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1.0
technical evaluation Report structure

Section 1: Introduction
Outline of the theme and aim of the NATO System Analysis and Studies (SAS) Specialists’ Meeting (RSM) - 088 and purpose of the technical evaluation report (TER).

Section 2: Technical Evaluation 
Overview and evaluation of panel presentations and discussions examining:
1. Methodology
Various approaches, methods and tools for performing medium-to-long term forecasts of the future security environment intended to improve defence policy and planning within NATO, and the assumptions, limitations and bias that may challenge the conduct of effective security analysis.

2. Process
How uncertainty is accounted for within various foresight approaches and its effect on assessment, validation and measures of robustness, and ways to respond to uncertainty in the development of national defence and security requirements.

3. Integration with Policy
How allied nations conduct and implement foresight generation into policy formulation and decision-making.
Section 3: Conclusions and Recommendations
Conclusions and recommendations, derived from the presentations, discussions and breakout sessions, for future work in advancing the knowledge and usage of methods, tools and processes for long-range forecasting of the security environment within NATO.
Section 4: Appendix I
Keynote Presentation: Innovative Methods & Trends in Defence Planning

Mr. Stephan De Spiegeleire, The Hague Centre for Strategic Studies, NLD

Section 5: Appendix II

Supplemental list of material referenced by meeting attendees for further reading on the subject.
2.0
Section 1: INTRODUCTION

​​​​​​​The NATO SAS-088 Specialists’ Meeting - Long Range Forecasting of the Security Environment - was hosted by the Swedish Defence Research Agency (FOI) in Stockholm, Sweden from April 11th to April 12th 2011. 

The event brought together 40 participants from 15
 NATO and partner nations. The meeting featured three
 keynote presentations and 10
 presentations of papers submitted by subject matter experts from across the Alliance, industry and academia.

2.1
Theme & Aim
The theme for the SAS-088 Specialists Meeting was “Long Range Forecasting of the Security Environment”. The meeting aimed to establish a forum to review national and international perspectives, methods and supporting analytical techniques for long range forecasting of the security environment, including scenario development, morphological analysis, alternative futures, lessons learned from operations, historical analysis and simple extrapolation.

Further, the SAS-088 Specialists Meeting aimed to:
1. Share knowledge, facilitate cooperation and critically evaluate techniques and strategies for estimating medium-to-long term security conditions for improving the quality of force planning;

2. Explore what methods, tools and processes NATO and Partnership for Peace (PfP) nations use to perform long-range forecasts of the future security environment; and,
3. Understand better the implications for the future security environment to assist defence forces in establishing coherent strategies and force structures for future NATO military operations.

2.2
Report Purpose
The purpose of this TER is to:
1. Provide an evaluation of techniques and strategies for performing medium-to-long term forecasts of the future security environment used to improve defence policy and planning within NATO as presented and discussed during the Specialists’ Meeting.

2. Assess the meeting’s impact on further work on techniques and strategies for performing medium-to-long term forecasts of the future security environment within NATO.

3. Present conclusions and recommendations for future work in advancing the knowledge and usage of methods, tools and processes for long-range forecasting of the security environment within NATO.

4. Provide a supplemental list of material and references.
3.0
section 2: Technical evaluation

3.1
Methodology
3.1.1
Introduction
The first panel of the Specialists’ Meeting examined various approaches, methods and tools for performing medium-to-long term forecasts of the future security environment intended to improve defence policy and planning within NATO. In addition, the panel explored what assumptions, limitations and biases affect the conduct of effective security analysis.

3.1.2
Approaches

Two complementary approaches for analysing the strategic environment were presented by panel speakers - a scenario approach and a thematic approach. 

Scenario Approach
Scenario development - essentially stories about what could happen in the future – was presented by three speakers. As a means to provide a systematic outlook of ‘real world’ political-military conditions (strategic & operational) for developing precise military assessments of capabilities and force structures that may be required for future operations; the scenario approach is used within NATO and national capability and force development processes.

As a critical element of Capability Based Planning (CBP) and force development processes, scenarios provide a detailed future operational context for producing task lists and capability goals for inclusion into subsequent defence capability and investment plans. The development of challenging, multiple, plausible and relevant scenarios by force planners adds rigour to capability development processes and provides an opportunity for improved decision-making regarding “what” capabilities are required as opposed to “how” capabilities should be provided.

Thematic Approach

A thematic approach for analyzing the strategic environment was presented as a complementary method to the scenario-based approach for producing foresight products for policy and defence planning. Since understanding current and possible future environments is essential to strategy, the thematic approach aims to provide options for decision makers that are less concerned with predicting a future than with making informed and better decisions.

The thematic approach aims to bypass the construction of scenarios and delve directly into the underlying ideas that may drive future requirements.  It does this by examining themes, descriptions of developments that could lead to or provoke change in the why, what and how of future operations and organisations.  The thematic approach is based on the work of Mintzberg and Waters wherein a realized strategy is influenced and built upon intended, deliberate, unintended and emergent strategies. Themes, and the underlying issues that are raised by them, are related to these emergent strategies. This approach provides planners with a more direct method for visualizing topics that could improve present day decisions regarding the future.

To create and effectively utilize scenarios and themes, presenters identified a number of methods including traditional investigation of past and present issues, identification and extrapolation of trends and risk analysis of the future security environment.

3.1.3
Methods

Presenters identified the following methods for developing and improving scenarios and themes within their respective approaches.

