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Foreword

dertaken a series of studies on the Transformation of NATO for

21¢ Century missions. These studies focused on needed military
capabilities, political transformation, new operational requirements,
new missions, and NATO science and technology. Some of these studies
made recommendations that were adopted as NATO policy while other
may be ahead of their time. Most were published by the National De-
fense University.

The purpose of this volume is to collect these studies under one
cover. We have resisted the temptation to rewrite or update each study.
They are presented here as they were originally printed. We hope that in
reprinting them here, they may initiate a renewed emphasis on transform-
ing the alliance.

S ince September 11, 2001, the National Defense University has un-

Hans Binnendijk
Gina Cordero
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A New Military Framework
for NATO (2005)!

Hans Binnendijk, David C. Gompert, and Richard L. Kugler

Overview

Ithough Americans and Europeans do not always agree on politi-
cal strategies in the Middle East, they have a compelling reason to

reach an accord on the need to strengthen North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) military forces for future operations in that region
and elsewhere. If adequate military capabilities are lacking, the Alliance will
not be able to act even when its political leaders agree on the need to do so.
But if it creates such capabilities, it will be able to act either ad hoc or across
the board if a common political strategy eventually were to emerge.

This article proposes a new and comprehensive military framework
to help guide NATO improvements in the years ahead. This framework
envisions a pyramid-like structure of future NATO forces and capabilities
in five critical areas: a new NATO Special Operations Force, the NATO
Response Force, high-readiness combat forces, stabilization and recon-
struction forces, and assets for defense sector development. The United
States would provide one-third of the necessary forces, and Europe would
be responsible for the other two-thirds. For the Europeans, creating these
forces and capabilities is a viable proposition because they require com-
mitment of only 10 percent of their active military manpower, plus invest-
ments in such affordable assets as information networks, smart munitions,
commercial lift, logistics support, and other enablers. If NATO succeeds
in creating these forces for power projection and expeditionary missions,
it will possess a broad portfolio of assets for a full spectrum of operations
against such threats as terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, and cross-border aggression.
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Diplomats on both sides of the Atlantic are seeking to overcome the
discord over the invasion of Iraq and to close ranks to meet a daunting set
of shared security challenges, from defeating radical Islamic terrorism to
controlling Iran’s nuclear activities to building a free Iraq to achieving an
Israeli-Palestinian settlement. Yet there remain deep differences over more
basic issues: reliance on the use of force, the legitimacy of preemptive war,
and whether to foment sweeping political change throughout the Middle
East. Until these differences are settled, it will be difficult for the United
States and its major European allies to formulate a serious common strat-
egy or to act in unison in crises.

Perhaps the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) Secretary
General will succeed in organizing a deep dialogue from which an agreed
strategy will emerge. But even in the absence of a new grand accord,
NATO can accomplish work of grand importance. The focus should be
on developing a comprehensive, common framework for NATO defense
capabilities and then proceeding programmatically to put real flesh on that
framework. The logic is straightforward:

» Capabilities for common action are needed, even though this ac-
tion may not always be chosen (for non—-Article 5 contingencies).

» If and when a common strategy emerges, NATO must have the
capabilities to execute it.

» The United States and its European allies must be able to agree on
necessary capabilities, even while unable to agree on grand strat-
egy or on when and where those capabilities should be used.

This paper proposes a new defense framework for NATO combat
forces and other defense capabilities as a guide to force planning, priority-
setting, and cooperative programs. The framework covers the full spectrum
of dangers that Americans and Europeans agree exist and the capabilities
needed by the Alliance to meet these dangers. The framework is capabili-
ties-based, not threat-based, meaning that it is predicated on what NATO
members think their alliance should be able to do, not on predictions of
who their enemies might be. The framework has structural integrity in that
each piece fits with the others, making the whole stronger than the sum of
the parts. Within this framework, we suggest specific capabilities—some
existing, some agreed, and some new. Finally, this article suggests how the
NATO defense framework should match up with the new U.S. military
presence in Europe and growing European Union (EU) defense efforts.

To some, this agenda may seem overly ambitious for NATO and
seem to ask too much of the European allies. This is not the case. The en-
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tire framework includes only about 10 percent of Europe’s active military
personnel. It mainly involves reorienting forces for new missions, making
them more deployable, network-centric, and interoperable—goals that
NATO has already embraced. The framework need not be filled out at once;
a period of 5 years or more will suffice. Thus, it is affordable, practical, and
politically feasible, even with continuing differences over grand strategy.

A Capabilities-Based Alliance

Since NATO began responding to security dangers outside member
territory and its traditional area, first in the Balkans and then beyond, it
has changed from an alliance of commitment to one of choice. During the
Cold War, the Article 5 obligation to act in common defense was the start-
ing point, and the capabilities to do so followed. Now, the main dangers lie
outside Europe to the southeast, and members are unlikely to be attacked
directly. Because of differences in strategic outlook and political goals,
moreover, there may be not only no obligation to act together, but also no
inclination to do so.

Observers can debate whether current differences reflect a natural,
structural post-Cold War loosening of U.S.-European solidarity or a seri-
ous but situational disagreement over the invasion of Iraq. Whichever the
case, if NATO does not build and maintain adequate capabilities, it will
be able to mount only improvised responses to crises when its members
choose to act—a recipe for military weakness, indecision, and lack of
credibility at moments when strength, decisiveness, and credibility are
most needed. Failure to have a complete set of capabilities could invite
challenges. Rather than neglect capabilities because of disunity of purpose,
NATO must build capabilities to enable action when unity exists.

The United States and its European allies had a single mode for
collective action during the Cold War. Now, they have several. One is for-
mation of an ad hoc coalition for an operation that is not ordered by the
North Atlantic Council (NAC) and not carried out by the integrated com-
mand. Another is an operation that is ordered by the NAC and directed by
the integrated command but with forces provided by just a few members.
The third is an operation ordered by the NAC, directed by the integrated
command, and composed of forces from many members. The past years
have seen all three modes employed in such diverse contingencies as
Kuwait, Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq. Having all three options
provides valuable flexibility; each one is worth having, and each can work,
but only if it can draw upon well-prepared capabilities.
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A strong capabilities-based alliance is possible because of the simi-
larity of U.S. and European views on key challenges of the global security
era, despite disagreement over how to respond to them. From these similar
views, it is possible to derive the contents of a warehouse of defense capa-
bilities. Those we prescribe are:

NATO Special Operations Force

NATO Response Force

NATO High Readiness Forces for major combat operations
NATO Stabilization and Reconstruction Forces

NATO capacity for Defense and Security Sector Development for
countries in transition.

The Value of Military Accord

Prior to the NATO Istanbul Summit in mid-2004, German Foreign
Minister Joschka Fischer urged the Alliance to write a new Harmel Report,
aimed at finding common ground on Middle East policy and strategy.?
Others echoed this idea and called for such a report to become the basis
for a new NATO strategic concept that would reflect agreed principles
for action outside Europe, including the Middle East. Meanwhile, despite
U.S.-EU and intra-EU disagreements over the use of force and policy to-
ward Iraq, the European Union issued its own global security assessment,
which was strikingly similar to that of the United States. Yet because of
the disagreements, the Istanbul Summit took no important initiatives and
reached no agreement to forge a common strategy for the Middle East or
set standards for the use of military force.?

The United States and Europe are not at odds across the board. They
share many common interests and goals in the world at large. For instance,
they have similar views on the democratization of the former Soviet
Union, as their united stance on Ukraine’s elections shows. Nor are they
wholly polarized on the Middle East, where they agree on the need for a
democratic Palestinian state and on the criticality of secure oil supplies.
Approaches to Iran are being harmonized. NATO leaders are cooperating
in many aspects of the war on terrorism and policy toward Afghanistan.

Perhaps the future will produce greater strategic and political har-
mony between the United States and those European countries that
disagree with its policies on the use of force and in the Middle East. A
dramatic coming-together could occur, for example, in response to an
al Qaeda attack on Europe, defeat of the insurgency in Iraq, an Israeli-
Palestinian settlement, or success in preventing Iranian production of
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nuclear weapons. A safer assumption is that the United States and major
European states will continue to agree on some policies and crises while
disagreeing on others. But again, this condition neither precludes nor
makes less crucial U.S.-European agreement on the capabilities their al-
liance should possess. The persistence of strategic discord need not and
ought not to block agreement on capabilities.

There is precedent for agreement on capabilities despite disagree-
ment over purpose and policy. In the 1960s, NATO experienced strategic
divergence and political discord over what to do about the Soviet Union’s
nuclear buildup. Whereas the Europeans wanted to cling to a strategy of
nuclear deterrence, the Americans wanted to bolster NATO conventional
defenses to lessen reliance on escalation. The debate between them raged
for years, and it did not end even when NATO agreed in 1967 on the need
to be capable of both “forward defense” and “flexible response” What
finally softened the debate was progress in strengthening military coop-
eration. As a result, NATO conventional forces improved while nuclear
capabilities were maintained. The Americans became satisfied that the
Europeans were truly committed to a better conventional defense, and the
Europeans became satisfied that the Americans were still committed to a
strong nuclear deterrent. From this practical agenda of enhanced military
cooperation came greater political harmony and strategic coherence, as
the Alliance pursued a dual agenda of strong defense and arms control.

Again, in the 1980s, the United States and Europe were at logger-
heads over how to respond to the Soviet Union’s conventional and nuclear
military buildup, as well as its invasion of Afghanistan. Whereas Washing-
ton was calling for a NATO strategy of force buildup and counter-pressure,
many Europeans favored arms control and détente. Without resolving this
tension, the Americans and Europeans were able to agree to reconfigure
NATO defenses in Central Europe for nonlinear combat and to deploy
improved nuclear missiles in Europe while also pursuing arms control ne-
gotiations aimed at banishing such nuclear missiles on both sides. As the
1980s unfolded, this agenda helped restore Alliance unity and contributed
to convincing the Soviet Union to end the Cold War.

Today, notwithstanding political debates that have raged across the
Atlantic, a roughly common view on required NATO capabilities has qui-
etly emerged. This is evident in NATO pursuit of the Prague Capability
Commitment and the NATO Response Force, both of which were adopted
at the Prague Summit of 2002 and reaffirmed at Istanbul in 2004. Despite
public impressions that the United States has lost interest in the Alliance,
Washington led the way toward adoption of the Prague and Istanbul de-
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fense programs. Moreover, many European countries that disagree with
U.S. policy on Iraq do agree on defense requirements. France is among the
leaders in European military transformation, and Germany is now pursu-
ing a parallel effort. Although the European Union is trying to create its
own military forces, it is not proposing to reduce its reliance upon NATO
for most warfighting missions and is eager for cooperation with NATO
defense planners.

Alliance agreement on a comprehensive framework of needed ca-
pabilities could contribute to convergence on strategy and restoration of
mutual confidence. Success at building better European military forces
for such a framework will alter the conditions for determining military
responses to crises. European governments will not be averse to military
action just because they lack the capability to act. The United States will
have an incentive to seek multilateral action rather than to act unilaterally
because its European allies lack usable capabilities.

NATO Military Progress and Shortfalls

News media have focused on intramural Alliance political disputes
and largely overlooked the military progress of the past 2 years. The
Prague Summit decisions to reorganize the NATO military command, to
create a new “Allied Transformation Command,” and to field the NATO
Response Force were critical because they opened new avenues for mili-
tary preparedness and multilateral cooperation. These have not been the
only important steps. During 2003-2004, the Alliance:

» Reformed its force-planning process to enable creation of adequate
capabilities for new missions

» Conducted exercises that have helped its military forces prepare
for new missions

» Launched a program to improve communications through use of
Italian, French, and British satellite constellations

» Initiated studies to create defenses against missile threats to Eu-
rope

» Endorsed a “Program of Work for Defense against Terrorism,’
which comprises eight high-priority armaments directives in such
areas as protecting harbors, detecting use of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD), enhancing intelligence, and performing con-
sequence management

» Completed creating the “Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and
Nuclear Defense Battalion”
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» Signed along-delayed contract to buy a new air-to-ground surveil-
lance system

» Improved its strategic sealift by creating a Sealift Coordination
Center and signing an agreement to gain commitment of several
roll-on/roll-off (RO/RO) cargo ships from the United Kingdom,
Denmark, and Norway.*

Meanwhile, NATO also expanded its military operations outside its
new borders. While it has completed its original stability mission in Bosnia
and transferred main responsibility for peacekeeping to the EU, it retains a
military headquarters in Sarajevo to assist the country with defense reform
and to support the European Union Force in Bosnia and Herzegovina. It
continues to perform major peacekeeping missions in Kosovo, the fate of
which remains unsettled. After initially being embarrassed by its inability
to act decisively in Afghanistan, NATO subsequently agreed to take com-
mand of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) there, and
to deploy Provincial Reconstruction Teams to the western countryside;
ISAF today stands at about 8,000 troops. In Iraq, NATO has agreed to an
expanded role in training Iraqi forces.

Thus, recent defense measures show that NATO is capable of step-
by-step progress toward upgrading its military forces for new missions,
and recent operations show that NATO is willing to use its forces ad
hoc. Still, there are two significant discrepancies. First, there is no agreed
framework covering the entirety of needed capabilities—a gap this article
aims to fill. Second, the European allies need to prioritize their defense
expenditures—an effort this article may help to illuminate.

Critics complain about the inability of European militaries to produce
more personnel for missions in the Balkans, Afghanistan, and Iraq. These
limitations reflect the extent to which many European military forces
remain largely tailored for continental defense missions, even though the
saliency of these missions has largely vanished. To protect Europe, NATO
still needs forces in such areas as air and maritime defense, missile defense,
and counterterrorism. But it no longer needs large numbers of ground and
air forces configured for campaigns against massive invasion. While some
progress has been made, most European militaries still lack the capacity
to project sizable forces rapidly outside the continent. In a fast-breaking
emergency, they could draw upon Britain and France to deploy, at most,
60,000 troops, far less than the United States can project. In slower-mov-
ing situations, they can perform better; some 56,000 European troops are
stationed in the Balkans, Afghanistan, and Iraq. Even then, however, their



10 BINNENDIJK, GOMPERT, AND KUGLER

manpower policies limit the size of their rotational base, which constrains
the number of troops that can be kept abroad for long periods. As a result,
European militaries claim that they cannot handle far bigger deploy-
ments than now, even though they have about 2.4 million active-duty
troops, which is far more than the U.S. total of 1.4 million troops, 340,000
of which are stationed abroad, including in Iraq. A fair estimate is that,
whereas the United States could deploy overseas about 700,000 service
personnel from all branches over a period of 3 to 6 months, Europe could
deploy at most 150,000.

Despite the deterioration in security conditions, especially in and
arising from the Middle East, most European defense budgets have not
grown, and investment budgets have been starved. Yet as NATO Military
Authorities have argued, retiring many excess forces no longer needed
for border defense could liberate substantial funds. These funds could
be plowed into investments to create network-centric forces for expedi-
tionary missions and for operating with U.S. forces. Simply put, ample
resources exist to meet comprehensive NATO capabilities requirements, if
those resources are properly allocated.

Challenges and Dangers of the Early 21st Century

The allocation of defense resources should, of course, reflect the as-
sessment of the security environment. For all their differences over poli-
cies on the use of force and Middle East strategy, the Atlantic democracies
more or less agree on the nature of the main security dangers in the cur-
rent era. Broadly stated, there is a common view that, from Africa to South
Asia, many states are plagued by poor development prospects, illegitimate
governments, lack of connectivity to the world economy, religious radical-
ism and strife, and unfriendly neighbors. Further, Alliance members agree
that these conditions have given rise to both strategic terrorism and an ap-
petite for weapons of mass destruction. These developments threaten the
surrounding regions, the dependability of world oil supplies, and Western
societies. Consequently, most NATO members and partners recognize
the importance of promoting political-economic transformation in this
geographic swath, employing force when necessary to safeguard peace and
protect vital interests, and setting the conditions for stability and recon-
struction when conflict does occur.

Within this generally agreed assessment of security trends in the world
beyond Europe, there is consensus on certain dangers and challenges:®

» Terrorism that aspires to global reach and harm



A NEW MILITARY FRAMEWORK FOR NATO 1

» Proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemical WMD in the
hands of countries and terrorist groups willing to use them

» Proliferation of conventional weapons and information technolo-
gies that, along with WMD, support asymmetric strategies aimed
at countering U.S. and allied military force operations

» Rogue governments that oppress their own people and are poised
to commit aggression against their neighbors and otherwise men-
ace entire regions

» State-to-state rivalries that produce military competition, threaten
to erupt into war, and create a climate of fear and distrust through-
out their regions

» Ethnic tensions and radical ideologies that foster violence

» Growing potential for state failures, thereby creating domestic
turbulence and mass migration

» Failing states that provide sanctuaries for terrorists and organized
crime

» Ethnic, sectarian, and separatist instability and violence stretch-
ing from Africa through the Middle East and into South Asia and
Southeast Asia

» Mass killing of civilians, especially in sub-Saharan Africa

» In parts of Africa and Asia, stalled economic and political devel-
opment, caused in part by exclusion from world markets, thereby
producing social anxiety in a setting of fast population growth,
poverty, urbanization, and ineffective governments

» Absence of democratic governance and economic progress in an
era of global communications, high public awareness, rising stan-
dards of expectation, and growing frustrations

» Rising demands for fossil fuels, natural gas, and water, coupled
with growing environmental degradation.

Although there have been and remain U.S.-European differences
over the role of military power in tackling these problems and the condi-
tions in which the use of force is justified, both Europeans and Americans
realize that power and force have roles to play but cannot be predominant.
To suggest that the United States regards force as its policy instrument of
choice is as wrong as to suggest that Europeans will not use force under
any circumstances. In general, both favor policies and efforts aimed at
ameliorating hostility and fulfilling aspirations for prosperity and free-
dom, thus reducing reliance on military instruments.
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A New Framework for NATO Defense Capacity

In the face of this agreed assessment of dangers, a multidimensional
concept of security is both needed and possible. U.S. and European forces
will need to be fully prepared for major combat operations that could cover
a wide spectrum of missions and geographic locations. They also have to
be prepared for many other missions, such as limited intervention, conflict
prevention, crisis management, consequence management, peacekeeping,
peacemaking, and peace enforcement, postconflict occupation, stabiliza-
tion and reconstruction, disaster relief, humanitarian assistance, partner-
ship building, and the creation of democratically accountable and capable
military establishments. This wide spectrum of new-era missions will re-
quire military forces of diverse skills and capabilities that extend consider-
ably beyond the traditional mission of deterring and fighting major wars.

In addition, the very way of thinking about requirements must
change. The challenges ahead cannot be reduced to a small set of predict-
able contingencies for which U.S. and European forces can be optimized.
Recognizing this, current U.S. defense strategy calls for capabilities-based
planning to create a diverse portfolio of military assets that are modular
and scalable and that provide high degrees of flexibility, adaptability, and
agility. Increasingly, NATO and European military commanders are com-
ing to the same conclusion.

Likewise, U.S., NATO, and European commanders are adopting sim-
ilar views on military transformation. Nearly all agree that transformation
should focus on blending advanced networks, sensors, munitions, modern
weapons, and new logistic support to create forces attuned to military op-
erations of the information age, which are radically different from those of
the industrial age. They also agree on the need to prevent a big “transfor-
mation gap” from emerging between U.S. and European forces that would
prevent them from operating closely together. While they recognize that
U.S. forces will remain ahead of many European forces in the transforma-
tion process, they aspire to accelerate transformation of European forces
so they will be capable of working alongside U.S. forces, with common
information networks, in future operations across the entire spectrum.

Finally, military leaders on both sides of the Atlantic agree on the na-
ture of military operations. Although U.S. forces are already prepared for
many expeditionary missions, European forces must increasingly acquire
the assets for power-projection and force operations that are needed to
perform these and other missions. If they strive to do so, the consequence
might be European forces that may be smaller than now but tailored to
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perform many missions in partnership with U.S. forces. Transatlantic
agreement on these important matters provides a solid foundation for a
new strategic framework for NATO-wide force improvements.

To help guide NATO defense planning, this paper proposes an in-
tegrated, five-tiered defense pyramid of forces, capabilities, and assets for
new-era missions. In each category, NATO will need to establish appro-
priate goals for forces and capabilities, assess existing assets against these
goals, and design programs to achieve them. This pyramid is a useful tool
to help NATO see the whole as well as constituent parts and their relation-
ships. Its key point is that being prepared for future missions requires a
broad portfolio of multiple, different assets, not a one-dimensional mili-
tary configured for a single type of warfare.

Each tier of the pyramid identifies military assets required for spe-
cific types of new-era missions. At the top of the pyramid are relatively
small forces for sudden, demanding, quick-response operations. They in-
clude the NATO Response Force (NRF), already in train, and a new NATO
Special Operations Force (NSOF). In the middle of the pyramid is the
largest component, the NATO High Readiness Forces (HRF) for sustained
major combat operations. Improvements to these forces should focus on
a limited set of divisions and brigades, fighter wings, and naval strike
groups, provided with the information networks, joint warfighting assets,
logistic support, and transport needed for expeditionary missions against
significant opponents. One tier down is a new NATO Stabilization and
Reconstruction Force (NSRF) for the mission of occupying territory, sta-
bilizing postconflict settings, and helping begin the task of reconstructing
countries with functioning governments and economies. At the bottom of
the pyramid are assets—largely human and institutional—for the mission
of NATO Defense and Security Sector Development (NDSSD), helping
foreign militaries and other security institutions modernize, democratize,
and improve their performance.

Today NATO has formally assigned assets in only two of these five
categories, the NRF and HRE. In our view, NATO will be sufficiently en-
dowed for future missions only if it has adequate forces and capabilities
in all five areas. NATO forces, for example, could be used sequentially. A
crisis intervention could begin with use of the NSOF for targeting enemy
positions, as occurred in the early stages of the invasion of Afghanistan.
Next, NATO could deploy the brigade-size NRF to establish a foothold,
defeat access-denial threats, and conduct initial strikes. Then, NATO
could deploy the larger HRF to conduct major combat operations aimed
at winning the contest in this key stage of warfighting. Afterward, NATO
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could deploy the NSRE, which would work alongside the HRF to stabilize
the situation and begin reconstruction until peace is restored and civilian
assets can be deployed to complete the reconstruction phase. At this junc-
ture, NATO assets for the NDSSD could begin helping the new govern-
ment to preserve safety and security while building democracy.

Such a sequential process is not the only or even most likely way that
these NATO forces and capabilities could be used. Instead, they could be
used individually or in a combination suited to the situation. For example,
some situations might require only the NSOF, or NSOF forces and the NRE,
followed by commitment of the NSRE. Other combinations are equally pos-
sible. Moreover, peacetime relationships with many foreign countries might
involve only the use of NATO assets for defense sector development, in a
manner reflecting how the NATO Partnership for Peace (PFP) has been
carried out with many European countries. For this reason, the pyramid of
forces and capabilities must be modular and scalable. NATO must be capa-
ble of tailoring packages to meet the unique requirements of each situation.
A NATO defense pyramid of such assets, which cover a wide spectrum and
are capable of being combined in many ways, will provide the flexibility and
adaptability needed for a wide range of possible futures. This pyramid will
ensure that when NATO political leaders decide to act collectively, they will
have the full set of forces and capabilities at their disposal.

Figure 1-1. A NATO Framework of Future Forces and Capabilities for
Expeditionary Missions

Response
Force

Other
High Readiness
Forces

Stabilization & Reconstruction Force
Defense and Security Sector Reform
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Building the Pyramid

As the ancient Egyptians could attest, it is one thing to draw a pyra-
mid and quite another to build one. To be prepared for all five types of
missions, NATO will need to be able to draw upon both U.S. and European
forces. As a general rule, the United States might provide one-third of the
military commitments and Europe two-thirds. In order to make progress
in the coming years on building a well-stocked military warehouse, Euro-
pean NATO members will need to focus their limited investment funds
on program priorities that can yield high-leverage returns in the form of
enhanced, usable forces and capabilities. All 5 of these areas are appro-
priate for investment as well as other force-improvement efforts, such as
developing new doctrines, creating new structures, and establishing new
employment practices. The necessary steps are modest and will not unduly
strain NATO and European capacity to pursue them. The following dis-
cussion moves from the top of this pyramid to the base.®

NATO Special Operations Force’

National special operations forces (SOF) have proven their high
value because of their many uses. SOF can be used to conduct surgical
attacks on terrorist camps, help train foreign militaries in counterterrorist
operations, free hostages, destroy obstacles and threats, and conduct sur-
veillance behind enemy lines. As fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq shows,
they can use lasers and global positioning system devices to spot enemy
targets, and then transmit the information to air forces to achieve preci-
sion strikes. Special operations forces are light, lethal, small, mobile, well
trained, and superbly conditioned. Because they are easily networked with
other forces, they can be powerful force multipliers. In addition, SOF are
highly flexible and adaptable.

Some years ago, the United States took the step of creating a new Spe-
cial Operations Command for SOF, with a formal headquarters and staff,
forces assigned from all services, and a separate budgeting program aimed
at funding their unique requirements. This step has yielded strategic
dividends, particularly in combating terrorism. Pressures are mounting to
enlarge SOF assets because of their capacity to perform so many important
missions and to work closely with other forces, including large ground and
air forces conducting major combat operations. NATO and Europe would
be well served by a similar capability.

Most European militaries grasp the value of SOF, and many have
well-trained SOF units in their ranks, such as the fabled British Special Air
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Service. But these national units are not organized into a multilateral entity
that could operate under NATO command. A new SOF command could
be built upon existing U.S.-French SOF units imbedded in Combined Joint
Task Forces (CJTFs) and on SOF units operating in Afghanistan.

There is much to be gained by sharing know-how through multi-
lateral training and exercises. Beyond this, most contingencies in which
NATO allies may operate together will require SOE. While SOF often op-
erate in small groups and in isolation, much can be gained by improving
their interoperability in such areas as communications and networking,
doctrine, tactics, weapons, and logistics. British and French SOF, for ex-
ample, should be able to work together using information networking to
guide precision strikes of American, German, and Italian aircraft.

What steps should NATO take to capitalize on this opportunity? An
attractive possibility is to create an NSOF command with responsibility for
the coordination of Alliance-wide SOF goals and collaborative programs.
This would require multinational agreements on intelligence sharing
and other matters. Despite national sensitivities, such agreements can be
forged. The actual NSOF should have a small inner core and a larger outer
network. The inner core could be as small as 300 troops, with specialized
technology, including unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), focused on one
or two vital missions, such as counterterrorism and counter-WMD. This
inner core would be formally assigned to NATO, highly integrated, sta-
tioned at one location, and composed of rotating national SOF units. It
would have uniform equipment and procedures and be ready to deploy
within 72 hours.

Surrounding this inner core would be a larger, looser outer network
of SOF assets from many nations that would perform such other missions
as fire support, infiltration, intelligence gathering, hostage rescue, peace-
time advising of new partners, civil affairs, and psychological operations.
The SOF assets of this outer network need not be collocated, but they
would form a networked posture, and they must meet NATO standards
and be available for commitment when the need arises.

The entire posture of inner core and outer network likely would in-
clude no more than 1,000 troops, which could be one-third U.S. forces and
two-thirds European. Although an NSOF would not be a big consumer
of logistic support and airlift, it must have assets that enable it to move
quickly and sustain itself at long distances. In addition, it would need
UAVs, some gunships, and other specialized assets.

Such a two-part NSOF offers the potential to add significantly to the
NATO warehouse of usable capabilities. Ample national SOF already exist,
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so additional forces do not have to be created, nor do individual skills have
to be greatly improved. The cost of an NSOF headquarters, training facili-
ties, new equipment, and exercises would be modest, and certainly much
less than the NRF. This proposal could be adopted at a NATO ministe-
rial session and implemented in a few years. Within a short time, NATO
would have a superbly trained NSOF that could operate independently or
with the NRF and other NATO forces. NATO capacity to handle situations
demanding swift application of small amounts of SOF power would be
greatly enhanced.

NATO Response Force

Approved at the Prague Summit in 2002, the NRF speedily reached
initial operational capability in fall 2004, and is now undergoing tests and
exercises to develop its capabilities. It will reach full operational capability
in 2006, well ahead of its original schedule. Currently, it is composed of
about 17,000 troops; by 2006, it will have its full complement of ground
forces and reach its target of about 20,000 troops. The NRF is an elite, joint
force configured for high-tech strike operations. It will be available within
5 to 30 days and will have 1 month of staying power before replenishment
is needed. It can be used on its own, or it can be a spearhead for larger
NATO forces. It is to be composed of one ground brigade, plus commen-
surate air forces and naval forces, and backed by the mobility forces and
logistic support assets needed to operate far beyond European borders.?

