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FOREWORD

In some manner, shape, or form, every nation state
in the international system has a national security
strategy or strategies. These strategies are intended to
guide the state as it makes its way through the laby-
rinth of challenges that every nation state faces in the
21st century. The strategy could represent the nation’s
overall grand strategy or it could be a national securi-
ty-related strategy for one particular issue, like force
structure development for the armed forces. Strategy
making is an art; not a science. Sometimes these strat-
egies work and sometimes they do not. Some are ef-
fective and efficient as desired and others are less so.
The focus for this assessment is how a nation state can
craft the most effective and efficient national security-
type strategy possible.

To address these key questions, the national se-
curity strategy development processes in this mono-
graph were examined and contrasted in five different
nation-states to determine the methodologies they
employed. For each case study, members of the gov-
ernment who actually worked on the development of
the national strategy document in question were in-
terviewed. These individuals—civil servants, career
military officers, and senior political appointees —all
had a story to tell about the separate approaches to
strategy formulation.

In the analysis of the strategy development pro-
cesses utilized by Australia, Brazil, South Africa, the
United Kingdom (UK), and the United States, it be-
came apparent that there were both similarities and
differences in the manner that each nation conducted
its strategy formulation. But most important, each
one of national strategy development processes was



found to contain elements that could have real value
for those countries not employing those particular ap-
proaches. Australia and the UK were superb in ensur-
ing true whole of government coordination, as well
as concurrent application of the government’s budget
process and the formal administration of a risk as-
sessment for the given strategy. Australia and South
Africa did a superb job in bringing civil society into
their document formulation processes. Brazil was ex-
ceptional in the creation of detailed ways and means
critical for strategy implementation. Finally, the U.S.
approach included addressing all elements of national
power, as well as the identification of potential strat-
egy modifiers if the national strategy was found not to
be working in certain areas.

Given the complexities of the 21st century in the
national security arena, the Strategic Studies Institute
believes that assessments like the one you are about to
read will be crucial to both practitioners and academ-
ics alike to gain greater understanding for the most
effective and efficient approaches to national strategy
making in the 21st century.

Q@%/%/@@//‘

DOUGLAS C. LOVELACE, JR.
Director
Strategic Studies Institute
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SUMMARY

Recent years have witnessed the emergence of a
spectrum of comprehensive national security strate-
gy-related documents that have been created, in part,
to institutionalize the existence of national-level direc-
tion for a variety of national security issues and to do
this at the unclassified level for the public audience of
those democratic nations, as well as in some cases, for
external audiences. The intent of this monograph is to
explore the actual processes that nation states employ
to craft their national security strategy-related docu-
ments. The focus is specifically oriented on how to
perform such analysis for the development of national
security strategies (NSS).

For each of the case studies in question, this mono-
graph will address the oversight, strategic context, na-
tional interests and domestic political considerations,
facts, and assumptions used to frame strategy devel-
opment, objectives and measures of effectiveness,
ways and means, risk assessment, the identification
of a formal feedback mechanism, and who within the
government had the final approval authority for the
document. Five countries and their national strategy
documents were selected for assessment: Australia,
Brazil, South Africa, the United Kingdom (UK), and
the United States. For each case, at least one national
strategy document was evaluated per country and
more than one department or ministry from the gov-
ernment’s executive branch participated in each na-
tion’s document drafting process.

The Australian approach to national strategy
formulation as demonstrated by the developmen-
tal processes utilized for the 2008 National Security
Statement and the 2009 White Paper (WP) indicates a
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clear focus on crafting whole of government coordi-
nated documents. Participating actors would be found
to be negligent if they did not coordinate. The formu-
lation process emphasizes inclusion of the managers
who control the fiscal means at every step of decision-
making for these efforts. In addition, the risk analysis
concept is becoming fully institutionalized. Finally, a
wide spectrum of Australian civil society was formally
solicited for its thinking on the major issues confront-
ing the 2008 WP drafters.

The Brazilian 2008 National Strategqy of Defense
(NSD) represents the first national strategy of its
kind in Latin America. In combination with the 2005
National Defense Policy and the forthcoming WP, Brazil
is developing a systematic approach to the crafting of
national strategy. Of particular note is the Implemen-
tation Measures component of the NSD and the asso-
ciated degree of fidelity with the strategy’s ways and
means. With the publication of the strategy, this ap-
proach provides the ministries and agencies respon-
sible for strategy implementation with the planning
information necessary to begin detailed execution.

Both the South African White Paper and Defence
Review assisted the nation in moving beyond the
apartheid era. The documents provided a national-
level strategy for the defense establishment on its role
in the society writ large, as well as the approach in
the form of ways and means to execute that strategy
with the nation’s armed forces in the near to midterm.
These documents were guided in detail by the state’s
legislative body and uniquely supported by the signif-
icant inclusion of civil society throughout the course
of their development processes.

The evolution of the UK national strategy develop-
ment process since 2007 has been significant, especially



with the inclusion and alignment of the means (fiscal
resources in the budgeting process) and the utiliza-
tion of the National Security Risk Assessment (NSRA)
in analysis of risks and related national interests. This
is especially true in the linkage between the NSS and
the Strategic Defence and Security Review (SDSR), along
with the connectivity between the ends, ways, and
means contained in the two documents. While an ex-
cellent tool, one potential drawback of the formalized
risk analysis process contained in the NSRA is that
the strategy’s ultimate objectives may be framed more
than they should be in terms of risks and challenges,
rather than opportunities. Thus, the focus could be on
problem solving as opposed to “goal seeking,” having
the ultimate effect of inhibiting strategic thinking.
The U.S. NSS is the only complete whole of govern-
ment national security document that the U.S. Govern-
ment publishes. The NSS is best developed through
coordination and collaboration with all government
departments and agencies that have responsibility for
both foreign and domestic national security concerns.
This analysis reviews the development of three differ-
ent NSSs: 2002, 2006, and 2010. These three were se-
lected because they required the consideration of the
many complex issues of the post-September 11, 2001
(9/11) world and because they were developed at the
direction of two different Presidents representing two
different political parties, and with the detailed sup-
port of three different national security advisors and
associated National Security Council (NSC) staffs.
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HOW NATION-STATES CRAFT
NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY
DOCUMENTS

The word “strategy” is used in a variety of contexts.
There are business strategies, coaching strategies, fi-
nancial strategies, and research strategies. . . . An or-
ganization develops a strategy based upon its mission
or goal, its vision of the future, an understanding of
the organization’s place in the future, and an assess-
ment of the alternatives available to it, given scarce
resources. . . . Development of a coherent strategy is
absolutely essential to national security in times of
both war and peace.!

—Mackubin Thomas Owens

The basic principles of strategy are so simple that a
child may understand them. But to determine their
proper application to a given situation requires the
hardest kind of work.?

—Dwight D. Eisenhower

INTRODUCTION

The need for security and the institutionalization
of that security in national strategy and its associ-
ated documents is becoming a significant concern
for nations in the 21st century international system.
This need requires the development of national-level
strategies that are designed with objectives that, if at-
tained, can ensure the conditions necessary for secu-
rity for a given actor in the international system can
be met. Nations have always had a variety of strate-
gies that were intended for use at the strategic or na-



tional level of government. That does not mean that
they were either “good” or “bad” strategies or that
they were in place at the right time for the right event.
But they did frequently exist in one form or another.
Most of these strategies existed in formal documents
that were classified and not open to public scrutiny.
More often than not, strategies that were focused on
national security related issues like the overall for-
eign and domestic security strategies for the nation,
as well as more specialized strategies like those de-
signed to guide the nation’s military strategy, the de-
velopment of the structure, roles, and missions for its
armed forces, or perhaps a specific strategy designed
for counterterrorism, were not set down in one defini-
tive document. Rather, components of these types of
national strategies that were in place for nations that
functioned as democracies were either classified or, if
unclassified, typically found in senior leader speeches,
testimony before legislative branches of government,
or in interviews or press conferences provided to the
media. Recent years have witnessed the emergence of
a spectrum of comprehensive national security strat-
egy related documents that have been created, in part,
to institutionalize the existence of national-level direc-
tion for a variety of national security issues and to do
this at the unclassified level for the public audience of
those democratic nations, as well as in some cases for
external audiences.

There are several purposes for placing these na-
tional security strategies within the public domain:

1. They serve as a broad construct for government
departments or ministries (as well as legislative and
judicial bodies), to ensure that they understand the
intent (approach or direction) that the elected senior
leadership desires in selected national security areas.’