Scenario Approach Methods
Force Planning Scenario Development Method: Defence Research and Development Canada (DRDC)
Driven by the release of fresh political guidance
 in 2008, the DRDC Centre for Operational Research and Analysis (CORA) developed a methodology for scenario development influenced by lessons learned from similar previous efforts.  Figure 1 depicts this scenario development process.
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Figure 1: DRDC CORA Scenario Development Process.
As is seen in the above graphic, a key component of the CORA methodology for developing scenarios in line with policy direction involved the engagement of senior leadership.  The CORA approach aimed at ensuring that the scenario writing process gained commitment from senior leadership early on by taking leadership concerns and priorities into consideration from the onset of the process.  This early engagement avoided potential roadblocks at a later stage.

10-Step Cyclical Process: Army 2040 Project – Canada
In order to execute and visualise a future security environment, the Army 2040 Project Team utilised a 10-step cyclical process seen below in Figure 2. The Army 2040 Project method aims to utilise alternative futures and scenarios to determine what future military capabilities should be developed while attempting to institutionalise foresight within the Canadian land forces.
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Figure 2: Army 2040 Project 10-step Process.
Siegener Scenario Development Method: University of Siegen - Germany

The Siegener Approach to scenario development utilizes a phased model method consisting of four steps: 

1. System analysis – Parameters identified, ranked and milestoned;

2. System design – Scenario created. Specific characteristics of scenario parameters are identified; 

3. Scenario transfer – Scenarios visualized, interpreted and conclusions derived; and,

4. System controlling – Monitoring of new parameters and further action determined.

As a method for analysis of multiple complex systems, the Siegener approach is comparable to an intelligent morphology. As scenarios can be controlled or shaped by choosing their respective parameters and characteristics, this method is expected to be easily adaptable for the conduct of foresight. As both qualitative (phases) and quantitative (workshop) in nature, the Siegener approach for scenario design provides a robust method for the development and interpretation of scenarios.
Finally, the content of scenarios developed using this method is open to controlling and shaping by choosing the respective parameters and characteristics. This allows the development of various types of scenarios, including: 

· Strategy parameters/scenarios;

· Product characteristics/scenarios; and,

· Risk influence factors/scenarios

Thematic Approach Method

The underlying method of a thematic approach for analyzing the strategic environment consists of the following actions:

Bounding
Themes are not intended to define the future, but rather “bound a space” that can be used to provoke thought and examine options for developments that will most likely affect the organisation. This focus helps define the “dimensions” of a theme. Though these lines will always be somewhat blurred, thematic margins should be carefully examined as they may obscure perilous issues that would increase overall risk.

Breakdown of Themes into Issues and Options

Once defined, themes are broken down into a number of issues. Each issue describes first order security related consequences and challenges later articulated as problem statements. The intermediate step of identifying issues then leads towards generating options where the subject material of the theme is then explored for resultant changes that will then:

· Drive the need for near-term decision-making;

· Drive the development of separate themes derived from well-known and agreed trends expected to impact future operations;
· Raise the level of discussion concerning not well-understood challenges that may develop or evolve with time;

· Drive future capability requirements across the DOTMLPFI
 spectrum of capability development; and,

· Reflect a profound change in future political social, legal and moral mind sets.

3.1.4
Tools
The following tools for the conduct of scenario development were identified and presented. 

Scenario Analysis Tool

DRDC CORA utilizes a computer scenario analysis tool, developed in partnership with Canadian industry, to allow defence scientists and analysts to overlay scenarios and investigate the spectrum of coverage of multiple scenarios. Through evaluation and field anomaly relaxation of plausible scenario combinations, this software contributes to a systematic and defensible process and helps the CORA characterize force-planning scenarios and assess gaps that may require new scenario development. 

Matrix-Based Quad Chart

An additional approach for exploring a large number of potential capability requirements, the matrix-based methodology produces divergent scenarios in a quad chart format. The use of a matrix allows a scenario writing team to investigate a range of possible futures vice one predictive future or “official future”. This process was found to produce multiple dimensions that can help satisfy multiple customers.

The Futures Wheel

The Futures Wheel is one tool that the Army 2040 Project Team found particularly useful during its 10-step process. As a simple and convenient way to elicit first, second and higher order consequences of the trends and drivers identified during the environmental scanning process (step-2), the Futures Wheel proves to be a flexible and relatively straightforward process for showing complex inter-relationships between drivers, trends and events. By following key trends and drivers to plausible conclusions using the results of the futures wheel analysis, the team deduces what it considers to be the areas of greatest impact and uncertainty. 

Science Fiction Writers

In its attempt to create scenarios that resemble possible future security environments, the Army 2040 Project team is exploring the potential benefits of employing the imagination and writing skills of science fiction writers. 

Sociometric and Evolutionary Analysis

Within the system analysis phase of the Siegener approach to scenario development, sociometric analysis (i.e., a quantitative method for measuring social relationships) is used to make an assessment of parameters. This provides an additional assessment of a system’s key functions, importance and role while also leading to a better understanding of a system’s network of parameters.

The Siegener approach also employs evolutionary strategies for the calculation of scenarios. This provides an additional degree of freedom during the calculation process or system design step leading to an increased total number of parameters that can be considered for the development of scenarios.

Scenario Workshop

Due to the technical nature of the initial phases in the Siegener method, a multi-stakeholder qualitative scenario workshop is conducted to complement and gain acceptance of the developed scenarios.  The workshop process leads to qualitative results that are then concentrated and summarized for further research and focus into existing scenarios.

3.1.5
Assumptions, Limitations and Bias to Conducting to Security Analysis 

Panel presenters identified the following assumptions, limitations and biases to conducting security analysis:

Scenarios
DRDC CORA identified that though the following ideas seem to be prevalent within the defence planning and force development communities, scenarios are NOT:

· A silver bullet or magic solution to all planning or acquisition challenges;

· A perfect representation of future adversaries or operating conditions;

· Predictions of future contingency operations;

· Detailed or specific planning instructions; and,

· A representation of a single “official” future.

