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NATIONAL SECURITY

It has taken a long That monolithic, existential menace was removed
time to amend miIi!ary due to (and, in part, because of] a technology-fuelled
structures and habits of oy 5 ytion in Military Affairs’ (RMA). This revolution
thinking that developed . ey .

. represented a genuine shift in the character of conflict.
in response to the . . .

Cold War Soviet threat But to some it also offered a seductive resolution to the

constant battle for an advantage that has characterised
warfare across the ages.

With the appearance of the RMA stage right and the
exit of a known threat stage left, we moved in the UK to
a ‘capability-based approach’ to Force Development.

In reality, this has led to some complacent, even lazy,
thinking. It has had less to do with the development

of true capability (ie the integration of personnel,
doctrine, training, infrastructure and other factors into a
systematic whole) and more about deciding what kit we
can and cannot afford as budgets come under pressure.

The threat has played a much-reduced part for the
apparently logical reason that, without a clearly defined
threat, our future adversaries lie in the misty realm of
‘known unknowns’. We have also tended to assume
that we will hold the initiative (the clue is there in
terms like ‘rapid effect’) when the reality is that, in an
expeditionary posture, we are almost bound to know
less than any local actor, at least until we have created
the capacity to understand.

So prediction, as the great baseball coach-
philosopher Yogi Berra put it, is hard. But sometimes
(and taking liberties with Mr Rumsfeld’s formula), we
don’t know what we already know. Or, to put it another
way: we have not been looking for the answers. That is
what Force Development is about, and that is why the
Army has established FDT - the Force Development
and Training Command. Its task is to draw deductions
from our analysis of conflict in allits forms, not just
those that suit our preferences, and identify ways to
restructure the Force and reconsider how we prepare
our people for their future tasks.

ANALYSING OUR STRATEGIES

As we paid less attention to potential adversaries,
paradoxically a variety of state and non-state military
actors were studying the West's preferred way of
warfare. They ranged from China on the one hand to
Al Qaeda on the other. These are very different actors,
often with totally different aims and reasons for
evolving their own answers to the West’s RMA. But
given the connected nature of the globalised world -
‘connected’ being one of the five challenges that will
apply to all three services, according to the MoD’s
recent assessment of the Future Character of Conflict,
or 'FCOC'" (see following page) - much of this analysis is

“Prediction is very hard, especially about the future.”

Lawrence ‘Yogi’ Berra

he ending of the Cold War altered - and continues  widely available and being used against us.
T to alter - the strategic landscape. In terms of A series of ‘learning communities” has emerged in the
‘Force Development’, the design of new military post-Cold War era. Some have a formal doctrine and a
instruments best fitted for the job, the demise of Force Development approach that mirrors our own.?
the Soviet Union also signalled the end of a stable Others are informal, but nonetheless determined to
framework for planning based on a known threat. anticipate, learn and adapt.
The Warsaw Pact had provided a template against Even the way in which state-on-state warfare will
which to design (and, in the never-ending battle for be waged has changed. It is unlikely that we will face
resources, to justify) everything from the Tornado an adversary in purely traditional combat power terms
and HMS Ark Royal to the number of mobile bath again. Why would a rising or near-peer state risk their
units in our Order of Battle. hard-won social and economic achievements to confront
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us conventionally on land, in the air or at sea, when

they have cheaper levers of state power with less
associated risk at their disposal; and when they are

able to secure their objectives semi-autonomously
through cyberspace or through guerrillas and/or proxies,
or in ways that they know are contrary to the West's
preferred mode of combat?

FCOC assesses that the opportunities for competition,
confrontation and conflict will increase as resource
demands and other frictions stress the international
system. This does not mean that the Army will always
be the government’s instrument of choice. Yet when
the UK's vital national interests and risks coincide, and
where we face a clever, adaptive adversary, our land
forces must be up to the task.

