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Foreword 

                            
 
Rt Hon Jim Murphy MP                       Russell Brown MP 
Shadow Secretary of State for Defence                     Shadow Minister for International                  
                                                                                            Defence Strategy and Relations  
 
 
The  focus  of  Labour’s  defence  policy  is  the  protection  of  our  citizens  and  interests  at  home  and  
overseas. The context in which we undertake this challenge is changing dramatically. This is a 
defining moment for defence policy. New and emerging threats, withdrawal from Afghanistan, 
the financial crisis, growing interdependence and changing attitudes to expeditionary policy 
are among the many factors contributing to what is by consensus a transformative security 
landscape.   
 
One of the biggest changes taking place in the world is the rebalancing of power as emerging 
economies rise and develop foreign policy postures.  This process is embryonic and its 
strategic impact is as yet unchartered.  The central focus of British security strategy, as we 
seek to maintain a global leadership role and maximise both security and influence, is now on 
coalition-building. Deepening defence partnerships with our European partners, where co-
operation is currently not strong enough, and the United States, must be a key tenet of 
defence policy. Furthermore, the uncertainty inherent within security policy demands that the 
central features of force structure must be agility and flexibility.  
 
SDSR: a flawed review 

 
In  this  context  the  Government’s  Strategic  Defence  and  Security  Review (SDSR) and the 
National Security Strategy (NSS) failed to provide the required genuine strategic re-think of 
Britain’s  role  in  the  world,  our  ambitions  and  how  they  can  best  be  achieved.  The level of 
change taking place was either under-estimated or the analysis of that change was 
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insufficiently embedded into the forward strategy, overshadowed by a drive for immediate 
savings.  Decisions that left us with serious gaps in defence capability were taken too quickly 
and ends were not supported by means. Government documents published with great fanfare 
were rendered out of date by the Arab Spring almost before the ink on them was dry. Labour 
agrees with the 68% of the defence community that said in the RUSI survey that the defence 
review  was  a  “lost  opportunity”1.   
 
In recent months the UK has been involved in events Ministers did not foresee using resources 
Ministers planned to scrap.  In Libya, operations were reliant on a frigate planned to be cut 
and Tornado jets set to be reduced.  The decision to scrap Ark Royal and the Harrier fleet 
meant Britain had no aircraft carrier strike capability while France had a carrier off the coast of 
Libya.  Senior figures have said that the deployment of carrier strike capability would have 
made operations more reactive to events on the ground, more effective and less costly.  
 
Some of the Government’s  plans are also clearly unfair to service personnel. Making 
permanent changes to armed  forces’  and  widows’  pensions  permanently  means  an  ever-
growing hit for these families long after the deficit has been paid off; cuts to allowances for 
those on the frontline has damaged morale; and including veterans of Afghanistan in 
redundancies means losing some of those with the highest skills who have given the greatest 
service to their country. 
 
The  Government’s  assertion  that  any  re-think of our defence strategy would mean re-opening 
the entire Comprehensive Spending Review is disingenuous. Indeed, as the Defence Select 
Committee’s  report  on  the  SDSR  noted,  the  ‘three  month  study’  which  announced  further  
budget reductions was tantamount to reopening the review. There is more than one way to 
spend  an  annual  defence  budget  of  almost  £35bn  and  the  Government’s  plans  have  been  
questioned by senior figures across the political spectrum and in the defence community. 
 
Given the scale of international change before us, a more confident government would be 
willing to adapt, as past administrations have.  Before the end of 1982, as a result of the 
Falklands Conflict, Mrs Thatcher reconsidered the Nott Review and reversed some of the 
proposed cuts to the Navy, including the retention of an aircraft carrier and a larger fleet of 
destroyers and frigates.  Foreign Secretary William Hague has recently said that the Arab 
Spring is as significant as the events of September 11th 2001. The Labour Government 
responded to 9/11 by adding a new chapter to the defence review in 2002 and by developing a 
new strategy for fighting terrorism at home and overseas. The US Security Strategy is a 
thorough and strategic response to what President Obama  calls  ‘a  moment  of  transition’. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                             
1 http://www.rusi.org/news/ref:N4CC93B8360614/  

http://www.rusi.org/news/ref:N4CC93B8360614/
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Labour and defence 

 
The Labour Party has and will always be a party of defence. The post-war Atlee Government 
was instrumental in the creation of the NATO Alliance.  Jim Callaghan was in the Royal Navy 
before he was Prime Minister and Dennis Healey served in the Army before he served as 
Chancellor. Defence and the honour of Service have been part of our history as they will our 
future. 
 
Labour is proud of its defence record in  government,  but  we  know  we  didn’t  get  everything  
right.  We made huge advances on kit and equipment, resolved a number of conflicts and 
hugely  improved  forces’  welfare.  We  invested  heavily  in  new  capabilities for the Navy and Air 
Force while improving their efficiency, including reducing non-frontline personnel, and we 
maintained the size of the Army while upgrading personal kit and infantry equipment to a 
point where it is unrecognisable from even a decade ago. Labour introduced the first ever 
cross-departmental  strategy  for  forces’  welfare  and  hugely  improved  support  for  the  whole  
service community. We started investment and coordination on cyber security, horizon-
scanning capability and the first National Security Strategy, which we are pleased to see the 
present government has continued. We know we should have gone further on procurement 
reform, on building effective European alliances, and we should gone further to take some 
defence issues out of the cut and thrust of party politics.  
 
Labour will now conduct a review of the threats the UK faces,  assessing  the  Government’s  
defence policy against recent events and expert opinion and seeking to define a long term 
vision for UK defence policy.  We need a new defence strategy consistent with financial 
circumstances but also with strategic context.  
 
We  have  already  begun  new  thinking  on  the  future  of  forces’  welfare  and  on  defence  
procurement - issues which define the defence debate. Alongside this review we are 
conducting reviews into the future of the Military Covenant, looking at how the wellbeing of 
the service community can be improved, and UK defence industrial policy, looking in particular 
at how to improve the cost effectiveness and delivery efficiency of major projects.  In 
procurement we have generated new ideas on how active industrial policy can support UK 
defence imperatives, how to better control project management and how procurement 
systems can provide value for money while balancing sovereign capabilities with purchasing 
from overseas within budgets.  These are essential issues which must derive from overall 
defence strategy, which is why both strands of work will be conducted in conjunction with this 
review.   
 

This is a defence analysis that is based upon the maintenance of the United Kingdom. It is clear 
that if Scotland was to vote to leave the UK it would have enormous consequences for defence 
and defence industrial strategy in Scotland and throughout the rest of the UK. 
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The Shadow Defence Review 

 
In this document we begin this process by asking fundamental questions about the 
international environment we are likely to operate in in future. We will focus on what change 
means for the defence capabilities we are likely to need in future and for our defence 
relationships with key allies, partners and international and non-governmental institutions.  In 
confronting these issues we will confirm the progressive principles that will shape our thinking. 
We hope that this work will provide a framework for debate and succeed in the areas the 
Government didn’t. 
 
In launching this review, in directing it to these fundamental and challenging questions, and in 
setting out our intention to draw on the best expertise available, we are demonstrating the 
seriousness of our intent not only to hold the government to account, but to learn from our 
own experiences and to prepare once again for the enormous defence responsibilities of 
government.  Labour is committed to being fiscally responsible and true to our own 
progressive principles.    
 
Both the process and outcomes of this review will enable Labour to better assess the 
Government’s  defence  plans  in  best  constructive  sense,  not  oppose  for  opposition’s  sake  but  
to encourage debate, ideas and policy. This task will ultimately ensure we are a better 
alternative government. 
 
In conducting this work we will honour the bravery, professionalism and patriotism of our 
service personnel and their families. They are remarkable people and we owe them a debt of 
gratitude. They act in our name and in all that we do we shall stand up for theirs. They deserve 
nothing less. 
 

 
 
Rt Hon Jim Murphy MP                 Russell Brown MP 
Shadow Secretary of State for Defence               Shadow Minister for International Defence                        
                                                                                      Strategy and Relations  
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Review Timelines and Process 
 
The Review 
 
This is a Shadow Cabinet review of defence and security policy which  forms  part  of  Labour’s  
Policy Review and is organised into three parts. These parts reflect the process of our 
consultation, examining first the nature of the security landscape and the threats we face, 
then the principles which must guide our defence posture and then looking at the implications 
for the structure of our Forces. 
 
This  work  will  inform  the  Labour  Party’s  longer-term manifesto-development process, which is 
developed through our policy making process Partnership into Power. Findings from this 
review  will  feed  in  to  Labour’s  National Policy Forum via the Britain in the World policy 
commission and will inform thinking as we develop our manifesto for the next election.  
 

- Part 1 will analyse the strategic threat environment in which defence policy is being 
made and must respond to. We will seek to provide an analytical basis to support 
future strategic judgements in the area of defence policy.  We will conduct a key 
assumptions check on the Government’s  own  assessment  of  the  forward  threat  
environment as well as identifying what we consider to be the immediate, principal 
threats facing the UK which should be the focus of our security strategy. 

 
- Part 2 will set out and test the values and principles that underpin our approach to 

defence. It will also assess how we ought to work with others on the international 
stage in the area of defence and how defence and military instruments can most 
effectively be integrated with other levers of policy to achieve maximum effect.  

 
- Part 3 will look at the key policy areas and capability fields  which  must  be  Labour’s  

focus as we seek an equipment programme able to respond to world events.  Part 3 
will be the key conclusions drawn from the work of parts 1 and 2 to provide a clear 
sense of our thinking on future force structures. The main body of this work will be a 
separate document, published following the close of this consultation.  
 