Overcoming Roadblocks
Roadblocks that may occur during the later stages of the scenario development process may be due to not including the concerns and priorities of senior leadership early on. 
Capability Development Timelines
As lengthy process with development timeframes that can reach 10 years and capability service life that can span decades, the challenge for analysts is to ensure that “we are not so wrong, so that we cannot adapt” to rapid changes in the future.
Preoccupation with Current Events
The preoccupation of leadership and the public with current events and operations leads to short-term vision and approaches that may not be relevant to the challenges of the future security environment.
Small Groups
Groups that conduct foresight activities and long-term analysis tend to be small and few, with limited budgets. 

3.1.6
Evaluation

Clearly, as presenters, panel chairs and participants observed, there are a number of methodologies available for futures security analysis. The scenario-based approach, as evidenced by the number of presenters using it, possesses an established reputation amongst NATO and national capability and force development planners, while the thematic approach, which the presenter argued was complementary to the scenario based approach, is somewhat of a newer approach utilised within the RTO JO2030 project. 

Participants noted the need for the methods to encompass the generation of holistic capability development scenarios which reflect the full scope of the battlespace (e.g., cyber defence).  When using a scenario-based approach, analysts should try to use precise terminology, and avoid broad brush terms such as 'rapid' or 'increased volatility'.

The limitations of futures methods should be acknowledged. These limitations stem from 

· the unverifiable nature of alternative futures’ plausibility, 

· the application of methods that in many cases cannot be empirically-based, and 

· the difficulty in “operationalizing” the outcomes of futures exercises in practical terms for strategic planning and force development.  

Nevertheless, despite these limitations, participants clearly highlighted the desirability of using a broad array of methodologies to identify ways in which the future will be different from the past.  These methods include forecasting, foresight, scenario development, trend analysis, thematic analysis, and futures wheels.  As was evident during the presentations and discussions, the use of foresight methods has the potential to unearth trends, shocks and discontinuities in ways that could radically alter the strategic environment. It is important to recognize the future will not be a linear progression from the past, and that a combination of a range of foresight methodologies is an important component in improving the analytical foundation of policy development and force planning, and in facilitating decision-making about the future within NATO as a whole. 

It was agreed that this methodological pluralism would result in a better and more supportable product for decision-makers.  Such mix of methods should be based upon a combination of both empirical and futures-oriented research.  While evidence, trends and observable data may be available about the past and present, extrapolation of these types of data into the future can only be done with recognition that the future has no compulsion to follow the past.  It should also be recognized that in some knowledge domains the past and present set relatively tight boundaries for the future even some decades hence, e.g., energy infrastructures. Other domains are much more volatile, e.g., Information and Communications Technology or operational concepts of adversaries. 

Participants also identified the tendency for NATO and national capability development processes to overlook possible future non-military defence requirements reinforcing the importance of distinguishing the difference between ‘future worlds’ and real-world ‘planning scenarios,’ with the former describing possible environments based on creativity and imagination while the latter examine, test and validate military capability requirements, responses and technologies in the context of a real-world situation.

In presenting various methods for developing scenario and future security analysis, participants also agreed that multiple qualitative methods and tools should be combined to develop best results. 
3.2
Process
3.2.1
Introduction
The second panel of the Specialists’ Meeting addressed how uncertainty impacts various foresight approaches and its effect on the assessment, validation and measures of robustness. Panel members also examined ways to address uncertainty within various national defence and security requirements.

3.2.2
The Impact of and Responses to Uncertainty from Various Foresight Approaches

NATO Long Term Requirements Study (LTRS) and Multiple Futures Project (MFP) 
Framed by the presenter as a complex adaptive system, the future environment is generally seen as being extremely difficult. To assist decision makers, past foresight exercises like the LTRS and MFP were presented as examples of how planners scope future challenges, reduce uncertainty and provide background to potential future trends, issues and opportunities. These foresight activities also helped explore, create and test options for making present day policy decisions that will shape the future.

The following are some philosophical assumptions that underpin the conduct of foresight as referenced from the above mentioned exercises:

· The future cannot be known, but a range of possible futures can be known;

· The likelihood of a future event or condition can be changed by policy, and policy consequences can be forecast;

· Gradations of foreknowledge and probabilities can be made. Planners can be more certain about the sunrise than about the rise of the stock market;

· No single method should be trusted; hence, cross-referencing methods improves foresight; and,

· Humans will have more influence on the future than they did in the past.

Aimed to build a mutual understanding of new and uncertain challenges to which NATO must be prepared to respond, the NATO LTRS and MFP both concluded that a number of underlying principles increase the value of foresight in support of long-term strategy and policy development within NATO:

1. The aperture of foresight must be broadened to include expertise across all of government, subject matters and disciplines focusing on a cross-function analysis on each requirement;

2. A close relationship with decision makers and project members must be created and fostered for building a common understanding of the overall objective; 
3. Foresight must be explicitly tied to efforts concerned with current issues and policy development and be monitored against the environment to ensure that the winning strategy is effective;

4. Foresight should be judged by how it affects policy, not if it was right or wrong;

5. Foresight must be aimed to support present day decision-making for delivering necessary systems to future battlefields;

6. Foresight exercises should be structured and analytically based processes;
7. Foresight exercises should examine a broad range of drivers, environments and scenarios;
8. Analysis resulting from foresight exercises must be timely;

9. Requirements must be broadly written resulting in an adaptable set of requirements; and,

10. Time must be allowed for decision-making, research and procurement of developed solutions. 

The Case of Estonia 

Recognizing that the country’s size, geopolitical location, historical experiences, cultural characteristics and institutional arrangements influence the way Estonia conducts foresight, it was noted that Estonia has narrow national interests and knowledge base to use in foresight. As a small nation of limited resources with relatively little experience in security foresight, Estonia was described as reactive and adaptive rather than proactive when planning for the future.  As such, Estonian planners are susceptible to focusing on the day’s issues and immediate security environment, while relying on allies for future planning on issues where the country lacks expertise, resources or vital interest.

