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Introduction

The last few years have witnessed a number of significant, and often troubling, changes to the top-level management structure of the UK’s national intelligence machinery.  The conventional understanding of the British system is that, since the dark day of the Blitz the Joint Intelligence Committee has provided continuously operating, tried and true apparatus for coordinating and managing Britain’s national intelligence effort.
  The JIC is composed of the heads of the three national security and intelligence agencies, the Chief of Defence Intelligence, representatives of a number of policy departments, and has strong leading figures in form of the JIC Chairman and an Intelligence Coordinator (although the latter post’s  formal title has varied somewhat over time).  According to this orthodoxy, the JIC in conjunction with the machinery under it known collectively as the Joint Intelligence Organisation (JIO) coordinates the national intelligence and security agencies (SIS, GCHQ and the Security Service
), sets their requirements and issues national intelligence appreciations or ‘assessments’ that help inform the decision-making of ministers and senior civil servants, and helps formulate the annual national intelligence budget. But this has not, in fact, been an accurate description of British intelligence is actually run for some time. Since summer 2009, in particular, the JIO’s functions have been steadily divided and redistributed within the Cabinet Office and the JIC itself increasingly marginalised and ineffectual.
For seven decades the JIC has been seen as an enviably successful example to the rest of the intelligence world, with even American observers often looking to its collegiality and atmosphere of trust and mutual support as desirable albeit not necessarily easy to emulate.
  It is surprising, therefore, that the UK has abandoned such a tried and true formula; still more so that such significant changes should have been undertaken with so little real debate and deliberation both within government and without.  And despite the publicity surrounding the establishment of a new National Security Council and National Security Adviser by the new Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition government, they have elected to the troubling 2009 arrangements forward virtually unaltered.  With the central coordination of intelligence in the UK at its weakest since before the Second World War there is no sign that the new administration in Downing Street is even aware that any problem exists.  To make matters still more alarming, pressure on the intelligence community is only likely to increase in the wake of the Government’s budget-triaging Strategic Defence and Security Review. Consequently, conditions are taking shape for Britain’s intelligence community to slide into an unprecedented crisis in its top-level management with all that implies for the effective provision of national security for the United Kingdom. (1)
Custom and Precedent
The conventional understanding of the JIC system recounted above actually describes a formula that took shape during the Cold War and acquired much of its specific as a result of reforms commenced by Cabinet Secretary Sir Burke Trend in 1964
 and which culminated in sweeping changes to Joint Intelligence Organisation in 1968.
  It is important, however, to also keep in mind that the JIO did not function as a stand-alone intelligence architecture but stood at the centre of an interlinked and cross-connected triad of hierarchies within the Cabinet Office for policy, intelligence and security respectively.  Each hierarchy answered to a separate Cabinet Subcommittee of Ministers beneath which came various top-level civil service committees of at the permanent undersecretary (PUS) level
, then interagency executive-level committees under which would be arrayed a constellation of senior working-level subcommittees.  These committees had interlocking memberships because many of the same departments and agencies were involved in each sphere and frequently shared administrative staffing arrangements.

