one may predict policy. Although thi s rigor is

not claimed for the proposed comparative framework, by

superimposing the proposed variables on the basic Easton

- 
model , their relationship to each other is clarified, and

the appropriateness of the components for the study of

national security policy is demonstrated.

Figure 1—3

(Inputs) > Formulation Process (Outputs)

1. The Community
3. The Constraints 4. Functions

2. The Channels )r (pol icies)
a. Internal dimension
b. External dimension 5. Resource Allocation 5. Budgeting

t. me
Cc~~~~

i

,

~~
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Using this óonstruction as a heuristic model only,

several points are demonstrated. The point of Dye’s

triangular model is highlighted. The linkages involved in

the formulation of nationa l securi ty policy prevent the

establishment of clear cut categories such as inputs and

outputs. The nature of the process blurs these distinctions~
The constraints and the community represent inputs to the

formulation process and they compose the environment within

whi ch the process takes place. The commun i ty is also clearly

part of the formulation process. The resource allocation

process is a key part of the formulation process, but in

its final form (the budget~ represents an output of the

formulation process. AS a result of these linkages which

act to blur the definition of functions, the term framework

- is more appropriat e than model.

EXPLANATION OF “HE FRAMEWORK

The thesis of this paper Ia that research oriented in

terms of these f ive structural/descriptive components of the 
-

formulation process, the community, the channels, the constraints,

the functions, and the resource allocation process, will

facilitate the comparative study of national security policy .

A thorough explanation of what is included in each component

is necessary.

The Community

The defense community consists of all the participants,

- _ _ _
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individuals, interest groups, and sectors both public and

private , that are attentive to and which seek to influence

defense policy at any stage from inception to execution.

The initial step is the conduct of research necessary

to prepare a comprehensive list of all members of this 
-

community within the designated st8te. Some examples other

than the likely governmental part icipants,  chief of state ,

legislative body , and defense minis t ry /dep ar tment ,  are key

members of armaments industries, the existence of civilian

think—tank type opemttons concerned with national security

policy , or individual civilian s who provide input on defense
I 

- policy issues. In addition’ to the identification Of partici-

pants, an assessment should be made of the relative influence

of each within the community as a whole. Both the members

of a compt #,hensive defense community, and the relative

distribution of influence of each member within the community

will vary from country to country.

As was indicated the framework makes no assumption of

form of government. Research may reveal that a relatively

few or one major participant exercises the preponderance of

influence within the community. This situation has been

alleged in the case of Iran, where without doubt the Shah

holds primary influence. This does not mean that national

security policy flows directly from the Shah. A look below

the surface of governmental type will likely reveal more

than a community of one. In the case of Iran, there are a

number of influential families who have some influence as

-- - - - - — - - - —-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - --- - - - -
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well as a division of influence wi th in  the Shah’ s own -

household. Although the assessment of influence is important,

the comprehensive identification of all the participants

is equally important for  the purpose of comparative study.

A final factor to be considered is a discussion of the

tenor of civil—military relations within the community. It

is necessary to examine the balance between to tal civilian

influence and total mil i tary influence wi th in  the community.

What are the elements of civil control of the military if

in fact civil control exists?

The Channels -

The term channels refers to the processes of interaction

existing among the members of the ident if ied community. In

the development of this component, the goal of research is

to map the interactive processes through which defense

policy emerges and is executed. Implied by this concern for

the identification of the effective chenrcils by which defense

policy is developed and conducted , la tha t ~h~” -
~ m ay be a

difference between the established channels and the exist-

ing pattern of inter—act-ion of the participants. In short

• 
- 

one must be concerned with both formal structures and

organization patterns, and the possibility of the existence -

of informal processes.

It is not sufficien t to consider the official  governmental

chart which describes organizational relations as representing

the ‘importan t channels’ within the community in the 

-- - -- - - - - - - - - - -  - - --—-
~~~
-- -- --- -- - -

~~~~~
--—---- -- -----~~- — - - - - - -- - - - - - - --4
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consideration of national security policy. The existence

of’ such an official charting is useful for providing insight

and starting points, but informal patterns way be as

important or more important in the final determination of

policy. As an example, whereas by official organization-a

national security policy committee may be charged with the

development and implimentation of national security policy ,

the key decisions may be made by a select group within the

ruling cabinet. It is  essential that the effect ive channels,

whether they are formal or informal, be identified.