From a geopolitical standpoint, Estonia’s boundary state position was described as one marked by uncertainty, with Russia having an overwhelming presence in Estonian security thinking. Even some emergent security issues (e.g. cyber, energy) are often associated with Russia’s policy and behaviour. On the one hand, this offers opportunities to specialize within the Alliance and cooperate with like-minded allies on joint foresight. On the other hand, security foresight of Estonia is constantly at risk of confirmation bias as well neglecting issues outside its main focus of attention, thus making the country vulnerable to strategic surprises.

The presenter also suggested that Estonian present-oriented culture might be a factor when the nation’s planners attempt to look towards the future and plan for it. Unlike the Dutch, who have over history planned for future floods and as a result built defence mechanisms against the sea, the Estonians have been reluctant to conduct long-term planning as hampering flexibility and adaptability in fast changing circumstances. As such, Estonian security and defence policymaking was characterised as accustomed to conducting periodic snapshots of the present rather than drawing upon long-term foresight inputs. Where such inputs are generated (e.g. in defence planning), there is very limited time given to foresight activities. There are also no points identified in the foresight processes where actors from outside the government could make their contribution. All in all, the presenter described the security and defence foresight process in Estonia as quite fragmented and rushed as well as inducing institutional ‘group think’ bias. 
To respond to the abovementioned challenges, the presenter argued that the underlying causes of uncertainty in Estonia’s future could be managed by moving towards a whole of government approach and by taking a comprehensive approach to defence planning that goes beyond military challenges (which is now the approach called for by the new national defence concept). To mitigate the risk of confirmation bias and move away from ‘group think’ about Russia, the presenter recommended that Estonian foresight “de-focus” and “de-bias”. By somewhat defocusing beyond the theme of Russia, Estonian foresight, it was recommended, could rely on Alliance-wide cooperation to increase the scope of geography and issues and thus to acknowledge complex roots of uncertainty. By “de-biasing”, the presenter suggested that Estonian foresight process related to Russia could become more objective by:
· Drawing inputs from outside government and Estonia;

· Using methods encouraging out of box thinking;

· Vetting foresight products for possible cognitive bias; and

· Increasing regional cooperation in conducting security foresight.

NATO: The Joint Analysis Lessons Learned Centre (JALLC)
From a NATO JALLC perspective, conflicting operational demands within the Alliance was seen as being a problematic issue for conducting foresight. For exploring the future, the presenter described NATO as “usually preparing to fight the last war, making the conduct of foresight no easy matter”. One example of this was NATO’s past engagement with North African countries within the Mediterranean Dialogue and NATO’s inability to foresee the recent Arab Spring and crisis in Libya. Seen as a result of NATO lacking a proper institutionalized lesson learned process, at the strategic level, it was suggested that NATO could have been better prepared for the current crisis in North Africa.

To remedy this, it was recommended that lessons learned at the strategic level must merged into the defence planning process. To meet the challenges of long-term future planning (10 to 15 years), lessons learned and defence-planning practices were also suggested for improvement. By receiving feedback and lessons learned how NATO and allied forces currently perform in operations the presenter believed that concept development and long term planning could present an opportunity for better foresight across NATO.

3.2.3
Evaluation
As the conduct of foresight at NATO and within nations is generally haphazard; the call for institutionalizing foresight within Alliance and national decision and planning processes was made evident in all presentations and subsequent discussions. However, some in attendance believed that it would be difficult for all nations to implement a standardized CBP process that is universal and consistent across the board, recognizing that a modified variant of CBP to be tailored to unique national circumstances, such as the size of a country's armed forces, its force structure, the level of ambition and military culture. It was suggested that by bringing together different areas such as concept development, lessons learned and defence planning at the strategic level the effectiveness of foresight for developing more robust national defence and security requirements would increase.
Panel members and participants also acknowledged the potential value of institutionalizing foresight for dealing with uncertainty. By initiating foresight exercises member states such as Estonia, that are reluctant or unwilling to conduct long-term foresight, are given the incentive and working knowledge (process) to conduct foresight on their own and provide their unique perspective back to NATO and allies. 

However, the conduct of foresight is also believed to have its limitations. As evidenced by the high expectations yet seemingly poor record of achievement and implementation across the board participants agreed that foresight alone couldn’t be considered the “be all end all” in terms of informing allied policy development, capability planning or operations.  As a relatively unconstrained exercise designed to explore all possible conditions of potential variables that might shape the future, foresight was seen as not being linked to priorities or qualitative improvements in force structure that are shaped by national strategic assessments often enough.  

In panel discussions following the presentations, participants also recognized that with limited time and budgets, it is not always possible to engage in officially sanctioned foresight exercises that fall outside the boundaries of defence policy, planning and analysis. As such, participants suggested that allied nations may have to develop a more measured and focused set of processes to prepare and plan for the future. 

3.3
Integration with Policy
3.3.1
Introduction
The third panel of the Specialists’ Meeting explored recent experiences in how a set of nations (Sweden, The Netherlands, Norway and Poland) conduct and implement foresight generation into policy formulation and decision-making.

3.3.2
Sweden
It was argued that Sweden conducts long-term planning for two main reasons:
1. To direct the Swedish Armed Forces’ development in the long term, by evolving strategic concepts and Armed Forces concepts, providing:

· A realistic aiming point for planners;

· Early identification of cross road decisions; and,

· Outside of the box solutions for current defence planning.