Consequently, at the top of the policy machine was Cabinet’s Defence and Overseas Policy Committee (DOPC) which had under it the Permanent Secretaries’ Overseas Policy and Defence Official Committee (OPD(O)) supported by an Overseas and Defence Policy Staff (2).  Under OPD(O) was another assortment of task-specific executive and working level subcommittees, such as the Joint Action Committee (JAC) which supervised covert action.
    In the same fashion, protective security and counter-intelligence answered to a Ministerial Committee on Security which was supported at the by the Official Committee on Security (S(O)) which, unlike the intelligence hierarchy, included representation at both the heads-of-agency and permanent secretaries’ level.  Under S(O) were various specialist interagency committees dealing with matters like general security policy or personnel security and vetting.
  At the core of all of this, however, was the intelligence hierarchy, and at the heart of that was the Joint Intelligence Organisation. 
At the very top of the intelligence hierarchy was an overarching ministerial committee on intelligence which changed names depending which party was in power.  Under Labour it was the Committee on Security and Intelligence (CSI) and under the Conservatives the Committee on Intelligence and Security (CIS; no one appears to have had any plan for what to call it in the seemingly unlikely event that the Liberals ever returned to power on their own).  The ministerial committee was chaired by the Prime Minister and its core members were the Foreign, Defence and Home Secretaries and Chancellor of the Exchequer.  Under the ministerial committee was the permanent secretaries’ ‘official committee’ called the Permanent Secretaries’ Committee on the Intelligence Services (PSIS).  This was chaired by the Cabinet Secretary and included the Permanent Secretaries of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Defence, Home Office and the Treasury with the JIC Chairman and the Intelligence Coordinator in attendance.
At the executive level came the best known feature of the entire system, Joint Intelligence Committee.  Within the JIC membership, the Chief of SIS (sometimes called ‘C’), Director of GCHQ and Director-General of the Security Service all held junior Permanent Secretary seniority while the representatives of various policy departments, Chairman and Coordinator were nominally appointed at Deputy Undersecretary level.  The deputy chair was provided by the head of the Defence Intelligence Staff which was also appointed at the military equivalent of Deputy Secretary (i.e. three star).
  Formal rank differences, however, were rather a subtext and discussion tended to proceed very much on a peer-to-peer basis
 although clear leadership by a strong Chairman was essential to the process and is clearly visible throughout the JIC’s archival record.

Below the JIC was a range of working-level subcommittees and staffs.  These included an Assessments Staff which drafted national assessments, the Current Intelligence Groups which reviewed and agreed draft assessments for JIC ratification, a small Coordinator’s Group and the JIC Secretariat who controlled the paper flow and published and circulated the reports it generated.
  The CIGs were actually senior working-level JIC subcommittees, each with a geographical or functional remit.  The Chief of the Assessments Staff also sat on the JIC, and heads of the Assessments Staff drafting teams typically chaired the various CIGs.  

The Chairman and Coordinator formed the hub of the JIO. Broadly speaking JIC Chairman managed the activities of the Committee and its subcommittees, the Secretariat and the Assessment Staff while the Coordinator handled what today would be termed ‘the interagency’; mediating disputes between the various agencies as well as steering and facilitating the formulation of national intelligence requirements and budgets. The Chair had originally been filled by the Foreign Office since 1939, although after Lord Franks’ 1983 Falkland Islands Review
 the position was provided by the Cabinet Office.  The post had started out as comparatively junior as a Foreign Office Assistant Secretary but by the 1960s it was appointed at Deputy Secretary level.  The Coordinator was one of the main innovations of the 1968 Trend reforms, although the possibility of separating JIC management from the interagency role had been considered as early as Air Chief Marshall Sir Douglas Evill’s post-war review in 1947.
  In principle the Coordinator was appointed at Deputy Undersecretary as well, although in practice it was filled by a retired senior officer from one of the national agencies, more often than not a former intelligence agency head. As a general rule, nonetheless, the JIC Chairman held the leading role in JIC affairs.
The JIO system was concerned with four main functions: national assessments, interagency coordination, national intelligence requirements and priorities and finally the budgets of the three national agencies.
  The JIC was directly responsible for day-to-day management of the first three, although the Permanent Secretaries committee was charged with ‘broad supervision over the intelligence community as a whole’.
  Approval of the intelligence budget, known originally as the ‘Intelligence Estimates’, was a PSIS matter and not handled by the JIC as such, although elements of the JIO steered the calculation and negotiation of the Estimates.  As noted above, the Assessments Staff drafted national assessments which were subject to interagency challenge, review and coordination (in the American sense) by the Current Intelligence Groups before being signed off by the JIC. Requirements were articulated through an annual National Intelligence Requirement and Priorities Paper (NIRP).  The NIRP was formulated through interdepartmental discussions steered by the Coordinator and the Coordinator’s Group.  It was then reviewed and agreed by the JIC and forwarded to the Permanent Secretaries’ Committee who passed it up to the Ministerial Committee for approval.
  Budget discussions were handled similarly by the Coordinator and Coordinator’s Group, but once formulated, the Estimates went directly to the Permanent Secretaries’ Committee and were then ‘sponsored’ during annual Cabinet budget debate by the Foreign, Defence and Home Secretaries rather than being handled by the ministerial intelligence committee.
 It is, however, easy to overstate this difference because these ministers were also principal members of the Ministerial intelligence committee.
The JIO’s centrality reached beyond just intelligence.  Activities by the national agencies in support of security policy or covert actions formulated by Joint Action Committee in the policy hierarchy and approved by OPDO(O) and DOPC all had to be funded from moneys allocated under the Intelligence Estimates, and factored as far as possible into NIRP, both promulgated by the JIC.  The JIC’s Secretariat staffed not only the JIO but also the S(O) machinery and elements of the policy machine such as the JAC.  The JIO and its senior officials managed the machine, set the requirements and supervised the purse-strings; it ran British intelligence coherently and consistently and provided ‘joined up government’ for intelligence long before the idea became the watchword of Civil Service reform in the 1990s.  It had its limitations, to be sure.  It was both constrained as well as supported by the fact that its decisions had to be a consensus.
  Formally it depended on buy-in and negotiation rather than any ability to whip agencies and departments into line.  But always behind the authority of the JIC Chairman and the Intelligence Coordinator loomed that of the Cabinet Secretary and behind him the Prime Minister and the ultimate authority of the Royal Prerogative.  But unlike the strife-prone and chronically deadlocked US intelligence community machinery
 it worked, and by the standards of getting things done in any large organization, it worked well.

