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Abstract 
 

The intent of this thesis is to identify ways in which defence planning can be improved in New 

Zealand. In order to do so, research examines practical examples of Capability Based Planning (CBP) 

amongst members of the Technical Co-operation Program (TTCP) - New Zealand, Australia, Canada, 

United Kingdom and United States. This approach has also been applied to defence planning 

processes in Singapore and Finland. As part of this, the TTCP’s CBP model provides an essential 

comparative template and in doing so, the methodology employed is essentially that of a 

comparative case study.  

This thesis has identified a number of positives and negatives amongst the research group. However, 

four particularly important findings have emerged. Firstly, New Zealand must find ways to better 

integrate technological change into capability decision making processes and across the capability life 

cycle. Secondly, external expertise is now widely employed by defence policy makers and this should 

be integrated into defence planning structures in this country. Thirdly, quantitative approaches to 

defence capability development offer significant potential and are well developed in partner states. 

This may provide a means by which to extend New Zealand’s own capabilities in this regard. Lastly, 

examples of defence planning in Singapore and Finland suggest that a hybrid model based on CBP 

but adapted to the realities of a state’s unique strategic culture, can work in a practical context. This 

flexibility of use means CBP continues to offer significant utility to defence planners in New Zealand 

as well as an evolutionary foundation upon which to base future defence capability development.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

New Zealand is a founding member of The Technical Co-operation Program (TTCP).1 Formed in 1957 

as a way to facilitate the exchange of defence research and development information amongst five 

English speaking nations, New Zealand, Australia, Canada, United Kingdom and United States, the 

TTCP has a number of very practical foci.2 One of the more important of these is carried out by the 

TTCP Joint Systems and Analysis Group or Panel Three, which provides a forum to facilitate the 

sharing of defence planning methodologies and related processes amongst member states. 3 As a 

consequence, TTCP members now employ a common approach to defence planning known as 

Capability Based Planning (CBP).4  

Whilst TTCP members seem likely to adhere to same basic CBP template, it is to be expected that 

slight variations in emphasis will exist between member states given differing bureaucratic and 

parliamentary systems. Identifying these variations may identify alternative approaches useful to 

defence planners in New Zealand. However, differences between TTCP members are also on a non 

institutional level. Clearly, TTCP member states are of sharply varying sizes. Despite this, Capability 

Based Planning was originally formulated in the United States with the needs of the United States 

military in mind.5 As a result, New Zealand, by far the smallest member of the TTCP, employs the 

same defence planning methodology as significantly larger states such as the United States and 

United Kingdom.6 Consequently, it could well be that the defence planning methodologies of other 

small states are better suited to New Zealand. Investigating this concept is also likely to be useful to 

defence planners in this country. 

Another salient issue as far as New Zealand is concerned, is the way in which politics has played an 

extremely influential role in defence planning. Defence equipment acquisition requires the approval 

of the New Zealand cabinet 7 and research by Peter Greener suggests that this has lead to numerous 

                                                           
1 Newton, R., “The Technology Co-operation Program (TTCP) Maritime (MAR)”, The NPS Maritime Defense 
Research Program Newsletter, 48 (July-August 2010): 1, accessed March 14th, 2013, 
http://calhoun.nps.edu/public/bitstream/handle/10945/24549/%3Fview%26did%3D16287.pdf?sequence=1 
2 Ibid. 
3 “Guide to Capability Based Planning”, TTCP Joint Systems and Analysis Group, Technical Panel, 3, 
accessed March 16th, 2013, http://www.acq.osd.mil/ttcp/reference/index.html#tech_docs  
4 Ibid. 
5 Davis, P.K., Analytic Architecture for Capabilities Based Planning, Mission System Analysis and Transformation 
(Santa Monica: Rand Corporation, 2002), 53.  
6“Guide to Capability Based Planning”. 
7 Greener, P. Timing Is Everything - The Politics and Processes of New Zealand Defence Acquisition Decision 
Making (Canberra: ANU, 2009), 151-157. 
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trade-off decisions, many of which do not align with policy recommendations.8 As Greener also 

suggests, this has resulted in a number of haphazard, un-coordinated planning outcomes albeit that a 

majority of these decisions reflect the over whelming influence of fiscal pressures.9 However, whilst 

budgetary constraints appear to be the dominant externality in New Zealand, this cannot be 

assumed to be the case elsewhere. Because of this, identifying the nature and extent of externalities 

in other states is also likely to be of interest to New Zealand defence planners.  

Questions such as this are clearly focused on the process of defence planning. However, the 

intangible concept of strategic culture is also relevant. Specifically, it is very difficult to imagine the 

existence of any two states with an identical strategic outlook or environment. In short, no two 

states are ever likely to be exact replicas in this regard. As a result, the usefulness of a common 

defence planning template such as CBP seems questionable in any form given the massive variations 

in key strategic determinants such as geography, politics and extent of global interests. Despite this, 

the diverse TTCP membership continues to employ a shared defence planning template. In this 

respect, it is arguable whether member states, with the possible exception of Australia, have much in 

common at all with New Zealand’s strategic orientation.  As a consequence, investigating how 

smaller countries reconcile their unique strategic cultures with a ubiquitous defence planning 

template such as CBP, could also prove helpful to defence planners in New Zealand. 

Despite issues such as these, CBP has become firmly embedded into New Zealand Ministry of 

Defence (NZMOD) and New Zealand Defence Force (NZDF) structures over the past decade or more. 

However, as these leading paragraphs suggest, a number of important questions remain outstanding. 

In an effort to answer these and identify ways to improve defence planning in New Zealand, this 

thesis will seek to answer three key questions: 

1. To what extent are defence planning processes in the group of researched states, including 

New Zealand, aligned with the TTCP’s generic model of defence planning? 

2. To what extent are capability outcomes of TTCP states inconsistent with the capability based 

planning process and if so, are such distortions attributable to externalities? 

3. Are alternative defence planning processes and approaches worthy of consideration, 

particularly those of the TTCP and smaller states? 

In order to achieve these aims, the first priority of this thesis will be to outline and describe the 

TTCP’s generic Capability Based Planning template (stages a.-j.). This will then be followed by a 

matching analysis focused on the practical application of CBP in the New Zealand context. 

                                                           
8 Ibid. 
9 Ibid. 
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Subsequent chapters of this thesis will consider the capability optimisation frameworks employed by 

other TTCP members. Most importantly, this will examine the extent to which these states adhere to 

the generic CBP model advocated by Panel Three. To achieve this, practical examples of defence 

planning processes will be examined. These are outlined below:10 

Australia: Defence White Paper 2009 & associated companion reviews;11 

Canada: Canada First Defence Strategy 2008; 

United States: National Security Strategy 2010 & Quadrennial Defence Review 2010;  

United Kingdom: National Security Strategy 2010 & Strategic Defence & Security Review 2010. 

Compartmentalising each phase of the defence planning process within a common methodological 

format provides a tractable means by which to compare defence planning processes. From this it is 

hoped to identify the strengths and weaknesses of capability based defence planning in Australia, 

Canada, United States and United Kingdom as a way to improve defence planning processes in New 

Zealand.   

Following this, research will then consider how two smaller states approach defence planning. It is 

intended that this process will also establish the extent to the TTCP’s CBP model is followed. Focused 

on Singapore and Finland, research will also concentrate on practical examples of defence planning 

processes: 

Singapore: 2004 Singapore’s National Security Strategy - The Fight Against Terror; 

Finland: 2009 Finnish Security and Defence Policy and 2010 Security in Society. 

These two states were selected as case studies as they are democratic, have populations of a similar 

size to New Zealand, a three service military, are not part of a formal defence alliance with the 

United States and actively support United Nations missions. These are features shared with New 

Zealand. Small, fully neutral states such as Austria, Ireland and Switzerland were not considered. 

Research concerning Singapore and Finland will also focus on the importance of strategic culture 

when determining capability priorities and defence investments. Most importantly, historical 

experiences are a highly influential feature of this relationship, a point stressed by scholar Alistair I 

Johnston, who describes strategic culture as a product of “historical choices ... and precedents” that 

                                                           
10 “Defence White Papers,” Military Education Research Library Network, accessed 20th April, 2013, 
 http://www.merln.ndu.edu/whitepapers.html 
11 It should be noted that the most recent Australian Defence White Paper, released in May 2013, has not been 
selected. This reflects the relative lack of academic and critical analysis at the time this thesis was completed. 
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“guide choice.” 12 The influence of history is also emphasised by Synder who defines strategic culture 

as “modes of thought and action, which derive from perception of the national historical 

experience.” 13 With the concept of strategic culture in mind, research will seek to establish the 

extent to which final defence capability decisions differ to the priorities generated by objective 

analysis and processes and identify whether these distortions reflect the unique strategic 

circumstances of Singapore and Finland. As part of this, it is also hoped to ascertain if CBP is able to 

adapt and work within the bounds of a states unique strategic culture and whether a hybrid model of 

defence planning that incorporates CBP, is able to operate in states of a similar size to New Zealand.  

Importantly this thesis will not consider the relationship between strategic culture and capability 

optimisation amongst TTCP members. This reflects a desire to conduct a comparative analysis 

between TTCP partners that is focused on the multifaceted practicalities of defence capability 

planning. To consider the strategic culture of TTCP members, including New Zealand, exposes this 

thesis to the risk of excessive complexity which may in turn endanger the quality of findings. 

Finally, whilst this thesis involves an examination of the most recent practical examples of CBP in 

TTCP member states, this is not the main methodological focus. Rather the intent is to examine the 

efficacy and consistency of the processes embedded within defence planning institutions, 

government departments and the military. Although the majority of analysis concentrates on the 

most recent examples of defence planning, this is not always the case. The most notable exception in 

this respect is Australia where the 2009 Defence White Paper has been selected for analysis. The 

decision to do so partly reflects the timing of this thesis relative to the release of the 2013 White 

Paper. Not only is the availability of critical academic analysis relating to the 2009 Defence White 

Paper significantly greater, it also provides a highly visible illustration of the methodological 

interaction between high level strategic assessments and subsequent defence planning outcomes.  

 

                                                           
12 Johnston, I. A., “Thinking About Strategic Culture,” International Security 19:4 (1995): 33-64. 
13 Snyder, J in Longhurst, K. “Strategic Culture: The Key to Understanding German Security Policy?” (Phd diss., 
University of Birmingham, 2000): 302. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Introduction 
This literature review will be conducted in four phases. Firstly, an effort will be made to identify 

research dealing with the concept of Capability Based Planning. This will include important theorists 

on the subject as well as research papers on CBP submitted by military alliance groupings and 

academics. Secondly, a survey will be conducted of research dealing with the use of CBP in TTCP 

member states - New Zealand, Australia, Canada, The United States and The United Kingdom. This 

phase will be extended to include Singapore and Finland. As part of this, relevant government, 

academic, defence and military publications from all seven states will be identified. In addition, 

research relevant to the historical and cultural context in which defence planning is undertaken will 

also be recognised. A third phase will involve the identification of research that compares defence 

planning processes between these states and/or proposed improvements to the way in which CBP is 

applied. A final phase will seek to identify if research of this nature has been used to improve the 

manner in which defence planning is currently conducted in New Zealand. The primary focus of this 

literature review will be the past 10-12 years. However, where thought applicable, earlier research 

will also be considered.  

Past and present literature on this topic  
Rand Corporation researcher P.K Davis is perhaps the most widely referenced theoretical thinker on 

Capability Based Planning. Davis’ most important contribution, Analytic Architecture for Capabilities 

Based Planning, Mission System Analysis and Transformation (Davis 2002,) is a pioneering piece of 

research in the field of capability based planning and outlines the sequential model that is now 

widely acknowledged by defence planners. This analysis was followed by another closely related 

research paper, Uncertainty Sensitive Planning (Davis 2003). Included as a chapter in New Challenges, 

New Tools for Defense Decision Making (Johnson 2003), this analysis seeks to further develop the 

concept of CBP in a practical setting. Although Davis is often regarded as the foremost pioneer of 

CBP, his work was preceded by A Framework for Defense Planning (Kent 1989). Kent’s work is similar 

to that of Davis to the extent it also advocates the use of a defence planning model based on 

capability analysis. Nevertheless, although this research publication predates Davis by some years, 

Davis’ work remains the dominant reference in defence planning documents produced by NATO and 

TTCP member states alike. This is apparent from the TTCP’s own research on CBP published by the 

Joint Systems and Analysis Group: Panel Three (TTCP 2012). NATO has also submitted research on the 
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topic. The most notable in this regard, The Handbook in Long Term Defence Planning (NATO 2003), 

was published by NATO’s Research and Technology Board. NATO’s defence planning process and use 

of CBP was further developed in a ‘NATO live’ presentation (NATO 2010). Again, both documents 

acknowledge Davis’ work extensively. 

Davis’ influence can also be seen in a presentation by the Hague Centre for Strategic Studies to the 

NATO International Conference on Defense Capability Portfolio Analysis (De Spiegeleire 2009). This 

research piece is important as it highlights the crucial link between national risk assessments and CBP 

and the need to establish improved links between strategic guidance and subsequent planning 

outcomes. Thomas Durrell-Young, a senior lecturer at the U.S Naval Postgraduate School in 

Monterey, has also published on the use of CBP by NATO member states. Capabilities-Based Defense 

Planning: Techniques Applicable to NATO and Partnership for Peace Countries (Durrell-Young, 2006) 

outlines a sequential CBP template that has strong commonality with both the TTCP and Davis. 

However, perhaps a more important feature of Durrell-Young’s work is the reference to the “rather 

anaemic body of literature dealing with defense planning methodologies” (Durrell-Young 2006, 35). 

This is an observation with substantial implications for this literature review. Due to security 

concerns, most CBP related publications are sourced from within bureaucratic, governmental 

organisations. Because of this, Durrell-Young believes much of the available CBP research is “neither 

intellectually nor academically rigorous” (Durrell-Young 2006, 35). As a result, it seems appropriate to 

regard such documents with a degree of caution.              

This issue has immediate resonance with regard to New Zealand where almost all relevant CBP 

material is presented as part of official government documents such as Defence White Paper 2010 

(New Zealand Ministry of Defence – NZMOD - 2010) and the subsequent Defence Capability Plan 

2011 (New Zealand Defence Force 2011). Similarly, the term - Capability Based Planning – is used 

extensively in New Zealand Defence Force (NZDF) documents such as The Defence Capability 

Management Framework (NZDF 2011) and New Zealand Ministry of Defence (NZMOD) papers 

prepared for the Capability Management Board (NZMOD 2012).  New Zealand Ministry of Defence 

documents such as the Defence Capability and Resourcing Review (DCARR) are also important 

examples where government planning states an adherence to the principles of CBP. Furthermore, 

reports from the New Zealand Auditor General’s Office (OAG) also provide an insight into the 

practical workings of CBP in New Zealand. The 2001 OAG investigation into the acquisition of Light 

Armoured Vehicles and Light Operational Vehicles for the New Zealand Army provides a particularly 

good example - Report of the Controller and Auditor-General on Ministry of Defence: Acquisition of 

Light Armoured Vehicles and Light Operational Vehicles (OAG August 2001).   
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In contrast, academic research regarding the practical use and application of CBP in New Zealand is 

almost totally absent. Academic studies appear less inclined to consider the credibility of the 

sequential process involved in defence planning and more focused towards assessing the efficacy of 

final policy outcomes. Nevertheless, given the sequential nature of CBP, it remains important to 

consider the later and important examples in this regard include Fifty Years of Foreign Policy (Trotter 

1993) and Capability Planning: Towards A Third Way (Dickens 2001). Other relevant research 

includes, New Zealand's Defence Posture: a new direction (Luke 2009) and Defence Policy in the Asian 

Century (White 2009). Perhaps the most important exception to the general academic preference to 

examine outcomes, in a manner unrelated to the methodology of policy making, is the book Timing is 

Everything (Greener 2009). This important analysis examines a number of practical instances where 

policy recommendations generated through disciplined, methodical, capability based defence 

planning processes, have been distorted by political decision making and other externalities. This is 

an issue of great relevance to the examination of contemporary defence planning in New Zealand as 

it provides an insight into the capability based planning processes employed by the Ministry of 

Defence and NZDF.  

It is also important to identify research suggesting how New Zealand could improve its current, 

capability based, approach to defence planning. Relevant research in this respect also includes 

analysis of a more generalised nature, including a critique of defence policy making in New Zealand 

as a whole, rather than that which is focused on CBP alone. Background and historical information 

regarding New Zealand defence policy is therefore applicable to this thesis. Without this, research 

cannot be fully cognizant of the context in which defence planning outcomes are reached.  This 

includes recognising defence analyses from senior government officials and politicians. Important 

examples in this respect include, The Relationship Between Defence and Foreign Policy (Hensley 

1993) and The Evolution of NZ Defence Policy (Quigley 2006). Academics have also published a large 

number of articles of relevance to the context in which New Zealand defence policy is, and has been, 

made. Useful research in this regard includes The Defence Debate in Australia and New Zealand 

(McGraw 2007), From Defence to Security: NZ's hard power, soft power and smart power (Hoadley 

2007) and The Transformation of New Zealand Foreign Policy (Patman 2005). 

As is the case in New Zealand, materials regarding the use and application of CBP in Australia are also 

dominated by official documents from the Department of Defense and other official bodies. This 

includes Defence White Papers and companion documents such as the Defence Capability Plan 

Defence Capability Guide and the Defence Capability Development Handbook along with public 

discussion papers such as Key Questions for Defence in the 21st Century (Australian Department of 

Defence 2009). Other notable government papers include the Kinnaird Report (Australian 
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Government 2003) and the Mortimer Review (Australian Government 2008). Both reports suggest 

ways to improve defence procurement, a vital element of defence capability planning, with a 

particular focus on increased transparency and accountability alongside stronger internal systems. 

Australian Defence, Science and Technology Organisation (DSTO) researchers have also published a 

number of papers proposing computational methods to improve the use of CBP in Australia. 

Important examples in this respect include Computational Scenario-based Capability Planning 

(Abbass et al. 2009) and Model Based Military Scenario Management for Defence Capability (Gori et 

al. 2006). Former senior politicians, such as one time Defence Minister Kim Beazley, have also made 

contributions to consider. White Paper Then and Now: Returning to Self Reliance as a Labor Leit-

Motif (Beazley 2009) is a good example in this regard.  

Nevertheless, no government agency or contemporary politician appears to have made a critical 

assessment of CBP in the practical context of an actual Defence White Paper.  In contrast, Australian 

academics are more active in this regard and a number of papers have been published that critique 

the methodology employed by the 2009 Defence White Paper. Examples in this regard include, 

Dangerous Luxuries and Mind the Capabilities Gap (Angevine 2011), The Importance of the inner arc 

to Australian Defence Policy and Planning (Dibb 2012) and The Australian 2009 Defence White Paper: 

Analysis and Alternatives (Langmore, Logan, and Firth 2010). Analysis of a similar type is also 

presented in The Making of the 2009 Defence White Paper (Walters 2009). Alternative methods of 

defence planning, is also a feature of An Alternative approach to Defence Capability Planning (Hodge 

and Walpole 2009). This paper, which seeks to improve Australia’s capability based defence planning 

model by improving the accuracy with which strategic priorities are matched with practical 

capabilities, advocates a double loop system of learning. Nevertheless, the focus of this paper is 

something of a rarity in Australia, as the vast majority of Australian academic papers concentrate on 

capability planning outcomes rather than providing a critique of the systems that generate them. 

Despite this shortcoming, it is nevertheless important that academic critique of a varying nature is 

available for consideration. However, this is unlikely to be the case in the months immediately 

following the release of a Defence White Paper. Importantly, a number of significant academic 

papers relating to the 2009 Defence white Paper were not available until 2010 or later and this is 

why the most recent Australian Defence White Paper, released in May 2013, is not considered by this 

thesis. 

In addition to contemporary academic papers focused on the 2009 Australian Defence White Paper, 

this thesis also has need for research focused on Australian defence policy in a broader, macro sense. 

Notably, CBP must not be seen in isolation but rather as part of whole of government solutions. As a 

consequence, historical context is an important influence with regards to defence planning. Relevant 
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Australian research in this respect includes The Conceptual Basis of Australia’s Defence Planning and 

Force Development Structure (Dibb 1992) and Four Decades of the Defence of Australia (White 2002). 

Both papers present an historical analysis of Australian defence planning and thus bring a great deal 

of contemporary context to the defence planning environment. Hugh White, Professor of Strategic 

Studies at the Australian National University, is a particularly active defence researcher and has also 

published widely on defence issues before and after the release of the 2009 Australian Defence 

White Paper. Beyond the Defence of Australia: Finding a new balance in Australian Strategic Policy 

(White 2008) and Muddled Report Leaves Gaps in our Defence (White, 2009) are relevant to any 

discussion considering the practical merits of the 2009 Australian Defence White Paper. Both papers 

suggest a number of methodological inconsistencies between high level strategic guidance and 

capability recommendations. This is also a point also stressed by De Spiegeleire in her analysis of 

defence planning in NATO states (De Spiegeleire 2009), suggesting this is a recurrent problem faced 

by capability based defence planners. 

As is the case in Australia and New Zealand, Canadian government documents, which include a 

plethora of references to CBP, provide an important reference point for research regarding Capability 

Based Planning in Canada. The foremost example in this regard is the Canada First Defence Strategy 

or CFDS (Canadian Department of National Defence 2008). The Report on Plans and Priorities 

(Canadian Department of National Defence 2008) is another relevant document albeit this fiscally 

focused analysis is related to CBP by extension rather than explicitly. In contrast to New Zealand in 

particular, critical appraisal of CBP is not completely absent from official Canadian agencies and in 

this respect Canada’s Defence Research and Development agency (DRDC) is quite active. For 

example, Force Planning Scenarios: Methodology, Experiences and Lessons from the Canadian 

Department of Defence (DRDC 2010) provides an important critique of key CBP elements and 

questions the appropriateness of scenario selection, a key CBP input. DRDC researchers have also 

published an analysis of defence capability integration issues under the title Unifying Capability 

Integration Analysis (DRDC 2011).  This research document, which seeks to identify the most 

advantageous mix of defence capabilities, focuses on the defence “optimisation problem” that lies at 

the core of CBP (Kerzer 2011, 1). The DRDC has also been active with regards to the interaction 

between CBP and the practical implementation of defence capability decisions. In 2005 DRDC 

researchers published a discussion paper titled, Cap DEM: Towards a capability engineering process, 

that presents a “systemised” CBP focused tool to support the acquisition of new defence capabilities 

(Lam 2005, i).   

Canadian academics have also been active with regards to the assessment of Capability Based 

Planning in its own right. Nevertheless, as with Australia, most of the focus involves an analysis of the 
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policy settings generated as opposed to the integrity with which planners adhered to the CBP 

methodology itself.  However, several notable exceptions to this exist. For example, The Canada First 

Defence Strategy One Year On (McDonald 2009) criticises the CFDS on the basis of inconsistencies 

between defence policy recommendations and high level strategic guidance. This is also the focus of 

an analysis titled A CF Strategic Capability Planning Process (Morrisey 2009). Critique of a similar 

nature is also a feature of a paper titled Strategic Capability Investment Plan (Sloan 2006). Published 

prior to the release of the CFDS, this paper questions the efficacy of capability recommendations 

made by successive Canadian governments. Planning inaccuracies are the also the topic of another 

significant Canadian academic paper, Operational Research Tools supporting Force Development 

Process for Canadian Armed Forces (Blakely, Billyard et al. 2009). As part of an attempt to objectify 

capability trade-off decisions, this analysis examines the utility of systematising Canada’s CBP process 

in order to avoid subjective conclusions. Analysis of a similar concept was released in an earlier paper 

titled Modelling and Simulation and Capability Engineering Process (DRDC 2006). This was published 

as part of a research project to optimise “trade-offs” between competing capabilities (Mokhtari 

2006, 5.1). However, whilst this paper advocates a number of improvements to the CBP model this 

analysis does not extend to all stages of the TTCP Capability Based Planning model. 

 Academic journals such as the Canadian Naval Review have also published a number of articles of 

relevance to CBP. This includes analysis that also questions the degree of consistency between high 

level strategic analysis and capability decisions taken by the CFDS, as well as criticism regarding 

defence budgeting processes (Perry, Lerhe and Hansen 2013). Canadian House of Commons reports, 

as well as reports from the Canadian Auditor General and Treasury Board, are also important in this 

respect. Similarly, the Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute (CDFAI) published an important 

critique of the CFDS in titled The CFDS One Year Later (CDFAI 2009). As for other relevant literature, 

no books have been published that critique the use of CBP in Canada’s defence planning apparatus. 

However, analysis of Canadian defence policy as a whole is widely available. An important example in 

this regard is For International Security: Canada’s Defence Policy at the turn of the Century (Bland and 

Maloney 2004). This book provides important historical context for the analysis of CBP in Canada. 

A number of books dealing with the generalised theme of defence policy making in the United States 

(US) are also available. For example, American Defense Policy (Bolt, Colletta and Shackelford 2005) 

provides a broad overview of policy settings albeit with minimal analysis of CBP. In general, it is very 

difficult to find academic books that deliver anything other than an assessment of defence policy 

outcomes. Consequently, critical analysis of the defence planning process in the United States is 

somewhat lacking. However, Strategic issues and Options for the Quadrennial Defence Review (QDR) 

(Davis, Kugler and Hillestad 1997) is a very important exception. This book, which predates Davis’ 
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work on defence planning, suggests a number of improvements relevant to the analysis framework 

employed by the QDR, perhaps the most high profile example of United States defence planning. This 

academic work, which has a similar focus to a latter research paper titled Capabilities Based Planning 

– How it is intended to work and challenges to its successful implementation (Walker 2005), highlights 

an apparent lack of consistency between stages of the defence planning process. This is also a focus 

of The QDR – Analysing the Major Defense Review Process (Gordon 2005). Nevertheless, this group of 

research papers deal only with CBP in the United States context and analysis does not extend to TTCP 

or NATO states.  

It is also noticeable that most analysis regarding the application of CBP in the United States is the 

preserve of academic journals rather than published books.  Important contributions in this respect 

include articles such as, America needs a permanent independent panel to stress test the Pentagons 

QDR strategy (Eaglen 2012) and The QDR in Perspective (Hadley and Perry 2010). Numerous other 

academic articles provide an analysis of American defence policy setting but the vast majority differ 

from the focus of this thesis. It is nonetheless noteworthy that CBP occupies a pivotal place in 

American defence policy. For example, QDR 2010 (United States Department of Defense) makes 

frequent reference to Capability Based Planning and from this it is clear that CBP is the dominant 

defence planning methodology. With this in mind, official agencies seem reasonably open to 

question its effectiveness. For example, published by the United States Congress, QDR – Background, 

Process and Issues (Brake 2001) examines both the integrity and consistency of the Capability Based 

Planning model upon which the QDR process is based. CBP has also been the focus of research 

undertaken by the United States armed forces. Presented to the US Joint Chiefs of Staff by Cdr T 

Kiefer, Capabilities Based Planning & Concepts (Kiefer 2005), includes a critique of CBP and questions 

the consistency of the capability based planning process adopted by QDR.  

The National Security Strategy (NSS) 2010 (White House 2010) is also a document of considerable 

relevance to the contemporary application of CBP in the United States. However, to the extent this 

provides the strategic template for subsequent capability decision making, the NSS does not in its 

own right deal with CBP. Importantly, the NSS is augmented by a number of other pieces of analysis 

that collectively provide the strategic and security guidance that is pre-requisite for latter stages of 

CBP. In this respect, the 2011 National Military Strategy or NMS (United States Department of 

Defense 2011) is a good example albeit that this document is also a high end macro analysis. 

Nevertheless, given the importance of strategic guidance to subsequent CBP phases, a critique of 

both the NSS and NMS is important. An important example in this regard includes The 2011 National 

Military Strategy: Resetting a Strong Foundation (Kruger 2011) published by the Institute of Land 

Warfare. Achieving consistency between strategic guidance and actual defence planning outcomes is 
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also a topic explored by researchers from the Center for Strategic & International Studies (CSIS). In a 

paper titled Creating Reality-Based Strategy, Planning, Programming and Budgeting (Cordesman 

2012) the CSIS seeks to find a way to improve the effectiveness with which the United States 

translates strategic “concepts” into effective capability based planning (Cordesman 2012, 1).     