2. To create the basis for political decisions. 

Swedish Perspective of Long Term Planning
Within the Swedish Armed Forces, the role of long-term planning (20 years out) aims to recognize and direct future requirements that are derived from multiple scenarios. The presenter informed attendees that although long-term planning within the Swedish Armed Forces looks out 20 years, it is not a 20-year plan. As a result of this, the scenarios that form alternative strategic concepts are built and fed into the Swedish Armed Forces operating concept. To avoid pitfalls, the presenter described that during each established planning cycle; scenarios are updated with emerging trends or aspect on a yearly basis. With this method, long term planning efforts within the Swedish Armed Forces produced a Perspective Planning Report in 2009 and a Work Mode in 2010.
2009 Planning Report and 2010 Work Mode
In reviewing the 2009 Swedish Armed Forces Perspective Planning Report and 2010 Work Mode, the speaker provided the following insights derived from the two foresight projects conducted by the Swedish Armed Forces. These insights were forwarded to the Swedish Armed Forces and government in planning for future challenges:

· A broad and extensive analysis on global security trends;

· The direction of the Swedish Armed Forces in relation to future challenges; 

· An international comparison of white papers & technology forecasts;

· Possible future missions as inspired by the NATO Multiple Futures Project;

· Long-term implications of economic inflation on the Swedish national defence budget;

· Six strategic military trends;

· A risk assessment of the new all volunteer system; and,

· An assessment of a comprehensive approach towards national and international crises management.

3.3.3
The Netherlands
Four foresight processes across various government agencies were presented as recent experiences in how The Netherlands conducts and implements foresight generation into policy formulation and decision-making. These processes were: The National Security Strategy, an initiative led by the Ministry of Interior and Kingdom Relations; The Military Strategic Vision, led by the Chief of the Netherlands Defence Staff; the Future Policy Survey, led by the Ministry of Defence; and the Broad Reconsiderations (Brede Heroverwegingen) initiative led by the Dutch government.  Each of these initiatives is discussed in further detail below.
National Security Strategy (NSS) 
The aim of the NSS was described as a survey of which threats were expected to endanger Dutch national security, what should be done to prevent such threats and what actions should be taken if government prevention fails.
The three-step NSS was presented as:

· Step 1: Foresight - Examined long-term developments (beyond five years) and threats that could potentially impact Dutch national security.

· Step 2: Whole of Government Risk Assessment - Utilized a variety of manual and semi-automated tools, including data mining, used to identify emerging trends and threats found by the broader international foresight community. 

· Step 3: Capability Based Planning Process - Determined what tasks and capabilities were needed to prevent the various threats and if this fails what is needed to be prepared to withstand them.

The presenter identified one concrete result of the NSS where the Dutch government was able to successfully identify the 2009 Swine Flu pandemic therefore undertaking successful preventive measures by purchasing large quantities of the flu vaccine Tamiflu. 

Military Strategic Vision (MSV)
The second example was the MSV, which aimed to provide a glimpse at what the operational capabilities and organisational structures The Netherlands armed forces could look like in the future. In addition to this, the MSV also described what the Dutch Chief of Defence Staff viewed as the most important trends and developments within the future operational environment.
In its study of the future security environment, the MSV helped the Dutch Chief of Defence Staff conclude the following:
1. The Netherlands armed forces needs to be able to participate in full spectrum operations;

2. Military activities need an integrated approach directed to reach political and strategic goals;

3. The Dutch armed forces require expeditionary capabilities;

4. The Effects Based Approach to Operations and Network Enabled Capabilities are required for a joint force and interagency cooperation;

5. High-quality, multifunctional, flexible and complementary capabilities are required to meet future military tasks;

6. Structural task specialization of certain Dutch forces with one or more strategic partners is not possible;

7. A sustainable capacity to deploy or project force is required;

8. The outsourcing of capacities is possible to the extent that the monopoly of violence remains with the state; and,

9. Demographic developments need to be considered for the future size and organisation of the armed forces.

In addition to providing a biennial or triennial review of the future security environment for the Dutch Chief of the Defence Staff the MSV was included in the work of the Dutch Ministry of Defence Future Policy Survey.

Future Policy Survey
The aim of the Future Policy Survey was to review how the level and character of defence expenditures were expected to evolve in relation to the current level of ambitions. 

In conducting multiple international and national workshops, congresses, speaking events and interviews, the Future Policy Survey produced four scenarios (Multilateral World, Multi-polar World, Networked World and Fragmented World) to test and derive four policy options for future Dutch defence efforts and ambitions.
1. Staying Secure: protection and defence of allied and national territory against a wide range of security risks.

2. Swift and Decisive: intervention in order to maintain or impose the international rule of law and defending the Dutch national interests beyond national and allied borders.

3. Bringing Security: stabilisation of fragile states and regions aiming to promote international rule of law.

4. Agile Force: balance all strategic functions found in all three policy options, including: protection, intervention and stabilisation. 

Broad Reconsiderations (Brede Heroverwegingen)
As the only foresight process to be initiated after the 2008 global economic downturn, the Broad Reconsiderations study aimed at exploring all possibilities to economise and cut public expenses across the Dutch government. 
Focusing on the defence sector, the Broad Reconsiderations working group proposed 12 policy options, of which four were used from the Future Policy study. The eight policy options produced by the Broad Reconsiderations working group, which eventually played an important role in the electoral platforms with the main Dutch political parties, were: 

1. Versatile limited capability.

2. Limiting international interventions.

3. Focusing on specific qualities.

4. Reintroduced conscription.

5. Termination of ICMS (Intensification of Civil-Military Cooperation).

6. Retrenched working conditions and benefits.

7. Reorganisation of services and processes.

8. Reduction staffs.

Impact on Decision Making
In considering the most recent Dutch efforts at conducting foresight for policy formulation, and implementation with decision-making the following conclusions were made:
· Both the lead-organisation, contributors and participants largely determine the results of a security environment foresight exercise;

· The Dutch government has a tendency to prefer scenarios;

· All foresight exercises have a negative fixation: the future is dangerous and/or more uncertain;

· The choice of the time horizon determines to a large extent the outcome of future foresight;

· The numbers of methodologies used were limited, and,

· Foresight exercises only played a minor part in the political decision making process.