The constraints 
-

‘The Constraints’ refers to the explication of the

salient forces bearing on defense policy formation. In

combination with the community, the constraints represent

the inputs to the formulation process. If it is true as is

concluded in the study done by Bauer, Pool, and Dexter,

AmerIcan Busine~s and Pu~~ic
_PolIcy, that decision-making

is a social process imbedded in a stream of social processes,

then the constraints bearing on defense policy constitute

the stream.9

- Examples of typical constraints which may be important

for policy formulation in any country are* strategic,

technological , resource (money or raw material), political,

and institution/organizational. As is evident from this

listing, there is more than one dimension to constraints on

national security policy processes. In his art icle ~West

— — -~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - — - - -
~~~~~~~~~
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German Foreign and Defense Policy-An Analysis”, Professor -

Elmer Plischke distinguishes between the external dimension
- 10

and the internal dimension of constraints to security policy.

As previously described, the process of security policy

formulation takes place within the confines of a nation-.

state, however, it seeks to exert its influence largely

outside the nation—state. Although the formulation process

is internal, it is far from immune to the influence of’

external forces.

ffach of the sample constraints listed above have

potentially both internal and external dimensions. The best

example is political constraints. In formulating security

policy, what may be politically possible within the state,

perhaps even desireable, may be totally unacceptable because

of the political realities of the state’s position in the

international system. It is through thi s external dimension

of constraints that the international system intrudes on

the formulation of nationa l security policy.

The Functions -

It is in this component that concern for system outputs

is reflected. ‘The functions’ are the significant policy

results presently issuing from the community possibly in the

f i eld of but not limited tos strategy, personnel, procurement,

force structure , and doctrine. It is here that one is

concerned with particular policies, not in and of themselves,

but as they reflect the formulation process and as they serve 

- — - - -- - - - - —~~~~ - - - - - - — —~~~~
- - - - - — - - - - —- - —-~~~~~ -— - -  _ _ _ _
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to illum inate trend lines of’ policy as outcome s of community

functioning.

A major point in the analysis of policies as eystem

outputs is the extent to which they are aggregative.11 It

is important to discover whether a policy is the result of

a combination of interests or dicta ted by a power center

(either one or mult iple) .  It is necessary to discover

whether policy outputs reflect the society, the political

leadership, and if there is evidence that policie8 are a

result of a pluralistic process which allows for give and

take among recognized interest groups and inatitutiunel

members. It is here that the importance of the identified

functions lies rather than as policies in and of themselves.

The Resource Allocation Process

The final component in the comparative framework is the

re source allocation process. It is clear that thi s component

represents the type of linkage d~ scribed above whi ch tends

to blur the distinction between system and output. Within

the formulation process itself, the examination of the

pattern of interaction among the members of the community

concerning the allocation of resou rces deserves to be

— 
examined as a pattern distinct from others which may exist.

This is due not so much to the fact that the interactive

pattern of allocating scarce resources may be substantially

different from other influence patterns, but to the sign if—

icance of the allocation process result, the budget, as an



~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~
— -

27

output.

The resource allocation process can be viewed in essence

as the operationalization of policy. A policy may be

official ly sta t ed and therefore view ed as a funct-ion or

output. However, going back to the definition of policy,

some additional action is required to validate a policy. In

this respect as Lawrence &(orb has stated, “dollars are

policy ”. 12

In effect this  componen t of the framework implies a

method for testing the val idi ty of policy. By comparing the

output of the resource allocation process, the budget, with

the identified ‘functions’ It is possible to gain some

assessment of the validity of specific policies. For

example a nation-state may announce a policy of willingness

to wage a limited nuclear war at the tactical level.

However, if the budget allocates money ‘-0 the procurement

of large ICBMs and none to the development and procurement

of tactical nuclear weapons, then the policy is not

operationalized.

- Thb Modernization Bia s

-In  the discussion of this framework wi th  collea gues

and observers, the crit icism has been presented tha t the

framework applies well to the modernized nation s such as the

U. S. , Russia , France, Bri tain , etc. , but that it is not

useful in comparing the national security formulation

processes of less developed countries ( LDCs) . This criticism 
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need s to be examined. 
-

~

The genesis of this criticism Is probably to be found in

the preoccupation of some people with the ‘channels’ component.

When researching this element for a country such as the U.S.

one finds a multitude of actors, sophIsticated patterns of

relations steming from the specificity of bureaucracy, and

highly developed organizations oriented to defense policy.

within the civilian sector, one will find powerful and

sophistica ted policy analysis organization s which provide

input to the formulation process. The framework does not

specify that this level of development has tO be present, only

tha t- these five variables exist and are important.

No matter what the modernization level of a nation-state,

if it has national security policy concerns, a ‘community ’

of some sort exists. The members of that community interact

in some identifiable pattern. LDCs, perhaps more than other

more modernized states, will have ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ which impact

on policy although they will probably be of a different type

in comparison with those experienced in the modernized state.

Finally, there will be some outputs of’ the system in the

form of national security policy.

— The essence of the argument running throughout this paper

is that it would be impossible to have trananational comparison

of national security policy unless a common framework is

employed to structure the symmetry of the Information

developed. 

--  ---- -- -- -~~~~~- - - - - -- -- - -  - - — -~~~~ - - - -- _ --—----- -- -
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SUMMARY

The framework which has been proposed is essentially

descriptive—inductive in nature. It is intended not as a

structural—functional model which relates variables in a

specific fashion, but rather as a framework for research.

The goal is to generate factual informat ion in such a way

that it is comparative across national  boundaries. This

does not rul e out a certain degree of prescriptive possibil—

ity.

Descriptive models start from assumption s about how

variables are related to each other in fact. A prescriptive

model may draw heavily on descriptive models when there is

an at tempt  to ident ify the strategic variables whi ch could

be manipulated to cause the desired result)3 Thus it can

be seen that  prescription is heavily depend ent upon adequate

description.

Prescription in the sense that we can assembl e all the

variables involved in the formulation of national security

policy and accurately specify the relationships which exist

betw een and among these variables in such a way as to

anticipate the policy result is not foreseen. It ia foreseen

tha t by the energetic developmen t of the information specifi ed