Labour will use this analysis to hold the government to account on its preparedness and 
readiness to meet the challenges ahead. 
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The Shadow Cabinet Review Process    
 
As the three parts outlined above progress we will provide updates on our findings and 
comment on our work in order to publicly highlight the direction of travel in our thinking and 
to encourage public debate. The findings from this work  will  be  fed  into  Labour’s  Britain  in  the  
World  policy  commission  as  a  submission  informing  the  Party’s  thinking  leading  to  our  next  
manifesto. We are intent that the limited consultation that came to characterise the 
Government’s  National Security Strategy and Strategic Defence and Security Review are not 
repeated. 
 
Given the nature and scope of this task, the Shadow Foreign Affairs Team will lead in 
undertaking work to help set out the changed and evolving international strategic 
environment.  
  
Building on this the Shadow Defence team will hold briefings on the key issues from leading 
experts, will proactively reach out to a wide range of individuals and organisations with 
relevant experience and views and will host meetings and debates at which a full-range of 
opinions will be shared in  order  to  answer  key  questions  on  the  future  of  the  UK’s  defence  
strategy.   
 
A final document will be published at the end of 2013.  
 
This  review  is  part  of  the  Labour  Party’s  Policy Review process, led by Rt Hon Liam Byrne MP, 
which is reporting to Rt Hon Ed Miliband MP, Leader of the Labour Party. 
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Drivers of Change 
 
Initial scoping work for the review has highlighted a number of underlying drivers of change in 
the security landscape. We will assess the strength of each of these to identify the impact on 
UK national security and implications for defence policy2.   
 
The Arab Spring is the tip of iceberg in terms of the change we are going to live through.  A 
wave of change is upon us.  Globalisation is fuelling a major re-distribution of economic and 
political influence.  Demographic change is increasing the number living outside the developed 
world and increasing pressure on, and possible conflict over, the  world’s  increasingly  stretched  
natural resources.  Weak and failing states outnumber strong states by two to one.  The long-
term security effects of climate change may range from exacerbated inter-state tensions and 
reinforced tendencies to state failure. Increasing availability of technology to all states and 
non-state actors poses an increasingly enhanced threat, and new types of weaponry are being 
developed. 
 
These trends are increasingly interdependent in nature and their interaction - unpredictable 
and complex - can exacerbate threats. Demographic and climate change, for example, can 
increase the pressure on resources which can in turn inflame regional tensions and conflict, 
which impacts on rules-based structures. Attempting to trade policy in one of these areas off 
against others is no longer good enough. A comprehensive approach is required.  
 
The process of indentifying threats and drivers is important in itself since threat detection is a 
vital defence capability which must itself be continually reassessed to be improved upon. It is 
often  said  that  equipment  platforms  should  be  ‘future-proofed’,  but  the  same  must  also  be  
said of strategy and strategy-development. 
 
It is important to note that in identifying the threats the UK faces resulting from these trends 
we will seek to identify the regions in which the threats are concentrated, or from which the 
trends will derive over the next two decades, therefore driving the geographical focus of our 
work. 
 
Among the key drivers of change are: 
 

 Globalisation. This is diffusing power more widely among many different actors in the 
international system. It is fuelling a major re-distribution of economic and political 
influence from the Atlantic seaboard to Asia, the Pacific and parts of Latin America. A 
global multipolar system is emerging with the rise of China, India and Latin American 
nations. Everyone has a stake in making sure this transition is peaceful but conflict 
between states in future cannot be ruled out. 

                                                             
2 This section of the report draws extensively on the IPPR Security Commission Interim Report, ‘Shared 
Destinies’, available at: http://www.ippr.org/publications/55/1666/shared-destinies-security-in-a-
globalised-world     

http://www.ippr.org/publications/55/1666/shared-destinies-security-in-a-globalised-world
http://www.ippr.org/publications/55/1666/shared-destinies-security-in-a-globalised-world
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The relative power of non-state actors — businesses, religious groups, criminal or 
terrorist networks — also will increase, afforded new opportunities by growing 
interdependence. The  US  Office  of  National  Intelligence  ‘Global  Trends  2025’  report  
states,  “By 2025 a single  ‘international  community’ composed of nation-states will no 
longer exist. Power will be more dispersed with the newer players bringing new rules 
of the game while risks will increase that the traditional Western alliances will 
weaken”3. 
 
Globalisation can increase our vulnerabilities – interdependence increases the risk of 
catastrophic cyber attack, or the risk of global pandemics – but also offers new 
opportunities to mitigate against them.  The rise of new global powers will necessitate 
new defence relationships. 
 
With its rapidly improving military capability4 China has the potential to challenge the 
security status quo in the Pacific and potentially further. China is steadily closing its 
technological gap with modern armed forces and the Global Research Group IHS has 
recently forecast that Beijing's military outlay will double by 20155, exceeding the 
collective expenditure by the region's 12 key defence markets, including Japan and 
India. UK military engagement with China has been improving, with the Chinese 
People's Liberation Army increasing its bilateral programme of visits with the MoD and 
they continue to show an interest in expanding military exchanges. A bilateral defence 
relationship with China should continue to be developed.  

 
 Demographic Change. Estimates suggest the global population will reach 9.2 billion by 

2050. Of this total, only an estimated 1.25 billion, or 14%, will live in what is defined 
today as the developed world. Population trends therefore point to an increasingly 
marginalised global majority, will impact on the West’s  role as the pivotal region in 
world economic and political affairs, and will increase pressure on, and possible 
conflict  over,  the  world’s  increasingly stretched natural resources.  
 
Since 2008, and for the first time  in  human  history,  over  half  of  the  world’s  population  
has lived in cities, a factor which is likely to mean urban environments are increasingly 
important sites of conflict in future. In some regions, such as in the Middle East and 
North Africa, the growth of young populations is combining with lack of economic 
opportunity and lack of political freedom to produce enormous pressure for change 
and potential regional instability. 
 
 

                                                             
3 ‘Global Trends 2025: A Transformed World’,  The US Office of National Intelligence, 2008 
4 http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/2011_CMPR_Final.pdf  
5 http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/china/9081902/China-to-spend-more-on-its-
military-than-all-its-neighbours-combined-as-budget-doubles.html 

http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/2011_CMPR_Final.pdf
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/china/9081902/China-to-spend-more-on-its-military-than-all-its-neighbours-combined-as-budget-doubles.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/china/9081902/China-to-spend-more-on-its-military-than-all-its-neighbours-combined-as-budget-doubles.html
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 Financial Crisis, Persistent Poverty and Global Inequality.  The global financial crisis 

and the continued gloomy outlook for world economic growth are placing significant 
strains on poorer countries’ economies.  A worsening of the Euro-zone crisis and 
consequent lowering of developed world demand would hit these countries further. 
This may have direct effects on the international security environment as countries 
and regions characterised by extreme poverty and high levels of inequality are more 
likely to experience violent conflict. As the  IPPR’s  recent  report,  ‘The  Third  Wave  of  
Globalisation’,  stated,  “Without  active  strategies  for  mitigating  this  impact,  
globalisation  creates  many  losers”6. Recognising this, and in turn seeking to reshape 
the global free trade system so the benefits are more equitable, will be a vital aspect 
of a future comprehensive security strategy. 
 
In Western countries the argument for strong, proactive defence policies is also 
becoming harder to make as governments grapple with challenging fiscal 
circumstances. A reduced footprint and activism on the part of Western countries may 
be the result.  
 

 Climate Change. Without strong action to mitigate global warming, climate change 
appears  set  to  place  extra  pressure  on  the  world’s  limited  resources.  Climate change 
has been proposed as one of several drivers of the Arab Spring and as a major cause of 
conflicts across Africa7. A recent report for the Government Office for Science, 
Foresight  International  Dimensions  of  Climate  Change,  has  said,  “the  consequences  for  
the UK of climate change occurring in other parts of the world could be as important 
as  climate  change  directly  affecting  these  shores”8.  Climate change was recognised as 
a threat in both the SDSR and the NSS, but with little on how policy should develop as 
a result. 
 
In some regions, such as South Asia, East Africa, the Middle East and the Arctic, the 
long-term security effects of climate change may range from exacerbated inter-state 
tensions, reinforced tendencies to state failure and collapse, mass migration and more 
open competition and conflict over resources.   The consequences for security of 
climate change are potentially far-reaching. The increased risk of failed states and 
future regional conflict could lead to calls for interventions from the UK and other UN 
or NATO members; may have implications for trade routes and supply chains upon 
which the UK relies; could increase requests for development funding and 
international humanitarian assistance; could place greater burdens on global 
governance structures which, already struggling to respond to global trends such as 

                                                             
6 The Third Wave of Globalisation, IPPR, 2011 
7 http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/bispartners/foresight/docs/international-dimensions/11-1042-
international-dimensions-of-climate-change  
8 http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/bispartners/foresight/docs/international-dimensions/11-1042-
international-dimensions-of-climate-change  

http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/bispartners/foresight/docs/international-dimensions/11-1042-international-dimensions-of-climate-change
http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/bispartners/foresight/docs/international-dimensions/11-1042-international-dimensions-of-climate-change
http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/bispartners/foresight/docs/international-dimensions/11-1042-international-dimensions-of-climate-change
http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/bispartners/foresight/docs/international-dimensions/11-1042-international-dimensions-of-climate-change
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the growth of emerging powers, could be threatened if they do not have the capacity 
to address transnational security issues; and deployment under more challenging 
operational conditions could have an impact on the equipment programme and 
training. 
 