3.3.4
Norway
To facilitate robust long-term planning and decision-making the Norwegian perspective was presented as applying several parallel approaches and methods. One approach identified was the need for prioritized long-term security forecasts that take a historical perspective, while translating global strategic trend projections to potential challenges on the national level. 

Cyclical Process
Until 2007, the Norwegian approach to foresight was characterised as being cyclical whereas defence studies were commonly top down approaches conducted every four years, reinventing the process each time. It was found that when these studies were fed into the political process this model proved problematic for two key reasons:
1. The military officers conducting it had little experience in such exercises.

2. On the political end, a new minister was less likely to accept such reports.
Continuous Long Term Planning
Since 2009, the Norwegian Ministry of Defence conducted long-term planning in a continuous manner executed through various defence structures, requiring yearly updates of strategic analysis. Finding that this form of planning faced a number of challenges, a hybrid model of long-term planning using both a cyclical process and continuous planning is currently used in Norway.

Hybrid Approach: Risk Assessment
With this move towards a hybrid model of long-term forecasting, the presenter suggested that challenges needed to be prioritized and input into long-range planning through risk assessment. Used widely across Norway (e.g., oil and gas industries), risk assessment across the political, economic, social, technological and legal spectrum was seen as a solution to addressing “creeping change” and fostering a flexible, adaptable, resilient and robust foresight process.
The Norwegian case illustrates that one process does not necessarily fit all when it comes to planning for the future. As such, analytical diversity was highlighted as a possible solution to increased preparedness and robustness when dealing with expected and unexpected events.

3.3.5
Poland

To assist armament development and planning within the Polish Ministry of Defence the role of long-range planning was seen to focus on a wide range of factors. 
· Political: Government decisions to purchase, research and investment and sale of arms;

· Economic: Effect of defence budget reductions, rising advanced armament costs, privatization of defence industries and increasing internationalization of armament production;

· Technological/Scientific: The effect of advancements of new technologies on armament development;

· Future Operating Environment: The demands of new domains (i.e. space & cyberspace) and a complex battlefield;

· Logistics: The effect of complex technical devices or technical systems with determined needs for maintenance, servicing, supply, and storage; and,

· History: The effect of legacy thinking, bias and assumptions to the objectives of armaments planning. 

In considering the abovementioned factors the presenter concluded that:

· Armament planning is an inherent part of Polish security environment analysis;
· As the pace of scientific and technological development increases the feedback between the development of armament and changes of security environment becomes stronger; and,
· Forecasting of the future security environment and armament development planning are parallel processes requiring increased information exchange and cooperation.
3.3.6
Evaluation

The aspect of sharing or using of different processes and information regarding trends, issues and drivers from other nations and NATO, such as the Multiple Futures Project was an evident commonality across all approaches. Participants agreed that by sharing approaches and experiences, each nation could learn from the other as to what works and does not work when advising government.

Either due to ever decreasing budgets or the search for a better way of communicating the challenges of a future security environment a common trend was evidenced by all presenters. In deciding on what future capabilities were required, governments were prone to search for a “Swiss Army Knife” answer in all national examples.

Panel members and participants concluded that although foresight exercises may greatly contribute to policy formulation and decision-making, governments and politicians will usually rely on established political platforms and current interests to determine future policy decisions.

4.0
section 3: Conclusions & recommendations

The following conclusions and recommendations were derived from presentations, discussions, keynote presentations and breakout sessions during the Specialists’ Meeting.  They address the future work in advancing the knowledge and usage of methods, tools and processes for long-range forecasting of the security environment within NATO. The following conclusions and recommendations were not ranked.

5.0
CONCLUSIONS

· Use of the term “foresight “ is preferred to “forecasting”

· The national perspective in foresight studies is reflected both in the methods used, and in the priorities given to particular attributes of the future

· The use of a range of techniques and methods is preferred.  Multiple methodologies and tools lead to analytical flexibility and the development of a robust, analytically defensible product. Using multiple methods will strengthen the results of foresight exercises in the eyes of decision makers.

· Foresight is difficult to do well, and also difficult to make it matter. Estimating probabilities is also a difficult endeavour. Furthermore, across NATO, national budgets are being cut as nations confront a “financial tsunami” making it harder to look into the future and conduct foresight. Constituencies for forward planning within NATO and nations are fragmented.

· Foresight enables better thinking about the future, with the potential to improve strategic decision making, and strengthening flexibility, adaptability and resilience of long term planning.
· Despite these benefits foresight studies have limited impact.  Politicians are not interested as the outputs are outside the timescales of their tenure; the Military appreciate the benefits but must weigh these against short term operational imperatives; the public, informed by the media, find it too esoteric.
· Planning and foresight help industry focus on making key investment choices. However, industry has real short time horizons following shareholder pressure. Traditional tools of partnering between industry and government are also not prepared for the future.

· Many NATO nations lack a sufficient body of foresight experts with expertise in the appropriate methods and tools.  However, the track record of foresight experts is not particularly good and it is becoming understood that the more reputable the expert in foresight is the less accurate his/her predictions are. The military are getting better at conducting foresight as they want to get future operations right.