In essence, a national security-related strategy can be
“a unifying document for the executive branch (of
a democratic government) . . . designed to create an
internal consensus on foreign, defense, diplomatic
... economic, (and homeland security) strategy.”*

2. These strategies can function to inform the legis-
lative body within a democracy (e.g., Parliament, Con-
gress) on the resource requirements for the strategy in
question, and “thus facilitate the (fiscal) authorization
and appropriation processes.”>

3. The documents have the ability to be a strategic
communications tool for both domestic and foreign
audiences. These audiences include the domestic con-
stituents of a democratic state —those that are consid-
ered key to the election of a party in power such as
lobbying groups or unions. It could also be directed at
other actors in the international system, such as other
nation-states or entities that are potential threats that
are considered to be significant to the state develop-
ing the document. All of these audiences may change
over time, depending on the issues faced by the craft-
ing state during the course of the writing.®

The intent of this monograph is to explore the actu-
al processes that nation-states employ to craft their na-
tional security strategy related documents. It is what
Alexander George, the famed Stanford academic, calls
process theory, the analysis of how to structure and
manage the policymaking process.” For the policy-
making (or strategy making) process to have its great-
est chance for success, George found that it should be
able to: 1) Ensure sufficient information is available
and analyzed adequately; 2) Facilitate the identifi-
cation of the policymaking actor’s major values and
interests, and ensure that the objectives are guided



by those values and interests; 3) Assure that a wide
range of options, along with their inherent risks, are
considered prior to determining the ultimate course of
action; 4) Provide careful consideration of each course
of action option; and 5) Be willing to accept that the
policy (strategy) is not succeeding and learn from that
experience.® In the case of this research, the focus is
specifically oriented on how to perform such analysis
for the development of national security strategies.
For each case study in question, this monograph
will include addressing the oversight (how and why
it was determined to create the document), strategic
context (identification of strategy stakeholders, legal
issues, determination of prior/current policies and
strategies), national interests and domestic political
considerations (how were national interests deter-
mined and what were the domestic political consid-
erations for the assessed document), facts and as-
sumptions used to frame strategy development (what
guidance was provided by the national leadership,
and determination of any constraints or restraints,
such as resource considerations like money or time
for the strategy, what threats and opportunities were
established for the strategy), objectives and measures
of effectiveness (how were the objectives identified
and measures of effectiveness for the strategy devel-
oped), ways (courses of action) and means (how were
the resources required to conduct the courses of action
established for the strategy), risk assessment (how
was risk assessed, such as political and monetary cost,
second and third order effects, along with the identifi-
cation of potential spoilers to the strategy such as un-
anticipated actions that an opponent might take or the
occurrence of natural events like poor weather, and
modifications to the strategy that could be employed



to address these spoilers), the identification of a for-
mal feedback mechanism (created to formally review
progress of the strategy’s implementation on a regular
basis; intended to determine when and if adjustments
had to take place), and whom within the government
had the final approval authority for the document.
The content of the questions described above were
addressed to support the analysis of each of the iden-
tified case studies and originated with the U.S. Army
War College’s National Security Policy Program’s
(NSPP) Policy Formulation Model. Those questions
contained in the Model had been developed, expand-
ed, and updated on an annual basis between 2004-11
by the students and faculty in each succeeding NSPP
class. The Model, with applicability for both policy
and strategy formulation, identifies a series of vari-
ables or directive steps to be addressed in the national
security policy or strategy formulation process. In ef-
fect, it was designed to serve as a detailed checklist
that could be employed for the crafting of any type
of national security-related policy or strategy.” These
questions are intended to represent a comprehensive
listing of all questions that those charged with formu-
lating policy and strategy would have to consider in
their analysis. Sequencing of the questions, the order
that they are engaged, is secondary to the concept
that they must be asked. Most important is that all the
questions were taken into account by the end of the
formulation process. Given the assumption that these
are the right questions to consider, then risk would be
taken by the actor doing the crafting in every instance
that the substance of the questions were either partial-
ly or fully not part of the strategy’s analytic process.
The risk could be manifested within the strategy by
issues such as less support within the government’s



executive body and/or legislative body if the docu-
ment is not fully coordinated. In turn, this could mean
that the resources may not be available to ensure that
the strategy can be fully implemented.

The monograph then aligned the questions to in-
dividual case studies of nation-states conducting their
national strategy document formulation processes.
These case studies were selected based upon a deter-
mination of two primary factors: 1) The nation-states
in question had developed national security strategy
documents that involved participation in the drafting
process from more than one department or agency
from the executive branch of government; and, 2)
Individual participants who were involved in the
actual drafting process would be willing to respond
to the questions delineated above, either in person
or by written response. In addition, subject to travel
resource availability, an effort was made to have as
many different regions of the world as possible rep-
resented in the review. Ultimately five countries and
their national strategy documents were selected for
assessment: Australia, Brazil, South Africa, the United
Kingdom (UK), and the United States. For each case,
at least one national strategy document was evaluated
per country, and more than one department or min-
istry from the government’s executive branch partici-
pated in each nation’s document drafting process.

Once the data were gathered, the author of the
monograph compared and contrasted the various pro-
cesses employed by each nation in its strategy docu-
ment development. This included the identification
of the separate components of the strategy formula-
tion process utilized for each one of the assessed na-
tional strategy documents. Using the questions as the
common analytic tool, the cases were then evaluated



in contrast to each other. The comparative analysis
demonstrated both the positive and negative impact
of how the formulation process questions were ad-
dressed in each case; or in some cases, not addressed
at all.

The last portion of the monograph evaluates the
lessons learned from all five cases and identifies spe-
cific lessons that could be applicable to strategy docu-
ment formulation for any future actor engaged in the
process. These ranged from how to ensure maximum
agreement on the strategy among all relevant nation-
al security actors within the whole-of-government
framework, the most advantageous way to engage
civil society in the national strategy formulation pro-
cess, and how best to identify national interests and
development of a sound risk assessment process, to
crafting valuable detail on the strategy’s ways and
means that could best be utilized by planners, direct
linkage of the national security strategy to a strategic
defense review type document, similar to the Quadren-
nial Defense Review (QDR) in the United States, and
the identification of potential spoilers to the strategy
and modifications that could be employed to adjust
the strategy accordingly. In the end, the key question
addressed was: was the strategy development process
as effective and efficient as it could have been? If the
crafting process was assessed to be flawed, it is likely
that the resulting strategy was also flawed in some
manner.”” The ultimate intent of this monograph is
to attempt to determine lessons from these case stud-
ies that will contribute to minimizing future national
security strategy developmental flaws for any nation
undertaking the development of these documents.



WHAT IS NATIONAL SECURITY AND ITS
RELATED STRATEGY DOCUMENTS?

The concept of national security is directly related
to the notions of both security and nation or state, and
their relationship to each other. But writing in 1952,
Arnold Wolfers made it clear that the idea of national
security “may not mean the same thing to different
people.”™ In 2008, Ann Fitz-Gerald affirmed the same
view on differing definitions of national security in the
contemporary period when she stated that “national
security differs from country to country, and indeed
from institution to institution.”'?> The reasons for these
varied interpretations are diverse. The two principal
explanations for the national differences lie with dif-
ferent perspectives on national interest. These differ-
ent perspectives are largely inherent in the respective
strategic culture of each nation-state.

Security as a separate idea also has broad interpre-
tation. The term itself points to a degree of protection
of acquired values, to include the absence of threats
to those values and the absence of fear that those val-
ues will be attacked. It is a value for which “a nation
can have more or less” and “aspire to have in greater
or lesser measure.”"® Walter Lippmann described the
measure for the attainment of security as: “A nation
is secure to the extent that it does not have to sacri-
fice its core values, if it wishes to avoid war, and is
able, if challenged, to maintain them by victory in
such a war.”" That may have made sense at the time
of Lippmann’s writing in 1943, but for purposes of
this analysis, the concept of security will be measured
beyond the issue of war and the military instrument
of power. Over time, the idea of security within the
international system has broadened to reflect varying



degrees of the union of national military and defense
related security with that of domestic/homeland se-
curity, as well as to ensure the inclusion of the state,
civil society, and the individual. In the 21st century,
the overall security concept is being looked at to en-
compass a “country’s society as a whole” and to in-
clude addressing transnational threats ranging widely
from energy security, the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction (WMD), and catastrophic natural
disasters to population growth, pandemic disease, cli-
mate change, and global poverty. *°

David Baldwin identified seven specific questions
for the analysis of the security concept: Security for
whom? Security for which values? How much securi-
ty? From what threats? By what means? At what cost?
In what time period? In response to these questions,
security for a given nation could be characterized with
respect to how the nation’s values are to be secured,
the specific values being addressed, the degree of the
security to be attained, the kinds of threats that the se-
curity must direct itself to, the means for coping with
such threats, the costs for doing so, and the relevant
time period.!® The characteristics provided by the na-
tional answers to these questions will help determine
the real extent of a country’s perspective on what se-
curity will consist of for the nation in question. These
characteristics are likely to be significantly influenced
by how the state actors choose to define the concepts
of national interest and strategic culture on behalf of
the nation; in turn, this will lead to a determination of
how the state defines national security for itself.