by the proposed framework , it will  be possibl e to predict

which members of the community wi l l  be involved in the

formulation process. From thi s i t  will  be possible to predict

the patterns of interaction which wil l  d evelop as  the policy

is formulated. As the major constraints become known,

—- -

~
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together wi th  the above information it may become possible
to establish trend lines of policy outcomes although

probably not the specific policies.

~

---

~
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CHAPTER II 
-

A CASE STUDY : 
I

NA TIONAL SECURITY POLICY FORMULATION IN THE FEDERAL RJ~PUBLICOF GERMANY

Having presented and developed a framework which will

be useful in the guidance of research on the topic of

national security policy formulation, a case study is offered

of how national security policy ia formulated in the Federal

Republic of Germany ( FRG ) u t i l iz ing the framework . There

are several rea sons for conducting the ca se study. Primari~.y

it is important to demonstrate how the framework can be

employed to structure a design of the processe s by whi ch

security policy is formulated In a situational setting.

Secondly, the use of a case study illuminates the point

that the comparative value of the framework is derived f rom

the framework and is not a working part of the framework.

In other words there is no model which directly projects

compa rative ana lysis. The framework faci l i ta tes  comparison

by providing guidance f  or research ef for t s  and assuring the

symmetry of information presented. Comparison becomes a

subsequent action in which the community of’ one na t ion —

state can then be compared to the community of another. The

ways in which the communities interact may be compared or 
-

contrasted as well as the varied con straints  to which each

commun i ty is subject. Finally, the system output s may be

compared as to how they relate to the composition of the

-4
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community and to the exten t to which they are aggregative. 
-

In the conclusion to this chapter, it. will be seen that

from the case study conducted within these parameters it

becomes possible to set forth a number of general propositions

abou t the processes of national security policy which can

serve as baselines for comparative theory.

To facilitate the investigation of national security

policy formulation in the FRG, I will follow the outline of

the framework prefaced by a descriptive summary designed

to provide basic information and to establish the environment

in which national security policy is debated in the FRG.

Descriptive StImmR ry

The German mil i tary forces, the Bundeswehr, came into

being in 1956, as a result of a join t decision of the federal

government and the federal parliament to provide for the

rea rmament of the FRG. The Bund eswehr encompa sea 495,000

men of whom 345, 000 are Army, 108,000 Airforce and 38,000

Navy. In addition to the Bundeswehr, there exista a 63, 000

man Territorial Arm y which is under national command .1

The Army is comma nded by three Corp s Headquarters and

organized into 33 brigades. The Bundeswehr emphasizes the

brigade concept as a self—contained fighting unit capable

of individual employment. There are 13 armored brigades,

12 mechanized infantry brigades, 3 fighter brigades, 2
mountain brigades, 3 airborne brigades, and one separate

armored regim ent.2
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A reorganization progra m termed the Model 80 Concept is

currently being pursued by the Bundeswehr to strengthen I

German forces to better meet the growing Warsaw Pact

conventional threat.3 The goal is to make the combat units,

the battalions and brigades, more flexibl e on the battlefield.

There will be more ba t talions in a brigade but they will be

smaller ba t talions. This reorganization will increase the

number of tank s in both armored and mechanized infantry

brigades. There will also be a dramatic tncrease.in the

antitank weapons to 2500 ATGM systems.

The Territorial Army is under nat-tonal command and has

the mission of providing rear area security, traffic control,

refugee movemen t , etc. , within West Germany. The purpo se is

to free the Bundesw ehr and other NATO forces to concentrate

on combat missions without having to worry about rear area

security. - - 

-

The Bundeswehr is an ‘alliance army ’. It cannot, accomp—

lish its defense mission outside the NAtO structure.4 All

forces of the Bundeswehr are directly under NATO operational

command. These are the only forces in NATO subject to the

direct command of SACEULI. U.S. forces in West Germany come

first  under the command of the Commander, US*EUR, and are

indirectly commanded by SACEtJR. 
-

In time of peace the Forces, Territorial Army and

Bundeswehr (adminis t ra t ive con trol only) ,  are commanded by

the Minister of’ Defense.5 Upon promulgation of a ‘state of

defense’ by the Bundestag, command of the armed forces passes
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to the Federal Chancellor.6 The Federal Chancellor Is the

individual directly charged with responsibility for the

defense of the country.7

The FtIG has a sort of volunteer/intensive conscription

system , i.e. a mixed system based on the principle of -

universal, public service. About 55% of the force are

conscripts and 45% are professionals or career soldiers.8

Conscripts serve for 15 months of active duty and a standby

readiness term of 12 months. Any man liable to military

service can be called up In peacetime for a total of 24

monthg of milita ry service.9

In t-he FaG, conscienttous objector status is institution-

alized. ArtIcle 4, paragraph 3 of the Basic Law, the German

constitution , provides that no one may be compelled to render

war service involving the use of arms against his conscience.’0

Anyone who obj ects to mili ta ry duty may perform alternate

government service for a period of 1~ months as a substitute.’~
It has been necessary to register as a conscientious

objector and appear before a board to judge each case on an

individua l basis.

The trend is toward liberalizing the procedures for

claiming objector status. According to Georg Leber, the -

Federal Defense Minister, “the examination procedure for

conscientious objectors is to be discontinued for those not

called upon to serve, simplified ~nd speeded up for

conscripts, enlisted men and reservists. No examinations

Of conscience will in the future be conducted ”.12 The most
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recent legislation approved by the Bundestag in 1977 no

longer requires anyone to claim objector status in order to 
-

qualify for alternative service. The intention of the

legislation is to continue this ‘freedom from military

service’ as long as strength goals continue to be achieved.

Policy Formulation Analysis

Considering the model that’ has been chosen as a vehicle

for analy sis,  the logica l order of’ Investigation would appear

to be: (a) identifi cation of the community, (b) examination

of  the interactIve processes of’ the participants in the

community, (c) investigation of’ systemic constraints to

policy—mak ing, (d) the resource allocation process, and (e)

systemic Outputs. The logic In thi s order of priority is

obvious and stems from the central nature of’ the ~comrnunity~

to the formulation process.

Participants in Policy Formulation— ’ The Community ’

As a generalization , it can be said that there is no

‘strategic community’ in the West German population as we

might define the term. Important problems dealing with

security and defense policies are largely excluded from the

process of forming public opinion. That there is a clear

dearth of information available to the public is the view -

of one German civilian scholar engaged in research of defense

pol1cy.~-3 Of course, in the sense that there exist arms

- 

manufacturers,  bureaucrat s in the defense ministry , and

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _  -4
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other industrialists and officials whose livelihood stems

from defense related issues, there is a civilian community