· Methodological rigour and transparency are required when conducting foresight. By its nature, the foresight process can lack objectivity, as it can be heavily based on expert opinion. However, the analytic execution of foresight (the insights exposed by thinking) is as important as the outcome.  There are no right (or wrong) answers.  The value of a forecast is not in its quantitative accuracy, but rather how well it supports decision-making in the present.
· Early and continual engagement of leadership in the scenario development process leads to greater “buy-in” and improves the likelihood that the end product will satisfy organizational imperatives and stakeholder requirements.
· Not all stakeholders will be satisfied with scenarios developed. Some planners and leaders expect analysis to incorporate all risks at an equal level while highlighting their particular mission, area of operation or platforms. Confidence or consensus levels can be a good measure within risk analysis.

· Many foresight studies are mostly concerned about what is happening today and have an high degree of “presentism”. Also, current foresight exercises tend to have a very negative or pessimistic outlook of the future. 
· No validation method for foresight exists. Money is spent conducting foresight and there are questions as to who uses it and who looks at it. On the other hand, ‘strategic mimicry’ can come about from using the foresight results of others without gauging their particular impact on the current organisation.

6.0
RECOMMENDATIONS

How does NATO leverage from the multiplicity of approaches across nations to improve policy formulation and decision-making?

· Lessons learned at the strategic level should be merged into the defence planning process at the national and alliance levels. 

· Practitioners should learn and practice various methods.

· Encourage the use of well defined terminology, and avoid the use of ill defined and ambiguous terms (like broad and flexible). 

· Investigate the utility of social networking.

· Take a 50/50 split between looking at threats and opportunities.

· Encourage multiple taxonomies to ensure that the analysis does not miss valuable information related to other ontologies.

· With limited time and budgets nations should develop a more measured and focused set of processes to prepare and plan for the future.
Recommendations for Further SAS Panel Work 

1. Build a database of literature, historical data, modelling practices, lessons learned, trends, shocks and drivers.
2. Create a public domain database from foresight documents, such as the US Air Force University database that features meta tags or contents and context of data files about a web page for people to click through

3. Investigate ways to inject foresight into the military educational system.

4. Foster enthusiasm and keenness to investigate foresight through the SAS panel by broadening the number of agencies and individuals who would benefit from the SAS forum.

5. Combine methodologies together and ground them in reality with current operations and lessons learned to create robust foresight.

6. Institutionalise the practice of foresight within NATO and nations to improve institutional ability to react to future events and allow for product improvement while reducing bias and ensuring the necessary diversity of input.
What best practices could be adopted by Nations to improve foresight process and product?
· Be clear on assumptions up front.

· Have a clear idea what policy makers, decision makers and public want from foresight. 

· Accept the variety of ways different nations produce foresight.

· Make decision makers a part of the foresight process.

· Ensure foresight is a cross sector exercise.

· Move towards the term ‘foresight’ as opposed to ‘forecasting’.

· Question the question and look at the boundaries of the decision space where adaptive adversaries will focus their efforts.

· Require a methodology for monitoring signals and indicators that may decrease uncertainty about future events.

· Continuously monitor the future security environment.

· Move away from hunting ‘Black Swans’ to developing adaptability and resilience to major events/shocks should they occur. 

· Use process, methods and structure to reduce bias and make foresight practitioners aware of how bias may affect the outcome of the process.

· Consider using an open (i.e. online crowd sourcing) versus closed foresight system. 

· Move toward assessing the unknown-knowns and the vast amount of data that has already been collected but has gone unanalyzed while preparing for the unknown/unknowns.

· Strike a balance between foresight being a science and an art. 

· Have a clear purpose of investigating global trends and don’t do it because its “fun”.

Recommendations for Further SAS Panel Work 
1. Identify nations that can do niche foresight exercises.

2. Investigate how different nations conduct foresight.

3. Investigate a Capability Based Planning “Lite” as many countries are at varying levels of capacity for capability based planning.

4. Investigate NATO as a mechanism for “smart-sized” analytical staffs to conduct foresight where nations share common data sets and information to derive material from to save on research.

5. Ensure coherence between foresight and other SAS activities 

Ways to strengthen the linkage between foresight and policy formulation to improve the utility for foresight with the decision making process
· Frame foresight as a part of “smart defence” and as such find a smarter way of doing foresight

· Avoid groupthink.

· Adopt a customer driven approach and deliver a tailored package to customer’s wants and needs.

· Educate customer in value and cost of foresight.

· Involve customer in foresight process.

· Ensure foresight team is located close to an organisation.

· Measure customer satisfaction and how much they employ foresight.

· Acknowledge that foresight has an image problem and manage customers expectation as to what foresight is and isn’t very carefully. In particular, address the “image problem” foresight has of “not being right”.

· Find and promote people in the decision making capacity who appreciate foresight.

· Investigate the value of long-term foresight when leaders make decisions based upon their own timelines (i.e. elections).

· Make foresight all about “waking up” politicians and making foresight true to its purpose of building pictures and models that resonate with policy makers.

· Make foresight an organic part of strategic planning where as now it is usually a separate part within various government ministries. 

· Keep the practice of foresight alive even when there is a downturn and less demand for it.

· Share planning assumptions between industry and governments.

· Include industry in customer’s problem base and vice versa.

· Industry needs to know where nations and NATO stand of defence issues.

· Encourage transparency between government and industry.

Recommendations for Further SAS Panel Work 
1. Conduct hindsight and sidesight analyses 

a. Identify cases where foresight has made an impact on policies and decisions. 

b. Study how national cultures and politics influence the nature of foresight to appreciate different ways of conducting foresight.