A national interest is “that which is deemed by a
particular state (actor) to be a . . . desirable goal.” The
attainment of this goal is something that the identify-
ing actor believes will have a positive impact on itself.



Realization of the interest could enhance the politi-
cal, economic, security, environmental, and/or moral
well-being of a populace and the state (actor) or na-
tional enterprise to which that populace belongs. This
holds true within the territory of the actor, as well as
in any external relations that the actor may undertake
outside of the administrative control of that actor. In-
terests are essential to establishing the objectives or
ends that serve as the goals for policy and strategy.
They help answer questions concerning why a policy
is important. National interests also help to determine
the types and amounts of the national power em-
ployed as the means to implement a designated policy
or strategy.

The concept of interest is not new to the 21st cen-
tury international system. It has always been a fun-
damental consideration of every actor in the system.
They are what the actor values. These interests could
be designed purely for the sake of advancing the
power of an actor with the object of attaining greater
security for that actor, or they mightbe guided by val-
ues and ethics with the intent of doing some type of
good for parts of the international system, or the over-
all system in general. This might include collaboration
and coordination with other actors in the international
system. It could also require the interest-crafting actor
to subordinate certain interests that only benefit it for
the sake of other interests that are of greater value to
additional actors in the system. In addition, interests
are typically categorized and determined by intensity
or prioritization. Terms like survival, vital, critical,
major, serious, secondary, extremely important, im-
portant, less important, humanitarian, and peripheral
have been used to categorize interests in academic
writings and official government documents. Some
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categorize how significant the interest is in terms of
chronological relationship to the actor that determines
the interest (near-term versus longer-term impact),
while others relate categories to the intensity of the
substantive influence that the interest is determined to
have on the actor.'” All of these questions are directly
influenced by the strategic culture of the nation actor
in question.

Thomas Mahnken explains that strategic culture
“is that set of shared beliefs, assumptions, and modes
of behavior, derived from common experiences and
accepted narratives (both oral and written), that shape
collective identity and relationships to other groups,
and which determine appropriate ends and means for
achieving security objectives.”'® The concepts of the
national interest and national security are framed by
the strategic culture associated with each of the five
national case studies being assessed in this mono-
graph. Each of the national strategic cultures refers

to modes of thought and action with respect to force,
derived from perception of the national historical
experience, aspiration for self-characterization . . . and
from all of the many distinctively (national) experienc-
es (of geography, political philosophy, of civic culture,
and ‘way of life’) that characterize a citizen from that
nation."

“Geography and resources, history and experience,
and society and political structure” represent a na-
tion’s strategic culture. Examples include the UK,
which as an island nation has traditionally favored
sea power and indirect strategies and avoided the
maintenance of large land forces,” while “Australia’s
minimal geopolitical status, its continental rather than
maritime identity, and its formative military experi-
ences have shaped its way of war.”
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The combination of national interests with strate-
gic culture, and a country’s understanding of what its
security concerns should be, leads to the identification
of what the idea of national security will mean for an
individual nation-state member of the international
system. Some countries view their national security
on a global basis, others regionally, and a third group
focuses on their immediate borders and internal do-
mestic security issues. Once determined, the next step
is the association of the terms “national” and “secu-
rity” with the concept of strategy.

Strategy, different from policy, which answers
the question of what to do about something or why
something is to be done, is the response to the ques-
tion of how to implement or execute the policy —it is
“how something is done.”? It's “a plan for deploying
capabilities to achieve policy objectives.”” The U.S.
Department of Defense defines strategy as “a prudent
idea or set of ideas for employing (all) the instruments
of national power in a synchronized and integrated
fashion to achieve theater, national, and/or multina-
tional objectives.”* These ideas provide a structure for
a direction in the role of a guiding path through the
maze of international (and domestic) events, which
are, in turn, linked to ultimate objectives.” Most im-
portantly, strategy is a calculated or deliberate rela-
tionship between ends and means, intentions and ca-
pabilities, and power and purpose.? It reconciles what
the actor crafting the strategy wants (objectives) with
the resources available (capabilities) to meet the wants
(attain the objectives).” For nation-states, a national
strategy contributes to the country’s effort to “best
cause security for itself.”?

These strategies specifically designed to “cause se-
curity” come under the heading of national security
strategy. A nation’s national security strategy “rep-
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resents a nation’s plan for the coordinated use of all
the instruments of state power —nonmilitary as well
as military—to pursue objectives that defend and
advance the national interest.”” The term “national
security strategy” describes a “planned, systematic,
and rational process . . . shaped by strong leaders, or-
ganizational cultures, and governmental structures.”
This process is intended to result in a country’s writ-
ten “public, authoritative declaration about the man-
ner in which it intends to achieve its security objec-
tives within” both the international system and its
own domestic security environment. These are official
strategies that are written and published by govern-
ments.*” In fact, there are a number of different types
of formal strategy documents that address national
security issues within the international system, each
with its own descriptive name. The most well known
examples are labeled: national security strategy, white
paper, strategic defense review, and national defense
strategy. Of these, the most comprehensive one is typi-
cally described as the given nation’s “national security
strategy.”

A nation’s national security strategy can serve
a variety of purposes. Citing a number of different
sources, Sharon Caudle indicated that a successful na-
tional security strategy could provide the ability to:
communicate a detailed strategic vision of the current
and future security environment; communicate the
nation’s values; present a comprehensive analysis of
the range of threats to the homeland; consolidate the
government’s various national security related poli-
cies and strategies; present prioritized and measure-
able goals and objectives with timelines; identify the
international and domestic factors such as compara-
tive capabilities, issues, and trends that will impact the
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attainment of security goals and objectives; develop a
whole-of-government approach to national security
policy and strategy making that encompasses all rele-
vant departments and agencies; identify the courses of
action and resources (ways and means) to be utilized
to attain national objectives and provide guidance to
governmental departments and agencies for budget-
ing, planning, and organizing their responsibilities for
implementation of the national strategy; and serve as
a link between the strategy’s objectives and courses
of action designed to attain the objectives as a tool for
requesting resources.*

The ultimate value for a publically declared na-
tional security strategy is best determined by the true
intent of the originators. The key question that frames
the purpose for the drafters is whether the strategy is
primarily intended to be a realistic strategy that has
the ability to attain its ends with the available resourc-
es or, rather, is more of a strategic communications
tool that will declare the nation’s national security
focus for external international consumption as well
as justification for domestic governmental resourcing
requirements. The first formal American national se-
curity strategy (National Security Strategy of the United
States), drafted in 1987, was characterized as a useful
document that “brings together familiar statements
of American foreign and defense policies . . . it also
sets out . . . American interests and objectives . . . and
lists some of the threats to those interests.” But that
NSS was also described by the same commentator as
not having “set forth the priorities and choices which
are the essence of the strategy.” Such strategic fidel-
ity could only be provided in a classified document.*
The result is that some national security documents
may be more useable for the whole-of-government
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national security community, depending upon the ac-
tual intent for the creation of the document.

One of the key features of national security strat-
egies that provides value to subordinate policy and
strategy makers is the inclusion in the document of
that nation’s grand strategy, sometimes termed strate-
gic vision. Grand strategy “is a conceptual framing that
describes how the world is, envisions how it ought to
be, and specifies a set of policies that can achieve that
ordering.”** A grand strategy represents the “grand
design” and presents “the overall mosaic into which
the pieces of specific policy (and strategy) fit.”* It is
the “unifying concept” that guides or directs all other
national security related policies.” National policy
can only be established after over arching national
security aims and objectives have been identified. It
is the grand strategy that determines those aims and
objectives. Grand strategy becomes a function of the
“national intent” within the strategic environment.?”
In hierarchical terms, grand strategy represents the
highest level or type of strategy.” In the end, national
security strategy and other types of national-level
security-related strategies will serve to implement a
grand strategy.”