THE LOSS OF TECHNOLOGICAL ADVANTAGE

Institutions develop preferences or ‘bias’ that seep deep
into their DNA. For decades - even centuries - the West
has relied upon technology to confer an ‘edge’ in conflict.
As Hilaire Belloc put it, “Whatever happens, we have got
the Maxim gun, and they have not.” Yet there are clear
signs that competitors have found ways to evade our
traditional strengths and develop their own.

This will result in a rather different battle than the
RMA enthusiasts envisaged - a battle often fought amid
and above the ‘clutter’ and ‘congestion’ of the urban
battlespace. Here we will face a blend of conventional
and asymmetric adversaries concurrently, often using a
mix of novel and traditional tactics. Not only will they not
share our ‘constraints’ on the use of force, they may be
adopting a strategy in which to survive is to win.

While we have been busy with our concerns, including
afinancial crisis and campaigns in Irag and Afghanistan,
others have been learning how to wage conflicts against
technologically superior enemies. Taking Hezbollah as
an example; it emerged intact and confident from war

4&We need to develop new
capabilities to be far better
balanced for operations in
the urban environment 77

with Israelin 2006 and, by the time of Operation CAST
LEAD in late 2008, had reinvented its strategy. Hezbollah
conducts a continuous process of self-evaluation and
adaptation. It also evaluates its adversary’s combat
performance and strives to anticipate Israel’'s operational
plans. In Nasrallah’s own words: “We also learned from
the July war experience, made the required evaluation
and discovered the points of strength and the point of
weakness on our side as well as on the enemy side,
and acted based on that.”

Taking a more recent example, Gaddafi’s forces
in Libya adapted quickly to NATO air operations (as
predicted in FCOC, which described a similar Serb
response in 1999). Tanks and heavy artillery were
camouflaged and hidden in urban areas, for the Libyan
regime learnt that to move in the open is indeed to
invite precision, stand-off destruction. In an echo of
the Second Gulf War, some of Gaddafi’s forces took to
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using fast truck units equipped with heavy machine
guns and mortars, which made them indistinguishable
at distance from the rebels.

As Tim Thomas reminded us at a recent FDT seminar,
such learning is widespread. Chechen commanders
in Grozny realised how vulnerable a centralised
command-and-control system would be to Russian
capabilities that were originally conceived to fight NATO,
so they adopted a far more decentralised strategy:

“Our tactic was to fire at the enemy everywhere without
being seen anywhere. The Russians did not know
where and who the enemy was. We shot, destroyed,
withdrew, went home to sleep, returned to start military
actions again. No organisation or planning. We were
independent hunters”.?

Nor should the rapidly evolving character of
operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have surprised us;
this dynamism was entirely representative of what
we should have known about our craft. As with all



the examples used here, those conflicts are neither
exact models for every possible future war, but nor are
they atypical. FCOC shows us that, in some conflicts,
we are likely to see concurrent inter-communal
violence, terrorism, insurgency, pervasive criminality
and widespread disorder, as well as ground combat.
Adversaries will adapt rapidly to seek advantage and
influence, including through economic, financial, legal
and diplomatic means. There is unlikely to be a neat
division into ‘war” and ‘stabilisation’.

We are now thinking about the capabilities needed
for the post-Afghanistan challenge, not least by starting
to grasp the nettle of urbanisation. In the 1990s,
Western pundits wrote optimistically of the ‘less dense
battlespace’, where our high-tech stand-off systems
would be able to find and destroy an adversary rather
like us... but only if he were less able and less cunning.
Unfortunately, we might be forced to deploy into the
dense urban terrain to secure our strategic objectives,
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as our adversaries are unlikely to comply with our
preferences. By 2029, 60 per cent of the world’s 8.3 billion
population will be urbanised, with six billion of those
living within 100km of the coasts. Within and around the
urban areas, adversaries real and potential are already
turning, for example, to concealed underground facilities
immune to much of our surveillance systems, and

where their proximity to civilian ‘congestion” may
‘constrain’ our rules of engagement.