CBP is also central to defence planning in the United Kingdom (UK) and the importance of capability 

based planning is a clear theme in books such as The Development of British Defence policy Making 

(Brown 2010). This book provides an important overview of contemporary defence policy in the 

United Kingdom and also provides a critique of official policy documents. Crucially this includes the 

National Security Strategy (NSS) and The Strategic Defence and Security Review (SDSR) both released 

by the United Kingdom Government in 2010. These major policy statements, which are based on the 

Capability Based Planning template, provide a particularly salient way by which to assess the efficacy 

and usage of CBP in the UK. Importantly, both documents provide a means by which to compare the 

theoretical mechanics of the TTCP’s own Capability Based Planning model with the actual processes 

employed by UK government departments.  As such they are highly relevant to this thesis.  

UK government agencies have also completed important research regarding CBP and defence 

planning in general. For the most part this has been led by the UK Defence Science and Technology 

Laboratory (DSTL). For example, Strategy & Capability CDEII (DSTL 2011) questions the extent to 

which CBP includes all variables relevant to SDSR.  However, as is the case in other TTCP member 

states, the critique of CBP as a process is essentially the preserve of academics not government. In 

this regard important examples include: Unbalancing the Force – Prospects for UK Defence after SDSR 

(Chalmers 2010), The Eight Reasons Why the UK’s SDSR Must Not Savage its Military (Ibrahim 2010), 

The Next UK Defence Review Must Do Better (Kirkpatrick 2011), The British Way of Strategy Making 

and UK National Security Council lacks capacities to deliver coherent defence strategy (Prins 2011). 

Inconsistency of process is a recurrent criticism in all of these research documents and this is a 

theme furthered explored in a number of research articles published by RUSI (Royal United Services 

Institute). This includes The National Security Strategy, a critique of the 2010 National Security 

Strategy (Clarke 2010).  

Other academic research relevant to the use of CBP in the UK includes a paper presented by 

Cambridge Universities Centre for Technology Management to the 11th International Command and 

Control Symposium (Kerr, Phaal and Probert 2006). This paper, which has some commonality with 

Canadian research regarding organisational research techniques, seeks ways to objectify the use of 

CBP. Non academic viewpoints are also pertinent to any assessment of CBP in the UK. This includes 

articles such as A Comprehensive Approach (Jackson 2009) and defence journals such as 
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Disarmament Diplomacy and the contributions of ‘think tanks’ such as the Acronym Institute. It is 

also very important to consider House of Commons submissions when assessing the consistency and 

accuracy of the CBP process in the UK. Public submissions, such as contributions from academics and 

retired armed forces officers, provide a source of informed critique regarding the efficiency of 

defence capability decision making in the UK. The most important information sources include 

Hansard records relating to the Defence Select Committee and House of Lords defence debates.   

In sharp contrast to the United Kingdom and other TTCP members, public submissions are not part of 

defence policy formulation in Singapore. Defence planning is comparatively opaque. As a result, it is 

difficult to obtain critical analysis of defence policy decisions and planning processes. However, 

although the accessibility of documents dealing with actual Singaporean defence planning processes 

is comparatively limited, major policy statements such as Defending Singapore in the 21st Century 

(Singapore Government 2001) and The Fight Against Terror (Singapore Government 2004) are freely 

available. These documents provide an insight into the use of CBP as well as the effectiveness of 

Singapore’s defence planning methodology. Academic analysis is also available. Defending the Lion 

City (Huxley 2000) is perhaps the most important background book with regards to Singaporean 

defence policy and this publication also outlines the cultural, strategic and historical themes that 

continue to exert influence today.  This is a theme also accessible in an analysis of the Five Power 

Defence Relationship (FPDA), Malaysia, Singapore and the Road to the Five Power Defence 

Arrangements (Guan 2011). Similarly, The Singapore Story, (Yew 1998) also provides historical 

context from the perspective of Singapore’s most influential politician. In addition to this, a number 

of officers from the Singaporean military have also published research articles of relevance to 

defence planning processes in Singapore. Examples include articles from LG Neo Kian Hong, Chief of 

the Singaporean Defence Force published in Pointer magazine, Small Country Total Defence: A Case 

Study of Singapore (Matthews and Yan 2007), Rethinking the British Legacy (Leong  2011) and 

Singapore’s Military Modernisation (Yamaguchi 2012). Nevertheless, it is notable that the availability 

of defence planning analysis from academics is significantly less in Singapore than is the case in TTCP 

member states.  

With this in mind, offshore academics have published several important papers dealing with defence 

planning in Singapore. Examples include, Singapore’s Defence Policy in the new Millennium (Tan 

1998) and “Singapore’s Burgeoning Armed Forces – A Steadying Force” (Vreeken 2012) published in 

Contemporary South East Asia. Both articles provide an insight regarding the defence planning 

template employed in Singapore as well as a critique of the subsequent policy settings.  Tan has also 

published an important analysis of Singapore’s defence capabilities. Titled Singapore’s Defence: 

Capabilities, Trends and Implications (Tan 1999), research does not directly deal with CBP. However, 
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Tan’s research provides an excellent overview of Singaporean strategic culture and hence the 

environment in which defence planning decisions are taken. Other articles relevant to this issue 

include Examining The Defence Industrialisation – Economic Growth Relationship; The Case Of 

Singapore (Kuah and Loo 2004). Further important background information relating to Singapore’s 

approach to defence capability and planning can be found in defence industry periodicals such as 

Military Technology. However, as this publication has frequently been used by the Singaporean 

Ministry of Defence to publicise defence policy decisions, its use must be regarded with some 

caution. Nevertheless, as is the case in TTCP states, official statements such as these are relevant to 

defence planning. A good example in this regard is a 2010 article Meeting the Challenges of 

Singapore Defence by Singapore’s Defence Minister Teo Chee Hean which justifies Singaporean 

defence policy on the basis of important cultural priorities present within Singaporean society. This 

issue has also been explored by academics. For example, the complex relationship between strategic 

culture and defence capability in Singapore is outlined in an article titled Singapore’s Total Defence 

(Weichong 2011) published in the Eurasia Review.   

As in Singapore, research regarding Finnish defence policy and capability planning is available from a 

diverse collection of groups. Relevant papers have been published by academics, military officers and 

government agencies. Important examples include, Finland’s Comprehensive and Military Defence 

doctrines responding to emerging threats and technologies (Salminen 2011) and Modernising the 

Finnish Defence Force (Sallinen 2007). Similarly, a paper titled Finnish Defence Forces in 

Transformation (Aikio 2009) outlines a number of contemporary defence issues, including a critique 

of defence planning processes. All of these papers propose improvements to Finnish defence 

planning processes. However, a common focus involves achieving consistency between high level 

strategic priorities and defence capability outcomes. It is also notable that Finnish military and 

defence history is covered by a multitude of books. The most important of these provide the 

historical context that continues to influence modern Finnish defence policy and Finland’s unique 

strategic culture. Books include White Death: Russia’s War on Finland 1939-40 (Edwards 2006), The 

Winter War – The Soviet Attack on Finland 1939-40 (Engle, Paananen E and Paananen L 1973) and 

Cold Will: The Defence of Finland (Tomas 1980).  

Government defence documents are also fundamental to any assessment of Finnish defence policy 

processes and provide a means by which to assess the influence and application of Capability Based 

Planning in Finland. Important contemporary examples include:  Finnish Security and Defence Policy 

(2009) published by the Finnish Prime Minister’s Office and The Security Strategy for Society (2010) 

published by the Finnish Ministry of Defence.  Academic critique of recent defence policy settings is 

also widely available albeit often in Finnish and subsequently difficult to assess for non Finnish 
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speakers. The most important of these include: Keeping All Doors Open ... Neutrality in Post Cold War 

Finland (Lapczynski 2009) and To be or Become European – Westernising Narratives in Post Cold War 

Finland (Dragomir 2009). However, as is the case in both the TTCP group of states and Singapore, 

most academic work is firmly oriented towards examining defence policy settings and not the 

methodology that generates them.  

This is a theme clearly present across all of the states surveyed. Most academic work is tightly 

focused on presenting a critique of policy settings and outcomes not the process by which these are 

generated. The only real exception in this regard is the relative availability of research focused on 

identifying inconsistencies between strategic guidance (the start of CBP) and actual policies (the end 

of CBP). However, very little analysis is available that deals with identifying inconsistencies across the 

full CBP model. As a consequence there is a relative paucity of research regarding the application and 

consistency of Capability Based Planning in subject countries. With this in mind, Durrell-Young’s 

observation in this regard is again highly relevant. It is unsurprising that White Papers and 

government agencies avoid making critical analysis regarding the use and application of CBP. This is 

not their primary focus.  

Similarly, comparative research similar to this thesis topic is almost totally lacking. Nevertheless, it 

must be acknowledged that a small number of scholarly articles have been published highlighting 

differences in the way CBP is applied in TTCP member states. Research published by Sharon Caudle in 

the Fall 2005 edition of Homeland Security Affairs provides a very good example. “Homeland Security 

Capabilities Based Planning: Lessons from the Defense Community” (Caudle 2005), identifies a 

number of variations in the application of the CBP model amongst TTCP members. Despite this, 

Caudle does not extend this analysis to include non TTCP states. 

 Other researchers have also sought to identify ways to improve the usage of CBP without the use of 

country comparatives. Examples include, Capabilities Based Planning – How It Is Intended To Work, 

And Challenges To Its Successful Implementation (Walker 2005). However, Walker’s research is 

almost totally focused on the application of CBP in the United States alone. Other states are 

mentioned only in passing. The focus on the United States alone is also common to other academic 

work seeking to improve the current application of CBP. For example, Improving the current DHS 

Capabilities Framework (McCowan 2008) proposes a number of adaptations in order for the generic 

CBP model to be used for homeland security. However, this analysis does not constitute an analysis 

of Defence White Papers or a practical critique of CBP in its own right outside the US. Given that 

comparative approaches to defence policy making are also relevant to this thesis, Defence Policy 

Making: A Comparative Analysis (Dillon, 1988), illustrates how cultural and historical contexts are 
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highly influential in the policy making process. Nevertheless, whilst Dillon’s work focuses on 

comparatives, this does not extend to the application of Capability Based Planning. 

It is therefore apparent from the literature review that that comparative research involving practical 

examples of CBP focused on Defence White Papers is extremely difficult to locate. As a result, it can 

also be stated with some confidence that academic analysis of this topic has not been undertaken to 

the extent proposed by this thesis, that is to identify what aspects of Capability Based Planning in 

TTCP member states, Singapore and Finland could be used to improve the manner in which CBP is 

applied in New Zealand.  

Summary 
Along with identifying leading CBP theorists, this Literature Review has sought to locate examples of 

research that analyse the accuracy and consistency with which CBP is practised in a number of states. 

This is seen as a way to discover whether New Zealand can introduce improvements to the way in 

which CBP is applied in this country. Defence White Papers and their equivalents provide an 

important means by which to assess the methodological consistency of defence planning in a 

practical setting. However, academic critique is relatively one dimensional to the extent that 

outcomes, not process, tend to be the focus of scholarly writings. This thesis attempts to remedy this 

shortfall. It is also difficult to identify existing research that compares and contrasts the application of 

CBP across a number of states. Again, this thesis attempts to provide such an analysis. 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology  
 

As has been outlined in the introduction, the intention of this thesis is to assess practical examples of 

defence planning in order to determine the extent to which these follow the TTCP model of 

capability based defence planning.  It is also intended that this analysis will facilitate an assessment 

regarding the degree to which actual defence planning outcomes are consistent with the TTCP model 

and to identify ways to improve New Zealand defence planning. Consequently, the TTCP model acts 

as a crucial methodological reference point, providing what researcher Robert Yin describes as an 

essential “theoretical proposition.” 14 The importance of an organising methodological principle is 

also an issue acknowledged by Yan and Gray15 and they extend this concept to emphasise a 

“theoretical framework” as a vital pre-requisite for a well functioning research project.16    

Research methodology is defined by Oliver as a paradigm impacting “the design of the research, the 

theoretical orientation and approach to data analysis.” 17 With regard to Oliver’s definition, the 

theoretical orientation of this thesis is qualitative whilst the approach to data analysis utilises 

comparative case study methodology. With reference to Walliman’s work regarding research 

methodologies, this approach draws upon what is referred to as “comparative research”, a 

methodology that is “commonly applied to cross cultural and cross national contexts.” 18 Walliman’s 

methodological model is well suited to this thesis. Crucially, research is focused upon the provision of 

a comparative analysis of Defence White Papers in number of different states, each with its own set 

of cultural, bureaucratic and political contexts.      

This highly practical orientation is also relevant to the methodology chosen. Importantly, Yin regards 

practicality as a defining characteristic of comparative case study methodology.19 This can be seen in 

Yin’s definition of comparative case study research “as an inquiry that investigates a contemporary 

phenomenon within its real-life context; when the boundaries between phenomenon and context 

are not clearly evident; and in which multiple sources of evidence are used.” 20 Yin’s reference to 

multiple sources of evidence also has commonality with Johansson’s view that to be effective a case 

study must comprise “a complex functioning unit, be investigated in its natural context ... and be 

                                                           
14 Yin, R, K. Case study research: Design and methods (Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, 1984), 23. 
15 Yan, A and Gray, B., “Bargaining Power, Management Control, and Performance in United States – China 
Joint Ventures: A Comparative Case Study,” Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 37, No. 6 (1994): 1480.   
16 Ibid. 
17 Oliver, P. Writing Your Thesis (London: Sage Publications, 2004), 29. 
18 Walliman., N. Social Research Methods (Newbury Park, CA, Sage Publications, 2005), 39-40. 
19 Yin. Case study research: Design and methods, 21. 
20 Ibid, 23. 
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contemporary.” 21  The group of White Papers analysed by this thesis are recent, complex in nature 

and examined in their natural defence planning framework or context. As a result, the comparative 

case study methodology employed by this thesis is considered to be well suited to the subject matter 

under examination and well aligned with the thoughts of both Yin and Johansson.  

The appropriateness of the comparative case study methodology employed by this thesis is also 

relevant to Yin’s reference to the “collective” case study approach. 22 This is appropriate when a 

group of case studies are to be researched. This is also a point of considerable importance to other 

researchers. For example, Tellis believes groups of case studies are “selective” and therefore benefit 

is gained by concentrating on a small number of key issues that are essential to the “system” being 

examined.23 To the extent that the “system” being researched comprises a number of practical 

examples of defence planning, or “collective”, this thesis draws upon the approach to case study 

analysis advocated by both Yin and Tellis. 24 Nevertheless, this does not mean the comparative case 

study methodology adopted is what Tellis refers to as “sampling research.” 25 These are points also 

stressed by Feagin, Orum, & Sjoberg who also regard comparative case study as well suited to 

research that requires “in-depth analysis.” 26 Likewise, they also stress that this does not extend to 

statistical “sampling.” 27  

This is an important methodological point. Given the recognized compatibility between comparative 

case study methodology and topics of great complexity, statistical sampling was not actively 

considered for use by this thesis. Most importantly, as Feagin, Orum, & Sjoberg advocate, 

comparative case study methodology is viewed as the most appropriate means by which to pursue 

research of holistic and practical real life processes that consist of numerous ever changing 

variables.28 These are important characteristics of defence planning. Furthermore, a Defence White 

Paper is perhaps the most thorough manifestation of defence planning that a sovereign state can 

undertake. This is a multifaceted process that draws upon numerous public sector and individual 

submissions that give thought to the usefulness of current policy settings. This is a process at odds 

with the collection of quantitative data. 

                                                           
21 “Case Study Methodology,” Johansson, R., accessed August 12th, 2013,  
http://www.infra.kth.se/bba/IAPS%20PDF/paper%20Rolf%20Johansson%20ver%202.pdf 
22 Yin. Case Study Research,2.  
23 Tellis., W. “Application of a Case Study Methodology,” The Qualitative Report, Vol. 3, No. 2 (July 1997): 2, 
accessed August 13th, 2013. http://www.nova.edu/ssss/QR/QR3-2/tellis1.html 
24 Ibid. 
25 Ibid. 
26 Feagin, J., Orum, A., & Sjoberg., G. (eds.)., A case for case study (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina 
Press, 1991), 27-79. 
27 Ibid. 
28 Ibid. 
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Nevertheless, given the importance of methodology selection to this thesis, it is also imperative to 

review not only the merits but also the shortcomings of comparative case study methodology. 

Consequently, criticisms regarding case study methodology as a whole must be considered. As Tellis 

suggests, comparative case study methodology is regarded as the most appropriate approach for in-

depth research involving a relatively small number of highly complex “systems.” 29 However, this 

framework has a serious embedded flaw. It is difficult to determine if findings are truly correct given 

the inevitably small number of case studies to be researched and the inevitable complexity of the 

subject matter. This conundrum is highly relevant to this thesis. Defence White Papers and defence 

planning in general, tend to represent the culmination of numerous internal defence planning 

processes and pieces of analysis, as well as external research and commentary. In recognition of this, 

it is important that effort is made to examine the various components of defence planning that come 

together to create a Defence White Paper including, but not restricted to, strategic 

analysis/government guidance, capability goals and force development options. It is not sufficient to 

consider the merits of a White Paper without also examining the other elements of government, 

such as Treasury, that are also involved in such a high profile public policy document. Just as 

important in this respect are sources of secondary data. This includes reference to news articles 

along with the thoughts of politicians and other observers.  

The centricity of the TTCP model to this thesis also presents a methodological difficulty. Although Yin, 

supported by Yan and Gray, stress the usefulness of a single theoretical proposition, or construct, 

such as the TTCP template, such dependence raises the risk of what Eisenhardt refers to as 

“preconceived theoretical notions.” 30 However, it is important to note that other researchers are 

more comfortable with this entrenched problem. For example, Parkhe suggests it is virtually 

impossible to achieve complete sanitisation in this respect such is the extent to which predetermined 

conceptions are embedded.31 It is also important to emphasise that this thesis does not seek to make 

judgement as to the utility of the TTCP model as a theoretical proposition in its own right. Rather it 

simply seeks to assess the extent to which the TTCP model has been adhered to as part of an attempt 

to identify possible improvements to New Zealand defence planning.  

Use of the TTCP model to assess past examples of defence planning is also open to criticism on the 

basis that historical analysis is often ill-suited to comparative case study. This is a point raised by 

Zucker who suggests case study methodology has more usefulness when used “prospectively” as 

                                                           
29 Ibid. 
30 Eisenhardt, K., M, “Building theories from case study research,” Academy of Management Review, 14 (1989): 
532-550. 
31 Parkhe, A. "Messy research, methodological predispositions, and theory development in international joint 
ventures,” Academy of Management Review, 18 (1993): 227-268. 
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opposed to “retrospectively.” 32 Nevertheless, it should also be noted that Zucker accepts that the 

latter usage still has some “utility.” 33 Landman is another critic of comparative case study 

methodology albeit on the basis that “inferences made from single country studies are less secure 

than those made from the comparison of several or many countries.” 34 However, this particular 

criticism does not in itself extend to this thesis given that the research focus includes seven different 

states.     

Although comparative case study methodology is thought to be the most appropriate for this thesis, 

some discussion as to why alternative methodologies were rejected is also considered worthwhile. 

Smelser refers to comparative case study methodology as one of three “fundamental strategies of 

research”, the other two being “experimental” and “statistical.” 35 With regards the latter, defence 

planning, whilst highly structured, does not provide a great deal of empirical evidence, or data, apart 

from fiscal budgets. Given this, quantitative, or empiricist, methodologies were rejected as 

inappropriate. Experimental methodology, whereby one group is exposed to a “stimulus” and the 

other is not, was also rejected. Again this decision reflects the nature of defence planning. It is simply 

not possible to find two states with identical strategic circumstances and then simply apply defence 

planning systems to one and not the other, in order to establish causality.  

It should also be noted that ethical and security considerations are also relevant to the choice of 

research methodology given the importance of qualitative information to comparative case study 

research. Importantly, the security sensitive nature of defence planning means research must rely 

heavily upon public, or open source documents, augmented by academic journals and books by 

defence analysts. This reliance is arguably greater than is the case with most other research as access 

to highly relevant information, such as sensitive internal government analysis, is severely restricted. 

Consequently, source information is also likely to be highly concentrated. Furthermore, given the 

incomplete information set that exists in the public domain, factual inaccuracies are likely to be 

difficult to identify.  

The relative singularity of information source is an issue that also extends to practical considerations. 

Concentrated information sources will inevitably expose research to the risk of ‘capture’. This 

problem is particularly acute in New Zealand given the small size of the defence community, 
                                                           
32 Zucker, D.,M. “Teaching Research Methods in the Humanities and Social Sciences How To Do Case Study 
Research,” School of Nursing Faculty Publications Series, Paper 2, Chapter 14 (2009): 1. 
33 Ibid. 
34 Landman, T. Issues and Methods in Comparative Politics: An Introduction (3rd ed.), (London: Routledge, 2008), 
67.  
35 Smelser, H., G. "Notes on the Methodology of Comparative Analysis of Economic Activity," (paper presented 
at the Sixth World Congress of Sociology, International Sociological Association, Evian, 1966), printed in 
International Sociological Association Journal, Vol. 2: 101-17. 
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academic as well as government. Recognition of this issue is important as the efficacy of comparative 

case study methodology depends upon impartial inputs. Whilst, a wide a range of independent 

sources is a crucial pre-requisite for all research, this is a concern of particular relevance for this 

thesis.   
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Chapter 4: Capability Based Planning 
 

New Zealand is a member of the Technical Co-operation Program (TTCP). Along with its TTCP 

partners, New Zealand has spent much of the last decade or more, implementing Capability Based 

Planning to aid long term planning of defence force structures and manage resources efficiently.36 As 

the TTCP itself notes, each nation employs local nuances.37 Nevertheless, the basic elements of CBP 

are common to all practitioners.38  

Academic Paul Davis, an early proponent of CBP and a policy analyst at the Rand Corporation, is 

widely acknowledged as one of the foremost academic writers on CBP, and TTCP documents 

commonly quote him.39 Davis describes Capability Based Planning as:  

- “Planning, under uncertainty, to provide capabilities suitable for a wide range of modern day 
challenges and circumstances while working within an economic framework that necessitates 
choice.”  40  

The NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organisation) Handbook in Long Term Defence Planning also 

provides a definition of CBP. 

- “This method involves a functional analysis of operational requirements. Capabilities are 
identified based on the tasks required ... once the required capability inventory is defined; the 
most cost effective and efficient options to satisfy the requirements are sought.” 41  

 

The focus on “capabilities” is in sharp contrast to the “threat based” models that dominated defence 

planning during the Cold War centring on “identifying who the adversaries were and where and how 

they might threaten.” 42 However, the defence community is a comparative late adopter of the 

capability based approach. Commercial applications of capability based methodologies have been 

                                                           
36 “Capability Management Framework,” New Zealand Defence Force, accessed March 17th, 2013, 
http://www.nzdf.mil.nz/public-documents/soi/2007/part-a/section-2/capability-mangement 
37“Guide to Capability Based Planning,” 5. 
38 Ibid.  
39 Ibid. 
40 Davis, Analytic Architecture for Capabilities-Based Planning, Mission-System Analysis, and Transformation, xi. 
41 NATO Research and Technology Board: Panel on Studies, Analysis and Simulation (SAS), 
 Handbook in Long Term Defence Planning (Neuilly-sur-Seine: NATO, 2003), accessed March 20th, 2013, 
http://ftp.rta.nato.int/public//PubFullText/RTO/TR/RTO-TR-069///TR-069-$$TOC.pdf 
42 Caudle, S., “Homeland Security Capabilities-Based Planning: Lessons from the Defense Community,” 
Homeland Security Affairs, 1, 2, Fall (2005): 4. 
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used in the private sector since the 1950’s and Business schools continue to contrast “Top 

Down/Pull” (capability based) and “Bottom Up/Push” (threat based) marketing strategies.43  

In the defence context, “Bottom Up/Push” involves a CBP framework that focuses attention on “what 

we need to do rather than what equipment we are replacing.” 44 This process can be portrayed 

diagrammatically and, as figure 1 indicates, CBP is essentially a series of inter-related phases. The 

ultimate aim of this disciplined approach is to identify and then implement a practical defence plan, 

one that is achievable within given budgetary parameters.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
43 Webster, F.,E, “Understanding the Relationships Among Brands, Consumers and Resellers,” Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, 28, 17 (2000): 17-23. 
44 “Guide to Capability Based Planning.”  
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Figure 1. Generic Process of Capability-Based Planning (Source: TTCP)45 

 

 
                                                           
45 Ibid. 
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A particularly important feature of the CBP process is the use of scenario analysis to identify 

capability gaps.46 Scenario analysis reflects the type of “real world” tasks a Government expects its 

defence force to provide and asks that defence forces work on a holistic basis to meet these 

requirements.47 Identifying the required capabilities also provides a “means to compare different 

options to achieve the same capability.” 48 As trade-off decisions are inevitable, CBP provides a 

structure to aid the development of force options within available defence budgets.49 In doing so, 

CBP provides the framework needed for military forces and government officials to assess the 

consequent strategic risks that certain courses of action generate. In this way, CBP can be regarded 

as a risk management tool, a way of dealing with what Davis refers to as “the burden of 

uncertainty.”50  

Cynics might suggest such claims overstate what CBP can achieve. After all, history shows defence 

planners are rarely right when it comes to positioning for and predicting future events and threats.51 

However, as Davis also notes - “the essence of capabilities-based planning, is to deal with future 

uncertainty by generating capabilities usable for different purposes and circumstances.” 52 As a 

consequence, CBP provides a paradigm that seeks to avoid over specialisation of individual services 

or what is often referred to as “stove piping.” 53 CBP’s holistic focus therefore emphasises agility, 

flexibility of purpose and service inter-operability within a given resource constraint.   

Nevertheless, as Figure 1 indicates, the holistic nature of CBP also means that the process can be 

extremely complicated, involving a multitude of participants and prescriptive stages. However, as 

Figure 1 also indicates, this process can be simplified by breaking it down into compartments.54 Each 

of these is outlined below:55 

a. Government Guidance: High Level, strategic analysis from Government.  

b. Defence Priorities: A statement of priority defence objectives. 

c. Scenarios: Based on Defence Priorities, scenarios are generic tasks and/or real world tasks. 

These must be specific and reflect what a Government wants its defence force to do and 

within what time period(s). 

                                                           
46 NATO. Handbook in Long Term Defence Planning,  iii.  
47 “Guide to Capability Planning”. 
48 Ibid. 
49 Ibid. 
50 Davis, P., K. “Uncertainty Sensitive Planning,” in New Challenges, New Tools for Defense Decision Makin. ed. 
Johnson, S., E et al. (Santa Monica: Rand, 2003), 134. 
51 Ibid. 131-132. 
52 Ibid. 142. 
53 Ibid. 
54 “Guide to Capability Planning”.  
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d. Capability Goals:  What capabilities are required to meet the challenges of a specified 

scenario? These goals must also recognise the importance of: 

 

Capability Partitions – Actual military assets, or clusters, designed to perform a 

specified task or delivered effect. This can involve multiple or singular partitions 

of a defence force. 

Operational Concepts – Top level doctrine. How a force will fight or tackle a given 

Scenario using the assets at its disposal.   

Future Environment (threat, technology etc) – How will the future impact 

capability needs and deliverability? 

  

e. Capability Assessment: Holistic assessment of current capability options and future 

capabilities once planned investments are delivered. 

f. Identify Capability Mismatches: Identification of capability gaps based on Capability 

Assessment. 

g. Force Development Options: What investment is needed to address these capability gaps? 

h. Resource Constraints: Fiscal/budgetary boundaries.  

i. Balance of Investment:  Which Force Development Options deliver the greatest benefit? 

Decisions are made with direct reference to Resource Constraints. As this process will 

inevitably involve trade off decisions, guidance must come from Defence Priorities. 

j. Affordable Capability Plan: Practical and implementable output of stages a.-i.  

The defence planning model outlined above exists in both a theoretical and practical context. With 

this latter application in mind, subsequent chapters will consider practical examples of defence 

planning and use the generic TTCP model as a way to assess the efficacy of processes and final 

outcomes in a diverse group of states. With an initial focus on TTCP members, starting with New 

Zealand, this will be extended to include Singapore and Finland.   
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Chapter 5: Capability Based Planning in the New 
Zealand context 

Practical application of CBP in New Zealand 
Defence planning in New Zealand is essentially shared between the New Zealand Defence Force 

(NZDF) and the New Zealand Ministry of Defence (MoD). The former is responsible for advising the 

Government on the defence of New Zealand (policy), the acquisition of military equipment and for 

auditing the performance of the NZDF. 56 The NZDF’s role is to “manage the armed forces on a day to 

day basis” and to “deliver the Governments defence policy.” 57  Both MoD and NZDF documents are 

replete with references to Capability Based Planning, suggesting a broad consensus as to the utility of 

CBP with regard to force planning.58 In the NZ context, CBP is expressed in the term “Capability 

Management Framework (CMF).” 59 As one would expect of a capability focused paradigm of its type, 

the central intent of the CMF is to ensure “effective, long term investments in defence capabilities.” 
60 The framework also looks to translate Government security priorities into force capabilities in the 

most cost effective manner.61 In this way, the intent of the CMF has strong alignment with the TTCP’s 

CBP model.  