Additional types of national security-related strat-
egy documents include what is termed a white paper.
A white paper is the title given to an “official govern-
ment report in any of a number of countries (primarily
in the UK-led Commonwealth of Nations), including
Great Britain, Australia, New Zealand, and Canada,
which sets out the government’s policy on a matter
(typically for a single functional vice regional policy
issue such as defense or counterterrorism).”# Like
documents also include strategic defense reviews
(known in the United States as the QDR), which are
efforts to link national interests and courses of action
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(ways) to support those interests with the military
resources required (forces, personnel, infrastructure,
and material) to ensure that the nation possesses the
military capability to ensure its security. It allows the
government to identify the strategic security environ-
ment that it will have to plan against. “The Review
looks at the type of force desired in the future and
helps to plan adequate resources to achieve it.”* Oth-
er titles for these documents include national defense,
military, and counterterror strategies.

All of these national security documents in their
different shapes and sizes can be grouped into a hi-
erarchy of sorts. There is a relationship amongst the
documents at each level of the national strategy for-
mulation process: “the logic at each level is supposed
to govern the one below and serve the one above.”* In
this case, the national security strategy with the inclu-
sion of a nation’s grand strategy would serve as the
strategic standard for all subordinate national strategy
documents. “The other documents are, or should be,
logically related to if not derived from it.” The national
interests defined in the NSS would help to orchestrate
supporting functional security strategies. Australian
and UK strategic defense reviews and white papers
are in support of national security strategies, and the
U.S. National Military Strategy (NMS) supports the U.S.
National Defense Strategy (NDS) and the NSS.*#

The single mostimportant question to be addressed
is whether there is a “best” way to develop these docu-
ments. An associated question is the determination of
the amount of risk that the nation could be taking by
not employing certain approaches to national strategy
document development. For example, some argue that
the crafting of a national strategy is normally a “multi-
disciplinary and multiagency exercise.” If the strategy
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development process does not involve the participa-
tion of all the required government actors, then the
strategy itself is likely to be flawed. Following this
line of thinking, no single government department or
agency would be capable of mastering the contempo-
rary security environment to the degree necessary to
craft national security strategy documents without the
active participation of other like government actors.*
Understanding the risk of crafting these documents in
one way or another may help determine the overall
ability of the final strategy to attain its objectives. As
examples, there is risk in utilizing a whole-of-govern-
ment approach where every department and agency
has a say in the strategy’s development; the strategy
could be “watered down” with every agency’s con-
cern being listed and no specific identified focus. In
the opposite vein, there is also risk associated in only
having a very small group of individuals work on the
documents, with only minimal whole-of-government
coordination taking place; because such an approach
lacks the assurance by the other governmental actors
that all the predetermined ways and means will be
available to attain the strategy’s objectives. In the end,
it is likely that the individuals who actually conducted
the national strategy drafting, in conjunction with the
government departments and agencies that they rep-
resented in the process, will be able to resolve whether
the strategy in question will prove its worth. The fol-
lowing pages will help assess whether the effort was
worth it.

17



CASE STUDY: AUSTRALIA

The Australian government has never published a
whole-of-government-like national security strategy,
but there are a number of national strategy docu-
ments that delineate the country’s national strategy.
For this evaluation, they are the 2008 National Security
Statement (NSS) and the 2009 Defence White Paper: De-
fending Australia in the Asia-Pacific Century: Force 2030
(WP).*> While the focus of the analysis will be on the
process utilized to develop the 2009 WP because it
provided the most significant whole-of-government
detailed strategic approach for an entire strategy de-
velopment process and because “defence consumes
around 90% of all government funding for national
security,”* the NSS document will also be addressed,
in part, because it was the first of its kind. The 2009
WP is considered the principal strategic document for
the nation because it provides an overall framework
that other national strategy documents can draw from
for their own foci.¥” These defense white papers, es-
sentially a combination of the NDS and the QDR, es-
tablish “the Government’s long-term strategic direc-
tion and commitments for defense as well as future
capability requirements.”*® Following a tradition of
“strategic basis” papers since 1953,* the 2009 WP was
the fifth defense white paper to be published, with the
first taking place in 1976, and the last one occurring
in 2000, with updates in 2003 and 2005.° The shift to
a broader whole-of-government perspective began af-
ter the events of September 11, 2001 (9/11) and the
expanded emphasis on the threats of terrorism, failed
states, and weapons of mass destruction (WMD) pro-
liferation.”® In addition to the actual WP itself, the
developmental process “included the commissioning
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of eight internal companion reviews, an intelligence
capability review . . . a defence procurement review,
together with a separate comprehensive audit of the
Defence budget.”*? The process involved the Depart-
ment of the Prime Minister and the Cabinet, the Na-
tional Security Committee of Cabinet, the Secretaries
Committee on National Security, as well as the pri-
mary drafting elements in the Department of Defence
(DoD).

The NSS, a first of its kind part of the Australian
national security formulation process, is not a strategy
but is rather designed to provide “a strategic frame-
work to drive policy development in the various de-
partments . . . with responsibilities for . . . national
security.” It was presented to Parliament in Decem-
ber 2008 in the form of a speech, rather than a written
document, by Prime Minister Kevin Rudd and was in-
tended to give the “context for the Defence White Pa-
per, which will detail the way forward for . . . defence
over the next 20 years.” It also was designed to “in-
form a regular Foreign Policy Statement to the Parlia-
ment . . . shape the Counter-Terrorism White Paper
... guide the development of the Government’s first
National Energy Security Assessment . .. (and) incor-
porates the recommendation of the Homeland and
Border Security Review.” In essence, the NSS would
serve to connect the diverse elements of the Austra-
lian national security community into a coherent and
coordinated “whole.” The NSS also delineated the na-
tion’s enduring national interests and ends, providing
specific direction for all national security related strat-
egy documents, one of which was the 2009 WP.>

During the 2007 election, the Labor Party argued
that with the dynamic changes that had taken place
in the global security environment and the fact that
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no WP had been published since 2000, a new one was
essential for a new Labor government in office. Ex-
amples cited that described those changes included:
the events of 9/11 and the terror bombings in Bali,
London, Madrid, and Jakarta; wars in Afghanistan
and Iraq; the emerging risk of WMD transference to
threatening nonstate actors and Iran; and huge shifts
in the global distribution of power.** Another part of
the Labor Party’s justification for the new WP was
also directed at their view of a need for greater dis-
cipline in the force development equipment acquisi-
tion process for the armed forces.”® Shortly after the
November 2007 election, newly elected Prime Min-
ister Rudd directed the production for a new WP.
There is no legislative requirement for the crafting of
national security strategy related documents in Aus-
tralia. Thus, the publication of the WP can be viewed
as the most politically effective way for a “new gov-
ernment to demonstrate its commitment” to address
emerging national security problems for Australia.”®
A Labor Party Policy Document released just prior to
the 2007 election indicated that a “new defence white
paper will ensure that Australia’s defence capability
requirements are achievable and shaped by our long-
term strategic priorities, rather than short-term politi-
cal objectives.” A rigorous analysis of the connections
between strategic objectives, force planning, and ca-
pability priorities was promised, to include ending a
long time disconnect between strategic guidance and
force structure planning.”

After the 2007 election and owing to the changing
and uncertain strategic outlook for Australia and the
world, one of the earlier national security commit-
ments made by the Rudd Government was to produce
a WP every 5 years. In the year before a new WP is
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developed, the government committed itself to pro-
duce “a strategic risk assessment, a comprehensive
force structure review, and an independent audit of
the Defence establishment to confirm the affordabil-
ity of capability plans and make adjustments, should
circumstances dictate.”®® In essence, the Labor Gov-
ernment intends to institutionalize an overall review
of Australia’s national defense strategy on a regular
basis.