2. Investigate a business model for foresight and what SAS can do to facilitate its implementation.

3. Investigate going beyond current SAS business model to conduct softer operational research.

4. Investigate where to invest resources in developing foresight methodologies.

5. Investigate how to close the assessment gap between medium term challenges and current decision-making needs.

Section 4: Appendix I

keynote presentation

INNOVATIVE FORESIGHT METHODS & TRENDS IN DEFENCE PLANNING
Mr. Stephan De Spiegeleire, The Hague Centre for Strategic Studies
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Introduction 

Today’s governments require foresight to make sound decisions and relevant budgets for the future. As such, many European defence and government organisations are increasingly conducting foresight. But, most nations are also steering away from foresight as it is becoming more about the foresight community comparing minds than it is about predicting the future. 

As an Alliance, NATO needs to work towards preparing governments and minds of decision makers for foresight before getting into the action of conducting it. This should be the aim of the future work of SAS-088, as it will assist governments and NATO obtain a more profitable return on investment in the future.
Foresight in Defence Planning and Strategy

One of the major challenges to conducting foresight within NATO is that the scope of defence planning spans the entire spectrum of planning for the future. Ranging from the very narrow (tactical/operational) to very broad (strategic), today’s defence planners are asked to prepare for it all. 

Looking at the narrow, NATO defence planning is increasingly tasked with what most call ‘operational planning’. Focusing on a quick response, defence planners are challenged to focus on both the tactical challenges of current operations (i.e. Counter Improvised Explosive Devices) while conducting long-term force planning concurrently. As the weakest part in NATO defence planning, this short-sighted focus on operational tasks makes forward planning for the middle to long-term timeframes a challenge. 
But, this short-sightedness is not just found in the defence planning community. The diplomatic community, tasked with bringing development aid and diplomacy, is also challenged by this short-sightedness. This in turn has an impact on the development of coherent grand strategy for nations and the Alliance. The utility of foresight brings us back to the task of SAS-088 finding a more profitable return on investment in the future but the challenges do not conclude within the defence planning and diplomatic communities.

Challenges of Modern Foresight
In the past, the foresight community has not served its political and military leaders particularly well. During the Cold War, NATO planners relied on a known future to plan, predict and model for defence against both conventional and nuclear attacks. Using a narrow teleological approach, military planners in the West completely missed the economic demise of the Soviet Union. Soviet watchers not only got the military future wrong, they didn’t even see the Soviet Union’s economic collapse coming. 

With this dismal track record, the foresight community’s mission in convincing governments to make foresight an organic part of strategic planning faces modern day challenges internally, including:

1. A lack of proactive thinking due to “presentistism” and “recentistism” has planners discovering about events after they have happened.

2. Poor validation methods for foresight exist, making it difficulty to account on money spent by governments in the exercise.

3. Few “seers” or practitioners of foresight exist.

4. Within existing foresight experts, the more reputable the expert is the less accurate their predictions are.

Improving the Conduct and Reputation of Foresight 

So how does NATO improve foresight and its acceptance as a part of its planning process and find a real constituency amongst the political leaders and the public? 

The primary criterion for improving the conduct of foresight is robust planning. For this NATO requires not just a sizeable operational research (OR) community but also expertise in the softer sciences to complement the foresight process, to include:

· Hindsight: the study of the past. Particularly military history and examining the fundamental changes that occurred when ages changed (i.e. Pre-Industrial to Industrial to Post-Industrial).

· “SideSight”: the study of what other organisations, nations, and individuals are doing and examining the best practices in foresight, defence planning and benchmarking.

To improve the reputation of foresight in government, academia, media where the foresight community is challenged with finding strong support the foresight community must convince the pessimistic of the utility of foresight. The first step would be to turn a very negative craft that focuses on threats into a balanced exercise between identifying hazards and opportunities. The second step is to apply more rigour to the complex foresight process by delineating the boundaries on what foresight and foresight specialists can actually provide to government, academia and the public as a whole.

10 Trends in Foresight across the NATO Alliance

1. Interest in Foresight is growing: Nations and organisations are increasingly conducting foresight.

2. Better Balance between Planning Horizons: Planners are moving way from “presentism” towards long-term planning. 

3. Foresight Types Diversifying: Moving beyond planning for risk and now including uncertainty. 

4. Foresight Methods Diversifying: Creativity, interaction, evidence and expertise based methods.

5. Foresight Frames Diversifying: Where as foresight was a closed process in the past it is now moving towards connecting other ideas and people.

6. Increasing Focus on Non-‘known known’s’: Lesser included, point scenarios, first and second order knowledge, unknown-unknowns or ‘Black Swans’.

7. Increasing Black Swan Hunting: Searching for the next big shift or shock.

8. Anchoring and Actioning Foresight: Foresight is beginning to anchor into defence planning and being used in government.

9. Towards Whole of Government Foresight: All government ministries need to do foresight analysis for decision-making, national risk assessments and strategic planning.

10. More Inside-Out and Outside-In Foresight Conducted: Thinking in think non-defence related terms and trends.

Panel Discussion

With emphasis on the importance of complexity and adaptive systems, to what extent do you look at the ability to adapt with future unknowns?  With weak signals, particularly with information coming from Chinese literature, are these future challenges not linked to other studies? 
Picking up information from various international documents, or weak signals, will always exist. The dominant signals will come out but we need to find a better way of picking out the weak from the strong. One way of doing this is by putting more emphasis on different approaches another way is a top down view of all information collected. The other part is understanding the “Black Swans” which requires a different type of foresight with better sensing mechanisms to pick up trends and aggregate. The answer to foreseeing the “Black Swan” lays in thinking in clear and creative principles.

No office for seeing and taking opportunities exists within NATO. Do we need institutions or organizations that do this?

Things can change and analysis can matter. Many that have conducted foresight within NATO have been “bruised”. The upside today is that many accept risk planning and we do need research teams looking at ‘opportunities’. The basic idea of defence planning is seeing the opportunity. Our duty as analysts is to find smart ways to have customers ask the right questions and make foresight a part of the defence-planning checklist.
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