 The Resource Crunch. Global competition for resources is rising and exacerbated by 
demographic change, climate change, consumption outstripping technological change, 
rising demand from emerging markets and resource price increases, notably in food, 
water energy and steel.  Energy security is one of our principal threats.  
 
Resource shortages exacerbate inter and intra-state tensions and, where shortages 
are starkest, increases the risk of state failure.  Tackling this will demand a cross-
departmental and multinational policy response, looking at technological 
developments to increase water and food efficiency, a reduction in global carbon 
emissions while meeting rising global energy demand and an increase in development 
resources to tackle poverty and raise living standards in key regions and countries at 
risk of instability. While direct responsibility for meeting the resource-supply and 
productivity challenges lies predominantly outside of the Ministry of Defence, the 
outcome of these efforts will have a huge bearing on security policy.  

 
 Scientific and Technological Change. The onset of connected and networked societies 

and their reliance on complex infrastructures has introduced the danger of cyber-
attack to debates on national and international security. At the same time, advances in 
biotechnology, while promising enormous benefits for humanity, may have increased 
the likelihood that disease can in future be used as a weapon of war. Advances in 
knowledge in these and other areas have also been matched by increased ease of 
knowledge-sharing and diffusion, which may mean it is more difficult in future to keep 
important nuclear, biological and other information out of the hands of those who 
would put it to malign use.  Another key threat is that posed by an electro-magnetic 
pulse event, to which the Government must improve its current reactive posture. 
 
The increasing availability of technology to all states and non-state actors poses an 
increasingly enhanced threat.  The ease with which new technologies can be attained 
and developed into sophisticated weapons to counter or even defeat high-end armour 
will increase the need for equipment programmes to adapt and modernise.    

  
 Governance.  Oppression has historically been a source of conflict and tension. With 

the spread of democracy this has become less so, yet in certain regions the denial of 
liberty has become a threat to global and internal security and stability, as shown by 
the Arab Spring and events in Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, Yemen, Syria and Bahrain. 
Oppression drives instability and generates insecurity. In a more connected, 
transparent and globalised world, in some cases the clasp of autocratic control could 
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be weakened to the extent that oppressive regimes become sources of international 
security concern. 
 

 Challenges to the rule-based system.  With the drivers of change more diffuse, global 
and unpredictable, the role of multinational institutions is increasingly important.  The 
National  Security  Strategy  2008  stated  that  “the international security architecture has 
yet to adapt satisfactorily to the new landscape”9. That was true then and is more so 
now following the Arab Spring and the global financial crisis. There are positive signs 
that strong, rules-based regional institutions, often built on shared economic interests, 
are increasingly playing a role in regional security and reducing the risk of violent 
conflict, for example NATO or the Arab League. The increased importance of these 
institutions in recent years, however, has also underlined the challenges they face, 
whether burden sharing, lacking political will or speed of effective decision-making.  
Such institutions must adapt to the changed security landscape. A key challenge, for 
example, is the United Nations Security Council adapting to the rise of new powers. 
 

In conducting its work, the review will ask: 
 
 Is this list of driving factors which shape defence and security policy comprehensive or 

have important trends been missed? 
 What does the latest research and evidence on these trends indicate by way of 

possible future security challenges to the UK and our principal allies? 
 Which threats are likely to dominate the defence and security agenda in the next 

decade and which actors - state, non-state or natural - are drivers of them? 
 How does the MoD currently undertake work to map these trends and how can it 

improve its strategic horizon scanning capabilities to reduce the likelihood and 
frequency of future shocks?   

 
In  conducting  this  phase  of  the  review’s  work,  we will draw on, and test the findings of, non-
governmental documents such as the Shared Destinies and Shared Responsibilities reports of 
the  IPPR’s  independent  Commission  on  National  Security, governmental studies including 
successive National Security Strategies and work  of  the  MoD’s  Defence  Concepts  and  Doctrine  
Centre, its assessment of Global Strategic Trends to 2040 in particular.  

                                                             
9 http://interactive.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/documents/security/national_security_strategy.pdf  

http://interactive.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/documents/security/national_security_strategy.pdf
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Immediate Pressures and Priorities 
 
The world will not stand still while Labour conducts its long-term review and we cannot 
overlook the immediate pressures on national security. Initial analysis has identified the 
following areas as priorities for UK defence policy. These are the tasks and threats that are 
vital now and must be an immediate focus for our forces and defence policy.  
 
Initial analysis has identified the following immediate pressures and priorities: 
 

 Afghanistan. This remains a mission in the national interest and at the forefront of our 
minds are the 10,000 troops who are serving there today as well as each of those who 
have  made  the  ultimate  sacrifice.    We  agree  with  the  Government’s  timetable  to  
withdraw combat troops by the end of 2014 but are concerned that the pace and 
conduct of withdrawal has moved from being conditions-led to calendar-driven. The 
Government has announced that Afghan forces should have the lead security 
responsibility  across  the  country  by  ‘mid  to  late  2013’10. This is an earlier milestone 
than previously identified even from the conclusions of the Bonn Conference11. 

 
Furthermore, there is little detail about the size and scope of a residual post-2014 
Alliance force and a British role within it.  There is also very little information on the 
role the international community, and in particular regional partners, will play in the 
long-term stabilisation of the country and the Government must do more to retain a 
leadership role in necessary diplomatic efforts.   
 
The Afghan government faces major challenges, from insurgency and cross-border 
terrorism to the degree of corruption within government as well as the difficulty of 
reintegrating and reconciling former Taliban figures into a political settlement. 
Regional instability and tribal diversity make this increasingly challenging. Preventing 
Afghanistan from becoming ever again a safe haven for al-Qaeda is the shared goal of 
all International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) nations, but this depends on our post-
2014 plan more so than the pace of our exit.  Bipartisan unity on Afghanistan is vital 
but it is dependent on consistency and clarity of government strategies and efforts in 
these vital areas. 

 
 Cyber security.  We must be committed to working with international, public, and 

private sector partners to ensure that our government systems and critical national 
infrastructure are adequately protected against cyber attack.  We support the 
Government’s  investment  of  £650m  in  cyber security and want to know more about 
how this is being spent to contribute to a national capability and how necessary 
capacity and skills are being built within the MoD and more widely. 

                                                             
10 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201212/cmhansrd/cm120209/debtext/120209-
0002.htm#12020952000004  
11 http://mfa.gov.af/en/news/5337  

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201212/cmhansrd/cm120209/debtext/120209-0002.htm#12020952000004
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201212/cmhansrd/cm120209/debtext/120209-0002.htm#12020952000004
http://mfa.gov.af/en/news/5337
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 Tackling extremism. We share with our US allies the belief that defeating al-Qaeda is a 

principal mission in the core national interest12.  Al-Qaeda and its affiliates continue to 
pose significant threats and are active in Pakistan, Afghanistan, Somalia and 
elsewhere. The drivers of extremism - urbanisation, political exclusion, lacking 
economic opportunity, ungoverned spaces and fragile states – are likely over the 
coming decade to come together in countries in the most fragile regions of the world: 
the wider Middle East, south Asia and sub-Saharan Africa. International terrorism is, 
rightly a top priority in the National Security Strategy. This will mean a greater 
emphasis on counter proliferation efforts, counter insurgency operations and plans for 
the long-term stabilisation of Afghanistan.  

 
 Countering the spread of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD). This is a threat that 

includes but goes well beyond the case of the Iranian nuclear programme to include 
concerns over North Korea, the risk of proliferation cascades in the Middle East, the 
security  of  Pakistan’s  nuclear  weapons,  the  illicit  trade  in  nuclear  materials,  the  danger  
of WMD terrorism, missile proliferation and threats posed by chemical and biological 
weapons. 

 
 Bioterrorism.  While the security environment of the 20th century was dominated by 

physics the next may see biology take centre stage.  It is likely that the 21st century will 
be dominated by advances in the biological sciences and their applications.  Advances 
in the biological sciences, though controversial, have the potential to transform many 
areas of human life, yet they also represent the rapid evolution of weaponry. 
Bioterrorism both exposes significant weaknesses in our security architecture and is a 
threat which could cause mass suffering.  The Centre for Transatlantic Relations has 
said:  “Biosecurity is one of the great global security challenges of the 21st  century”13. 
 
The contamination of water or food supplies or air in a confined, densely populated 
space, could have terrifying consequences and it is unclear the extent to which the UK 
and our allies are sufficiently prepared. Existing international organisations have not 
been tested to respond to an attack with the potential scope and complexity of a mass 
bioterrorist incident.  Ease of access is a critical concern since terrorists may obtain bio 
material through various means, for example through research laboratories – 
legitimately or otherwise – from the black market or sympathetic states. The IPPR has 
found that insufficiently secure government laboratories around the world remain a 
worry and recommends improved data and knowledge sharing from research and bio-
surveillance activities around the world, as well as harmonisation of national 
standards, regulatory practices and best laboratory practices14.  Stockpiling of vaccines 

                                                             
12 http://www.defense.gov/news/Defense_Strategic_Guidance.pdf  
13 http://www.atlantic-storm.org/conclusions.html  
14 ‘Shared  Destinies, Security in a globalised world’,  IPPR,  2008 
 

http://www.defense.gov/news/Defense_Strategic_Guidance.pdf
http://www.atlantic-storm.org/conclusions.html
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and detection of chemical or biological materials at the scene of an attack are also 
issues which deserve attention.  
 