The Australian cabinet-based system of govern-
ment has a singular advantage for the coordination
of strategy formulation. It is usually able to resolve
interagency disagreement at the Deputy Secretary
level because all officials in an Australian ministry be-
low the level of the senior official in the ministry (the
Minister) are civil servants. There are no other politi-
cal appointments below the level of that single most
senior individual. At the same time, those in the de-
cisionmaking system must be sensitive to the current
political climate in order to be able to operate within
the senior level of the government’s political frame-
work. The Prime Minister’s expectation is that coordi-
nation both within and external to departments is the
norm. While not working seamlessly, coordination
and collaboration have been institutionalized within
the Australian national-security related interagency
for at least 30 years. It is a relatively small community
and most civil servants know each other “quite well.”
If the civil servant does not coordinate, that individual
will not be in compliance with government policy and
will not be promoted. Success for a civil servant will
not be achieved in Canberra by conducting “one up-
manship” against another department.”

The writing itself was led and conducted by the
DoD. The NSC staff concept is not a strong one in
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Australia and this motivates the Prime Minister to look
to the department responsible for creating the strategy
to synchronize the whole-of-government effort. Mr.
Michael Pezullo, Deputy Secretary of Defence (coun-
terpart for the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
in the U.S. system) was the leader and lead author for
the DoD team that actually drafted the document. He
was assisted by two senior officials, Major General
John Cantwell and Ms. Maria Fernandez, individually
responsible for force structure, information technol-
ogy, and human resource issues, and the eight inter-
nal companion reviews of defense organization. Ap-
proximately 100 career military officers and Defence
civil servants participated in the WP drafting effort,
“of which 30 were in the dedicated core drafting team
and the remainder spread across various Defence
agencies doing specific work on force structure issues
or the companion reviews.” The Minister of Defence
appointed his own three-person advisory panel of se-
nior defense experts to act as his own sounding board.
During the drafting process, the panel met approxi-
mately every 6 weeks to advise the minister.

The National Security Committee of Cabinet (NSC)
also met regularly at the ministerial level (equivalent
to the U.S. National Security Council [NSC]) in 2008 to
address the development of the WP, including a long
discussion early in the process on Australia’s strate-
gic outlook. The NSC is the senior level Australian
“decisionmaking and coordinating body for national
security matters and consists of “the Prime Minister,
Deputy Prime Minister, the Treasurer, the Ministers
for Foreign Affairs and Defence, and the Attorney-
General.”® In addition to the formal NSC meetings,
individual ministers met over the course of the year
to discuss specific elements of the WP. Prime Minister
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Rudd, his fellow NSC minister members, and the fi-
nance minister, Mr. Lindsay Tanner, were extensively
involved with the WP’s development throughout the
crafting process. The entire process began in Decem-
ber 2007 and lasted for 20 months until May 2009.%
Given the involvement of the senior Labor Party of-
ficials at the helm of the government and civil servant
leadership participating on the drafting team, the 2009
WP was a combined product of both top down and
bottom up approaches to the substance of the docu-
ment.*

The members of the drafting team actually pro-
posed the specific organizational structure for the WP
document. There has been a general core conceptual
structure for all prior WPs. This included addressing
the environment, relationships with other nations,
risks, trends, strategic interests, resulting tasks and
roles for the Australian Defence Force (ADF), and ca-
pabilities required by the ADF. A primary difference
between the five WPs is the emphasis placed on these
specific subject areas.®® As an example, the threat of
terrorism to the Australian homeland received more
emphasis in the 2009 WP than in the four previous
ones. This was as a result of events like the 9/11 at-
tacks and the bombing of tourist resorts on the island
of Bali in 2002 and 2005.

The creation of a dedicated team from DoD to de-
velop the document allowed for a synergy to be devel-
oped in the coordination process for the WP. The team
was able to obtain whatever support was required
from DoD because of the senior rank of Michael Pe-
zullo; the Prime Minister expected him to operate
as a national level leader. He held weekly meetings
with the Defence Minister and received decisions on
a monthly basis from him. Pezullo also met regularly
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with the Strategic Policy Coordination Group (SPCG),
a U.S. Policy Coordination Committee (PCC) equiva-
lent group consisting of senior level civil servants
from a variety of national security-related ministries
like Defence, Foreign Affairs and Trade (DFAT), and
the Attorney General. The SPCG then provided analy-
sis and recommendations for WP issues to the Secre-
taries Committee on National Security (SCNS), a U.S.
Deputies-level equivalent body at the second tier of
government that is “the peak inter-departmental body
to advise [the] government on policy and expanded
operational matters.” It is chaired by the Secretary of
the Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, has
strong National Security Advisor involvement and,
thus, has a great deal of influence.* The SCNS had the
primary responsibility to ensure two-way feedback
for the whole-of-government coordination process be-
tween the drafting group and the senior government
decisionmaking bodies during the entire course of the
development of the WP.%

In addition, Pezzullo and his team had access to
the highest levels of the Australian Government to
receive guidance for the document. He could speak
directly to the Chief of the Defence Force (CDF) if nec-
essary because Pezullo reported directly to both the
DoD Secretary and to the CDF. The Service Chiefs
and the Vice CDF were Pezullo’s peers, and he could
deal directly with them. Finally, the Department of
Finance (equivalent of the U.S. Office of Management
and Budget) was brought in to work with the drafting
team from the very beginning of the process.*

Different from the WP, the NSS was primarily
drafted by one individual, Ms. Sarah Guise from the
Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, un-
der the guidance of Angus Campbell, First Assistant
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Secretary, Office of National Security, and Duncan
Lewis, Deputy Secretary. The Statement was also
coordinated though the SPCG to ensure maximum
whole-of-government coordination; approximately
12 different departments and agencies were involved
in the process, to include the budgeting community
(Department of Treasury). NSS stakeholders included
both foreign and defense as well as homeland, border
security, and domestic economic actors, along with
the general public, which was more an audience than
a stakeholder because it was not consulted on the de-
velopment of the NSS.%

The major stakeholders for the WP document were
the armed forces (both as an entity and any capabili-
ties the forces acquire), the separate military services,
DFAT, and the Departments of Finance and Trea-
sury (overall money affordability) for the budgetary
process.®® In particular, the two budget-associated
departments were very rigorous in their efforts to en-
sure that the military operated within its fiscal means.
Owing to the fact that the global financial crisis took
place in the middle of the WP drafting process, there
was an increasing need to ensure fiscal responsibility
for the WP. As a result, the WP directed the Strategic
Reform Program for Defence to save $20 billion from
the administrative/support components of DoD over
the next 10 years, which could be reinvested into new
capabilities.®” Regardless of whether a Coalition or
Labor government is in power, there has traditionally
not been any opposition to defense issues from Par-
liament. In reality, the Australian Parliament is not a
major stakeholder in the development of a DoD WP;
the government is elected to govern and there has
typically been a bipartisan approach to defense. In
the Australian political environment at the time, there
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was strong political pressure, and an expected elec-
toral price to be paid if the government were unable
to fund WP execution. In the end, there was no major
parliamentary involvement in the development of the
2009 WP.70

Seeking recommendations, the NSS drafting effort
consulted up to as many as 12 different think tanks
and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), like the
Australian Strategic Policy Institute. The drafters also
examined the national security strategy efforts of oth-
er nations, to include the United States, UK, Canada,
Singapore, and the Netherlands, to determine lessons
learned.”

It was determined to formally bring civil society
into the WP decisionmaking process at an early stage.
This was done to determine how much the Australian
people would be willing to spend on defense in the
form of fiscal resources because civil society is consid-
ered to be a key part of the Australian audience for the
WP.”2 The Government sought the thinking of the pop-
ulation though the White Paper Community Consul-
tation Program. It was “an extensive effort to engage
Australians from all walks of life, as well as defence
specialists, academics, business and industry repre-
sentatives from State and Territory governments.” To
make this work, the WP Consultation Program panel
headed by Mr. Stephen Loosley, former Senator and
Parliamentary Chairman of the Joint Standing Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade, widely
disseminated a 52-page paper that identified key
questions for civil society groups and individuals to
address. The three key questions were: “1.What role
should our armed forces play? 2. What kinds of armed
forces should we develop? and 3. Can we afford such
forces?” People were invited to contribute by attend-
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ing meetings that would be announced in their area
and/or submitting written input; 30 public meetings
and 35 private meetings were held in every state and
territory over the course of a 10-week period. Over
600 people attended the public meetings. The WP
Consultation Program panel also received 450 written
submissions. The Report’s Findings were released in
April 2009, in time to be utilized in the drafting of the
WP.” It provided input from all sides of the spectrum
of society that reflected a broad range of the Austra-
lian people, both pro and con in terms of the strategy
and its fiscal resourcing component.”™

The foreign audience was also considered very
important for the WP document because Australia
wanted to convey complete transparency to its re-
gional neighbors. The intended outcome would be
that, with the strategy and force development results
of the process, the other regional powers would not
view Australia as a threat.”