The NRF is a rotating force drawn from NATO’s High Readiness
Forces. At any time, one contingent of 20,000 troops will be on duty, in high
readiness status for 6 months; another will be standing down from recent
duty; and another will be preparing for future duty. Membership in the
NREF is open to all NATO members. Multiple countries, including France,
are participating enthusiastically. For example, in late 2004, the NRF con-
sisted of naval units from the United Kingdom, plus ground and air forces
from the southern region. The rotational nature of the NRF means that a
dozen or more nations can participate significantly over a 2-year period.
Over a longer period, all NATO members will be able to participate if their
forces and assets meet NRF standards. High-level command of the NRF is
being rotated among the NATO Joint Force Commands in Brunssum and
Naples and its Joint Headquarters in Lisbon. In a contingency, the NRF is
to be led by a Deployable Joint Task Force. During 2003-2004, NRF 1 and
2 were activated as prototypes and test beds. Certification and evaluation
are taking place during NRF 3 and 4 (2004-2005.) Full operational capa-
bility will be reached during NRF 5 and NRF 6 (2005-2006.)
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For all of its progress, full NRF development cannot be taken for
granted. Indeed, senior NATO officials must carefully monitor its evolu-
tion to ensure that it does not fall short of its promise. Part of the challenge
comes from meeting its dual-purpose agenda. The NRF was intended not
only to be an operationally ready strike force, but also to be at the cutting
edge of NATO transformation in ways that send ripple effects to other Eu-
ropean forces. For this purpose, it needs not only modern weapons but also
advanced information networks, sensors and munitions, joint doctrine and
training, and mobility assets. Fulfilling both agendas does not come natu-
rally. The demands of operational readiness can discourage experimenta-
tion with new weapons, doctrines, and structures. Many of these transfor-
mational purposes can be accomplished before assigned units combine to
form the NRF and during the 6-month period when they are undergoing
training for duty. Even so, a careful balancing act will be needed to ensure
that neither operational readiness nor transformation is neglected.

Equally important, the NRF cannot be “a force for all seasons.” While
it was originally intended to be a high-tech strike force for use in combat,
the natural tendency (already evident in official NATO documents) is to
use it for other purposes, including peacekeeping, hostage rescue, non-
combatant evacuation, embargo operations, security for events such as the
Olympics, counterterrorist operations, and stabilization and reconstruc-
tion missions. Here, too, a balancing act will be necessary. If the NRF tries
to be capable of performing all of these missions, it is likely to be proficient
at none of them, including crisis response and high-tech strike missions.
If NATO needs additional quick-response forces for a wider spectrum of
missions, it should create them (for example, the NSOF) and allow the
NREF to focus on its main purpose.

Finally, the NRF was intended to be mainly a European force, but it
cannot be exclusively European. Initially, the United States played a low-
profile role because it wanted the Europeans to take the lead in creating
the NRE. Now that this goal has been accomplished, the United States
must make regular contributions to NRF rotating combat forces. U.S.
contributions are expected to increase during prototypes NRF 5 and 6,
and thereafter. The United States must also provide help in such areas as
advanced command, control, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance (C4ISR) networks, airlift, and logistic support until the
Europeans become self-sufficient in these areas. Initially, some Europeans
criticized the United States for not participating enough in the NRE, but
this problem appears headed toward solution.
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NATO High Readiness Forces

Analyses of defense priorities for new-era missions often gloss over
NATO main combat formations, the HRF for major deployment for de-
fense under Article 5 or crisis response operations. The reason normally is
a set of erroneous assumptions: that HRF forces for major combat opera-
tions are irrelevant for expeditionary missions outside Europe, or already
are adequate for the task, or are too hard and expensive to reform. Ignor-
ing these forces would be shortsighted because they may well be called
upon for expeditionary missions that cannot be handled by the NRE
NATO concepts call for a brigade-size NRF deployment to be reinforced
by a corps-size CJTF when operations expand in terms of opposition or
geographic scope. The HRF is also intended to provide for rotational depth
for long-term operations. Indeed, they were used in the Kosovo war, and
today are being used in the Balkans and Afghanistan for peace enforce-
ment. At present, much of the HRF is not adequately capable of projecting
power swiftly and performing major combat operation missions in distant
areas. Reforming these forces is not beyond reach. The NATO Defense
Capability Initiative did not achieve this worthy goal because it was scat-
tered across too many forces and measures, and the Prague Capabilities
Commitment evidently is encountering similar troubles. But NATO can
succeed if it focuses on a small set of HRF units that are earmarked for
overseas deployment, and improves them with high-leverage, affordable
programs. Once again, the United States should provide about one-third of
the troops for HRF for major combat operations outside Europe.

NATO today suffers from no lack of European HRF for major com-
bat operation missions. HRF have a readiness status that calls upon them
to be available within 90 days of call-up. Other NATO forces are Forces of
Lower Readiness, available within 90 to 180 days, and Long-Term Buildup
Forces, available after 365 days. Current HRF troops can be divided into
two categories: many are “in-place forces” for local use, but some are “de-
ployable forces” that ostensibly can be used for operations beyond their
immediate locales. (See Table 1-1.) The ground forces and command
structures that fall into the latter category are products of history and
strategic logic. In the early 1990s, NATO created a single corps headquar-
ters for ground missions, the Allied Rapid Reaction Corps, which was
designed to command three to four divisions. Later, it designated five ad-
ditional corps headquarters as operationally ready commands to provide
for concurrent contingencies and rotational duties: the German-Dutch
Corps, the Eurocorps, and one corps each from Italy, Turkey, and Spain.
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Today, if one or more of these corps headquarters is called upon to deploy
outside Europe for major combat operations as the land component of
a NATO CJTE in theory they could draw upon an estimated pool of 12
active divisions (or the equivalent in brigades) provided by multiple coun-
tries. Joining these ground forces are fighter wings that provide about 500
to 600 combat aircraft, and about 100 combat ships in NATO Task Groups.
By any measure, this is a sizable pool of joint forces that totals 400,000
to 500,000 military personnel.’ The problem is that while most of these
ground forces can operate on the European continent, they lack the logis-
tic support and lift needed to deploy outside Europe quickly. As a practical
matter, the Europeans today could rapidly deploy only one or two of these
divisions to long distances.

Table 1-1. European Divisions Available to NATO*

Total Divisions 57
HRF Divisions 25
“Deployable” HRF Divisions 12*

*Unofficial estimates by authors drawing on open sources, including The Military Balance 2003-2004
(London: The International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2003).

**Total is 36 brigades, or 12 division-equivalents.

How many of these forces does NATO really need to be well prepared
for expeditionary missions outside Europe? NATO military commanders
contend that they must be capable of responding to multiple concurrent
contingencies (for example, two major combat operation missions and a
peacekeeping mission). While this requires three NATO CJTF headquar-
ters, it no longer requires the massive combat forces of the past. In cur-
rent less-demanding contingencies and information networking for joint
operations, relatively small forces can perform most missions. NATO will
be adequately prepared if, in addition to units assigned to the NRE, it has a
rapidly deployable European force of 5 to 6 divisions (15-18 brigades), 275
to 325 combat aircraft, and 50 to 60 naval combatants. These European
forces will join with still-substantial U.S. military commitments of one to
two divisions, plus air and naval assets (discussed below), to create a pow-
erful NATO capacity for expeditionary warfare. Such a posture might not
meet all plausible requirements in the eyes of NATO military command-
ers, but it would roughly triple European capacity for power projection,
and it would put Europe into the ballpark of being able to work closely
with the United States in expeditionary missions.
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NATO can easily field this number of European forces by drawing
upon one-half of its existing pool of “deployable” HRF units. Most of the
forces in this pool, however, are not truly deployable outside Europe. Their
problems are threefold: they cannot travel swiftly to long distances, sustain
themselves for long periods, or achieve adequate interoperability with
U.S. forces. While these problems especially apply to ground forces, they
also are serious impediments to many air and naval forces. Fixing these
problems should be a main NATO agenda. The task does not promise to
be prohibitively expensive—that is, if NATO focuses only on this limited
set of forces, rather than squander resources on other forces and priorities.
These HRF units are already fully manned, and they regularly train and
exercise at proper levels for proficiency in combat. As a general rule, they
also are well armed, with modern weapons systems and a growing number
of smart munitions and sensors. Some new acquisition programs will be
needed, but not enough to bankrupt European defense budgets, if savings
are found elsewhere or parliaments begin funding annual real increases in
spending. Some NATO members will be better able to contribute because
their forces are generally well armed and modern, but other countries can
participate by contributing combat units or support assets in niche areas.

A NATO improvement program should begin with information net-
works, which are vital to carrying out joint operations that blend ground,
naval, and air forces. Fortunately, the Europeans are already well along in
this enterprise as a result of recent decisions to acquire a set of tactical and
strategic systems for intelligence, wide-bandwidth communications, and
management of operations. The Europeans are not aspiring to the U.S.
standard of network-centric warfare, but they are aiming for “network-en-
abled warfare” or a similar concept, with networks that are fairly sophisti-
cated and, above all, that can plug into U.S. networks to permit combined
U.S.-European operations. The Europeans likely will achieve this standard
in a few years, but NATO will need to ensure that new national networks
can be integrated to form multinational networks and that European and
U.S. networks are fully interoperable.

In addition, a NATO improvement program should focus on creat-
ing new structures for deployable High Readiness Forces. Modern ground
operations are transitioning from their earlier emphasis on divisions to a
growing emphasis on brigades. In the U.S. Army, for example, many com-
bat and support assets formerly assigned to the division commander are
being dispersed to his three brigades. The goal is to create brigade combat
teams with the full set of assets needed to operate independently on the
battlefield, miles from each other, and without looking to higher echelons
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for help. Because such brigades will be highly modular and adaptable, dif-
ferent combinations of light, medium, and heavy units can be quickly pack-
aged to handle a spectrum of situations. Air forces are undergoing similar
changes. In the U.S. Air Force, the emphasis is on the packaging of fighter
aircraft, bombers, airborne warning and control systems, joint surveillance
target attack radar systems, electronic warfare aircraft, and other support
aircraft to create self-contained units for expeditionary warfare. The same
practice of force packaging applies to naval warfare, where the U.S. Navy
has blended carriers, amphibious assault ships, surface combatants, subma-
rines, and support ships to create formations for expeditionary operations.

NATO and European militaries should carefully study these changes
being pursued by the U.S. military, not because they are “made in America,’
but because they make operational sense on the modern battlefield. Indeed,
some European militaries are already pursuing them by creating indepen-
dent brigades. European HRF need not mimic U.S. forces in the particulars.
If they adopt similar concepts, they will go a long way toward making the
transition from old-style continental operations, in which force compo-
nents fought separately, to new-style expeditionary missions, in which all
components are not only well structured but can fight jointly as well.

If new European force structures are to be capable of fighting along-
side U.S. forces, they must be equipped with the array of assets needed for
major combat operations in the information age, which are complex and
fast-paced. Rather than bludgeon the enemy through battlefield-wide attri-
tion, they endeavor to fracture enemy cohesion through rapid maneuver
and precise delivery of firepower. They require forces to operate simultane-
ously rather than sequentially, and to disperse widely rather than mass at
central locations. European forces possess some of the assets needed for
such operations, but not yet all of them. Acquiring the rest must be a goal of
procurement plans that focus, first and foremost, on equipping the limited
set of forces being prepared for expeditionary warfare. Equally important,
the Europeans will need to strengthen all three components of ground,
naval, and air forces, rather than emphasizing one to the exclusion of the
others. This especially holds true for integrating ground and air forces so
that they can work closely together; thus far, Europeans have devoted less
effort than Americans to employing air forces to contribute to ground bat-
tles. Many European countries do not have large navies, but such countries
as Britain, France, Germany, and Italy have modern navies that are blue-
water capable and can be used for joint expeditionary missions.

An emphasis on all three components of ground, naval, and air forces
is necessary because they play important roles in expeditionary warfare, in-
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teract considerably in joint operations, and depend on each other. In order
to conduct expeditionary warfare and joint operations, modular and adapt-
able European ground forces should field a mixture of heavy, medium, and
light units that are equipped with a combination of weapon systems for
direct fires, indirect fires, and standoff fires at long distances. Emphasis is
shifting from heavy armor to lightweight armor, but all vehicles must have
the firepower, survivability, and tactical mobility to defeat well-armed op-
ponents. Because of growing ground-air interactions, European air forces
must be capable of not only defending their airspace but also contribut-
ing to land battles by fielding assets for all-weather/day-night operations,
precision strikes, and close air support. Modern aircraft are necessary, but
so are sensors, munitions, and support assets. European naval forces must
be capable of both defending the seas and carrying out littoral operations
and launching cruise missiles as part of the joint campaign in support of
ground and air forces. European warships typically are smaller and less well
armed than U.S. counterparts, but they often possess important capabilities
in such areas as countermine warfare and littoral patrolling. Britain’s plan to
acquire larger aircraft carriers is an example of efforts that can help trans-
form European navies for expeditionary warfare.

For all three components, NATO needs to determine the European
forces and capabilities that will be needed for new-era missions. It should
next assess existing European assets and make judgments about where
additional capabilities are needed to close existing gaps, and then com-
municate appropriate force goals and priorities to European members for
the crafting of appropriate programs and budgets under NATO guidance.
Keeping a tight focus on critical High Readiness Forces, capability require-
ments, and program priorities will be essential. What must be avoided is
the past tendency to scatter improvement efforts across the entire Euro-
pean force posture, including stationary units that are not intended for
deployment missions. Indeed, the Europeans could save money for invest-
ments in deployable HRF by disbanding sizable numbers of other forces or
moving them into reserve status. At a minimum, stationary forces should
not be targets for expensive modernization any time soon.

Finally, a NATO improvement program must remedy shortfalls in
mobility assets and logistic support. NATO has been working on these two
problems for several years, but much remains to be done. For example,
the recent agreement to secure commitment of 10 RO/RO ships from
various nations is helpful, but movement of a single division could require
20 cargo ships. An inexpensive solution is access to more cargo ships
and wide-bodied air transports from Ukraine or the commercial sector.
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Likewise, NATO combat forces need multinational logistic support that
is tailored to the unique demands of expeditionary warfare. Logistic sup-
port is critical for expeditionary operations because combat forces must
be self-sustainable: they cannot draw upon their European economies or
local economies in underdeveloped countries. The solution is not to create
ponderous support structures composed of many truck transport, supply,
and maintenance units coupled with huge stocks of war reserves. Instead,
the solution is to take advantage of such new-era concepts as just-in-time
and sense-and-respond logistics to create lean support structures that can
deploy quickly and get the job done proficiently. The practice of fielding
multinational logistic structures, rather than purely national structures,
has many attractions. It will enable countries to specialize in niche areas
of comparative advantage and permit efficient use of resources, thereby
reducing the size and weight of logistic support assets and increasing their
speed of deployment. Multinational logistic systems can reduce by one-
half the manpower and stocks that otherwise would have to be deployed
for logistic support.

In summary, creating better HRF units for expeditionary missions
and major combat operations is not only important, but also a doable
proposition as long as NATO focuses on a small set of forces—an approach
that has worked for the NRF and can work for the HRE. This agenda can-
not be accomplished overnight. But over the course of a few years, a great
deal can be done to transform Europe into a serious participant in power
projection and major expeditionary warfare by 2010. The tasks of acquir-
ing modern information networks, creating new force structures, fielding
a diverse array of assets, securing sealift and airlift support from the com-
mercial sector, and creating streamlined logistic support may be complex,
but they do not require huge spending of scarce investment funds. While
some new acquisition programs will be needed, this agenda mainly re-
quires organized effort, multilateral cooperation, and a capacity to inno-
vate. Thus far, the Europeans have not shown the necessary willpower to
overcome barriers, but in recent years, they have been making encourag-
ing progress. If they are willing to pursue the remaining measures, NATO
can provide a forum for them to succeed in a relatively short period.

NATO Stabilization and Reconstruction Force

The experiences of Afghanistan and Iraq make clear that expedition-
ary operations often do not end once major combat is concluded. When
long occupation or presence follows, the task becomes one of stabilization
and reconstruction, which helps guide the transition from battlefield vic-
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tory to enduring peace. Stabilization refers to the process of ending the
resistance of enemy forces, insurgents, terrorists, rebellious political activ-
ists, and common criminals. Reconstruction refers to the process of restor-
ing a functioning government, society, and economy. The stabilization and
reconstruction (S&R) process is intended to lay a solid foundation for a
longer-term effort aimed at building democratic governments, civil societ-
ies, and functioning market economies. S&R missions often are anything
but easy; they can involve prolonged low-intensity fighting against insur-
gents even as efforts are under way to rebuild destroyed infrastructure
and to create new governmental institutions. Nor is success guaranteed:
as of this writing, Afghanistan seems headed toward a favorable outcome,
but the fate of Iraq is hanging in the balance. The enduring lesson is that
much depends upon the effectiveness of the S&R operation, including its
strategy and how it is implemented.!

In both Afghanistan and Iraq, the United States and its European al-
lies tried to perform S&R missions by re-roling their military forces—that
is, they endeavored to switch their forces from combat operations to S&R
tasks. This transition has proven to be difficult because combat forces
lack a full measure of the unique assets needed for reconstruction—mili-
tary police, civil-military affairs, civil administrators, medical aid, civil
engineers, construction teams, psychological operations, and specialists
capable of speedily processing contracts with commercial businesses. For
example, a combat engineer battalion will possess the assets needed to cre-
ate defensive positions, keep roads open, and clear battlefields of mines.
But it may lack the S&R assets needed to repair damaged office buildings,
reconnect electrical power grids, and restore sewage and water systems.
The same applies to medical care. While military units will have the capac-
ity to care for troops wounded in battle, they may lack a comparable ability
to contain infectious diseases among large populations, to distribute drugs
and other supplies across a large countryside, and to run civilian hospitals
in damaged urban areas. For these reasons, even combat service support
units cannot always be re-roled to perform S&R missions.

Because re-roling has proven to be a shaky practice for reconstruc-
tion missions, a major implication is that the U.S. military should organize
special assets for quickly performing S&R missions even as major combat
is giving way to fighting against insurgents. Equally important, NATO
and the European militaries should be prepared for S&R missions, too.
Senior NATO military authorities are aware of this need, and some Euro-
pean countries, such as Italy and Germany, are beginning to reshape their
forces for S&R missions. But not enough countries are doing so, and even
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if robust national efforts were under way, they would need to be brought
together into multilateral formations to forge their capabilities into a co-
hesive whole. While many details must be studied carefully, NATO should
perform this integrating function.

In some quarters on both sides of the Atlantic, concern exists that the
act of creating S&R capabilities will draw the Europeans away from pay-
ing proper attention to the NRF and HRF for major combat operations. A
close look suggests that this fear is unfounded. As shown in table 1-2, the
entire combination of NSOF, NRE, HRE, and S&R assets would consume
about 242,000 to 272,000 military personnel. This is only about 10 percent
of Europe’s total of 2.4 million active military personnel, and about 16 to
18 percent of Europe’s active ground manpower, which totals 1.5 million
troops. The Europeans can readily meet this requirement without draw-
ing manpower away from other missions, including continental defense.
Britain and France aside, several European countries could reduce their
military manpower by sizable amounts and still easily meet these require-
ments. Creating S&R forces does not require large diversions of funds for
equipment acquisition and modernization. The main task is one of reorga-
nizing manpower, units, and forces that already exist in European combat
support and combat service support structures.

NATO should create a special S&R command staff for establishing
coordinated force goals for member countries and organizing S&R forces
into multinational formations capable of prompt deployment into oc-
cupied countries. A command staff, for example, could quickly assemble
forces and assets for contingencies such as Afghanistan, where laborious
efforts were needed to bring together the few helicopters and infantry
units needed to create Provincial Reconstruction Teams. How many Eu-
ropean-manned S&R forces are needed? An initial estimate is that two
division-size formations, composed of independent S&R brigades plus
light infantry units, would be adequate. Such a posture would provide the
necessary mix of S&R assets, as well as the flexibility and modularity to
respond to a range of contingencies. For example, this posture would en-
able NATO to deploy fully six S&R brigades to a single large contingency;,
or to sustain indefinitely two brigades in a single smaller operation. If the
United States also creates similar formations, between them enough S&R
assets should be available for most situations.

Some European countries understandably will be reluctant to create
special S&R units. Examples are Britain and France, whose scarce military
manpower is needed to populate combat forces that will be critical to
NATO warfighting strategy in expeditionary missions. But other countries
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that provide fewer combat units may find opportunities in contributing
S&R assets to NATO. Italy and Germany are examples, as are Poland and
other new members from Central Europe. Southern region countries such
as Spain, Greece, and Turkey also have the manpower to permit specializa-
tion in S&R functions. In addition, the Europeans need to consider how
civilian assets can be mobilized for reconstruction missions that will not
be performed by military forces. If Europe rises to the challenge, it should
have little difficulty creating the necessary assets in a few years.

Table 1-2. Proposed European Ground Forces for Expeditionary Missions*

Brigades Ground Manpower
NSOF 1 2,000
NRF 3 30,000
HRF for MCO 15-18 150,000-180,000
S&R 6 60,000
Total 25-28** 242,000-272,000

* Proposed by authors.
** A force of 25-28 brigades equates to about 8 or 9 division equivalents.

NATO Defense and Security Sector Development

Once the S&R mission is ongoing or has been effectively performed
in an occupied country, there remains an additional requirement that is
as crucial to long-term security: political and economic transformation
to a viable, democratic, stable nation with accountable and competent
governance. This requirement, which can take years or even decades, must
include the creation of clean, lean, and able defense and security forces and
institutions. Clean means forces and institutions that respond to govern-
mental direction, respect democratic values, enforce the law fairly, and are
free from internal corruption. Lean refers to the need for these forces and
institutions to operate efficiently, free from bloating that can consume too
many resources and strangle economic recovery. Able refers to their ability
to perform their jobs of military security and law enforcement.!!

The need for NATO to help perform defense and security sector
development is not confined to postwar situations. Indeed, it commonly
arises in peacetime, when NATO endeavors to build partnership relations
with countries that are trying to leave the past behind. As NATO considers
its objectives and policies toward other regions, it may want to increase its
involvement in this enterprise, and the opportunities may grow as well.
After all, much of the world has yet to go through the democratic trans-
formation that has occurred in Eastern Europe over the past two decades.
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There is now overwhelming evidence—from places as diverse as the for-
mer Soviet Union, sub-Saharan Africa, Middle East, and Southeast Asia—
that failure to overhaul defense and security establishments can retard, if
not derail, broader political-economic transformation to democracy and
market economies.

NDSSD is a complex enterprise that requires an adroit blending of
carrots and sticks. Fortunately, NATO and some of its individual members
have considerable experience in this arena. The bulk of this experience
comes from the PFP effort to help the former communist nations of East-
ern Europe and former republics of the Soviet Union develop capable, pro-
fessional, accountable, and affordable defense establishments and military
forces. Currently, NATO includes countries with experience in both giving
and receiving this type of PFP support. In addition, the United Kingdom,
relying on interministerial collaboration under its “global fund” program,
has accumulated valuable experience in providing comprehensive secu-
rity sector reform in a number of developing countries, such as Uganda,
Rwanda, and Sri Lanka. The same can be said for France, which has
longstanding ties to numerous countries in North Africa and sub-Saharan
Africa. The United States, of course, has been in this business on a global
basis for many years and brings the benefits of its successful experiences in
Asia, where it has helped guide several militaries into the modern era.

One example of how an NDSSD capability might be used is in con-
junction with the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (ICI), an offer to estab-
lish military partnership relations with interested countries in the Middle
East, North Africa, and Persian Gulf. The ICI is meant to be different from
the NATO Partnership for Peace, which has been operating successfully
in Eastern Europe and adjoining regions for nearly a decade. For many
participants, PFP became a process of preparing for entrance into NATO:
all 10 new members participated in ways aimed at enhancing their ability
to meet requirements for admission. By contrast, the ICI is not aimed at
preparing Middle Eastern countries for admission into NATO. Instead, it
is aimed at helping their military establishments carry out modernizing
reforms and acquire legitimate capabilities in areas of mutual interest.
For example, the ICI might help these establishments learn techniques
for planning and budgeting, training and exercising, protecting borders,
safeguarding against terrorism, carrying out hostage rescue, and perform-
ing disaster relief. Although the ICI is new and untested, it can provide a
framework for interested countries to work closely with NATO members
under Alliance auspices.
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Even in peacetime settings, the difficulty of this enterprise should
not be underestimated. In many countries, defense and security institu-
tions may be change-resistant—indeed, more resistant than other sectors
of their governments and societies. But unless military and other security
institutions can be fundamentally transformed, efforts to train and edu-
cate individuals or small groups may be inadequate to prevent old cultures
and practices from surviving. Large carrots and sticks may be needed to
induce institutional reform, including leadership changes.

Whether as part of a wider political transformation or simply to de-
velop more competent military and security institutions, NATO members
must be capable of offering assistance in this arena. NATO can determine
how and where to offer such efforts only on a case-by-case basis. To ensure
that NATO performs effectively when called upon, it needs enduring capac-
ity and options. NATO should concentrate on what it knows best, defense
and military transformation, and leave reform of police and other security
institutions to other agencies. NATO likely will need to expand upon its
PFP staffs by creating assets to perform this function in regions outside
Europe. It should begin by taking an inventory of its members to determine
their relevant experiences, activities, and capabilities. (Some of the best tal-
ent and experience may well come from new members, having just gone
through similar defense and security transformations themselves.) NATO
then should make decisions about how capabilities should be organized
collectively, how national capabilities can contribute, where NATO can
make valuable contributions, and how improvements can be made.

Matching the NATO Defense Framework with U.S. and
EU Efforts

As the United States and Europe seek to revitalize their partnership
through defense collaboration, they should not focus on NATO military
preparedness in isolation from the larger setting. They also will need to
take stock of two other key issues: how the future U.S. military commit-
ment to NATO and Europe can take shape in ways that contribute to
NATO preparedness, and how emerging EU defense efforts can be chan-
neled toward enhancing NATO military strength and cohesion. The goal
should be to forge collaborative relations among NATO, the U.S. military,
and the European Union so that all three not only perform healthy roles
individually but also create a unified whole that is greater than the sum of
its parts. Because achieving this goal will not be easy, it will require sound
planning and hard work by all participants.
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The three-pyramid architecture illustrated below provides a concep-
tual framework for orchestrating this complex enterprise. If the defense
preparedness efforts in the NATO pyramid, discussed above, and the U.S.
and EU pyramids focus on creating similar types of forces, capabilities,
and improvement priorities, the outcome can be a triangular relationship
that works to the advantage of all three participants.

Figure 1-2. Three-Pyramid Architecture for Transatlantic Defense
Collaboration
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Future U.S. Military Presence in Europe

The United States maintains military forces in Europe both for na-
tional purposes and to meet NATO commitments and to help influence
how NATO military forces undergo transformation. Careful attention
must be paid to the future U.S. military commitment—not only U.S.
forces in Europe but also NATO-committed forces stationed in the United
States—because of the changes that will be taking place during the coming
years. Since the early 1990s, the United States has deployed about 109,000
troops in Europe in multiple headquarters staffs, 4 heavy Army brigades
and an airborne contingent in Italy, and over 2 US. Air Force fighter
wings and support aircraft at various bases, plus Navy bases, mostly in
the Mediterranean, to support regular deployment of a carrier battlegroup
and an amphibious ready group. The purpose of this large, multifaceted
military presence has been threefold: to help defend an expanded NATO
in a period of uncertain change; to provide U.S. force contributions to
NATO operations on Europe’s periphery (for example, in the Kosovo war
of 1999); and to provide forward-deployed forces for purely U.S. military
missions, or for coalition missions outside NATO, in regions adjoining
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Europe, including the Middle East, which is part of the U.S. European
Command area of operations.

While this U.S. presence has served remarkably well over the past
decade, it is about to undergo important changes. In fall 2004, the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD) announced the results of a review aimed at better
aligning overseas deployments with future missions and priorities. Total
U.S. military manpower in Europe will decline to about 50,000 to 65,000
troops, although regular training and exercises by forces in the continen-
tal United States (CONUS) occasionally will raise the total temporarily.
Headquarters staffs will be trimmed and consolidated. The four Army
heavy brigades will be replaced by a single Army Stryker brigade, plus an
airborne contingent in Italy. The Air Force presence will also be trimmed,
but details are unclear, and some units may periodically deploy to Poland,
Bulgaria, Romania, and other new NATO members. Naval bases in the
Mediterranean may also be consolidated, but the Navy will continue to
maintain regular peacetime deployments of warships there.

The new presence will be smaller and distributed differently. While
the U.S. military will retain main operating bases at traditional locations
in Europe, it will develop new forward operating locations and coop-
erative security locations in Eastern Europe and the Balkans in order to
enhance the capacity of the American military to train and exercise with
new NATO members and to provide additional jump-oft sites for power
projection operations outside Europe. Although the United States will not
permanently station large forces in Eastern Europe and the Balkans, small
units might reside there, and increased training and exercises in Poland
and other countries will result in temporary surges. As a result, the U.S.
military center of gravity will shift from its Cold War locations in Western
Europe toward the east and southeast, reflecting growing U.S. relations
with multiple countries there.

Will this plan (actually, still a concept) properly support a parallel ef-
fort, partly led by the U.S. Government, to improve NATO and European
military forces and capabilities for new-era expeditionary missions? If it
does not, modification is likely as it undergoes further study and review.