It is also notable that many of the elements making up the TTCP’s diagrammatic portrayal of the CBP 

process (Figure 1.) are present in NZDF/MoD structures.  

a. Government Guidance: NZDF/MoD equivalent - Defence White Paper 

In the New Zealand context, the TTCP’s concept of ‘Government Guidance’ has strong alignment 

with Defence White Paper 2010. For example, the Defence White Paper 2010 seeks to define 

New Zealand’s basic security interests with reference to an assessment of the “strategic outlook” 

from 2010 through to 2035.62 The Defence White Paper 2010 also outlines the type of defence 

force the government wants and the type of tasks expected of the NZDF.63   

                                                           
56 “The New Zealand Ministry of Defence (NZMOD),” NZMOD, accessed June 10th, 2013, 
http://www.defence.govt.nz/ 
57 Ibid. 
58 “Capability Management Framework.” 
59 Ibid. 
60 Ibid.  
61 Ibid. 
62 New Zealand Ministry of Defence. Defence White Paper 2010  (Wellington: New Zealand Government, 2010), 
23-35. 
63 Ibid. 35-45. 
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b. Defence Priorities: NZDF/MoD equivalent - Defence White Paper (as well as support analysis  

such as the annual Environmental Scan) 

‘Defence Priorities’ reflect a further refinement of the concept of “security interests” and these 

are clearly outlined in the Defence White Paper 2010.64 Specifically, these describe when New 

Zealand would “consider the possible use of military force.” 65 Given the relative infrequency of 

Defence White Papers and the dynamic nature of the strategic environment, ‘Defence Priorities’ 

are in practical terms updated more regularly than the White Paper cycle often permits. For 

example, the ‘Environmental Scan’, conducted by the NZDF on an annual basis, enables a 

dynamic re-appraisal of defence priorities with reference to changes in the strategic outlook.66  

c. Scenarios: NZDF equivalent - Employment Contexts (EC)67 /Military Response Options 

(MRO)68/Joint Mission Essential Tasks (JMET)69 

NATO planning documents suggest that “Scenario Analysis” is the most pivotal aspect of the 

TTCP Capability Based Planning model.70 Importantly, the TTCP itself uses the words “specific” 

and “realistic” to describe the type of scenarios necessary to “derive meaningful gap 

assessments.” 71 In the New Zealand context, the NZDF concept “Employment Contexts” is a 

close match with the TTCP approach.72 Publically available as “security events EC1-EC5”, 

“Employment Contexts” provide the basis for subsequent “Military Response Options” and “Joint 

Mission Essential Tasks.” 73 These define the real world tasks the New Zealand government 

expects the NZDF to undertake, along with the statement that these are consistent with the 

governments “defence priorities.” 74 For example, EC1 describes a set of “Security and Defence 

Tasks in New Zealand and its environs, a ”list that includes an ability to respond to “natural and 

man-made disasters.” 75 “EC1-EC5” also provides the basis for all subsequent military planning 

                                                           
64 Ibid. 15. 
65 Ibid.16. 
66 New Zealand Ministry of Defence. “Reporting Timeline for CMB,” (paper presented by NZMOD, Wellington, 
April 12th, 2012), 1. 
67 “Employment Contexts,” New Zealand Defence Force, accessed April 13th, 2013, http://www.nzdf.mil.nz/at-
a-glance/employment-contexts.htm 
68 “Military Response Options,” New Zealand Defence Force, accessed April 16th, 2013, 
http://www.nzdf.mil.nz/public-documents/annual-report/2010/section-3/mil-capability.htm  
69 “Management and Utilisation of Mission Essential Tasks,” New Zealand Ministry of Defence, accessed April 
17th, 2013, http://www.defence.govt.nz/reports-publications/evaluation-report-13-2011-management-
utilisation-mission/section1-introduction.html 
70 NATO, “Handbook in Long Term Defence Planning”, iii. 
71 “Guide to Capability Based Planning,” 7. 
72 “Employment Contexts.” 
73 “Management and Utilisation of Mission Essential Tasks.” 
74 “Employment Contexts.”  
75 Ibid. 
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decisions, including training and force development.76 Security concerns mean detail is lacking 

but specific “Employment Contexts” ... “ensure that the NZDF is funded, equipped and assessed 

on its ability to deliver effective military capabilities and meet governments defence policy 

objectives.” 77 Nevertheless, operational recommendations are limited by the singularity of 

advice received. This is a structural challenge common to many defence force organisations due 

to the non contestable nature of advice which tends to be sourced from within established 

military institutions such as the NZDF and/or its equivalent.   

d. Capability goals: NZDF equivalents - Capability Requirements List78/NZDF Output Plan79/ 

Operational Preparedness Reporting System (OPRES)80 

TTCP use of the term “Capability Goals” refers to the capabilities needed to achieve “stated 

objectives.” 81 The most appropriate parallel in the NZ context is the “Capability Requirements 

List,” which describes the “functions the NZDF can and may need to perform, in order to meet 

government policy requirements.” 82 83 The “NZDF Output Plan” is also aligned with this 

statement of required capabilities as it “shows how the mix of outputs contributes to the 

achievement of the governments defence policy objectives.” 84 Furthermore, the Operational 

Preparedness Reporting System (OPRES), which provides the means to assess levels of “military 

preparedness,” permits the MoD to monitor compliance with capability goals.85 It is notable that 

the TTCP views the concept of “Capability Goals” through a wide lens.86 Whilst “Capability Goals” 

are formulated with reference to prior stages of the CBP process (Defence Priorities and 

Scenarios), “Capability Goals” are also informed by several additional elements.87 These are 

outlined below:   

  

                                                           
76 Ibid. 
77 Ibid. 
78 “Capability Requirements List,” New Zealand Defence Force, accessed March 19th, 2013, 
http://www.nzdf.mil.nz/public-documents/soi/2007/part-a/section-2/capability-management-framework.htm 
79 “NZDF Output Plan,” New Zealand Defence Force, accessed March 20th, 2013, 
http://www.parliament.nz/NR/rdonlyres/730CAF22-EAC0-4F7B-9412-
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80 “NZDF Operational Preparedness Reporting System (OPRES),” New Zealand Ministry of Defence, accessed 
March 20th, 2013, http://www.defence.govt.nz/pdfs/reports-publications/evaluation-report-5-2011-nzdf-
operational-preparedness-reporting-system.pdf  
81 “Guide to Capability Based Planning,” 9. 
82 “Capability Requirements List.”  
83 “Military Capability,” New Zealand Defence Force, accessed March 19th, 2013, http://www.nzdf.mil.nz/what-
we-do/military-capability.htm 
84 “NZDF Operational Preparedness Reporting System (OPRES).”  
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86 “Guide to Capability Based Planning,” 4. 
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Capability Partitions. NZDF equivalents - OPRES88/ Military Capability (acronym: 

PRICIE)89/ Strategic Capability Planning Process90/J MET91 

Based on specified scenarios and the assets needed to deal with these, the TTCP term 

“Capability Partitions” describes capability in terms of its component parts.92 To reduce 

complexity, capabilities are “decomposed ... into manageable pieces” or “partitions.” 93 In 

doing so, the process outlines the capabilities of a defence force in terms of its various 

capabilities and not individual Service configurations. Inevitably some tasks are able to be 

accomplished using different blends of capability sets which, invariably, do not align with 

budget or Service categories. A simple example of a Capability Partition in the NZ context 

would be the use of both naval and air assets to confront illegal fishery activities. Assessment 

of capability inevitably requires that stated capabilities are accurate (either single unit or 

joint). Hence, in the New Zealand context, JMET and OPRES are relevant components of this 

process. This is augmented by the components of military capability as expressed in the New 

Zealand Defence Force acronym “PRICIE” 94 (Personnel/Research & 

Development/Infrastructure/Concept of operations/ Information & technology/Equipment & 

Logistics) as well as the Strategic Capability Planning Process concepts Operational Level of 

Capability (OLOC), Directed Level of Capability (DLOC) and Basic Level of Capability (BLOC).95 

Future Environment (threat, technology etc). NZDF equivalent – Technical Trends 

Assessment: Directorate of Future Force Development 

The TTCP concept of “Future Environment” requires consideration of what sort of capabilities 

will be required and/or available in the future.96 These are likely to be both negative (threats) 

and positive (opportunities). Of necessity, this process involves proactive consideration of 

future technologies – both commercial and military – as relevant developments, such as 

cyber warfare, are just as likely to be civilian as military. This may require specialist skills such 

as those offered by defence technology scientists, academics and/or possibly private sector 

defence manufacturers. Alternatively, partner states may have a role to play in this regard. 
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The Capability Management Board (CMB) in New Zealand currently has no formal role for the 

Directorate of Future Force Development or the Defence Technology Agency (DTA).97 

 Operational Concepts. NZDF equivalent -  New Zealand Defence Force – New 

Zealand Defence Doctrine 98 

This stage of the TTCP capability based planning model requires the consideration of 

“strategic, operational and tactical” concepts.99 As the TTCP stresses, this phase of the CBP 

process is heavily reliant upon the input of “experienced personnel,” particularly senior 

military officers.100 Operational concepts are well established across all three NZDF services 

and these are described in Chapter Four of the NZDF publication “New Zealand Defence 

Doctrine.” 101 This process includes “Joint,” as well as individual, “Future Joint Operating 

Concepts (FJOC)” and doctrines across all three services.102 

e. Capability Assessment: NZDF equivalent –Defence Capability Plan & Defence Capability 

Management Plan 

The Capability Assessment stage within the TTCP CBP model requires consideration of planned and 

current “force characteristics” 103 as well as preceding analysis, specifically “Operational Concepts” 

and “Capability Goals.” 104 The clear intention is to provide a holistic analysis of capability – both now 

and in the future. Consequently, the TTCP regards defence force composition as a dynamic process. 

The NZDF has a well developed and explicit capability assessment and capital asset planning process 

which is embodied in the Defence Capability Plan (DCP).105 The most recent DCP, completed in 2010, 

outlines planned force composition and capabilities at various future points, albeit primarily focused 

out to 2020.106    

f. Identification of Capability Mismatches:  NZDF equivalent - Defence Capability Plan.  

g. Force Development Options: NZDF equivalent - Defence Capability Plan. 
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h. Resource Constraints: NZ equivalent - Vote Defence. 

i. Balance of Investments: NZ equivalent - Defence Capability Development Plan. 

j.  Affordable Capability Development Plan: Defence Capability Development Plan. 

 

Stages (f.-j.) of the TTCP model represent the most important decision points of the entire CBP 

process. Consequently, as the TTCP emphasises, these phases require the active involvement of 

senior decision makers.107 Furthermore, it is vital that this group has confidence in the accuracy of 

analysis undertaken at prior stages (a. –e.). This requires officials with holistic knowledge of defence 

structures, assets and capabilities as well as an understanding of individual CBP components.108  

In the New Zealand context, the Defence Capability Plan (DCP) has strong commonality with these 

stages of the TTCP template. The DCP process involves senior NZDF and MoD officials, identifies 

capability mismatches and examines the various Force Development Options that flow from this.109 

The resulting “Balance of Investments” recommendations are then considered within given fiscal 

boundaries. 110 Of necessity, this process requires trade-off analysis, based on projected future 

incremental benefits and costs. This is an extremely difficult task given that projected capabilities 

are, by definition, distant and reliant upon accurate cost data across the capability life cycle. 

Similarly, benefits are difficult to assess as they are often intangible.    

Internationally, some effort has been made to employ quantitative models to encapsulate these 

variables so as to generate objective conclusions. 111 However, it is notable that Davis provides a 

warning with regards to an over reliance upon mathematical equations. Specifically Davis states the 

purpose of Capability Based Planning “is not to turn decision making into something algorithmic, but 

rather to provide information about what is necessarily an exercise in investments dependent upon 

strategic judgement”. 112 Evidence as to the development of algorithmic defence planning models is 

scant in the New Zealand context, although it is believed the MoD has conducted some exploratory 
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work in this respect.113 For example, the 2004 Defence Capability and Resourcing Review (DCARR) 

made mention of “Cost/Capability” curve analysis.114  

Capability Management Board (CMB) 

Practical application of a methodology as complex and multidimensional as Capability Based 

Planning, suggests the need for a supportive administrative structure. The risk of unsuccessful 

outcomes could rise when the constituents of a sequential methodology such as CBP exist in 

isolation. With this in mind, it is noteworthy that the TTCP acknowledges the importance of 

stakeholder involvement - “Stakeholders must be included to ensure that their requirements and 

concerns are considered. Key stakeholders will eventually control the CBP process and it is therefore 

important that they feel they have ownership of it.” 115This is an explicit recognition of the need for 

an entity to act as a ‘clearing house’ for stakeholder views and facilitate the involvement of 

interested parties in order to create a “unifying vision.” 116 

 In the NZ context, the need for coherency of process was recognised with the formation of the 

Capability Management Board (CMB) in 2010.117 As Vote Defence Force 2011 points out, the primary 

focus of the CMB is to act as a hinge between “policy objectives and military capabilities” and the 

“funding needed to acquire and maintain capabilities.” 118 Particular importance is attached to 

“whole of life management” with the Chief of Defence Force and Secretary of Defence jointly 

responsible for both ongoing asset management and new acquisitions.119 Furthermore, the 

appointment of senior external appointees as independent members of the CMB, indicates the 

importance attached to both the Capability Management Framework as well as the diversity of 

elements that contribute to it.120  

The formation of the CMB is strongly aligned with TTCP defence planning methodology. 
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General Observations – Capability Based Planning in New Zealand 
This analysis of the TTCP’s Capability Based Planning template and the application of CBP in the NZ 

context, presents several observations: 

1. Existing structures. Most, if not all, elements of the TTCP’s CBP process are to be 

found within existing defence planning processes in this country. The Ministry of 

Defence and NZDF have a highly developed capability based planning process 

that matches most aspects of the theoretical model advocated by the TTCP.  

2. Affordable excellence. New Zealand and the TTCP share the same final output 

goal of an “Affordable Capability Development Plan.” 121Also in common with the 

TTCP, New Zealand places particular importance on ensuring consistency 

between strategic policy and defence capabilities and the implementation of 

these capabilities within a given fiscal context.122   

3. Real world tasks. Scenario analysis is pivotal to both New Zealand and TTCP 

processes and the subsequent identification of capability gaps.123 Most 

importantly, the TTCP advocates the use of “specific,” realistic scenarios that 

“test a given force structure” to generate actual resourcing requirements and 

actual costs.124 The use of scenario analysis in New Zealand appears well 

embedded as evidenced by the use of “Employment Contexts” and “Joint 

Mission Essential Tasks.” 125  

4. Prioritisation. Inevitably, Capability Based Planning requires trade-off 

decisions.126 This suggests that an explicit capability prioritisation methodology, 

such as cost/benefit or a similar decision making tool, would be useful. 127 

Although defence decision making will always involve subjectivity, due to the 

need for human decision making, the intangibility of benefits means quality 

decisions require as much objectivity as possible.  Despite this, Davis issues an 

explicit warning as to the shortcomings of quantitatively based trade-off 
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models.128 This observation has relevance in New Zealand given that tentative 

steps have been taken towards employing quantitative modelling. 129 

5. Alternative thinking. Capability Based Planning seeks to identify alternative ways 

to solve problems.130 This occurs on two levels: firstly, alternative operational 

solutions to a given scenario; 131 secondly, alternative solutions concerning asset 

acquisitions.132 Group thinking is a very real risk to the efficacy of the CBP 

process. Therefore, structures that foster agility of thinking need to be 

encouraged, particularly given the asymmetrical nature of many security 

threats.133 The “whole of government” approach of the Defence White Paper 

2010 seems consistent with this. 134 However, independent input and other 

mechanisms to capture a range of opinions may be worthy of consideration.     

6. Technology. Defence is a high technology environment.135 This fact, coupled with 

the rapidly increasing pace of technological development, suggests that 

technological advice (e.g. NZ Defence Technology Agency) should have a defined 

role in any CBP process. New Zealand’s CBP process does not appear to allow the 

systematic consideration of future technological opportunities and threats.  

7. Diversity of risks. The very long term nature of defence assets, suggests the 

importance of matching asset lives with geopolitical trend analysis of a similar 

period. This is obviously a difficult task. However, decision makers do not have 

the luxury of inaction. Once again, a multi agency approach appears to be 

warranted given the diversity of security risks likely to emerge over the very long 

term. As strategic issues are diverse, externally sourced analysis may prove 

useful as it cannot be assumed that the necessary skills and knowledge will 

reside within the MoD and/or NZDF alone. 

8. Cohesion. Capability Based Planning is not merely a concept but an actual 

process involving extremely disparate elements.136 It is crucial that its various 

elements do not exist in isolation, but rather as parts of a coherent process 
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overseen by senior officials. This is a key focus for the CMB and one well 

matched with the intent of the TTCP model. 137 

9. Accuracy. As the TTCP notes, to be successful, CBP relies on the inputs of a very 

wide group. 138 Ensuring the accuracy and quality of these contributions is vital to 

the achievement of portfolio optimisation. Existing audit functions are a 

significant contributor to the efficiency of CBP in that they provide a 

performance monitoring function. This is an important focus for the New 

Zealand Ministry of Defence Evaluation Division.139  

10. Leadership. The diverse elements that comprise Capability Based Planning 

suggest that quality leadership, from senior military and civilian officials, is a pre-

requisite for success.140 Only this group has the knowledge, credentials and 

experience required to make CBP work well. It is essential that key stakeholders 

are engaged.141 

11. External Advice/Critique. Given the security sensitive nature of the defence 

sector, the involvement of “externals” will always be problematic. However, 

internal peer review, retired senior officers, experts from partner militaries and 

use of external professional parties with appropriate security clearance, may be 

worthy of further development. For example, the CMB utilises external board 

members.142 

Conclusion 
This Chapter has sought to outline the practical application of the TTCP’s Capability Based Planning 

model in New Zealand. Consequently, particular effort has been made to examine the extent to 

which Capability Based Planning is actually used in this country and then contrast this with the TTCP 

model. It has been found that CBP is a well understood and accepted defence planning methodology 

in New Zealand and, in practical terms, this process is relatively well aligned with the TTCP model.  

Whilst most, if not all, stages of the TTCP template are undertaken in New Zealand, it is difficult to 

say if these diverse elements are regarded as conscious parts of the CBP process or rather as legacy 

documents or processes of one sort or another. It may be that many existing reports, analyses and 
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documents serve multiple purposes, of which one just happens to be an element of CBP. It probably 

doesn’t matter as long as the work is being done and subsequently incorporated into a cohesive 

capability based planning model. For example, reviews regarding the acquisition of military 

capabilities are regularly conducted by external entities such as the New Zealand Auditor General. 143 

Despite this, in some areas New Zealand’s approach to CBP differs significantly to that of TTCP.  

Firstly, the TTCP strongly favours the involvement of defence technology experts as a way to alert 

senior officials to emerging technological themes - opportunities as much as threats.144 A clearly 

defined role for defence technologists appears largely absent from the Capability Management 

Framework in New Zealand.  

Secondly, whilst the use of scenario analysis is well established in New Zealand, a number of practical 

implementation issues appear relevant. For example, it seems sensible to generate scenarios with 

reference to the annual Environmental Scan rather than wait for a Defence White Paper. Scenario 

analysis need not be an annual process given the extent of the work involved. However, aligning 

scenarios with contemporary strategic themes would enhance agility and adaptability. Furthermore, 

it may be worthwhile ensuring that the entity responsible for selecting scenarios is independent of 

both the NZDF and MoD. The Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade Select committee could provide 

some input in this respect.145  

Thirdly, the TTCP methodology strongly encourages alternative thinking amongst military 

professionals as a way to generate improved outcomes. Therefore, any mechanism that encourages 

alternative acquisition or operational ideas from within the NZDF has great attraction. At least 

publically, the consideration of alternatives seems absent in New Zealand.  At the very least it may be 

useful to encourage the NZDF to provide more than one way to deal with a scenario as a way to 

stimulate debate as to the most productive, efficient response. Alternatively, an external assessment 

as to the efficacy of the NZDF’s recommended operational responses may be worthy of 

consideration.   

A fourth and perhaps more intractable issue concerning the application of the TTCP model in New 

Zealand is the extent to which the methodology is able to cope with a downsizing military. With this 

in mind, it is worthwhile recalling that CBP has, for the most part, been used by militaries that are 
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building not reducing capability.146 That the NZDF appears to be in a continual state of downsizing 

may bring into question the utility of CBP.147 As Greener suggests, fiscal and political pressures can be 

overwhelming and have led to a pattern of inconsistent and distorted capability outcomes.148 This is 

also a challenge facing other TTCP members. A related question arises as to the usefulness of CBP 

when considering whether or not to remove a capability before the end of an assets planned 

‘economic life’. These two questions are highly relevant to the NZDF, given the long life of military 

assets such as the Navy’s ANZAC frigates. Nevertheless, as partner states, such as the UK, are facing 

similar issues, their methodological approaches will be of great interest.149 

Finally, it is unclear as to whether the remit of the Capability Management Board extends to holistic 

oversight of all relevant aspects of the CBP process (b-j). These are wide ranging and require an 

understanding of internal reporting lines and administrative structures. CBP is a multifaceted task 

and the TTCP makes it quite clear they support the creation of a body charged with the oversight of 

as many parts as feasible.150 On the basis that complexity is best dealt with by sharply defined 

administrative structures, successful CBP requires centralised co-ordination. Consequently, it seems 

that the formation of the Capability Management Board is a sensible precursor to improving the 

functionality of the Capability Based Planning process and the Capability Management Framework as 

a whole. Prior to the formation of the CMB, the lack of a single body to oversee the disparate threads 

of CBP was a glaring departure from the TTCP’s defence planning template.  The creation of the CMB 

is a clear recognition that defence planning in New Zealand requires a high degree of co-ordination 

between the MoD and NZDF but also suggests that established structures were underperforming. 

The importance of administrative oversight suggests that other states will have also confronted this 

question. Consequently, how other countries approach both this problem and other difficulties 

associated with defence planning, should be of great interest to defence planners in this country. 

With this in mind, the next stage of this thesis will catalogue how other TTCP member states 

approach defence planning and how they seek to achieve optimality within a given budgetary 

constraint. This group has been chosen on the basis that each state is a member of the TTCP group. 

As a result, all have been a party to TTCP Panel Three discussions on Capability Based Planning. 

However, as the TTCP itself highlights, it is unrealistic to presuppose that a single defence planning 
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paradigm could meet the needs of such a diverse group of states.151 Local nuances are inevitable and 

it is hoped that by identifying these, the knowledge and usefulness of CBP in this country will be 

extended.  

However, there is another reason for selecting these countries as the analysis group. Each has gone 

to great lengths to develop new defence planning methodologies following the end of the Cold War, 

a challenge common to New Zealand.152 With the demise of the Soviet bloc, the old certainties that 

came with a single monolithic enemy came to an end. During the Cold War, Western defence 

planning placed supreme importance on confronting the global military aspirations of a single 

party.153 However, the unsuitability of this threat based framework in a new era became increasingly 

apparent in the last decades of the 20th Century. Rapid technological advance, asymmetric warfare, 

organised crime and failed states mean sovereign nations now face a threat environment of 

immense complexity and diversity.154 Concurrently, the Westphalian concept of inter-state warfare, 

although still relevant, has become a less dominant theme.155 Recognition of the need for an 

alternative defence planning methodology has emerged over the past decade, as neatly 

encapsulated in two quotes from the 2008 UK National Security Strategy document: 

 “The Cold War threat has been replaced by a diverse but interconnected set of threats and risks ... 
including terrorism, WMD, internal conflicts, failed states, pandemics and organised crime.” 

“The scope and approach of our strategy reflects the way our understanding of national security has 
changed. In the past, the state was the traditional focus of foreign defence and security policies.” 

       United Kingdom Government, NSS, 2008. 156 

These words apply as much to New Zealand as the UK. Nevertheless, this is not to say that more 

conventional threats have disappeared from the strategic landscape. Rather, a whole new set of 

issues now competes for the national security dollar and political attention. This challenge has been 

made all the more difficult by the fact it coincides with a time of immense fiscal pressure and the 

remnants of a global economic malaise.157 As a result, governments must carefully prioritise 

spending. In this environment the practical application of CBP in New Zealand, as well as elsewhere, 

is likely to experience significant and, in all likelihood, unforeseen pressures.   
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Chapter 6: Defence Planning in TTCP member 
states - Australia 

Defence planning in Australia: some context 
Defence White Papers are the most obvious manifestation of defence planning in Australia and 

regarded as Australia’s pivotal defence planning document.158 Providing the foundation of capability 

based planning for the subsequent 20 years, the 2009 version was the first since 2000 159 whilst the 

2013 White Paper was only the sixth since the Vietnam War.160 Although White Papers are relatively 

infrequent, lesser defence reviews were completed in 2003, 2005 and 2007.161 A key aspect of any 

Defence White Paper is the provision of an up-to-date strategic plan, as well as a review of the force 

structures and capital investments needed to support this.162 The objective is to make fully informed 

and cost effective decisions.163 With this in mind, the 2009 White Paper was followed by a Defence 

Capability Plan (DCP) which provided a 10 year investment plan outlining the structure and timing of 

Australian Defence Force capability developments.164 Although the White Paper is the most 

important planning document, the actual process tends to act as the catalyst for a number of 

Companion Reviews.165 These are broad in scope and range from cost/efficiency reviews through to 

the analysis of process and structure.166 In the case of the 2008 Mortimer review of procurement 

processes, this also involved external parties.167  The use of external expertise is also a feature of the 

Australian Defence White Paper 2009 which is examined below. 168    
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2009 Defence White Paper: Methodological Approach 
Government Guidance 

The primary purpose of the 2009 Australian Defence White Paper is described as the 

development “of a comprehensive picture across a range of Defence issues.” 169 The 

methodology employed thus represents a very subtle deviation from the state-centricity of 

previous Australian White Papers which appear to focus on major platform acquisition(s) and the 

absolute prioritisation of defending Australia from armed (state-based) attack.170 As a result, the 

2009 White Paper employs the ‘whole of government’ approach, familiar to both US and UK 

strategic analysis.171 As part of this, Australian defence planners, in partnership with other 

relevant government agencies, conducted a ‘top down’ forward looking ,”strategic assessment” 

in 2008.172 This work provides the underlying framework for subsequent analysis and identified a 

multitude of strategic themes, albeit that many seem to reflect current Australian Defence Force 

(ADF) deployments.173 Despite this, the initial organising principle of the 2009 Australian Defence 

White Paper is strongly matched with the first steps of the TTCP’s Capability Based Planning 

template, whereby strategic analysis provides an essential initial reference point.174      

Defence Priorities 

Australian defence priorities are outlined in Chapter Seven of the 2009 White Paper, entitled 

“Principal Tasks for the ADF” and formulated with direct reference to the multi agency strategic 

assessment.175 One of the most important strategic themes contained within the 2008 strategic 

assessment, the rapidly changing strategic landscape in Asia, presents itself clearly in the list of 

Australian defence priorities.176 This suggests that the methodological approach of the 2009 

Defence White Paper is consistent with both the TTCP CBP template and the multi agency 

strategic review. The 2009 Defence White Paper also states its main defence priority starkly:  

“The principal task of the ADF is to deter and defeat armed attacks on Australia by 
conducting military operations without relying on the combat or combat support forces of 
other countries. This means the ADF has to be able to control our air and sea approaches 
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against credible adversaries in the defence of Australia, to the extent required to safeguard 
our territory, critical sea lanes, population and infrastructure.” 177  

      Australian Defence White Paper, 2009.  

This is a very strong statement in favour of sovereign integrity and the importance of the vital 

geographical zones such as the northern sea gap. Consequently, although the strategic 

assessment employs a wider lens, including reference to non state threats, state-centricity 

resonates loudly in the 2009 Australian Defence White Paper.  

Additional defence priorities broaden the focus to include the ability to contribute to stability 

and security in the South Pacific and East Timor and contribute to military contingencies in the 

Asia/Pacific region and the rest of the world.178 However, the strength of the commitment to the 

defence of the northern sea gap does seem to marginalise some of the other issues identified in 

the 2008 strategic assessment. This suggests a slight disconnect between strategic analysis and 

defence priorities. Nevertheless, the statement of Defence Priorities aligns closely with the TTCP 

CBP model given the explicit link with the Australian Governments strategic assessment.   