The Tinkering Years
After the Cold War the JIC came under pressure from a range of directions.  First of these was adjusting to the new strategic reality and the fiscal stringencies of the expected ‘peace dividend’.  Second was a new public scrutiny arising from the establishment of legislative oversight via the Intelligence and Security Committee under by the 1994 Intelligence Services Act.  Then came the combined challenges presented by the New Labour government of Tony Blair elected in 1997, a government whose leadership had no prior ministerial experience and hence no first-hand understanding of government in general or intelligence in particular.  The first challenge was the impact of the Blair government’s campaign for civil service reform.  The second was New Labour’s own hierarchy- and clique-oriented organisational ethos which has been described as ‘Napoleonic’ even by one of its original architects.
  Finally there were and finally the jolts of 9/11 and Iraq and the Blair government’s determined (and largely successful) efforts to transfer blame for their policy decisions to the intelligence community.
Initially, the ‘peace dividend’ austerities actually provided the JIC with means to reinforce its role and authority.  Under John Major’s second government, former Permanent Undersecretary of Defence Sir Michael Quinlan undertook a review of intelligence resourcing and coordination which prompted an overhaul of JIC budgetary and requirements systems that served to bind the two more closely together than ever. 
   The ‘Intelligence Estimates’ were replaced with a new scheme termed the Single Intelligence Vote (later Single Intelligence Account or SIA).  Furthermore, the agencies would have their performance and expenditure of SIA funds evaluated annually by the Coordinator against the tasks laid upon them under the National Intelligence and Requirements Paper.
  The result was not merely a budget on the one hand and a wish list on the other.  It was a fiscal management formula intended to help the agencies steer their expenditure while at the same time tightening up the ability to assess their value-for-money.  

At the same time, the intelligence community had to reckon with a new level of oversight from the Intelligence and Security Committee.  From its inception, the ISC persistently expressed concern about the apparent inactivity of the permanent secretaries’ and ministerial committees.  Both rarely actually convened.  Instead, the annual intelligence requirements and Single Intelligence Account were simply circulated to their memberships individually and signed off.  Successive ISCs between 1995 and 2008 viewed this as an alarming sign of lax supervision and weak oversight.
  There seems to have been no consideration of the possibility that there was no real need for PSIS or the Ministerial committee to meet because any contentious or unresolved issues were being effectively dealt with one or two echelons down at the executive and senior working levels.  And, if a truly intractable difference amongst the intelligence community presented itself the possibility of meeting at the official and ministerial levels was still there.  Instead the matter was cast by the politicians on ISC as a failure of governance rather than a success of management.