The new U.S. military presence in Europe should be anchored in a
coherent strategic concept that squares with ongoing NATO preparedness
efforts and fosters close U.S.-European military ties. Accordingly, future
U.S. forces in Europe should be designed to create a strike force similar to
the NRE, when they are not a part of the NRE That is, they should con-
tribute to the NRF in normal rotations, but they also should field a sepa-
rate, joint, brigade-size strike force so that NATO would have two quick
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response strike forces—the NRF (in which U.S. forces participate some of
the time) and a separate similar U.S. strike force assigned for NATO mis-
sions—that would double its options and flexibility in a crisis. In peace-
time, these two forces could train and exercise together, thereby benefiting
the transformation of both. Whether the DOD plan provides the ingredi-
ents for such a strike force can be determined only when details become
available. The question arises whether a single Army Stryker brigade in
Germany, plus airborne troops in Italy, is the best choice. Perhaps a better
plan would be two composite brigade combat teams: a heavier brigade in
Germany and a lighter brigade in Italy. Both brigades would be equipped
with a mixture of assets for close combat, indirect fires, and long-range
standoff fires. Such a revised U.S. ground presence might be better able to
work closely with the NRF.

As the pyramid architecture of figure 1-2 suggests, the future U.S.
commitment to NATO should not be viewed solely through the lens of
peacetime presence. Additional commitments of CONUS-based forces
should also be tailored to help support NATO defense preparedness ef-
forts and priorities. CONUS-based forces will continue to be assigned to
NATO war plans and provide reinforcements that can take part in NATO
expeditionary operations. A regular program that deploys forces to Eu-
rope for training and exercises every year, as often occurred during the
Cold War, can promote interoperability with European forces. Likewise,
European forces could come to the United States more often for training
and exercises, not only with NATO-assigned U.S. forces, but also with
other forces. In the coming years, European forces may work closely with
U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM) forces that perform missions in the
Persian Gulf and surrounding regions. A closer European/NATO relation-
ship with CENTCOM has begun to emerge recently and should grow in
the coming years.

A formal US. commitment to NATO of two to three Army divi-
sions (or Marine units), plus four to five fighter wings, and one to two
carrier strike groups and amphibious strike groups would combine with
strengthened European forces to give NATO a solid portfolio of diverse
capabilities for expeditionary warfare, crisis response, and other opera-
tions. In addition, the U.S. military in CONUS should develop S&R forces
that match those fielded by Europe to meet U.S. national needs while also
giving NATO a sufficient portfolio of flexible assets for this important
mission. Beyond this, the United States should develop civilian S&R assets
and improved counterterrorism capabilities. For example, the proposed
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Lugar-Biden bill aspires to create a permanent S&R agency within the
State Department.

Finally, the US. counterpart of the NATO Defense and Security
Sector Development consists of a set of capacities and activities associ-
ated with political-economic-institutional development. These functions
are performed by the State Department, including the Agency for Inter-
national Development and the Defense Department (for example, the
Marshall Center and other international schools and institutions). In ad-
dition to building some multilateral capacity in this domain, NATO could
provide tighter linkage between U.S. and European efforts.

Such a set of capabilities would enable the United States to meet its
future commitments to NATO despite its smaller peacetime presence in
Europe. It also would place the U.S. military in a strong position to help
encourage European military transformation so that U.S. and European
forces can work together to carry out future expeditionary missions with
both sides making substantial contributions. A key point is that while
Europeans must do their part in bolstering NATO for expeditionary mis-
sions, the United States must do its part as well, rather than focusing so
exclusively on its own purposes and priorities that it loses sight of its still-
important role as a leader of NATO.

EU Forces and Capabilities

The EU plans to create military forces and capabilities also should
not be seen in isolation but judged in terms of the implications for NATO
defense preparedness and the health of the Alliance. During the 1990s,
the United States and many NATO officials mainly focused on ensuring
that EU military efforts not impede, dilute, duplicate, or divert attention
from NATO preparedness. This philosophy of damage avoidance offered
no vision of how EU-NATO relations were to become collaborative. A
positive step forward came when the “Berlin Plus” accord, initially forged
in 1996, was finalized in 2002. Berlin Plus is a NATO-EU agreement that
allows the European Union to draw upon NATO assets and capabilities,
under the command of the Deputy Supreme Allied Commander, Europe
(a European officer), for EU-led crisis operations that NATO declines to
undertake.!? EU forces, of course, can also be deployed without drawing
upon NATO assets, by employing the “lead nation” concept that has al-
ready been used for some operations.

The initial EU foray into force development came in 1999, when its
Helsinki Headline Goal envisioned creation of a European Rapid Reaction
Force (ERRF) for the so-called Petersberg Tasks.!* The ERRE, declared op-
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erational in June 2003, is a corps-size ground force and supporting air and
naval units that is to be available within 60 days and could sustain opera-
tions for a full year. In 2001, the EU Council approved a European Capa-
bility Action Plan (ECAP) that called upon members to improve their mil-
itary capabilities for crisis response by remedying shortfalls in such areas
as airlift, logistics, precision strike, rescue helicopters, and C4ISR. In 2004,
the EU Council approved a new 2010 Headline Goal that called for efforts
to acquire still-missing capabilities in many areas originally earmarked by
ECAP. In addition, the EU Council also called for creation of a European
Defense Agency to harmonize armaments acquisition, a European Airlift
Command, an on-call military operations center for crisis management,
and a number of small, deployable “Battle Groups” to be fielded by 2007.
In addition, it called for an aircraft carrier to be made available to the
ERRF by 2008, improved communications systems, and benchmarks for
measuring progress toward the 2010 Headline Goal.

Although these declarations suggest the European Union is building
a fully integrated military command and force posture, most of them have
not yet been translated into reality. However, the EU is already engaging
in overseas security operations: Operation Concordia in Macedonia in
2003, Operation Artemis in the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2003,
Operation Althea in Bosnia-Herzegovina to replace NATO forces in 2004,
and the Rule of Law Mission to Georgia in 2004. While the EU has a con-
siderable distance to travel before it reaches its ambitious goals, it can be
expected to make progress slowly in the coming years. The central issue
is determining the type of military forces and capabilities that it should
acquire and how they should relate to NATO.

To avoid a potential problem of force availability during crises, Euro-
pean forces assigned to an upcoming NRF rotation and other top-priority
missions should not simultaneously be assigned to EU units. If deconflic-
tion measures are instituted, NATO preparedness and EU preparedness
need not be at odds. Indeed, the expeditionary force enhancement mea-
sures contemplated here will expand the spectrum of usable European
military capabilities greatly, thereby providing a larger pool of assets for
both NATO and the EU to draw upon. Likewise, savings realized by retir-
ing unnecessary forces, and channeling of these savings into investments
in new-era forces, will reduce the risk that NATO and the EU will compete
for scarce funds.

In an effort to help determine whether and how the EU can poten-
tially contribute to NATO preparedness, our pyramid starts at the top with
the new Battle Groups. Each of these formations is to be battalion-size,
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with about 1,500 combat and support troops. The EU plan calls for 13
of them to be fielded, some as national units and others as multinational
units. These Battle Groups are intended to be light infantry and easily
deployable, ready to move within 5 to 10 days. The EU aspires to be able
to deploy two Battle Groups at a time, perhaps under a United Nations
mandate. Their mission is to perform limited crisis interventions in such
places as sub-Saharan Africa to restore order to chaotic situations, prevent
genocide, and protect European citizens and economic interests. Initial
operational capability for some units is to be achieved in 2005, and full op-
erational capability in 2007, with the entire force fielded by 2010 or there-
after. In their emphasis on swift reaction with small forces, these Battle
Groups bear a resemblance to NATO NRE, but as yet, they are not being
configured with the sophisticated networks, joint forces, and advanced
weaponry to match the NRE Even so, they could help contribute to NATO
forces and capabilities for operations demanding a lesser response than the
NRE Regardless of whether they are made available to NATO, they will
provide a useful addition to Europe’s warehouse of new-era capabilities.!*
Below the Battle Groups on the EU pyramid is the ERRF, which is
intended to be a joint force, with a ground corps of 60,000 troops, plus
air and naval assets that raise the total to 100,000. In a crisis, this force
is to be assembled by drawing upon a large pool of forces made available
by EU members; none of these forces are placed under EU command in
peacetime. As originally conceived, the ERRF was intended to perform
Petersberg Tasks of humanitarian assistance, rescue, peacekeeping, crisis
management, and peacemaking. These tasks fall short of major combat
operations in wartime. But ERRF forces configured for Petersberg Tasks
could perform NATO missions that fall within the realm of their core
competencies. This is an area where NATO has not specialized, and the
Europeans have an opportunity to make useful contributions. The Euro-
pean focus appears to have shifted from the ERRF to the smaller Battle
Groups, but the ERRF could again become the focus once Battle Groups
are assembled. If the ERRF broadens beyond Petersberg Tasks to acquire
greater combat capabilities, its portfolio of potential missions will widen.
At present, the EU is not focused on creating military forces and ca-
pabilities for S&R missions. But several EU members, such as France, Italy,
Spain, Portugal, and the Netherlands have good national police forces
that can be used for constabulary missions. These five countries have
developed a training program in Italy for constabulary forces that might
be used in future EU or NATO stabilization and reconstruction missions.
There are multiple other S&R endeavors where the EU would seem to
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possess the potential to make major contributions. Beyond this, the EU
could harness its civilian agencies and those of its members to perform im-
portant security functions that lie outside the realm of defense prepared-
ness. For example, it could create civilian assets for S&R missions, defense
and security sector development, counterterrorism, and counterorganized
crime—all areas in which transatlantic collaboration will be important in
the years ahead and in which the United States needs to do more.

Whether in S&R or in defense and security sector development, the
European Union can tap into and shape immense European talent and
capacity. In turn, EU-NATO links could ensure that EU contributions in
this area are used in synergy with other NATO (including American) con-
tributions. Thus, when it comes to helping in transforming and rebuilding
countries that need and want Western help—creating security conditions
that lower the likelihood of conflict and terrorism—the EU is every bit as
important as the United States in Alliance efforts.

This brief survey thus suggests that current EU endeavors make
military sense and that there are additional areas of capability that the
European Union might be encouraged to pursue and even lead. Although
its current military endeavors may be fledgling, the EU seems destined
to grow in importance as Europeans continue their drive to unity and
integration. Much will depend on how the European Union evolves,
and whether it ultimately becomes a loose body of sovereign nations, a
confederation, or a federation. In the interim, the EU can be a source of
military integration that helps lessen Europe’s principal weakness: the in-
ability of its countries to cooperate closely to create multinational forces
and to make efficient use of scarce defense budgets. If the European Union
acquires a capacity to perform some military operations independently of
NATO, this may take pressure off the United States and NATO to meet all
plausible requirements in the coming years. If NATO and the EU can ar-
range a sensible division of labor that advances the interests of the United
States and Europe, this step could be pursued. Beyond this, the European
Union might be able to contribute directly to NATO military prepared-
ness. There is no reason why future EU forces cannot be assigned impor-
tant NATO missions, if they are properly prepared to do so. The Eurocorps
has followed this path. It began as a separate endeavor but in recent years
has been made available to NATO for certain missions. In theory, EU
forces could follow the same path.
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Conclusion

Like others, we have long argued for a “more equal, more global”
U.S.-EU partnership, of which NATO would be the military arm. In such
a true, new partnership, the Atlantic democracies would forge a strategy
to induce orderly change in troubled regions and to use Atlantic power
judiciously but, when necessary, decisively. The dangers of the post-9/11
world and intensifying strategic concern about the Middle East strengthen
the case for such a partnership, such an Alliance, and such a strategy.
However, despite a marked improvement in U.S.-European relations, there
remain major impediments to realizing this vision. Moreover, neither the
United States nor Europe has shown a willingness to do what is necessary
to create such a partnership—the latter being reluctant to take on global
burdens and risks, and the former being unsure of the value of limiting its
freedom of action.

This does not mean that the Allies will fail to agree more often than
not on when and how to use the array of capabilities at their disposal. For
all the discord of late, publics and leaders on both sides of the Atlantic still
applaud common action and success and are saddened by division and in-
action. Therefore, it is imperative that NATO has a full range of options to
act in union. Options require capabilities, not just thrown together in the
event but “baked” together with common requirements, plans, programs,
and training. To think that NATO can assemble whatever it needs when it
needs it is to condemn the Alliance to ineffectiveness, in which case grand
strategy will mean little.

NATO capabilities must be comprehensive, in the sense of leaving
no major requirements unaddressed. Where there are gaps—as there are
today in Special Operations Forces and Stabilization and Reconstruction
Forces—they must be identifiable so that concrete initiatives can be taken
to fill them. There must be accountability of members as well to do what
their allies are counting on them to do. And they must be able to explain to
their publics how their resources are being used to meet present dangers.
For all these reasons, a clear, agreed, and comprehensive defense capabili-
ties framework is needed, with or without a new strategic concept.
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solidating a promising new relationship with Russia. Yet these

achievements have been overshadowed by growing concerns
that the Alliance is becoming irrelevant. At the heart of these concerns
is a yawning gap in military capabilities between the United States and
its European allies. Thus, NATO’s Prague summit in November 2002,
in addition to inviting new members, will also be a ‘capabilities summit’
When NATO’s defense ministers met in June 2002, they agreed to develop
a fresh initiative aimed at meeting requirements for missions arising out-
side Europe.> But what goals are to be embraced, and how are they to be
pursued in Prague’s aftermath? This question deserves an answer because
what happens after Prague will be more important than any declarations
issued there.

NATO summits have called for better European military capabilities
before, yet progress has been lacking. This insufficient progress, com-
pounding America’s apparently diminishing interest in the alliance, has led
critics to proclaim NATO’s demise. But the Europeans have been slowly
upgrading their militaries recently, and have gained combat experience
in Kosovo and Afghanistan. As a result, they are now within range of be-
coming prepared for demanding operations in distant areas. While some
countries are doing better than others, as a group, European NATO needs
to make another strong push, backed by U.S. encouragement, to take the
additional steps required. The Prague summit offers a golden opportunity
to launch this effort. If it is allowed to pass, the transatlantic alliance risks
sliding into irrelevancy even as its need for strength and responsiveness
grows.

This article proposes a credible defense agenda for Europe, the
United States, and NATO to pursue at Prague and afterward. Its intent is

NATO is embarking on a second round of enlargement while con-

39
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not to rehash old complaints about European foot-dragging or American
drum-beating. Nor is it a call for the Europeans to increase their Defense
spending, or to buy American hardware, or to stifle the European Security
and Defense Policy (ESDP), or to mimic U.S. Defense plans, or mindlessly
to support U.S. policies around the world.

Instead, NATO’s agenda should be twofold. First, a new defense ini-
tiative cannot be launched in a political and strategic vacuum. The United
States and Europe should forge a stronger accord on developing better
forces and capabilities with the expectation that they actually will be used
in future crises—not always, but often. The United States and Europe
should agree that, normally, they will act together against arising threats:
departures from this norm should be the exception, not the rule.

Second, NATO should refocus its stalled Defense Capabilities Initia-
tive (DCI) on using defense transformation to build a small ‘Spearhead
Response Force, that is, a European force capable of being a lead-element
in assertive NATO efforts to cope with new threats. A new defense initia-
tive will make little progress if it merely streamlines the NATO command
structure and pursues a compressed list of DCI measures in unfocused
ways. There must be a clear focus on the specific forces to be used for new
missions, which must be fully equipped with the necessary capabilities.

This initiative would entail the reorganization of existing NATO
forces and command structures to create a small, elite, mobile expedi-
tionary force. This small force would consume only a minor fraction of
Europe’s military manpower and defense budgets, but it could make a
huge contribution toward enhancing NATO’s preparedness for new mis-
sions. This is not to be a ‘paper force’ or a loose collection of units that
seldom exercise together, but a real force maintained at high readiness,
capable of swiftly projecting power to distant areas outside Europe and
then conducting demanding combat operations with U.S. forces in a wide
spectrum of contingencies. Its purpose is not to compete with the EU’s
‘European Rapid Reaction Force’ (ERRF), but instead to complement it in
ways that give NATO a broader portfolio of crisis response options. The
United States could contribute to this effort by having its own spearhead
forces train and exercise with European units.

This agenda provides both sides of the Atlantic with an opportunity
to revitalize the alliance. By collaborating on a transformational plan that
will greatly improve Europe’s military capacity to work with U.S. forces
in addressing new threats, the United States will get greater military help
in crises plus enhanced legitimacy for its policies. Conversely, the Euro-
peans will gain influence over how their interests are protected as well as



TRANSFORMING EUROPEAN FORCES 41

heightened credibility in the eyes of the United States and other countries.
NATO’s credibility will grow too, and its options will expand. The costs
of this enterprise are moderate and affordable. Tangible progress can be
made quickly, within a year to two, followed by bigger steps later.

An Alliance in Need of Remedies

Shortly after 11 September, NATO declared an Article 5 emergency
that laid the groundwork for a multilateral approach to the war on ter-
rorism. Many European political leaders urged prompt, decisive action.
When the invasion of Afghanistan was mounted, British forces fought
alongside U.S. forces, and later other European countries sent troops to
help perform remaining missions. In June 2002, the NATO Defense min-
isters issued three communiqués calling for improved military capabilities
for new missions, including demanding operations outside Europe.

Even so, the past year also has seen angry rhetoric flowing back-and-
forth across the Atlantic, mostly in the media, that contrasts with NATO’s
upbeat communiqués. Americans have complained that the Europeans are
perpetual free-riders or worse, and that the transatlantic alliance is a dying
myth. Europeans have complained about alleged American unilateralism,
militarism and hegemonism. This debate, though often more heated than
enlightening, indicates that the alliance is in trouble. Because the stakes
are high, this is a time to replace hot rhetoric with mature judgment. The
alliance has been through stressful debates before and always emerged
intact with improved policies. The same can be the case again, but only if
successful remedies are found. The quest for remedies, in turn, must begin
with a clear-eyed diagnosis of the multiple problems.

The alliance does not face extinction, but it could fall into disuse.
This risk applies not only to NATO as an institution, but also for the pat-
tern of transatlantic cooperation that has always marked the alliance. The
alliance’s main problem today is that, apart from the United States and to
a lesser degree, the United Kingdom, it is ill-prepared to deal with the new
threats that are sprouting along the so-called ‘southern arc of instability’
from the Middle East to the Asian littoral. True, NATO is proving adept at
enlarging and otherwise supporting Europe’s unification, while perform-
ing peacekeeping tasks in the Balkans. But if these operations are its sole
purpose, it will become a loose collective security pact, not a true alliance
with real military punch. Such a weakened alliance will not interest the
United States, and in the final analysis, it likely will not interest Europe
either.
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Until recently, the new threats were seen as ‘Article 4 threats:” menac-
ing to common Western interests, but not the physical safety of NATO’s
borders and its military forces. The eleventh of September and the subse-
quent war on terrorism have altered this calculus. In a world of spreading
technology and communications, the new threats of terrorism and WMD
proliferation are capable of striking directly against the United States and
Europe. Use of nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons could inflict hor-
rific casualties, far exceeding the losses of 11 September. Other dangers
along the southern arc—cultural clashes, ethnic warfare, extremist ideolo-
gies and rogue states—could menace vital Western interests and indirectly
give rise to Article 5 threats.

As a result, the old distinction between Article 4 and Article 5 is be-
coming obsolete. New threats that are mutually reinforcing and contagious
simultaneously endanger the alliance’s strategic interests, its democratic
values and its members’ physical safety. These threats are not transient, but
are deeply rooted in a vast and troubled southern belt, and promise to be
present, in mutating forms, for decades. The democratic community faces
a prolonged struggle with multiple forms of chaos, turmoil and violence.

During the Cold War, Europeans were required to defend their
continent while the United States carried a global load. During the 1990s,
Europeans still had plenty of reasons to focus on their continent: war in
the Balkans, the transition to democracy in Eastern Europe and uncer-
tain relations with Russia. Today, Europe is becoming more peaceful and
unified, while the United States often finds itself alone in facing nascent
dangers in other regions—where Europe’s interests are also at stake. True,
U.S. military forces are often adequate to the task, but it is not fair that the
U.S. carry the burden alone, and it needs the political legitimacy that allied
involvements bring. Future threats may require European force contribu-
tions not only for political reasons, but for military reasons as well: U.S.
forces might become too over-stretched to handle them.

In the past dozen years, three regional wars have demanded
a collective response; yet the alliance as an institution has not been
substantially improved in capabilities or coherence. This trend reflects not
only the failure of European countries to rectify their military deficiencies,
but also eroding American interest in the alliance as a vehicle of joint
military action.

In the Gulf War of 1990-1991, NATO played an important back-
ground role, and several European countries, led by Britain and France,
sent thousands of troops—including two ground divisions, over 100 com-
bat aircraft, and 66 naval vessels—to help U.S. forces. Even so, the United
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States provided about 80% of Western forces. The 1999 Kosovo War was
fought by NATO within range of European airbases, yet the United States
flew the majority of NATO’s air sorties. When the global war against ter-
rorism erupted in late 2001, NATO helped the United States recover its
post-11 September balance in important ways, such as sending AWACs
aircraft to patrol U.S. skies. But when the time came to defeat al-Qaeda
and the Taliban in Afghanistan, the United States turned down most of-
fers of European combat forces and chose to strike on its own, aided by
only British forces. Months later, several European countries sent troops as
peacekeepers and to help root out remaining al-Qaeda and Taliban strong-
holds. This contribution does not disguise the fact that when the major
battles were waged, U.S. and British forces did the fighting, and the other
Europeans sat on the sidelines. This was the culmination of a decade-long
trend in which NATO’s military engagement in each conflict decreased
even as its political commitment increased. For the first time since the end
of the Cold War, the United States fought a major regional conflict that
directly affected Europe’s safety without either NATO or the continental
Europeans playing a serious role.

The problem is not that the Europeans have no usable capabilities for
power-projection missions. British and French forces are modestly profi-
cient, and several other European powers have at least a brigade or battal-
ion of ground forces for this purpose, and comparable air and naval forces.
Many European militaries have pockets of excellence, such as information
technologies, modern fighter planes, powerful tanks and artillery, capable
ships, special forces and smart munitions. What most of these countries
lack is the full set of assets necessary for significant power-projection.
Equally important, the Europeans lack the capacity to combine their forces
to form an integrated team. As a result, they can only contribute small,
fragmented capabilities to U.S.-led operations. They are not capable of car-
rying a big part of the load, and they fall far short of being able to mount
a major crisis-intervention on their own. They are dependent upon the
United States, and are limited to contributing at the margins.

Europe’s share of the blame for NATO’s troubles goes beyond its
declining defense budgets. During the Cold War, the Europeans” weighty
contributions to NATO’s defenses ensured them major influence over
NATO’s defense strategy of flexible response, which reflected American
and European perspectives in balanced ways. That satistying balance has
gone. The new challenges lie outside Europe, and there the Europeans,
owing to their military and political weakness, often come across as sub-
ordinate to the United States, not meriting an equal voice on basic strategy.
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This dispiriting trend is not one that encourages Europeans to work with
the United States.

While Britain and France think in terms of power projection, many
other Europeans believe their proper role to be that of stabilizing their
continent while the United States defends common interests elsewhere.
Along with this ‘continental mentality’ comes an aversion to entanglement
in messy regional affairs and controversial U.S. policies outside Europe. As
a consequence, many European countries have purposefully shied away
from preparing their military forces for power-projection. The effect has
been to leave Europeans in a self-created, convenient trap: unable to proj-
ect power because they lack the assets, and unwilling to acquire the assets
because they are not eager to perform the mission.

Beyond this, Europe’s preoccupation with unification and its growing
aversion to American domination of NATO has resulted in an emphasis
on building the ERREF, often advertised as a long-term solution to Europe’s
military drawbacks. However, the focus of the ERRF is on Petersberg tasks
such as peacekeeping and limited crisis interventions on Europe’s periph-
ery; it is not intended for intense combat in distant areas.> Moreover, it is
designed to operate outside NATO and therefore will not likely be fully
interoperable with U.S. forces. Since 11 September, many Europeans have
begun to worry that the United States may sideline NATO. This may result
in a forthcoming attitude toward a new Prague initiative. But the task of
mobilizing a Europe-wide consensus is complex: not only Defense officials
but skeptical political leaders, parliamentarians and finance ministries
must be convinced.

American attitudes are also to blame for NATO’s decline. Like any
great power, the United States has a natural instinct to run crisis opera-
tions on its own. Despite long experience in working with allies, the grow-
ing supremacy of U.S. forces has lessened the incentive to seek their help.

The U.S. still has more multilateral security involvements than any
other country. But when tough wars must be fought in strange new places,
in cloudy political and military conditions, the United States has devel-
oped a distinctly utilitarian stance towards multilateralism. It is willing to
cooperate with allies, but only when their presence enhances prospects for
victory. When allied forces are too weak to matter, or are not interoperable
with U.S. forces, the United States is inclined to use only its own forces rather
than fight a ‘war by committee. Arguably this attitude is short-sighted; but
right or wrong, it is a main reason why the United States has recently been
viewing coalitions in conditional terms. The danger of NATO’s growing
irrelevancy is being magnified by the changes taking place in U.S. defense
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strategy. Whereas the Europeans spend only about $150 billion annually
on defense and their real spending has been declining in recent years, the
U.S. defense budget in 2003 has grown to $380bn, and by 2007 it may swell
to $450bn. Increases in acquisition funds will allow force improvements to
unfold far faster than during the 1990s. As new command, control, com-
munications, computing, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance
(CA4ISR) systems, and new sensors, munitions, tactical aircraft and other
weapons enter the inventory, they will significantly increase U.S. combat
capabilities. The new U.S. defense strategy, as laid out in the latest Qua-
drennial Defense Review (QDR), has shifted from an emphasis on waging
two regional wars in the Persian Gulf and Korea to a flexible force struc-
ture that can be deployed in a wider range of geographic areas and contin-
gencies, including strikes against terrorists and WMD proliferators.® This
strategy requires U.S. forces to be capable of forcible entry into crisis zones
in the face of asymmetric tactics, followed by counter-sanctuary bombard-
ments and rapid engagements. The U.S. armed forces are undergoing a
process of transformation to better implement this strategy. Future U.S.
forces will use a sophisticated ‘system of systems'—for example, multiple
integrated information networks—to carry out new operational doctrines
that make use of air and mobile ground forces, and missile-firing naval
forces to defeat enemies quickly and decisively. Future operations will be
joint, dispersed, simultaneous, high tempo and deep-striking, employing
modern platforms and smart munitions.

Already, U.S. forces can deploy to distant areas three times faster than
most European militaries, and can strike two or three times more lethally.
What if the U.S. margin of superiority exceeds five? What if the Europeans
cannot participate in the U.S. ‘system of systems’ to the minimum extent
necessary to operate on the same battlefield with U.S. forces? The ultimate
risk is that future U.S. and European forces simply will be incapable of
tighting together.

Closing this gap is less difficult and expensive than commonly
thought. As mentioned earlier, many European countries have state-of-
the-art weapons and ‘pockets of excellence’ within their armed forces. The
biggest changes are required in relatively affordable areas as transport and
logistics assets, secure communications, information technologies, WMD
protection, targeting sensors and smart munitions. However, this task re-
quires concerted effort of the sort not yet launched.

Unless the European allies take action soon, NATO?s slide into irrel-
evancy may take the form of a dispiriting ‘two-tier alliance and a dysfunc-
tional ‘division of labor’ that undermines the principles of shared risk and
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responsibility that have been the alliance’s foundation since its inception.
In this event, U.S. forces will become so proficient at projecting swiftly
and striking lethally that they will stand head-and-shoulders above nearly
all other European militaries, to the point where combined operations
would be possible only in limited circumstances. In an extreme case, the
United States and Britain might be compelled to act as ‘bad cops’ charged
with suppressing threats in dangerous regions, while the rest of European
NATO act as ‘good cops, seeking reconciliation with adversaries while
promoting their commercial interests abroad. Such an arrangement would
be a prescription for the end of NATO as a viable alliance.

Short of this worst case, a division of labor might take other ineffec-
tive forms. Because U.S. and British forces will remain capable of working
together—British forces are being better transformed than their European
counterparts—they may acquire the mission of fighting major wars, aided
by French forces as that government decrees. Meanwhile other European
forces will take on the role of securing the post-victory battle zone to carry
out occupation and peacekeeping functions. Alternatively, U.S. and British
forces might bomb opponents from the air while other Europeans perform
the messy infantry fighting on the ground. Although plausible on paper,
neither model is a viable form of multilateralism. Successful coalition
warfare requires a fair distribution of the burden. Furthermore, battles,
and even wars could be lost because of disagreements over battlefield
plans. Mutual dissatisfaction between the U.S .and Europe could result,
ultimately, in NATO losing its political cohesion.

Pursuing a New Transatlantic Understanding

Those in Washington who think that the United States no longer
needs allies are wrong. Political support from the Europeans adds legiti-
macy to U.S. policies and helps create the support needed for the United
States to pursue its goals in peace, crisis and war. Militarily, the U.S. need
for allies may seem less apparent, but it is still imperative. Fair burden-
sharing is not the only consideration. U.S. military superiority stems from
the high quality of its armed forces, not their quantity: U.S. forces are
stretched thin. Allied contributions will be vital if U.S. forces are called
upon to deal with more than one major crisis at a time. Even short of two
crises at once, the current operating tempo is high and draining. European
contributions to overseas missions can be important in lessening this
strain, as witnessed in the Balkans and Afghanistan.