Scenario Analysis 

Given numerous references in ADF and Department of Defence documents to scenario analysis, 

the technique appears firmly established in Australia. 179 180 For example, in a 2009 research 

paper on computational approaches to CBP, the Australian Defence, Science and Technology 

Organisation (DSTO) states clearly that Australian defence capability planning is “based on 

scenarios.” 181 Furthermore, the DSTO has completed academic studies to establish the utility of 

algorithms in capability based planning and scenario analysis.182 However, in a public sense, it is 

unknown how far numerically based scenario methodologies have become standard practise in 

Australia.  

The use of scenario analysis, computational or not, is an important element in the TTCP’s CBP 

model.183 However, the sequential nature of the TTCP template means that achieving consistency 

between strategic assessments, defence priorities and chosen scenarios is also essential.184 With 

this in mind, the importance of South East Asia to the security of Australia and the rapidly 
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changing strategic environment in the region are perhaps the most important strategic findings 

of the 2009 Defence White Paper.185 This is a perception backed by former Defence Minister Kim 

Beazley when he states the importance of defending Australia’s north amid the “unprecedented 

simultaneous rise of a multiplicity of major states.” 186  

Whilst detailed scenarios involving these issues are not available publically, Beazley suggests that 

war gaming scenarios are likely to include grand strategy assessments of the USA’s future 

strategic position, the future role of the Australian-American alliance, and a clear statement of 

Australia’s overriding goals in its immediate region.187 These macro themes are consistent with 

the Defence White Paper’s strategic assessment and particularly the importance attached to 

defending Australian sovereignty.   

Scenario planning is central to defence capability planning in Australia. 

Capability Goals 
 
The TTCP describes Capability Goals as the “capabilities needed to achieve stated objectives.” 188 

As a consequence, Capability Goals are set with reference to both Defence Priorities and Scenario 

Analysis.189 In Chapter 10 of the 2009 Australian Defence White Paper, 17 Capability Goals are 

outlined.190 Of these, four could be described as indicative of high end, state-centric 

capabilities.191 The remainder could be grouped together as stabilisation and/or a mix of 

military/civil goals.192 Although the priority still appears tilted towards high end capabilities, 

desired capabilities nonetheless represent a relatively good match with the defence priorities 

outlined in Chapter Seven of the Defence White Paper.193 Consequently, this process is well 

aligned with the intent of this stage of the TTCP’s CBP template.  

 

The TTCP’s CBP model also stresses the important inter-relationship between Operational 

Concepts, the effectiveness of Capability Partitions and Future Environment, when considering 

the ability of a defence force to meet required capability outputs.194 With this in mind, the ADF 
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acronym “FIC”, or Fundamental Inputs to Capability, describes the importance of a suite of inputs 

vital to effective capability delivery.195 “FIC” includes obvious aspects such as trained personnel, 

as well as less obvious elements such as facilities (the parallel acronym within the NZDF is 

PRICIE).196  These concepts are not specifically covered within the 2009 Defence White Paper. 

However, “FIC” is embedded into ADF operational manuals.197 

 
The Australian Defence Science and Technology Organisation is also an active participant in this 

stage of Capability Based Planning in Australia.198 Most importantly, the DSTO’s Capability 

Development Group (CDG) is charged with providing “specific advice” throughout the “capability 

cycle” including “technological feasibility, maturity and overall technical risk associated with the 

project.” 199 This requires “a structured examination of the assumptions subject matter experts 

make in the identification process of capability gaps” and the impact of emerging technological 

themes – opportunities and threats – that are likely to impact Capability Goals in the future.200 

This focus is strongly aligned with the TTCP model to the extent that future trends are expected 

to impact desired capabilities.  

 

Capability Assessment 

 Identification of Capability Mismatches 

Force Development Options 

Balance of Investment/Defence Priorities/Resource Constraints 

 

Chapter Nine of the 2009 Defence White Paper, entitled “Capability Priorities for Force 2030,” 

follows a logical progression that first outlines current/planned ADF capabilities and then 

measures these against stated Capability Goals.201 Resulting capability mismatches, or capability 

gaps, then provide the basis for a statement of required investments.202 These are presented in a 
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final concept known as “Force 2030” which represents the desired shape of the ADF in 20 years 

time.203 A series of “Capability Priorities” are then presented across the three service arms.204  

The high level analysis contained within the Defence White Paper provides the input needed for 

subsequent capability decision making stages. The set of Capability Priorities identified in the 

White Paper are therefore an integral part of subsequent documents such as the Defence 

Capability Plan (DCP), which outlines the execution of capability decisions on a more detailed 

level than the Defence White Paper and the Defence Capability Guide (DCG), issued by the 

Defence Materiel Organisation (DMO).205 As the Australian Department of Defence points out, 

the DCP and DCG “provide a 10 year program for defence acquisition” to be overseen by the 

DMO.206 

These process steps are also well-matched with the sequential steps of the TTCP template. 

However, in a slight departure from the TTCP template, the DSTO again has a central role in 

capability assessment, the identification of mismatches as well as the formulation of force 

development options. In this way the DSTO lies at the very core of defence planning in Australia. 

The DSTO itself states that, “following formal recognition of the existence of a capability gap, by 

its entry in the DCP, the next step is to identify options to address that gap. DSTO has expertise in 

many areas of military systems and related technologies, and will be able to bring this expertise 

to bear in suggesting options for consideration” including “individual business cases.”207  

Although the timing and extent of DSTO involvement in Australian defence planning differs 

slightly to the TTCP’s CBP model, the overall 2009 Defence White paper shows a strong degree of 

commonality with the TTCP. Nevertheless, other methodological inconsistencies exist. Most 

notably, the concept of “Force 2030,” presented in the form of a Capability Development Plan 

(CDP), advocates a series of investments heavily oriented towards high intensity inter-state 

warfare.208 This is inconsistent with the White Paper’s Strategic Outlook stating that the prospect 

of a major war was “remote.” 209 Furthermore, the majority of Australia’s Defence Priorities 

stress the enduring prevalence of non-state and intra-state conflict. 210 This disconnect is also 

apparent in the 2008 Public Discussion document that preceded the 2009 White Paper. This 
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paper also includes reference to the importance of Australian sovereignty, however only as one 

of eight essential defence “tasks.” 211 This is important as the Defence White Paper makes it clear 

that the Force Development Plan (“Force 2030”) required tradeoffs.212 “Force 2030” therefore 

appears philosophically tilted in favour of a maritime strategy with high end capabilities and not 

stabilisation type operations associated with “intra-state conflict.” 213 This later group was clearly 

identified by Chapter Four (entitled: Australia’s Strategic Outlook) of the 2009 White Paper as the 

most likely type of operation that the Australian Defence Force would be involved in over the 

next 20 years. This is a point also stressed by Australian National University (ANU) academic 

Hugh White.214 215 In this regard the 2009 Defence White Paper is methodologically inconsistent 

with both the TTCP CBP template as well as the strategic assessment contained within the 

document itself.  

 
Affordable Capability Development Plan 

The TTCP model seeks to establish a capability development plan that is both affordable as well 

as consistent with preceding analysis. Outlining A$20bn in savings, affordability is a strong theme 

in the 2009 Defence White Paper.216 The document also provides the basis for the explicit five 

year financial plan contained in the Defence Capability Plan (DCP) that matches desired defence 

capabilities with funding.217 This is the first time an Australian Defence White paper has provided 

funding certainty.218 It is also notable that funding commitments are further underpinned by a 

guarantee that funding will be indexed.219 Alignment with the final stage of the TTCP template is 

therefore strong. Finally, as noted previously, the Defence Materiel Organisation (DMO) is 

responsible for the practical execution of the DCP. 220 The contribution of the DMO in this regard 

is covered in the section below that describes governance structures in the Australian defence 

sector. 
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Australian Defence Planning Governance Structures 
The 2009 Defence White Paper introduced a number of new governance structures in an attempt to 

provide the Australian Government with the mechanisms required to “ensure a tighter alignment 

between strategic guidance, capability decisions and resource allocation.”221 A number of these are 

outlined below: 

Australian defence planning system 222 

The 2009 Defence White Paper makes a noticeable effort to outline a disciplined five year planning 

cycle consisting of a Defence Planning Guidance (DPG) report in years one, two and three to be 

followed by a strategic assessment, force structure review and independent audit in the fourth year. 
223 A Defence White Paper is to follow in year five.224 The DPG could be regarded as a Defence ‘Light 

Paper’ to the extent it is not publically available and, as a Cabinet document, does not permit public 

submissions.225 However, the DPG report covers the essential elements of a normal Defence White 

Paper, such as an annual National Security Statement (NSS), force structure review, capability 

development, risk management and other critical enablers.226 Year four tasks are also worthy of 

comment in that they provide the foundation work for the Defence White Paper in year five: a formal 

strategic risk assessment involving public submissions and a review of all major capability projects.227 

The Defence White Paper remains the foremost defence planning document in Australia. However, 

the planning cycle described above reflects the Commonwealth Government’s perception that more 

regular defence reviews are needed, given the fluid strategic environment.228    

Defence Strategic Reform Advisory Board (DAB) 229 

The 2009 Defence White Paper announced the establishment of the DAB. Chaired by a private sector 

appointee and comprising both internal and external members, the board seeks to ensure defence 

reforms are implemented as intended.  
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Ministerial Advisory Panel (MAP) 230 

The MAP is appointed by the Australian Minister of Defence to provide expert independent advice on 

key strategic issues and acted in an advisory capacity to support the 2009 White Paper. Appointees 

to the panel included both senior academics and senior retired military officers.  

Defence Science & Technology Organisation (DSTO) Advisory Board 231 

The DSTO was the subject of a major review conducted as part of the 2009 White Paper.232 As a 

result, a number of enhanced governance structures were introduced. The most notable of these is 

the DSTO Advisory Board.233 The Advisory Board comprises external scientists, industry appointees, 

the Chief Scientist of Australia and academics and is charged with ensuring the DSTO supports the 

identification, introduction and use of new defence technologies.234  

The 2009 review of the DSTO led to a series of recommended governance structures: 

a. In-depth involvement with capability life cycle: The DSTO is now closely integrated into 

the capability life cycle extending from conception right through the entire life cycle of a 

capability or platform.235 Advice includes; evaluation of projects and technical risk, risk 

mitigation, post-commissioning issues such as safety, ongoing capability assessment, 

availability and ensuring that the cost of ownership meets defence requirements.236 

b. Interdepartmental expertise: The DSTO now works with non-defence agencies to address 

technological challenges as they apply to national security e.g. cyber security.237 

c. Future technologies: The DSTO retains a foremost focus on future technologies. 

However, this brief now extends to both military and commercial technologies and their 

impact on capability. Importantly, the DSTO monitors commercial technologies for the 

potential to be “strategically disruptive.” 238 

d. Support for deployed forces: DSTO personnel are now attached to deployed ADF units as 

a way to increase the speed and agility with which new capabilities can be introduced.239 

e. Key enablers: The DSTO brief extends to “key enablers” such as networked systems.240 
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Defence Capability Plan (DCP) 241 

The most recent DCP was completed in 2012 and reflects the higher level guidance work completed 

in the 2009 Defence White Paper embodied in the concept “Force 2030.” 242 The DCP is produced by 

the Australian Defence Materiel Organisation and the 2012 DCP includes “111 projects, or phases of 

projects,” that reflect key capability priorities identified in “Force 2030.” 243 The DSTO is also 

intensely involved with the DCP and uses what it calls a two pass system whereby once a capability 

gap is identified, a new capability solution must be assessed against alternatives.244 All options are 

subject to intensive cost/benefit analysis, part of which involves calculating a Project Maturity 

Score.245  

If an optimal capability is identified and this is judged to have been sufficiently “de-risked,” a second 

pass process is embarked upon which results in a “budget allocation.” 246 The “Two Pass” system was 

recommended by the 2008 Mortimer Review.247  

Capability Development Group (CDG) 

“The Capability Development Group is responsible for developing capability proposals that are 

consistent with strategic priorities, funding guidance, legislation and policy, for consideration and 

approval by Government.” 248 The CDG is responsible for major capital equipment purchases and is 

headed by the Chief of Capability Development with support from the Vice Chief of the ADF, the 

Chief Financial Officer of the ADF and the Chief Defence Scientist.249 The CDG reports to the Chief of 

Defence Force and the Secretary, Department of Defence.250 The CDG also works closely with the 

DMO and has a very wide focus, including Fundamental Inputs to Capability (“FIC”) and how each 

“FIC” component contributes to capability. 251 
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Outlined in substantial detail in The Defence Capability Handbook, the CDG regards capability 

development as a 5 phase process:252 

Figure 2: Australian Capability Life Cycle 

 

Needs Phase: “User needs reflect capability gaps derived from strategic 

analysis, threat assessments, future technologies, current/future operational 

concepts and current/emerging force structure.” 253 This process is strongly 

aligned with the TTCP CBP model.   

Requirements: The proposal is refined into a fully costed and defined 

solution as a prerequisite to budgetary approval. Based on a ‘whole of life’ 

approach, this stage also includes the assessment of non-capital elements of 

acquisitions and FIC. 

Acquisition: This phase is run by the Defence Materiel Organisation; 

however, Service Chiefs are also closely involved. 

In Service: Managed by ADF staff but the DMO is involved in any upgrades. 

Disposal: Joint task - ADF staff and DMO. 

2009 Australian Defence White Paper– Critique 
Positives 

1. A disciplined, thorough & logical process 

The 2009 Defence White Paper follows a disciplined, thorough and logical set of stages. 

These have strong alignment with the TTCP’s capability planning template and produce the 

basis for a firm set of costed recommendations. As Kim Beazley wrote – “At a stroke the 

authors cut away 10 years of undisciplined meandering.” 254  
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2. Recognition of a dynamic strategic environment 
 
The 2009 White Paper proposes a future defence planning process that recognises the need 

for agile structures.255 Given the dynamic environment in which defence operates, the 

Australian Government intends to conduct ‘Light Papers’ in years one, two and three, to be 

followed by a full Defence White paper in Year five.256 This reflects an attempt to build 

perpetual awareness into defence planning, as opposed to following a prescriptive four/five 

year cycle that’s inconsistent with the dynamic environment in which defence operates. This 

process could be likened to correcting the direction of a yacht by periodically tacking back on 

course. 

 

3.  Recognition that governance structures are vital enablers 
 
The 2008 Mortimer review criticised the lack of true accountability across the Australian 

Defence establishment and addressing this shortcoming occupies a significant part of the 

2009 Defence White Paper by way of additional governance.257 The defence planning system 

now includes a clearly defined role for external advice at the Ministerial level and a 

requirement that major defence projects are audited by external parties every four years.258 

A heavy emphasis has been placed on improving the performance of the DMO and the 

execution of the Defence Capability Plan through performance hurdles and other 

cost/benefit tools.259 The CDG appears to have a degree of commonality with the focus of 

the Capability Management Board in New Zealand albeit at the more formative stages of 

capability development. 

 
4. Recognition that technology is a vital aspect of capability. 

 
Dealing with technological change is a constant theme within the TTCP’s approach to 

Capability Planning 260 and it is pleasing to note the extensive involvement of the DSTO in 

Australian defence planning structures.261 This extends right across the full spectrum of 

capability planning – from inception to disposal. 262 Furthermore, DSTO personnel are 
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embedded within all deployed ADF units in an attempt to introduce enhanced feedback 

loops to capability developers and give procurement processes greater agility.263  

2009 Australian Defence White Paper– Critique 
Negatives 

1. Inconsistency between strategic assessment and final outcomes 
 
Much of ‘Force 2030’ appears to reflect the perception that China will have the ability to 

control the northern approaches to Australia within 20 years.264 In doing so, the document 

implies that the United States and its regional allies will, by 2030, lose their current military 

dominance in the region and that U.S bases and assets in Asia will also no longer afford 

operational sanctuary.265 Whether or not this occurs is moot. However, the inconsistency is 

that Australia’s strategic analysis does not (at least overtly) identify these themes in such 

stark terms.266 Diplomacy may have prevented the 2009 Australian White Paper from being 

more detailed, which may be the reason for this confused message.  

 

‘Force 2030’ is also alarmingly incoherent in some other respects. As academic Hugh White 

notes, “In one passage it seems to suggest that Australia can rely upon the US to defend us 

from China; another says we should rely on our own forces.” 267 Hence ‘Force 2030’ is at least 

partly inconsistent with the Australian government’s own strategic analysis that stresses a 

relatively benign regional landscape and the ongoing need for stability operations (Army), as 

opposed to high end military technologies (Navy/Air-force). This suggests Australia is 

underprepared for middle power contingencies in the South Pacific because of an excessive 

concentration on high level capabilities that are primarily designed for inter-state conflict.  

 
2. An ideological commitment to military self reliance   

 
The White Paper presents a strategic assessment that stresses the importance of allies and 

partners.268 However, a paper titled “Dangerous Luxuries,” written by John Angevine of the 

Lowy Institute, argues that Australia actually has an ideological, not strategic quest, for self 
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reliance.269 This has resulted in a misallocation of resources that risks mission failure in mid-

level, stabilisation and non-conventional conflicts, exactly the type of operations envisaged 

by the Australian National Security Strategy and the Government’s own strategic analysis.270  

 
3. A silo approach 

The capability outputs of the 2009 Defence White Paper also appear mildly inconsistent with 

the ‘whole of government’ approach advocated by the TTCP.271 For example, alternative 

ways to meet the challenge of a rising China are not discussed. As a result, academic critics 

such as John Langmore argue that the Paper “makes a fundamental misjudgement in treating 

defence as a silo, remote from other aspects of foreign policy” in that it “relies on the 

assumption of great power conflict.” 272 

4. Unconfirmed long term capability development funding 

The Australian government’s commitment of funding certainty between 2009 and 2014 is a 

positive.273 However, the vast majority of the new capabilities outlined by the White Paper 

are firmly outside this period. 274 Although the final pages of the White Paper refer to “an 

extra A$146bn” in funding, the Federal Governments own budget raises concerns as to the 

affordability of ‘Force 2030’ capabilities. 275 Also, indexation has been deferred for seven 

years questioning whether ‘Force 2030’ is truly an affordable plan at all.276  

Conclusion 
The 2009 Australian Defence White Paper was commissioned by the Australian Government to 

“develop a future model for defence capability that identifies strategic tasks and capability goals for 

the years ahead.” 277 As this quotation from the Public Discussion Paper released prior to the 

completion of the White Paper suggests, methodological commonality with the TTCP model is strong. 

Accordingly, the White Paper follows a logical and well considered framework that matches quite 

closely the TTCP’s capability based planning template.  
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One of the most important aspects of the 2009 White Paper is the very strong commitment made to 

improve governance and planning structures.278 Importantly, the defence planning system, with its 

commitment to a regular stream of ‘mini’ White Papers, is a step towards introducing greater agility 

to defence planning. 279 Also, the introduction of several new advisory boards and a Strategic Reform 

Program reflects a wish to introduce more rigour and external analysis to decision making. 280 

Similarly, a number of new initiatives at the DMO are worthy of consideration, particularly the 

administrative framework of the Capability Development Group encompassed in the Capability 

Development Handbook.281 Whilst these issues are important, one Australian approach is of 

particular interest, that being that the DSTO is engaged in capability decision making at all levels.282 

From conception to disposal, the DSTO is involved in order to ensure that technological issues are 

considered across the entire capability life cycle.283 The involvement of DSTO personnel within 

deployed forces underlines the strength of this commitment. 284  

Despite the many strengths of the 2009 Defence White Paper, a number of concerns do exist. The 

most obvious of these is the failure to explicitly link the strategic assessment with defence priorities. 

This has lead to a distorted set of final outcomes and a sense of mild incoherency across the 

document. Most importantly, the paper fails to outline whether or not United States dominance in 

Asia will be over by 2030. This question is unanswered yet the bulk of new capabilities assume the 

end of the current status quo and eventual regional dominance by China. This is inconsistent with the 

strategic assessment and other issues arise because of this. For example, the inter-state warfare that 

‘Force 2030’ assumes is but one of several defence priorities, yet most of the capability decisions 

reflect a maritime strategy based on the defence of Australia. This is despite the statement that 

stabilisation operations are likely to dominant in the future.  

As with all defence analysis, finding the right blend is a challenge. However, despite some noticeable 

methodological flaws, the 2009 Australian Defence White Paper has many strengths and a number of 

the planning and management structures employed are worthy of consideration for use in New 

Zealand.   
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Chapter 7: Defence Planning in TTCP member 
states - Canada 

Defence planning in Canada: some context 
Traditionally the premier defence policy and planning document in Canada has been referred to as a 

Defence White Paper.285 Produced by the Canadian Department of National Defence (DND), White 

Papers are at best infrequent documents - only five such papers have been submitted since WW2.286 

The most recent defence planning document, the 2008 Canada First Defence Strategy (CFDS), was 

preceded by a policy statement in 2005 and Defence White Paper in 1994.287 Whilst major defence 

reviews are undertaken on an irregular basis, the Canadian Government augments formal defence 

planning with various minor reviews and long term capital plans. Analysis of this type includes the 

Strategic Capability Plan, Capability Outlook, Defence Capability Plan and the annual Report on Plans 

and Priorities (RPP).288 As can be seen from the diagram below, Canadian defence planning follows a 

relatively formulaic approach in which analysis occurs on three levels: strategic, operational and 

tactical.289 In 2000, “capability based architecture” replaced the ‘threat based’ methodology of 

previous decades.290 This scenario centred approach provides the template for the 2008 CFDS.291  
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Figure 3: Canadian Capability Development Process 

 

 

2008 Canada First Defence Strategy (CFDS): Methodological 
Approach 

Government Guidance  

The 2008 CFDS commences with a strategic assessment in the form of a “Strategic Environment” 

statement.292 This approach, which aligns closely with the term “Security Challenges” in the 

previous diagram, meets the TTCP requirement for an overarching strategic framework to guide 

subsequent analysis.293 However, although the strategic assessment views the security environ 

through a wide lens and employs a ‘whole of government’ approach, strategic analysis in the 

2008 CFDS is very brief (one page) and quite ill-defined.294 For example, the document makes a 

number of quite vague statements, such as describing the “world as uncertain” and the global 

environment as “complex.” 295 The paucity of specifics to support these statements is noticeable. 

As a result, the strategic assessment looks somewhat ‘underdone’.  Furthermore, apart from 

mentioning the impact of future climate change on the strategic outlook for the Canadian Arctic, 

it is more backward than forward looking and a statement of current, not future/emerging, 

strategic influences.296 Eight major global and regional security themes are covered off but only 

one of these could be described as truly visionary – the impact of climate change on the strategic 
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balance of the Arctic.297 Cyber warfare doesn’t rate a mention although it appears in the section 

on defence priorities (an inconsistency of process).298 Although the Canadian government 

produces a strategic review annually, the brevity of strategic analysis within the CFDS appears to 

provide a very thin foundation upon which to frame a “20 year plan to rebuild Canadian Forces” 

and “ensure the safety and security of citizens well into the 21st century.” 299 

Defence Priorities  

The TTCP Capability Based Planning model advocates strong alignment between Government 

Guidance and Defence Priorities.300 As a result, defence priorities should be consistent with 

themes identified by the strategic assessment and a coherent, logical reflection of a 

government’s security priorities. 

In Part III of the 2008 CFDS, Canada’s defence priorities are outlined in a section entitled “Roles 

of the Canadian Forces.” 301 Priorities are grouped under three broad headings:302  

1. Defending Canada; 

2. Defending North America; 

3. Contributing to international peace & security. 

These three basic statements are further refined into six more detailed priorities such as being 

able to “respond to a major terrorist attack” and “lead and/or conduct a major international 

operation.” 303 At their most fundamental level, these priorities reflect the essential strategic 

tasks of any Canadian government: defending Canada and North America from armed attack and 

ensuring the capacity to address civil emergencies.  

The CFDS’s strategic assessment fails to mention the possibility of state based conflict. 304 

Despite this, the commitment to defend Canada is clearly aligned with this prospect. 

Nevertheless, there is no explicit link between the third role for Canada’s armed force, the 

somewhat vague reference to “international peace and security,” and the Canadian 

government’s strategic assessment.305 The failure to clearly articulate how this concept is 

connected to the strategic assessment is made more problematic by a focus on current, not 
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future, strategic themes.306 Although this methodological negative is notable, some positives 

exist. In particular, ‘whole of government’ solutions provide evidence of a co-ordinated ‘top 

down’ approach to national security. One instance of this is the Afghan mission, consisting of 

both civilian and military expertise, which provides an example of well defined links between 

Defence Priorities and the activities of other arms of government.307  

Scenario Analysis308  

Scenario analysis is a well embedded element of defence planning in Canada. For example, the 

CFDS refers to a “rigorous two year planning process ... including scenarios of possible missions 

that the Canadian Forces may be asked to undertake.” 309 The CFDS also refers to a list of “18 

scenarios” that were finalised in 2008 310 and that the scenario set used was endorsed by the 

Canadian cabinet.311  Despite high level appraisal, some practical implementation problems 

appear to exist.  A 2010 report prepared by the Canadian Auditor General found that only eight 

of the 18 scenarios were fully developed and that many of the variables that influence capability 

delivery were not considered.312 This is a very real concern and undermines the efficacy of 

subsequent steps of the planning process and, by extension, force development proposals. 

Capability Goals  

Canadian Forces (CF) and the Canadian DND maintain a list of core capability goals built around 

six mission tasks in Canada, North America and Abroad.313 These guide the formation of the 

“Canadian Joint Task List” (CJTL) as well as the capabilities expected of individual military 

partitions (based on PRICIE) within the defence force and accompanying operational concepts.314 

As a result, the CJTL establishes a framework for describing and grouping all of the tasks that the 

CF may be called upon to perform. Development of the CJTL began in 1999 when a paper entitled 

“Strategic Capability Planning,” highlighted the requirement for a method of describing 

capabilities in the force development process.315 The CJTL is a central component of the 
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capability-based planning process and traces its evolution to the US Joint Mission Essential Task 

List (JMETL).316 Technology is also an important contributor to Capability Goals in Canada. The 

defence research agency, Defence Research and Development Canada (DRDC), is responsible for 

providing technological advice to defence planners.317 This extends to new capabilities as well as 

developing new systematic approaches to defence planning.318 Technology is clearly a central 

reference point in Canadian defence planning. However, the CFDS does not outline the precise 

manner in which DRDC interacts with defence planning structures.            

Capability Assessment 

Identification of capability mismatches 

The Canadian Joint Task List consists of eight major capability goals which in turn relate to 32 

specific capability areas.319 These are graded according to importance, the results of which are 

expressed by way of a Capability Goals Matrix.320 Each box on the matrix reflects an objective in 

each of the capability areas. Capabilities are populated with both current and pending 

capabilities across varying time frames. Whilst the matrix approach requires a subjective 

assessment as to priorities (inputs), outputs of the matrix provide an objective tool upon which 

to assess capability gaps.321 

The Canadian Department of National Defence also uses operational research tools to support 

this stage of the capability management process. Three are particularly noteworthy:322 

1. Capability Assessment Methodology (CATCAM): A prioritisation tool that produces a list 

of priority capabilities as the basis for capability gap analysis. 

2. Capability Discussion Matrix (CapDiM): A decision aid to facilitate discussion as to the 

merits of optimal capability sets.  

3. Strategic Costing Model: A costing architecture that produces high level visualisations of 

what it costs to develop and operate current and prospective capabilities. 

These three tools were utilised in the 2008 CFDS process. 
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Force Development Options 

The identification of capability gaps is a necessary precondition for the formulation of force 

development options and logically this stage of the TTCP template has a strong focus on trade-off 

analysis. Although prioritisation tools were used in the CFDS process (refer above), the document 

itself does not cover this in any detail. However, what the CFDS does do is unveil a veritable 

‘laundry list’ of planned projects and capabilities over a 20 year period, along with estimated 

costs.323 These are, however, not linked back to the Canadian government’s strategic 

assessment, suggesting a total disconnect between planned capabilities and strategic guidance. 

Force development options seem to be justified purely on the basis that current capabilities need 

to be upgraded and/or replaced. That major equipment purchases are not referenced explicitly 

to a strategic needs analysis is an incoherency of process.   