Advances in information technologies and biotechnologies create new vulnerabilities 
for national and international security. Both the SDSR and NSS recognised the threat 
of biotechnology yet did not introduce new structures or funding to counter it. We 
understand that work will have been conducted covertly on these issues, but it will be 
important to explore how we can be further prepared. Despite the UK having some of 
the most advanced military science research facilities in the world, notably Porton 
Down, bioterror is a threat for which we must better prepare. 

 
 Disaster and relief.  As  the  National  Security  Strategy  states,  “Catastrophes on the 

scale of the recent earthquake in the Republic of Haiti are thankfully rare in this 
country”15, yet civil emergencies have the potential for high impact economic and 
environmental destruction. Flooding, pandemics or disruption to utilities are the 
primary sources of potential emergencies16. Cuts to domestic budgets, for example to 
civilian police forces, and the transfer of responsibility for search and rescue are all 
factors  to  consider  in  assessing  the  UK’s  capacity  for  effective  prevention  and  
mitigation.  A comprehensive strategy will require close working between civilian 
departments and agencies and the military, who must have a major role in homeland 
security and resilience tasks. Recent concerns raised about cuts to flood protection 
funding in the UK will need to be examined17. 

 
 Nuclear deterrent.  While nuclear weapons exist, we cannot leave ourselves and our 

children open to the threat of nuclear blackmail.  Labour remains committed to the 
position set out in the 2006 White Paper to replace the current Vanguard class 
submarines and Trident missile system.  We remain committed also to our 
commitments under the Nuclear Non Proliferation Treaty and will work towards a 
world free of nuclear weapons.  This review does not specifically consider the issue of 
Trident renewal, but Labour is committed to examining the findings of the 
Government’s  ‘Trident Alternatives Review’ and will also assess the findings of the 
Basic Trident Commission.  

 
 
 
 

                                                             
15 
http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/groups/dg_digitalassets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasse
t/dg_191639.pdf?CID=PDF&PLA=furl&CRE=nationalsecuritystrategy  
16 
http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/groups/dg_digitalassets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasse
t/dg_191639.pdf?CID=PDF&PLA=furl&CRE=nationalsecuritystrategy  
17 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmpubacc/1659/1659.pdf  

http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/groups/dg_digitalassets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasset/dg_191639.pdf?CID=PDF&PLA=furl&CRE=nationalsecuritystrategy
http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/groups/dg_digitalassets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasset/dg_191639.pdf?CID=PDF&PLA=furl&CRE=nationalsecuritystrategy
http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/groups/dg_digitalassets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasset/dg_191639.pdf?CID=PDF&PLA=furl&CRE=nationalsecuritystrategy
http://www.direct.gov.uk/prod_consum_dg/groups/dg_digitalassets/@dg/@en/documents/digitalasset/dg_191639.pdf?CID=PDF&PLA=furl&CRE=nationalsecuritystrategy
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmpubacc/1659/1659.pdf
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In conducting its work, the review will ask: 
 
 How can and should this list be expanded and how would the different threats 

identified be broken down in order of priority and severity?  
 Which are the principal internal and external threats to UK security?  
 Which threats not classified as such by the Government are  likely  to  become  ‘tier  1’  

threats within the next decade? 
 Which government strategies to tackle these threats are in need of reform or 

investment and what can be learnt from the strategies implemented by our 
international allies in these areas?   
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Mapping the National Interest in a Changing World  
 
In identifying the drivers of change we must also consider that some elements of the 
international security landscape will be more important to our country than others. To 
improve our understanding of where this is the case, the review will consider how the 
definition of our national interest can best reflect new international circumstances.  
 
Our trading relationships are evolving, more Britons are living overseas, we have defence 
commitments to allies and others that have to be fulfilled, and in recent years the country has 
moved from energy exporter to energy importer, potentially exposing us to greater risks to 
our sources of energy supply.  By examining our  ‘international  footprint’  and  combining  it with 
the analysis of the drivers of change we will have a thorough understanding of the regions that 
must shape the focus of our security strategy. Among  the  UK’s  most  important  interests  are  
our Overseas Territories, in particular the Falkland Islands. It is our starting point in any 
discussion about our Overseas Territories and the Falklands that the territories’  inhabitants  
have a right to self determination. 
 
The SDSR talks of deploying our armed forces  “selectively”, which we agree with, and  “only  
where  key  national  interests  are  at  stake”18. It does not, however, define what these interests 
are. This is important in order to provide strategic guidance for the use of force, which in turn 
should help guide decision-making on the future shape of the equipment programme, as well 
as to define the ultimate purpose of national security. 
 
There are four key themes that will guide our analysis: 
 

 Direct defence interests. From forces stationed overseas to basing rights and 
capability-sharing agreements the UK has a large international defence footprint. It 
will be useful to identify the regions in which the UK has a direct stake or interest, 
from which nations and regions we assess the greatest threats will arise and whether 
sufficient long-term protective measures are in place. 

 
 Shifting regional priorities.  Defence strategy is necessarily based on identifying the 

regions where our interests are greatest and threats gravest.  Our economic interests, 
and our historical and evolving links to other countries all shape our geographic focus.  
More recent events such as the Arab Spring, withdrawal from Afghanistan and the 
United  States’  focus  on  the  Asia-Pacific region, will impact on our strategic priorities. It 
will be important to test the Government’s  strategic security assessment against these 
trends as well as international opinion and evidence. 

 

                                                             
18 ‘Securing Britain in an Age of Uncertainty: The Strategic Defence and Security Review’,  HMG,  2010 
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 Interdependence,  multilateralism  and  allies’  interests.  While it is important for this 
work to be conducted for the UK it is also important to consider similar issues for our 
principal allies.  Our economic and security interdependence is growing. World trade 
looks set to return to growth rates above 10 per cent this year, yet the patterns of 
trade are set to change. Equally, at a time of fiscal contraction resultant capability 
shortfalls will need to be minimised through greater international co-operation. 
Greater multilateralism will be a central feature of any defence posture based on 
protecting and advancing national interest. This demands, therefore, that we examine 
also where  our  allies’  interests and threats lie to identify common opportunities and 
dangers. 

 
 Economic and defence interests. Economic and military strength and stability are 

mutually reliant and it will be important to map our main trading partners, trading 
routes and how these are set to evolve in coming years. With the growth of piracy and 
cyber attack maintenance of economic relationships is a vital defence challenge 
requiring a strategic focus on localities and capabilities. 
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In conducting its work, the review will ask: 
 
 From which locations and in what ways is the UK and its interests threatened most 

directly, whether by other states, terrorists or criminal gangs? 
 From where does the UK currently source imported energy supplies? How is our 

demand for energy imports projected to change over the next 20 years and what will 
this changed demand imply by way of changed locations and sources of supply? 

 Which non-energy  commodities  and  resources  does  the  UK  define  as  ‘strategic’  in  
nature and from where are those commodities imported? 

 Where  are  the  UK’s  main  trading  partners  today,  where  are  they  likely  to  be  in  the  
next 10-20 years, and upon which air, sea and land routes does the bulk of the 
country’s  trade  now  depend? 

 What are the most pressing risks to the stability and security of our most important 
trading partners? 

 Where are the largest overseas concentrations of UK foreign direct investment?  
 Where are the largest and most important concentrations of UK citizens living and 

working abroad? 
 Where does the UK have overseas defence bases and where does it have defence-

related commitments to allies and others around the world? 
 
 
Part 1 of the review  will  conclude  by  bringing  together  the  review  team’s  account  of  the  

general international threat environment and our core priority threats with the analysis 
of the questions above to identify the defence and security threats with which the UK 
should most directly be concerned, indicating the regions on which we should have 
strategic focus. 
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Part 2: The Foundations of Labour’s  Response 
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Our Values and Approach 
 
Defence policy is a priority for the Labour Party.  We have a proud record which reflects this.  
When Labour was last in power our Armed Forces were modernised and a  ‘force  for  good’  
across the world, bringing peace to the Balkans; promoting stability in Sierra Leone; supporting 
the normalisation of Northern Ireland; countering piracy in the Indian Ocean and counter-
terrorism at home and overseas. The conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan demonstrated an ability 
and preparedness to combat dictatorships and extremism overseas, as part of coalitions and in 
line with international law. 
 
Our commitment to defence is non-negotiable.  Defence spending increased by 10% in real 
terms during our period in Government, in addition to the £20bn on operations in Iraq and 
Afghanistan funded from the Treasury Reserve, and we met every request for extra equipment 
for Iraq and Afghanistan. Access to healthcare, care for injured personnel and support for 
service families all improved in quality with Labour.  
 
Our commitment remains in Opposition: national security and the protection of citizens is the 
first duty of any government and any party with aspirations to govern.   We will work 
constructively with the Government where possible and hold them to account where 
necessary.  
 
The strength of our commitment to defence is born out of the understanding that we have a 
global responsibility to help reduce international conflict, combat international terrorism and 
weapons proliferation, and contribute to peacekeeping and peacemaking operations.  This 
understanding is coupled with a hard-headed realisation of the risks we face, the aims we hold 
and our capabilities. 
 
We will ensure that Labour defence and security policy is rooted in progressive values and 
principles.  Going into the review, we define these principles to include: 
 

 Reserving the right to act in national self-defence, as we did in government by 
intervening alongside our allies in Afghanistan following 9/11. 

 
 Using military force only after all peaceful and diplomatic avenues to avert conflict 

have been exhausted and within international law.  A rules-based approach led by 
international institutions brings not only greater effectiveness but also, crucially, 
greater legitimacy.  
 