of sorts. However, they are concerned more with lobby -

efforts than with discussion of substantive issues.

In a special issue of the Adeiphi Papers series, a

listing is given of civilian research groups and ‘think—

tank’ type operations whi ch are currently functioning in

West Germany. Many of these have the stated purpose of

conducting research on issues of national security interest

with the express goal of providing inpu t to policy. A

review of their sources of funding reveals that some are

totally supported by the German government. However, there

are a significant number which rely partially or totally on

funding from nongovernmental sources.

The extent of the development of’ a military—industrial

complex in West Germany is also a new subject of controversey.

In his article “The Mi l i t a ry—Indu s tr i a l  Comp lc~z in West

Germany and the Consequen~ea f  or Peace-Policy”, Fritz Vilmar

reaches severa l conclu sion s about the character  of’ mi l i ta ry—

industrial relation s in the FaG. As a resul t of economic

slowdowns beginning in 1967—68 , German industr ial ists  are

becoming increasingly desireous of defense contracts. As

of yet armaments expenditures have not been used by the

government- to bolster domestic employment-. Mr. Vi lmar

believes it is fa i r  to state that the economic power elite

in the FRG has not appeared as a protagonist of a high

armament budget, and is not yet strong enough to force the

L_ . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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government to build unnecessa ry weapons. His overall

assessment is that the size of’ the military—industrial complex

in West Germany is growing.

The present trend in this aspect of the communi ty is

a movement away from an essentially closed access community

to a more pluralistic structure.

It is frequently said by German officials that the FRG

has no ‘general staff’ vested with operational command

responsibility. It is reempha sized that in the event of

war, the bulk of’ the combat forces will be placed under the

control Of NATO commanders. In reality, there does exist a

national command structure although it does not resemble

f or mer German General Staff models nor is it equivalen t- to

the American JCS system. At the apex of the military estab-

lishment is an armed forces staff headed by the inspector

general of the armed forces. His is the highest military

position in the defense establishment. The highest ranE~ing

position in each of the regular services—the inspectors of

the army , navy, and air force—are also the chiefs of staff

of’ the respective services. The following diagram (figure

2—1 ) explains the command structure.

National Command Structure ’4

Minister f’ Defense

Inspector General of
Bund?swehr

IG ’~f IG ’of I~~ofArmy Navy Air  Force

Figure 2—1

——-—-
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The Federal Minister of Defense is at the top of the

peacetime command. Reporting directly to the Minister is’

the Inspector General of the Bundeswehr who is a general

officer and who has an administrative staff. Subordinate

to the IG of the Bundeswehr are the inspectors general of

the three services who are also senior military officers who

supervise administrative staffs. It is important to note

the t this arrangement is characteristically administrative

in nature. The operational planning and war planning functions

take place within the NATO framework.

The following participants comprise the primary policy

formulation community. 
-

Federal President—appoints all officers and NCOs
Federal Chancellor
Minister Of Defense
Foreign Minister
Finance Minister
Cabinet
Bundestag—1. Defense Committee

2. Defense Commissioner (ombudsman)
Federal Security Council (NSc equivalent)
Federal Intelligence Agency (CIA equivalent)
Federal Armed Forces Defense Council (JCS equivalent)
NATO Council

Interaction Processes of the Part Icip ant s— ’The Channels ’

The diagra m (2-2 )  on i-he following page provides some

insight as to how the major participants interact during the

decision—making process. There are some important observations

to be made from observing this dia gram. The arrangement is

not hierarchical , that is information or input does not flow

from top to bottom or bottom to top. The lines of
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commun ication make clear the empha si s placed on sharing of

input and the opportunity for debate. A key point is that

the Federal Intelligence Agency inputs to both the Federal

Security Council, and the Bundestag Committees. This provides

the legislative body with raw data upon which to make a

truly independent assessment.

The planning of the overall defense ~nd its implement-

ation are coordinated by a special cabinet committee, the

Federal Security Council , presided over by the Federal

Chancellor.15 The Federal Security Council is officially

charged with maKing national security policy. In reality,

policy tends to be debated here and as it stand s now, policy

is formally decided within the cabinet.16 The chief actors

in the formal decision—making stage are the Federal

Chancellor, the Minister of Defense, and the Minister or

Finance. 17

Concerning the interaction of military and civilians

in this policy procedure, the military impacts on the policy

process through two primary organizational tools. The

Minister of Defense provides direct inpu t for the mil i tary to

the cabinet . 18 The Federal Armed Forces Defense Council

provides direct representation to the milita ry through ita

affiliation with the Federal Security Council. There is the

feeling that times are changing in West Germany. The

mili ta ry i~ no longer kept at  arm s length as before .19

Ci vilian control is assured by the civil ian Minister of

Defense and the central role of the Federal Chancellor. The

- - - -- - - -~~~~~~~~~ - -~~~~~
- - - --
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principle that the Minister of Defense is a civilian is so

firmly established that a departure from it would probably

be considered of great significance. The Bundeswehr has

been under undisputed civilian control. There is no

military lobby associated with the parliament, and there

have been very few instances where military spokesmen have

attempted publicly or by personal contact to influence

parliamentary action. However, there is a perception that

the military is increasing its influence in i-he policy-

making process.20

Under i-he constitution , the Bundestag has been assigned

special rights of control over the Bundeswehr.21 These rights

are observed by the Defense Committee and by the Bundestag’s

Defense Commissioner (ombudsman). The Defense Committee

possesses the rights of a committee of investigation. As

an organ exercising parliamentary control, the Defense

Commissioner of the German Bundest’ag watches over the

constitutiona l rights of the serving citizen subject to the

special conditions of the army. The Bundestag has the power

to legislate on defense expend iture and on the numerical

strength and the general organizational structure of the

armed f o rces .22

‘Th e Constraints’

In his study of post-wa r FRG foreign policy , The SF1)

and European Integration, Professor William E. Paterson

states, “West Germany has served as the primary model of the
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‘penetrated political system’, a system-in which the major

political decisions affecting the future of that society

are taken primarily by the leaders of other states.”23 It

will become obvious from this paper tha t in the post—war era,

west German national security policy formulation has exhibited

a ‘system under constraints’ to a degree greater than any

other with the exceptii n of Japan .

In their order of importance , there are five categories

of constraints which impact on the policy formulation process

in the FaG: institutiona l, social , strategic, technological,

and economic.

Instt tuti~nai~
_Constraints

There are three primary institutional constraints which

have a direct influence on the security policy formulation

process. These are: the Basic Law (the constitution Of the

FliG), the Western Luropean Union ( Wi ~U ) ,  and the North Atlantic