Therefore, we need to develop new capabilities, and
modify our existing ones, to be far better balanced for
operations in the urban environment. We have a long
way to go, be it in making our dispersed sub-units more
robust - capable of generating local ‘mass’, and of
clearing obstacles above and below ground with organic
assault engineers, for example - or more effective -
such as giving them organic surveillance and precision
fires from small tactical armed UAVs, perhaps. And if,
rather than a monolithic, conventional enemy that

Political turbulence in
the Arab world in 2011,
Ongoing instabilities

in countries important
to the UK’s national
security make it likely
that there will be further
calls on our Armed
Forces, for which we
must prepare
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fights according to a standard doctrinal template, we are
likely to encounter adversaries and problems that are
localised and unique, the implications are profound.
Rather than a top-down ‘recognised picture’, we will
need to build our understanding from a multitude of
bottom-up local perspectives.

If this is the case, what does it tell us about
capabilities such as Formation Reconnaissance? Is it
the case that sub-units must be able to generate their
own local Human Intelligence, and then develop the
situation in contact as a core competency? Down to what
level should forensic and Counter-IED capabilities be

embedded as a matter of organisation rather than ad
hoc regrouping? This is the work FDT is now leading:
concurrently drawing deductions from the evidence,
while building the ‘gearing’ for the engine of change;
new structures (such as Capability Directors rather than
traditional Arms and Service Directors) and processes
(such as the Army Development Forum, held for the
first time in spring 2011).

While the context has changed, the purpose of an army
has not. Our armed forces hold a legitimate monopoly
on the application of lethal force in pursuit of national
objectives. As Army Doctrine Publication (ADP) Operations
explains, the two central ideas; the Manoeuvrist Approach
and Mission Command, remain applicable in the new
context of ‘hybrid” operations, albeit with some important
shifts of emphasis, not least an expansion of the notion
of ‘manoeuvre’. While there might be a greater emphasis
on ‘understanding’ rather than working out the enemy’s

DEFENCE IS STILL 20TH CENTURY-FOCUSED

“Defence review that puts the Cold War to bed”, to “shape Britain for
the 21st century”. Secretary of State for Defence, 13 Aug 10

Contested
e All geographies of operation are contested
e Sea, land, air & space, cyberspace and information

Congested

e Toinfluence people we have to operate in, over
and close to where they live.
People live in urban areas in the littoral.

e Thereis no empty battlefield

Cluttered ORBAT, and on non-kinetic influence as well as on
o NEC* will not fully lift the neutralising fires, our primary purpose in the British Army
fog of war remains the application of land fighting power. To quote a

e We need to understand and
to discriminate

recent MoD strategy paper, "We must remain aware that
ultimately, the Armed Forces exist to fight and to win,
and that underpins our ability to influence”.

LEARNING THROUGH EXPERIENCE

So how are we deciding what forecasts to make - the
acid test of Force Development? Operations have
historically proven to be the catalyst for our Army’s
transition; indeed, it is how we learn best. And it is from
operations that we like to learn - although if you look
for enduring and accessible insights from the Northern
Ireland campaign, it seems that we tend not to write
these lessons down - to codify them in doctrine. Our
more recent operations in Iraq and Afghanistan have
generated much adaptation. We now need to ensure that
we do not lose the corporate knowledge and impetus
generated under Operation ENTIRETY, which puts
Land Forces on a campaign footing, refocusing both
their resources and operational outputs on supporting
the campaign in Afghanistan. We must now lock in
those changes that we assess to be indispensable.
Furthermore, we have to design a system that allows
us to continue to adapt when we no longer have the
operational imperative of combat in Afghanistan. The
Army’s new annual experiment, Exercise Agile Warrior
and the associated Urban Warrior exercises, are part
of this new approach. We are taking the FCOC analysis
and fusing it with lessons and insights from operations
(termed "Mission Exploitation’) and from the rich
stream of insights that can be deduced from expensive,
scarce collective training; what we are calling ‘Training
Exploitation’. All this is why the creation of Force
Development and Training Command is important; we
have to find new ways to learn.