Nevertheless, one particular aspect of the Canadian approach to force development is worthy of 

closer consideration. The CFDS makes an explicit link between successful capability delivery and 

key enablers of defence capability. Known as the “Four Capability Pillars” of Personnel, 

Equipment, Readiness and Infrastructure, the CFDS seeks to ensure the deliverability of capability 

by making balanced investments in each area.324 This methodology, which works on a holistic 

basis across the full capability life cycle, appears to have great merit. Nevertheless, in a worrying 

report from 2010, the Canadian Auditor General criticises the Canadian DND for focusing on the 

cost of capital projects, to the exclusion of equally crucial elements such as personnel and 

infrastructure.325 

Balance of Investment/Defence Priorities/Resource Constraints 

The CFDS outlines a proposed funding mechanism under the headline “A New Long Term 

Funding Framework.” 326 Described as a package to “reverse the damage done by major cuts to 

defence in the 1990’s,” the funding package intends to put defence on a “firm foundation.” 327 

References such as these could be criticised as vague as they assume the major cuts were 

damaging in the first place, something that is not immediately apparent from the strategic 

assessment. Furthermore, as pointed out previously, the balance of investment is focused on 

replacement capabilities and not new capabilities required to address previous underinvestment. 

Thankfully, as the CFDS notes, stated defence priorities are relatively unchanged when compared 
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with preceding defence policy papers (although the strategic assessment is replete with 

references to an “uncertain world” – yet another inconsistency).328  

Affordable Capability Development Plan 

The CFDS provides Canadian Forces with five year funding certainty – the first such time this has 

occurred.329 Furthermore, funding is indexed.330 Affordability is ultimately a political concept and 

these measures are as far as the Canadian government was prepared to go. Reticence regarding 

long term defence funding is common. For example, Ellenor Sloan of the Canadian Defence & 

Foreign Affairs Institute notes that “only on one occasion in recent memory has a Minister of 

National Defence put his/her signature to a long term force planning document and sent it to the 

Treasury Board for approval.” 331 

Canadian Defence Governance Structures 
1. Annual Report on Plans & Priorities (RPP)332 

The RPP is an annual analysis of defence planning, management and reporting mechanisms. 

However, it is much more than an audit and similar in content to a company Annual Report 

to the extent it includes measures of performance. The RPP has a particular concentration on 

outputs.  

a. Program Activity Architecture (PAA): Assessment of new defence capability projects with 

regards progress toward delivery and the subsequent achievement of desired states of 

readiness.  

b. Corporate Risk Profile (CRP): Documents the key risks facing Canadian Forces and the 

Canadian DND and the consequent implications for planning and resource allocation. 

Includes both internal factors such as funding levels, staffing and deployments as well as 

external factors such as the evolving strategic landscape. 

c. Financials: Departmental budget (vs.) actual.     

 

 

 

2. Key Enablers – “Four Pillars”333 
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The “Four Pillars” is more of a concept than an example of a governance structure. 

Nonetheless, a number of governance structures exist to support the “Four Pillars” concept.  

For example, specific program activities designed to facilitate key enablers are in place across 

numerous areas: Defence Science and Technology, Human Resources, Infrastructure and 

Equipment acquisition/disposal.334 In particular, the role of Defence R&D Canada (DRDC) in 

the capability based planning structure is worthy of some further comment. DRDC has a twin 

focus: the development of new technologies/processes and “inform, enable and respond to 

Canada’s defence and security priorities, now and in the future.” 335 Whilst the role of the 

DRDC is not as institutionalised as that of Australia’s DSTO, it is nonetheless clear from the 

2008 CFDS that the DRDC was closely involved in the decision making process. 336  

4. Management Accountability Framework  

Each year, the Secretariat of the Treasury Board of Canada conducts an analysis of 

management practices using a “10 point Management Accountability Framework” to 

evaluate and establish accountability at the DND and other major Canadian ministries.337The 

MAF is the Canadian equivalent of New Zealand’s Performance Improvement Framework 

(PIF).338   

5. Capability implementation 

Implementation and delivery of defence capability involves an eight phase process in Canada 

(as shown below in figure 4).339 
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Figure 4: Implementation and Delivery of Capability – Canada 

Three levels of governance interact with this process:340

Program Management Board (PMB): The PMB has overall responsibility for approving 

projects and for monitoring project performance.  

Joint Capability Requirements Board (JCRB):  The JCRB reviews and endorses technical and 

operational requirements of projects.  

Senior Review Board (SRB): SRB’s are established for each large project in order to provide 

ongoing review and operational oversight. 

 

Audit reports in both 2009 and 2010 were extremely critical of all three boards.341 The primary 

criticisms were: a lack of life cycle planning, poor cost/budgetary analysis and the lack of an 

integrated human resource strategy.342 The Canadian Auditor General also refers to a weak link 

“between defence strategy and long term plans to guide decision making and resource 

management across the Department.” 343  This seems to suggest an incoherency of process 

attributable to underdeveloped linkages between the various stages of the defence planning 
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process. A particular problem appears to be the failure to align defence investment plans with 

strategic assessments (government guidance).  

6. Performance Management Framework (PMF)344 

The PMF has significant relevance to defence capability delivery in Canada. Whilst the Program 

Management Board is ultimately responsible for approval and monitoring of projects, individual 

services have considerable autonomy over elements of the process. In order to ensure greater 

accountability and quality, the PMF has been introduced to the DND and individual services. The 

PMF is also aimed at identifying shortfalls in capability on an ongoing basis. For example, the 

strategic PMF at Maritime Command, produces a performance measurement report that focuses 

on non operational areas such as budgets (vs.) actual spending, as well as operational areas 

concentrating on force generation and the number of funded sea days required to achieve 

overall fleet readiness and satisfy force employment requirements.345 

7. Integrated Risk Management Framework (IRMF)346 

The Integrated Risk Management Framework is incorporated into both the MAP and PMF with a 

specific focus on the key risks to the deliverability of defence outputs. The IRMF is commonly 

employed across all levels of the Canadian government. However, in the case of the DND, the 

IRMF requires a broad risk analysis including both externalities such as strategic environment, 

but also internalities such as the ‘Four Pillars’ concept.  The DRDC is also involved in the IRMF 

with a particular focus on the development of science-based, comprehensive risk management 

tools.347 These form an integral part of the IRMF.348 The IRMF was assimilated into the PMF in 

2007 in preparation for the CFDS.349 

 

Observations: Governance structures in Canadian Defence 
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The multitude of governance structures is noticeable. Within reason, this can only be regarded 

as a good thing as it suggests the issue is taken seriously. However, a number of reports from the 

Canadian Auditor General raise serious doubts as to the quality of governance processes. Most 

of these issues appear to be from 2010 and before and are likely to have now been remedied. 

Nevertheless, there appears to be a significant disconnect between intent and practical 

application, something that will take some time to correct.    

2008 CFDS– Critique 
Positives 

1. Funding certainty 

The 2008 CFDS makes a clear commitment to funding the subsequent five years of capability 

development. The document also commits to indexing. Furthermore, major operations are to 

be funded on a separate basis to the investment plan and not from the existing defence 

vote.350 This is a significant positive and provides the fiscal foundation required to replenish 

and develop Canada’s military capabilities.  

2. A clear investment plan 

The primary weakness of the CFDS process could also be regarded as its primary strength. 

Whilst the investment plan has only vague links to strategic analysis, the plan itself is very 

clear. Timing, costs and equipment types are all explicitly laid out and provide a very clear, 20 

year vision.351 

3. Strong focus on key enablers 

The CFDS has a very strong concentration on balanced investments across the “Four Pillars” 

or primary enablers of defence capability. Although practical application of the methodology 

appears to differ somewhat from the theoretical, the DND has a very clear commitment to a 

portfolio focused approach to capability delivery (personnel, equipment, infrastructure & 

readiness).  

 

 

4. Use of capability management tools 
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Perhaps more than any other TTCP member, Canada has made significant investment in 

operational management and quantitative tools to assist the capability planning process.352 

This list includes those tools outlined previously such as CATCAM, CapDiM and a Strategic 

Costing Model. The attempt to introduce objective approaches to defence planning should 

be regarded as a clear positive.  

2008 CFDS – Critique 
Negatives 

1. Vague, poorly detailed, backward looking strategic assessment 

Poorly defined strategic priorities and the lack of a detailed and forward looking strategic 

assessment are major shortcomings of the CFDS. For example, David Bercuson, from the 

Centre of Military and Strategic Studies in Calgary, criticises the document on the following 

grounds:  “anyone with a passion for clarity and transparency in Canadian defence policy will 

wonder at the paucity of information the policy paper contains.” 353 Similarly, in a 2009 

report, the Canadian Auditor General also found that the CFDS failed to “link defence 

strategy to objectives.” 354 As a result, it is difficult to reference a set of priority defence 

capabilities back to the Canadian government’s strategic assessment. The CFDS also includes 

a number of vague concepts. For example, the document includes poorly defined concepts 

such as “a meaningful contribution” and “maximum flexibility.” 355  

It also seems anomalous that most Defence Priorities are unchanged (vs.) earlier defence 

planning documents.356 The only truly forward looking theme is the increasing strategic 

importance of the Arctic Ocean.357 Cyber Warfare, an acknowledged emerging security 

threat, is not even mentioned, let alone accommodated, in the defence capability plan.358 

Consequently, the investment plan is heavily focused on replacing capabilities established by 

previous White Papers.359 However, this is incoherent as the Canadian Government describes 

the strategic landscape as “rapidly changed and fluid.” 360 In this context, it’s unsurprising 

that some commentators refer to competition for funding between services in the 
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immediate aftermath of CFDS.361 In summary, the strategic assessment phase of the CFDS - 

the critical reference point for the remainder of the document - lacks foresight and rigour. 

Unsurprisingly, the Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute made the observation that 

“the CFDS is a regional strategy looking for a region.” 362 

2. Governance of capability implementation is weak 

Auditor General criticism in both 2009 and 2010, presents major issues of concern in that 

they drill down to the very core of capability based planning structures in Canada. The lack of 

an appropriate prioritisation framework, the absence of an effective implementation 

structure and the failure to regard capability delivery on a holistic basis are all systemic 

failures. Furthermore, governance structures do not provide a “mechanism to review the 

content of the CFDS from time to time.”363 Consequently, capability planning lacks “agility,” a 

criticism made particularly forcefully by researchers at the Canadian Defence & Foreign 

Affairs Institute.364 

3. Underdeveloped scenario analysis 

The Canadian DRDC has made a huge effort over many years to quantify as much of the 

scenario setting and capability prioritisation process as possible.365 However, given this, it is 

concerning that the Canadian Auditor General found this area of the CFDS to be 

underdeveloped.  It could well be that the complexity of the issues involved have lead to a 

self-defeating effort to systematise the process.  Consequently, it seems DRDC operational 

research staff were badly bogged down during the process and failed to provide adequate 

analysis on a number of important scenarios thus undermining the usefulness of capability 

gap analysis and subsequent force development plans. This suggests that quantitative and 

operational research approaches have their limits. As noted by both the TTCP and CBP 

pioneer, Paul Davis of the Rand Corporation, algorithmic approaches are fraught with 

difficulty.366  

4. Rushed 

It sounds implausible but when the 2008 CFDS was unveiled by Canadian Prime Minister 

Harper in May 2008, the announcement was not accompanied by the release of a published 
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policy document.367 A written version of CFDS was hurriedly put together and released in 

June of the same year. As a result, the document appears light on detail. For instance, in 

contrast to the multiple pages of strategic assessment contained in other defence planning 

documents, such as the Australian Defence White paper, as noted previously the CFDS has 

but one page on strategic environment.368 This suggests that the process was either rushed 

or under resourced. 

5. Technology – an unclear role in defence planning 

The TTCP regards technology as a vital component of defence planning369 and Canada’s 

Defence Technology Agency (DRDC) specifically, and Canadian defence structures in general, 

have a very strong commitment to technology.370 There is a noticeable emphasis on 

developing quantitative approaches to scenarios, prioritisation methodologies and 

operational research. 371 Given this, it is perplexing that official documents are quite vague 

when it comes to describing exactly how and when DRDC interacts with the defence planning 

process.    

6. CFDS is a funding allocation document rather than a full White Paper analysis 

The CFDS has been criticised by the Canadian Defence & Foreign Affairs Institute on the basis 

it is more of a funding document than a full White Paper analysis.372 This appears valid. 

Linkages between capability needs based on strategic analysis and planned equipment 

purchases are opaque. Furthermore, equipment acquisition is heavily focused on the 

replacement of existing capability, despite the observation in the CFDS that the strategic 

environment is much changed.   

Conclusion 
The analysis and the processes followed by the 2008 Canada First Defence Strategy are well aligned 

with the TTCP CBP template. However, it is unfortunate that the rush to produce a printed document 

means the public face of the 2008 CFDS is underwhelming. This undermines both the perception of 

the resulting investment plan and the analysis that underlies it. That being said, a number of failures 

of process are also apparent and these cannot be written off on the basis of haste.  
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The most notable failing is the extremely weak link between long term future strategic issues, 

defence priorities and consequent investments. Apart from a rather general statement as to the 

importance of Canadian sovereignty, little justification is made for the high end capabilities 

contained in the investment plan. There is also an absence of supporting statements regarding the 

likelihood of inter-state warfare, the very scenario that these assets are designed for. Furthermore, 

the CFDS provides no explicit analysis as to future threats and future strategic themes. In fact, most 

of the strategic assessment is backward looking and, as such, seems to lack vision. Being mindful that 

defence planning papers are read by many other states, it could be that the tone of the document is 

deliberately bland. However, a number of academics suggest the CFDS is more of a funding 

document than a disciplined capability based defence plan. Although technology is a critical part of 

the planning process in Canada, the actual role of technology and DRDC is also somewhat cloudy in 

the published CFDS document. More specifically, the CFDS fails to identify how the DRDC interacts 

with the planning process, whilst the agency itself makes only vague reference to its involvement in 

the CFDS. Similarly, audits have revealed some serious shortcomings in governance structures and 

scenario analysis. 

Despite these concerns, the Canadian defence planning process embodied in the 2008 CFDS also has 

some very real attractions. Governance structures are numerous, albeit not always effective, whilst 

the clarity of the commitment to key capability enablers and technology across the capability 

lifecycle is a very strong positive. Furthermore, notwithstanding the reservations noted previously, 

Canada has made a huge investment in quantitative tools that bring more objectivity to a process 

fraught with subjective inputs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



77 
 

Chapter 8: Defence Planning in TTCP member 
states - United States 

Defence planning in the United States: some context 
Defence planning in the United States (US) is a complex multi dimensional process that culminates in 

the production of the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR).373 This pivotal, congressionally mandated, 

document outlines the direction and objectives for the US Armed Forces over the subsequent five 

years and beyond.374 As one would expect, the latest document (QDR 2010) is a substantial body of 

work and comprises over 100 pages of analysis.375 The key focus is forward looking. However, a 

substantial part is devoted to winning current conflicts, particularly Afghanistan.376 Despite the size 

of the document, QDR nonetheless provides an excellent insight as to the mechanics of US defense 

planning in both wartime as well as peace and across both medium term (five years) and longer 

periods. Furthermore, as the quote below indicates, a particularly important feature of the QDR is 

that it seeks to create strong alignment between defence capability structures and the US Federal 

budget.  

The Quadrennial Defence Review (QDR) directs the Department of Defence to undertake a 
wide-ranging review of strategy, programs, and resources. Specifically, the QDR is expected 
to delineate a national defense strategy consistent with the most recent National Security 
Strategy by defining force structure, modernization plans and a budget plan allowing the 
military to successfully execute the full range of missions within that strategy. The report 
includes an evaluation by the Secretary of Defense and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff of 
the military’s ability to successfully execute its missions at a low-to-moderate level of risk 
within the forecast budget plan. The results of the 2001 QDR could well shape U.S. strategy 
and force structure in coming years. The report will be updated as future events warrant. 377 
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2010 Quadrennial Defense Review: Methodological Approach 
Government Guidance 

High level strategic analysis in the United States follows a relatively institutionalised mechanism 

that involves a number of Government agencies. There is however, one document that provides 

the strategic context for all others: the National Security Strategy (NSS). Produced by the White 

House, the NSS outlines the top national security priorities based on current and future strategic 

environments.378 The NSS also describes the type of world the United States seeks to create and 

the ways in which this can be achieved.379 Particular stress is placed on the ‘whole of 

government’ approach.380 As a result, the United States security strategy is multi-dimensional 

and embraces defence as well as “diplomacy ... economics ... homeland security ... intelligence ... 

(and) strategic communications.” 381 

Defence Priorities 

US defence priorities are also framed with reference to the NSS. As a consequence the NSS 

provides essential strategic guidance for both the QDR and National Defence Strategy (NDS).382 

However, the later document differs to the QDR to the extent it concentrates on outlining US 

defense priorities. For example, the 2012 NDS entitled, “Sustaining US Global Leadership:  

Priorities for 21st Century Defense,” describes 10 defense priorities and the type of force required 

to achieve these.383 Although in recent years the QDR has emerged as a higher profile document, 

both the QDR and NDS are the responsibility of the Defense Secretary.  

US Defence priorities outlined by the US Secretary of Defense are further distilled into a set of 

military priorities by the Joint Chiefs of Staff by way of a National Military Strategy (NMS).384 The 

NMS, which draws on strategic themes outlined in the QDR and defense priorities described in 

the NDS, explains how the Joint Chiefs intend to employ the military to advance American 

interests.385 The “purpose of this document is to provide the ways and means by which our 

military will advance our enduring national interests as articulated in the 2010 NSS and 
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accomplish the objectives in the 2020 QDR.” 386 The explicit recognition of both the QDR and NSS 

underlines the extent to which defence planning in the US follows a sequential methodology. As 

such the interaction of the NSS, QDR and NMS can be seen in terms of ends (NSS), ways (QDR) 

and means (NMS). This is very much in line with the TTCP model.  

There is however, one very notable departure from the TTCP model - all three documents regard 

winning current conflicts as a non-negotiable precondition that over rides all other capability 

analysis. This is shown in the 2010 QDR where the first of four key defence priorities is firmly 

oriented towards Iraq and Afghanistan:387 

- Prevail in today’s wars; 

- Prevent/deter future conflict; 

- Prepare to defeat adversaries; 

- Preserve & enhance the existing volunteer force.  

As a result, the forward looking analysis expected by the TTCP is not completely dominant. 

Scenario Analysis 

Obtaining detailed scenario analysis is understandably difficult. However, US defence planning 

documents make numerous references to the technique.  For example, the 2010 QDR states that 

“required force enhancements were identified by examining ongoing conflicts, as well as the 

performance of current and planned force through combinations of scenarios spanning the range 

of plausible future challenges.” 388  In a notable departure from previous reviews, the 2010 QDR 

takes a less defined posture regarding the necessity of conducting two large scale military 

operations concurrently.389 For example, mention is made of externally endorsed “diverse 

scenarios”, reflecting the reduced incidence of state on state conflict.390 Therefore, scenarios 

appear task-oriented, albeit still assessed over three differing time period: near-term, mid-term, 

long-term.391 The lack of detailed information concerning actual scenarios makes it difficult to 

assess the extent to which tasks are approached on a holistic basis or the extent to which 

alternatives are considered. It is also unknown as to how scenarios are generated and approved. 

However, given that QDR is a technocratic document, the US Secretary of Defence is likely 

responsible.  
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Capability Goals 

The 2010 QDR outlines Capability Goals in a section entitled “Rebalancing the Force.” 392 Six 

specific “key missions” are outlined and these draw directly on the four key defence priorities 

identified above.393 Conclusions reflect current capability partitions which are explicitly 

identified. However, it is very noticeable that the force composition of the US military is 

identified on a service by service basis. Service Chiefs are therefore responsible for ensuring 

labelled capabilities match actual capabilities. The TTCP template also stresses the relevance of 

“Future Environment” when assessing Capability Goals.394 This is a very noticeable aspect of the 

2010 QDR. As well as consideration of emerging strategic themes, new and emerging technology 

is assessed in relation to each of the six “key missions.” 395 The contribution of Operating 

Concepts to Capability Goals is also considered in the context of what the QDR describes as 

“training, doctrine and force posture.” 396 

Capability Assessment 

Capability Assessment reflects both current capabilities and capabilities planned, or due, for 

delivery within an analysis timeframe.397 The 2010 QDR makes explicit mention of this process 

and new/pending capabilities are identified in relation to the six “key mission” areas.398 Taking 

guidance from the National Security Strategy and earlier stages of the QDR process, a key finding 

of the 2010 analysis is the inadequate provision of enabling capabilities along with a second 

related theme in favour of greatly enhanced levels of agility and adaptability.399 Both of these 

findings make a strong link between the suitability of current and planned capabilities and the 

broader strategic environment contained within the National Security Strategy. 

Identification of Capability Mismatches 

QDR 2010 describes how capability gaps are identified with reference to the six key mission 

areas.400 Each gap reflects shortcomings identified by scenario analysis but, again, detail as to 

what these are, or how they are generated, is completely absent from the document. Of interest, 

the identification of capability mismatches has a particular focus on more distant time periods, as 
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well as the “fit” between “programmed forces and the demands that may be placed on them in 

the future.” 401 

Force Development Options 

This stage of QDR 2010 is also framed in relation to the six key mission areas. Essential capability 

initiatives are outlined, each of which seeks to address a specific capability mismatch or shortfall.  

This list is not exhaustive, with three to four key capability enhancements identified for each of 

the six priority tasks.402 The methodical nature of this stage of QDR is extremely apparent. 

Desired capabilities are outlined, priorities identified and reference made to interoperability with 

other government agencies.  Furthermore, although current operations are at the forefront of 

force development options, the 2010 QDR makes it clear future themes are still  very much part 

of the analysis framework. For example, host nation leadership in preference to the large scale 

counter insurgency campaigns that currently dominate military operations.403 Force 

development options are also strongly oriented towards new technology. Reference is made to a 

number of forward looking studies that involve emerging technologies and doctrines.404 These 

are assessed on a 20-30 year forward looking basis.405 

Balance of investment 

Fiscal context is one of the key influences in QDR 2010 and once force development options are 

identified, investment decisions must be made within given budgets. Prioritisation decisions are 

inevitable. However, the document itself makes little specific reference to trade-off decisions 

made within each of the six priority areas or trade-offs between them. Detail is relatively sparse. 

Whilst a collection of programs are justified for cancellation on the basis of reassessed priorities, 

the methodology underlying each decision is not revealed.406 Despite this shortcoming, the 

methodical nature of the QDR is again apparent. Investment decisions are identified in relation to 

the six “key missions,” each of which reflects established defence priorities and strategic 

assessments.407 This has a very strong alignment with the TTCP template.  

Affordable Capability Plan 

One of the key aspects of QDR 2010 is to provide a fiscal roadmap for the subsequent four years 

and the importance of affordability is inescapable. As the document itself notes, “QDR recognises 
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the current fiscal challenges ... and makes difficult tradeoffs where these are warranted.” 408 

Therefore, the main focus is to identify an Affordable Capability Plan and provide the structures 

required to win current conflicts, without endangering long term capability development. Of 

interest, the 2010 QDR sought an additional US$15bn in FY2011 (vs.) pcp, an increase of 2.2% 

despite the parlous state of the US Federal budget.409 As a result, the 2010 QDR could be 

considered a wartime document, something the Secretary of Defense clearly notes.410 

QDR and US Defence Governance structures
1. Defense Risk Management Framework (DRMF)411 

The DRMF is based on the precept that risk is an inherent aspect of all defence organisations 

and that these risks come in many forms. The framework looks to mitigate risk by identifying 

“existing and emerging issues that could compromise the ability of the US Department of 

Defense (DOD) to execute defense strategy.” 412 In order to manage these, the DOD uses a 

framework comprised of seven elements: 

1. Operational Risk: Requires assessment of the Departments near term ability to execute 

current, planned and contingency operations.  

2. Force Management Risk: Defence organisations are heavily reliant upon their people: 

recruitment, training, and equipment for them. It requires the DOD to examine its ability 

to provide appropriate personnel.    

3. Institutional Risk: The need for appropriate management and business practises as well 

as the organisation needed to support the execution of military missions across near 

term, mid-term and long term periods. 

4. Future Challenges Risk: The ability to execute future missions successfully and hedge 

against shocks. It requires superior military capabilities (vs.) adversaries in the mid to 

long term.  

5. Strategic Risk: The ability to implement priority objectives.  

6. Military Risk: The ability to resource, execute and sustain military operations. 

7. Political Risk: The risk derived from the perceived legitimacy of US actions and the ability 

to convince partners and US voters as to the merits of certain courses of action. 
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The framework considers risk across various time frames: near-term, mid-term and long-

term periods. 

Several very revealing observations as to the theoretical underpinnings of the US approach 

to risk management are contained within the 2010 QDR. Risk management employs a “multi 

disciplinary” approach that draws on a diverse set of areas, including ”quantitative tools and 

scenario analysis, informed judgments and expert opinions.” 413 The intention is to create a 

dynamic approach to risk management, so as to increase decision making agility. The concept 

of agility is also relevant with regards to the pace of technological development. In fact, the 

DOD accepts that it is struggling with the pace of technological change.414  As a result, the 

“department’s options for managing risk with respect to science and technology trends, must 

be synchronised with efforts by other agencies, as well as the private sector ... and academic 

interests.” 415    

2. Defence Acquisition Board (DAB)416  

The 2010 QDR highlights a series of problems relating to acquisition processes and as such 

the creation in 2009 of the Defense Acquisition Board reflects a deep frustration with cost 

over-runs and late delivery of programs. These problems have a familiar ring, as do some of 

the solutions, such as ‘whole of life’ cost analysis. The latest QDR continues with the theme 

of improved procurement and the document includes some interesting approaches:417 

- External costs analysis; 

- External experts to assess new technologies (threats and opportunities); 

- Focus on agility. 

The last of these is somewhat vague and the approach looks like more of the same, only in 

shorter time periods.418 The QDR makes reference to the need for way to quickly prioritise 

acquisition requirements, suggesting that a suitable cost/benefit methodology has yet to be 

found. However, agility is likely to improve as a result of the renewed focus on emerging 

technologies (especially disruptive). 
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3. Joint Capabilities Integration and Development System (JCIDS)419 

The JCIDS was established in the lead up to the 2010 QDR in order to identify and co-ordinate 

the “acquisition and evaluation” of joint military capabilities between services.420 The key 

focus of the JCIDS is to support the “capability management process” and more specifically, 

“requirements, planning, programming, budgetary and execution processes.” 421 The JCIDS 

supports other DOD agencies, such as the Joint Capabilities Board and Functional Capabilities 

Board. 422 

 4. QDR Independent Panel 

The above group is a bi-partisan panel charged with assessing “assumptions, strategy, 

findings and risks” in the QDR and comprises “20 national defence experts and retired senior 

military leaders.” 423 Members are nominated by both the Secretary of defence and relevant 

Congress committees. Sub panel working groups focus on “prospects for 21st century conflict, 

capabilities, force structure, personnel, acquisition, contracting and strategic planning 

processes.” 424 The 2010 panel consulted extensively with both non- government and 

government experts.425 

NSS and Strategic Defence & Security Review – Critique 
Positives 

1. US defence planning is extremely methodical and disciplined 

US defence planning processes are extremely methodical, even mechanistic. The NSS sets the 

strategic tone and subsequent analysis is referenced back to the NSS as the master document. 

Although slight differences exist, the 2010 QDR follows a highly disciplined methodology that 

seems closely aligned with the TTCP model of capability based planning.  

2. Investment decisions consistent with NSS guidance 

The NSS makes the clear statement that asymmetric warfare, and non- traditional forms of 
conflict, will be ongoing features of the strategic landscape. The 2010 QDR is strongly aligned 
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with these concepts. Investment decisions are referenced back to the NSS whilst DOD efforts to 
engage with other arms of government are also consistent with these guiding themes.    

3. Very focused on future technologies 

The US military is a high technology machine and reference to new and/or emerging technologies 

is a constant theme in the 2010 QDR. Of interest, the DOD accepts that the pace, at which new 

technologies are emerging, means they are unable to keep apace. The DOD accepts that the 

private sector has much to offer, not just in terms of new technologies but also as a way to alert 

the military to commercially available threat technologies. US defence planning structures have a 

noticeable stress on technology as an enabler of greater agility. 

4. Permits consideration of alternative strategies 

The concept of advanced technology goes well beyond physical assets. Reference in the 2010 

QDR is made to “iterative, interactive war games ... to explore alternative strategies and 

operational concepts in an environment that tests forces against an intelligent adaptive 

adversary.” 426 The intention is to create a mechanism that challenges group thinking and looks 

for innovative, alternative solutions that neutralise silo mentalities. No further details as to the 

mechanics of the above process are available publically.  

5. Governance: risk management framework (DRMF), JCIDS & QDR Independent Panel 
Review 

Governance structures are extensive in the US defence planning process and the QDR shows a 

real appreciation of the numerous risks that face military organisations, any of which can 

compromise the delivery of optimal outcomes. The DRMF is an explicit recognition of this and 

consequently has great merit. JCIDS is another key governance element and one that appears to 

have very strong commonality with the intent of the NZDF’s Capability Management Board, 

whilst the Independent Panel Review provides an external cross check of capability 

recommendations.   