Treaty Organization (NATO).

According to Article 87a of the Basic Law, the sole

task assigned to the Federal Armed Forces is defense.2h1

In conformity with the United Nation s Charter, the Basic

Law provides that the PHG may accede to a system of military

collective security to insure the preservation of peace.25

This has resulted in the creation of several unique features

which characterize the Federal Forces. ~ach of the armed

forces has been assigned very specific missions. Phe

assignment of such specific missions by the civilian 



~ _____

authorities lend clarity to what is expected of the military

and defines what the services should prepare to accomplish.

For example, ‘the Army must be able to defend the frontiers

of the F~G and to protect the rest of the Federal territory

against enemy invasion l1.26

Such a definition of mission has also led to significant

structural constraints. Logistical assets of the combat

forces have been tailored to the eztent that support of the

combat forces can be provided only within the territory of

the FRG.27 Additionc*lly, as a consequence of Article ~7a,

it would be illegal for the West German government to deploy

German military forces outside the FRG, not as members of a

collective securi ty force.

Article 26(2) of the Basic Law places restraints on the

manufacture of weapons, and Article 26 (1) makes the waging

of aggressive war illegal.28 The impact of this constitutional

constraint on weapons production is not obvious but never-

theless significant. In the FRG, it is illegal for a

civilian firm to manufacture weapons without the knowledge

and consent of the Federal government. Although this

restriction has not prevented the ri se of a large , modern ,

and sophisticated arm s industry in West Germany, it has

insured that the governmen t is knowl edgea ble about and in a

position to control the production of armaments, Of

critica l importance, is the fact  that the seductive feature

of armaments in being has been controlled to a significant

degree. It is not possible for a major aircraft company to

~
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develop a system independently and confront the decision—

makers with the wide range of capabilities the machine can

accomplish with the Inten t to seduce the policy maker to

approve the adoption of the system.

Article 145a (2) of the Basic Law grants investigative

powers to the Committee of Defense of the Bundestag.
29 The

Bundestag debates defense policy and monitors morale and

condition s of service. It is in the parliamentary arena

that the parties in opposition to the governm .~nt galn access

to defense information and details that are not made public.

Article 65 (a) invests power of command of the armed
30forces in the Minister of Defense in peacetime. It is

obvious that the constitution of the FHG operates as a

significant constraint to national security policy formulation

through the embedding of key principles and structural

features in the rule of law.

Western European Union (wI~UI

In 19514 , by the Brusseis~ Preety, the FRG renounced the f
production of atomi c , biological , or chemi cal weapon s and

agreed to international control of their armed forces.3’

In a WEU Resolution Of 9 May 1957 , the Bundeswehr was given

-weapon s which have both conventiona l and nuclear capability.

The authori ty  of dispo sal over the nuclear weapons lies

solely in the hands of the United States.32

The WEU also determines the stock levels of major weapons

and ammunition that may be accumulated in the Buadeswehr and
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makes inspection s periodically to ensure that the levels

are not exceeded. 3’

NATO

As a result of treaty agreement and as a pre—condition

for German rearmament, in the event of emergency the entire

Bundeswehr comes directly under NATO comniand.314 As a result

of the depth of German commitment to NATO, such specifics as

force deployment and operational command are dictated by

NATO command rather than as the result of national decision

making. Such a constraint is atypica l from the standpoint

of what is normally considered to be a right of na’ional

command. These restrict-ions can become critical as in the

case of the German campaign for a ‘forward defense’ strategy

in NATO. Whereas Germany was convinced of the necessity of

maintaining major defenses t~ast of the Ithine k~tver, the

German governmen t was forced to lobby the other members of

NATO in order to obtain th is  policy in the face of significant

allied interest in using the ilhine as a defensive barrier in

the primary defen se of Western Europe.

~ocipl Constraint .s

It can fairly be said tha t the Bundeswehr is an army

which has been denied a history. Within Germany it is -

common ly held that the history of the Bundeswehr dates only

from its format-ion in 1956. For perhaps obvious reasons,

there is a desire not to find the roots of the modern German

_ _ _ _  -~~ --—~~ - -----—~-- - _~ - - - - - ——----~ —---— - --—-— - --- - - - - - -
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milita ry in the legacy of German milit ary history. An -

outstanding example of this denial of a history is the

reaction of the Federal government in ~he Rudel case which

represented a small scandal in the West German military in

the Fell of 1976. Rudel had been an ace in the WW 11 
-

Luftwaffe and had been closely associated with Adolf’ Hitler

more for his military competence than for his political

views. when the active duty squadron of which Rudel had

been a part in WW II invi ted Herr liudel as an hon9red guest

to a reunion , the leadership of the Federal government

objected. When two active duty generals supported the

attendance of Rudel , they were relieved. In this case, Herr

Leber, the Minister of Defense, stated tha t the people of

Germany consider the twenty years of peace since the 
-

foundation of the Bundeswehr to be its historical legacy.

As pointed out in an important study by Dr. wolfgang

H. VOgt , “Armed Forces in a i~eace-Seeking Society ; Bundeswehr —

in a Confliet Between Internal Reform arid ff~ternal Detente ”,

the political, social, and economic condition s of a society

are determining factors for the military organization. *t

the time thia study was conducted , 1973, a projection of the

social changes In the situation of the l3undeswehr clearly

showed tha t the armed forces were being subjected more and

more to the pressure of internal reform policy and the external

policy of detente. Based on opinion survey sampling conducted

in 1971 and 1972, it was possible to detect a less positive

attitude Of the population toward military service. - Only a
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minority of the population perceived a military threat.

Dr. Vogt’s conclusion was that these social circumstances

were leading to an identity crisis for the Bundeswehr.’5

The denial of a military history could only aggravate this

identity crisis. -

It is a key in understanding this social perception

identified by Dr. Vogt to remember that these opinion setup—

lings were made at a time which corresponded exactly to the

time when the major achievements Of the Federal foreign

policy of’ Ost—Poittik w°~e~ b.tng realized. In the early

enthusiasm over the presumed accomplishments of Ost-Politik ,

there was a perception of’ greatly decreased military threat.

It is possible now to observe that the Bundeswehr has

passed through an identity cri sis exacerbated by these

societal perceptions. The recent Federal White Paper for

1975/1976, devoted considerabl e a t tent ion to analysis of

updated research data which show that these adverse trends in

public perception have now been reversed. ’6

However, the crisis has left its legacy in the Bundeswehr.

The emphasis is on civilianizing mili tary duties and heavy

investment in technica l education whi ch has civilian

application.

Another importan t socia l constraint is the social unrest

which has come as a result of the ‘technetronic age ’. In

Cri si s in~~uropean Defence, Geoffrey Lee Williams maintains

that-in the context of making of defense policy, the subject

of urban guerrilla warfare cannot be ignored any longer. ’7 