The term ‘institutional agility’ is much bandied
around, and the notion is at the core of the FCOC paper
and the Stabilisation manual (JDP 3-40). But just
saying ‘agility’ is trite. We are finding practical ways to
institutionalise the ability to understand, decide and

More
Cluttered

More

Congested
Connected

¢ Networks are a source of
strength for friend and foe

e Nodes are also a source
of weakness

More More

Contested

Connected

Constrained J
e Legaland social norms - \/
essential to our legitimacy
- will limit us, but not
our adversaries

More
Constrained

Force Development and Training Command

The Future Character of Conflict: an MoD view from 2010. These considerations apply to all three Services.
A sixth G, ‘Coalition’ might well be added. FDT is now drawing tangible deductions from this first order
analysis in Exercise AGILE WARRIOR. *Network Enabled Capability

WAR AMONGST THE PEOPLE AGAINST A CLEVER AND
DETERMINED ENEMY; A WELL-PREPARED HIDEQUT

Camouflaged entry Cemented entry, 5m deep In the natural terrain

Entrance
Entrance

Weapons

Underground facilities located south of the Litani river
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act attempo, ie relative to the problem. Some of this
will take time and money. But some of it can be and has
been implemented quickly. For example, in the past six
months we have made significant changes to what we
teach and how, starting with Sandhurst and working
our way through the training and education continuum.
Already, the junior officers’ tactics course has been
expanded and now uses modern command-and-control
methods, with greater emphasis being put on the art of
execution and rather less on the science of plans. We will
shortly have a new Captains’ Warfare Course and there
is an urgent review of the entire officer career, training
and education system starting soon, to bring greater
reality to the notion that we have to make our people -
especially our leaders - the “agile edge’.

FOCUS ON INNOVATION

In order to be successful, transformation needs both
top-down and bottom-up innovation. That is why we have
invited comment on Army Knowledge Exchange, and
directly engaged the Staff College (both Directing Staff
and some of the brightest students) in the FDT project
from the outset, including a major role in wargaming

the urban problem operations with members of the
Army Board during the first Agile Warrior season. This
builds upon tactical innovation; the rapid lessons loop
driving changes to Tactics, Techniques and Procedures,
training and doctrine, that has become part of our culture
in very recent years. We now have to take battlefield
lessons and integrate them with wider army (and Joint)
conceptual and doctrinal development. This is how we
will shape future capability, translated into meaningful
transformation of the Army across all Defence Lines

of Development - going back to the original notion of

the capability-based approach which got somewhat
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We have to design a system
that allows us to continue to
adapt when we no longer have
the operational imperative of
combat in Afghanistan

lost in the years of hubris -after the Cold War. And in
reintroducing the idea of Force Development into our
Army, we will ensure that the adversary - a thinking
innovative adversary, not one conveniently willing to
conspire in his own defeat in open terrain - is right at
the centre of our decision-making.

As mentioned above, all big organisations have a
tendency towards institutional bias and inertia. This can
lead to the creation of a false reality, borne mainly out of
wishful thinking. The key is to actively ‘hunt’ the options
for transformation from all available sources. Note, not
just passively ‘gather’ insights, but actively to seek them
out and then test them, if necessary to destruction. In the
world of Force Development there are no sacred cows.
The more challenging and rigorous approach to Force
Development applies to everyone; this is not something

that is being done to the Army, but done with the Army; Advanced technology
‘hunting’ is whole-Army business. m presents both threat
and opportunity for

national security. The
cyber world is a new
battleground - the UK
is under cyber-attack
on a daily basis

1. The other Cs are: contested; congested; cluttered and concealed.
One might also add ‘coalition’”.

2. See, for example, Israeli Defence Force Brigadier General Itai Brun's article
‘While You're Busy Making other Plans - the Other RMA".