Europe, meanwhile, cannot expect to wall itself off from a danger-
ous world. The 11 September attacks were directed at the United States,
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but their intent was that of a war against Western civilization. The sources
of terrorism and other threats are close to Europe. Europe’s economic
involvements and political interests prevent its detachment from global
security affairs. It cannot expect the United States to protect European
interests, or to do the lion’s share of work in maintaining global peace
and security indefinitely. Nor can Europe defend its interests and values
without strong U.S. help. By playing a constructive role in security affairs
beyond its immediate neighborhood, Europe can better pursue its goals in
concert with the United States as well as healing the breach in transatlantic
relations.

The transatlantic alliance need not become global: for example,
by performing formal security roles in Asia. But it does need enhanced
capabilities to act in theatres near Europe, including the zone from the
Middle East to South Asia. Future U.S.-European collaboration in distant
areas cannot be solely military. The Western democracies must help to
bring better democratic governance, market economies and functioning
societies to trouble-ridden regions along the southern arc and elsewhere,
including sub-Saharan Africa. Just as clearly, the United States and Europe
must defend themselves against terrorism, WMD proliferation and other
threats. Their ability to use military force against these threats is necessary
not only to protect their own interests but also to help bring a climate of
greater security to troubled regions: a necessary condition for progress.

The United States and Europe need to forge a new transatlantic
consensus that defines their roles and responsibilities in the new, post-11
September strategic environment. Today’s situation does not require a for-
mal, detailed agreement of the sort that animated NATO during the Cold
War, when each country made concrete commitments about the borders
it was to defend. But a basic understanding of how the United States and
Europe are to work together is both necessary and possible. A new ac-
cord should postulate that, in dealing with terrorism and other threats,
Washington will regularly rely on multilateral approaches that involve the
Europeans, and the Europeans will assume greater security responsibilities
outside Europe. This understanding should neither ask the Europeans to
support U.S. distant-area policies in set ways nor allow them to act as a
brake on U.S.-led efforts. Nor should the United States be expected to seek
a multilateral response when this course is not viable. In essence, an accord
should create a framework that enables the United States and Europe to
collaborate effectively through the vehicle of an evolving consensus driven
by common aims and by their desire to keep their alliance relevant.
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Future multilateral operations outside Europe can take a variety of
forms: for example, under the NATO integrated command, as an ‘ad-
hoc coalition or under U.S. military command. As a practical matter, the
United States will lead most operations, but if the Europeans strengthen
their contributions, their judgments will carry significant weight. Al-
though critics allege that multilateral operations are doomed to fail be-
cause their decisions are made by committees, this accusation is wide of
the mark. Five times during the twentieth century, the United States led
coalition wars and won all of them—against authoritarian countries that
scorned democratic practices. If participating countries share goals and
use their debates to sharpen their strategies, they can turn multilateralism
into an asset, not a liability.”

Any effort to forecast future crises and contingencies would be
fruitless—the current era is too complex and unpredictable to permit
planning on the basis of fixed blueprints. But a new accord must generate
agreement on the need to build better European forces and capabilities for
new threats. Such an agreement is critical: closing the transatlantic gap in
military capabilities is indispensable to closing the gap in strategic poli-
cies. Unless the Europeans can provide the necessary military assets, there
will be no coalitions worthy of the name, and the United States will have
no option but to act either unilaterally or with the few countries able to
participate. Adequate European force preparations, guided by NATO and
assisted by the United States, are the recipe for a future policy of consistent
multilateralism.

If the Prague summit is to adjust transatlantic defense-preparedness
efforts to meet new threats, such a move would require a strategic concept.
The 1990s NATO drumbeat theme of capabilities needs to be supple-
mented by that of transformation. The revolutionary advances in informa-
tion technology, precision munitions and new operational concepts form
the central dynamic in military affairs today. European defense prepara-
tions will not succeed unless they are anchored in transformation. The
overriding goal is for the Europeans to develop better homeland defenses
and new-era forces that can project power swiftly outside Europe, strike le-
thally using modern doctrines and work closely with U.S. forces. European
forces do not need to match U.S. forces in technical prowess, provided they
are sufficiently capable to play on the same team as U.S. forces. Nor need
European force contributions be prohibitively large. In the future, most
crisis operations will require only small-to-medium sized strike packages.
The Europeans need only enough new-era forces to provide credible par-
ticipation in crises.
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Guiding Transformation: A Spearhead Response Force

A robust and successful European military transformation must be
guided by clear goals and priorities. A key question is whether this effort
should be directed at providing capabilities or forces. The answer is a
combination of both. ‘Forces” are physical assets: combat formations and
support structures; ‘capabilities’ are attributes or performance characteris-
tics. This distinction is important because command structures and forces
must exist, and must have definable missions before the pursuit of capa-
bilities can have clear meaning. The best approach is to identify the set of
forces that are to be configured for new missions, and then to equip them
with the capabilities needed.

This is the approach pursued by the U.S. military, and by NATO
whenever it has been serious about performing a high-priority mission.
For decades, NATO officials have known that an effective force cannot be
cobbled together at the moment of a crisis. They also have known that if a
mission is to receive proper attention in member states’ defense programs
and budgets, it must have a specific force attached to it, to provide a focal
point for investment. Today NATO has designated forces for many tradi-
tional missions, but it does not have a special force—a mobile deployable
force—for power projection out-of-area and new-era missions. If NATO is
to become truly serious about these missions, it needs such a force.

What About the DCI?

This is not the approach advocated by those who argue that NATO’s
Defense dilemmas can be solved by compressing the stalled DCI to focus
on a narrower set of capabilities, with no special focus on the forces being
prepared. This view is based on the premise that the DCI created an undis-
ciplined wish-list of over 50 measures that allegedly swamped European
defense budgets, failed to establish priorities and resulted in NATO meet-
ing only one-half of the relevant goals. Presumably, refocusing the DCI
on a few measures will generate an emphasis on top priorities and thereby
speed European improvements. This view correctly judged that the DCI
has lacked a sense of priorities in ways that dissipated Europe’s attention.
But the notion that a single-minded emphasis on streamlining the DCI
will solve the problem is wrong.?

In reality, the DCI does not have an unduly large number of mea-
sures. Its five major categories are sound: deployability and mobility; sus-
tainability and logistics; effective engagement; survivability of forces and
infrastructure; command, control, and information systems. The truth is
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that the DCI did a good job of designing a comprehensive list of measures
without driving Defense budgets through the ceiling. By not focusing on a
limited number of specitfic forces, however, it had the effect of scattering its
measures across the entire European defense posture, including stationary
forces. The forces that might be used for new threats did not receive the
systematic improvements that were needed, nor were their training and
readiness elevated in the necessary ways.

Short lists of improvement measures (that is, 5-6 measures) can be
specific enough to have real programmatic impact, but they tend to leave
important things out. A short list inherently suffers from a lack of forces to
give it focus; it provides a theory of resource inputs but not performance
outputs; it lacks clear goals and concrete requirements; and it provides no
mechanism for integrating its various measures. These flaws make it likely
that even after such measures are carried out, European forces will still not
be capable of deploying swiftly and striking lethally—the main strategic
purpose of the entire enterprise. At best, in times of crisis, NATO will still
be cobbling together an untrained multinational force rather than drawing
upon an integrated and flexible force that already exists.

Additionally, while a single-minded focus on ‘capabilities’ may ap-
peal to military professionals, it will not attract the attention of political
leaders or give them a clear roadmap. Skeptics might see such a focus as
providing either a bureaucratic excuse to spend money without promise of
a tangible result, or a convenient way to go through the motions of reform-
ing defenses without committing to the new missions at hand. Moreover,
if European countries strengthen their capabilities without any top-down
guidance from NATO on overall force needs and national roles, each will
be free to produce its own small slice of capabilities (a few aircraft from
one country, a few ships from another). The assets that emerge might be
usable at the margins of big U.S.-led operations, but they will not add up
to a cohesive military posture and they will not enable Europe to play a big
operational role. Thus, they would do little to lessen Europe’s dependence
upon the United States.

The Europeans need more than technical arguments to motivate
them. They will require an approach that speaks to their identity, their
equal status with the United States and their credibility on the world
stage.

An Alternative: A Special NATO Force

The idea of creating a special NATO force for new missions, and
endowing it with the proper capabilities, provides a credible way to over-
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come these problems. The result will be European forces that have a better
capacity to operate on their own, that can be blended to form a cohesive
posture, and that will have a visible European label attached to them—thus
meeting Europe’s political needs. The cost of this approach will be kept
low not because few measures are being pursued, but because the number
of forces being upgraded is small. This approach—with its emphasis on
forces first and then capabilities—will be no more expensive than a com-
pressed DCI, applied across the entire European force posture. But rather
than produce many forces that are modestly upgraded, it promises to cre-
ate a small but potent pool of forces that can perform new missions outside
Europe and work with U.S. forces.

Appearances suggest that NATO could draw upon its ARRC to
perform the new mission of power projection and distant expeditionary
operations. But the ARRC will need to remain available for border defense
missions and for use on Europe’s periphery, including peace-enforcement
in the Balkans. A better option would be to draw upon already-existing
European units to create an entirely separate force for expeditionary mis-
sions and intense combat.

A ‘NATO Spearhead Response Force’ (SRF) composed of specially
equipped and trained units could fulfill this requirement. This force would
be ‘standing’ in the sense that it has an active command structure and is
fully manned with experienced personnel, trained to high levels of readi-
ness and proficiency, exercised regularly and immersed in modern doc-
trine. Small and mobile, it would provide joint assets that could respond
quickly and proactively to fast- breaking emergencies. Such a force would
be commanded by a senior general or admiral who reports directly to
the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), and who is charged
with developing, training and commanding it in crises. It would be fully
networked with an advanced C4ISR architecture and capable of orches-
trating highly integrated joint operations. Given the necessary manpower
and technologies, one of NATO’s existing combined joint task forces could
perform this role. Most units for this force would be provided by Europe’s
best-armed countries, but smaller countries could make specialized con-
tributions in niche areas. This elite European force would include 3-5
tighter squadrons and support aircraft, 7-15 naval combatants with cruise
missiles, 3-5 mobile ground battalions with combined arms, and mission-
tailored logistic support. Its personnel would include about 15,000-25,000
combat troops, backed up by 10,000-15,000 troops in support units. Small
and light, this force could deploy quickly, yet pack a potent punch because
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of its information architecture, modern weaponry, smart munitions and
new operational concepts.’

This NATO Spearhead Response Force would be able to participate
in one crisis operation at a time. Over time, NATO would have the option
to expand its SRF capability to deal with simultaneous contingencies. The
initial emphasis, however, is on building a single force to demonstrate its
feasibility and effectiveness. This force might be embedded in a larger
pool of units, drawn from NATO’ ‘high readiness forces. This would
allow for rotation of units, permitting the preparatory and recovery cycles
that accompany high-readiness duties. In addition, this larger pool would
provide flexibility and adaptability in selection of units and capabilities for
the mission at hand. In a crisis, all or parts of this pool could deploy as
reinforcements for the SRE. This pool might include several fighter wings,
brigades, and surface combatants, but it too would be kept small.!°

A Spearhead Response Force would greatly enhance Europe’s capac-
ity to contribute to new-era missions, without compelling the Europeans
to buy American hardware or greatly elevate their Defense spending. Nor
would it become a rival of the ERREF, given that the two forces have dif-
ferent missions. This European force would take a few years to be fully
operational, but progress could be made within a year or two, and parts of
it could be used in the meantime.

A hallmark of this force would be its flexibility. It could used in a
wide variety of missions:

» contributing to the war on terrorism, and in handling other crises
and wars;

» in peacetime, it could serve as a vanguard of European transforma-
tion by training, exercising, and experimenting with U.S. forces;

» in a crisis, it could be deployed on its own—either under NATO
command or as the military arm of a separate ad-hoc coalition;

» it could be combined with similar U.S. forces stationed in Europe
to create a bigger multinational force for crisis response;

» it could be deployed to the Persian Gulf or elsewhere under U.S.
Central Command (CENTCOM), where it would function as a
major European contribution to multilateral operations;

» it could be used as the cutting edge of NATO’s defense strategy
for crises in and around Europe that require major applications of
NATO military power;

» when appropriate, it could be affiliated with the EU’s ERRF force
for Petersberg missions that require additional combat power
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for demanding operations. It could establish a mutually enabling
relationship with the ERRE, thereby ensuring that NATO and the
EU have both expeditionary strike forces and Petersberg-mission
forces at their disposal. When appropriate, European units could
alternate assignments between the SRF and the ERRE, thereby fur-
ther enhancing the complementarity of both postures.

This force need not be located at one base, but if it is dispersed, its
training activities need to be networked and integrated. NATO might
consider creating a special joint training and transformation experiment
facility, perhaps in Poland or some other suitable country where European
and U.S. forces could work together in developing common doctrines.!!
In addition to secure communications, it will need information grids
for communicating among all echelons, surveying the battlefield and the
enemy, orchestrating engagements, coordinating joint operations and
managing logistics supply. It will need access to command-and-control
aircraft such as airborne warning and control systems (AWACS) and
joint strategic airborne reconnaissance systems (JSTARS), multispectral
sensors, ample stocks of smart munitions, and other technologies for fast
air-ground maneuvers and precision targeting, including lethal striking of
mobile enemy targets in near-real time. It will need modern weapons for
all service components, plus such new technologies as unmanned combat
aerial vehicles (UCAVs) as they become available.

Strong ‘nuts and bolts™ assets in several key areas are essential. The
force must be supported by sufficient transport assets to be able to deploy
to a distant crisis zone in a matter of days or a few weeks. This will require
commitment of long-range cargo aircraft and fast cargo ships, most of
which can be acquired inexpensively by drawing upon commercial as-
sets. In addition, this force will require adequate logistic support assets,
especially in areas vital to long- distance missions: for example, construc-
tion engineers, mobile maintenance, truck transport, fuel supply and field
hospitals. NATO could make use of its multinational logistics staff and
prospective mobility command to help contribute in these areas.

The force will be readily affordable: most of the necessary assets
already exist in European inventories. The task is primarily to organize
them. Some new—relatively inexpensive—equipment will be required:
C4ISR systems, sensors, smart munitions and specialized support assets.
Other costs will be additional training and exercises, added construction
and maintenance for new facilities and adequate war reserve stocks. These
costs will not be exorbitant: an annual estimate is about 2% of current
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European defense spending over the next several years.!? These costs are
not trivial, but they will produce high-leverage improvements, and Euro-
pean countries can readily afford them by either modestly increasing their
defense budgets or by pruning expenses elsewhere. Germany and other
countries have large border-defense forces that could be reduced with no
meaningful loss to security. If Europe emerges with smaller border-de-
fense forces but far better expeditionary strike forces, it will have gained
hugely in the bargain.

The United States can contribute to this enterprise in several ways.
It can provide the Europeans access to its thinking about transformation,
and conduct joint training and experiments. It can invite the Europeans to
play a key role at its Joint Forces Command (in Norfolk, Virginia), which
is being assigned the new mission of transforming U.S. forces. This com-
mand should also be assigned the responsibility for assisting European
forces in their transformation and coordinating their progress with U.S.
forces. Also, the United States can establish multilateral coordination
cells in its regional commands, including CENTCOM. It can contribute
common infrastructure funds to help finance new facilities. It can set an
example by redesigning the U.S. military presence in Europe for new-era
expeditionary missions and by ensuring that these forces are at the front-
end of transformation, not the tail-end. The U.S. forces in Europe would
then become an engine for European transformation, creating a force
multiplier effect for the United States.

In addition, the United States can create a small spearhead force
from its overseas presence and affiliate it with European units, thereby
promoting combined training and enlarging the pool of expeditionary as-
sets assigned to NATO. The spearhead mission should not be exclusively
European: one of its key goals is interoperability with U.S. forces. The
United States also can make support assets available to the Europeans in
such areas as transport, logistics, satellites and C4ISR until the Europeans
gradually become self-sufficient. Finally, the U.S. should relax its export
control laws to permit the Europeans greater access to new technologies
in key areas that promote military transformation.

Conclusion

This proposed agenda of a new transatlantic accord, transformation
and a NATO Spearhead Response Force offers an opportunity to solve
NATO’s strategic dilemmas—both politically and militarily. It supports
U.S. interests and will enable the United States to lead the alliance in con-
structive ways. It offers the Europeans ample incentives: affordable mea-
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sures; support for ESDP; increased influence with the U.S.; restored U.S.
commitment to NATO; interoperable forces; and above all, a meaningful
capacity to defend against new threats that affect Europe as well as the
United States.

This agenda may sound too demanding for an alliance seen to be
sliding into the doldrums and losing its way. But something must be done
to restore the transatlantic bond and to mobilize the alliance for new dan-
gers. The alternative is the withering of the alliance as a viable instrument
in the face of emerging threats that could greatly damage the safety, inter-
ests and values of both the United States and Europe.

A European Spearhead Force would Bridge the Gap*

The war in Afghanistan reaffirms that the growing military gap
between the United States and its NATO allies must be closed or the
alliance is at risk. Closing that gap need not be excessively expensive,
but it requires Europe to focus on the problem and the United States
to share capabilities with its allies.

After the Sept. 11 tragedy, the United States’ NATO allies in
Europe showed unprecedented solidarity by invoking Article 5 of
the Washington Treaty, in essence declaring that they too had been
attacked. Even Germany’s center-left coalition was prepared to offer
direct military assistance in a distant theater, but the United States
declined the help because Europe was unable to contribute to the kind
of high-tech, intelligence-based war that was ultimately fought.

In the wake of these events, new concepts are being formed that
will affect the alliance. Secretary of State Colin Powell has suggested
a division of labor, with the United States fighting high-intensity
conflicts alone and its allies in charge of peace operations. But institu-
tionalizing such a division of labor would mean ending the notion of
common risk that has held NATO together for half a century.

How can we avoid having a gap in military capabilities that turns
into transatlantic political divisions?

The most affordable approach would be to develop a European
spearhead force that can participate with U.S. units in high-intensity
conflict. All European military forces do not need to be transformed
to match U.S. capabilities. In fact, a few brigades and air squadrons
would do to get started.

To develop such a spearhead force and plug into the U.S. effort,
European militaries need to concentrate on a few key capabilities

continued
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continued

such as sensors, secure data links, all-weather precision strikes and
improved logistics.

In 1999 the NATO summit meeting adopted a defense capabili-
ties initiative with more than 50 categories of equipment that Europe-
ans needed to buy. Given low European defense budgets and the scope
of this effort, the initiative has foundered. The NATO summit meeting
in November ought to refocus this initiative on a spearhead force. The
United States should not shy away from sharing its best technologies
with its closest allies. A more liberal export control regime would be
needed to enable this.

Once a European spearhead force is designated and equipped, it
must exercise routinely with U.S. units. In fact, it should be part of the
joint experimentation in which the U.S. military is engaged to design
its new operational concepts. Europe cannot show up on the day of a
conflict and expect to plug into U.S. battlefield operations.

Such an effort will require planning and practice. But if NATO
cannot fight as an alliance, political differences will pull it apart.

*Hans Binnendijk. This article originally appeared in the Interna-
tional Herald Tribune, February 16, 2002.

Europeans should say ‘yes’ to Rumsfeld*

NATO Response Force

NATO should embrace the Response Force proposed by Wash-
ington as a means to close the trans-Atlantic capabilities gap, trans-
form militaries for new missions and gain a stronger European voice
in alliance deliberations.

Some Europeans resist the concept, fearing that it will undercut
the European Unions emerging Rapid Reaction Force or drag them
into U.S.-led contingencies. But without agreement on this new NATO
force, the November Prague summit could fail, and Americans would
be further inclined toward unilateral rather than coalition operations.
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld proposed setting up a NATO
Response Force at the September ministerial meeting in Warsaw in an
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effort to develop an alliance capability to conduct rapid crisis manage-
ment and forced entry operations in distant theaters.

The U.S. proposal calls for a small, self-sustaining, highly lethal
spearhead force of about 21,000 land, sea and air troops to be ready to
deploy on about a week’s notice and to be capable of sustaining opera-
tions for about a month. The United States envisions having the force
tully operational by 2006.

The new force would draw on existing NATO programs and
initiatives to establish this rotational pool of troops organized under a
Combined Joint Task Force Headquarters. Troops already designated
for NATO high readiness duty would populate it. Ongoing initiatives
to enhance defense capabilities would be focused and accelerated to
equip it. Most importantly, U.S. and European troops would train to-
gether as they prepare for their rotational assignments.

The entire effort should cost about 2 percent of Europe’s overall
defense spending. No major “buy American” program is needed.

With this proposal, Rumsfeld has in essence offered to share with
the allies the fruits of the process of military transformation currently
under way in the United States. The goal of the U.S. transformation is
to use information and other new technologies to win battles rapidly
and decisively with fewer casualties. Early evidence of the power of
new military operational concepts being developed in the United
States was on display in Afghanistan.

Thus far, the European allies have not been part of this transfor-
mation process, and as a result most did not participate until the late
stages of the Afghan war. Without military effectiveness, NATO can-
not long survive as a functioning alliance.

Creating a NATO Response Force with a capability for U.S.-
European joint expeditionary operations can narrow the existing
gap. The new force could serve as a model for further European force
transformation.

In addition, Europe’s voice will regain clout in trans-Atlantic dip-
lomatic deliberations. Those in the United States who prefer unilateral
action would be deprived of their principal argument—that the allies
have nothing of military value to contribute.

As they consider Rumsfeld’s proposal, the allies have expressed
three concerns. All can be satisfied. First, they believe that the NATO
Response Force should complement and not compete with the EU’s
Rapid Reaction Force. The two forces have different but complemen-

continued
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continued

tary missions. The NATO force is one-fifth the size of the European
force. It is intended for high intensity conflict, while the European
force is designed primarily for less demanding military tasks. The
NATO force would be drawn from troops already earmarked for
NATO. These forces are in the end national forces that over time ro-
tate through various missions. As their capabilities are improved for
the NATO mission, so they are eventually improved for the European
force as well. Second, the allies want assurances that the Response
Force would be deployed only at the direction of the North Atlantic
Council, in which they all participate. Because the reaction force
would be assigned to the NATO integrated command, by definition its
deployment would require the council’s approval.

Third, some allies want a “national opt out clause.” Participation
in the response force is voluntary and the pool of on-call and rota-
tional forces would be large enough to accommodate a country that
wants to withhold its troops from a particular operation.

The European allies want NATO to remain relevant. They want
to strengthen their voice. They want to improve their military capabil-
ity and keep up with America’s transforming armed forces. Creation of
a NATO Response Force is an inexpensive way to begin accomplishing
these goals.

*Hans Binnendijk and Richard Kugler. This article originally
appeared in the International Herald Tribune, October 24, 2002.
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! Source: Hans Binnendijk and Richard L. Kugler, “Transforming European Forces,” in Sur-
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2 See “Statement on Capabilities,” issued at the Meeting of the North Atlantic Council in
Defense Ministers Session; Brussels, Belgium; June 6, 2002. In his speech to the German Bundestag,
President Bush called upon NATO to develop mobile deployable forces, new capabilities, and a new
strategy for dealing with terrorism and other threats. See “President Bush Thanks Germany for Sup-
port Against Terror,” May 23, 2002, Office of the Press Secretary, the White House.

3 Articles 4 and 5 are contained in the Washington Treaty that established NATO in the late
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(Oxford: Oxford University Press for the IISS, 2002).
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would be less than one-half that of the ERRF.

¢ For an analysis of the new U.S. defense strategy and program, see Hans Binnendijk and Rich-
ard Kugler, ‘Sound Vision, Unfinished Business: The Quadrennial Defense Review Report 2001, The
Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, Winter/Spring 2002, 26, no. 1, 123-140.

7 Many analysts judge that future U.S.—European security operations will be carried out by
‘coalitions of the willing’ rather than NATO’s integrated command. For example, the Gulf War of
1990—1991 was waged by a multinational coalition. The key point about such coalitions is that while
they can be ‘ad hoc’ (i.e. created for a single event), they cannot be improvised. If they are to succeed,
their military forces must be well- prepared before the event. Hence, NATO will continue to have the
critical role of preparing European forces even if the integrated command is not used often to carry
out actual operations.

8 For more information on the DCI, see ‘Washington Summit Communiqué: An Alliance for
the 21st Century’ and ‘Defense Capabilities Initiative), NATO press release, 24-25 April 1999.

°See Hans Binnendijk, ‘A European Spearhead Force Would Bridge the Gap, International
Herald Tribune, 1617 February 2002.

WNATO’s ‘high readiness forces’ include the ARRC, several multinational ground and air
formations in Central Europe, select naval strike assets, and other units: essentially a compilation of
NATO’s reaction forces and high-readiness national defense forces.

! Poland might be a good candidate for a NATO transformation facility because of its available
land-space, convenient location, infrastructure, and willingness to host such a facility. Of course, other
countries, including new members, could be considered as well. The key point is that if multinational
exercises and experiments in transformation are to succeed, most must be conducted on European
soil, not in the United States.

12 This cost figure is an authors’ estimate based on standard U.S. and NATO planning factors
regarding likely expenses for new equipment, infrastructure, personnel, training, and exercises. The
costs will be low because most of the forces and equipment already exist in European inventories, and
the number of forces being prepared for spearhead response missions is small.






Chapter 3

The NATO Response Force
2002-2006: Innovation by
the Atlantic Alliance (2006)!

Richard L. Kugler

Introduction

s the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) capable of trans-
Iforming so that it can be an effective military alliance in the early

21st century? Critics often deride the Atlantic Alliance as incapable of
transformational innovations because of its political, military, technologi-
cal, and budgetary constraints. Yet NATO’s often cumbersome track record
contains at least one recent departure that, most critics would concede, is
an important innovation because it promises to strengthen the Alliance’s
capacity to perform new missions outside Europe. This departure is the
creation of the NATO Response Force (NRF), a wholly new NATO force
for expeditionary operations that was proposed in late 2002 and came into
being in the relatively short span of four years; it is scheduled to reach full
operational capability (FOC) in late 2006.

The NREF is planned to be a small but potent force of about 25,000
distributed among a balanced combination of ground, air, and naval units.
It is to be a joint force with the advantages of modern information net-
works and other assets that enable it to operate with high effectiveness.
It is intended to perform a wide spectrum of demanding missions, to be
interoperable with technologically sophisticated U.S. forces, and to help
stimulate overall defense transformation within NATO. This case study
examines the NREF, including the strategic circumstances that gave rise to
its birth, the design concept behind it, its evolution during 2002-2006,
and its problems and prospects. As the following pages show, the NRF is
important not only in its own right, but also because it helps illuminate the
conditions under which NATO transformational innovation can occur,
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the leadership strategies that can help bring it about, and the process of
implementing it.

This case study illustrates that, thus far, the NRF has been a success
in the sense that it is now becoming operational and a usable option at
NATO’s disposal. Yet, as of 2006, it remains a work in progress because it
has not yet acquired all of the information-era capabilities needed to fulfill
its ambitious vision. Building the NRF to full maturity—the next goal of
NATO’s agenda for the NRF—likely will take several years and will require
equipping it with modern, deployable, information networks as well as
other transformational capabilities. As NATO pursues the twin tasks of
keeping the NRF at high readiness and transforming it with new capabili-
ties, it will need to meet several challenges that are discussed below. While
the NRF has performed satisfactorily in exercises to date, the real test will
come when it is employed for demanding missions, including combat and
crisis response.

NATO’s Slow Military Progress, 1990-2001

The origin of the NRF traces back to the frustrations that NATO en-
dured throughout the 1990’s because of the inability of European members
to project military power beyond the continent. Unlike the United States,
which has had a global perspective since the 1950, the Europeans spent
the Cold War mostly focused on defending their homeland borders against
the Warsaw Pact threat. When the Cold War ended in 1990, the Europeans
were left with large, well-armed forces—over three million troops—that
lacked the strategic mobility and power projection assets to deploy to dis-
tant areas, including the Middle East and the Persian Gulf. Their inability
to respond to crises outside Europe became manifest in 1990-1991, when
the United States led a large international coalition to eject Iraq from Ku-
wait. Only Britain and France were able to commit meaningful forces—a
division apiece—to Operation Desert Storm. Other European countries
contributed only token forces and were left frustrated by their inability to
participate in defense of their own interests in distant areas.