There was also dissatisfaction on the ISC regarding the roles and responsibilities of JIC Chairman and Intelligence Coordinator.  As noted earlier, there had long been discussion over whether the two roles should be combined or separate; Evill had elected to keep them together, Trend to separate them.  During the 1990s the practice resumed of amalgamating the two positions.  One such combined JIC Chairman/Coordinator was Sir Peter Ricketts (recently, of course, appointed the new National Security Advisor, to which we shall return).
  At this point, the ISC began to sound a note of concern.  While the Chairman had been traditionally drawn from the FCO or Cabinet Office, the Coordinator had always been a senior intelligence practitioner from one of the national agencies.  Amalgamating the two in the Chair meant that the interagency role was no longer handled by a career intelligence professional.  As a result, in its 1999-2000 annual report the ISC concluded that the combined position was being ‘reduced in scale and influence’, resulting in their oft-quoted concern that there might be a ‘a weakness at the centre’ of the JIC.
  The ISC’s conclusion seems somewhat paradoxical given that the original reason Evill and Trend considering separating the posts was the danger overloading the Chair rather than under-powering it.  That being said, the amalgamation was problematic from either point of view.
The impact of the September 11 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States the government both accelerated the impact of New Labour’s civil service reform programme on the Joint Intelligence Organisation.  It also provided a lever for the Blair leadership bring intelligence more into line with their preferred management model while making a public show of mobilising the government to deal with the threat of Jihadist militancy.  Despite its rhetoric of ‘joined up government’, Tony Blair’s New Labour appears to have been primarily geared towards hierarchical, bureaucratic models of management.  This stands in contrast with the flexible, collegial and network-oriented ‘organic’ approaches that management research since the 1960s has consistently concluded are best suited to the kind fluid, changing and complex circumstances
 that confront intelligence organisations. This approach had already had an impact on the Cabinet Office policy hierarchy under the Cabinet Defence and Overseas Policy Committee.  As part of a supposed modernisation of the Cabinet Office secretariat system the old formula of the Overseas Policy and Defence (Official) Committee (OPD(O)) and its OPD(O) Staff had been replaced with a new, more mechanistic Overseas and Defence Secretariat. (3)
  (4) ODS was, furthermore, detached from the Cabinet Office entirely and transferred to the Prime Minister’s Office in 10 Downing Street.  This ran somewhat counter to the traditional proximity and interconnectedness of policy, intelligence and security, although the head of ODS sat on the JIC and the working level policy subcommittees such as the Counter-Proliferation Committee retained their interlocking memberships with the intelligence and security bodies.
     

The first phase (5) New Labour’s restructuring of intelligence was to replace the Trend-era Intelligence Coordinator with a new Security and Intelligence Coordinator (SIC).  The new post was appointed at serving permanent secretary grade in the form of former GCHQ director Sir David Omand.  The SIC oversaw not only the intelligence interagency but also a new Civil Contingencies Secretariat concerned with what became known as ‘resilience’ (effectively homeland security).
  The new post also took over the Cabinet Secretary’s intelligence role in order to free the latter to concentrate on civil service reform.  Consequently the Coordinator also acted as accounting officer for the SIA and chaired the Permanent Secretaries’ committee.  At the same time, the JIC Secretariat (6) was expanded and formally subsumed the Coordinator’s Group to cope with the SIC’s new responsibilities  and was redesignated the Intelligence and Security Secretariat (ISS).(7)

One of the side effects of this development was to once again decouple the Coordinator’s role from that of the JIC Chairman.  The latter post was taken up by SIS’s former Director of Security and Public Affairs (now Sir) John Scarlett.
  However, after the revelations about Iraq and reports by the ISC
, Lord Hutton
 and Lord Butler
 the Government re-amalgamated the two positions in the form of a Permanent Secretary for Intelligence, Security and Resilience (PUS/ISR).  The original PUS/ISR was Sir Richard Mottram.
  In the event, however, Mottram delegated the task of actually chairing the JIC to a junior official for whom he served as both line manager as well as senior colleague on the JIC.  The historical relationship between Chairman and Coordinator had now been effectively reversed, and national intelligence under New Labour was becoming increasingly geared towards hierarchical leadership rather than collegial self-regulation.
Going Off The Rails