 A commitment to preserving and protecting universal human rights and to doing 
what we can to uphold the internationally recognised principle of the responsibility 
to protect.  All states have a right to expect non-interference in their internal affairs 
but, by a unanimous vote of the UN General Assembly, the international community 
has made clear that national sovereignty is not a license to kill. As internationalists we 
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have both the responsibility and the opportunity to help enforce international law and 
to save innocent lives. We must continue to improve the legal and multilateral 
framework and use our diplomatic influence to play a leading role in particular crises. 
Labour supported government action in Libya, but developments in Syria and 
elsewhere in the region show the continuing challenge of putting these principles into 
action. 
 

 A commitment to effective conflict prevention as well as being responsible post-
conflict stakeholders once a conflict has ended. Effective preventative measures, 
which sometimes require deployment of defence assets and defence diplomacy as 
well as development policy, not only saves lives but saves money. When UK forces 
have been involved in a conflict that has ended we have a responsibility to help those 
who have been most affected to build stable and sustainable societies. 

 
 A commitment to helping others to help themselves. This capacity-building approach 

might apply to other states seeking to take action against a threat on their territory 
that could become relevant to the UK or to wider international security, or it could 
apply to regional organisations, such as the Arab League or African Union, that may 
wish to act to address a specific security problem in their own region but may require 
logistical and other support to do so effectively.  
 

 A commitment to multilateral cooperation. The threats we face are global and 
therefore shared and so the most effective solutions will inevitably be joint. 
Additionally, our national resources are limited so we need to make the most of 
cooperative efforts to address security problems.  A defence posture based on greater 
multilateralism is inescapable and in our national interest.   

 
In conducting its work, the review will ask: 
 
 Are these principles the right ones for the circumstances we face given the values we 

profess? 
 Where are the policy dilemmas likely to be most acute in seeking to apply these 

principles in practice and what lessons can we learn from past efforts to operationalise 
them?   

 Where can and should the current Government do more through defence policy to 
advance the elements of this approach?  
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Defining Our Role 
 
Britain has global influence through our history, language, economic ties, military capability, 
education system, cultural heritage, as well as our unique diplomatic reach. 
 
Today  Britain’s  influence  is  shaped  by  power  shifting  Eastwards, a new emphasis on 
multilateralism and new threats. In considering how we apply our principles and beliefs within 
this context we need to consider our ambitions for Britain and the role we want to play in the 
world. 
 
Our ambition and threat level demand that Britain has to be central to global affairs, yet our 
role is uncertain.  Our posture will increasingly be determined by our attitude to how we 
defend and promote not just our territories and interests but our values – including 
humanitarian protection – and how we act as part of coalitions rather than as a nation state 
acting alone. 
 
The following four themes will be key: 
 

 Defence and interventionism. In  today’s  world  the  prosperity,  security,  liberty  and  
civil liberties of those at home cannot be separated from events beyond our borders. 
A belief that you have responsibility beyond your borders is not only, as some would 
have it, ideological, but a rational response to the world in which we live. One of the 
key challenges is how effective interventions can be made, for example the extent to 
which the Libyan intervention represents a new ‘model’  that can be applied 
elsewhere.  Democracy and universal rights should underpin interventionist defence 
policy and we must consider whether we must recast our notion of intervention so 
that it is about building capacity by enabling effective national and local governance 
and functioning rule of law, not just military action.   

 
 Defence and our economic interest. National security and economic stability are 

mutually reinforcing. Britain’s  ability  to  defend our values and interests as well as 
promote our ideas depends on strong force projection as well as economic strength. 
How defence policy can be used to protect economic interests and objectives, 
whether territorial or industrial, therefore, will be explored. 
 

 Defence and a new multilateralism. A challenge for UK defence policy is how we 
strengthen our own posture through multilateral action. This, in the context of NATO 
being the enduring, principal forum for defence co-operation, means forming new 
defence partnerships. The bilateral agreement signed with France is a positive first 
step and seeking similar forms of co-operation on regional or bilateral bases should 
become the norm not the exception. It also means strengthening multilateral 
institutions, those of which we are members as well as the African Union, Arab League 
and Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN).  There is not a choice between 
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bilateralism and multilateralism but rather they should be complimentary as part of a 
range of reinforcing security relationships. An emphasis on multilateralism in defence 
should also mean an emphasis on conflict resolution through regional political 
reconciliation.  

 
 Defence and development.  Internal oppression has been revealed to be one of the 

biggest security threats we face.  Many of those nations which suppress the rights of 
their people to take advantage of civil society, democratic expression or the rule of 
law may no longer be considered stable nation states. Sustainable stability will be 
achieved by supporting systems which empower people and enable them to be part of 
an organic civil society at home and abroad, which demands better co-ordination of 
defence and development.  The UK can and should better integrate development as a 
tool to help meet security objectives. 

 
In conducting its work, the review will ask: 
 
 Are these the most important themes around which Britain’s  national  defence  posture 

should ultimately be centred, or are there others omitted from this list? 
 What  forms  can  ‘intervention’  take,  and  in  what  circumstances  can  and  should  it  be  

used? In which circumstances do we expect the UK and allies to be called upon to 
intervene?   

 What do recent experiences of military interventions teach us about our ability to 
meet and deliver on our defence ambitions and priorities? 

 What ambitions should Britain have for our position in the world, and what can we 
achieve unilaterally and multilaterally? 
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International Co-operation and Alliance Relationships 
 
Our national security will depend on deeper partnerships with allies, over intelligence and 
military capabilities, tackling oppression through democratic reform, opening countries up to 
trade and technology, effective development programmes and concerted strategies to tackle 
extremism.   
 
In  today’s  interdependent  world  risks  are  increasingly  shared  and  interconnected,  and  
therefore the solutions must be too.  That demands of us a new multilateralism in defence, 
forming new defence partnerships, maximising our strength by integrating resources.  We 
have an opportunity to recast policy around greater co-operation and discrete partnerships. 
The  principles  of  ‘Smart  Defence’  - to pool and share capabilities to meet joint goals and 
challenges – should be our guide.  UK forces should plan to operate whenever possible in 
partnership with allies, which will enable us to counter the threats we face with the diverse 
and flexible range of capabilities any modern defence posture demands. 
  
There are four areas where we see deepening co-operation to be essential to future UK 
defence policy: 
 

 Co-operation with other European countries. Greater co-operation between 
European nations on defence can help overcome economic and operational 
challenges, providing collective might and shared resolve.  Joint working in 
Afghanistan between European contributors to ISAF will provide valuable lessons to be 
built upon. 
 
The UK-France Treaty, initially worked on by the Labour Government, is a model which 
can lay the foundations for a landscape of co-operation amongst more European 
nations based on distinct, sometimes regional co-operations.  Where countries can 
and where it is in their mutual interests, they should work together.  We hope that the 
Northern Group sees similar agreements emerge, and that other similar groupings can 
be assembled to discuss this agenda.  We should ask in particular what more can be 
done to build coalitions with Scandinavian and Baltic nations.  Procurement, Research 
and Technology spend, maritime surveillance, energy security, cyber and combating 
piracy are all areas in which we should seek to establish more joint working.  We 
welcome the SDSR citing the possibility of closer co-operation with Germany, Italy, the 
Netherlands and Spain.  
 
Greater European co-operation in defence procurement is critical, enabling us to 
maximise our ability to project force and do so cost-effectively, supporting the both 
frontline and the bottom line.  In saying this, it is our priority that the British defence 
industry benefits through active industrial policy rather than being left to the vagaries 
of off-the-shelf purchasing policy. 
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As well as co-operation on procurement we can go further to better co-ordinate force 
structures.  This does take place, but not nearly to the extent which means that we 
maximise the real potential for frontline benefits.  

 
 US co-operation.  A pragmatic approach to defence which values multiple partners 

and seeks new innovative solutions to enhance capabilities is the best basis on which 
to shape our defence strategies. This is an important moment for US-UK relations. 
 
This is a moment of strategic shift by the US which could impact on the nature of our 
co-operation and our shared priorities.  The US Office of National Intelligence states 
that  by  2025,  “Although  the  United  States  is  likely  to  remain  the single most powerful 
actor,  the  United  States’  relative  strength—even in the military realm—will decline 
and  US  leverage  will  become  more  constrained”. This comes as the recent US Security 
Strategy signals a significant shift in strategic focus: “we  will  of necessity rebalance 
toward the Asia-Pacific  region”19. This is combined with the $450 billion – and 
potentially up to $1 trillion – defence cuts expected over the next decade, a shift away 
from  the  ‘two  major  theatre  wars standard’  and  withdrawal from Afghanistan.   
 
This significant recasting of US global orientation makes it incumbent on all European 
nations to assess the impact on our own posture, reach and influence and the extent 
to which joint priorities and strategies with the US may be influenced.  At a time when 
the  US’s military capability is being downsized the threats they face are becoming 
more widespread and complex and their focus more diffuse.  Strong assurances are 
given in the US Strategy, but an important example of a potential impact of this shift is 
on co-operation over Middle East security.  This will and must remain a focus for 
Europe, but could now demand greater European engagement in light of more 
numerous US priorities.  
 
In some areas the UK and US can and must forge closer links. The UK is the largest 
foreign investor in the US defence industry and the largest foreign supplier to the US 
military.  The US is the leading investor in the UK and the leading destination for our 
exports. Better aligned procurement practices will help ensure the UK is able to make 
a significant military contribution to future joint operations, for example by having 
command and control structures and platforms interoperable with those of the US.  
The UK-US Defence Co-operation Treaty increases trade and co-operation between US 
and UK companies and, now ratified, we hope our Governments will be able to quickly 
identify the defence goods which will be subject to the Treaty and to select the 
companies who will participate  in  the  approved  ‘community’.   