Nevertheless, throughout the 1990’s the Europeans did little to rec-
tify their military shortcomings. The end of the Cold War allowed most
European countries to reduce their defense spending and force postures
by about 25 percent. Intent on gaining a peace dividend, few of them
invested savings in power-projection assets for new missions outside
Europe. NATO civilian and military leaders did their best to reconfigure
the alliance’s defense strategy and make its force posture more flexible
by taking several steps. They streamlined the NATO military command
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structure, created two Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF) headquarters,
and organized NATO’s forces into four categories: Immediate Reaction
Forces, Reaction Forces, Main Defense Forces, and Augmentation Forces.
NATO’s Reaction Forces, led by the Allied Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC)
and composed of a sizable pool of 10 divisions, 600 combat aircraft, and
100 naval combatants, provided a large posture for responding to crises.
These forces, however, continued to lack the mobility assets; readiness;
deployable command, control, communications, computers, intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) systems; long-distance logistic
support; and other features needed for power-projection and expedition-
ary missions. Little tangible progress was made toward acquiring usable
capabilities in these and other critical areas because member countries did
little to alter their military postures, weapons, and C4ISR systems for new
missions outside Europe. Britain and France were partial exceptions, but
even they labored under budgetary constraints and lack of public inter-
est in defense modernization and innovation. Throughout the 1990’, the
Europeans as a whole were capable of swiftly deploying forces only about
one-tenth the size of comparable U.S. forces. Moreover, the large transat-
lantic gap in military capabilities was widening late in the 1990’s as the U.S.
military began acquiring smart munitions, advanced C4ISR assets, and
modern information networks—areas where the Europeans were making
little progress.

In political terms, NATO was making progress by expanding its
reach into Eastern Europe and undertaking to quell ethnic warfare in the
Balkans. The Europeans were able to support the peacekeeping missions
in Bosnia that became necessary after the Dayton Accord was signed in
late 1995. But the Kosovo War that erupted in early 1999 was another
matter. In its military campaign to pressure the Serbian Army to withdraw
from Kosovo, NATO relied entirely upon air power. Although Serbia and
Kosovo were within range of NATO air bases, U.S. air and naval forces
were compelled to fly the preponderance of air strike missions. The Euro-
peans contributed only about 25 percent of air sorties because they lacked
capabilities in such critical areas as all-weather and day-night operations,
smart munitions, and secure communications. After the war ended,
NATO sent ground forces into Kosovo for pacification, and the Europeans
contributed importantly to this mission. But their failure to contribute
more importantly to the air war was commonly seen as deeply embarrass-
ing to European militaries.

At its Washington Summit of 1999, NATO tried to start rectifying
this situation by adopting a new strategic concept and the Defense Ca-
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pability Initiative (DCI). The new strategic concept called for NATO to
become better prepared for newly emerging strategic missions, including
crisis interventions outside Europe. The DCI called for an alliance-wide
effort to upgrade European militaries in such critical areas as strategic
mobility, long-distance logistic support, information-era C4ISR systems,
modern weapons, smart munitions, air defenses, and other relevant areas.
Some countries responded to the call for a DCI. Britain, for example, ad-
opted a new defense plan with a focus on expeditionary missions. France
reacted similarly. But for the most part, lack of investment funds and
political indifference resulted in the Europeans and NATO making little
progress during 1999-2001. Even though the DCI was designed to be
modest and focused, it was often criticized for being too demanding and
sweeping because even its limited demands exceeded the resources and
political willpower of most European countries.

The terrorist strikes of September 11, 2001, suddenly created the need
for a new strategic mindset. NATO declared an Article 5 emergency and
offered to lend military support to the United States. Shortly afterward, the
United States invaded Afghanistan. Several European countries offered to
help, but they were stunned when the U.S. military refused the offers for
the reason that most European militaries lacked the sophisticated capabili-
ties to contribute to the new-era operations of precision strikes U.S. forces
were waging. Some European countries contributed modestly in such
areas as special forces and airlift support, but for the most part, the war
against al Qaeda and the Taliban in Afghanistan was waged by U.S. forces
in cooperation with friendly Afghan forces from the Northern Alliance.
Once again, the Europeans were left on the sidelines and embarrassed by
their lack of capabilities for new-era missions and wars.

The frustrations of Kosovo and Afghanistan made clear that, if NATO
was to become relevant to new-era missions, it would need to improve its
forces significantly. But what exactly was to be done? A wholesale defense
buildup was not feasible, because European countries were not willing to
fund the requisite increased military budgets. Overall, their defense bud-
gets averaged only about 2 percent of gross domestic product (GDP), and
only about 20-25 percent of defense funds were available for investments.
The DCI had been intended to work with existing defense budgets, but it
had largely fallen flat because its efforts were scattered in too many differ-
ent directions with decisive impact in few of them. Something different
was needed. The NRF grew out of efforts to address this thorny issue by
crafting a highly focused solution that would work because it was both
politically feasible and militarily capable.
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Birth of the NRF Concept—Prague Summit of 2002

The NRF owes its existence partly to the worried atmosphere that
settled over NATO in the aftermath of the successful U.S. invasion of Af-
ghanistan and the growing awareness of the need to create a viable defense
initiative for the upcoming Prague Summit in November 2002, but also to
a specific organizational and political process of innovation advocacy that
unfolded from January 2002 to the Prague Summit. The NRF was not an
idea that bubbled upward from within the NATO bureaucracy, nor did it
originate in Europe. Rather, it originated in the United States, where it was
crafted by senior leaders, with the help of outside analysts, and then sold
by American leaders to the Europeans.

Originally, U.S. senior officials were not thinking in terms of a con-
crete force proposal, such as the NRF. Instead they were listening to advice
from Brussels that called for replacing the DCI with a smaller version of a
generic capability-enhancement effort. This idea took shape as the Prague
Capability Commitment (PCC) and ultimately was adopted at the Prague
Summit. But in January 2002, National Security Council (NSC) advisors
to President Bush decided that they also wanted a bolder, more appeal-
ing and strategically meaningful initiative to accompany the PCC. They
asked Hans Binnendijk and Richard Kugler of the Center for Technology
and National Security Policy (CTNSP) at the National Defense University
(NDU) to produce useful ideas. Binnendijk and Kugler wrote a short paper
calling for the Prague Summit to focus on defense transformation and cre-
ate a spearhead joint strike force of about 20,000-25,000 troops that could
deploy swiftly to crisis zones and operate closely with U.S. forces.? In their
view, this was to be a real-life force with a C4ISR structure and assigned
combat units, not merely a disorganized troop list that would be pulled
together when the need arose to use it.

Essentially, Binnendijk and Kugler envisioned the type of NATO
strike force that could have deployed to Afghanistan and worked closely
with U.S. forces there. Labeling it a “Spearhead Response Force,” they
called for a force that would be large enough to be militarily meaning-
ful yet small enough to be affordable and politically attractive to NATO’s
members. Their proposed force was to include a headquarters staff, a
ground brigade, a composite air wing, a naval strike force, and appropriate
logistic support and mobility units. Such a force, they argued, would not
only make military and strategic sense, but also provide NATO defense
planners with a concrete focus and a set of distinct priorities, thereby
avoiding the temptation of scattering scarce defense resources in differ-
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ent directions and losing their effectiveness. Whereas the DCI had not
been focused on any specific component of NATO’s military posture, the
Spearhead Response Force would compel intense focus on a small posture,
thereby enhancing prospects for success.

Binnendijk and Kugler proposed that this force would be kept at high
readiness (able to deploy within a week or so) and would have about 30
days of independent staying power, once deployed. They further recom-
mended that it should be configured as a rotating force. That is, during any
six-month period, one Spearhead Response Force would be on active duty,
a second would be training for future duty, and a third would be standing
down from recently completed duty. Basically this is the same practice the
U.S. Navy follows in aircraft carrier rotations. Binnendijk and Kugler em-
phasized that this force should be multinational, with membership open
to any NATO member wishing to participate and able to meet proper
readiness standards. They called for the force to be mainly European, but
for the United States to participate constructively, especially by providing
critical enablers in such areas as C4ISR systems and mobility until the Eu-
ropeans had acquired the necessary assets. They argued that this new force
not only would provide NATO with a viable option for crisis response, but
also help assure interoperability with U.S. forces while facilitating defense
transformation across NATO’s entire military posture.

The idea of creating this NATO joint strike force was consistent with
emerging trends in U.S. military doctrine as envisioned in the Department
of Defense (DOD) Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) of 2001, but it was
a revolutionary departure for NATO and the Europeans. Most European
countries had not been thinking in terms of either joint operations or ex-
peditionary missions outside Europe. The idea of joint operations meant
that the Europeans would need to fuse their ground, air, and naval forces
to fight as a single entity, with all components working closely with each
other on behalf of common plans. The idea of expeditionary missions
meant that European forces must be able not only to deploy swiftly outside
Europe, but also to wage war effectively in austere environments and a
wide spectrum of unfamiliar conditions.

In the United States, NSC Advisor on European/NATO Affairs
Ambassador Dan Fried liked the idea of a Spearhead Response Force and
urged Binnendijk and Kugler to take their idea to DOD. At the Pentagon,
Binnendijk and Kugler received a warm reception from two critical staffs:
the NATO bureau of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for In-
ternational Security Affairs (OSD/ISA), headed by Ian Brzezinski, and the
J-5 of the Joint Staff, headed by Army Major General George Casey. Their
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support was garnered by March 2002, as was support from the Office of
Force Transformation headed by retired Navy Admiral Art Cebrowski. At
this juncture, momentum for the idea slowed when Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld and some of his top aides wanted it to be investigated
thoroughly to ensure its feasibility, affordability, and military effective-
ness. Once these issues were resolved, Rumsfeld embraced the idea, and
presented it to NATO Defense Ministers in September 2002. With NATO
Secretary General Lord Robertson backing the idea, it quickly gained ac-
ceptance throughout the alliance. The goal of creating this force, renamed
the NATO Response Force, was unveiled at the Prague Summit and treated
as a co-equal part of a major defense agenda that also included the PCC
and creation of a new Allied Transformation Command. Following several
months of study and evaluation, the NRF was officially approved by the
NATO Defense Ministers in spring 2003.

What stands out from this historical experience is the successful
manner in which the NRF was adopted at a time of mounting political ten-
sions within the Alliance over Middle East policy. Fall 2002 was a period
in which the United States and Britain were beginning to quarrel publicly
with Germany and France over whether to invade Iraq in the near future.
The effect of this growing quarrel was to split the alliance into two hostile
factions. Notwithstanding this tense atmosphere, the NRF moved through
the NATO consensus-building process and emerged with the support of
the entire Alliance. The NRF design concept endorsed at Prague was vir-
tually the same as the concept originally tabled by the U.S. government,
and indeed, by Binnendijk and Kugler. Several reasons account for this
successful outcome.

A main reason was that the United States strongly supported the
NREF and acted skillfully in urging the Europeans to support it. Through-
out its history, NATO has best succeeded at military innovation when
the United States, the Alliance’s strongest power and political leader, has
favored the idea. In this case, the Bush Administration embraced the NRF
concept because it made political and military sense, was a good vehicle
for showcasing U.S. leadership, was affordable and feasible, offered the
promise of creating a European force that would be interoperable with U.S.
forces, and provided a vehicle to accelerate NATO transformation. During
fall 2002, the Bush Administration made clear its support for the NRF and
pursued a wide-ranging diplomatic campaign aimed at garnering support
in NATO civilian and military headquarters and European capitals. While
much of this diplomacy was conducted behind the scenes, it also had an
important public component in the form of speeches, briefings, newspaper
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articles, and journal articles directed at public opinion in both the United
States and Europe.

While the Bush Administration did a good job of packaging and
selling the NRF to make it appealing, the Europeans favored the NRF for
their own reasons. Multiple countries welcomed the idea of acquiring a
high-tech military force that would enhance NATO’s relevance and allow
it to participate in expeditionary operations outside Europe. Numerous
members also welcomed the idea that creation of the NRF would help
give them access to the modern doctrines, information networks, weap-
ons and munitions, and organizational structures emanating from U.S.
military transformation. Because of its small size, the NRF was affordable
and would not upset other high-priority European defense programs. It
also provided a vehicle for signaling European political willingness to par-
ticipate in crisis missions in distant areas without necessarily supporting
the United States in Iraq. Also important, the NRF posed no major threat
to the European Union’s efforts to pursue European Security and Defense
Policy (ESDP) and to create a European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF) for
Petersburg tasks, such as, peacekeeping.

The bottom line is that the NRF was adopted with fanfare at the
Prague Summit because it was a good idea whose time had come, and
because both the United States and key European countries strongly sup-
ported it. Among the Europeans, not only did Britain and Germany sup-
port the idea, but so did France, a traditional naysayer to U.S. leadership.
In this case, the NRF squared with France’s notions of power projection,
expeditionary missions, and transformation. Support from these three big
powers provided a framework that permitted smaller countries, including
old and new members, to join the enterprise with confidence that it would
succeed and serve their interests. Across Europe, support for the NRF
was especially strong among professional militaries, and it did not face
serious opposition from foreign ministries, finance ministries, or parlia-
ments. Had the United States not sponsored the NRE it likely would not
have been adopted, even if some European countries had favored the idea.
Likewise, the NRF would not have been adopted, even though the United
States favored it, if a strong coalition of European countries had opposed
it. In this case, strong support on both sides of the Atlantic made this in-
novation a viable idea on which to mobilize widespread consensus.

Fielding the NRF—From 10C to FOC, 2003-2006

NATO defense innovation requires more than mobilizing political
support for a new idea. It also requires a sustained effort to implement the
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idea. Historically, other attractive ideas have fizzled within NATO because
of weak implementation, so successful fielding of the NRF was not guar-
anteed. The Prague Summit envisioned concrete steps immediately fol-
lowed by steady progress aimed at fully fielding the NRF over a period of
4-5 years. Although some problems were encountered, this effort proved
generally successful. Two reasons account for this success. NATO’s civil-
ian leaders, including the new Secretary General, Jaap de Hoop Scheffer,
continued to support the NRF despite the raging debates over Iraq during
2003-2006. They grasped NATO’s need for enhanced deployable forces for
multiple future missions, and many political leaders came to view progress
on the NRF as a way to keep NATO together despite the debates over Iraq.
Equally important, the NRF enjoyed strong support from Supreme Allied
Commander Europe (SACEUR), U.S. General James Jones, USMC, and his
subordinate officers in NATO’s new Allied Command Operations (ACO).
In his long career in the U.S. Marines, General Jones had developed a keen
appreciation for the importance of joint operations and expeditionary
missions. He made successful implementation of the NRF a key prior-
ity of his tenure, and his strong leadership efforts played a major role in
the events that unfolded. NATO’s new Allied Command Transformation
(ACT), led by U.S. Admiral Edmund Giambastiani, USN, showed inter-
est in helping the NRF adopt transformation concepts. The combination
of the two NATO commands working together on the NRF facilitated its
progress, which proved faster than most observers originally predicted.

Even so, a great deal of hard work was required by NATO. The rela-
tively small size of the NRF made the enterprise easier to launch than a
bigger force would have been. Still, at any single time, three NRFs were
required: one in training, one on duty, and one standing down. This ne-
cessitated full-time commitment of 60,000-75,000 troops, plus creation of
an entirely new NRF every six months, a continuously challenging task.
Adding to the challenge was the multinational nature of the NRE, which
required mixing multinational units at lower command echelons than pre-
viously had been the case. This required a careful blending of forces from
numerous countries to ensure their interoperability. Equipping the NRF
also was demanding. Participating European forces typically possessed
adequately modern weapon systems and munitions, but the NRF required
specialized capabilities in multiple areas, including modern C4ISR net-
works. Acquisition of these capabilities moved slowly in several areas, and
had not yet been fully accomplished as of August 2006.

Beyond this, NRF units require a high degree of readiness. When on
duty, they are expected to be deployable after only five days of preparation.
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By comparison, other active duty forces often are granted a full month to
prepare to deploy. This means that a full training regimen must be ac-
complished before an NRF begins its six-month duty cycle, not during the
cycle. ACO and ACT devoted considerable time to guiding the certifica-
tion of readiness for each NRF through careful planning, training, and
exercises. Indeed, they steadily increased the standards for certification as
each new rotational NRF began its training cycle. This intensive activity
took place mostly behind the scenes, and in this critical arena, NATO’s
military commands performed well at accomplishing these demanding
tasks, thus making the NRF a viable entity in a relatively short time.

Progress on the NRF began to emerge in mid-June 2003, when the
NATO Defense Ministers formally approved its speedy creation. In July,
NATO’s military leaders held a force-generation conference for the NRF
and called for an initial NRF to be fielded during fall 2003. In mid-Oc-
tober, NATO officially launched the NREF, created an NRF headquarters
in Italy, and placed it under the command of the NATO Joint Force
Command in Brunssum, Netherlands. They also designated the first two
rotational forces (NRF 1 and 2) to be prototype units that would test and
develop concepts and practices for the NRE?3

Table 3-1 shows the composition of NRF 1, which included person-
nel from 15 nations. Of the 9,500 personnel, about 8,500 were airmen and
sailors, and only 1,000 were ground troops. Its land component included
a French paratroop battalion, a Greek airmobile company, and a Belgian
commando company—enough troops for only about one-half a brigade.
Lack of ground forces was a problem that continued affecting follow-on
NRFs during 2003-2006.

NATO military leaders emphasized that the NRF could be used not
only for major combat missions, but also for non-combat evacuation, hu-
manitarian aid, peacekeeping, and crisis response, including counter-ter-
rorism and embargoes. They further said that the NRF’s IOC was targeted
for fall 2004, and FOC was expected in fall 2006.

Upon launching of the NRF in October 2003, General Jones said:

Today marks one of the most important changes in the North Atlan-
tic Alliance since the signing of the Washington Treaty over 50 years
ago.... For the first time in its history, the Alliance will have a joint
multinational force of air, land, sea, and special forces under a single
commander and maintained as a standing rotation force.*

In that same month, another important event occurred: NATO’s De-
fense Ministers and military leaders met in Colorado Springs, Colorado,
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to hold Dynamic Response "07, a crisis management study seminar for ex-
amining how NATO could handle future challenges. The seminar pointed
to such new threats as terrorism and the spread of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD) and the need for flexible and rapid NATO decision
procedures. It also highlighted the important role that the NRF could play
in providing usable military capabilities. In late November, NATO held
its first NRF exercise at Doganbrey, Turkey. Conducting this exercise was
NRF 1, which included the NATO Rapid Deployable Corps-Turkey, the
Spanish maritime high readiness forces, Allied Air Forces North Europe,
and forces from 11 countries, including Britain, Germany, and France.
The exercise was a success, but NATO officials acknowledged that it also
unveiled critical shortages in such areas as strategic airlift, deployable
communications, logistics support, and life-support systems.

Table 3-1. Force Contributions—NREF 1

Country Troops Main Assets/Capabilities

Spain 2,200 Ships, aircraft, helicopters

France 1,700 Army battalion, ships, aircraft

Britain 1,200 Ships, aircraft

Germany 1,200 Ships, aircraft

Turkey 600 Ships, aircraft

Italy 600 Military police, ships, aircraft

Greece 300 Army company, two ships

United States 300 Ship, aircraft

Belgium 250 Commando company, ship, aircraft

Netherlands 200 Ship

Norway 150 Ships, aircraft

Denmark 100 Ships, helicopters

Czech Republic 80 Nuclear, Biological and Chemical (NBC)
equipment

Poland 20 Explosive Ordinance Disposal (EOD) unit

NATO 700 AWACS and Headquarters personnel

Total 9,500

In January 2004, NATO senior commanders took part in Allied Reach
04, a special seminar designed to test the concepts behind the NRE In
May, Exercise Allied Action tested the activation of a Deployed Joint Task
Force Headquarters for handling NRF operations in distant areas. In late
June, operational responsibility for the NRF passed from Joint Force Com-
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mand (JFC) Brunssum to JFC Naples, thus starting a process of rotating
the NRF among NATO’s three principal joint commands. In early October,
the NRF participated in Exercise Destined Glory 04, a live-fire training and
maritime exercise off Sardinia. In mid-October, Secretary General Schef-
fer and General Jones announced that the NRF had reached IOC, with a
force of 17,000 troops. They emphasized that the NRF could be used for
multiple missions, such as collective defense, consequence management,
and initial entry into crisis zones. During 2004, elements of the NRF were
deployed to help protect the Summer Olympics in Athens, Greece, and to
help support the Afghanistan presidential elections. For these reasons, the
NRF’s first year was judged successful by most observers. Similar to NRF
1, NRF 2 included forces from a variety of members, thereby signaling the
growing popularity of the NRF among European militaries.

The year 2005 witnessed an intensified exercise program for NRFs 3
and 4, coupled with use of the NRF for disaster relief operations. In early
February, NATO military commanders met in Exercise Allied Reach 05
to conduct a seminar workshop on NRF plans, operations, and capabili-
ties. In March, Exercise Noble Javelin resulted in the NRF deploying 3,000
troops to the Canary Islands to test long-distance force deployment and
amphibious operations. In April, Exercise Loyal Mariner 05 was held
in the North Sea to test NRF maritime capabilities. Nineteen countries
committed 85 ships and 30 aircraft to the exercise. During May, the NRF
conducted naval exercises off Crete. In late June, command of the NRF
was transferred from JFC Naples to Joint Command Lisbon. In September,
the NRF helped provide disaster relief by airlifting supplies in response to
Hurricane Katrina. In early October, Exercise Destined Glory "05 (Loyal
Midas) was conducted in the Tyrrhenian Sea to test complex NRF sea
operations. The forces from 10 countries included 8,500 personnel, 37
ships, and 57 aircraft. From late October 2005 to February 2006, the NRF
headquarters was employed to guide NATO relief efforts in response to
the earthquake in Pakistan. It commanded a diverse force of cargo aircraft,
helicopters, engineers, supply troops, medical personnel, and other assets
that were specially tailored for the relief effort.

In February 2006, NATO Defense Ministers met to discuss the steps
needed for the NRF to achieve FOC by year-end. From March 24-April
6, Exercise Brilliant Mariner was held to test the readiness of the NRF
naval component: 80 ships from 18 nations participated. During May
1-10, Exercise Steadfast Jackpot, a computer-assisted test of NATO’s abil-
ity to command the NRE was conducted. It was quickly followed in June
by Exercise Steadfast Jaguar. Steadfast Jaguar, held in the Cape Verde Is-
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lands, was especially important, because it was intended to evaluate NRF
capability to become fully operational. It was the first exercise to employ
simultaneously all three NRF components—ground, naval, and air. Over
7,000 troops carried out a variety of simulated operations: disaster relief,
amphibious landing, precision fighter jet bombing, special forces assaults,
and naval bombardment. Afterward, a NATO spokesman said that during
this exercise, “the NRF passed its last test before it is due to become fully
operational in October” Celebrating the achievement, Secretary General
Scheftfer said:

You see here the new NATO, a NATO which has the possibility
to be expeditionary, to project stability. The NRF is the most important
tool to show in which way and how NATO has transformed and is
transforming.’

Toward a Fully Mature NRF—Acquiring
Transformational Capabilities

During 2003-2006, NATO focused on moving NRFs 1-6 from IOC
to FOC. Future NRFs are intended to be granted FOC status and to be
available for full-scale use in missions. Future NRF units will fully meet
operational goals, however, only if manpower quotas are adequately met.
As of spring 2006, SACEUR General Jones was publicly expressing concern
that not enough troops, especially ground troops, were being assigned to
meet NRF requirements. Assuming that manpower requirements are met,
NATO documents state that when the NRF reaches its full size of 25,000
troops, it will be composed of the following main combat forces:

» A reinforced brigade combat team (2,500-3,000 troops) that will
include three light infantry battalions (motorized or air mobile),
plus one or more light armored battalions along with artillery,
special operations, engineer, NBC defense, and logistic support
elements.

» A rapidly deployable composite air group of about 40 combat air-
craft, support aircraft, and helicopters capable of flying 200 sorties
per day.

» A naval task force composed of a carrier battle group, an amphibi-
ous task group, and a surface action group, totaling 10-12 ships
or more.

» This force composition, NATO authorities point out, is a general
model for future NRFs, not a rigid blueprint. The NRE, they say,
is to be a flexible creation that can be adjusted to meet chang-
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ing circumstances. As a result, its size can be adjusted upward or
downward, and its composition can change, too.

» NATO documents further state that the NRF is driven by the prin-
ciple of “first force in, first force out,” and that it can be used whole
or in part in the following ways:

» Deploy as a stand-alone force for Article 5 missions (collective
defense) or non-Article 5 missions.

» Deploy as an initial entry force facilitating arrival of larger follow-
up forces.

» Deploy as a demonstration force to show NATO’s determination
and solidarity in a crisis.

Although achieving FOC status is an important benchmark for
attaining NATO?’s first goal of creating an expeditionary strike force, it
merely means that the NRF is operational and ready to perform missions,
if called upon. It does not mean that the NRF has completed the task of
acquiring all of its requisite capabilities and solved all other problems fac-
ing it. Considerable effort will be required to ensure that a fully mature
NRF eventually emerges. In the future, NATO will need to address its
second goal: turning the NRF into a transformed force with the associated
information networks and other information-age capabilities. Achieving
this goal promises to be time consuming, because improvements likely will
come gradually as NATO and the Europeans slowly acquire these assets.

An especially important task will be ensuring that the NRF is
equipped with the information networks needed to make it a properly
transformed force. Modern information networks include the following:
networks for basic command, control, and communications, for intel-
ligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR), for force operations, and
for logistic support. When these networks exist and are integrated, they
provide shared situational awareness, a common operational picture, and
other benefits that allow forces at all echelons to operate with far greater
effectiveness and efficiency than before, and to pursue modern doctrines
as well as effects-based operations. Deployable networks are especially
important to expeditionary forces, which must operate at long distances
from the established information infrastructure of their home countries.
The NRF will need sophisticated, deployable information networks to:

» achieve interoperability with U.S. forces based on a “plug and play”
philosophy;

» facilitate its capability to operate as a joint, multinational force and
to work closely with other NATO forces;
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» magnify its own combat power, thereby using high quality to sub-
stitute for its relatively small size; and

» carry out modern doctrines and operational concepts that blend
precision strikes and speedy maneuvers to defeat enemy forces.

U.S. military transformation is substantially animated by the prin-
ciple of network-centric warfare (NCW), which holds that networks, not
weapons platforms or munitions, are the centerpiece of modern force
operations. By contrast, NATO force planning embraces the principle
of network-enabled capability (NEC), which holds that networks, while
important, are enablers of weapons and munitions, not the centerpiece of
force structures and operations. NEC also implies a set of multiple, sepa-
rate networks that are linked together, rather than a single, overarching
design philosophy, such as the U.S. Global Information Grid (GIG). Cur-
rently, NATO and European militaries are several years behind the U.S.
military in creating modern information networks and using them. Yet,
the past few years have seen encouraging progress in several areas. Britain
and France, in particular, have been building networks for modern force
operations, including such communications systems as SOCRATE and
Skynet, plus growing access to satellites for military purposes. Germany;,
the Netherlands, and Italy are also active in this arena, as is Sweden, which
is not a member of NATO but could participate in future missions. Other
countries vary, and a few seem unenthused about networking or unable to
generate the investment funds needed to acquire networks.°

NATO has been pursuing force networking and has been making
progress slowly in recent years. NATO has developed a substantial com-
mand, control, and communications capability for military operations
for use by senior military and political authorities. NATO hardware and
software encompasses the entire NATO territory and can connect forces
from all components to senior decision makers through voice, data, mes-
saging, and video teleconferences. NATO employs wireless networks,
land lines, optical fiber, and digital radios, and relies upon the Internet as
well as commercial satellites. NATO’s goal is to create a C4ISR architec-
ture into which member nations can plug their own command, control,
and communications (C3) networks. The current system is criticized for
being stove-piped and not facilitating horizontal communications between
forces and governments. Even so, it entails such assets as the Automated
Command and Control Information System (ACCIS), the NATO General
Purpose Communications System (NGCS), a SATCOM system to provide
global, broad-band transmissions, and CRONOS, a secure information
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transmission system. NATO is also pursuing several improvement pro-
grams in this arena, including upgraded SATCOM, an Alliance Ground
Surveillance (AGS) system, and CAESAR, a development program aimed
at linking together national ISR systems from a variety of platforms.

The AGS system is an example of NATO development activities in ap-
plied networking and associated force development. The AGS is intended
to provide an “eye in the sky;” thereby enabling NATO forces to gather real-
time intelligence of events on the ground. It is to be composed of manned
Airbus aircraft, Global Hawk Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs), a TCAR
radar, and ground control stations. It is viewed as potentially a critical en-
abler for the NRE The AGS system is to be produced by a transatlantic in-
dustrial consortium; NATO signed a study contract with this consortium
in 2005. The AGS system is scheduled to reach IOC in 2010 and FOC a few
years later. The NRF will not benefit from it for several years, but when it
arrives, it will strengthen NRF combat capabilities significantly.

A principle NATO weakness has been lack of mobile, deployable
C4ISR systems and information networks. Obviously this deficiency is
an impediment to the NRE. NATO plans on employing Deployable Com-
bined Joint Task Force (DCJTF) Headquarters for command and control
of the NRF when it is performing an expeditionary mission outside Eu-
rope. Equipping these headquarters with a full C4ISR architecture and
information networks will help significantly by providing a plug-and-play
capacity for multinational forces assigned to the NRE Yet, the forces
themselves also must have appropriate C4ISR systems and networks that
can be plugged into the DCJTF Headquarters. Thus, deploying British
and French forces as part of the NRF might pose no C4ISR and network-
ing problems, but deploying forces from less-endowed countries could
raise difficulties. Providing NRF units with such practical assets as Blue
Force Tracker, Predator UAVs, and better tactical radios could make an
important contribution. NATO and European countries expect to make
progress in this arena, but several years may pass before the NRF becomes
fully networked.”