Despite trying to distance himself from Blair’s methods, once Gordon Brown took over he introduced a succession of measures that would alter the JIO far more fundamentally and counter-productively than his predecessor.  Shortly after taking office in 2007, he abolished the long-standing Cabinet Defence and Overseas Policy Committee and replaced it with a National Security, International Relations and Development (NSID) Committee.
  The Brown administration appears to have established NSID in a large part to try and steal a march on Conservative opposition leader David Cameron’s proposals for a new National Security Council.
  NSID itself sat atop a set of ministerial and official subcommittees and was supported by a new National Security Secretariat which initially subsumed the DOPC’s supporting Overseas and Defence Secretariat (which had previously returned to the Cabinet Office from Downing Street).  In some respects, the change was less radical than press releases suggested.  NSID had much the same core Ministerial composition as its predecessor although some additional departments were included.  However, the focus on ‘national security’ was a much narrower remit and the NS Secretariat would quickly prove to have too limited a field of interest.  After all, there is much in foreign and development policy which is not directly concerned with national security as such.  Consequently, shortly before the 2010 election it proved necessary to re-create ODS in the form of a Foreign and Defence Policy Secretariat.
  

By 2008 the NSID hierarchy included a new sub-committee on intelligence, NSID(I). This was evidently intended to replace the moribund Committee on Security and Intelligence
 although the two appear to have coexisted for some time on paper.  With Mottram’s retirement, the Chair and Coordinator roles were formally separated once again.  However, the new Chairman, Alex Allan, had to operate in the shadow of an even more exalted counterpart.  Mottram’s replacement, Robert Hannigan, was styled not merely Head of Intelligence, Security and Resilience but Prime Minister’s Security Adviser as well.
  The only significant reduction in the Coordinator role was that the role of accounting officer for the Single Intelligence Account reverted to the Cabinet Secretary although Hannigan remained responsible for ‘day to day running of the SIA’.
    
There were also difficulties emerging for the coordination of security.  Impelled not only by the legacy of the July 7 2005 London bombings but by a series of coordinated (albeit relatively ineffectual) attacks on Brown’s first day in office, his government established a new interagency coordinating office strictly to deal with terrorism.  Located not centrally but within the Home Office, the Office for Security and Counterterrorism (OSCT)
 effectively duplicated the JIC’s counter-terrorism intelligence role as well as the coordination of policy and law enforcement against terrorism handled by the Cabinet Office security and resilience machinery under S(O).  The result was effectively two parallel counter-terrorist coordinating efforts at work in two separate branches of government which were not particularly ‘joined up’.  
The most significant and problematic changes would, however, come from an entirely different direction.  Throughout the New Labour years, the Treasury (Brown’s erstwhile department) had remained dissatisfied with the national agencies’ fiscal management, sustained economic boom notwithstanding.  As a result, the old National Intelligence Requirements and Priorities formula had been replaced in 2001 by a more streamlined tasking scheme designated Requirements and Priorities for Secret Intelligence (RPSI).
  By the end of the decade boom had turned to bust creating an almost unprecedented need for fiscal restraint and Treasury renewed its pressure on the intelligence community.  In summer 2009 the SIA management team in the Intelligence and Security Secretariat produced a paper that argued rather idiosyncratically that the SIA on its own – not in concert with requirements and priorities -- was ‘the principal lever’ by which the work of the intelligence agencies was managed and directed.  They therefore recommended abolishing both the ministerial committee and PSIS and replacing the former with the NSID intelligence subcommittee and the latter with a new PUS-level official committee chaired by the Cabinet Secretary’. These committees were to be supported by their own, new secretariat.