3. Turpal-ali Atgeriyev, Unit Commander in Grozny.
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THE PRINGIPLES OF WAR

IN TODAY'S WORLD

Although laid down more than 60 years ago, Montgomery’s 10 principles remain a
foundation for military strategy and tactics, writes Gol (Ret'd) Martin Romilly 0BE

The Principles of War, as laid down by Field Marshal Montgomery in 1946, draw on the experience of an
earlier age. However, they are still applicable to modern conflicts and deserve to be more widely studied

A AR e t was the early works of Clausewitz and Jomini in
£ the 19th century that established the precedent

for the principles of war, which were then debated
and studied in Europe.

In the United Kingdom, it was Major General
JFC Fuller who introduced the principles of war into
the British Army after his experiences in the First
World War. However, it was not until 1946 that Field
Marshal Montgomery laid down the accepted 10
principles of war: Selection and Maintenance of the
Aim, Maintenance of Morale, Offensive Action, Surprise,
Concentration of Force, Economy of Effort, Security,
Flexibility, Cooperation, and Sustainability.

The principles of war are a good foundation for
military strategy and tactics, and form the premise
for operational planning. The principles should act
as a guide, which is what Montgomery had in mind
with his aspiration that they might provide assistance
“to one or two commanders in the stress and strain of
modern battle”. It is worth recalling that the principles
of war provide guidance for deploying military force
to best effect through maximising strengths and
minimising weaknesses. They are enshrined in
British Defence Doctrine as an appropriate assertion
for all military activity.

The principles of war should provide today’s
leaders with a military foundation and some normality
in this uncertain world. It is therefore appropriate to
enquire whether these venerable principles of war
require supplementing to ensure that they are
suitable for today’s world.

Though the nature of war is constantly changing,
Clausewitz recognised that the truth is that call it
what you will - ‘'new war’, ‘limited’, ‘asymmetric war’
-in the end, there is only one meaningful category
of war, and that is war itself.

SELECTION AND MAINTENANCE OF THE AIM

Itis imperative not to take the first step without
considering the last

Clausewitz was actually defining what is called the
‘end state’. Jomini also believed that the end state had
to be stated in unambiguous political objectives, so
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D Squadron, The
Household Gavalry
Regiment, on patrol in
Helmand. It is important
to rethink and update
the Principles of War

in order that they help
soldiers facing new
challenges in current
and future conflicts

that clear campaign objectives could be compiled. This
requirement remains as relevant today as it was then.
Selection and maintenance of the aim are often
referred to as the Master Principle. Asingle, clear aim
is the cornerstone of successful military operations.
In today’s operations, the three Services are likely to
be supported by other government departments and
agencies in prosecuting a ‘Collective Campaign’. In

44 Enhanced capabilities due to
network-centric organisations
will enable rapid concentration
of an appropriate force 77

maintaining the aim, it is important for senior

commanders and their staff to understand the political

and civil, as well as the military, conditions that

constitute success in relation to the strategic objectives.
Similarly, the senior commander may have

non-military resources to help achieve his aim. As

the Collective Campaign develops, the military aim

may need to be reviewed and altered; this should be

approved at the highest level.

MAINTENANCE OF MORALE

High morale is a quality without which no war can be won
Montgomery asserted that “the morale of the soldier is
the most important single factor in war”.

Morale is a product of leadership, discipline,
comradeship, and confidence in self and in the
commander and his staff. Collective Leadership,
based on trust, may be more suitable for the Collective
Campaign in today’s world. It is imperative that all those
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conditions are maintained; once one component starts to
drop, then morale will suffer.
The nation should not have to fight an unpopular
war; the war must be accepted by the people, since
a democracy cannot oppose the will of the majority of
its citizens. Soldiers, as citizens, must therefore be
convinced of the moral legitimacy of the military
action. All commanders must appreciate this, for it
will sustain and strengthen morale.