A similar judgment applies to NRF capacity to employ other critical,
new-era capabilities for expeditionary warfare. Many European militaries
possess adequately modern weapon systems, for example, fighter aircraft,
but they often lack combat enablers in several areas. This includes pre-
cision strike systems, such as Joint Direct Attack Munitions (JDAMs),
tactical standoff missiles, and stealth fighters; close combat systems, such
as light tanks and other light armored vehicles; force protection, such as
NBC equipment and body armor, as well as theater missile defense; tacti-
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cal mobility; and logistic sustainability, such as deployable trucks and util-
ity helicopters; and strategic mobility, including long-range air transports,
aerial refueling tankers, and amphibious assault ships. Many of these assets
are present in ample quantities within the U.S. military, but less so for most
European militaries. Acquiring these assets is proving slow, because Eu-
ropean investment budgets are small and other priorities consume many
funds; whereas the United States spends about $150 billion annually for
research, development, testing, and evaluation (RDT&E), and procure-
ment, the Europeans spend only about $30 billion.

The implication is that the NRF quest for full force maturity is likely
to take several years. Evidently, many NATO and European officials envi-
sion a phased NRF transformation program for acquiring these capabili-
ties. The initial phase, covering the period 2006-2012, will focus on creat-
ing improved interoperability and will continue relying heavily upon the
United States for such enablers as JSTARS, UAVs, ELINT aircraft, satellite
reconnaissance, broad-band communications, and stealth aircraft. The
long term, from 2013-2020, will focus on enhancing NRF joint force ca-
pabilities and attaining European self-sufficiency in a number of areas. If
this timeline proves accurate, it suggests that the NRF will be undergoing
a lengthy evolution that could take another 15 years or so. While surface
appearances suggest that this is a long time, the U.S. military’s transforma-
tion program has a similarly long timeline to build information networks
and acquire such new weapons as the F-35 fighter, as well as destroyers,
cruisers, and aircraft carriers.

The pace at which the NRF acquires new systems and capabilities
will partly depend upon European and NATO acquisition programs. But
it also will depend upon the willingness of the United States to release new
military technologies to the Europeans. In theory, technology transfer can
help serve U.S. national interests by fostering capable allied militaries. Yet,
the process of gaining legal authorization to export sensitive military tech-
nologies is complex and laden with formidable barriers. In the past, even
America’s closest allies have had difficulty gaining access to sensitive U.S.
defense technologies. If anything, U.S. export control laws and procedures
have tightened in recent years. To an important degree, the NRF’s future
will depend upon U.S. willingness to expedite the technology transfer
process for the Europeans.

Meeting Other Challenges

In addition to endowing the NRF with deployable information net-
works and other technologies that will create a fully transformed force,
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NATO will need to address other challenges as it presides over the NRF’s
further maturation. One challenge is that of ensuring adequate funding
for the NRE. For the most part, the NRF is not funded through common
NATO accounts. Instead it is funded nationally by the countries that
participate in each rotational NRE, with each country having to commit
money in proportion to the forces provided. The effect has been to place
a high financial burden on countries making major contributions, to free
non-participants from any financial requirements, and to make it hard
for countries with small defense budgets to participate. It also exposes the
NREF to funding shortfalls, including when crisis response options must
be launched. Common funding of a greater portion of the NRE, including
a flexible contingency budget, would help alleviate these problems, while
ensuring that each NRF has sufficient funds to accomplish its goals and
missions. This issue is now being examined by senior NATO officials. The
reality is that NATO members will need to consistently ensure that their
defense budgets fully fund all NRF requirements, including the purchase
of new equipment. Unless this is the case, NRF funds will continue to be
at risk for being victimized by low European defense budgets and other
priorities, including EU military departures.

A second challenge will be ensuring that NRF units consistently
meet their demanding training and readiness requirements. The NRF
is intended to operate much like a U.S. Marine Expeditionary Brigade
(MEB), as a joint force that integrates air, ground, and naval components
to provide expeditionary strike capabilities. And like an MEB, the NRF
will need advanced training and exercises to attain its full capability As
suggested by Exercise Steadfast Jaguar, future NRF exercises likely will
focus increasingly on joint operations rather than operations by individual
components, such as naval forces. Such exercises will be critical to NRF
future maturation, because they will have a major bearing on whether
NRF units can operate jointly, as well as carry out new doctrines and op-
erational concepts that emerge from the transformation process. Indeed,
NREF joint exercises likely will become a test-bed for NATO’s testing and
experimenting with new doctrines and concepts to see whether they can
be applied elsewhere to NATO and European force postures. Robust train-
ing and exercise programs will have a major impact on whether the NRF
emerges as a highly effective force and retains that status in future years.

A third challenge is that of determining a proper role for U.S. forces
in the NRE. The original theory was that the NRF would be a primarily
European force, and that U.S. contributions would be limited to such en-
abling support assets as airlift, JSTARS, Global Hawk, satellite surveillance,
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broad-band satellite communications, and theater missile defense. This
U.S. stance helped place pressure on the Europeans to take main responsi-
bility for fielding the NRF’s combat forces during 2003-2006. But to some
Europeans, it suggested a lack of firm U.S. commitment to building and
using the NRE and a lessening of incentives for the United States to do
so. Recently, the United States has been considering options for commit-
ting significant combat units to the NRE and it likely will do so in future
years. Beyond this, there is an imperative need for independent U.S. forces
(those not assigned to the NRF) to train and exercise with the NRF to
help encourage interoperability for expeditionary missions in which both
American and NRF units will be participating. The U.S. military presence
in Europe can be used for this purpose.

A fourth challenge is that of determining what missions the NRF is
to become capable of performing. An early design concept was to focus
the NRF on high-tech, expeditionary, combat missions of the sort per-
formed in the early stages of the U.S. interventions in Afghanistan and
Irag. NATO spokespersons continue to endorse these missions and ca-
pabilities for the NRE, but they also speak of using it for a wide variety of
other missions, including disaster relief, humanitarian interventions, and
peacekeeping. Such non-combat missions are important and would ensure
that the NRF is used regularly, thereby reducing its vulnerability to a “use
or lose” philosophy. Yet, no single, small military force can be an asset for
all seasons, that is, capable of performing nearly every mission imagin-
able. If such a force tries to be trained and ready for the entire spectrum
of possible missions, it will run the risk of losing its prowess for its main
purpose—in this case, being prepared for demanding combat missions.
If the events of 2003-2006 are an indicator, NATO will face a continuing
challenge of striking a proper balance between these two imperatives while
ensuring that the NRF is always fully capable of major combat operations.
Configuring other NATO forces for expeditionary missions, such as High
Readiness Forces (HRF) and stabilization and reconstruction forces, is a
viable way to ensure that the NRF does not lose its focus on its main pur-
pose. Over the long term, NATO might want to create a second NREF, thus
providing a capacity for two contingencies or greater staying power for a
single contingency, if the necessary resources are available.

A fifth challenge is political: ensuring that NATO’s decision pro-
cedures are sufficiently flexible and responsive so that the NRF actually
can be used when appropriate circumstances arise. Achieving widespread
North Atlantic Council (NAC) consensus to employ the NRF for Article
5 missions, for example, defense of NATO’s borders, is unlikely to be dif-
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ficult, but a different situation could emerge when the need arises to use
the NRF outside NATO borders for non-Article 5 missions. The risk is
that NATO’s traditional practice of striving for unanimous decisions could
result in a few countries paralyzing NATO’s ability to employ the NRE The
solution to this problem is for NATO to forge a strong consensus on situa-
tions in which the NRF could be employed and to build greater flexibility
and speed into its decision procedures so that action cannot readily be
blocked by small minorities or delayed by cumbersome procedures.

A sixth challenge is ensuring that the NRF has access to the strategic
lift assets needed to deploy it swiftly over long distances. Although the
United States has sizable strategic lift forces, European countries mostly
have not sought to acquire the lift assets needed to move sizable forces
abroad, and NATO is not officially assigned any strategic mobility forces.
Fortunately, the NRF is a relatively small and light force that does not re-
quire large lift assets. Its ships and aircraft can move on their own, and its
ground combat brigade is composed mainly of light-weight units. Even so,
deploying the NRF could necessitate the moving of about 50,000 tons or
more of equipment and supplies. This amount could require commitment
of, for example, 3-6 Ro/Ro cargo ships, plus 100 or more sorties of heavy
air cargo transports. Although the United States in theory could provide
the requisite lift, the NRF will not be a truly independent force until
NATO and the Europeans can provide it. A few years ago, NATO signed
a multinational agreement with several members that provides it access to
commercial ships in a crisis. Likewise, NATO has signed a multinational
agreement with Russia and Ukraine to gain access to several AN 124-100
air cargo transports. Thus far, NATO’s long-term solution has been ac-
quisition of the A-400M transport by European countries, but it will not
begin arriving until 2010-2012, and it is a tactical, not strategic, transport.
Indications that Britain and some other European countries might buy a
few C-17’s in the coming years provide hope for a partial solution. Regard-
less, the United States likely will need to continue providing airlift support
to the NRF for some time.

Conclusion

The first four years of the NRF experience, highlighted by a series of
exercises that demonstrated NATO’s seriousness, have produced a force
that is now operational but lacks important transformational capabilities
for expeditionary operations and networked warfare. In this sense, the
NREF glass is only one-half full. Yet the NRF is a real-life force that already
has important assets that can be called upon for use in crisis response or
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other missions. If today’s NRF had been available in 2001-2002, it perhaps
could have been deployed along with U.S. forces to Afghanistan and made
a valuable contribution there. This capacity to participate with U.S. forces
in expeditionary missions would be useful to NATO in the event a similar
crisis occurs.

The NREF is a product of a successful NATO innovation that began in
2002, accelerated during 2003-2006, and continues today. Future success
will depend upon how much effort NATO, the Europeans, and the United
States invest in bringing this force to full capability and life.
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Chapter 4

Creating a NATO Special
Operations Force (2006)!

David C. Gompert and Raymond C. Smith

Overview

n the post-9/11 security environment, special operations forces (SOF)
Ihave proven indispensable. SOF units are light, lethal, mobile, and
easily networked with other forces. While the United States and its
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies have extensive SOF
capabilities, these forces are not formally organized to collaborate with
one another. There would be much to gain if U.S. and allied SOF trained
to work together: national SOF assets would be improved, obstacles to ef-
fective combined operations would be removed, and a coherent Alliance
capability would be readily available for NATO.
The Alliance can focus and grow its SOF capabilities by providing
a selective and small combined “inner core” of NATO special operations
forces for operations, while using an outer network to expand and improve
SOF cooperation with interested allies.

Special operations forces (SOF) have proven invaluable over past
decades and have become indispensable in the post-9/11 security environ-
ment. They can be used to prevent terrorist attacks, rescue hostages, train
foreign forces for unconventional operations, seize critical facilities, scout
in hostile territory and forbidding terrain, and pave the way for interven-
tion by regular forces. Such versatility is possible because SOF combine
physical fighting prowess with technological dexterity. They can use lasers,
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), and global positioning system devices
to spot enemy targets and then transmit the data to precision-strike air
forces. SOF units are light, lethal, small, mobile, and easily networked
with other forces. In addition, SOF are uncommonly enterprising and
adaptable—important qualities in these fluid and unpredictable times.

83
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While SOF operate in small units, there are proven advantages to
organizing them to function across structural boundaries. In 1987, the
United States created a joint U.S. Special Operations Command (US-
SOCOM), made up of SOF from the Army, Navy, and Air Force, with a
unified headquarters and separate program budget to fund equipment
and training requirements. This step has given the United States an excep-
tionally cost-effective instrument of military action and national strategy.
Although the USSOCOM annual budget ($6.5 billion) is only 1.5 percent
of the U.S. defense budget, SOF are used in nearly every combat operation
and are spearheading the fight against a transnational Salafist-terrorist
insurgency—namely al Qaeda—around the globe in Afghanistan, Iraq, the
Arabian Peninsula, Africa, and elsewhere.

While the nature of SOF is such that their missions evolve with the
environment, table 4-1 describes those missions for which U.S. SOF now
organize, train, and equip. The recent Department of Defense Quadren-
nial Defense Review (QDR) Report reveals a growing recognition in U.S.
defense circles of the heightened importance of SOF for combating the
global jihad and other irregular threats.

Most North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies of the
United States appreciate the va lue of SOF capabilities for such missions
and possess them in one form or another and under one name or another.?
Table 4-2 summarizes these forces.

In addition, some allies have high-performance commando and
elite paramilitary forces that are not assigned to their defense ministries.
Within Spain’s Guardia Civil, for example, are some of the world’s fin-
est counterterrorism forces (reflecting Spain’s long struggle with Basque
separatists, who use terror tactics). While most allies have small forces to
perform missions for which the United States has SOF, several larger allies,
such as the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Spain, Italy, and Poland,
have SOF-type forces in significant numbers capable of a wide range of
missions. Quantitatively, the combined SOF-type capabilities of NATO al-
lies are roughly half those of U.S. SOF. This represents significant capacity
for global efforts, provided the forces can be organized to work and fight
together against common threats such as al Qaeda.

However, the SOF of NATO members, including the United States,
are not organized to collaborate for the purpose of improving capabili-
ties, increasing preparedness, or operating jointly. NATO has on occasion
requested U.S. and allied national SOF for specific Alliance contingencies,
such as those in Bosnia and Kosovo. Moreover, some useful but minor
U.S.-allied bilateral SOF cooperation in Europe is currently sponsored by
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the U.S. European Command (USEUCOM). But, other than allied SOF
embedded in the NATO Response Force (NRF), NATO has no SOF capa-
bility, nor has the Alliance made it a top priority to expand, improve, and
fit together member SOF capabilities.

Thus, what NATO does best—enhancing and melding multilateral
capabilities for combined action—it has not done with regard to SOE
These scarce, high-value forces are increasingly essential to the shared
security interests of members on both sides of the Atlantic, and SOF of all
allied countries could benefit from working together. NATO can improve
in this area and should.

Much could be gained through sharing of know-how and best
practices, and interoperability could be forged through SOF exchanges,
training, and exercises under NATO. National SOF could be improved,
and obstacles to effective combined special operations could be removed.
Beyond this, a strong case can be made for creating a NATO SOF force. If
history since the end of the Cold War is a guide, most future contingen-
cies in which NATO may elect to act with force as an alliance will require
SOF. This argues for making U.S. and allied SOF assets readily available,
not as disparate and disjointed ad hoc national contributions, but as a co-
herent, combined force. Because many allies have SOF, because SOF can
be effective in small numbers, and because U.S. SOF have a tradition of
working well with friends, creating a NATO SOF capability is a practical
and affordable option.

In sum, the United States and its allies have an opportunity to en-
hance and use SOF collaboratively to the benefit of each and all. While
NATO members are not the only countries with real or potential capabili-
ties of this sort, the Alliance is the best mechanism to organize SOF coop-
eration and mount combined special operations. A way could be found for
“partners” and other countries to join.

The goals of expanding, improving, and employing combined SOF
capabilities in NATO are, however, up against a serious constraint. For the
United States and others, these forces are treated as scarce (in Pentagon
jargon, low-density), high-value, national assets with sensitive methods
and means, unique abilities, and critical missions. This raises concerns
about any initiative that could place SOF under other than strictly national
control, reduce SOF availability for unilateral use, and share SOF know-
how with any but the closest allies—concerns that a design for NATO SOF
must address.

Against this background, the pages that follow aim to answer several
questions:
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» Why is this the moment to consider a SOF capability for NATO?

» What can be gained by creating NATO SOF?

» Given the aims and constraints, what form should NATO SOF
take?

» What steps should the United States, allies, and NATO take to
make it happen?

Why Now? The Fight against Terrorists

The urgency of the idea of NATO SOF lies in the particular relevance
of SOF in the fight against transnational terrorism and the benefits of con-
ducting this fight multilaterally, a declared goal of the United States and
its allies. Generally speaking, SOF are more useful than regular military
forces for finding and eliminating terrorists. They were successful against
al Qaeda in Afghanistan immediately after 9/11 and continue to play an
important role in Iraq, the Philippines, and other areas.

The terrorist threat from Salafist extremism has mutated since the
collapse of the Taliban, becoming less centralized, hierarchical, coherent,
and concentrated. While al Qaeda has been partly decapitated, disorga-
nized, and scattered, its new form—unstructured, flattened, distributed,
and ever-changing—is harder to locate, isolate, and destroy. The opera-
tional challenge associated with defeating terrorists is, as the Department
of Defense (DOD) sees it, to find, track, and engage them, whether in
remote and rugged terrain or in crowded cities.> This is often best done
by sophisticated nonmilitary means such as intelligence collection and
operations, proactive investigation, and high-performance police-com-
mando units. But there are cases and places in which the capabilities,
concentrations, and methods of terrorists exceed the firepower and reach
of nonmilitary services. In these situations, SOF provide a unique set of
counterterrorism capabilities. Indeed, because terrorists are unlikely to
congregate as they did under the Taliban in Afghanistan, conventional
forces may not be as effective against them, making SOF the most impor-
tant military counterterrorism capability. Counterterrorism is, in fact, now
the number one SOCOM mission.*

Why are SOF so valuable for this task? Given the changing threat
and operational problems it poses, counterterrorism action demands a
particular package of qualities: readiness, deployment range and speed,
inconspicuousness, stealth, daring, sensor-shooter integration, sure but
discriminating lethality, initiative, ingenuity, opportunism, cognitive
speed, comfort with local forces, flexibility (antidoctrinaire), and adapt-
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ability. Among military forces, SOF match up especially well with these
demands.

The United States is not alone in regarding the al Qaeda threat as
serious enough to justify special capabilities and operations beyond or-
dinary law enforcement. While our European allies have tended to stress
police over military forces, the magnitude of the 2004 Madrid and 2005
London bombings, compounded by smoldering extremism in segments
of Europe’s Islamic population, has made allies aware that both police and
military forces may be needed. Moreover, Europeans are acutely aware of
the potential for North Africa to become a platform for terrorism. Under
these circumstances, it should not be difficult to reach a consensus in
NATO on the importance of having more specialized military capabilities
for counterterrorist action.

Although counterterrorism is the most compelling reason for a SOF
capability in NATO, such a capability would serve the Alliance in many
other ways as it increasingly faces irregular, elusive, nonstate threats, as
well as some state threats. The list of current U.S. SOF missions high-
lighted in table 4-1 suggests the broad and enduring value these forces
could add to the Alliance in an uncertain future.

Table 4-1. U.S. Special Operations Forces Missions

Counterterrorism Disrupt, defeat, and destroy terrorists and their infrastructure

Direct Action Raid, ambush, or assault critical targets in hostile or denied
territory

Special Reconnaissance Complement national and theater intelligence by obtaining

specific and time-sensitive “ground truth”

Unconventional Warfare With local forces, respond to guerrilla warfare, insurgency,
subversion and sabotage

Foreign Internal Defense Train, advise, and assist host-nation military, paramilitary, and
civil forces to help protect free and fragile societies

Civil Affairs Coordinate U.S. military activities with foreign officials, U.S.
civilian agencies, international organizations, and nongovern-
mental organizations

Psychological Operations Influence foreign views and behavior

Humanitarian Assistance Deliver critical relief where and when others cannot

Search and Rescue Extract personnel from enemy territory or denied areas when
conventional combat search and rescue capabilities are insuf-
ficient

Information Operations Interfere with adversary information and information systems

while protecting U.S. systems

Collateral Mission Areas Perform operations that include security assistance, counter-
drug operations, and peacekeeping
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What Is To Be Gained?

The United States and its allies can gain in three ways from creating
a SOF capability in NATO: by enhancing allied (specifically, non-U.S.)
SOF capabilities available for use against common threats; by expanding
and regularizing the access of U.S. SOF to valuable and complementary
experiences, techniques, and perspectives of allied SOF; and by creating
the option of decisive NATO action using SOF. The following examples
provide specifics.

Improved Allied Capabilities

It is certainly in the interest of the United States to increase the avail-
ability and quality of allied SOF for counterterrorism missions. While
some allied SOF may compare well with U.S. SOF in specific skills and
tasks, the following core U.S. capabilities may be viewed together as a “gold
standard,” especially when it comes to finding, tracking, and eliminating
terrorists:

surveillance in dangerous and inaccessible areas
urgent insertion and assault (by land, sea, or air)
high but highly discriminating lethality

rapid world-wide deployment and employment

improvisation during operations

self-sufficiency

all-terrain capability (from mountainous to tropical to arctic to
urban)
» information networked.

NATO SOF could both enlarge and improve allied SOF capabilities
against this standard, thus increasing overall military capacity to fight al
Qaeda, as well as to meet other national security goals. Because some al-
lies already have significant numbers of SOF, the main benefit would come
from orienting them more (but not exclusively) toward counterterrorism
and upgrading their capabilities for that mission. Given global demands
on US. SOF, enhancing allied capacity would be helpful, whether or not
U.S. and allied SOF combine for operations.

Improved U.S. Capabilities

Though excellent, U.S. SOF are not superior in every mission or
skill-set. They would be the first to admit how impressed they are when
exposed to their allied counterparts, from British tropical commandos
to Norwegian arctic rangers to French undersea divers. Collaboration
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with NATO forces would better enable U.S. SOF to examine alternative
approaches, innovations, and niche capabilities. It also might permit spe-
cialization, in that U.S. SOF would know where certain allied capabilities
exist that they need not duplicate. In particular, allied SOF can expand the
available linguistic skills inventory.

NATO SOF also would enhance the ability of U.S. SOF to operate in
cultural settings known better to allies. Deep cultural awareness and access
can be essential for SOF effectiveness in operations and in developing in-
digenous antiterror forces. This would apply anywhere in Europe, but also
in parts of Africa and the Middle East, thus covering the three regions of
main concern to NATO. Because Europe, Africa, and the Middle East are
principal theaters of Islamist terrorist activity, U.S. SOF must make every
effort to operate effectively in these regions.

An Alliance Capability

One of the tenets of NATO is that shared security interests endan-
gered by common threats are best defended with effective unified action.
A multinational response can bring more capabilities to bear as well as
signal solidarity and collective will against enemies. Driving a wedge be-
tween the United States and its allies is a known priority for al Qaeda, as
attacks in London and Madrid show. Unified action can also ensure the
sharing of risk and responsibility—the political keystone of the Alliance.
These principles are as crucial in the fight against al Qaeda as they were in
the days of East-West confrontation. From NATO’s least powerful member
to its most powerful, all countries are better served operating within an
alliance compared to operating alone or with just one or two other pow-
ers, provided effectiveness is maintained. Done right, NATO SOF could
advance both unity and effectiveness.

The ultimate goal of NATO SOF should be to expand the capacity,
improve the capability, and multiply the options for combined action,
ranging from surveillance, to working with local forces, to direct assault.
Although the United States has significant national SOF capabilities that
can be used worldwide, operating with allied SOF could be advantageous.
Certainly in Europe, and arguably in much of Africa and the Middle East,
combined U.S.-allied SOF action is politically more acceptable and sup-
portable than U.S.-only action.

If U.S. and allied SOF are called on for combined operations, their
effectiveness and impact would obviously be greater if they were interop-
erable and trained to common standards of excellence. In addition, having
high-quality allied SOF readily available to NATO would provide options
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to act against al Qaeda or other enemies if U.S. SOF are otherwise engaged
or, for some reason, not ideal for the need at hand. While the United States
may not wish to count absolutely on the availability of NATO SOF, it is an
option well worth having. By the same token, it would be advantageous
for allies to have SOF capability of enough quality and quantity to join
counterterrorism operations with the United States or to conduct such
operations of their own when U.S. assets are unavailable.

It is crucial for governments to have public support in the fight
against terrorism. NATO SOF would permit the Alliance to take swift, pre-
cise, proportional, and collective military action against terrorists, as well
as other unconventional threats. Depending on circumstances, use of SOF
in surgical operations may enjoy greater public support and international
acceptance than large-scale intervention by regular ground and air forces.

To act decisively with SOE, NATO would need forces that are ready
and able to work well together. This means that contributing allies, includ-
ing the United States, would have to assign some SOF to NATO for train-
ing and employment. In other words, for NATO to be able to achieve both
unity and effectiveness in combating transnational terrorism militarily, its
members’ SOF must prepare together and be organized to act together.
Occasional contacts will not suffice. Herein lies the biggest challenge,
given the national value and sensitivity of SOE.

Creating and Using NATO SOF

For the United States, as well as other prospective SOF contributors,
the question is whether assigning such valued assets and sharing sensitive
know-how via NATO would compromise national capabilities and limit
national options. Therefore, the approach to creating SOF capability in
NATO must maximize national and common benefits while minimizing
national costs and risks. The key to this is a formula that provides a selec-
tive and small combined capability for critical operations while also ex-
panding and improving SOF through cooperation among all interested al-
lies—that is, both to focus and to grow SOF capabilities. To this end, NATO
SOF should consist of a small inner core and a larger outer network.

Inner Core

The inner core could be a force of 500, with associated systems
(for example, vehicles, weapons, information technology, and unmanned
aerial vehicles). The force could consist of deployable command, control,
computers, communications, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance (C4ISR) personnel and gear; assault units; and support capabilities,



CREATING A NATO SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCE 91

such as lift and logistics. The number of actual assault troops could be
between 150 and 200—a small number but with huge utility. The core
force should focus initially on one or at most two vital missions: counter-
terrorism, as stressed here, and perhaps the related mission or submission
of hostage rescue.

Counterterrorism missions go far beyond SOF dropping from heli-
copters by ropes at night into terrorist camps or storming occupied build-
ings. SOF must be able to function clandestinely for extended periods in
areas where terrorists might lurk, collecting intelligence, strengthening
local forces, and apprehending killers. Thus, NATO SOF could be very
active rather than standing by for rare use. Nations deciding whether to
contribute units should fully expect that they will be used.

The nature of the terrorism threat is such that the inner core of
NATO SOF should be able to conduct protracted clandestine operations
as well as to deploy urgently in the event of sudden dangers to Alliance
members and interests. Except for a permanent command and control
(C?) cell, the core force would be composed of rotating national SOF units,
thus permitting high readiness, a manageable burden on individual allies,
and wide learning. National units could rotate into the inner core every 3
months, possibly staggered to increase continuity and exposure to differ-
ent allied SOF. Three months may seem short, but a longer period might
burden unit and personnel planning, while a shorter period might harm
effectiveness. SOF are highly trained and motivated troops who get to
work quickly and produce results efficiently. Participating forces would
be intensively trained to common high standards and chosen tactics. The
need to train together and to be ready to operate together means that na-
tional forces comprising the core would need to be co-located in Europe
or North America.

Organizationally, this inner core could be akin to the way the United
States prepares and uses SOF for critical continuing missions. NATO
could form a standing joint task force (SJTF) within Allied Command
Operations to which assault teams, or units of action, and support re-
sources are assigned rotationally and kept at a high level of readiness.”
This SJTF-SOF-C/T (for counterterrorism) would provide a focal point
for planning, be responsible for results during rotational assignments, and
serve as a deployable command and control to minimize reaction time.

For strategic, political, and operational reasons, the United States
should participate substantially but not overbearingly. If the NATO SOF
consisted of three assault teams at any moment, the United States might
provide one and allies the other two. The two allied teams would rotate
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from members that possess requisite numbers of high-quality SOF, for ex-
ample, the United Kingdom, France, Germany;, Italy, Spain, and Poland.® A
U.S. officer should have permanent (nonrotating) command of SJTF-SOF-
C/T, with an allied deputy (rotating or nonrotating). Command of each
assault team would lie with the country providing that team in rotation.
While each team would come from one nation, interteam collaboration in
training and operations is crucial. SOF assault teams must be able to rely
on one another, especially in larger and more demanding contingencies.
With this formula, the total number of U.S. personnel assigned to
NATO SOF at any given time would be about 100, including assault and
support personnel. Army, Navy, and Air Force units should all participate.
There are at least three ways the United States could meet its obligation
while not detracting from—indeed, while enhancing—national SOF:

» In the first, the U.S. team in rotation to NATO SOF would come
from those teams in the queue for high-readiness status for U.S.
counterterrorism operations. This would mean that no increase in
U.S. SOF would be needed for the counterterrorism mission. At the
same time, it could increase the strain on U.S. SOE which would
have to be weighed against the advantages of having NATO SOF.

» Alternatively, if DOD deemed it useful to increase SOF specialized
for counterterrorism based on its latest threat assessment, the ad-
ditional U.S. capacity could satisfy the needs of U.S. participation.
Even then, however, it would be ideal to rotate all or most U.S.
counterterrorism teams through NATO SOF to expose them to
allied capabilities and alliance operations.

» A third option would be to utilize the U.S. SOF that are already
assigned to USEUCOM under Special Operations Command Eu-
rope to participate in NATO SOF (in effect, wearing a second hel-
met). While this would be the most practical option for the United
States, it would forfeit the benefits of widespread exposure of U.S.
SOF to NATO. Moreover, USEUCOM SOF are not dedicated to
the counterterrorism mission, which would be a disadvantage in-
sofar as NATO SOF should concentrate on counterterrorism.