6. 2010 QDR is not completely dominated by current wars 

The QDR seeks to manage the inevitable conflict between meeting the needs of today’s wars 

without compromising future defence capabilities. QDR is a longer term planning document that 

must also, inevitably, accommodate current conflicts. It should be regarded as a positive that this 

difficult balance is explicitly identified by the Secretary of Defence. 427  
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7. Focus on a military workforce 

The 2010 QDR has an enormous focus on human resources.428 The contribution of a well trained, 

motivated and focused workforce is a pivotal enabler for militaries. The 2010 QDR suggests the 

US military establishment has a deep appreciation of this issue across various time scales.  

8. QDR 2010 focuses on enhanced agility 

Increased agility of decision making is a key element in a large section of the 2010 QDR entitled 

“Reforming How We do business.” 429 Importantly, the DRMF has a pronounced focus on quicker 

acquisition processes. 430 Nevertheless, the 2010 QDR is heavily focused on acquisition as a 

whole, not just faster delivery. More resources, external costing and technological analysis, as 

well as new systems of delivery, are all elements of a huge reform package. 431 This also extends 

to ‘whole of life’ costs. The focus on agility extends to operational configurations as well. For 

example, more special forces and lighter more mobile equipment. 432 

9. QDR is a Congressional document:  Trade-off decisions and resourcing constraints are 
subject to public debate433  

As QDR is a Congressional document, it is open to an enormous amount of scrutiny and the 

subsequent need to align military direction with political direction. In the same light, capability 

decisions need to be justified on the basis of impartial trade-off processes. Furthermore, as QDR 

is debated by Congress, the document is firmly placed in a fiscal context and, as such, resource 

constraints are a significant issue. This process of reconciling strategic objectives within given 

resources requires political decision making and the document is presented in a manner 

consistent with this requirement.  

10. External/independent expertise 

The 2010 QDR makes a number of references to the utility of external expertise, such as the QDR 

Independent Panel, and it is clear the DOD regards the use of independent input as a way to 

cross check internal decisions. This includes areas as diverse as strategic analysis, cost analysis 

and emerging technology. Particular focus is on academic institutions and private enterprises.    
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NSS and Strategic Defence & Security Review – Critique 
Negatives 

1. QDR is heavily influenced by current deployments  

The tone and intent of the QDR is that of a planning document. However, almost inevitably QDR 

is heavily influenced by the imperatives of winning in Iraq and Afghanistan. Despite this, US 

defence planners have made a clear effort to match the purpose of QDR as a medium-term 

planning document with actual outcomes. This is a difficult balance.    

2. Lack of a specific cost/benefit technique?  

QDR 2010 does not provide details of cost/benefit analysis. However, it does make mention of 

quantitative methodologies and the link between scenario analysis and trade-offs.434 Given the 

sensitive nature of scenarios and their associated operational details, it is perhaps unsurprising 

that public documents are short on specifics. 

3. More force agility? Yes, but few details 

The need for more agile acquisition processes is a key focus of QDR 2010.435 However, details are 

relatively scant; for example, the need for quicker delivery is identified. However, the three stage 

process outlined appears little more than a faster, better resourced version of the current 

approach.436 Furthermore, the document is a compromise. The NSS gives clear guidance that 

greater agility is required to meet today’s asymmetric threats, conduct counter insurgency and 

confront terrorists. However, most if not all, traditional means of war are retained and, in some 

cases, enhanced.437  

Conclusion  
Defence planning in the United States is based on Capability Based Planning and the 2010 QDR is a 

reflection of this. The process follows a disciplined and logical progression that is easy to follow and 

major investment decisions are easily referenced back to the master document – the National 

Security Strategy. Consequently, the methodology employed is strongly aligned with the TTCP 

template, albeit with a few exceptions. 

One of the most obvious departures from the TTCP approach is that current US defence planning is, 

understandably, influenced by the needs of ongoing conflicts. As a result, the document is an 
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inevitable compromise between capabilities required now and those required in the future. 

However, this does not come at the cost of forward planning, and a major theme of the document is 

rebalancing the force with the future in mind. Consequently, the 2010 QDR has a very strong focus 

on tomorrow’s wars and the various risks that the DOD must overcome in order to deliver strategic 

objectives.  

A particularly important development in this regard is the establishment of a dedicated risk 

management framework (DRMF). This covers a multitude of near term, mid-term and long term risks 

and describes how these are to be ameliorated. Human resources are identified as a particularly 

important element in the risk management framework, along with highly agile acquisition systems.  

The QDR process and US defence planning structures also have a very strong stress on governance. 

The QDR itself is subject to independent review and a very noticeable element of US defence 

planning is the willingness of the DOD to access external expertise across many differing fields. The 

use of external technological expertise is a particular focus and regarded as a key enabler of 

increased agility, both on the battlefield and amongst key support activities, such as acquisition. The 

near obsession with technology even extends to scenario setting and the consideration of alternative 

operational solutions. Furthermore, although short on detail, the US obviously uses some sort of 

complex cost/benefit methodology. 

To conclude, the QDR process is clearly ‘strategy driven’ and employs a ‘whole of government’ 

approach in pursuit of “agile and flexible armed forces.” 438 The influence of the TTCP defence 

planning methodology is clearly dominant. In doing so, QDR 2010 follows a relatively formulaic 

structure but, because of this, most of the key recommendations remain consistent with its original 

intent. Finally, the importance of technological themes and governance structures within the 

methodological framework that supports QDR should be of much interest to defence planners in 

New Zealand.  
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Chapter 9: Defence Planning in TTCP member 
states - United Kingdom  

Defence planning in the UK: some context 
The UK has a very wide definition of the security environment and employs a single Security and 

Intelligence budget across different departments and agencies. 439 The National Security Council, 

comprised of key Ministers and senior members of the Armed Forces, is responsible for the bi-annual 

National Security Risk Assessment (NSRA) and the National Security Strategy (NSS) which is produced 

every five years. 440 The NSS views national security on a very broad basis: 441 

- Terrorism and other non-conventional attacks including Cyber; 

- WMD proliferation ;  

- Transnational & organised crime;  

- Failed states & global instability;  

- Civil emergencies (pandemics/floods etc); 

- Climate change;  

- Economic context. 

 NSS documents make it abundantly clear that the UK Government regards defence as one of the 

many elements that constitute the national security apparatus and since 2008 has sought to provide 

“a single, overarching strategy, bringing together the objectives and plans of all departments, 

agencies and forces involved in protecting our national security ... and the latest in series of reforms 

intended to bring greater focus and integration to our approach.” 442 The result is an extensive set of 

security priorities, drawn from an equally diverse collection of views and sources of which the armed 

forces provide but one. For example, it is not until page 43 of the 2008 NSS that the armed forces are 

even mentioned, in a section entitled “Defending the UK from State Led Threats.” 443 However, the 

NSS feeds into a number of subsequent levels, one of which involves the Ministry of Defence (MoD).  

On the basis that the NSS provides the ‘ends,’ then the annual Strategic Defence & Security Review 

(SDSR) provides the ‘ways and means’ to deliver security priorities and the UK MoD makes it plain 
                                                           
439United Kingdom (UK) Government. National Security Strategy (NSS) 2010 – A Strong Britain in an Age of 
Uncertainty (London: HM Stationery Office, 2010), 3, accessed May 2nd 2013, 
http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/groups/dg_digitalassets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasset/dg_1
91639.pdf    
440 Ibid. 5. 
441 Ibid. 27-31. 
442 UK Government, NSS 2010, (1.7), 4. 
443 UK Government. National Security Strategy (NSS) 2008 (London: HM Stationery Office 2008), (4.62), 43. 
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that it regards the SDSR as an example of capability planning in practise.444 The SDSR has a forward 

focus of 10 years which is the same as the NZDF Defence Capability Plan. 

 The primary focus of this analysis will be on the 2010 NSS and the 2010 SDSR. Although the latter is 

reviewed annually, the 2010 SDSR was selected as it was formulated immediately after the most 

recent NSS and, as such, illustrates the methodological interaction between high level strategic 

assessment of the NSS and subsequent defence planning outcomes in the SDSR. 

2010 SDSR (Defence) – methodological approach 
Government Guidance 
 
The 2010 NSS identifies eight National Security Tasks, (NST) that together comprise the core 

security priorities of the UK. 445As a result, the NSS provides the high level guidance required 

for a number of UK Government Departments, including the MOD, to prioritise spending. 

This blend of grand strategy and value for money is a noticeable theme in the 2010 NSS 

document, as shown in the quote: “The cost effectiveness of capabilities will be measured by 

what they offer and how effective they are at addressing the defence and security challenges 

of the 21st Century.”  446    

 
Defence Priorities 

The eight National Security Tasks provide the strategic context for the 2010 Defence and 

Security Review (SDSR) as well as the contribution of the Armed Forces to these tasks which 

are expressed in seven key military tasks. 447 The Military Tasks List (MTL) also outlines the 

expectations the UK Government has of the Armed Forces and consequently represents the 

UK’s defence priorities. These priorities are quite general. For example, “defending the UK 

and its territories,” is one of the seven.448 Recognising the dynamic nature of the UK strategic 

environment, the MoD plans to update the MTL every five years to match the cycle of the 

NSS.449   

                                                           
444UK Government, NSS 2010, 3. 
445 Ibid. 
446 Ibid. 2. 
447 UK Government, Securing Britain in an Age of Uncertainty: The Strategic Defence and Security Review (SDSR) 
(London:  HM Stationery Office 2010), 2.12, 17, accessed May 2nd, 2013, 
http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/groups/dg_digitalassets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasset/dg_1
91634.pdf 
448 Ibid. 
449“Submission to Strategic Defence and Security Review, 2010,”  UK House of Commons, 7, accessed May 5th, 
2013, http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/761/761we05.htm 
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Scenario Analysis 

Capability Goals 

Capability Partitions 

The MTL provides the basis for the next stage of the SDSR process – the establishment of five 

Defence Planning Assumptions or DPA’s. Describing DPA’s as “a planning tool to guide us in 

developing our forces rather than a set of fixed operational plans or a prediction of the 

precise operations we will undertake," the intention appears to be to outline the size of 

operations the MoD plans to configure for and how long such operations are expected to 

last.450 However, DPA’s are relatively imprecise with regards to detailed scenarios. For 

example, only three types of operations are described and the UK MoD explicitly states “that 

DPA’s help us to structure and scale our forces, rather than to plan for specific 

operations.”451 However, it is very noticeable that the scenarios used by the UK have very 

precise deployment time periods. Operations are broken down into two types: enduring and 

non-enduring.  DPA’s also show a great awareness of the concurrency issues that inevitably 

arise with any deployment.452 The SDSR states that “DPA’s comprise a force driving 

concurrency set, precisely to ensure that our Armed Forces can meet enduring standing 

commitments, while retaining sufficient contingency to deal with the unexpected.” 453  

It is also notable that Defence Planning Assumptions are essentially a merger of three core 

TTCP concepts: “Scenarios,” “Capability Goals” and “Capability Partitions,” in the manner in 

which they draw an explicit link between required tasks and required capabilities.454 For 

example, one DPA envisages an enduring stabilisation operation at around brigade level, 

requiring up to 6,500 personnel with maritime and air support as required.455 As a result, 

very broad categories of complex capabilities are combined into a single task focused 

configuration. The concept of Defence Lines of Development (DLOD) is also relevant to this 

stage. Recent studies by the UK MoD suggest that a renewed focus is now being given to 

capability enablers, as expressed in the acronym TEPIDOIL (Training, Equipment, Personnel, 

Information, Doctrine & Concepts/Organisation, Infrastructure and Logistics).456 

                                                           
450 UK Government, SDSR 2010, 2.13, 18. 
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452 Ibid. 
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454 “Capability Based Planning,” 4. 
455 ”Defence Select Committee” UK House of Commons, 90, updated May, 2013, first accessed March 2013, 
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456“Cross Defence Lines of Development,” UK Ministry of Defence - Defence Science and Technology Laboratory 
(DSTL), Strategy & Capability CDE Call, UKMOD 2011, accessed May 3rd, 2013, https://www.dstl.gov.uk/ 
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 Operational concepts  
 
The UK MoD provides very limited detail regarding operational concepts. This is 

understandable as the area is sensitive. Nonetheless, official defence documents from the UK 

MoD reveal that 41 individual capability studies were conducted in the SDSR process and 

that these were based on standardised operational concepts.457 

 
Future Environment   
 
Written evidence from the MoD suggests that the impact of future technological 

developments on the UK’s threat environment was not considered formally in the SDSR.458  

Instead technology was considered by the Green Paper commissioned subsequent to the 

completion of SDSR. 459 In this context it seems the UK is more focused on developing new 

defence technologies than considering the impact of technology on defence planning and 

defence policy development. This focus is supported by a series of quotes from senior UK 

Ministers. For example, in 2010, the then Minister of Defence Technology, Peter Luff, was 

quoted as saying, “I am impressed by the visible and effective way that MBDA (missile 

manufacturer), the MoD, and UKTI DSO (UK Trade & Investment Defence & Security 

Organisation) are working closely together” and that “initiatives such as the Weapons 

Technology Centre show that working with the wider supply base enables coherent planning 

and delivery of weapons, allowing industry to influence technology investment at an early 

stage of acquisition.” 460 461 Also of note, the UK has a Defence Industrial and Technology 

policy that seeks to secure independently developed technologies. For example, a recent 

MoD Green Paper entitled “National Security through Technology” advocated a minimum 

1.2% of the defence budget to R&D.462 However, the stress of this approach does not equate 

to the broad interpretation of “Future Environment” envisaged by the TTCP. 463  

                                                           
457 Ibid. 85. 
458 “Defence Select Committee,” UK House of Commons, annex C, accessed May 5th, 2013,  
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Capability Assessment 
 

The TTCP’s Capability Based Planning model holds that Capability Assessment is a subset of 

both Capability Goals and Current/Planned Capabilities. 464Although, in the case of the SDSR, 

the later of these two factors was clearly the dominant influence. Judging from the tone of 

both service and public submissions to the Defence Committee, Capability Assessment was 

essentially held hostage by existing commitments as opposed to decisions based on 

disciplined, objective processes. 465As a consequence, the capability assessment stage of 

SDSR was a highly politicised process. The methodology certainly included planned or 

pending capability acquisitions. However, the cost of super projects, such as the two Queen 

Elizabeth (QE) class aircraft carriers, meant premature consideration of tradeoffs. 466 

Consequently, the process seems to start with the preconception of ‘this is what we have 

coming and this is what needs to go in order to pay for it’ rather than asking ‘what 

capabilities do we actually need? 

  

Identification of Capability Mismatches 
 
 As suggested above, the issue of capability mismatch was pivotal to SDSR. Capability gap 

analysis was widespread, albeit somewhat distorted by the premature influence of 

affordability.467 The acceptability of identified capability gaps provides the primary source of 

discontent in submissions to the House of Commons Defence Committee. 468 Many of these 

comments attempt to link identified gaps back to the NSS, a core tenant of the TTCP 

approach. However, in doing so, several submissions raise significant concerns as to the 

consistency between actual decisions and NSS guidance. 

  

Force Development Plans  
 

The 2010 SDSR’s primary raison d’être was to optimise the UK defence force configuration by 

2020.469 Therefore, one of the key outputs of the SDSR process was the formulation of a 

Force Development Plan. However, the path dependent nature of defence acquisitions is 
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readily apparent, to the extent these plans are severely distorted by existing commitments 

such as the QE aircraft carriers. 470 The 10 year planning focus of the SDSR is embodied in the 

concept of “Future Force 2020.” 471 

Balance of Investments  
 
The SDSR presents a very clear Balance of Investments profile but arguably these are not 

based on the NSS but rather they reflect the dominance of existing commitments such as the 

QE aircraft carriers.472 Nonetheless, some decisions appear consistent with high level NSS 

guidance. Such an example is the cancellation of two destroyers in order to buy multi-role 

frigates, which matches the NSS emphasis on cost effective capabilities.473 

 
Defence Priorities/Resource Constraints 
 
Resource constraints are the ‘straight jacket’ of the SDSR process. Interestingly, the 

Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) was undertaken in parallel with the SDSR.474 This 

seems to have set the tone for all subsequent discussions and decisions. Furthermore, the 

involvement of Treasury in both the NSS and SDSR processes475 is a significant departure 

from practical models of Capability Based Planning.476 Debate at this stage of the SDSR 

process was intensely political given that a number of identified capability gaps will remain in 

place for 10 years at least.477 

 

Affordable Capability Development Plan  
 
An unfunded deficit of GBP38bn over the forthcoming 10 years was not a great place for the 

UK MoD to start. 478 Subsequently the focus on fiscal constraints led to allegations by the 

Defence Select Committee that the SDSR (Defence) process lacked intellectual honesty.479 

Nonetheless, it could be that the original deficit was a creation of ‘bottom up’ processes in 
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471 UK Government, SDSR 2010, 19. 
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place prior to SDSR. Service led demands were eventually reconciled by a centralised 

capability based process that, of necessity, required some extremely tough trade-off 

decisions – a core aspect of the TTCP model. 

SDSR (Defence) & Ministry of Defence Governance structures 
The formation of a UK National Security Council was one of several major reforms involving the 

MoD’s governance structures that coincided with SDSR. A number of these have aspects of interest 

to New Zealand due to their concentration on acquisition and capability:  

1. Cabinet Office: SDSR Implementation Board 480 

A cross-government group charged with monitoring the implementation of the SDSR, the 

Implementation Board includes the Secretary of Defence who is held accountable for all 

aspects relating to the UK Military. One of the key aims of the board is to foster pan-

governmental collaboration.   

2. Defence Board 481   

Following the Lord Levene report into MoD structures, several significant changes have been 

introduced to the Defence Board.482 The most obvious change is that Service Chiefs have a 

much reduced influence over resource allocation decisions. Changes include: 

Reduced size and changed composition. A smaller Defence Board chaired by the Defence 

Secretary has the aim of strengthened top level decision making;  

Removal of service chiefs from the Defence Board. The Chief of Defence Staff is the sole 

military ‘voice’ on the Board; 

Focus on making high level ‘balance of investment’ decisions, set strategic direction and a 

strong corporate framework;  

Strengthen financial and performance management throughout the MoD to ensure that 

future plans are affordable;  

Create a ‘4 star’ led Joint Forces Command, to strengthen the focus on joint enablers and on 

joint warfare development;  
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Create a single, coherent Defence Infrastructure and Defence Business Services 

organisations, to ensure enabling services are delivered efficiently, effectively and 

professionally. 

3. Major Project Review Board 483 
 

The Board is chaired by the Defence Secretary and receives quarterly updates on the MoD's 

major programmes to ensure that they are on time and within budget. This began with the 

20 biggest projects by value, expanding to the 50 biggest projects. “Any project that the 

Board decided was failing would be publicly 'named and shamed’.“ 484   

Working with the UK Defence Infrastructure Organisation ‘whole of life’ cost analysis forms a 

central focus for the Major Project Review Board.485 

4. Defence Reform Unit 486 

To oversee implementation of SDSR (Defence) recommendations, a Defence Reform Unit 

was established within the MoD to implement any structural/organisational changes 

including:                            

a. Structural reform to reorganise the MoD into three pillars: Strategy and Policy, 

Armed Forces, and Procurement and Estates; and 

b. A leaner and less centralised organisation, combined with devolved processes which 

carry greater accountability and transparency.  

 

NSS and Strategic Defence & Security Review – Critique 
Positives 

1. NSS and SDSR used a ‘top down’/’whole of government’ approach 

The NSS and SDSR process has the clear intent of fostering ‘whole of government’ solutions and 

achieving consistency between the strategic environment and defence capabilities. Although the 

process appears to have been ‘blown off course’ by a number of externalities, vested interests 

and poor execution, the upper levels of the process were thorough, well resourced and wide 
                                                           
483"MoD's Major Projects Review Board stands up", Ministry of Defence, 13 June 2011, accessed May 2nd, 2013 
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ranging. Strategic priorities were clearly communicated and judging from submissions to the 

Defence select committee, few found fault with its intent. 487 Furthermore, the 2010 NSS 

considered global trends as far ahead as 30 years, an appropriate timescale given the life of 

defence assets.488 

2. Supportive administrative structures 

The Lord Levene report into MoD processes has seen a greater degree of accountability 

introduced to the procurement of major platforms and an improved focus on the link between 

strategic analysis and capability.489 Whilst the Defence Board brief makes no explicit mention of 

Capability Based Planning, references to affordability, strategic direction and ‘joint enablers’ 

suggest the presence of a CBP framework similar to that of the TTCP. 490 The formation of a 

specialised major project review unit provides further support as does the focus on ‘whole of life’ 

costs.  Nevertheless, the absence of external specialists on the Defence Board did elicit some 

adverse comment at Defence Select Committee level.491 

3. Scenarios have tightly defined deployment periods 

Scenarios in the SDSR include tightly defined deployment time frames, a key determinant of 

capability and resourcing requirements. 492  

4. Renewed focus on essential enablers 

The acronym TEPIDOIL, describing key capability enablers, is well established amongst UK 

forces.493 However, it appears that the importance of key capability enablers in defence planning 

has lessened in recent years.  For example, in response to SDSR, a major study commenced in 

2011 to identify ways to restore the coherence of the UK’s TEPIDOIL model and its importance in 

defence planning.494 
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NSS and Strategic Defence & Security Review – Critique 
Negatives 

1. The SDSR (Defence) was driven by fiscal not strategic imperatives 

As submissions to the Defence Select committee suggest, the involvement of Treasury and the 

Cabinet Office from the very beginnings of SDSR, a concurrent cost review and well publicised 

GBP38bn ‘defence deficit,’ were all highly influential factors. As a result, several trade-off 

decisions appear to contradict the strategic guidance provided by the NSS. For example, 

Professor Martin Edmonds, University of Lancaster, criticises SDSR on the basis that it “was not 

framed with reference to top down/capability led decisions. Rather it was an amalgam of both 

‘top down’ (NSS led) and ‘bottom up’ (Afghanistan). The result was hopeless incoherency, made 

worse by having to meet predetermined cost savings.” 495 Others agree. Professor Chalmers from 

RUSI is uncertain how decisions flowed from the NSS - "... in the discussion of the aircraft carrier 

decision, there was an explicit difference drawn out between the threat environment that we 

face in the next 10 years, which doesn't require carrier-based aircraft, and what we anticipate 

after that, which does. But that isn't related back to analysis in the NSS.” 496 Further 

inconsistencies between the NSS and the decision to dispose of the Nimrod are apparent.  The 

Nimrod appears to meet eight of 15 NSS strategic imperatives, more than any other capability, 

yet it was cancelled.497   

Such methodological confusion has led Professor Gwyn Prins of London School of Economics to 

advocate a return to established methodological models whereby strategic analysis is 

undertaken without consideration of financial constraints. Strategic analysis “should be provided 

to the NSC, not conducted by the NSC, and only when this is complete should financial 

considerations be introduced.” 498  This process would “permit the Cabinet to inform more fully 

the inevitable choices about the allocation of tax payer money.” 499  
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2. Scenarios lack specificity and fail to consider concurrency 

One of the criticisms of the SDSR made by academics such as Tim Edmunds is that the concept of 

risk is poorly defined and therefore open to multiple interpretations. 500 As a consequence, the 

Defence Select committee suggests that scenarios do not consider the need “for sufficient 

contingency to deal with the unexpected” and that the consequent Defence Planning 

Assumptions (DPA) flowing from this, are mere “tools” and not “fixed operational plans.” 501  

3. Fiscal allocation over 10 years not stipulated or guaranteed 

Whilst the UK Government provided fiscal guidance over 10 years, it did not provide fiscal 

certainty. 502 This is inconsistent with the long lead times and asset lives of military equipment. 

For example, House of Commons select committee members suggest resourcing numbers within 

the SDSR were an aspiration, not firm policy - “When developing the NSS in future years, the 

Government should identify with greater clarity the resources required and available to achieve 

the desired outcomes within the framework of the national security tasks. This analysis would 

enable the SDSR to take informed resourcing decisions.” 503 

4. SDSR heavily influenced by current deployments not future deployments  

The Afghanistan commitment was the only ‘non negotiable’ precondition of SDSR.504 This is 

entirely understandable. However, contemporary priorities such as this undermine the integrity 

of SDSR as a long term capability based planning document. Consequently, this implies the SDSR 

process was at least partly about fighting today’s conflicts and not preparing for the conflicts of 

tomorrow. As a result, the NSS/SDSR process has been criticised for lacking true strategic 

oversight that can only be corrected by independent analysis, free of “preordained 

constraints.”505 

5. NSS lacks focus due to confused roles for military and civil arms 

The NSS methodology, which has a very broad focus, has been criticised for muddling military 

and civil roles in the higher echelons of defence. This has seemingly led to an imprecise 
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understanding of the complementary roles of grand strategy, operational strategy and 

government policy.506   

6. No formal consideration of alternative operational solutions 

The 2010 SDSR shows a quite noticeable absence of cross service discussion about alternatives to 

existing capability sets. This is a finding also noted by the House of Commons Select Committee 

which criticised SDSR for failing to consider how capability gaps might be solved through 

alternative means.507       

7. Poorly defined role for defence technologists 

Although the UK has a very large and successful military technology industry, this sector does not 

appear to have been formally involved in the analysis phases of the SDSR. For example, the 

document does not define how the DSTL was involved. The relative lack of technological input 

suggests the review was either rushed or that short term funding pressures discouraged 

consideration of forthcoming/new generation technology and consequent impact on long term 

capability. It may be that the DSTL is more oriented toward hardware development, as opposed 

to the intangible impact of technology on policy, planning and the strategic environment.   

8. Capability analysis – dominated by what resources are available not the list of likely tasks 

Whilst the MoD uses relatively imprecise/generic scenario analysis (at least publically), a bigger 

issue appears to be the way in which the defence budget determined the capabilities available. 

This runs counter to the TTCP model, whereby capability requirements are first referenced to the 

government’s strategic priorities and then trade-off options are assessed with reference to 

available resources. 508 The ‘Cart before the Horse’ approach of SDSR is a significant departure 

from the intent of holistic Capability Based Planning models such as the TTCP’s.   

9. Limited detail regarding cost/benefit analysis tools 

The SDSR does not include an analysis of the strategic risks to be created by favoured decisions. 

This was left to the Defence Select Committee. 509 Underdeveloped prioritisation tools probably 

made an already fraught process even more so. Widely accepted and objective processes tend to 

generate greater ‘buy in’ from stakeholders and contribute to greater cohesion. 
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10. Inter-service rivalries/fractious leadership 

Judging from both public statements and select committee submissions the SDSR process pitted 

service chiefs against each other, as they jostled to retain as many of their own service 

capabilities as possible. 510 This environment appears to have similarities with that seen in New 

Zealand during the early 2000’s.511Just how this environment took hold in the UK, probably 

reflects the introduction of the ‘top down’/holistic approach that replaced the previous ‘bottom 

up’ methodology. As a result, ‘pet projects’ were cancelled or whole capability sets removed as 

prioritisation decisions were made. This equates to a huge cultural change which created 

enormous internal discord. Making the process all the more painful, was the apparent lack of 

stakeholder buy in and a feeling amongst service chiefs that the military had limited chance for 

input.512 

11. SDSR (Defence) did not consider DLoD (Defence Lines of Development) 

The SDSR did not reveal whether or not it considered the set of generic elements that have to be 

brought together to generate a defence capability. Although the UK MoD’s capability acronym, 

“TEPIOIL,” is a well embedded concept, the SDSR did not overtly consider the diverse long term 

structures and skills required to deliver desired/identified capabilities.513 

Conclusion 
It is clear that the NSS and SDSR processes are practical examples of Capability Based Planning. Both 

are closely aligned with the key tenants of the TTCP’s CBP model. Importantly, analysis structures are 

sequential whilst the strategic analysis upon which subsequent analysis is framed appears well 

considered and suitably long term. Likewise, the Military Task List that flows from this assessment 

seems consistent with higher order analysis. In another positive, changes to the Defence Board 

appear well considered and mirror many of the governance structures in New Zealand. Furthermore, 

the formation of a Major Project Review Board appears to be a positive step as is the renewed focus 

on key capability enablers albeit that these were not detailed in SDSR.  