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He believes that the constraints on defense policy for gil

the nation s of Western Europe will be considerable.36 One

only has to consider the impact of the Bader-Meinhof gang

to highlight the meaning of this form of social constraint

for the FRG. 
-

~trgtegic Constraints

Ost—Politik

Although considered by many to have reached at least a

temporary impags, rapproachmen t with Eastern Europe is still

a key elemen t of foreign policy of the FRG. Defense policy

is seen as complementing the eastern strategy of normalizing

political relations with the Communist neighbors.’9 It has

been obvious that the Federal government has viewed a strong

defense alliance with the west as a key to dealing with the :

East. To a significant degree, future defense policy will be

influenced by developments in relations with the Fast.

Nuclear Weapons

By both desire and design, the FRG is compelled to rely
• 

- on the Ameri can strategic deterrent. To make this nuclear

— deterrent credible, they are forced to avidly support large

scale U.S. troop deployments in West Germany. The existence -

of these troops impact to a very great degree on FRG -

decision-making calculations. It has been hypothesized by

• many uninformed observers that if America were to substantially

reduce this foreign troop deployment in the PRG the German

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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government would be encouraged to increase the level of

their own forces to compensate. Such an assessment is

fallacious from at least two standpoints. As regards nuclear

weapons, such a substantial reduction in merican presence

would bring into real doubt the credibility of the American

nuclear guarantee. -

Of more importance, if American military forces should

be reduced , the Federal government would come under sharp

pressure to decrease the size of its conventional forces in

NATO and reduce defense expenditures generally.4° In the

words of Defense Minister Leber, ‘if left to fend for itself,

the FRG would not be capable of defending itself successfully

a~~inst military attack nor of developing a credible deterrent

against possible aggression~
1.141

Technological Constraints

west German industrial development has advanced to the

point where any desired system can be produced if the govern-

ment chooses to allocate the resources. - However, the increas-

ing costs of advanced technology-improved tanks, aircraft,

and missiles—have made if clea r to German officials that if

some division Of labor is not achieved , it will be necessary

to forego more and more military capabilities which they

could previously afford . 142 The Federa l government is -

dedicated to jo int technological developmen t and a sta unch

supporter of ‘standardization ’.4~ In addit ion , the govern-

ment has announced that it is wil l ing to take tempora ry

_ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _  — -  - --~- - - — - — - —----- - - - -——-_- - -- 
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set-back s in national production to foster standardization

• and cost savings.~
4

Economic Constraints

Against the background of the postwar German economic

miracle which has placed the West German economy on a leVel 
-

with the strongest economies In the world , it must sound

strange to speak of economic constraints having an influence

on national security policy formulation. It is a fact that

the economy is of’ such strength that limiting of defense

spending is truly a matter of’ political allocation of

resources and not as the resul’- of a failure of the economy.

And yet , there are restraints on spending for defense

projects. West Germany characterizes herself as a ‘social

welfare democracy’. Competition for monetary resources to

increase social services is strong and backed by the bulk

of the sOciety.4~ Once again as ~1inister Leber observes,

“due to the multitude of other domestic need s and the rising

demand s made by the citizen on the state , moneys used for

defense are felt to be more objectionable than in the past.

The defense budget is therefore a popular butt of criticism ”.46

In addition, there are some elements which still fear

the existence of a large military establishment which might

tend to militarize society. The prospect- of a ‘resurgent

Germany’ is not favored by a substantial number of’ Germans

as by other Europeans. West Germany still worries about her

ima ge.47

- -
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The Itesource Allocation Process (Budgeting)

Defense spending as a percenta ge of GNP has steadily

risen since 1970. In 1976, defense spending accounted for

4.7% of GNP.413 Defense spending as a percentage of the total

federal budget has decreased. From 1970 until 19 75, defen se

spending remained steady at around 22~ of the federal budget.

In 1975, it fell to 19.2% and in 1976, ~~~~~~~ Chiefly as

a resul t of the  booming nat ional  economy , the Ge rman govern-

ment has been able to increa se defense expenditure s while

still choosing to allocate less of a percentage of the total

federa l budget to defense.

By far the largest portion of capital expenditure goes

for military equipmen t- and military research, development,

and testing.50 The presence of allied armed forces on FztG

territory presents the FRG with additiona l defense burdens.

‘rhis is acquired both through costs of property and quarters

provided to foreign troops and payments made by the PuG to

off—set balance of’ payments deficits of the U.S. and Britain

as a result of s ta t ioning of troops in Germany.

In 1975, the PuG spent more on common defense than any

other NATO nation except- the U.S., both in absolute terms

and per head of population. The 1976 expenditure was up

2.6% over 1975. Chancellor Schmidt is ~tnown to believe that

reducing U.s. commitments to NATO would lead to reduced

defense spending by his government. He has publicly rul ed out-

greater German efforts to make up the difference because

_ _  _ __ _ _  _ __ _ _  _ _ _ _  _ _  
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lack of money, manpower and popular support would preclude

such a solution.5’

The actual procedures engaged in by the major participants

in the defense community which result in the allocation

of defense resources provides a valuable insight into the

democratic processes which are operational in the Pu G. The

process is Initiated when the Defense Minister provides

~uidance to the budget planning group within the Ministry

of Defense.52 This guidance concern s the desirea Of the

Defense Minister and outlines the realistic amount-s which

the budget planning group ~&n corisid-r . The budget planning

group, based on t-his guidance and with input provided by the

services, prepares a rough budget- which is then laterally

coordinated wit-h a similar planning group in the Ministry of

Finance. Once a rough budget is laterally coordinated and

all but major decision s resolved , the Minister of Defense

introduces the budget to the cabinet. It is within the

cabinet, under the guidance of the Federal Chancellor, that

the hard issues are decided and the cabinet as a whole makes

the final budgetary allocations.

The Major Systemic Outputs-’The Functions’

In the case of the FRG the consistency demonstrated by

all elements of the communi ty ,  both in publiâ statements by

individuals and in government publications such as the annual

defense white paper an~ the Fncts on Germ~~j publication,

leaves little doubt that there is widespread consensus

____ ___________
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within the community concerning major policy objectives which

are then translated into system outputs. ‘l’he supreme goal

of the FRG’s security policy is to protect the freedom and

the independence of the Federal Republic of Germany from

military threats and from political pressure and to safeguard

peace. 54 Ha rdly any other state has armed i$-~ forces so

obviously and exclusively purely for defense.

In an article published in NATO Review in 1976, Georg

Leber outlined the five principles underlying German defense

policy. In his order of priority they are:

(1) Alliance oriented