 
We already share technology, such as that developed through Urgent Operational 
Requirements for Afghanistan, and should explore how technological development 

                                                             
19 http://www.defense.gov/news/Defense_Strategic_Guidance.pdf  

http://www.defense.gov/news/Defense_Strategic_Guidance.pdf
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can be a two-way street in, for example, cyber, Intelligence Surveillance Target 
Acquisition and Reconnaissance capabilities and intelligence gathering. The Joint Strike 
Fighter is a good example of joint development of high-end technology which will 
serve future conflicts. 

 
Part of the deeper co-operation we want to see is also learning from best practice.  
We should examine how the US harnesses innovation, incentivises technological 
development and preserves a cutting edge skills base. This is a mixture of culture – the 
premium placed on the evolution of the industry – and policy – the links between 
business and HE, the nature of the tenders on offer and inward investment.  

 
 NATO. The enduring prominence of NATO is one of the constants of our defence 

posture. NATO, not the European Union, will most likely be the forum through which 
military action is agreed and taken in future.  NATO is more reflective of the breadth 
required of coalitions which will have the might and influence to help support 
indigenous populations and facilitate regional solutions.  NATO is key also to the 
continued support and engagement of the United States.  But this depends on NATO 
becoming more capable, deployable and balanced and a greater contribution is 
needed from European nations. 

 
At once, the Libya campaign demonstrated each of these factors.  Despite the 
difficulties Libya is testament to NATO’s  enduring relevance: the mission was swift and 
successful.  The engagement of both the UN and NATO meant the Arab League and in 
particular nations such as Qatar were fully engaged.  But it also demonstrated 
something else about NATO. That just eight of 28 members contributed is not enough. 
This was not a cross-Alliance effort. 

 
Progress has been made to update the Alliance, however at times it has seemed as if 
there has been an imbalanced relationship between the US and Europe through 
NATO. The transatlantic alliance will only be more meaningful if it is more reciprocal.  
That means greater burden sharing within NATO, greater deployability of assets and 
also means nations aiming to meet the NATO expenditure targets on defence. 
 
The  US  Strategy  talks  of  “bolstering  the  strength  and  vitality  of  NATO”20, and this is an 
area where the UK can use the leverage afforded by our historic relationship to take a 
leadership role with Alliance nations.  An important area is expenditure. Defence 
spending should always be decided by national governments, but collective defence is 
a matter for NATO. NATO members are making significant cuts to defence capability in 
isolation of one another, the aggregate consequence of which may be significant 
capability shortfalls across the Alliance. We now need a conversation on a 'Coalition of 
Cuts', exploring how reductions in trans-national defence spend and resultant changes 

                                                             
20 http://www.defense.gov/news/Defense_Strategic_Guidance.pdf  

http://www.defense.gov/news/Defense_Strategic_Guidance.pdf
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to force structures can be better co-ordinated. The practice of fighting conflicts 
together but preparing for them individually must come to an end. Greater 
interoperability of platforms is essential and deserves analysis.  
 
Both the NSS and the SDSR note the importance of NATO and some work is being 
done in this area, but it remains a considerable disappointment that both documents 
have little detail on how the organisation can be modernised and strengthened. 
  

 Multilateral institutions.  Democratic procedures by which international decisions can 
be made much more flexible and representative, but they are the best means we have 
to establish common ground for collective action.  This is a particularly important 
agenda for Britain. We are the only nation with a place on the Security Council, in the 
EU, in NATO, in the Commonwealth and part of the G20, which gives us unique 
diplomatic reach.  Developing these institutions can help us retain a strong role in 
unfolding world events.  This is important in security affairs, providing us leverage on 
issues such as the Arms Trade Treaty, for example.  
 
We want Britain engaged in strong institutions but alongside other such organisations 
covering the areas where the risk of conflict is highest and configured in such a way as 
to help channel political will towards constructive, collective solutions. It will be one of 
Britain’s  key  roles  in future years to help build the capacity of other multilateral 
groups, in particular the African Union and the Arab League, and to consider where 
else multilateral, regional action could be beneficial and if we can play any role in 
facilitating this. 
 
Active defence policy is strengthened if executed through political alliances from the 
areas towards which policy is focused and so we must explore how this is best 
achieved, whether through new or existing structures. 
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In conducting its work, the review will ask: 
 
 In which specific areas of defence policy should the UK be seeking to deepen co-

operation, and with which nations?  
 With which other nations and regional groupings of nations, in particular emerging 

nations, is it important for the UK to foster stronger relationships?  In particular, with 
whom should we seek to establish an alliance similar to that of the UK-France Treaty? 

 How can European NATO nations better co-ordinate changes to force and equipment 
structures in order to avoid duplication as well as minimise the depth of capability 
shortfalls?    

 In which ways should the UK seek to enhance our global reach and military strength 
through multilateral co-operation? 

 How can UK defence policy help build capacity of regional groupings of nations, in 
particular the African Union and the Arab League?  
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Combining Hard and Soft Power 
 
The experience of Iraq and Afghanistan has taught us more clearly than ever before that the 
use of the military instrument needs to be coupled with developmental and diplomatic tools, 
both in pre-conflict planning and to achieve any post-conflict settlement.  Soft power tools can 
be  hugely  important  in  supporting  Britain’s  national  interest  overseas  and  are  the  basis  of  
many vital and historic cultural ties.  
 
The events of the Arab spring have also shown us that political and economic factors can be 
drivers of conflict which could be abated through political and economic means prior to 
potential military action. 
 
Future defence policy should be set with the following principles in mind: 
 

 Making the case for defence – public diplomacy. The British public are weary and 
wary of military intervention but we need to be careful as policy makers that 
interventionism does not become a permanently unpopular concept. We must make 
our case effectively, which means making clear the intentions behind military actions; 
effectively countering  our  enemies’  propaganda  during conflict to win hearts and 
minds of those we seek to protect; fostering serious debate about international rights 
and responsibilities with diaspora at home and abroad; and breaking down the 
barriers between the military, political and civilian worlds. 

 
This is as true for defence at home as it is preventive action internationally. The EU 
and  US  are  the  world’s  largest  investors  in  conflict  prevention.    There  should  be  an  
advocacy campaign, ideally run by the United Nations, on the benefits of preventative 
action and investment to encourage other nation states to commit resources. This is 
more important than ever at a time of financial limitations. 

 
 The post conflict peace plan is a core part of the pre-conflict battle plan. It is widely 

acknowledged that this was one of the flaws of the initial intervention in Iraq. In 
Afghanistan, there was much better integration at the level of planning, but the 
execution was still flawed. Stabilisation and support for the most basic state functions 
will continue to be an essential part of successful conflict intervention, and this 
requires civilian and military to work better together – but both are essential. Stability 
will be based as much on the extent to which we support systems which empower 
people on a lasting basis and enable sustainable self-determination as it will military 
action. 
 

 Advanced conflict prevention should be based on better co-ordination of defence 
and development.  For those countries with whom we have a working relationship, or 
whose failure threatens international security, we must be in the business of building 
capacity in a way that enables effective national and local governance, frameworks for 
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civil justice, civil society the functioning rule of law and a legitimate civil police.  The 
most effective defence policy can be a world-class international development policy. 
Investment in education, democratic reform and viable economies can hinder the 
spread of conflict. The careful prevention of development policy can be so much 
better than the painful cure of military action. 
 
Defence and development strategies play different and importantly distinct roles. That 
must continue and issues such as the militarisation of aid are vital to avoid. It is 
necessary, however, to explore how they can be coordinated more effectively. As part 
of this the role of multinational institutions such as the OSCE and NGOs in 
preventative defence policy will be important to consider. 
 

 Regional engagement.  As seen in Libya and Afghanistan, regional engagement is a 
critical element to conflict resolution. Not only do all nations have a direct economic, 
security and cultural interest in stability within their area but they also have greater 
potential leverage and influence.  Interventions can be perceived as being more 
legitimate if not easily presented as ‘foreign’.    In  assembling  coalitions  of  the  willing 
for conflict prevention, military action or conflict resolution it is vital to consider 
regional diplomatic influence as well as military capability. 
 
Regional organisations give member states platforms to overcome traditional and 
emerging threats. It is important, therefore, to examine how existing regional bodies 
can be strengthened and where new bodies could be beneficial.  Such efforts should 
be a key and consistent element of the strategic focus of supranational organisations, 
in particular the United Nations. 
 

 Deterrence at the heart of defence. Deterrence is a defensive posture designed to 
achieve security without the deployment of military force in armed conflict21. 
Deployment of non-military forces such as border or civilian police and should always 
be  considered  alongside  other  ‘soft’  tools  such  as  trade  agreements  or  diplomatic  
engagement. 
 

 Targeted funding. We support the focus on building stability overseas in the SDSR and 
it is right the Government direct 30% of Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) to 
support fragile and conflict-afflicted states to tackle the drivers of instability. It is 
important, however, to examine where funding from across government is focused 
and whether it can be better directed.   
 