Perhaps NATO and national planners, including USSOCOM, will
devise other alternatives. If so, key principles to maintain include:

» substantial, as opposed to token, U.S. participation

» ready availability for operations under NATO

» capability for combined action based on common best tactics and
co-training
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rotational assignments

a standing command cell, headed by an American officer
counterterrorism focus

selectivity with the aim of effectiveness.

Each non-U.S. member contributing to the inner core would provide
no more than 50 personnel—roughly an assault-team equivalent—during
its rotation. Because standards for participation would be very high, and
most allies do not have action units of sufficient size and capability for
counterterrorism, only a few allies would likely participate.” Very limited
participation might ease concerns about the sharing of sensitive knowl-
edge. Other allies could support the NATO SOF effort by participating in
the wider network of cooperation and perhaps by joining the core force as
their SOF become qualified for counterterrorism missions.

Even though the inner core would consist of a minority of NATO
members, the combined force could act for the Alliance as a whole, in
response to a request from the North Atlantic Council (NAC).® There is
ample precedent for this (for example, the few nuclear-capable members
and the few in which intermediate-range missiles were deployed in the
1980s). By the same token, any member that does not wish to join NATO
SOF at all should be satisfied not to participate in the establishment or use
of the force, rather than to oppose what other allies wish to do.

Training would be multilateral and directed by the SJTF command.
In addition, although SOF are not big consumers of airlift, adequate
NATO airlift assets would need to be earmarked and readied for sudden
and urgent missions. The whole system would be geared toward excel-
lence, as defined above, and readiness for fast action, which is especially
crucial in counterterrorism operations. The inner core would need to be
ready to go within 24 hours of initial warning, upon the decision of the
NAC. Once employed, NATO SOF—like national SOF—must have a high
degree of operational decisionmaking authority. Micromanagement of an
operation, after NAC has issued general mission guidance, would be self-
defeating if not dangerous to SOF engaged in close quarters with terrorists.
Rules of engagement would have to be as permissive as those under which
national SOF operate.

Because of the tempo and danger involved in special operations,
sharing tactical intelligence among units is integral and crucial. In com-
bined operations with allies, tactical commanders will want to share such
intelligence across national boundaries. Barriers will at best hamper and at
worst endanger SOF and their missions. It is inherent in networking that
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whenever information is shared—whether to allies or among U.S. forces—
the risks of compromise increase. However, this consideration should not
interfere with the creation or use of NATO SOF capabilities. Any ally that
is trusted enough to participate in a critical and sensitive special mission is
surely to be trusted with information that bears on mission success. Allied
SOF are hardly likely to imperil themselves by mishandling intelligence.
Moreover, tactical information in fast-moving special operations is fleet-
ing, thus it is not easily exploited by the enemy. In any case, tactical SOF
commanders are in the best position to decide whether the operational
risks of sharing information outweigh the benefits. Any constraints im-
posed on them only limit their options.

Sharing intelligence information may involve some risk that sources
and methods will be compromised, but SOF typically generate their own
intelligence and are able to judge whether the risk of compromise out-
weighs the consequences of not providing and receiving tactically critical
information. Apart from the matter of sharing tactical intelligence infor-
mation, the objective of NATO SOF interoperability will require some
commonality of C4ISR systems and protocols, at least for communications
connectivity. Like any other technology sharing, the allies will need to
decide whether the advantages of being able to combine SOF for critical
counterterrorism operations justify such sharing.

The fundamental argument for having an available core force lies in
the specific nature and broad value of SOF. Such forces are almost always
needed—no matter what the contingency—and needed early, often with
little warning and a premium on moving and acting with great speed. Un-
like the NRF and NATO high-readiness forces, SOF may well be needed in
far less than the time it takes to cobble together earmarked national forces.
While the United States could, technically speaking, meet the need with
its own SOF, to be able to do so with allies, and as an ally, is much more
advantageous, especially if overall counterterrorism capacity is increased
by developing U.S. and allied SOF to common standards and making them
interoperable.

Notwithstanding the virtues, the idea of committing even a modest
number of SOF to NATO, which implies nonavailability for purely na-
tional action, may not appeal to members. Conceptually, there is another
approach: a de facto NATO SOF capability. It begins by setting as a goal
the ability of NATO to deploy within 24 hours of first warning a U.S.-allied
SOF counterterrorism force of high quality, common methods, and inte-
grated C2. Even if participants decline to commit to release their units of
the force—something that is in any case not called for by the Washington
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Treaty—all participating allies could agree to work assiduously to remove
technical and procedural obstacles to that goal. They would agree to ro-
tational co-location to permit common training and high readiness, form
a SJTF with a permanent command, set and work toward high standards,
and assign logistic and transport resources for deployment.

Table 4-2. Allied Special Operations Forces Capabilities

Country

Belgium

Bulgaria
Canada

Czech Republic
Denmark

France

Germany

Greece

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania
Netherlands
Norway

Poland

Portugal

Spain

Turkey

United Kingdom

SOF Capabilities

1 para-commando brigade (2 paratroop/parachute, 1 commando, 2
mechanized infantry, 1 reconnaissance squadron, 1 artillery)

1 special forces (SF) command
1 commando unit

1 SF group

1 SF unit

2,700 SOF: 1 command headquarters, 1 paratroop/parachute regi-
ment, 1 helicopter unit, 3 training centers (48); 500 marine commandos
in 5 groups: 2 assault, 1 reconnaissance, 1 attack wing, 1 raiding

1 SOF division with 2 airborne (1 crisis response force), 1 SF com-
mand (1 commando/SF brigade)

1 special operations command (including 1 amphibious commando
squadron), 1 commando brigade (3 commando, 1 paratroop/parachute
squadron)

Naval special forces command with 4 groups: 1 diving operation, 1
navy SF operation, 1 school, 1 research

1 SF team

1 SF team

1 SF battalion

1 Ranger battalion

1 special operations regiment

1 special operations unit; 1 commando battalion

special operations command with 3 special operations battalions
SF command headquarters; 5 commando brigades

1 Special Air Services regiment, 1 marine commando brigade, 1 com-
mando artillery regiment, 1 commando air defense battery, 2 com-
mando engineer units, 1 landing craft squadron

Source: All figures from the International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 2004-2005
(London: Oxford University Press, 2005).

Dogged implementation of this alternative concept would lead to
virtually the same practical efforts to form an inner core force as if NATO
actually “owned” the force. It matters less whether members’ SOF are le-
gally bound to the Alliance than whether every step is taken to provide for
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effective combined operations when NATO and members individually de-
cide to act. At the same time, commitment has merit, namely, confidence,
credibility, and speed. From a U.S. standpoint, it is unlikely that a consen-
sus of allies would want to commit SOF to a counterterrorism operation
that the United States, as leader in the war with al Qaeda, would wish to
avoid. By formally assigning NATO SOF to missions that U.S. SOF would
most likely support or perhaps carry out, the United States and NATO
both can increase available SOF capacity as well as their access to it. On
balance, the concept of formal commitment is better than that of practical
commitment, though the latter is well worth gaining.

Whichever of these two concepts is chosen for inner-core SOF, one of
the most important contributions of NATO, based on its proven strengths,
is to provide the organizational and logistic infrastructure needed to
prepare for and mount effective combined operations. While the United
States has substantial infrastructure for its own SOF, many allies do not, at
least not for large or simultaneous demands. Of course, allies could make
use of U.S. infrastructure, whether or not NATO has a SOF capability. But
it is better for both the United States and allies if NATO can furnish and
coordinate common support from a number of allies, including the United
States. While each participating country could cover the expense of its
rotating team, NATO should use common funds to pay for support, the
cost of which would be modest because SOF require comparatively little
infrastructure and service.

Wider Network

Surrounding this inner core would be a wider but much looser co-
operative network of SOF from all allies committed to developing NATO
SOE In addition to counterterrorism and hostage rescue, this wider group
could be enhanced through such cooperation to perform a fuller range of
missions, including internal defense, counterinsurgency, intelligence gath-
ering, peacetime advising of new partners, civil affairs, and information
operations. The SOF assets of this outer network need not be co-located,
but they would interact episodically and train to the same standards as the
inner core.

Because this larger group would train with similar tactics and meth-
ods, it could be requested and assigned for employment by NATO in the
same manner as other national forces. This would allow for augmentation
of NATO’s core SOF, in the event of large-scale or simultaneous demands.
A successful program of cooperation would also give the Alliance the op-
tion to grow the inner core over time.
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NATO members with more advanced SOF would have a responsi-
bility to provide personnel in small numbers to help develop SOF in the
wider program. Thus, even in the outer network, it would be necessary for
U.S. and other advanced SOF to share some knowledge on tactics, meth-
ods, and threats, though the need for security would be much greater in
the core than in the network. While each member, including the United
States, would have to decide for itself what and what not to share, the ad-
vantages of elevating SOF capabilities among committed and trustworthy
allies cannot be ignored. After all, if these allies are prepared to have their
SOF fight shoulder to shoulder with U.S. SOF, the benefits of sharing could
outweigh any risks, up to a point.

Such a two-part SOF offers the promise to add significantly—even
dramatically, for such a small enterprise—to NATO’s inventory of usable
capabilities. The benefits lie in pooling, sharing, and expanding the circle
of high-performance SOF. The cost of a headquarters, training facilities,
and other infrastructure would be much less than the NRE Very quickly,
NATO could have high-quality SOF that could operate independently
or work with NRF and other Alliance forces, and the number would
grow. NATO?s ability to handle critical situations and threats, including al
Qaeda, would be greatly enhanced.

In addition to giving NATO an important new capability, the pro-
posal offered here would give members improved options for combined
coalition-of-the-willing SOF action. SOF of any of the inner core mem-
bers, and perhaps of some of the outer network participants, would be able
to operate with U.S. SOF or on their own, but with greater effectiveness in
the fight against terrorism. In sum, NATO SOF would increase the special
operations capabilities of both the Alliance and allies.

Conclusion

As soon as it is prepared, the United States should initiate discussions
with the NATO Secretary General, Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers
Europe, and allies with significant SOF regarding the proposed objectives
and two-tier architecture of NATO SOFE Even two or three nations (for
example, the United States, United Kingdom, and Germany) could begin
by developing plans for the inner-core force, with others joining in time.
The United States and others might be more comfortable with a very tight
inner core at first.

One of the first steps following a political decision to create a NATO
SOF capability would be to create the standing joint task force and assign
a commander and multilateral staff. Once that is done, this new cell can
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be expected to come up with specific plans and proposals for Alliance and
members’ consideration. The creation of the SJTF would signal NATO’s
determination both to focus and build a capability that is indispensable in
defending the Alliance against terrorism.

A good test of the value of such an initiative is whether it would
worry al Qaeda. It should. Terrorists in Afghanistan have witnessed first-
hand what U.S. and allied SOF can do. To them, the prospect of a high-
performance NATO counterterrorism force, able to operate anywhere
with speed, agility, and lethality, displaying Western-democratic resolve
and unity, would be highly unwelcome.

Notes

! Source: David C. Gompert and Raymond C. Smith, Creating a NATO Special Operations
Force, Defense Horizons 52 (Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 2006).

2 By NATO SOF we mean allied special military and paramilitary forces, commandos, rangers,
and the like that have at least some missions and capabilities like those of U.S. SOE.

3 The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, National Military Strategy of the United States
of America: A Strategy for Today; A Vision for Tomorrow, 2004, available at <www.defenselink.mil/
news/Mar2005/d20050318nms.pdf>.

+U.S. Special Operations Command Mission, available at <www.socom.mil/Docs/command_
mission.pdf>. See “Vision Statement” in the U.S. Special Operations Command Vision 2004, available
at <www.socom.mil/Docs/Vision_Final_2004.pdf>.

5 An important detail is where in NATO such a SJTF would be situated. One possibility is the
standing joint headquarters in Lisbon, from which a sea-based JTF can be built and deployed.

¢ Whether allies provide companies or platoons to form such assault teams is a detail to be
worked out. The key principles are that the numbers are not excessive and that units of action should
be national.

7 Participation in high-performance paramilitary (non-DOD) counterterrorism forces should
not be excluded.

8 Per the Washington Treaty, NAC consensus is required for NATO action, and any country
may decline to provide troops, even if assigned to NATO.



Chapter 5

Needed—A NATO
Stabilization and
Reconstruction Force (2004)!

Hans Binnendijk and Richard L. Kugler

Overview
ﬁ t the Istanbul Summit in June 2004, NATO endorsed the further

transformation of military capabilities to make them “more mod-

ern, more usable, and more deployable to carry out the full range
of Alliance missions.” The Istanbul Communiqué especially called for con-
tinuing progress on the NATO Response Force and the Prague Capabilities
Commitments.

To accomplish this, NATO needs a new initiative for its defense
agenda: creation of better forces and capabilities for stabilization and
reconstruction (S&R) operations outside Europe, including the greater
Middle East. The real challenge is to reorganize, refocus, and rebalance
current assets so that NATO can respond promptly and effectively to fu-
ture contingencies. This challenge can be met by creating a NATO S&R
Force (SRF). This force would be a logical complement to the NATO Re-
sponse Force, but would be structured differently. Instead of a small stand-
ing joint force, the SRF would consist of flexible and modular national
forces totaling one or two division-equivalents, mostly ground forces, that
could be assembled to generate the necessary mix of capabilities for S&R
operations. In this new NATO defense concept, the combination of the
NATO Response Force for rapid, forcible-entry missions, the Allied Rapid
Reaction Corps or other High Readiness Forces for major combat opera-
tions under a combined joint task force, and an SRF would provide a full-
spectrum capability for the new strategic environment. NATO adoption of
this three-pillar posture will constitute a major step toward preparing for
future responsibilities.

99
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Emerging Strategic Requirement

NATO faces a permanent need for improved stabilization and re-
construction (S&R) military assets. To launch S&R operations in Bosnia,
Kosovo, and Afghanistan, NATO had to assemble forces on an ad-hoc
basis. Improvisation worked in these cases because the operations made
only modest demands on existing forces and because mobilization was
not urgent. Future contingencies might not be so accommodating. Al-
though many of the necessary S&R capabilities exist within NATO and
Partnership for Peace (P{P) forces, they are not organized into deployable
assets that can provide cohesive, effective response options. A NATO
Stabilization and Reconstruction Force (SRF) would transform these dis-
parate and distributed capabilities into trained and ready assets for future
S&R operations.

The Istanbul defense agenda was a logical continuation of decisions
made at the Prague Summit of 2002, which launched the NATO Response
Force (NRF), the Prague Capabilities Commitments (PCC), and a new
Allied Command Transformation (ACT). At Istanbul, political leaders
endorsed further progress on these measures. They adopted new force
goals, reformed the NATO defense planning process, and urged an inten-
sified focus by members and the Alliance as a whole on creating usable
forces and capabilities. These measures were embedded in a communiqué
that called attention to growing security involvements in the zone from
the Balkans to Central Asia. The same communiqué also pledged to ex-
pand NATO-led Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRTs) in Afghanistan,
announced that NATO was prepared to help train Iraqi security forces,
and offered the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative to nations of the Greater
Middle East. The effect was to make clear that NATO security and defense
horizons will continue expanding outside Europe.

The Istanbul Summit set the stage for a focus on the next phase of
NATO defense improvements. Requirements for S&R forces and capabili-
ties are growing as NATO becomes more involved in military interven-
tions requiring stabilization and reconstruction beyond Europe, especially
in Central Asia and the Greater Middle East. In such contingencies,
stabilization refers to the process of halting residual violence, suppressing
remaining opposition, and bringing order and security to the occupied
country. Reconstruction refers to early measures taken by occupying mili-
tary forces to repair damage and restore such essentials as electrical power,
medicine, and transportation before the arrival of civilian nation-building
assets. Creating S&R forces requires focused effort because their capabili-
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ties and assets are different from those of standard ground combat forma-
tions. Although they incorporate some combat units for security missions,
they rely heavily on combat support and combat service support (CS/CSS)
units and must be designed with synergistic capabilities and cumulative
effects in mind.

An S&R operation can require as large a force as a major combat
operation and involve such disparate capabilities as light infantry, military
police, psychological operations, civil affairs, contract administrators, civil
engineers, and medical teams. Often, combat and S&R forces will need to
operate together. For example, combat medical units may have to care for
wounded troops at the same time they are needed to restore hospital ser-
vices to an occupied country or prevent the spread of infectious diseases.
Similarly, combat engineers may be preoccupied with preparing defensive
positions, removing mines, and keeping lines of communication open
to military traffic at the same time they are needed to restore electrical
power, sewage, and communications to occupied cities. S&R forces must
be designed to perform such functions and be given the assets and stay-
ing power to perform them. Being prepared for S&R operations requires
forces and capabilities in being, not a mobilization strategy to assemble
S&R forces from scratch for each contingency.

The U.S. invasion of Iraq in early 2003 shows the complications that
can arise when major combat operations quickly give way to demand-
ing S&R operations. The U.S. and British ground force of 5 1/3 divisions,
which swept over Iraq in six weeks, fielded about 100,000 troops assigned
to CS/CSS units. But most of these units were configured to support major
combat activities, not S&R operations. Considerable time was lost as these
forces tried to shift gears and as new CS/CSS forces were deployed from
outside the theater. Had tailored S&R forces been available from the onset,
the occupation of Iraq might have gotten off to a better start. NATO would
do well to learn from such experiences.

NATO S&R Experience

Recent NATO experience with S&R operations illustrates the
difficulty of the mission.

Albania

A successful S&R operation was conducted in 1997 when Italian
forces intervened to stabilize a chaotic situation in Albania. Guided by a
UN and Organization on Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)
charter, the operation was launched with 8,000 troops after only 13 days of
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preparation. The Italians initially focused on reestablishing law and order
through policing operations that restored stability and set the stage for
elections. They also distributed foods and goods, provided tent housing
and medical aid, and repaired some infrastructure. Within 6 months, the
mission was successfully completed and the forces withdrawn.

Bosnia and Kosovo

NATO interventions in Bosnia and Kosovo have been more prob-
lematic. The missions broadly achieved the Alliance’s security goals but
have been less effective at nation-building. After the Dayton Accord was
signed in 1995, a large NATO Implementation Force (IFOR) of 60,000
troops was deployed to Bosnia to enforce the peace and help establish a
foundation of security upon which a unified state could be built. Initially,
heavy combat forces were needed, but soon lighter forces equipped for a
wide spectrum of S&R missions were required. Over time, IFOR became
the Stabilization Force (SFOR), which gradually declined to 7,000 troops.
Over the past 9 years, SFOR has succeeded in enforcing the peace, but has
not been able to heal Bosnia’s ethnic wounds.

In 1999, NATO deployed the Kosovo Force (KFOR) after Serbian
forces withdrew from the province. KFOR began with 50,000 troops,
but has declined to 20,000 or fewer. KFOR was called upon to perform
a similar spectrum of missions: deterrence of further ethnic warfare, law
enforcement, and reconstruction missions. KFOR has largely kept the
peace for 5 years, but Kosovo remains divided by serious ethnic tensions.
The long-term prospects for democracy and peace in both countries are
unclear.

Afghanistan

Deployment of the all-European International Security Assistance
Force (ISAF) into Afghanistan began in 2002, after the U.S. invasion and
subsequent fall of the Taliban. NATO took command of ISAF in August
2003. Originally the 6,500 troops were to secure only Kabul, but the mis-
sion has expanded to include 5 of the country’s 32 provinces. PRTs are
being used to help carry out this larger agenda. Recently, NATO decided
to reinforce ISAF with 2 rapid-reaction units of about 1,000 troops each
for the Afghan elections. These 2 units will be backed-up by another 2,000
troops in Europe that could be deployed rapidly, if necessary. Perform-
ing combat operations elsewhere against lingering Taliban and al Qaeda
elements in Afghanistan remains the task of U.S. and other forces. While
Afghanistan is vastly different from the Balkans, ISAF has been called



STABILIZATION AND RECONSTRUCTION FORCE 103

upon to perform a similar wide spectrum of S&R missions, including se-
curity and reconstruction under a UN mandate. Since 2002, Afghanistan
has made progress toward establishing a democracy, but the government
remains weak, and local warlords and guerilla resistance mark the coun-
tryside and eastern provinces. Critics commonly charge that the European
troop deployments in Afghanistan are too small to meet S&R require-
ments. A multiyear NATO deployment in Afghanistan seems likely, but
again the prospects for a stable, democratic government are unclear.

Iraq

Whether NATO will become involved in Iraq remains to be seen,
but a majority of NATO countries, led by Britain and Poland, are part of
the coalition force, which today numbers about 150,000 troops. NATO is
providing support to the Polish-led multinational divisions and has agreed
to help train Iraqi security forces. Thus far, peace enforcement and secu-
rity have been more demanding than in Bosnia, Kosovo, or Afghanistan.
Coalition forces have been called upon to deal with guerilla warfare and
violence while simultaneously performing a wide variety of reconstruction
missions, including restoration of economic services, medical support,
and infrastructure repair. A multiyear presence through 2005 is envi-
sioned, but may need to be extended. Much will depend upon whether an
effective democratic government emerges and if the Kurds, Sunnis, and
Shiites can live together peacefully in one country.

Preparing for the Future

What lessons do recent S&R experiences hold for NATO? First,
the requirement for S&R operations will continue, and the experience of
NATO members in these types of operations needs to be institutionalized.
Second, NATO may be required to perform several S&R operations simul-
taneously. Third, S&R operations likely will continue to be problematic
and will require close collaboration of military and civilian organizations
in the application of force, diplomacy, and economic aid.

To date, NATO S&R operations have been reasonably successful,
but only modestly demanding of forces and missions. What will happen
if NATO accepts greater responsibility for Iraq or must deal with an even
larger contingency? If more demanding situations arise, NATO shortcom-
ings will be exposed. Virtually all European forces now assigned to NATO
as readily available formations are configured for major combat opera-
tions. The manpower and ready formations to generate a sizable sustained
S&R response are lacking, as are a common doctrine and interoperability.
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Additionally, NATO-assigned forces have capability shortfalls, including
integrated logistics, modern C4ISR? networks, long-range strategic mobil-
ity, civil affairs, administrators, special operations forces, linguists, con-
struction and civil engineers, medical units, and humanitarian assistance.
Reducing these shortcomings and deficiencies is a key reason for creating
improved NATO S&R forces and capabilities.

Reorganizing for S&R

The American Model

A framework for appraising European forces for S&R can be estab-
lished by reviewing American forces and experience. Thus far, the U.S.
military has chosen not to create specialized forces for S&R operations
but to “re-role” combat forces for these operations. Since the invasion of
Iraq, interest has grown in the idea of creating tailored S&R forces that
can be deployed promptly as major combat operations subside. Such tai-
lored forces have the potential to perform S&R operations effectively and
efficiently, with perhaps half the manpower of a traditional combat force.
To capitalize upon these advantages, a recent National Defense University
study proposed creation of two S&R joint command organizations, one
active and one reserve component.

Roughly division-size, each joint formation would consist of a com-
mand staff and four subordinate or brigade-level staffs to provide com-
mand and control, including mission planning and execution. Each joint
formation also would include S&R battalions in such areas as military
police, civil affairs, engineers, medical support, and PSYOPs. When the
situation merits, this joint formation of about 11,300 troops could be ac-
companied by a combat brigade and CS/CSS support command, raising
the total to about 18,200 troops (table 5-1).

These two commands would provide modular capabilities that could
be tailored to handle a wide range of situations. For example, two brigades
could be dispatched to Central Command and two to Pacific Command.
If necessary, the two commands could generate eight brigades that could
be allocated to regional combatant commands. The effect would be to
increase the U.S. military capacity to handle two medium-sized contin-
gencies similar to Iraq. Alternatively, two such forces could be used on a
rotational basis to provide an enduring presence for a single contingency.

A key of the National Defense University study is that NATO can
create a viable S&R posture of two division-sized formations by organizing
only 36,000 troops. This equates to only 2 to 3 percent of the 1.6 million
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active-duty troops now fielded by European armies in NATO. There is
ample manpower to create such a force without drawing away from the
NRE, the High Readiness Forces (HRF), or other priority forces for major
combat operations. Such a posture would not meet all plausible S&R re-
quirements, but it would enable NATO to meet most requirements. Mul-
tinational integration could be pursued at lower levels than commonly is
the case for major combat operations as forces using lower technology can
perform many S&R missions. Indeed, S&R operations provide lower-tech
militaries a way to perform valuable missions for NATO. Militaries from
the southern region and Eastern Europe thus could participate, as could
PP countries. A brief analysis of some of the forces available follows:

Table 5-1. Illustrative U.S. S&R Joint Command

Standard Formations Number Manpower
Headquarters Staff (5) 725
Military Police Battalions (4) 2164
Civil Affairs Battalions (4) 584
Construction/Civil Engineer (4) 2692
Battalions
Area Medical Battalions (4) 1442
PSYOP Battalions (4) 1000
Other Battalions (6) 2407
Sub-Total 11,314
Combat Reinforcements
CS/CSS Command (1) 2957
Stryker Combat Brigade (1) 3937
Total 18,208
ltaly

Among the Europeans, Italy has been a leader in preparing for
S&R missions. The future, all-professional Italian army will consist of 10
brigades: three heavy, four medium, and three light. These brigades will
be designed to provide modularity and task-organization and will have
attached CS/CSS units for dual use in combat support and S&R missions.
Important units for S&R missions include an ISTAR-Electronic War-
fare Brigade, Civil/Military Cooperation Group South, engineer units, a
nuclear biological chemical regiment, and a PSYOP regiment. Italy has
established a crisis response and S&R training center focused on doctri-
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nal development, conceptual advancement and application, and lessons
learned.

Germany and Poland

The German Bundeswehr is undergoing a major transformation to
enable power projection. The future German military will consist of about
250,000 uniformed personnel, of which about 30,000 will be tasked to
major combat units for assignment to the NRE other NATO formations,
and the European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF). An additional 70,000
troops will be assigned to stability operations, thus providing a rotational
capacity to support deployments of 14,000 troops. Remaining personnel
will be assigned to CS/CSS units, some of which could be employed for
S&R operations. The Polish military also is well-suited to make contribu-
tions to NATO S&R missions. The Polish army has 120,300 personnel in
6 combat divisions and associated units. Poland currently maintains no
forces exclusively designated for S&R missions, but it does field CS/CSS,
CIMINC, humanitarian, and intelligence units that could be employed for
this purpose.

Britain and France

Both countries are NATO leaders in preparing their military forces
for the information age and power-projection operations. Britain’s rela-
tively small army of eight brigades will remain primarily configured for
high-tech combat operations as part of the NRF and Allied Rapid Reaction
Corps (ARRC) and in partnership with U.S. forces. Britain takes seriously
the need to be prepared for peacekeeping and S&R operations, but it plans
to rely on re-roleing and dual training of combat forces, because its small
force does not permit specialization in S&R operations. The downsized
French army of several maneuver brigades is intended mainly for major
combat operations as part of NATO forces or the ERRF. France is trans-
forming its military to achieve a high-tech combat force. It plans to rely
primarily on re-roleing of combat formations for S&R missions.

Netherlands and Canada

Both of these countries have long-standing records of participa-
tion in NATO peacekeeping missions. The Netherlands military includes
55,000 active personnel, with a marine brigade and an army of 23,000 that
fields 3 brigades, plus special operations units. The Netherlands military
has relevant S&R capabilities in such areas as military police, intelligence,
civil affairs, CIMIC, medical units, and transport. Because the Netherlands
military is designed to provide a joint combat force, it has long resisted
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schemes for it to specialize in any niche area. It probably will make some
contributions to NATO S&R forces and capabilities, but not at the expense
of altering its basic structure or orientation. The Canadian army suffers
from budgetary shortfalls that complicate the task of funding expensive
international deployments. As a result, Canada will resist any specializa-
tion schemes that strip core military competency from its army of 19,000
troops. Still, Canada could contribute S&R assets in areas such as military
police, judicial experts, and election monitors.

Spain and Sweden

Although the recent changeover in Spain’s government clouds the
situation, the Spanish military has a positive attitude about participating
in S&R operations within the limits of its forces and budgets. The Spanish
army of 92,000 troops is organized into traditional combat formations that
include a rapid reaction division and a mechanized division. These forma-
tions have a standard allotment of CS/CSS units, some of which could be
made available for S&R missions. Spain will need NATO guidance on how
to prepare for S&R operations. While Sweden is not a member of NATO, it
is a PfP member with a willingness to participate in some NATO missions.
It possesses a small but modern and well-armed military that could take
part in NATO or EU/ERRF military operations. Its army of 19,000 active
troops includes armored and infantry regiments supported by standard
CS/CSS units.

Other European militaries also possess assets and capabilities suited
to S&R operations, but only a few have undertaken detailed analysis and
planning of how they could best contribute. Some countries can provide a
wide spectrum of units; others will be able to make only niche contribu-
tions. All will need guidance from NATO on strategic concepts, force-de-
sign standards, and programmatic priorities.