(2) Bundeswehr defensive only
(3) Forward defense
(Ii.) Totality of deterrence—conventional, tactical

nuclear, strategic nuclear. (flexible response)
(5) Standardization

These five principles can be viewed as a concise

statement of the major outputs of the FRG national security

policy formulation process. It is easy to see how the major

F constraints of the environment have had significant effect

on these outputs. The defensive characterization and the

alliance structure are direct results of the pattern of

constraints.

These major system outputs are also aggregative in nature.

They reflect the result of political give and take among the

major participants in the communitN. A survey of important

security policies over the years shows tha t even with a major

change of political leadership from the dominant CDU/CSU

coalition to the present SPD coali$-ion , the central character
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Of West German security policy has remained amazingly st-able.56

SUMMARY

As can be implied from the discussion of constraints

which shape the national security policy formulation process

in West Germany , the system serves as an example of one 
-

molded by con straints. And yet , as evidenced by the approach

to interaction which exists in the structura l procedures

for deciding policy and the democratic give and take involved

- in the resource allocation process, the FRG serves also as

a model which recognizes plurality of interests in decision

making.

Based on this case study, a number of normative statements

necessary for comparison are possible. The community which

participates in forming security policy in the FRG is open.

There are regular actors but there is access for new

participants. The civilian community is growing more

interested in security policy and is seeking a greater input

role. The patterns of interaction are dominated by the

civilian political leadership. Military input is routinized

but secondary. There is reason to believe tha t the civilians

are becoming more willing to consult the military.

West Germany is seriously constrained in the formulation

of her national security policy, but the future will serve -

to loosen some of these constraints. The trend in foreign

policy is toward a less constrained environment for the FaG.

This should serve to loosen some of the external constraints.
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As the military-industrial complex ma tures in the Fd~,

this may lead to some internal loosening as well. Guided

by its constraining influences, the system appears to have

evolved into a positive example of how national security

policy can be effectively formulated in a democracy.

,-
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CHAPT~R III

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND I ECOML4ENDA’rIUNS-
FOR FURTH1~H RES~AaCH -

~iscus~~pn and Conclusions 
-

In chapter one of this paper a proposed framework

specifically designed to facilitate the comparative study

of national security policy was presented. Two genera l

beliefs underlay the decision to investigate this topic and

the manner of approach used. The first of these concerns

the nature of the existing literature dealing with the

comparison of security policy. This litera ture overwhelm-

ingly tends to be concerned wit.h policy as opposed to the

processes and procedures of the formulation of policy. As

a result, there is no single study which was truly comparative

in the sense that the author employed any type of research

design to structure research, comparison, and findings. By

and large the writ ing in the area of security policy exhibits

a high degree of fragmentat ion whi ch cha racterizes the field

of international relations in general.

Secondly , if the field of International relations is

to make progress beyond its present level of achievement,

effort must be applied to build on past research. In

man y respects those wri t ing in the field are still engaged

in periodically re—inventing the wheel. If used at all ,

past research ie largely viewed as a new departure point,

I. ~~
--
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or as a new aspect of the sa me problem to be pursued from a

different angle. The effort must be made to promote the

cumulative nature of international relations research.

In this respect one can draw heavily on the study Of

domestic policy-making to demonstrate a framework tailored

to the study of national security policy. In the work of

Thomas Dye and L~vid Easton, the nature of public policy-

making has largely been clarified. b~ developing the major

variables which are central to the s-tuc~ ~f national security

policy, and considering them in the light of these classical

models, the inter—relation ships of the variables are seen

to be the same as those specified by the domestic policy

models.

Chapter two is a ca se study wi th in  this fra mework . A

conclusion to be drawn from the use of the framework to

conduct the case study is that not only would the proposed

framework have a major impact on facilitating the acquisition

of existing research and information, it- would also improve

• the quality of tha t research. First, because scholars

would be forced to depend on the five elements of the

framework, they would become more fully aware of the exact

purpose of their study. The framework is intended to be

self—applied and therefore it is not overly specific in the

basic construction. It is intentionally simplified so that -

ite range of application can encompass all nation—states,

and so the maximum freedom of discovery is preserved to

prevent the pre—determination of outcome. In this sense, it

_ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - -  ~~~~ •-—-~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - - - -~~~~—
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could be seen as providing a checklist for the scholar to

align his work in the general pattern of existing works and

would contribute to better organization of research in the

field.

A second benefit to be derived from using the proposed -

framework is that competing hypotheses would be less difficult

to ident ify and compare. Literature searches and l i terature

review s could acquire informat ion about the status of various

theoretical propositions more easily. Third, and- closely

related to the second point , scholars in one policy field

could find, out- if scholars in other policy field s have

discovered new relationships such as between environment and

policy. Since much domestic policy research already uses

the concepts and linkages inherent in this framework,

theoretical findings in one domain could be applied to the

study of security policy and vice versa.

A major conclusion which becomes evident from the nature

of the proposed frameworK and the case study of policy

formulation in the FRG is the dependence of the entire

procedure on the detailed examination of the ‘defense

community ’. In many respects the other four variables are

dependent on a reasonable degree of success in the identit—

ication of at least the major participants in the security 
-

policy formulation process. Without such knowledge it

certainly would be impossible to map the patterns of

interaction necessary to describe the existing processes of

formulation.

- - --- -- -~~~~ - —- 
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It is here that- a potential problem with the framework ,

exists and therefore a valid criticism. In the transnationál

examination of national security policy, one may encounter

political systems so closed that meaningful determination of

the majo r actors in security policy issues is prevented. An-

example of such a case is tha t of China (PtI c) .  In the PIIC

the closed nature of the society in general is reflected in

the area of national security policy. It is frequently

impossible to determine the identity of members of routine

government agencies not to mention those responsible for

determining security policy.

Under such conditions the proposed framework is not

likely to facilitate significant insights into the formulation

process. In many cases the determination of exi sting outputs