OFFENSIVE ACTION

Offensive action is the chief means open to a commander
to influence the outcome of a campaign or a battle
Offensive action enables the initiative to be seized

and then retained; it is an important principle, which
links to maintenance of morale. Offensive action
implies an incisive approach to exploit opportunities
and to apply constant pressure against other forms of
resistance and instability. A raid and a strong fighting
patrol exemplify offensive action at the tactical level.
In today’s cyber era, it may be necessary to mount a
cyber attack to seize back the initiative in that
important, strategic domain.

Surprise causes confusion, destroys cohesion

and lowers morale

As well as seeking every opportunity to gain surprise,
commanders must guard against being surprised.
Surprise has a psychological dimension and may be
achieved by stealth, manoeuvre, novel technology,
deception or any unforeseen activity. Surprise is closely
linked to maintenance of morale and security.

At every level, the commander needs an effective
intelligence organisation providing him with information
to enable the commander to determine when and
where surprise might be effective.

TILLT
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CONCENTRATION OF FORCE

Concentration does not necessarily require the
physical massing of forces
With an ever-smaller Army, it is imperative to come up
with innovative ways of concentrating force. Should the
situation warrant a large force, then it will probably be
achieved in conjunction with NATO or coalition forces.
Technological breakthroughs, such as the
microprocessor, have enabled network-centric
organisations. These give the commander enhanced
capabilities such as access, speed, distribution, mobility,
sensing and networking; it is these enhancements that
will enable rapid concentration of an appropriate force.

ECONOMY OF EFFORT

Success can be achieved with less effort
through surprise
Economy of effort is the judicious exploitation of
manpower, materiel and time in relation to the
achievement of Collective Campaign objectives.
Exploitation of superior technology is an enabler;
examples are unmanned aerial vehicles and loitering
munitions, which can produce the desired outcome
with the minimum of effort, given the right intelligence
picture. This complies with the doctrine of Minimum
Force, which is a benchmark of today’s Collective
Campaign and is a requisite supplement to the
principle of economy of effort.

Security enhances freedom of action by reducing friendly
vulnerability to hostile acts, influence or surprise
Securing the base areas first is a key tenet of today’s
operations. Security of the supply chain is essential to the
successful prosecution of today’s Collective Campaign.
Security of data, of information and its communication
are equally important. The media has been known to
compromise an operation. Therefore, media briefings
should always be conducted with the paramount need for
the security of operations.

Security extends to the establishment of secure
networks and a secure environment, which permits
‘political progress’ to blossom.

FLEXIBILITY

Flexibility is perceived as key to coming to terms with
the diverse challenges of the 21st century

Flexibility is the ability to change readily to meet new
circumstances; it comprises agility, acuity, adaptability,
responsiveness and resilience.

In today’s cyber era, commanders need mental
agility to be able to respond to the increasing information
flow. Rapid assessment and sharing of information will
enable them to adapt their plans to pursue opportunities
within the senior commander’s intent.

COOPERATION

There is at least one thing worse than fighting with
allies - and that is to fight without them

Winston Churchill's profound remark is as relevant in
today’s Collective Campaign as it was in his lifetime. It is
highly likely that the Army will fight alongside a member

NATIONAL SECURITY

of the NATO Alliance or an ad hoc coalition. Cooperation
entails the incorporation of teamwork and a sharing of
dangers, burdens, risks, instabilities and opportunities in
every aspect of warfare. Intelligence cooperation is
as important globally as it is nationally.

Post-conflict operations, which include
stabilisation and reconstruction, require careful
synchronisation of effort between the lethal aspects
of the Collective Campaign and the non-military
and inter-agency measures.