 However, most of the positives of SDSR rest at the top levels of the process.  Lower level outputs in 

2010 were fraught with inconsistencies, incoherency and inter-service rivalries. The foremost 

criticism is that fiscal, not strategic considerations, dominated the process. This was not helped by 
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the fact HM Treasury occupied a senior role within the SDSR process and that a cost review was 

conducted concurrently. At the same time, the lack of long term fiscal certainty made trade-off 

decisions even more problematic as did the lack of an objective methodology to assess funding 

priorities. Instructively, two key decisions are completely inconsistent with the NSS – aircraft carriers 

(retained) and Nimrod maritime surveillance (cancelled).   

 As one select committee submission claimed:  

“Forget all the strategic stuff: there was a haggle at the last weekend (of the process), which was 
utterly unacceptable in terms of the national strategic requirements ... the start point was not 
strategic, it was how to reduce a deficit of GBP36bn.” 514 

Nevertheless, the NSS and SDSR (Defence) did make one critical achievement. As the UK Secretary of 

State asserts - "for the first time in a generation, the MoD will have brought its plans and budget 

broadly into balance, allowing it to plan with confidence for the delivery of the future equipment 

programme.” 515 This looks like an oversell of the methodology employed. However, a new capability 

planning and assessment paradigm is now firmly embedded in the UK defence establishment and it 

will be interesting to see how this evolves over time. For now, one observation seems particularly 

accurate – whilst the 2010 SDSR and NSS processes were capability based they were far from a 

textbook example of Capability Based Planning.  
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Chapter 10: Defence Planning in Singapore 

Introduction 
Independent since 1965, Singapore is a youthful country. So new in fact, that the Ministry of Defence 

was established as recently as 1989.516 However, it would be wrong to assume that Singapore’s 

young age means that its defence footprint is underdeveloped. In fact, the Singapore Armed Forces 

(SAF) are comparatively large and well equipped whilst Singapore’s Airforce has been described as 

Asia’s “most advanced,” 517 whilst the Army, based around three divisions, supports a full suite of 

ground based capabilities.518 The same applies to Singapore’s Navy. Naval assets include stealth 

frigates, corvettes and submarines along with advanced land based missiles which, taken collectively, 

have been described as the “most advanced naval force in South East Asia.” 519  

Estimates are that the SAF’s standing force is around 70,000 personnel with a further 350,000 

reservists available at short notice, an extremely high number given Singapore’s resident population 

is around 4.5m.520 Males aged 18 or over must complete two years of compulsory military training 

and remain available for service until age 49.521 At any one time between 50% and 80% of SAF 

personnel are conscripts.522 Clearly a force of such size and sophistication comes at a cost. The World 

Bank estimates that Singapore spent circa US$10bn or approximately 3.6% of GDP on defence in 

2012, as much in US$ terms as its much larger near neighbours Malaysia and Indonesia combined.523   

World Bank data also indicates only Israel spends more on defence on a per capita basis.524 

As this brief introduction suggests, it would be difficult to understate Singapore’s commitment to 

defence.  
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Singaporean Defence Planning and Military History 
“Whatever you can’t defend, does not belong to you.”  525 Meng Yu, C. 

The defence policy of any state is a subset of diverse variables such as geography, history, politics, 

political system and state ideology. This is no different in the case of Singapore. Since independence 

in 1965, defence policy in Singapore has been firmly based on three concepts: 

a. Deterrence;526 

b. Diplomacy;527 

c. Public order.528 

Deterrence appears to reflect both Singapore’s lack of strategic depth as well as pivotal historical 

events such as the capture of Singapore by the Japanese in 1942 and its subsequent occupation.529 

Furthermore, the role of Singapore as a crucial bastion of the British Empire meant that a newly 

independent Singapore inherited a strong sense of military awareness. This partly explains the 

substantial commitment to defence spending outlined in the introductory paragraphs and as such 

defence planning in Singapore appears to reflect a strongly realist ideology. With this in mind, the 

history of defence policy in Singapore seems heavily oriented towards the thoughts and writings of 

classical realist Kautilya who expressed particular concerns with belligerent neighbours.530  

In this regard, Malaysia and Indonesia are both highly relevant to Singapore.  Whilst neither state has 

actually attacked Singapore, both neighbours have shaped the ideology that underlies Singapore’s 

defence planning and policy posture.  Konfrontasi (1962-66) and Singapore’s controversial secession 

from the Malaysian Federation left her with an indelible feeling of vulnerability.531 This sensitivity is 

not uncommon to new states. However, Singapore has been the subject of both state and non state 

aggression. The communist insurgency on the Malaysian peninsula in the 1960’s further reinforced 

Singapore’s sense of unease.532 
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 The Malayan Emergency, as it became known, reinforces the extent to which the history of defence 

planning in Singapore cannot completely ignore the influence of other states and the former colonial 

power. Early defence planning drew heavily upon Israel’s policies of forward defence and deterrence 

whilst the UK was, and still is, involved in the region through the Five Power Defence Arrangement 

(FPDA).533 Importantly, the UK, along with Australia and New Zealand, was heavily involved in the 

battle to confront the communist insurgency whilst the two former states had substantial military 

bases on Singapore Island for many years thereafter as part of a Commonwealth Strategic Reserve.534 

Nonetheless, it appears to have taken many years for the positive role of British Armed Forces in the 

creation of both the SAF and Singaporean defence policy to enter discussion.  

The influence of the UK in the creation of Singapore’s defence policy culture has gained greater 

acceptance in recent years, a point now stressed by some officers in the SAF. For example, CPT 

Lawrence Leong writing in the SAF’s journal Pointer in 2011 believes the UK, which provided the 

“anchor for the Five Power Defence Arrangement,” was critical to the successful formation of the 

three individual SAF services themselves.535  Leong also suggests that the historical reluctance to 

acknowledge colonial influences in Singaporean defence culture reflects the uneasiness Singaporeans 

felt towards colonialism in the years immediately following independence. Furthermore, the 

government of Lee Kuan Yew made strenuous efforts in the early years of independence to build a 

Singaporean sense of nationhood and self reliance. As such, the concept of nationhood and defence 

was central to the statist policies of Lee’s government. Consequently, Lee’s commitment to defence 

is entirely consistent with this ideology. However, Singapore’s commitment to deterrence is matched 

by a corresponding belief in defence diplomacy. In addition to member states of FPDA, strong 

relations exist with the militaries of Indonesia, Israel, The United States and others. Writing in his 

2000 analysis of the SAF, Tim Huxley refers to Singaporean defence diplomacy as not only an attempt 

to “encourage a favourable regional balance of power but also to maintain an open global and 

regional trading regime.” 536  

The tie between deterrence and defence diplomacy is close. However, it is also noteworthy that 

deterrence and public order, the third policy pillar, are essentially stable mates within a statist 

ideology. Singapore is an activist state where government is at the very core of society. This is 

entirely consistent with both strong defence and public order. This owes much to the “narrative of 

vulnerability” espoused by Lee that stressed the need for public order so as to ensure that the 

                                                           
533 Tan, “Singapore’s Defence Policy in the new Millennium,” 5. 
534 Huxley, T., Defending the Lion City, 3. 
535 Leong, L CPT. SAFTI Military Institute, “Rethinking The British Legacy - British Withdrawal And Origins Of The 
Singapore Armed Forces, 1966 - 1971,” Pointer, Vol. 37 No.2 (2011): 1. 
536 Huxley, T., Defending the Lion City, 24. 



106 
 

Singaporean state survived in its early years. As part of this, citizens were expected to sacrifice some 

degree of personal freedom in order to ensure the survival of the state and society in a broader 

sense. Defence policies such as compulsory military training are a direct reflection of this Realist 

ideology. Likewise, as Vasu and Loo emphasise, defence decision making in Singapore is shrouded in 

secrecy and based around an internal governmental elite, 537 a state of affairs they also regard as 

consistent with a statist ideology. 538 

This approach was embodied in what Singaporean terms the “First Generation” of defence policy 

lasting from independence through to the 1980’s. Heavily defensive in its approach, “basic defence” 

as it was also known, placed the defence of Singapore as its foremost priority.539 Based around 

deterrence and forward defence, the SAF structure was firmly oriented towards ensuring 

Singaporean sovereignty.540 Such an approach was both a direct reflection of the Cold War and the 

unpredictable strategic environment in the South East Asian region described in earlier paragraphs. 

By the 1980’s the region was no less volatile. However, Singapore was feeling more secure in itself 

and this gave rise to what the Singaporean Defence Ministry terms the “Second Generation” defence 

policy. Aimed at modernising its assets and military doctrine, defence policy also became slightly less 

insular. For example, the SAF began to operate outside Singapore for the first time albeit in close 

partnership with like minded states and members of the FPDA.  Other policies included the creation 

of a joint staff to prioritise and oversee new capabilities and ensure integration into the SAF as a 

whole. 

Despite subtle changes such as this, the “Realist precepts” fostered by Lee Kuan Yew, remain 

influential in Singaporean defence policy. 541 A ‘whole of government’ approach to defence currently 

applies and is named “Total Defence.” 542 First developed by the Swiss and Swedes, ”Total Defence” 

shows how a small, vulnerable state can leverage the multiplier effect of its peoples, industries and 

other agencies of government to create a much larger defence footprint than would otherwise be 

the case. 543 This is embodied in what Singapore refers to as the “Third Generation SAF.” 544 However, 
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as with the two preceding policy paradigms, the concept also reflects the influence of external 

events. In this regard, the terror attacks of 9/11 were pivotal and resulted in a sharp reappraisal of 

defence policy in 2004 embodied in a new national security strategy named “The Fight Against 

Terror.” 545 This document, which includes reference to nonconventional threats such as terrorism, 

seeks to develop closer links with a broad range of other Government agencies.  As part of this, the 

SAF has since 2004 sought to provide a “networked and cohesive force, culturally as well as 

practically.” 546 For example, officers from all three service arms attend a single institution to 

complete initial officer training as part of an attempt to create a matrixed “learning organisation” 

that “reaches across silos.” 547 The SAF also claims to be configured as one “fighting system” and that 

this creates a multiplier effect to create a combat impact of disproportionate size. 548 

As can be seen, Singaporean defence policy continues to evolve. However, it would be a mistake to 

suggest that contemporary defence policy is anything but a modern extension of the core concepts 

of deterrence and public order that have provided the ideological foundations since 1965. 

Deterrence remains at the heart of Singaporean defence policy.549 Importantly, the mission 

statement of both the SAF and Singaporean Ministry of Defence remains to “enhance Singapore’s 

peace and security through deterrence and diplomacy and should these fail, to secure a swift and 

decisive victory over an aggressor.” 550 Although, it has been suggested that the focus has moved 

away from deterrence towards using defence as a way to increase Singapore’s influence in the world, 

offshore commitments have been relatively minor, certainly in the context of the SAF’s size.551 Whilst 

SAF units have deployed overseas, Iraq included, troop numbers have remained comparatively small 

and have involved few, if any, combat roles.552 Nevertheless, as academic Michael Singapore of 

London School of Economics and Political Science observes – “Singapore is perhaps the most densely 

defended state anywhere.” 553   
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Singapore’s unique strategic landscape: influence on defence 
policy 
The most obvious influence on Singapore’s strategic posture is the country’s small geographic size 

and consequent lack of strategic depth. To put this in context, the size of Singapore (714sq km) is 

only slightly greater than New Zealand’s Lake Taupo, at 616sq km.554 This vulnerability, cruelly 

exposed by the Japanese invasion of 1942, explains Singapore’s policy preferences of forward 

defence, deterrence and rapid deployment.555 Geographical influences also include Singapore’s close 

proximity to the choke point of the Malacca Strait, Asia’s foremost oil transit route, through which an 

estimated 15 million barrels flows each day.556 Free Sea Lanes of Communication (SLOC) are also vital 

to Singapore’s wealth creation machinery and trade with an estimated 7% of GDP sourced from the 

shipping industry alone which employs 150,000 Singaporeans.557 It is also notable that Singapore 

continues to import water across the Straits of Johore from Malaysia.558 

Singapore’s defence policy is influenced by strategic considerations that extend beyond the 

geographical. The country’s population is a blend of Chinese and Malay with the Chinese group made 

up of Chinese (Anglo) and Chinese (China). This mixture can be racially unstable and the Malaysian 

peninsula experienced periods of racial discord, most notably in May 1969 when over 2000 people 

died in race riots between Chinese and native Malays.559 Such animosity extended into the political 

spectrum with deep acrimony between Lee Kuan Yew’s People’s Action Party (PAP) and the Malay 

Nationalist Organisation (UMNO).560 Such divisions go some way to explaining the emergence of 

Singapore as a state but also account for the realist orientation of Singapore’s early leadership. 561 

Similarly, Indonesia, which has “never ceased to be a security concern for Singapore”, 562 and Chinese 

communist incursions in the region, all played a role in shaping the strategic perceptions of 

Singaporean policy makers. 563 Singapore’s vulnerable early years also account for the strong policy 
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commitment to alliances such as the FPDA, defence relations with numerous other states and 

contributions to United Nations. 

Current defence planning paradigm in Singapore 
The most recent practical example of defence planning in Singapore was conducted in 2004. Named 

“The Fight Against Terror”, the 9/11 attacks clearly resonate. Of equal importance, the review also 

presented Singapore’s first integrated national security strategy albeit primarily focused on 

confronting terrorism.564 The ideology of “Total Defence” is strongly apparent.565 However, 

Singapore’s approach to defence planning has also drawn criticism for its tendency to approach 

defence planning from the perspective of ‘What’ not ‘How’. Writing in the April 2012 edition of The 

Diplomat, Hinata-Yamaguchi contends that Singapore has an excessive reliance on “technology based 

planning.” 566 This strongly implies a focus on high technology asset procurement in preference to 

operational and tactical deployability. If analysts such as Hinata-Yamaguchi are correct, defence 

planning in Singapore is certainly at odds with the TTCP model. Assessment as to the merits of such a 

viewpoint requires a critique of Singapore’s most recent defence review (2004) to establish 

alignment with the methodological boundaries of the TTCP’s Capability Based Planning model.  

Government Guidance  

The TTCP defence planning template requires the formulation of “High Level, strategic 

analysis from Government” as an essential foundation for all subsequent defence 

planning.567 In the case of Singapore, the 2004 National Security Strategy (NSS) acts in this 

capacity, providing the strategic framing needed for subsequent analysis.568 This approach 

has strong commonality with the first stage of the TTCP’s defence planning template.  In 

practical terms, the 2004 review presents trans-national terrorism as the most pressing 

security issue facing the City State.569 This reflects the same macro, top down approach that 

has shaped strategic perceptions in Singapore since 1965. This methodology, involving both 

threat and strategic assessments, was also core to the 2000 Defence Review (Defending 
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Singapore in the 21st Century).570 Of note, a small number of strategic factors remain highly 

influential in the defence reviews of 2000 and 2004, most importantly Singapore’s small size, 

both geographically and in relation to neighbouring states.571 Consequently, Singapore is 

seen as being particularly vulnerable to disruptive non state forces such as terrorism.572  

Finally, it is notable that the Singaporean Government did not seek public submissions with 

regards the 2000 and 2004 defence reviews, an approach clearly at odds with TTCP member 

states.573     

Defence Priorities  

Stage two of the TTCP template involves a statement of priority defence objectives. 574As 

preceding sections indicate, the history of defence planning in Singapore indicates that the 

defence priorities of Singapore have, since independence, been heavily focused on 

deterrence in the form of forward defence. Along with diplomacy and public order, 

deterrence is one of three core defence priorities that underpin defence planning in the 

republic. The 2004 defence review continues with these themes. Entitled “Confronting Trans-

national Terrorism”, Chapter One of this thesis is heavily focused on ensuring that the 

various arms of government can act in a co-ordinated way to anticipate and react to 

terrorism.575 This continued commitment to deterrence is firmly embodied in the reference 

to “deploying the strongest possible defences against terror attacks” even “when the threat 

is not immediately apparent.” 576 

Scenarios  

Scenario planning occupies a central role in Singaporean defence planning.577 As part of this, 

Operational Analysis tools have been used since the 1980’s to formulate “detailed plans for a 

wide variety of security contingencies and crises.” 578 Singapore’s deterrence ideology, 

essentially a threat based methodology, plays a central role in this process.  Although this is 

at odds with the capability based approach of the TTCP, this reflects Singapore’s unique set 

of strategic imperatives. As Lee Kuan Yew has restated several times since independence in 
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1967, Singapore “cannot count on springing back on our feet if we are knocked off 

balance.”579 Ensuring the existence of pre-emptive capability is therefore an essential 

element of scenario planning in Singapore albeit details are confidential. Unsurprisingly, the 

2004 defence review does not identify specific scenarios. However, given that the successful 

operation to liberate hostages on SQ117 in 1991 was “reputedly derived from scenario 

planning” it is highly likely the technique continues to occupy a central position in defence 

planning in Singapore, particularly as the 2004 defence planning document is focused on 

confronting terrorism.580 This suggests a possible over reliance on scenario planning. 

Terrorism is multifaceted and inventive. Consequently, as the range and complexity of 

scenarios expands the risk of overstretch due to the prevalence of too many hypothetical 

scenarios. Nevertheless, this is not a just a Singapore problem. Many Western governments 

face a similar concern. 

Capability Goals 
 
Consisting of three intersecting elements, this stage of the TTCP model requires the active 

involvement of senior members of the armed forces. 

 
a. Capability Partitions  

The TTCP defence planning template describes Capability Partitions (or clusters) as the 

actual military assets designed to perform a specified task or delivered effect. 581 T his 

can involve multiple or singular partitions of a defence force. As such the TTCP 

methodology is oriented towards the military. Capability Partitions are at the core of 

defence planning in Singapore. However, Singapore’s concept of “Total Defence” 

employs a much wider focus than armed forces alone, 582 something that can be seen 

strongly in the 2004 defence paper. 583 In Singapore, Capability Partitions operate on 

numerous levels including economic, social and civil defence to bolster the capacity of a 

small state such as Singapore to confront aggression – state and non state. 584 This 
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reflects Singapore’s belief in the multiplier effect that can be attained through social and 

economic cohesion wedded into a whole of government approach to defence matters.585    

b. Operational Concepts 

Operational Concepts deal with top level military doctrine. For example, how a force will 

fight or deal with a given Scenario using the capabilities at its disposal?  Tim Huxley has 

studied the SAF and its military doctrine for 20 years and in his 2000 book, Defending the 

Lion City, he describes the SAF as “opaque” with a marked reluctance to reveal anything 

but the most minimal details.586 This is completely unsurprising as the history of defence 

planning in Singapore is strongly statist.587 Furthermore, the three foundations of 

defence planning, including the commitment to public order, indicate an engrained belief 

in vulnerability incompatible with a culture of openness. 588 As such, the 2004 defence 

review does not provide any insights into the SAF’s operational concepts beyond a 

reference to a six hour deployment window.589  

c. Future Environment (threat, technology etc) 

As preceding analysis of defence planning amongst TTCP members indicates, one of the 

key variables planners need to consider involves future threats and the type of 

capabilities that will be needed and/or available. Similarly, it is important to consider the 

impact of technology on existing military assets as they age. Chapter Three of 

Singapore’s 2004 defence review, deals specifically with future threats and seeks to 

outline the environment likely to prevail over the medium term.590 The priority afforded 

to integrating technological trends into defence planning is also noticeable in Singapore, 

a concept that some TTCP members find difficult to execute. Singapore’s Defence 

Science and Technology Agency (DSTA) is fully integrated into defence planning 

processes.591 This extends to procurement as well as developing the technological 

capabilities of the SAF, including systems development and implementation. 592 One of 

the key challenges of facing all defence planners involves the need to consider the 

impact of technology on future and existing assets in order to ensure technological 

trends are embedded into the defence planning process. Singapore’s approach to this 
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problem is to give the DSTA a very broad technology mandate including responsibility for 

all new asset acquisitions as well as upgrades of existing platforms/systems.593 The 

intention is to ensure that technology trends remain at the core of “whole of life” 

systems management.594  Unsurprisingly, given the priority afforded to economic 

progress in Singapore, the DSTA is also expected to make a positive contribution to 

growth. For example, Major Yi-Jin Lee of the SAF suggests the pursuit of a highly 

technical military has exerted a very positive influence over Singapore’s economic 

growth by acting as a high technology incubator for other defence industries.595   

 Capability Assessment 

In the TTCP’s CBP model, Capability Assessment requires a holistic assessment of current 

capability options and future capabilities once planned investments are delivered. 596 

Logically this must follow the assessment of future strategic trends and capabilities whilst 

also recognising the need for a critical appraisal of current capabilities. However, the release 

of such information is a very sensitive topic in Singapore. Academics, such as Tim Huxley, 

describe Singapore as “formally democratic” however the “release of information relating to 

security and defence matters is tightly controlled.” 597 As a consequence the 2004 and 2000 

Defence Reviews are bereft of capability details. Although Huxley notes the relative 

transparency of strategic analysis, (e.g. NSS) he also refers to the relatively “opaque” nature 

of defence doctrine and policy making, both of which are critical to assessing military 

capability. Nevertheless, given the commitment of Singapore to defence and security, it is 

unimaginable that capability assessments aren’t conducted both regularly and with some 

vigour. For example, in the absence of strategic depth, rapid mobilisation is core to the 

defence of Singapore. As a result, regular tests are conducted in order to ensure that 

reservists meet deployment time targets.598 Of interest, it is believed that capability audits 

are the preserve of the SAF and Ministry of Defence and use a 3rd Generation computer 

system.599 No external parties are involved.600   
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Identify Capability Mismatches 
 
The TTCP model seeks to identify any shortfalls in desired capability and as such this stage 

prepares the ground for investment plans. In the case of Singapore, continual systems and 

platform upgrades suggest a systematic process to identify and then close capability 

mismatches.601 However, Singapore’s Realist ideology and forward defence policy also means 

that capability shortfalls are likely to reflect a direct assessment of potential adversaries 

rather than strategic analysis. Ongoing capability enhancements, not to mention Asia’s 

largest per capita defence budget, suggest that Singapore may create a regional arms race 

that will inevitably be self-defeating. 602 

   

Force Development Options 
 
The TTCP model seeks to identify the investment required to address capability gaps. In this 

regard, Singaporean defence policy and planning displays a very strong belief in technological 

dominance. In his 2000 book, Defending the Lion City, academic Tim Huxley describes the 

force development process with regards the Singaporean Airforce “as a continual effort to 

enhance capabilities in almost every operational area, with the aim of maintaining and, if 

possible, the enhancing technological edge over its potential adversaries.” 603 The 

assessment of force development options in Singapore is inevitably high technology and high 

cost. 

 
Balance of Investment   
 
The investments identified as part of the desired Force Development Options must, of 

necessity, be assessed in relation to those that generate the greatest benefit. Furthermore, 

decisions must be made with direct reference to resource constraints. As this process will 

inevitably involve trade off decisions, guidance must come from Defence Priorities. This is a 

difficult process. Although some TTCP members, most notably Canada and the United States, 

have sought to introduce quantitative models to this process, it is inevitable that subjective 

and political pressures will come into play. In the case of Singapore, defence is seen as a part 
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of the state’s economic development strategy, particularly fostering self sufficiency and if 

possible export receipts.604    

 

Affordable Capability Plan 

The emergence of an affordable capability plan is the final output of the TTCP capability 

planning process and as such, represents a practical and implementable result of stages a.-

i.605 However, it is inevitable that political forces will tend to come into play at this stage. As 

Greener highlights in his analysis of actual defence investments in New Zealand, political 

decision making is perhaps the most influential of all aspects of defence planning. 606 This 

reflects the extreme cost of many defence platforms and the perceived disconnect between 

long term strategic vulnerabilities and a more immediate election cycle. 607 In the case of 

Singapore, the 25 year rule of Lee Kuan Yew and ongoing rule of the PAP has meant that 

defence policy has essentially remained unchanged since 1965.608 Political continuity on this 

scale is truly unique and unmatched in any Western state. As Singapore has become 

wealthier, defence has continued to enjoy the patronage of Singapore’s political elite. 

Between 4% and 6% of GDP has been committed to defence every year for the past 40 years 

or more in Singapore.609 Desired capabilities are clearly very affordable in the view of the 

Singaporean government.          

Conclusion  
Singapore defence policy processes are very closely aligned with the TTCP’s capability based planning 

model. Although the most recent formalised example of defence planning was conducted some years 

ago in 2004, all stages of the TTCP model are present. Given Singapore’s alliance relationships with 

most TTCP members, formal and informal, this is unsurprising. 610 Nevertheless, a number of 

important methodological differences exit. Primarily these reflect Singapore’s unique history and 

strategic issues. Most importantly, Singapore is a very small country surrounded by much larger 

neighbours with whom relations have not always been cordial. As a consequence, defence planning 

in Singapore appears to be more threat based than the TTCP group. Defence planning draws heavily 
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upon threat assessments and the consequent need to address capability gaps identified from 

comparisons with potential adversaries. Consequently, it is unsurprising to note that Singapore was 

advised by Israeli defence planning specialists in the early years of independence. Singapore’s focus 

is therefore a substantial departure from the TTCP’s capability based approach. Despite this, like the 

TTTCP, defence planning in Singapore is also particularly forward looking and proactive. Similarly, 

perceived vulnerabilities mean Singapore actively engages in strategic analysis as a critical precursor 

to defence planning.  

Singapore’s small size and location in an uncertain region also explain why Singapore embeds 

technology so closely into defence planning. High technology defence systems and platforms are 

regarded as a way to offset these vulnerabilities, particularly regarding relative size.  The importance 

of technological solutions is also apparent within Singaporean institutions including economic 

development. Although the United States is similarly focused on technological defence, no TTCP 

member has such a dominant place for their country’s defence technology agency with regards asset 

life cycles, capability planning and broader governmental aspirations. The comparison with New 

Zealand is stark in this respect.  However, Singapore’s commitment to technological dominance vis-à-

vis her neighbours does not come cheaply and this partly explains Singapore’s high level of defence 

spending relative to other states. Again, the comparison with New Zealand is noticeable. 

This is not the only notable difference worthy of some further comment. In particular, defence 

planning is conducted with extreme secrecy. This is something noted several times by Tim Huxley, 

perhaps the foremost analyst of the SAF. Importantly, Singapore does not seek public submissions to 

defence reviews and as Huxley also notes, defence planning appears to be the preserve of a political 

elite within the PAP. 611 The role of politics is invariably central to actual defence planning outcomes. 

In the case of Singapore, the ideological beliefs of the People’s Action Party are particularly pervasive 

and perhaps the most influential aspect of defence planning in the Lion City.       
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Chapter 11: Defence Planning in Finland 

Introduction 
Finland has a comparatively large defence ‘footprint’ for a country of 5.4m citizens.612 The Finnish 

defence budget is estimated at circa 1.5% of GDP, or US$3.2bn, by the World Bank and 613 total 

military manpower is estimated at 350,000, including reservists.614 This is a number largely explained 

by Finland’s system of universal conscription that requires that all males 18 or older serve 6-12 

months in the Finnish Defence Force (FDF).615  The FDF has a heavy focus on land forces and 80% of 

personnel belong to the Finnish Army and/or Border Guard Service.616  Despite the dominance of the 

Army, the FDF also includes well resourced Naval and Air forces.  The Finnish Navy is built around 

two separate “Commands” and platforms are primarily focused on littoral waters.617 The Finnish 

Airforce comprises a wide diversity of aircraft and assets range from fighters to transports. Again the 

stress is on homeland defence.618  Finland is not a member of NATO but is a member of the 

Partnership for Peace initiative involving NATO and “individual Euro-Atlantic partner states.” 619 

Finland’s defence structures and defence policies are products of a unique strategic context and this 

is discussed below.    