Threat analysis was coordinated by the working
group director. He could request specific assessments
from separate intelligence community agencies, as
well as industry, as relevant.”

Australian strategic culture has been fairly consis-
tent since the first WPs and strategic assessments were
crafted in the mid 1970s. There is continuity between
the five identified national interests in the 2000 WP and
the four interests in the 2009 document. Security of the
homeland remained the principal national interest in
all WPs. The primary national interest changes for the
2009 WP relate to a desire to develop and maintain
an expeditionary posture for the armed forces as well
as a continental posture for the Australian continent.”
At the same time, the NSS indicated “that Australia’s
national security interests are more complex and less
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predictable than in the past . . . international and do-
mestic security issues intertwine.””® When determin-
ing Australian national interests, both what they were
and their levels of importance in relation to each other,
those doing the evaluation found that the importance
of any national interest for the WP increased in direct
proportion to geography, based upon potential identi-
fied missions for the nation’s armed forces. There has
always been tension for Australia between geography
and alliance engagement and between regional priori-
ties and global interests.”” In describing the detailed
analysis of the approach from an Australian perspec-
tive to determine how to define the nation’s national
interests, three key national security variables were
identified that should be included in the determina-
tion: geography related to the location of potential
threats and opportunities for Australian security,
risk involving the significance of what instruments
of national power would be employed to address or
not address those same threats and opportunities,
and policy concerning how and in what quantity the
country chooses to contribute to the international sys-
tem: having Australia doing its share in the lead or
as a contributor within the international community,
in peace or conflict. This last national security inter-
est related to how Australia viewed itself as a “good
citizen” of the world community in relation to its role
in the world and its willingness to support “purposes
beyond ourselves.”® Australian strategic culture dic-
tates that unless countries in the developed world, like
Australia, address what they term “disfunctionality”
in the international system, then “bad” things like the
spread of terrorism will take place.?!

In descending order of interest, the closer geo-
graphically to a potential area of a required military
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operation, the greater the importance of the interest to
the nation. Thus, the closer the threat challenge or the
opportunity, the greater the importance of the inter-
est. In the Australian case by level of national interest,
there was assessed to be more importance for a na-
tional interest associated with the defense of the Aus-
tralian continent than the need to ensure local regional
stability in the South Pacific, followed by stability in
the Western Pacific and Eastern Indian Ocean area (re-
lations with China could fall into this category). The
last and least important national interest considered
for security, was what was termed “broader area op-
erations;” where the entire spectrum of force might be
applied on a global basis somewhere in the world in
support of a multinational operation.®? For the ends of
the strategy, it was agreed to develop a strategically
effective course that that could meet the WP’s mini-
mum established needs.®

The WP’s detailed ways and operational means
were formulated at a classified level and placed in a
separate classified document.® Much of the ways and
means analysis was done through addressing the in-
dividual scenarios in a wargaming process designed
to evaluate their capacity for actual execution. The in-
tent was to test the military’s capability to perform in
each scenario.®

At the beginning of the strategy development
process, the WP was considered to be resource un-
constrained. However, the coming of the 2008 global
financial crisis changed that approach, and a decision
was made to concurrently address fiscal resource
means.? For the means of the WP, the 2009 document
was crafted for long-term implementation, to include
a funding planning horizon out to 2030, 21 years into
the future; far longer than its four WP predecessors.
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In principle, the government pledged funding for the
execution for the ways contained in the WP, extend-
ing for the entire 21-year period. No prior Australian
Government had prepared detailed financial defense
plans beyond a 10-year horizon.” “The government
has committed to sustainable funding arrangements
for the defence budget for future years to provide
certainty for planning . . . to meet the growing cost
of military equipment.”® The assumption is that the
fiscal resources will be in place for WP implementa-
tion; the document was written in consonance with
the resource planning effort. Development of the NSS
was also resource constrained, “consistent with the
government’s fiscal strategy and . . . budget rules.”®

The NSS did include addressing threats to the na-
tion, but there was no identification of the threats or
risks of the threats in terms of prioritization (most or
least important). One informal analysis was made
of the number of citations in the NSS that addressed
challenges or threats. It indicated that terrorism and
violent extremism were cited 27 times as the most
discussed threat or risk, and drugs, arms, and traf-
ficking were only addressed once in the document.
In between the two risk subject areas were 18 other
related issues, with 9 citations for the highest to 1 for
the lowest that could be defined as threat risks to Aus-
tralia.” Clearly, the evaluation of risk and its associ-
ated threats in the NSS indicated that this part of the
assessment remained immature.

A highly classified risk assessment was conducted
for the WP. This was the first one conducted for any
WP. For the first time with the 2009 document, the Aus-
tralian government utilized a coherent and coordinat-
ed whole-of-government approach to risk evaluation
for a WP.”' Risk analysis for the strategy was found to
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still be an art and not a science.” The Australian Gov-
ernment developed a Strategic Risk Assessment (SRA)
methodology that assesses potential risks, probability,
seriousness, and consequence. It is designed to assess
for priorities and differentiate between force structure
options. There were four components to the risk man-
agement framework: 1) Risk Context (strategic out-
look, policy goals and objectives, and an assessment
of the Government’s tolerance for risk against the risk
being evaluated; 2) Risk Assessment (risk identifica-
tion, analysis — the likelihood and consequences of the
risk, and evaluation); 3) Risk Treatment (identify mea-
sures to reduce risk and the consequences of the risk
by lessening the likelihood of an event occurring); and
4) Risk Review (addressing residual risk and regularly
monitoring and reviewing risk).”

The Australian DoD conducted a formal series of
workshops during July 7-18, 2008, that performed a
risk analysis focusing on the likelihood (from almost
certain to occur once a year or more frequently to very
rare/almost incredible to occur only once in 1,000 or
10,000 years) and consequences of risk (ranging from
a high of catastrophic to a low of minor) in support
of the 2009 WP. Likelihood was based on intelligence
assessments. The consequence assessment was based
on policy, intelligence, and consequence management
input for the “development, maintenance, and man-
agement of critical national systems, infrastructure,
or capability.” Most critical was the impact of the risk
events being evaluated. Based on the outcome of the
workshops, modifiers or “risk treatment” for the WP
were developed in the August-September 2008 period.
They were assessed in terms of implications for force
structure, force posture, and international defense
relationships.”
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The risk assessment evaluated a range of both
potential external conventional conflicts, regardless
of likelihood, such as between the United States and
China, and domestic issues like disaster relief. Risk
profiles were created by type of risk and the associ-
ated force and its operational posture. Part of the risk
analysis involved a review of potential spoilers to the
WP strategy. The working group performed the po-
tential spoiler assessment by reviewing possible sce-
narios such as the impact of Pakistan devolving into
a failed state, if the monarchy fell in Saudi Arabia, as
well as if there were a lack of fiscal resources or if for
some reason the political will of the Australian people
had been diminished or changed. Based upon those
spoiler scenarios that were reviewed, a series of war
games was held to review the scenarios and deter-
mine what types of modifying ways and means could
be employed to influence the spoilers in relation to the
originally proposed WP strategy. These contingent
spoilers and modifiers were then set down in the clas-
sified risk assessment for the WP.*

At the conclusion of the strategy formulation
process and after the government had completed
formal coordination and approved the final docu-
ment, implementation for both the NSS and the WP
were reviewed on a quarterly basis each year by the
Department of the Prime Minister and the Cabinet.
This was accomplished by their analysis of a spread-
sheet submission made by the DoD of its evaluation
of progress being made towards WP supporting ob-
jectives or “targets” contained in each of the docu-
ment’s chapters; it included the identification of lead
and supporting agencies and proposed timelines for
strategy implementation. The cabinet implementation
unit of the Department of the Prime Minister and the
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Cabinet did quarterly reviews to track implementa-
tion of key government commitments, to include that
of the 2009 WP. The review process for the NSS was
a bit different—instead, some of the major elements
were split out and reported on individually, includ-
ing by the Department of the Prime Minister and the
Cabinet. The quarterly review process of government
approved national-level policies and strategies had a
long time tradition within the Australian government.
Each department has been required to submit its as-
sessment of the progress or lack thereof being made
of the policies and strategies that it was responsible
for, especially in light of how it was doing to meet the
electoral commitments made by newly elected gov-
ernments.”