Rather than simply replacing the two existing senior committees however, Brown elected to completely rework the senior management of intelligence.  NSID(I) formally replaced the ministerial committee and PSIS was supplanted by an NSID official committee on intelligence designated NSID(I)(O).  NSID(I)(O) did not merely replace PSIS however; it also absorbed the JIC’s remit for day-to-day direction of the intelligence community.
  Consequently its membership included the heads of the national agencies as well as the relevant permanent secretaries.  To the JIC were left formulating and propagating the annual national Requirements and Priorities for Secret Intelligence on the one hand and reviewing and approving national assessments on the other.  While the JIC retained the Assessments Staff, it was stripped of its Secretariat which moved to the new committees to become the Cabinet Office Directorate of Intelligence. 
  

Whilst most of this information was included in the updated Intelligence Community pages on the Cabinet Office web site, there was no public announcement and advocacy of the changes as there had been of previous reforms after the Butler review.  None of the changes described above was ever reflected in an update of the Cabinet Office booklet on intelligence.  The increasingly outdated and irrelevant 2006 version continued to be presented on the Intelligence Community Website.  Likewise, in neither of its reports since 2008 has the ISC even acknowledged or reported on the changes to interagency coordination represented by the division of tasks between JIC and NSID(I)(O).  Instead it has confined its comments to expressions of approval for NSID(I) supplanting the older Ministerial committee, and discussion of a new JIC ‘matrix approach’ requirements and priorities formula as if nothing more significant had changed at the executive level.

Brown’s chopping and changing of the national intelligence machinery was already generating problems by spring 2010 with a national election looming.  There were now two putatively central intelligence coordinating committees, both making potential demands on the scarce time of agency heads – and one clearly held more real authority than the other.  This new division of responsibilities, moreover, seems to have been only weakly understood outside 70 Whitehall with other branches of government confused and uncertain about how national intelligence was now supposed to be managed. There were also signs of RPSI losing authority with the intelligence and security agencies.  According the 2009-2010 ISC report, the Chief of SIS announced to the Committee that ‘JIC priorities are not gospel as far as SIS is concerned’ and ‘Nobody tells me I have to report to the JIC’.
  To have the head of a national agency speak so dismissively not merely of national intelligence requirements but of the JIC itself, and do so on the record, is a truly alarming indication of the depth of malaise Brown’s formula had created within British intelligence.

With other priories and urgencies, the new coalition government has simply carried the Brown-era arrangements for intelligence forwards under the new National Security Council.  Indeed, the NSC itself is essentially an enhanced NSID with a still further enlarged remit. By the same token, the National Security Adviser role combines both Hannigan’s Prime Minister’s Security Adviser with supervision of the foreign and defence policy machinery as well.  Consequently, the new post has two deputies; a Deputy NSA for Foreign and Defence Policy overseeing the Cabinet Office policy hierarchy and another Deputy NSA for Intelligence, Security and Resilience.
  Likewise, the intelligence coordinating machinery of NSID has likewise carried over.
 The division of labour between the JIC and the new Official committee therefore remains unaltered although the names have been changed to reflect the current NSC formula (reportedly NSC(I) and NSC(I)(O)).
  To be sure, appointment of a former combined JIC Chairman and Coordinator in the form of Sir Peter Rickets may have offset some of the Brown-era irrationalities in practice.  But the recent announcement of Rickets’ impending departure in late 2011
 highlights the importance of formally resolving the structural problems generated by divorcing coordination from requirements and assessment.(8).  
Conclusion

Were this simply a case of reshuffling a deck of complementary committees with interlocking memberships these developments would be almost entirely anodyne.  Surely it hardly matters whether the leading figures of the intelligence community convene as the JIC or NSID(I)(O). The point here is not simply to say ‘if it ain’t broke don’t fix it’.  The JIC has existed since the 1930s and may, indeed, have had its day.  There are arguably very good grounds for combining both the Permanent Secretaries and heads of agencies in a common body.  Just such an arrangement has operated in the Cabinet Office Official Committee on Security since its inception at the turn of the 1950s.  Amalgamating the two echelons would, for example, eliminate a layer of procedural process and lend still greater authority to the top-level coordination of intelligence and to national assessments.  But this is not what has happened.  