Finnish Defence Planning and Military History  
Finland has a very well established military tradition despite the fact the country became fully 

independent in comparatively recent times. Until 1917, Finland was an imperial possession of the 

Russian Empire and prior to this, part of the Swedish Empire. Prior to independence, Finns formed 

distinct units within the armed forces of Sweden and served with the Tsarist Russia army. Underlining 
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the depth of Finland’s military heritage, the country’s foremost military academy at Hamina was 

found in 1779.620 

Although military institutions are deeply embedded in Finland, Finnish defence policy is heavily 

influenced by the activities of others, most notably near neighbour Russia. Although formally part of 

the Tsarist Empire from 1809, Russia staged three major invasions of Finland before the Swedes were 

eventually driven out.621 Under Russian rule, a Finnish militia was permitted but it was not until 1901, 

as part of a “Russification” effort, that Finns were required to fight as part of Imperial units.622 This 

policy was met with “passive resistance” by the Finnish population that resulted in a Russian decision 

to dissolve all Finnish military institutions and units.623As a consequence, from 1905 through to 

independence, the defence of Finland was essentially neglected. This trend was reinforced by 

Russia’s focus on World War I as well as the retreat of the Tsarist Empire. Numbers of Russian troops 

stationed in Finland fell sharply permitting full Finnish independence.624     

Despite Finnish self rule, the influence of great power politics in internal Finnish affairs continued 

after independence. Most importantly, in 1918 civil war broke out between the socialist “Reds,” 

supported by Bolshevik Russia, and Finnish nationalist “Whites.” 625 In a conflict described as a 

“catastrophe” by Finnish academic Anne Heimo,626 the “Whites” emerged victorious but not before 

an estimated 34,000 Finns perished.627 However, this did not bring an end to Russian involvement in 

Finland. Two months after Soviet forces overwhelmed Poland in 1939, the USSR attacked Finland in a 

conflict referred to as the Winter War.628 The Soviets suffered significant initial losses. 629 

Nevertheless, superior numbers of troops eventually resulted in a Soviet victory.630 As part of a peace 

settlement, Finland lost significant territory whilst Finland’s second largest city was forcibly ceded to 

the USSR.631   
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The Winter War goes some way to explain just why Finland fought on the side of the Axis powers in 

WWII. Not only did the victory of the “Whites” in the Finnish Civil War forge strong links with 

Germany but the bitterness created by the Winter War meant Finns were more willing to work with 

the Germany Army than the Red Army.632 In what has been termed the “Continuation War,” Finland, 

backed by Germany, engaged in an effort to oust Russian forces from territory ceded during the 

Winter War from 1941-1944.633 Germany appears to have regarded Finland as an ally.634 However, 

this was an awkward coalition founded on a Finnish preference for the ’lesser of two evils.’ 635 For 

example, Finnish troops halted their offensive at the borders in place prior to the Winter War and did 

not take part in the siege of Leningrad.636 Nevertheless, it is “hard to overcome the fact Finland was 

the only democratic nation at Hitler’s side.” 637 Eventually the relationship between Finland and 

Germany fractured and with the war running badly for Germany, Finland sued for peace with the 

USSR in late 1944.638  

The problematic relationship between Finland and the USSR during WWII meant that during the Cold 

War Finland learned to tread both lightly and warily. The concept of “Finlandisation,” whereby a 

larger neighbour is able to influence the strategic policies of a smaller neighbour, owes its origins to 

the Cold War relationship between Finland and the USSR.639 Nevertheless, Finland has at all times 

since WWII remained a democracy and was never a member of the Warsaw Pact. 640 Since the end of 

the Cold War, Finland has continued to exercise a policy of non alignment with major military 

blocs.641 Finland is not a NATO member but a member of the Partnership for Peace.642 Finland is also 

a very enthusiastic supporter of United Nations missions.643 This is understandable given the history 

of dominance by larger states. Similarly, it is unsurprising that the posture of the Finnish Defence 
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Force is dominated by the concept of homeland defence. For example, border guards can be 

integrated quickly into Army units.644 

It is also interesting to note the use of the “Total Defence” concept in Finland.645 This is a 

commonality shared with other small powers including Sweden and Singapore. As a result, defence 

policy in Finland reflects two essential doctrines: 

1. Homeland defence: commitment to the integrity of borders and deterrence. 

2. Total Defence: the use of Finland’s complete resources in defence of sovereignty. 

Nevertheless, whilst these two approaches remain cornerstones of Finnish defence planning, the 

methodology now used is described as “capability based.” 646 

Finland’s unique strategic landscape: influence on defence policy 
Although many things influence a state’s strategic posture, history and geography are particularly 

important as they are permanent. In this respect Finland is similar to most other states. However, 

Finland also has a number of unique strategic influences. The most notable of these, the long and 

complex relationship with Russia, has left Finland with a pronounced sense of vulnerability.647 This 

can be seen in the priority Finnish defence policy gives to the integrity of Finnish borders.648 As 

Finnish academic Anu Sallinen notes, “unlike other Nordic countries and the UK, the basic concept 

and primary task of the FDF” is to “defend the territorial integrity of Finland” and in particular “the 

promotion of security and stability in Northern Europe.” 649 This strategic dogma has remained 

unchanged since independence and remains the single most dominant strategic issue impacting 

contemporary defence policy making in Finland.650   

The interaction of history, geography and great power politics also means Finland has been described 

as “militarily non- aligned.” 651 This label appears to recognise lingering Cold War sensitivities. Most 

particularly, Finland was regarded by Russia as part of a defensive Northern European screen 
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intended to protect the entrances to Leningrad.652 However, on the other hand Finland was not a 

member of Warsaw Pact or a formal ally of the USSR despite a Treaty of Friendship. 653 This says a 

great deal about the strategic landscape facing Finland - a small, intensely independent state, with 

great strategic importance to a much larger neighbour. Consequently, Finnish defence policy must 

find a way to work with Russia but in a way that retains sufficient military resources to deter undue 

Russian influence. This is a theme consistent with Finland’s “Total Defence Concept” that remains 

influential today.654 

Current defence planning paradigm in Finland 
The most recent example of defence planning in Finland entitled “Finnish Security and Defence 

Policy” was completed in 2009 and produced by the Prime Minister’s Office.655 Defence White Papers 

were also produced in 1997, 2001 and 2004, however prior to this, defence policy assessments were 

conducted by parliamentary committee every five years.656 The 2009 Defence White Paper was 

followed in 2010 by a companion document, “The Security Strategy for Society.” 657 Produced by the 

Finnish Ministry of Defence, this document “concretises the principles and goals” contained in the 

2009 Defence White Paper.658 

Government Guidance 

The 2009 Government Security and Defence Policy Report presents “an overview of the international 

situation” followed by “an appraisal of how its changes affect Finland” 659 and provides the 

foundation of all “subsequent reports, strategies and programmes that the Government prepares on 

security and international relations.” 660 As a consequence, the paper is firmly aligned with the TTCP 

requirement for a guiding template that sits above all other security reports including those of the 

Finnish armed forces.661 The analysis contained within the 2009 report is extremely varied, 

something that is consistent with a ‘whole of government’ approach to national security. Comprising 

125 pages, the strategic implications of issues as diverse as economics, arms control, border security 
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and climate change are detailed. This provides a comprehensive strategic framework not only for the 

Finnish Ministry of Defence but for all government agencies including the Finnish Foreign Service.662 

Consequently, the Government Security and Defence Policy Report is very similar in tone to the NSS 

provided by the White House. The Finnish Government’s 2009 strategic analysis provides the context 

for a subsequent strategic analysis paper completed in 2010 entitled “Security in Society.” 663 The 

two papers are part of the same policy initiative. However, the primary focus of the latter is on the 

broader implementation issues that flow from Finland’s policy of ‘Total Defence’.664 This includes a 

broad range of government agencies, including Defence, but also the strategic implications for the 

private sector and vital infrastructure. This is consistent with the concept of ‘Total Defence’ that lies 

at the heart of Finland’s approach to security policy. 

Defence Priorities 

The 2009 White Paper makes a very clear statement of Finnish Defence Priorities. The most obvious 

of these is “preventing military force being used against Finland.” 665 However, this broad statement 

is subsequently distilled into a set of three strategic goals:666 

1. Guaranteeing the freedom of action of the state leadership; 

2. Guaranteeing the livelihood and basic rights of the population; 

3. Defending Finland’s territorial integrity and independence.   

However, most importantly, the 2009 Defence White Paper makes an extremely strong commitment 

to “deterrence” and it is clear that all other defence priorities are based around this core organising 

concept.667 This approach is consistent with the TTCP model that expresses a preference for a concise 

set of defence priorities as a precondition for credible, relevant scenario selection.668     

Scenarios 

The 2009 Defence White Paper refers to the way Finnish “defence planners prepare for different 

scenarios in order to achieve the strategic goals of foreign, security and defence policy.” 669 As a 

consequence it is clear that scenario analysis is actively used by defence planners in Finland. 

However, Finland’s ideological commitment to deterrence means that threat assessments are by 

definition core to this process. The most obvious implication of this is that scenario setting reflects 
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the capabilities of potential military foes as distinct to those identified by strategic analysis. Whilst an 

attack on Finland is certainly a scenario consistent with Finnish defence priorities, this Cold War 

methodology is much narrower than that envisaged by the TTCP.670 Consequently, Finland’s 

methodology is not well aligned with the TTCP model which stresses the need to formulate scenarios 

consistent with government guidance rather than with reference to the capabilities of other states. 

As a result, the Finnish approach to scenario setting is at odds with the capability based approach 

advocated by the TTCP. 

Capability Goals  

The TTCP model presents Capability Goals as a combination of three components which together 

constitute the desired capabilities of a defence force. In the case of Finland, Capability Goals are 

linked with the three strategic goals that make up Finland’s Defence Priorities.671 

Figure 5: Finnish Strategic Goals672 

Strategic Goals Requirements Preconditions 
Guaranteeing the freedom of 
action of the state leadership 

Situational awareness 
Deterrence 
Participation in 
international military 
crisis management  

Credibility 
Interoperability 
Comprehensive 
defence approach 

Guaranteeing the livelihood 
and basic rights of the 
population 

In addition to the above: 
The capability to assist 
other authorities 
Protecting vital targets 
and functions 

In addition to the above: 
Sufficient and 
adequately trained and 
equipped troops 
 

Defending Finland’s territorial 
integrity and independence. 

In addition to the above: 
The ability to conduct 
joint operations in key 
areas 
The ability to receive 
assistance from abroad 

In addition to the above: 
Highly capable troops 

 

Finland’s use of the term “Requirements” broadly equates with the TTCP concept of Capability Goals. 

It is again notable that deterrence is included on the “Requirements” list. Finally, as “Requirements” 

are directly related to “Strategic Goals,” the approach shown in the above table is strongly aligned 

with the sequential nature of the TTCP methodology. 
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a. Capability Partitions 

“Capability Partitions” describe the various military units that together make up a particular 

capability.673 In the TTCP model, partitions are not necessarily singular and may in practical 

terms comprise land, sea and air elements within the one capability package.674 This appears 

to be the case with the Finnish Defence White Paper which draws no distinction between the 

three services. For example, the term “Preconditions” outlines the capabilities expected of all 

Finnish military units.675 However, the set of “Preconditions” detailed in the 2009 Defence 

White Paper are poorly defined. For example, reference to “Interoperability” could involve 

interaction within the Finnish armed forces as much as between other states. Similarly, 

reference to “highly capable troops” lacks any sense of definition.676 Nevertheless, the 

Defence White Paper does provide an indication that “Capability Partitions” are well aligned 

with the country’s ‘Total Defence’ concept. Although the White Paper itself again lacks any 

great detail in this respect, the combination of military, commercial and societal forces that 

together constitute Finland’s “comprehensive defence approach” is presented in greater 

detail in the 2010 analysis “Security in Society”. 677 

b. Operational Concepts 
 

Operational Concepts reflect a country’s military doctrine. Prior to the end of the Cold War, 

Finnish “military doctrine was based on the experience of three wars in the course of WWII” 

and the consequent need for rapid mobilisation.678 This doctrinal priority can still be seen in 

the 2009 Defence White Paper which divides “crisis management capabilities into rapid 

reaction, lower readiness, niche capabilities and enablers.” 679 The importance of response 

times also confirms the pivotal role that reserve forces occupy within the defence structure 

of Finland. Finally, military analysts suggest that Finland’s de- facto neutral status remains 

highly influential with regards Finnish military doctrine.680 However, it is notable that the 

2009 Defence White Paper includes substantial reference to the importance of “collaborative 

strategic and tactical transport” 681 with NATO and “participation in international military 

                                                           
673 “Guide to Capability Based Planning,” 7.  
674 Ibid. 
675 Government of Finland, Finnish Security and Defence Policy 2009, 109. 
676 Ibid. 
677 “Security in Society.” 
678 “Finland’s Comprehensive and Military Defence doctrines responding to emerging Threats and new 
Technologies,” 1. 
679 Government of Finland, Finnish Security and Defence Policy 2009, 113. 
680 “Finland’s Comprehensive and Military Defence doctrines responding to emerging Threats and new 
Technologies,” 1. 
681 Government of Finland, Finnish Security and Defence Policy 2009, 113. 
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crisis management.” 682 Consequently, the 2009 Defence White Paper illustrates that 

Finland’s set of Operational Concepts have broadened significantly in terms of both scope 

and outlook.   

c. Future Environment (threat, technology etc) 

The TTCP views the concept of future environment through a very wide lens, including both 

technological and geo-political threats.683 Recent examples of defence planning in Finland 

appear to consider these issues robustly. For example, the 2009 White Paper devotes over 

half its length to emerging and future strategic themes. Similarly, Major General Pertti 

Salminen, Director of the Department of Strategic Studies at the Finnish National Defence 

College, refers to the way in which successive White Papers, including that of 2009, have 

considered the important contribution of emerging technology to the defence of Finland.684 

To back this viewpoint, Salminen refers to “close co-operation” between the Finnish Ministry 

of Defence and “advanced communications and the computer industry since the 1970’s.” 685 

Furthermore, Sallinen suggests that 2009 Defence White Paper recognises the need to 

include “emerging threats and technological developments (in) the defence doctrines of 

Finland.” 686 This is a methodology that has significant commonality with the TTCP. 

 
Capability Assessment/ Identify Capability mismatches/ Force Development Options 

Capability assessment requires an impartial and critical analysis of a nation’s actual military 

capability. However, information of this nature is clearly security sensitive. In this respect it is 

unsurprising that Finland’s 2009 Defence White Paper provides limited detail regarding capability 

gaps. However, judging by numerous references to priority capabilities, it is clear that a capability 

assessment has been conducted and that this identified a number of capability shortfalls.  The most 

notable example is the decision to “focus on air defence until 2012 and thereafter shift focus to the 

army’s regional troops ... post 2016 the army’s operational units are to be upgraded.” 687 This 

provides clear evidence that an in-depth capability assessment has been conducted and that this has 

identified a number of capability mismatches. In doing so, this methodology provides the basis for a 
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medium term force development programme which is an output well aligned with the TTCP 

model.688 

Balance of investment 

Balance of Investment decisions represent the penultimate phase of the TTCP’s capability based 

planning model and one that reflects previously completed analysis. In contrast to the paucity of 

information regarding capability assessments, the 2009 White Paper is more open regarding planned 

military investments. In a section entitled “Maintaining and improving the Defence Forces 

capabilities” spending decisions are presented openly.689 In addition to the priority afforded to 

investments in air defence and the army, the 2009 Defence White Paper also identifies several other 

force investment options. These include: 

a. Upgraded command and control systems; 

b. Real time targeting; 

c. Enhanced mobility and logistics 

This list suggests that the Finnish Ministry of Defence has based its investment plans on capability 

gaps. However, the White Paper provides no information regarding the use of a prioritisation 

mechanism or objective decision tool. For example, air defence is afforded a top priority but just how 

this decision was reached is not detailed. 

Affordable Capability Plan 

An Affordable Capability Plan is the ultimate stage of the TTCP model. However, as Greener’s analysis 

of defence planning in New Zealand shows, politics is more likely to intervene at this stage than at 

any other. 690 However, Finland’s 2009 Defence White Paper does not appear to have been 

conducted with a pre-conceived budget in mind. It is particularly notable that in 2009, defence 

spending as a percentage of GDP spiked to a 10 year high of 1.62% despite the fiscal pressures of the 

Global Financial Crisis (GFC).691 This suggests that the 2009 Defence White Paper was strategy driven 

not fiscally or politically driven. Consequently, the capability plan outlined in the paper should be 

considered affordable. However, it is most unlikely that Finland’s 2009 defence investment plan 

addresses every capability gap. How Finland reconciled competing capability priorities is difficult to 

assess. As noted previously, no information is provided regarding the use of a prioritisation 

methodology apart from the rather arbitrary decision to allocate “One third of the defence budget to 
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defence materiel procurement and development of capabilities, another third to cover personnel 

expenses, and the final third to finance operational costs and facilities.” 692 Nevertheless, the concept 

of affordability is a subjective one. Whether or not the 2009 Finnish Defence White Paper provides 

an affordable capability plan is likely to be a matter of personal interpretation. This is the case with 

most defence budgets. As a result, it is perhaps unsurprising that the TTCP model is silent when it 

comes to defining just what the term “affordable” means.693 

Conclusion 
In a 2011 paper presented to a seminar on military doctrine, hosted by the Organisation for Security 

and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE), Finnish Major General Pertti Salminen made the claim that when 

it comes to “Capability development we follow North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) 

procedures and standards.” 694 Analysis of Finland’s 2009 Defence White Paper supports this 

contention and has found that Finnish defence planning is both capability based and well aligned 

with the TTCP/NATO model.695 It is also significant that, in common with many of the other states 

surveyed in this thesis, technological research is embedded into defence planning structures. The 

interaction between the Finnish Ministry of Defence and the Finnish computer and communications 

industries is notable. However, in one very important respect, the Finnish approach differs 

substantially. As the 2009 Defence White Paper indicates, Finland’s continued belief in deterrence 

means a threat based framework continues to exert considerable influence. As such, it appears that 

two defence planning paradigms co-exist in a complementary manner.   

Just why this hybrid approach to defence planning exists in Finland reflects Finland’s unique strategic 

culture. Strategic culture represents a blend of many elements. However, politics, geography and 

history are particularly important. As far as Finland is concerned, the most influential historical event 

is the fact Finland was invaded three times in WWII. However, this is not the only event of strategic 

importance. Finland has at various times been an imperial possession of both Russia and Sweden. 

Furthermore, Finland experienced a bloody civil war just after independence and has a long history 

of uneasy relations with its neighbours, most notably Russia. These pivotal events explain why threat 

based planning and the ideology of deterrence remain influential today.  
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Perhaps this is no surprise. Finland has never embraced Europe to the extent of its Nordic 

neighbours. Likewise, Finland has always been wary of Russia. This independence of thought explains 

why her defence posture has always been different to that of Western European states as well as 

Russia. The 2009 Defence White Paper shows this. However, Finnish defence policy also highlights 

the limitations of ubiquitous defence planning models such as that advocated by the TTCP. Domestic 

influences will always dominate and the hybrid defence planning model employed by Finland is a 

direct recognition of this reality. Despite this, it is worth noting that fiscal and political pressures 

appear to have had a relatively mild influence on the 2009 defence review. Consequently, Finnish 

defence planning has been conducted in the relative absence of a preconceived fiscal envelope. This 

has allowed key defence policy decisions to be made without the overwhelming pressure of 

comparatively short term budgetary constraints - an influence poorly matched with the exceptionally 

long term nature of defence assets. This is extremely positive. 
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Chapter 12: Conclusion 
 

One of the primary aims of this thesis has been to examine the extent to which practical examples of 

defence planning adhere to the Capability Based Planning (CBP) model presented by TTCP. This thesis 

has utilised a comparative case study methodology and through this it has been found that defence 

planning processes in all seven case studies have significant commonality with the TTCP template. 

This suggests that the sequential CBP methodology has become somewhat of a global defence 

planning standard. However, it is also clear that actual defence investment outcomes often differ 

from those generated by this capability based model.  

Greener’s analysis shows this has often been the case in New Zealand. However, it is equally clear 

from the research undertaken by this thesis that New Zealand is not the only state to experience this 

phenomenon. In all of the TTCP member states, final capability outcomes are either at odds with CBP 

generated recommendations and/or inconsistent with preceding stages of the CBP process. These 

findings are summarised below: 

Australia: The 2009 Defence White Paper fails to draw an explicit link between the 

government’s strategic assessment and defence priorities. In doing so, latter stages of the 

defence planning process are severely distorted leading to a sense of incoherency. A 

particularly notable inconsistency reflects the decision to lift investment in maritime forces 

when one of the key strategic issues identified refers to a likely increased need for 

stabilisation type operations.  

 

Canada: The CFDS has extremely weak analytical links between the long term future strategic 

issues identified by the Canadian Government and the subsequent statement of defence 

priorities and consequent investments. Despite significant changes in global affairs, Canadian 

defence priorities are, for the most part, a restatement of earlier defence planning 

documents. This suggests the CFDS is more focused on fiscal planning than on long term 

defence capability planning. 

 
United States:  For the most part, QDR 2010 follows a logical and methodologically 

disciplined process. Nevertheless, this is not the case in one essential respect. The document 

attempts to find a compromise between winning current conflicts and making the 

investments required to prepare for future wars. This is an understandable trade-off. 

However, this is an inconsistency of process centred on two important aspects of CBP and 
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defence planning in general – the pivotal significance of forward planning and achieving 

consistency with high level strategic themes.     

 
United Kingdom: SDSR also suffers from inconsistencies between various stages of the CBP 

process. The most important of these reflect disjointed connections between the ‘Top Down’ 

strategic analysis provided by the NSS and the ‘Bottom Up’ pressures of preconceived fiscal 

constraints and a compulsion to win current wars. This is shown in two important capability 

decisions, both of which are at odds with the NSS - aircraft carriers (retained) and Nimrod 

maritime surveillance (cancelled).  

 

As can be seen, causation is wide ranging and as such, no single reason appears to exist to explain 

the recurrent pattern of distorted capability decision making identified by this thesis. Nevertheless, 

the most common problem reflects a lack of continuity between the various phases of the CBP 

process. The most notable failure in this regard is the inability to ensure latter stages remain 

consistent with high level strategic priorities. Such discontinuity appears to reflect externalities that 

impact the defence planning process. Specifically, the CBP process may suggest an optimal set of 

capabilities but socio-political and fiscal pressures are often so overwhelming that capability 

optimisation is not achieved. As a consequence, the formerly disciplined CBP model becomes 

disconnected and disjointed. In this respect New Zealand is not alone. 

This thesis also sought to identify if smaller states regard CBP as a useful template to guide defence 

planning. It has been established that small states Singapore and Finland also use CBP and that, for 

the most part, the process they employ matches that of the TTCP model. However, a number of 

other important themes have also been revealed and these are summarised below: 

Singapore:  CBP is present at all levels of the defence planning process in Singapore. 

However, CBP should be regarded as an adjunct. The dominant defence planning ideology is 

based on Singapore’s distinctive strategic culture and consequent commitment to ‘Total 

Defence’. For example, capability gaps and resulting defence investments are assessed with 

reference to the capabilities of neighbouring states. This is a major departure from one of 

the key tenants of the TTCP model which frames capability gaps within a broader set of 

considerations such as operational concepts and future technological environment.   

 
Finland: Recent examples of defence planning in Finland show the presence of key CBP 

elements albeit with shortcomings such as poorly defined capability partitions. However, this 

is not the most significant finding. More importantly, defence investments in Finland are 
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made with reference to a hybrid model encompassing both threat and capability based 

approaches. This is a reflection of Finland’s unique strategic environment and the concept of 

‘deterrence’ remains central to Finnish defence planning. This is a substantial departure from 

the TTCP’s CBP model which emerged in response to the perceived failings of the Threat 

Based paradigm employed by NATO during the Cold War.    

From this it is clear that the usefulness of CBP is not restricted to large states alone. However, in 

Singapore and Finland, the CBP process is distorted by their unique strategic cultures. This reflects 

geographical, political, historical and societal forces that have shaped the perspectives and strategic 

outlook of both countries. Interestingly, both states employ the philosophy of ‘Total Defence.’ In 

doing so, both Singapore and Finland use a Threat Based methodology in conjunction with Capability 

Based Planning. This hybrid defence planning model is significantly different to that used by New 

Zealand and its TTCP partners and a template that reflects circumstances specific to the countries 

concerned. As a consequence, it is hard to imagine what utility New Zealand would gain by matching 

their approaches. However, it is equally apparent that it is possible for CBP to co-exist alongside 

other defence planning methodologies, in this case those that reflect specific strategic cultures.  

The flexibility of use offered by CBP is not the only feature of interest. It is also apparent that a 

number of the structures and processes employed by the states surveyed in this thesis are worthy of 

consideration by New Zealand defence planners. These are outlined below:  

Australia: Defence planning in Australia has a very strong emphasis on technology and the 

DSTO is involved right across the capability life cycle - from conception to upgrade and 

eventual disposal. Defence planning in Australia also has a noticeable involvement of 

external advisors and advisory boards as part of an initiative to improve governance. This 

also appears to be an attempt to identify alternatives to ‘group thinking’ and provide 

broader, non military, perspectives to defence planning.   

 

Canada: Defence planning and capability development in Canada also has a very strong focus 

on governance structures. Specifically, the Integrated Risk Management Framework seeks to 

reduce capability development risks. Another noticeable theme is the attempt to employ 

quantitative tools to establish defence spending priorities. As with Australia, Canadian 

defence planners also seek to identify the impact of technology across the capability life-

cycle.  
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United States: Capability development in the United States revolves around a dedicated risk 

management framework (DRMF) that seeks to reduce the number of errors and 

misjudgements. Whilst, the DRMF is a core governance structure based on quantitative 

criteria, the integration of external technology expertise is central to this approach. The 

analysis of technological trends and the use of quantitative cost/benefit tools are both 

essential elements of capability development processes in the United States. 

 
United Kingdom:  The UK has also introduced external appointees to capability decision 

making and most specifically the Defence Board that oversees capability development. 

Reforms also include the formation of a Major Project Review Board as a new governance 

structure. This appears to offer some utility. Although SDSR has been criticised on the basis 

of preconceived outcomes, the process managed to balance the defence budget for the first 

time in many years.   

 
Singapore: Defence planning in Singapore also has a very strong stress on technology and 

this is regarded as way to offset vulnerabilities attributable to Singapore’s small physical size. 

The centricity of technology within the defence planning apparatus of Singapore has no rival 

in the TTCP – not even the US. It is also notable that capability based defence planning is 

undertaken in a manner that also accommodates the concept of ‘Total Defence’. This is a key 

aspect of Singapore’s strategic culture albeit one that is at odds with capability based 

defence planning ideology.  

 
Finland: Finnish defence planning highlights the importance of links between defence 

capability planning and indigenous technology firms. These links, which have been nurtured 

since the 1970’s, appear to reflect Finland’s traditional belief in military self reliance and 

represent a practical example of ‘Total Defence.’    

These findings highlight numerous important lessons for New Zealand defence planners. However, 

four particularly significant issues present themselves: 

Technological change: New Zealand must continue to focus on ways to reduce risk across the 

entire capability life-cycle. Good governance is vital in this regard. The Capability 

Management Board (CMB) is an important initiative and one that is mirrored by structures in 

most, if not all, TTCP partner states. However, it is essential that the CMB considers 

technology across the capability life-cycle as is the case in Australia, Canada and United 

States. A formal role for the Defence Technology Agency needs to be embedded into the CBP 
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process and into the CMB in order to consider the long term compatibility of capability 

decisions and technological change. 

 

External expertise: An awareness as to the danger of ‘group thinking’ is also apparent in the 

defence planning structures of TTCP members. Scenario selection and the choice of 

appropriate capability packages are particularly exposed to such a problem. In order to 

ameliorate this difficulty, the use of external advisors in the areas of strategic analysis and 

technology is common in the group of surveyed countries and should be considered in New 

Zealand.  

 
Quantitative approaches to capability optimisation offer significant potential as a means by 

which to increase the level of objectivity in capability decisions. Australia, Canada and the 

United States have invested significant resources in this area and it is hoped that through the 

TTCP these can be evaluated for use by the NZDF and NZMOD.   

 
Defence planning in Singapore and Finland suggests that a hybrid model based on CBP but 

adapted to the realities of a states individual strategic culture, can work in a practical 

context. The importance of New Zealand’s strategic culture needs to be acknowledged by 

defence planners. 

This last point is worthy of further comment. Defence planners in Singapore and Finland clearly 

recognize the importance of their respective strategic cultures. This is an understanding shared with 

both politicians and citizens alike. In response, a hybrid defence planning model based on a shared 

sense of strategic consensus has emerged in both states. This consensus over-rides CBP generated 

recommendations when it is considered appropriate to do so by defence planners. The examples of 

Singapore and Finland also suggest that in order to improve the efficacy of defence capability 

outcomes, strategic culture must find expression within defence planning processes. This is a very 

important lesson for New Zealand. Unless strategic culture is accepted as perhaps the ultimate 

arbiter of defence investment decisions, incoherency and distortions appear assured. Nevertheless, a 

positive aspect is that Singapore and Finland also suggest that New Zealand’s existing CBP model has 

the flexibility necessary to perform this task.   

Finally, the usefulness of TTCP membership must be acknowledged. The benefits that accrue from 

membership are substantial and provide New Zealand with an unparalleled ability to compare and 

learn from likeminded states. However, this process is clearly a dynamic one. Although the essential 

aspects of CBP are present in all surveyed states, local nuances are common and the development of 
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these will be ongoing.  CBP is an evolutionary defence planning methodology. As a consequence, it is 

vital that New Zealand regularly monitors the use and efficacy of the Capability Based Planning 

model as employed in other states.  
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