The IPPR identified in its Independent Commission on National Security22 an  ‘Arc  of  
Instability’  of  27  states,  each  of  which  had  characteristics which put it at high risk of 

                                                             
21 ‘Strategy  in  Austerity:  Security  and  Defence  of  the  United  Kingdom’,  Chatham  House,  2010 
22 ‘Shared Destinies, Security in a globalised world’,  IPPR,  2008 
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armed conflict, state fragility or state failure and collapse.  Economic and social 
indicators were used and the states range from Guinea to Pakistan, Somalia and 
Malawi.  It is worth considering the funding choices and strategies for these states and 
issues such as the distribution of the Conflict Pool regional programmes. 

   
In conducting its work, the review will ask: 
 
 Is the balance between hard and soft power tools as laid out in the National Security 

Strategy correct? 
 What are the challenges in combining hard and soft power, for example in terms of 

relations with NGOs and in public diplomacy?  
 In which circumstances and to combat which threats (as identified in part 1) would 

‘soft power’  tools be most appropriate?  
 What are the most effective diplomatic, preventative soft power tools that are not 

currently being deployed or maximised by the UK? 
 What are the best international example of soft power complementing military action 

which could inform or provide a model for future engagements?  
 What are the attributes and deficiencies in how UK defence policy interacts with UK 

development policy?  
 Are there nations which receive funding for conflict prevention that can be 

reconsidered and are there nations which receive no funding where it could be of 
strategic benefit? 

 
 
Part 2 will bring together an assessment of the values and principles that should 
define our approach to defence policy and the role Britain seeks to play in the world, 
looking specifically at how we co-operate  with  partners  and  use  ‘soft’  tools to 
complement military force. Responses to the questions above will inform our work 
on military structures.  
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Part 3: The Military We Need  
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Capability Gaps: Impact of the SDSR 
 

Defence decisions taken by the Government to date 
 

 Reduce civil servant numbers by 25,000 by 2015, with further reductions set for 2015-
2020 

 Reduce RAF manpower by 5,000 
 Reduce Navy manpower by 5,000 
 Reduce Army by 20,000 by 2020 (SDSR announced 7,000 redundancies; in July 2011 

the Secretary of State announced that the size of the Regular Army would decrease to 
82,000 by 2020, a further reduction of 13,000) 

 Reduce the surface fleet from 23 to 19  
 Decommission a Bay-class amphibious support ship  
 Immediate decommissioning of HMS Ark Royal and deletion of the Harriers, meaning a 

carrier strike capability gap for a decade 
 Immediate cancellation of Nimrod MR4 
 Scrap two squadrons of Tornado 
 Downgrade the planned order of Chinooks from 22 to 14 
 Reduce our planned number of Joint Strike Fighter aircraft 
 Withdraw the Sentinel airborne ground surveillance aircraft  

 
The SDSR process was flawed, with insufficient focus on strategic goals and requirements. This 
has led to a significant gap between ends and means, capability shortfalls as well as strategic 
shrinkage, despite assertion to the contrary.  Defence  is  a  ‘big  ticket  item’,  but,  as  we  are  
learning, failure to prioritise defence is costly too. 
 
The Defence Select Committee has said that the Prime Minister is wrong to state that the UK 
retains a full-spectrum of military capabilities23.  Furthermore, the SDSR has left a number of 
key capability gaps and it not clear how they will be filled or regenerated in the future. Anti-
Submarine Warfare and ISTAR are the most obvious. Without these capabilities it is as yet 
unclear how the armed forces can carry out many of the key tasks outlined in SDSR. The result 
of the decisions taken is that key skills have been and will be lost.  
  
Whilst the goal of Future Force 2020 is useful in ensuring all three services are better 
configured to face the challenges of the modern strategic environment we question whether 
the Future Force 2020 configuration matches the aims set out in the National Security 
Strategy. Furthermore, SDSR does not set a clear path as to how we will reach Future Force 
2020 and has provided more questions than answers.  
 

                                                             
23 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/1639/1639.pdf  

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/1639/1639.pdf
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There are areas of the SDSR we support. Significant non-frontline savings are to be welcomed 
as is protection for the mission in Afghanistan. Much of the Levene Review looking at reform 
of the MoD is welcomed, as is the Review on Reserve Forces, subject to implementation, and 
the limited measures to increase support for Forces’  welfare.   
 
Budgetary uncertainty 
 
Current Conservative Ministers have claimed  that  the  SDSR  “balanced”  the  defence  budget,  
and yet there remains uncertainty about the overall cost of programmes and whether further 
in-year savings are going to be sought prior to 2015. 
 

 Unfunded liabilities.  Decisions made in the SDSR have meant that the total cost of 
the carrier programme is now unknown.  We know the total costs of the aircraft 
carriers, yet there are now further equipment and projects for which costs cannot be 
identified. The total project cost has potential to grow, in particular in light of 
uncertainty surrounding the Joint Strike Fighter. With reference to the conversion of 
JSF, the NAO Carrier Strike report states, “The  Department  has  an  incomplete  
understanding  of  the  costs  of  the  carrier  decision”24, while Ministers have confirmed 
the cost is unknown25. 

 
 ‘Three  month  study’.    The defence review was itself immediately reviewed by the 

Government, which concluded that the savings identified would not balance the 
budget and so more were announced, notably a further 13,000 redundancies in the 
Army. This calls into question the assumptions and projections which are the 
foundations of the SDSR. 
 

 Rising costs. The Government has failed to tackle the issues of cost creep on major 
projects. There is consensus that this issue was insufficiently approached by successive 
administrations and the Government has not implemented reforms that will deal with 
this, shown by the cost of the 15 largest defence projects rising by £500m in 2010-11, 
according to the Public Accounts Committee's Major Projects Report 201126.  

 
 Unrealistic forecasts. The SDSR states that it “identified  new  non-front line savings of 

at  least  £4.3  billion  over  the  Spending  Review  period”27. Nine areas where such 
savings will be made are identified and include reductions in the civilian workforce and 
non-front line service personnel, efficiencies and improvements in military training 
and contract re-negotiations with defence industry. The Ministry of Defence are, 
however, unable to say how much will be saved in each of these areas and whether 

                                                             
24 http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/1012/carrier_strike.aspx  
25 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201212/cmhansrd/cm120220/debtext/120220-
0001.htm#1202203000023  
26 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmpubacc/1678/1678.pdf  
27 ‘Securing Britain in an Age of Uncertainty: The Strategic Defence and Security Review’,  HMG,  2010   

http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/1012/carrier_strike.aspx
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201212/cmhansrd/cm120220/debtext/120220-0001.htm#1202203000023
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201212/cmhansrd/cm120220/debtext/120220-0001.htm#1202203000023
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmpubacc/1678/1678.pdf
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the £4.3bn will be met. If such non-frontline savings cannot be found in the fields 
identified they will need to be found elsewhere meaning there could be an impact on 
frontline resources. 
 

Capability shortfalls 
 
The SDSR left the UK with some significant gaps in our equipment programme.   
 

 Libyan conflict. The Government attempted to present the operations in Libya as a 
vindication of the SDSR, but most experts agree that in reality it highlighted the SDSR’s 
shortcomings and incoherences. Libya was a success in spite of the SDSR. The SDSR 
has left the UK ill-equipped to deal with future such conflicts. HMS Cumberland, used 
in the evacuation of UK citizens, was scrapped in SDSR but had its life extended.  The 
Government extended the life of two Nimrods R1s despite repeated assurances in 
SDSR that such surveillance capability was unnecessary.  Operations involved Tornado 
jets, whose fleet was reduced from seven to five squadrons following SDSR. Britain 
was without carrier strike capability due to the sale of the Harrier fleet yet our allies 
deployed this capability with impact. 

 
 Carrier strike. Britain is an island nation with aircraft carriers but without aircraft. 

Rather than two carriers, available from 2016 and 2018, at a cost of £3.65bn, we will 
now spend more than £6bn, get one operational carrier and have no aircraft carrier 
capability until 2020.  When the carrier is introduced it will be able to operate at sea 
for only 150 to 200 days a year, compared with the original plan to provide carrier 
capability for 435 days a year using two carriers.  The decisions made in the SDSR have 
introduced more technical, cost and schedule uncertainty28.  

 
 JSF. The Royal Navy originally ordered 50 Joint Strike Fighter jets from US defence 

contractor Lockheed Martin. In 2020 just six will be available.  The policy decisions in 
the 2010 SDSR to use carrier variant of the Joint Strike Fighter – which will potentially 
bring greater capability – has extended the capability gap for carrier strike and we do 
not know how much this conversion will cost in total, which is a significant unfunded 
liability on the defence balance sheet.  It has been reported that a technical design 
fault will lead to greater uncertainty, expenditure and delay29. 

 
 Astute. MoD major Projects Report 2011 stated that “By  extending  the Astute build 

programme, the Department will have to use older boats beyond their out-of-service 
dates, work the smaller fleet of Astute submarines harder, or reduce scheduled 
activity for submarines. Therefore, the Department is currently reporting that the 
Astute  Class  submarines  will  not  meet  the  Royal  Navy’s  requirement  for  sufficient  

                                                             
28 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmpubacc/1427/142703.htm  
29 http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2086974/Royal-Navy-spends-50bn-new-fighter-jets-land-
aircraft-carriers.html  

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmpubacc/1427/142703.htm
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2086974/Royal-Navy-spends-50bn-new-fighter-jets-land-aircraft-carriers.html
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2086974/Royal-Navy-spends-50bn-new-fighter-jets-land-aircraft-carriers.html
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numbers of submarines to be available for operations over part of the next decade”30. 
If there is such a shortfall we must be clear about the impacts. This has implications 
for the successor programme going forward. 