In addition to the quarterly review process that
the Australian government has developed to continu-
ously review the 2009 WP, the DoD also published a
document in 2010 that lays out the Australian Govern-
ment’s approach to the major components of strategy
formulation as it relates to individual government
strategies, to specifically include the NSS and the WP.
Titled The Strategy Framework 2010, it is intended for
three audiences: senior DoD decisionmakers, DoD
staff that use or prepare the documents that this pub-
lication addresses, and any other interested parties
in the overall government that want to understand
the DoD approach and how it aligns itself within the
government for strategic guidance. Replacing the
last Strategy Framework edition published in 2006,
the 2010 edition lays out the process that the govern-
ment uses “to synchronize the formulation of strategic
guidance, strategic planning for operations, interna-
tional engagement, preparedness management, and
capability development. It aims to guide planners to
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create strategic-level documents that are congruent,
coherent, and comprehensive.”*”

The Australian approach to national strategy for-
mulation as demonstrated by the developmental pro-
cesses utilized for the 2008 NSS and the 2009 WP in-
dicates a clear focus on crafting whole-of-government
coordinated documents. Participating actors would be
found to be negligent if they did not coordinate. The
government utilizes a well institutionalized approach
that ensures consistent participation on the part of all
interested departments and agencies of the Australian
national security community. The formulation process
also emphasizes inclusion of the managers who con-
trol the fiscal means at every step of decisionmaking
for these efforts. In addition, the risk analysis concept
is becoming fully institutionalized.”® Finally, a wide
spectrum of Australian civil society was formally so-
licited for its thinking on the major issues confront-
ing the 2008 WP drafters. In the end, the Australian
government has crafted a very sophisticated approach
to the development of national security strategy
documents.

CASE STUDY: BRAZIL

Although the armed forces have wanted it since
the end of World War II, the 2008 National Strategy of
Defense (NSD) is the first ever national level national
security-related strategy published by the Brazilian
government.” This document was intended to serve
as the implementing strategy for the National Defense
Policy published in June 2005. The decision to craft the
national defense strategy was catalyzed by two pri-
mary factors: the perception that Brazil was having an
increasing influence on the world stage, and the gov-
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ernment’s belief that that a gap existed in the part of
Brazilian legislation that governed the direction of the
armed forces. '™ There was also a desire to engage Bra-
zilian society through the NSD to obtain their support
for the armed forces and, thus, ensure that they were
a part of any defense strategy-related decisions to be
made within the democratic process. This promotion
of the relationship between the society and the armed
forces is intended, in part, to ensure that the composi-
tion of the armed forces reflects the makeup of the cur-
rent Brazilian society, thus making it a reflection of the
Brazilian nation as a whole thru mandatory military
service '™
The actual decision to create a national strategy of
defense was codified in a National Decree by Presi-
dent Lula da Silva on September 6, 2007, which es-
tablished a Ministerial Committee to “design the Na-
tional Strategy of Defense” for the next 10-15 years.
The Ministerial Committee was chaired by Minister of
Defense (MOD) Nelson Jobim and coordinated with
Minister-in-Chief of the Secretariat for Strategic Af-
fairs (the planning ministry for the entire government)
Mangabeira Unger. These two ministers, in conjunc-
tion with President Lula da Silva determined the pri-
mary contents of the document. The Ministers of the
Planning, Budget, and Management Ministry, Finance
Ministry, and Science and Technology Ministry were
also involved, as were the commanders of the Army,
Navy, and Air Force. While the NSD was intended to
be inclusive by the government, there was a percep-
tion that other Ministries were not so involved in the
document’s contents.'”?
For the Ministerial Committee, while the MOD
had overall responsibility for the document’s devel-
opment, Minister Unger and the Strategic Affairs
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Ministry were initially responsible for directing the
document’s drafting effort and ensuring coordination
with all other involved government actors. The Min-
isterial Committee received little or no guidance for
the document at the beginning from any senior lead-
ers. No constraints were imposed on what the finished
product should look like.!”® The Ministry’s Defense
Advisory Division, consisting of two active officers
from each of the three services, along with one retired
Army colonel and a civilian professor, conducted the
actual writing of the NSD’s first draft. Work began in
the September/October 2007 timeframe and contin-
ued until the NSD was approved in December 2008.'%

The Ministerial Committee had many meetings
with the three services and traveled around the coun-
try to visit numerous military bases to meet with each
of the seven 4-star general regional commanders of
the Brazilian Army, as well as to naval units, defense
education facilities, and research and development
centers.'® In addition, roughly 10-20 academics were
consulted on the document. While all were heard, the
three services contributed the greatest amount of in-
put, by far, for the document.'® The Ministerial Com-
mittee also consulted with experts from outside the
government, to include “various public and private
agencies, as well as knowledgeable citizens in the area
of defense.” This included think tanks, retired military
officers, and former ministers of the services.'” There
was discussion about the potential to bring in the gen-
eral society’s public audience, but it was decided that
it would unreasonably lengthen the drafting process
and, thus, there was no conscious attempt to engage
with that component of civil society as an entity for
input for the document. Towards the later part of the
document’s development, the Ministerial Committee
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also consulted with the Defense Front in Parliament
(an informal grouping of parliamentary committees
that had an interest in national security), particularly
the Permanent Commission on Defense and Foreign
Affairs.’® In the end, if there was disagreement within
the Working Group, the group ultimately reached a
consensus in dialogue with the MOD and the nation’s
senior leadership.'” President Lula da Silva presented
the NSD recommendations for approval to the Na-
tional Security Council (NSC).!?

Later in the process, a Working Group was estab-
lished that consisted of representatives from the Min-
istry of Defense and the Armed Forces. This Working
Group consisted of about eight general officers and 30
officers at the rank of colonel or navy captain. While
the other three ministries were not represented on the
Working Group, they were able to review and com-
ment on the NSD drafts. The Working Group began its
work in the April/May 2008 timeframe after receiving
the Ministerial Committee’s first draft, and completed
its draft in June 2008. This second draft was then trans-
mitted back to the Ministerial Committee."" Minister
Unger had a continuous dialogue with the services,
which resulted in numerous adjustments to the vari-
ous drafts of the document. Some of the changes re-
sulted in change to verbiage, but not necessarily to the
ideas that Minister Unger wanted to convey; they re-
mained in the Strategy. This included continuation of
the draft as a demonstration that all classes of society
would be committed to the security of the nation. Both
the Defense and Strategic Affairs Ministers person-
ally worked on the final document. When there was
disagreement that would not permit compromise, the
MOD position prevailed. Once complete, a last draft
was transmitted to the chiefs of the Armed Forces for
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formal approval; they were given 24 hours for any
last comments since they had been involved through
their staffs in the entire drafting process from the very
beginning. The draft then went to the President who
convened the National Defense Council (NDC) with
senior representatives from all involved ministries in
attendance. This represented the first meeting of the
NDC ever conducted. The NDC issued a decree sup-
porting the document and forwarded it to the Parlia-
ment, also known as the National Congress, for final
approval. It was actually the 35th draft of the docu-
ment that was published.!'?

The NSD is oriented on the development of me-
dium- to long-term actions along three key axes:
“reorganization of the armed forces, restructuring of
the Brazilian defense industry, and management of
personnel in the armed forces.” There are three addi-
tionally associated defense sectors that are addressed:
cyber, space, and nuclear."® All had to be addressed
within the context of the 2005 National Defense Policy.
The NSD also had to ensure that there were no con-
tradictions with, and must be in support of, the 2004-
2007 Brazil for All Plan.'** Approved by the Brazilian
Congress in August 2003, it established overarching
development objectives for the nation to include so-
cial inclusion and reduction of social inequalities,
environmentally-sustainable economic growth gener-
ating employment and income and reducing regional
inequalities, and promotion and expansion of citizen
empowerment and strengthening of democracy.' In
addition to other Brazilian strategic documents, as
part of their preparation, the drafters also reviewed
the national strategy documents of other countries,
to include U.S., French, and German national strate-
gies.""*Historically, the national interests were orient-