or policies of such a system is a subject for intelligence

operations rather than traditional research efforts.

However, when such a system is encountered , no other paradigm

based on research would prove of greater success. The

‘defense community ’ is so much at the center of any

comparative design that  it. seems to serve as a general

limiting fea ture.

- Because the concept of ‘defense community’ is so basic

- - to the process of security policy analysis, some consideration

should be given to how one might go about identifying those

select actors in a much larger pool of policy oriented

participants who provide input to the formulation of national

security policy. As mentioned above the framework has been

— — - - -
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simplified and rationalized for a number of reasons. No

attempt has been made to provide a comprehensive list of

participants in defense related actions, nor has an ideal—

type community been provided. But it is less than comprehen-

sive to stress the central nature of the defen se communi ty

without providing some clue as to how one might go about

ident ifying the requisite key actors. There are at least

two approaches which can be used : poli cy tra cing and

structural analysis. 
-

The use of policy tracing involves the selection of a

system output , preferably a controversial policy, and the

methodical tracing of the policy backwards through the

formulation process to ident ify which actors provided input.

All members of the defense community do not become involved

on every policy issue. Therefore, it is highly liKely that

some importan t actors will not be ident i f ied using this proced - -

ure. Thi s is especially true if the policy selected for

tracing happened to have been lightly debated. One way to

redu~-~e th,~ !lI a~ f l t tU d e  of the se problems is t-o select a

number of policies covering a spectrum of system involvement

for tracing. In this way some feel f  or the relative degree

Of influence of the Various actors may also be gained .

- - In the structural analysi s method , the level of analyst s

becomes the departments, agencies , and bureaus specifically

identified as having responsibility for security policy

formulation. He re the concern many times becomes whi ch

individual wi th in  the structural element actually provides

H - _ _ _ _ _
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the department’s input. The broader question which must be,

considered is which structures are actually involved in

policy—making. Great care is necessary in thia method to

insure that the designation of structure s as inputs to

securi ty policy does not - become the sole criteria for

analysis. In many cases the of f ic ia l ly  designated structures

may not be exercising the influence indicated. Another

danger is that there will be a tendency to exclude extra—

structural actors from consideration. 
- 

—

Researcher vs Policy Maker

Finally, it is conceivable that this proposed framework

can be employed in such a way as to have relevance for the

policy—maker. As previously pointed out, there is consider—
I

able reason to believe that policy-makers in general do not —

anticipate assistance in performing their task from the field

of international relations theory. The fact tha t some of the

key scholars doing international relations research have

acknowledged this fact and denied that their work needs to

have any relevance to the policy—maker has served to widen

the gulf. 
-

- 
By and large their goals are different. The scholars

— 

- 

are looking 1’ or patterns which might some day provide

definitive answers. The policy-makers are operators charged

with the constant necessity to define their situation,

identity goals and examine and choose amon3 alternattve~. I

believe that the framework I have outlined will help any

L__- 

--~~~~~~~~~
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potential or real politica l act-or in performing these

classic steps of defining their situation , identifying goals,

and exploring as well as selecting alternatives. To illustrate

the utility of the framework , I will use an example based

on the question Of arm s sales to foreign governments. 
-

Figure 3—1 indicates the kinds of questions suggested

by the framework for each of the three classic rational

decision—making steps.

Figure 3—1 Policy-Mai ing Matrix

Environment rhe Channels The Functions
(The community & (Policy)
the constraints)

What are the
condition s with

Defining respect to the Who are the major Wha t are the
the sale of arms to actors and wha t existing

• Conditions foreign states? are their capabil— policies of
ities and relation— critical

Who are the actors ships? actors?
for and against
the sale?

What is the nature
of the constraints
to sale?

What conditions 
—

should exist with What changes might What policies
Identifying respect to the occur in the major do I want those
Goals sale of arms to actor’s relation— critical actors

foreign states? ship in the policy to have?
process?

How are our -

overall security
goals aided or
retarded by the
sales? -

What are the How ~~uld changes What policies
possible -in actor’s relat— would create

Selecting consequences of ionahipg change the preferred
Alternatives specific policies? conditions?

policies?
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The question s that have been generated by the framework

and that appear in figure 3—1 clearly indicate the need to

consult different expertise. In the area of arm s sales to

foreign governments, for example, question s about the

economics involved would best be answered by economisté if

they impact on defining the situation or selecting alternatives.

Questions about the existing and likely predisposition s of

• the actors and their likely policy outputs might be handled

by political experts in such operationa l positions as

journalist , intelligence analyst or international business

official. As far as identify ing goals is concerned, the

source of the identification should be those individuals

within a group or institution who know and represent the

values of that group or institution.

Because the framework brings a certain degree of

formalization to the policy-making process, it can be used

to identify basic question s which are policy relevant.

Such guidelines are importan t especially for large organi zat— - 
-

ions where specialized intensive studies could provide a

critical part of the picture. For example, models of the

relationship between arms sales and regional warfare could

be developed so that the effect of a particular increase

‘in arms sales could be projected. This would be a small

part of the entire picture the policy-maker has to take

into account. However, the information generat-~d by the

model as well as the decision to devote resources to construct

the model in the first- place could be made more quickly if

• I
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a general framework were used in approaching the question.

The policy—maker could benefit  substantially from a

framework such as the one provided because of i t s  Integrative

value. The f ramework could serve as a guideline for asking

questions and piecing together necessary information. The

systematic approach to dealing wi th  policy questions can -

serv e in planning the policy—m aking process so that it is

• not dominated by one discipline or one spokesman. It

creates a built—in structure that allow s the policy—maker
- - 

to obtain and handle the information necessary for intelligent

decision—making.

Recommendations for Further Research

As h a s  been pointed out, this framework is heavily

descriptive in na’-ure. The elements of the framework are

basically deduced from the established models Of public

decision—making. As a result, there is no assurance that

other variables may not be acting on the process nor is

there a great deal of predictive value as far as specific

policies are concerned.

It would be interesting to see if future research, by

using this framework as a departure, might inductively

develop a more rigorous model of the national security

policy formulation process.

a
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