 
 Support helicopters and strategic air lift.  These are crucial capabilities and areas we 

must test current capability against strategic requirements. The Labour Government 
acquired 7 C-17s and upgraded the C-130 fleet, as well as investing in A400M.  Labour 
also invested in Merlin helicopters and numerous upgrades to other fleets including 
Sea King and Chinook to transform their availability for operations. There was, 
however, no good news for either in the SDSR – in fact, the programme for more 
Chinooks was cut from 22 to 14 as well as delayed.  

 
 Maritime. There are major issues in this area.  The decision to place at extended 

readiness one landing and command ship, for example, constrains our flexibility in 
amphibious terms and is a further diminution of useable hulls. Furthermore, the 
Defence  Select  Committee’s  report  on  ‘Operations  in  Libya’,  published  in  February  
2012,  stated:  “We note that important tasks, such as the Fleet Ready Escort and 
counter drugs operations, were not able to be carried out due to meeting the Libya 
commitment. Given the continued high levels of standing maritime commitments it is 
likely that this type of risk taking will occur more frequently as the outcomes of the 
SDSR are implemented”31. 
 
The SDSR announced the immediate decommissioning of HMS Ark Royal and the 
deletion of the Harriers. The loss of HMS Ark and the Harriers mean that Britain will 
not have the capability to launch fighter jets at sea for a decade.  Planes flown from 
Britain’s  aircraft  carriers  have  been  used  in  almost  every  intervention  in  modern  times,  
and for humanitarian missions. Defence  Select  Committee’s  report  on  ‘Operations  in  
Libya’,  published  in  February  2012,  stated: “We  note  that  three  ships  capable  of  
carrying aircraft were deployed in theatre as well as the helicopter carrier HMS Ocean. 
We also note that the First Sea Lord told us that if a carrier with Harrier Force 
capability had been available it would probably  have  been  used”32. 
 

 ISTAR. The conflict in Libya proved the importance of ISTAR capability and this must be 
a key component of any future force. The SDSR recognised this and provides for a 
surveillance capability to fill the gap left by the scrapping of Nimrod MR4. None of the 
platforms identified, however, matches the ISTAR capability the MR4 would have 
provided and the Government do not have a strategy to replace this, either through 
purchase or design. This issue is a priority for senior military figures and we will 
examine the long term future of this capability. This is not about a platform but overall 
posture. While the NSS recognised ISTAR as a priority there was no additional support 

                                                             
30 http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/1012/major_projects_report_2011.aspx  
31 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/950/95002.htm  
32 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/950/95002.htm  

http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/1012/major_projects_report_2011.aspx
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/950/95002.htm
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/950/95002.htm
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provided in this field by the SDSR – indeed it was weakened, thereby weakening our 
posture in an area vital for operations. 
 

 Army manpower: During its time in government, Labour maintained the size of the 
Army, conscious of the demands of Iraq and Afghanistan. We remain concerned that 
the current Army cuts are being driven by budgets rather than strategy – as well as 
being badly mishandled. The scale of the reductions being made is the choice of 
current Ministers and we worry that a mistake is being made in terms of the capability 
lost, skills depleted and morale seriously dented. 
 
In the continuing absence of an existential threat of the kind we faced in the Cold War 
and with the lessons we have learned through recent manpower-intensive counter-
insurgency, we will examine the strategic case for a relative redistribution of resources 
away from a standing army and towards the capabilities needed to respond to new 
threats and challenges. In any such work we would consider correcting the 
imbalanced,  ‘top  heavy’  structure  a  priority. 
 

 Civilian skills.  Deep cuts are being made to the civilian workforce without a plan for 
reform of the MoD to mitigate against the loss of capability or changed role this will 
precipitate.  As the NAO  report,  ‘Managing  change  in  the  Defence  workforce’,  stated,  
“The Department has commenced reducing its headcount before the full detail of the 
new operating model has been determined... The need to make rapid savings has 
driven it to start planning for headcount reductions before determining the detail of 
how it will operate in future”.  The  Department’s  information  on  civilian  skills  needs  
improving and the Department has recognised this might lead to the loss of important, 
skilled  personnel:  “The  Department  will  struggle  to  target  its  headcount  reductions  on  
the skills it most needs  to  keep”33. 

 
Strategic shrinkage 
 
We  agree  with  the  National  Security  Strategy  statement  that  “Britain’s  national  interest  
requires  us  to  reject  any  notion  of  the  shrinkage  of  our  influence”.  The cut to capability in the 
2010 SDSR, however, has not been accompanied with a strategy to supplant force by other 
means,  which  has  led  to  strategic  shrinkage  by  stealth  of  the  UK’s  global  status  and  reach.  This  
has not been acknowledged by the Government and we believe that if the current strategy is 
pursued the assessments below by the House of Commons Defence Select Committee will 
become true:  
 

 “Given the Government's declared priority of deficit reduction we conclude that a 
period of strategic shrinkage is inevitable. The Government appears to believe that the 
UK can maintain its influence while reducing spending, not just in the area of defence 
but also at the Foreign Office. We do not agree. If the UK's influence in the world is to 

                                                             
33 http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/1012/defence_workforce.aspx  

http://www.nao.org.uk/publications/1012/defence_workforce.aspx
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be maintained, the Government must demonstrate in a clear and convincing way that 
these reductions have been offset by identifiable improvements elsewhere rather 
than imprecise assertions of an increased reliance on diplomacy and 'soft power'. If 
the Government cannot do so, the National Security Strategy is in danger of becoming 
a 'wish list' that fails to make the hard choices necessary to ensure the nation's 
security.”34  
 

 “We are not convinced, given the current financial climate and the drawdown of 
capabilities arising from the SDSR, that from 2015 the Armed Forces will maintain the 
capability to undertake all that is being asked of them. We note that there is mounting 
concern that the UK Armed Forces may be falling below the minimum utility required 
to deliver the commitments that they are currently being tasked to carry out let alone 
the tasks they are likely to face between 2015 to 2020 when it is acknowledged that 
there will be capability gaps.”35  

 
In conducting its work, the Review will ask: 
 
 Does the UK have the capabilities required to meet threat assessments, security 

requirements and operations of the future? 
 Do the figures inherent to the Planning Assumptions enable the ambitions as outlined 

in the SDSR to be realised?  
 Are these the principal capability shortfalls the UK Armed Forces should seek to 

replace or reverse, taking into account budgetary and timescale considerations? 
 How can the capability shortfalls best be covered, either through international 

collaboration or alternative equipment?  
 To what extent do we have to choose between broad-spectrum and a more 

specialised approach? To what extent can reformed procurement help us to balance 
the two; or is a trade off inevitable and to what impact on the equipment programme 
and global reach? 

 Are there areas where the SDSR could have gone further in making savings? 
 Should Future Force 2020 be realised; what are the most important next steps? 

 
 
 

                                                             
34 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/1639/1639.pdf  
35 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/1639/1639.pdf  

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/1639/1639.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201012/cmselect/cmdfence/1639/1639.pdf
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Future Work on Military Priorities 
 
 
Between  now  and  2015  many  of  the  Government’s  reforms  will be bedding in and we will 
scrutinise the efficiency and efficacy of their approach and look for ways to improve outcomes 
across defence.   
 
We will use the analysis we develop following this consultation to produce a significant piece 
of work on force structures. We will do all we can to ensure that the next SDSR in 2015 is more 
strategic, better thought out and matches commitments with resources. 
 
Priorities for reform 

 
We will seek to produce work outlining comprehensive reform. Our forces must be sufficiently 
equipped and resourced to tackle new, interconnected threats.  UK armed forces need to be 
adaptable, with sufficient agility and flexibility to respond to a broad spectrum of threats 
through a broad spectrum of capabilities.  
 
The evolving security landscape will demand new capabilities and a modernised, responsive 
defence industry, supported by an active industrial strategy, can deliver them.  An effective 
and efficient Department is essential to drive strategy and delivery our strategic security 
objectives.  Furthermore, in defence people are our greatest asset so we will protect and 
develop all our service personnel – from those in the armed forces to the defence medical 
services - and their dependents in and out of Service. 
 
Defence resources 

 
We will not make reckless, unfunded commitments that we are unable to deliver, as the 
Conservatives did in calling for a bigger Army whilst in opposition.  We have been upfront 
about some of the savings we would make.  As our policy reviews proceed we will outline 
further details of defence expenditure plans. 
 
All spending plans, however, must be based on an analysis of the long-term security landscape 
with an assessment of desired outputs on which to base inputs.   
 

Looking ahead 

 
Labour’s  plan  for  the structure of UK armed forces will derive from the results of this 
consultation. As we have stated in this consultation security strategy must be comprehensive.  
Following this consultation we will seek to outline the  UK’s  military  priorities  and  force  
structures which will enable us to tackle threats, realise our ambitions and defend our 
ambitions and interests. 
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Glossary of Terms  
 
ASEAN   -  Association of Southeast Asian Nations 
EU  -  European Union 
IPPR  -  Institute for Public Policy Research 
ISAF  -  International Security Assistance Force 
ISTAR   -  Intelligence, Surveillance, Target Acquisition and Reconnaissance   
JSF  -  Joint Strike Fighter 
MoD  - Ministry of Defence  
NAO   -  National Audit Office 
NATO  -  North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 
NGOs  -  Non-Governmental Organisations  
NSS  -  National Security Strategy 
ODA  -  Overseas Development Assistance 
R&D  -  Research and Development 
R&T  - Research and Technology  
SDSR  - Strategic Defence and Security Review   
UN  - United Nations  
UOR  - Urgent Operational Requirement  
WMD  - Weapons of Mass Destruction  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