SUSTAINABILITY

Do not start a battle that you cannot supply
Logistics may be the deciding factor in assessing
the feasibility of an operation. To sustain a force is to
generate the means by which its fighting power and
freedom of action are maintained. Sustainability has to
be effective throughout the Collective Campaign; it is
inextricably linked to the maintenance of morale.
Post-conflict sustainability increasingly involves
the civilian private sector working in theatre. This
needs to be considered early on in the logistic
planning for the Collective Campaign.

This treatise shows that the principles of war, with some
supplementation, have their validity in today’s world.
Their linkage strengthens their validity and enables

the principles to evolve, as the character of conflict
evolves. The correct application of these principlesis a
combination of sound military knowledge, built up by
study and practice until it becomes instinctive. m

Sustainability is the
key to a successful
campaign. Today, this
requires the Army to
work not only with the
other Services, but
also with contractors
and other government
departments. If they
cannot do their essential
part, the Armed Forces
must be resourced to
replace them or the
campaign will fail
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THE NATIONAL
SEGURITY
GOUNGIL AND ITS
DEVELOPMENT

In its first year, the National Security Council
faced many challenges in responding to the
multiple threats that have emerged since

the Cold War, writes William Nye

28

s | write this in mid March 2011, the National
ASecurity Council (NSC) is meeting daily to provide
strategic oversight of Britain’s contribution to
the UN-authorised action to protect civilians in Libya.
Supported by the National Security Secretariat (NSS), the
Joint Intelligence Organisation (JI0), and the resources
of all the major departments and agencies concerned,
the Council reviews progress and, where appropriate,
makes decisions on all relevant issues: diplomatic,
military, consular, humanitarian - while considering
all the national security issues in question: protection
of the population, counter-terrorism, energy security,
immigration, and others.

For the Libya campaign, the NSC forms a ‘war
cabinet’ of the kind familiar from previous conflicts.
However, it is different from previous war cabinets, in
some quite significant ways.

Thisis not an ad hoc body thrown together to deal with
an unexpected crisis. It is a relatively new, but already
quickly established, part of the British state machine,
capable of operating in a number of ways - in this
case overseeing the day-by-day progress of a complex
diplomatic and military operation - but also responsible
for strategic guidance on Britain’s national interest, on
our National Security Strategy (NSS), and for decisions
on long-term investments in defence capabilities, in
energy security, and in counter-terrorism.
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The NSC met for the first time on the evening of the
coalition government's first day in office. Since then, it
has established a rhythm of meeting every week during
the parliamentary year, normally after Cabinet, with
additional meetings during recess.

The Prime Minister chairs the NSC, with the Deputy
Prime Minister as Deputy Chairman. The members
are: the Foreign Secretary, the Chancellor, the Home
Secretary, the International Development Secretary,
the Energy Secretary, the Minister for Security, the
Minister for Government Policy (Oliver Letwin) and the
Chief Secretary to the Treasury.

Other ministers are invited to attend as and when
necessary. So, too, are senior official advisers - the
Cabinet Secretary, National Security Adviser (NSA),
the Chairman of the Joint Intelligence Committee, the
Chief of the Defence Staff (CDS) and the heads of the
intelligence agencies are normally present, and other
officials may be invited on occasion.

EFFECTIVE MEETINGS

At one level, the NSC is just another cabinet committee.
There have always been cabinet committees, with a
variety of names over the years, responsible for overseas
and defence policy, but they have tended to meet
irregularly. The rhythm and frequency of NSC meetings,



(Above, left to right)
Deputy Prime Minister
Nick Clegg, Prime
Minister David Gameron,
Foreign Secretary
William Hague and
Home Secretary Theresa
May being briefed by
members of the
security services at a
meeting of the National
Security Council

as well as the Council's wide scope, give it a different
degree of effectiveness and professionalism. Since May
2010 it has met almost every week. It has considered
Afghanistan - not just the military aspects, but all
element