Instead, key interlocking tasks have been dragged apart and divided between the new Official committee and an increasingly hobbled JIC.  Various aspects of the UK’s joint intelligence apparatus have now become so scattered it is not unreasonable to assert that a single Joint Intelligence Organisation as such no longer exists.  Part of the problem is that the bodies and functions traditionally headed by the JIC draw their authority and therefore their efficacy from that of the authority of the JIC.  NSID and NSID(I)(O) may have inherited their predecessors’ responsibility for approving national requirements at the highest level, but as C’s comments indicate, those requirements are still seen in the first instance as JIC product.  And if the JIC is in danger of becoming a debased currency, then the national assessments it issues, the requirements it articulates and the efforts of the JIC Chairman as ‘head of profession’ in intelligence analysis must be likewise devalued.  
 

This does not merely affect the JIC.  The Brown reforms did not just formally decoupledrequirements from coordination; they effectively undermined the very budgetary and managerial control that they were supposed to enhance.  Budgetary management only makes sense set against clear and authoritative requirements and priorities that direct spending and against which value-for-money can be evaluated.  But if agency heads no longer take the JIC's requirements and priorities as authoritative how effective can management and evaluation of spending under the Single Intelligence Account be?  And if coordination breaks down at the levels of requirements, finances, assessments and professional standards what hope has the new official committee of genuinely providing effective overall intelligence coordination?   Tragically, after so many decades of the Joint Intelligence Organisation serving as a template for successful intelligence governance, effective intelligence coordination in the UK can no longer be taken as a given.  And this is a worrying conclusion to reach at a time when effective and coherent national intelligence is more crucial than ever. (9)
Glossary
CIS

Committee on Intelligence and Security

CSI

Committee on Security and Intelligence

DOPC

Defence and Overseas Policy Committee

GCHQ

Government Communications Headquarters

ISC

Intelligence and Security Committee

ISS

Intelligence and Security Secretariat

JIC

Joint Intelligence Committee

JIO 

Joint Intelligence Organisation

NIRP

National Intelligence Requirements and Priorities Paper

NSC

National Security Council

NSID

National Security, International Relations and Development Committee

NSID(I)
NSID Intelligence Sub-Committee

NSID(I)(O)
NSID Intelligence Official Committee

ODS

Overseas and Defence Secretariat
OSCT

Office for Security and Counter-Terrorism

PSIS

Permanent Secretaries’ Committee on the Intelligence Services

PUS/ISR
Permanent Undersecretary for Intelligence, Security and Resilience

RPSI

Requirements and Priorities for Secret Intelligence

SIA 

Single Intelligence Account

SIC

Security and Intelligence Coordinator

SIS 

Secret Intelligence Service (aka MI6)

� I am indebted to Dr. Kristian Gustafson for comments on earlier drafts of this article.  Research for this article was supported in part by a 2004 Leverhulme Research Fellowship.
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� Papers covering this initial period of change can be found in CAB 163/130, The National Archive (TNA).





� See, e.g. ‘Reorganisation of Interdepartmental Intelligence Committee Structure’, Annex to letter from Burke Trend to William Armstrong, 5 March 1968, CAB 163/124 TNA.





� Unlike the USA, the UK as a politically independent and nominally non-partisan civil service the seniormost rank within which is permanent undersecretary (PUS), also known as permanent secretary, beneath which one historically found subsequent grades of deputy (under)secretary (DUS), assistant (under)secretary (AUS) and junior secretary.  Apart from PUS, however, contemporary senior civil service grades have been substantially reformed and redesignated as PUS, Director General, Director and Deputy Director.  The nearest equivalent to the UK PUS is probably the Canadian position of Deputy Minister.  For a classic comparative discussion of US and UK public service systems, see Richard E. Neustadt ‘White House and Whitehall’ The Public Interest 2 (Winter 1966).
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