38



ed on the former antagonisms in the south. But it was
recognized that in the 21st century, there are other is-
sues of greater import to the Brazilian people.''” The
national interests that were identified for the NSD
came directly from the Objectives of National Defense
as addressed in the National Defense Policy of 2005. The
origin of the 2005 document’s interests came from the
1988 Federal Constitution and its subsequent amend-
ments.'® These interests represented a combination of
internal components for Brazilian society like sover-
eignty, territorial integrity, and “preservation of the
cohesion and national unit” of the Brazilian populace,
as well as external interests of regional stability, the
contribution for the maintenance of peace and the in-
ternational system, and a broader insertion of Brazil
into international decisionmaking processes.'” The
principle of noninterference with other countries was
also to be codified as a guiding interest.’”® None of
these were specifically listed as national interests in
the NSD, but all those directly involved in the draft-
ing process that were interviewed for this monograph
confirmed that the national defense objectives from the
2005 document represented the national interests that
guided the 2008 NSD. The intent behind the utiliza-
tion of those interests was to affirm “the commitment
of every Brazilian citizen, both civilian and military,
to the . . . virtues of sovereignty, heritage, and territo-
rial and national unit integrity, within a wide frame-
work of democratic fullness and of total respect to our
neighbors.” None of the interests were prioritized; all
were considered to have had “the same degree of im-
portance for defense.”'*

For assumptions and facts that were employed by
the NSD drafting group, formulation of the NSD was
not constrained by any limitation on fiscal resources.
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It was intended to be a resource unconstrained strat-
egy. It was felt that the society would be convinced
to provide the fiscal resources necessary to implement
the NSD after publication.'? The identifiable threats
were developed under the direction of Minister Unger
and ranged from the lack of societal participation in
matters of national defense and budget insufficiency
to the obsolescence of military equipment and the re-
strictions on technology transfer placed on Brazil by
more advanced countries.'”

The ends or objectives for the NSD were derived
directly from the national interests (Objectives of Na-
tional Defense) that were contained in the 2005 nation-
al policy document.'® In essence, the national interests
became the ends for the strategy. It was very impor-
tant for the drafters to take into account the flexibility
and adaptability of Brazilian culture, and a sense of
people doing the best for the country, when determin-
ing the interests that would establish the objectives for
the NSD.'* For the NSD, the real origin of these ends
began with the 1988 Federal Constitution, which in turn
directly influenced the Objectives of National Defense
contained in the 2005 National Defense Policy. In addi-
tion, other less formal guidance to the drafting group
was found in senior level speeches on foreign and de-
fense policy. It was a combination of the data found in
the both the formal documents and less formal guid-
ance associated with the speeches that led to the final
acceptance of the Objectives of National Defense and
the Guidelines chapters in the National Defense Policy
document as representing the strategic ends for the
NSD. The Guidelines chapter contains 26 national se-
curity related focused objectives that could be consid-
ered supporting objectives for the ends found in the
Objectives of National Defense chapter. There were
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no measures of effectiveness developed for any of the
strategy’s objectives. In part, this could be because
so many of the objectives—like maintenance of the
nation’s sovereignty and heritage and sustaining its
territorial integrity —are long-term permanent goals
with no real end in sight.'*

The armed forces do utilize measures of effective-
ness for the implementation component of the NSD.
These were derived by utilizing the Balanced Score-
card Performance Measurement System developed
by Drs. Robert Kaplan and David Norton for the Bal-
anced Scorecard Institute headquartered in the United
States (Cary, North Carolina). “Leading and lagging
measures are identified, expected targets and thresh-
olds are established, and baseline and benchmarking
data is developed.”' This performance measurement
system was obtained from the American Armed Forc-
es by Brazilian officers during travel to Washington,
DC, in 2005. In the case of this strategy, the focus is on
the objectives established for the individual services.
One example was the establishment of an office on the
Army Staff (Strategic Follow Up Section in the Policy
and Strategy Directorate) to orchestrate the measures
of effectiveness for Army supporting objectives con-
nected to the designated ways and means in the Im-
plementation Measures portion of the NSD. This of-
fice conducts an assessment of the difference between
what the Strategy designates as objectives and what
can be resourced to attain the objectives.'®

The strategy’s ways and means were developed for
inclusion into the Implementation Measures section of
the NSD. Some of the detailed ways and means came
from service military planning documents, some of
which were classified. The section included detailed
delineation of guidance for the actors (departments
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and agencies) that will be required to implement the
strategy, such as direction to the three services of the
armed forces that they must develop three sets of plans
for detailed force structure development, with estab-
lished goals for the short term (up to 2014), mid-term
(from 2015-22), and the long-term (from 2023-30).'%
Additional sections of the Implementation Measures
section originated with other ministries, like the Sci-
entific and Technology and Defense Industry sections
from the Ministries of Science and Technology, Devel-
opment, Industry, and Foreign Trade; all in addition
to the MOD and the services. Another such example
would be the Ministry of Interior for developmental
issues. These ministries were brought into the NSD
Implementation Measures development process on
an as needed basis for their expertise as the executing
ministry for a particular course of action (way), and
not for every issue.'®

The detailed ways and means in the Implementa-
tion Measures section provided a real degree of fidel-
ity for the ministries charged with implementing the
NSD. The content of this section was developed by
Minister Mangabeira and the Strategic Affairs Minis-
try. It was based upon a determination of both vul-
nerabilities and opportunities that could be employed
to address those vulnerabilities. This was exemplified
when the MOD insisted on maintaining the comment
describing the “obsolescence of most of the equipment
of the Armed Forces.” The MOD Working Group pro-
posed eliminating the comment drafted by the Minis-
terial Committee. Minister Jobim overruled the com-
ment’s elimination because he believed that he could
employ it in the final document to justify increases
to the defense portion of the national budget.”*' Each
executing ministry was identified by the issue it was
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responsible for, along with the provision of suspense
dates indicating when implementation planning doc-
uments in direct support of the NSD were required
to be complete.'® This section actually provided the
planners located in the associated ministries with the
information necessary to begin the execution of the
tasks established by the NSD. The details made the
Implementation Measures section absolutely critical
to the success of the Strategy and, in turn, represented
a major contribution to national strategy development
for the nation.

Some select risk assessment did take place in the
development of the NSD. This was the case with the
proposal to commit 2.5 percent of the gross national
product (GNP) to future defense spending. Such an
increased fiscal commitment would greatly speed the
modernization of the armed forces. However, it was
assessed that the risk to other parts of the economy
was simply too great to permit such a redirected out-
lay of fiscal resources. In the end, the proposal did not
go forward to the nation’s senior leadership for con-
sideration because of the risk assessment.'

After the MOD and the Minister of the Secretary
of Strategic Affairs came to agreement on the NSD,
they forwarded the document to the President for his
approval. The President then met with the members
of the National Defense Council to obtain their views,
which resulted in agreement and formal presidential
approval on December 18, 2008.%3

While there was no formal feedback mechanism
that described the status of the NSD when in an ex-
ecution status, the drafting committee did develop the
Final Provisions annex to the NSD, which determined
additional planning documents to be developed based
upon the evolving implementation of the strategy.
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These were to be complementary to the strategy itself
and could require adjustment as the separate plans
were executed.'® As an example, in 2009, the MOD
directed the Army Staff to create an NSD implementa-
tion strategy for the Army." It was then codified in
the Complementary Defence Act No. 136, signed in
August 2010, that the NSD must be updated by the
MOD and submitted to the Parliament every 4 years.
In addition, the legislation further stated that a new
White Paper document, to be published in 2012 and
intended to complement the NSD, would elaborate in
detail on how the NSD would be implemented. Each
new presidential regime will be required to publish
this document in the second year of its administra-
tion.™’

The Brazilian 2008 NSD represents the first nation-
al strategy of its kind in Latin America. In combination
with the 2005 National Defense Policy and the forthcom-
ing White Paper, Brazil is developing a systematic ap-
proach to the crafting of national strategy. Of particu-
lar note is the Implementation Measures component
of the NSD and the associated degree of fidelity with
the strategy’s ways and means. With the publication
of the strategy, this approach provides the ministries
and agencies responsible for strategy implementation
with the planning information necessary to begin de-
tailed execution.

CASE STUDY: SOUTH AFRICA

The South African national strategy development
process was unique with respect to the other four case
studies because it primarily originated with the end-
ing of the apartheid regime and the first truly demo-
cratic election in the history of the Republic. Conflict
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between the former regime and the African National
Congress (ANC)-led opposition was decades old by
the time that the first truly all inclusive elections were
held in April 1994. In effect, the new national strategy
and its associated drafting process was a product of
revolution. It was a new South Africa and with that
came the recognition that all issues associated with
defense and the South 