Of the nations surveyed above, Italy, Germany, and Poland seem the
best candidates for organizing dedicated and specialized S&R forces. All
three countries possess relatively of traditional combat forces large armies
with diminished border defense missions. Preparing for S&R missions ap-
pears to be a logical next step for them, while they continue to contribute
to the NRF, ARRC, and other NATO combat formations. S&R contribu-
tions would enable them to preserve force structures and budgets as well
as to contribute to NATO strategic preparedness. Italy already is moving in
this direction, Germany is starting to do so, and the Polish military seems
willing. Spain may fall into this category, depending on the strategic poli-
cies of its new government. The Netherlands, Canada, and Sweden provide
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examples of countries with small but well-prepared militaries that have
a forthcoming attitude toward participation in traditional peacekeeping
missions, but also must remain prepared for major combat operations.
They likely will be willing and able to make limited contributions to S&R
operations, but will resist specialization in this area.

When this group of 9 NATO and PfP members is generalized across
the Alliance, some judgments stand out. Beyond question, European
countries as a whole possess considerable military manpower and relevant
assets for creating S&R forces and capabilities, although constraints and
impediments must be overcome. Because of the need to retain combat
preparedness, many countries will be able to devote only a small portion
of forces to S&R preparedness. Continued reliance by some countries
upon conscription, coupled with the need to retain large rotational pools,
also will limit the number of troops available for S&R deployments at any
single time. Many European militaries judge that they already are being
stretched by today’s relatively small NATO deployments in the Balkans,
Afghanistan, and Iraq. Management changes will be needed to enlarge on
the pool of usable NATO military forces.

Fortunately, many of the core European assets already exist. They are
scattered throughout European militaries in service of traditional com-
bat forces for border defense, many of which are not critical to NATO’s
preparedness for major combat operations. The task is mainly one of
reorganizing, refocusing, and rebalancing these assets so that they can be
brought together and harnessed in service of S&R missions. Performing
this task may take time, but it does not promise to be highly expensive be-
cause S&R is a low-cost enterprise. Some new equipment and training will
be needed, but most changes likely can be accommodated within existing
budgets if savings from ongoing manpower cuts are applied to invest-
ments. With top-down management guidance from NATO, considerable
progress seems achievable over the course of a few years.

Launching S&R Force Development

Some observers may judge that NATO can meet its emerging S&R
needs merely by planning to re-role traditional combat forces for this mis-
sion and provide them extra training. A sense of perspective, however, is
needed here. Re-roleing can be part of the solution, but it is not the solu-
tion. Traditional combat forces must remain focused on main war-fighting
missions. Inevitably, they will be marginal and inefficient performers in
large S&R operations, which are demanding and require unique skills of
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their own. NATO needs designated forces and capabilities for these opera-
tions that can be used alone or augmented by traditional combat forces.

If the strategic requirement for NATO S&R forces is clear-cut, what
about the concerns posed by some observers? One concern is that an S&R
force might interfere with progress on fielding the NRF. A second con-
cern is that the United States might not participate adequately in NATO
S&R missions. A third concern is that a NATO S&R force might drag the
Europeans into Iraq and other conflicts from which they would prefer to
remain aloof. All three concerns fade when stock is taken of the situation.
NATO has the manpower and wealth to field an SRF as well as the NRF
and should do so. Indeed, if an SRF is not fielded, pressures might arise
to employ the NRF for S&R missions, thus detracting from its original
purpose. Likewise, the United States will be able to contribute strongly to
such missions if it creates S&R forces of its own. Creation of a NATO SRF
does not mean that Europeans will be dragged into unwanted endeavors:
their membership on the North Atlantic Council (NAC) will continue to
provide them veto power over such commitments. The conclusion thus
is that, although a NATO S&R Force gives rise to some issues of concern,
these issues are resolvable through sensible coalition planning.

Charting the future can begin by addressing four issues:

» What operational concept should guide NATO planning for S&R
operations?

» How will NATO’s military command structure be affected by S&R
operations?

» What options does NATO have at its disposal to guide force prepa-
rations?

» How should NATO act in the aftermath of the Istanbul Summit?

Flexibility, Modularity, and Capability

An initial step toward creating an operational concept can be taken
by positing how S&R and major combat operations might work together
in a scenario commonly used for NATO defense planning. Suppose a
major crisis erupts outside Europe that requires NATO to deploy sizable
combat forces rapidly to long distances for war-fighting. NATO likely
would respond by first deploying the NRF to conduct initial strike opera-
tions. Then, it might deploy the ARRC, a corps-sized HRF that can forces
must remain operate four combat divisions, along with commensurate air
and naval forces, under overall command of a Combined Joint Task mis-
sions and Force (CJTF). If necessary, more HRF forces could be deployed.
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This joint force would be responsible for performing the major combat
operations needed to achieve NATO’s wartime goals. As the combat op-
erations approach completion, the next phase of the campaign begins:
war-termination and occupation of enemy territory that requires S&R
operations for several months. At this stage, NATO S&R forces enter the
picture. Two division-sized formations might deploy into the occupation
zone before combat operations are complete. As the transition from com-
bat to S&R operations occurs, S&R forces might replace two of the original
ARRC combeat divisions, which would be withdrawn. The resulting force
of 2 combat divisions and 2 S&R division-equivalents might remain in the
occupation zone for 6 months or more. If a longer deployment is needed,
other forces generated by NATO during this period could replace these
S&R forces.

The chart below portrays a notional NATO three-tier ground pos-
ture for a major operation outside Europe. This deployable posture is a
small portion of the total posture endorsed by NATO military authorities
for all missions, including in-place forces for border defense.

Table 5-2. Illustrative NATO Force Capabilities for New Missions Outside
Europe

Type of Force Size of Posture
NRF 1 brigade

HRF for Major Combat Operations (HRF/MCO) 4 to 8 divisions
SRF 2 divisions

This operational concept, one of several different possibilities, helps
illuminate strategic priorities for building and employing S&R forces. The
key point is that S&R forces should not be viewed as separate from NATO
warfighting forces. Rather, the two forces should be viewed in integrated
terms, with warfighting operations taking place first and S&R operations
following. S&R forces should be operationally capable of working closely
with combat forces in situations where a mix of hostilities, war-termina-
tion, and peace establishment is taking place. This concept also indicates
that readiness levels for S&R forces need not be as high as for the NRF,
which is ready to deploy within 7 to 30 days. But S&R forces should be
ready within 30 to 90 days, which is the readiness standard of normal HRE,
rather than the 90 to 180 days of Forces of Lower Readiness (FLR). As for
sustainment, S&R forces should have 6 to 12 months of staying power—
long enough to provide a bridge to the NATO process for generating ad-
ditional forces.
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This operational concept, however, need not function as a strait
jacket for designing S&R forces to fit only one contingency. In today’s
world, S&R forces must be able to operate effectively across a wide range
of contingencies. In one case, a brigade- or division-equivalent might be
needed; in another, the entire S&R posture of two division-equivalents
and eight brigades might deploy to a single crisis location. Indeed, three
contingencies might erupt concurrently: one requiring a brigade-size
force, another two or three brigades, and yet another four or five brigades.
Or a single contingency might require one S&R division-size force for 6
months, followed by a second division-size force for another 6 months.

Ultimately, a NATO SRF must be flexible, adaptable, modular, and
versatile: capable of being deployed in a variety of force packages designed
to carry out the operations at hand. NATO should be able to draw upon
the entire SRF posture to uniquely tailor each brigade. For example, one
brigade might require a standard allotment of forces, another a large con-
centration of infantry forces and military police for security missions, and
still another mostly engineers, medical units, and similar CS/CSS assets.
Each of these brigades might require expertise in different areas, plus tai-
lored assets.

Command and C4ISR Architecture

If NATO is to be serious about building S&R forces, a NATO SRF will
need its own command structure. S&R missions require special leadership
skills and many special, civil-oriented staff skills unique to stabilization
and reconstruction. In most cases, S&R forces will deploy under command
of a NATO CJTE which will be directed by one of NATO’s Joint Force
Commands under the overall control of Allied Command Operations
(ACO). If this happens, S&R forces will not need to operate on their own.
Yet situations could arise in which SRF forces are the only NATO forces
deployed, and a CJTF is not available. Then, an SRF force will need a de-
ployable headquarters of its own. Even in situations where SRF forces are
commanded by a CJTFE, they might be entrusted to operate autonomously,
which will require an independent joint command structure. Similar to
the NRE the act of becoming capable for S&R operations requires not
only commanding S&R forces in contingencies, but also developing them
in peacetime. An SRF command structure will be needed to perform this
critical function as well as be capable of working under the guidance of
both ACO and ACT.

A NATO SRF also will need a C4ISR information architecture to
conduct demanding operations in distant locations. This architecture must
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be capable of operating with NATO forces and other international forces,
civilian agencies, and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). Such an
architecture—composed of integrated information networks for commu-
nications, intelligence, force operations, and logistic support—will provide
a central framework upon which to build a NATO SREF for the information
age. The SRF C4ISR architecture must allow it to “plug and play” into a
CJTF with its combat forces. It also should provide SRF commanders with
assets for commanding multinational formations that may be integrated
down to the battalion level or lower. Such a C4ISR architecture and its
interactive networks will need to be designed with the multifaceted nature
of S&R operations in mind, including security and reconstruction. Future
systems and their technologies should be designed and upgraded with
these performance parameters in mind.

Three Options for NATO

If S&R forces and capabilities are to be built, key decisions on im-
portant choices will have to be made. The issue is more than how much
is enough. A determination also must be made as to how responsive and
effective S&R forces should be. The decision should be governed by four
criteria:

» Military effectiveness: ensuring that S&R forces can perform their
missions.

» Feasibility and affordability: respecting what the traffic will bear.

» Cost-effectiveness: pursuing measures with benefits that match or
exceed costs.

» Tradeoffs and opportunity costs: not interfering with other prior-
ity programs.

» With these criteria in mind, NATO has three strategic options:

Option 1: Minimal Preparedness: Identification of potentially avail-
able forces; no special command structures would be created or NATO-di-
rected force preparations undertaken. A NATO center of excellence might
be created to help orchestrate doctrine and policies, while ACO would
conduct general S&R planning and exercise objectives. The forces would
be expected to meet NATO readiness and performance standards for FLR,
and force development would be entrusted to the participating members.

Option 2: ACO and Regional Command Operational Planning for
Mission-Assigned S&»R Forces: Identification of NATO commands to con-
duct planning and exercises for S&R operations and employment of
NATO standard planning machinery to provide guidance for a posture of
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assigned forces whose readiness, training and force development would be
the responsibility of individual members, as with other NATO earmarked
forces. These forces would be expected to meet the readiness standards
and other performance characteristics of average HRE.

Option 3: NATO-Directed Creation of a Flexible, Modular SR Force.
Creation of a NATO command structure responsible for both operational
planning and S&R force development, as in option 2, and an integrated,
flexible, modular S&R force similar to the NRF, whose development would
be proactively managed by ACO and ACT. These forces would be expected
to meet the readiness standards and other performance characteristics of
top-line HRE

Option 1 outlines the minimum steps to enable NATO to assemble
forces and capabilities for S&R missions. It would provide an S&R option,
but with a capability that falls well short of the best NATO combat forces.
Essentially, it aims for a third-tier force that can be activated over 3 to 6
months. As a result, this S&R force option does not rise to the readiness
standards of an HRE. Member nations would nominate sufficient forces
to meet or surpass S&R needs of one to two division equivalents. NATO
would maintain the troop list, which NATO military commands could
use in designing operational plans. This option would establish no new
command structure might to conduct operational planning or S&R force
development. Subject to broad NATO strategic guidance, responsibility for
force development would reside entirely with the member nations. During
a crisis, these forces could be assigned to the NATO command, but NATO
would have little to say about their training, equipment, doctrine, and
other characteristics.

Option 2 aspires to meet the standards now employed to maintain
NATO’s average HRF at adequate preparedness levels. Its goal is to create
S&R forces that could complement the NRF and ARRC, but would not
match them in readiness or other performance characteristics. This sec-
ond-tier force could be readied in 2 to 3 months. It establishes a special
NATO S&R command structure that would work closely with combatant
commands to develop operational plans, doctrines, C4ISR architectures,
and interoperability standards. It would employ existing NATO planning
mechanisms—ministerial guidance, force goals, and country plans—to
assist member nations, who would be responsible for force development.
A multinational force of sufficient size would be created and the assigned
forces would retain this affiliation permanently unless changes were
sought by member states. There would be no regular rotation of forces
through the S&R force.
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Option 3 aims to match the readiness standards of the top-line
HRE The goal would be to create a force that could operate alongside
the NRF and ARRC as a comparable performer in readiness and other
characteristics. In addition to a special S&R command structure, it would
create an integrated but flexible and modular S&R force with high-level
performance capabilities. ACO and ACT would work closely with the
S&R command in developing schools, readiness, equipping, training,
interoperability standards, transformation goals, doctrine, exercises, and
sustainment for the SRE. NATO common investment funds would be al-
located, and a rotational scheme would be used. National forces assigned
to the force would remain on duty for 1 to 2 years, and then be replaced
by new forces.

The benefits, limitations, and tradeoffs of these three options are
apparent. Option 1 moves NATO into the S&R business with minimal
disruption to existing defense arrangements and few costs in budgets
and resources. However, the resulting forces would have relatively low
readiness, multinational integration, and overall preparedness, unless in-
dividual members pursued improvement measures on their own. Option
2 takes significant steps to create a command structure and an S&R force
similar to average HRF forces. Clearly it poses higher costs in budgets,
resources, and commitments than option 1. Option 3 offers the highest
level of preparedness, multinational integration, and capability: the S&R
force would not match the NRF in readiness, but it would acquire a status
equal to top ARRC units and would benefit from the types of attention
now being given by ACO and ACT to the NRF. Of the three options, it
poses the highest costs and would have the biggest impact on other NATO
defense priorities.

In essence, option 1 makes sense only if nothing better is realistically
achievable. While better than nothing, it does not provide a way for NATO
to meet its military requirements promptly. Option 2 offers an affordable
alternative by providing NATO with an S&R force that operations not be
top-line, but could be drawn upon in a crisis when 2 to 3 months of warn-
ing and mobilization are available. Option three is a first-rate S&R force
that can be drawn upon on relatively short notice. Judged on military
merits, option 3 is clearly the most attractive option if political support
and budgetary resources can be mobilized.

These options, however, are not mutually exclusive. Option 1 can be
pursued as a near-term expedient in the next 1 to 2 years. Option 2 can
be pursued in the mid-term, 2 to 4 years—if nothing better is achievable.
If option 2 is adopted for the mid-term, option 3 can be pursued over a
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longer-term of 5 to 6 years. Such a time-phased approach might enable
NATO to create viable S&R forces and capabilities steadily while avoiding
any interference with the NRE, top-line ARRC forces, and other high-pri-
ority defense initiatives. Conversely, if NATO is willing to cut back in some
areas, option 3 can be pursued on a faster timeline, yielding a completed
effort in 4 to 5 years.

Regardless of which option NATO chooses, leaders should concen-
trate equal energy on the creation of the civil capabilities essential to the
prosecution of S&R operations. Basically, what NATO would create is a
deployable operations cell of requisite civil reconstruction expertise to
accompany its military headquarters. This civilian operations cell would
be appended to the SRF Headquarters to provide the experts necessary
to help rebuild civil government institutions and basic services and in-
frastructure. The longstanding Civil Emergency Planning Directorate of
the International Staff is the appropriate agency to steer this undertaking.
Skills such as agricultural and industrial planning, transport and civil
aviation planning, medical and communications planning, and civil pro-
tection are examples of areas in which NATO has cultivated civil-sector
expertise for decades. New areas that should be under study are global
cultural, ethnic, religious, and legal specialties. The Cold War era Senior
Civil Emergency Planning Committee already has revitalized its agenda
and is in a strong position to steer this effort for the NAC. A deployable
civil cell might come from the International Staff as well as from NATO
members, or even in collaboration with the EU, which has longstanding
civil expertise in many key areas, especially border and customs control,
multinational legal institutions, and civil policing.

Post-Istanbul Agenda

In the coming months, NATO’s defense ministers and military leaders
can undertake a study aimed at creating an S&R concept plan and imple-
mentation agenda for consideration at future ministerial session, perhaps
in spring 2005. A 6-month study should perform these functions:

» Assess current S&R forces and capabilities in the inventories of
NATO members. Analyze current and future requirements for
NATO S&R operations.

» Analyze the capacity of NATO and its European members to
strengthen S&R forces and capabilities without undermining
the NRE.
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» Review alternative options for better organizing NATO S&R forces
and capabilities and otherwise meeting future requirements.

» Provide recommendations for how NATO should act in the
coming period.

Once this agenda is endorsed, programmatic implementation can get
underway. As in the case of the NRE, membership in the SRF should be
voluntary. Most likely, some NATO members will see advantages in partic-
ipating in an SRE, especially those members who cannot provide top-line
combat forces for the NRF and ARRC, but have the military assets to play
meaningful roles in S&R. Viable S&R forces could have a major impact on
NATO’s strategic effectiveness in the coming years.

Notes

! Source: Hans Binnendijk and Richard L. Kugler, Needed—A NATO Stabilization and Recon-
struction Force, Defense Horizons 45 (Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 2004).

2 command, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance.

3 Hans Binnendijk and Stuart E. Johnson, eds., Transforming for Stabilization and Reconstruction
Operations (Washington, DC: Center for Technology and National Security Policy, 2004).
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Constabulary Forces

and Postcontlict Transition:
The Euro-Atlantic
Dimension (2005)!

David T. Armitage, Jr., and Anne M. Moisan

Key Points

r I “{here is a growing need for an international paramilitary police
force that can fill the security gap between the end of military com-
bat, peace support, relief operations, and the start of restoration of

civil authority.

Several governments of the European Union, drawing on longstand-
ing paramilitary national police forces, are creating a multinational Euro-
pean Gendarmerie Force (EGF), which could fill some of the security gap.
With a permanent headquarters based in Italy, the EGF would act as light
expeditionary forces, configured to serve both as keepers of public order
(so-called substitution missions) and as advisers and trainers of local po-
lice (strengthening missions).

The United States needs to consider the best way to develop these
kinds of capabilities, which it does not possess today. While the American
military should retain its multimission character, the U.S. objective should
be a mix of capabilities that allow for a seamless shift from ground combat
to operations of a law enforcement character.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the European Union
should establish liaison and training relationships that allow for regular
military forces, constabulary forces, and civilian police and law enforce-
ment officials to explore techniques, training, and procedures for stabiliza-
tion missions that permit adoption of best practices and facilitate coordi-
nation, cooperation, and planning.

117
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Since the early 1990s, multinational stabilization efforts in the wake
of conflicts or major natural disasters have repeatedly encountered prob-
lems in filling the so-called security gap. In places such as Bosnia, Kosovo,
Haiti, Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere, outside interveners have faced a
compelling need to use specialized capabilities that can fill the gap be-
tween the point where military operations—whether for combat, peace-
keeping, or counterinsurgency—leave off and community-based policing
activities pick up. In particular, ensuring a capacity to manage and defuse
civil disturbances and other threats to public order has become a sine qua
non for overall mission success.?

A number of European countries—most notably France, Italy, and
Spain, but also Portugal and the Netherlands—have long possessed such
capacities via their well-established national constabulary services. But
the United States has not made comparable investments in this kind of
capability for its own needs and consequently has been slow to embrace
this requirement in overseas venues. Nonetheless, pressures are growing
to embrace creatively the necessary transformational shifts in U.S. military
organization, doctrine, equipping, and training. Among other groups, the
prestigious U.S. Defense Science Board documented the inadequacy of
U.S. postconflict capabilities in detail in its seminal 2004 study, Transition
To and From Hostilities.

American consideration of European capabilities in this area has
often been subordinated to policy reservations regarding the European
Unions (EU’) nascent European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP),
the quasi-operational European Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF), and low
European defense spending. When it comes to avoiding unintended
duplication with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), such
concerns are understandable. Yet it would be unfortunate if Washington
overlooked a unique and valuable European contribution in providing
this intermediary support to postconflict stabilization—in essence, filling
the gap between what are not quite combat operations and yet not exactly
peacekeeping activities as traditionally defined by the United Nations.

This essay explores the factors that give rise to the need for con-
stabulary capabilities in fragile postconflict settings, assesses EU efforts to
develop greater capacities via the newly formed European Gendarmerie
Force (EGF), discusses the implications of these developments for U.S.
defense transformation, and proposes ways to strengthen Euro-Atlantic
cooperation in this vital area.



CONSTABULARY FORCES 119

Hammer vs. Scalpel

As military missions in Bosnia and Kosovo have demonstrated,
postcombat operations reflect one of the most complex and challenging
phases of the conflict spectrum.* Part of the reason for recognizing this
as a new phase is that, although organized hostility has ended, order has
yet to be restored. The local authorities usually are too weak and unable
to govern without external support. Judicial and legal institutions are
broken, nonexistent, or illegitimate. The transition period from warfight-
ing to peacekeeping and reconstruction is particularly tenuous because it
represents the nexus of two different axes: the military-civilian axis and
the external-internal axis.

Along the military-civilian axis, one expects to see a changing rela-
tionship between military and civilian actors throughout the life cycle of a
postconflict operation. At more advanced stages, civilian agencies should
be assuming greater responsibility for residual law-and-order duties while
the military components assume a lower profile. The external-internal axis
refers to the changing relationship between external security actors and
internal or domestic security actors. Here the problem revolves around the
inability, at least initially, of local authorities in postcombat environments
to establish law and order, provide basic security for the population, and
govern their own territory. To avoid turning failed or recovering states into
international dependencies, the international community recognizes the
need to transition effectively from externally provided security—whether
military or constabulary—to security provided by local actors once the
latter have been adequately empowered.

This transition period is the most critical for the conclusion of a
successful mission. The aftermath of both Kosovo and Bosnia highlighted
the need for the United States and its NATO allies to develop capabilities
to cope with demanding, high-intensity, yet still localized threats to public
order. These tasks are best suited for constabulary units than for either
traditional combat soldiers or community police. In the end, all are pre-
requisites for successful reconstruction.

In simple terms, military forces are trained for war—force-on-force
engagements against other military or armed adversaries. While the mili-
tary is able to mobilize and deploy rapidly in large units, most are uncom-
fortable with, ill suited to, and not generally trained for police tasks that
are central to postmilitary conflict operations (for example, riot control,
border control, domestic surveillance, securing/protecting sensitive sites).
As an analyst has noted, the military is a “blunt instrument” that is “capa-
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ble only of imposing a most basic, rigid form of order,” involving attempts
to “deter and limit loss of life and destruction of property, but that is about
all”> Most U.S. and allied military forces are not trained to intervene di-
rectly to deal with crime or civil violence in postconflict situations. In a
sensitive period of occupation, one false step by a soldier using excessive
force can have catastrophic consequences.

Recent history has illustrated that an effective response to crises
along the full spectrum of conflict requires at least three types of security
forces: high-end combat forces to neutralize hostile, organized adversar-
ies; constabulary or paramilitary forces to handle crowd control and lower
levels of organized violence; and community-based law enforcement
organizations (police, judicial, and penal authorities) to rebuild legal and
judicial institutions. So far, the U.S. Armed Forces have proven to be best
suited to address high-end conflict operations. This does not mean infan-
try and light infantry forces and various U.S. reserve units have not done
excellent work when pressed into service as peacekeepers in places such as
the Balkans and Sinai. It does mean that in recent operations, the United
States, for lack of better options, has routinely turned to elite Special Op-
erations Forces (SOF) or traditional military police to address stabilization
and reconstruction (S&R) tasks.

Using SOF to conduct messy postconflict operations and low-end
security has overstretched these units and forced a higher than desirable
operations tempo, jeopardizing other priority military missions for which
only they are trained and equipped. The training that military police
receive in some of the skills required for stabilization is not focused on
creating competency in the full range of constabulary skills. Rather, police
training emphasizes a general familiarity with tasks, relying heavily on
in-the-field operational training. In addition, both special operations and
military police units generally lack the full gamut of specialized equip-
ment (lethal and nonlethal) to deal with lower levels of stabilization and
nationbuilding.

The European gendarme forces have evolved beyond their historic
role of meeting domestic needs. They have conducted numerous con-
stabulary and law enforcement operations in many parts of the world. For
example, between August 1998 and January 1999, the Multinational Spe-
cialized Unit (MSU) in Bosnia, headed and staffed largely by Italian Cara-
binieri, was employed in 243 reconnaissance patrols, 87 information-gath-
ering missions, and 33 public order interventions.® The MSU dealt with
refugee returns, organized crime, and terrorism. The French Gendarmerie
has been involved in peace operations in Haiti, El Salvador, Cambodia,
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Western Sahara, Somalia, Rwanda, the Balkans, and elsewhere.” Likewise,
Dutch, Portuguese, and Spanish forces have been deployed in various op-
erations in Africa and the Balkans. Our European allies have substantial
experience in the use of forces with the kind of training, organization, and
equipment that is directly relevant for future law enforcement missions in
S&R operations. There is much Washington could learn from its allies to
overcome the temptation that elite SOF, military police, or special Army/
Marine units can do the job alone.

Constabulary Forces

The term constabulary refers to “a force organized along military
lines, providing basic law enforcement and safety in a not yet fully stabi-
lized environment”® Europeans often describe constabulary forces as “po-
lice forces with a military status” They are trained in military skills, but
their focus and equipment is on minimal/nonlethal use of force and tasks
normally associated with police functions. Unlike traditional soldiers,
the goal of constabulary units is to defuse potentially violent situations
through negotiations and conflict management, rather than to “neutralize”
the enemy or destroy a target. While constabulary forces vary by country,
they can provide order and security in a postcombat area of operation
after military forces have been relieved and redeployed but before local
or law enforcement institutions have been restored.’® Often, they wear
national police uniforms, so as not to be confused with those who have
just done the fighting, but they are armed and ready;, if necessary, to use
lethal force.

Though serving as police, constabulary forces are highly skilled in
the tactics and doctrine of light infantry, including rapid deployment and
an ability to sustain themselves logistically. The Dutch Marechaussee, for
example, can deploy a 50-person detachment as a rapid-response unit
within 48 hours.!! These forces also are highly trained. For example, the
Italian Carabinieri, serving as part of Kosovo Force, averaged 10 years of
specialized training, about twice the time of their military counterparts.!?
Other training includes martial arts, use of firearms and light weapons,
intelligence-gathering and interrogation techniques, international law,
negotiation, social skills, use of communications equipment, and foreign
languages and cultures. Most European constabulary forces also have spe-
cialized dog units and sniper teams. Their equipment reflects a hybrid of
police and military gear as well: flak jackets, shields, batons, tear gas, and
automatic weapons.!® They are able to secure and protect traffic routes,
facilitate the introduction of civilian rebuilding and assistance, set up and
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manage prisons, and establish and train certain types of national police
and law enforcement institutions.

Constabulary forces serve a vital role along the conflict spectrum
between warfighting on the high end and local law enforcement on the
low end. While combat forces are effective in neutralizing hostile forces
and providing initial stability to the environment, such units are typically
neither trained nor equipped to handle long-term security problems such
as looting, rioting, crowd control, crime, civilian disturbances, restoring
basic services, and local law enforcement, all of which require increasingly
nonlethal countermethods. These latter types of critical skills can often
make the ultimate difference between mission success and failure.

Yet, as the Defense Science Board study noted, the U.S. military has
not yet embraced S&R operations as an “explicit mission with the same
seriousness as combat operations.”!* Planning for these types of activities is
often considered a requirement that falls outside the traditional role (or in-
terest) of the U.S. military. While the Armed Forces have considerable la-
tent S&R capacity, it is embedded in other mission priorities and impeded
by the low-density/high-demand problem, resulting in deployments with-
out appropriate training or equipment. Despite this dawning recognition,
the military finds itself in a conundrum: the requirement for S&R forces
is real, yet no tailored S&R force or capability exists. Washington has not
devoted the resources to develop these skills within the U.S. military or
sought more effective ways to tap Europe’s expertise appropriately.

European Capabilities

Since the end of the Cold War, but most significantly after the St.
Malo declaration in December 1998, EU member states have attempted
to develop complementary military capacities.!® While the lack of tangible
improvements in military capabilities or significant increases in defense
spending is widely criticized by commentators in the United States, less
noticed—or discussed—have been efforts to develop civilian crisis man-
agement capacities, including tailored and deployable constabulary and
police units.

What kind of constabulary forces do the Europeans possess? Indi-
vidually, there are unique, national capabilities (for example, the Italian
Carabinieri and French Gendarmerie). Beyond the national level, Euro-
peans have proven their ability to merge capabilities multilaterally, most
notably in the MSU in the Balkans. In fact, the first EU crisis management
operation was in January 2003, when the European Union Police Mission
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(EUPM) in Bosnia-Herzegovina took over from the United Nations (UN)
International Police Task Force.

Most recently, Europeans have sought to develop multinational con-
stabulary capacities within a more institutionalized framework. On Sep-
tember 17, 2004, the Dutch EU presidency announced that five EU mem-
ber states (France, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, and Spain) had agreed
to form a European Gendarmerie Force, with a permanent headquarters
in Vicenza, Italy. Intended to be operational by late 2005, the 900-person
force would be tasked to ensure security and public order, fight organized
crime, advise and train local police forces, as well as fill the postconflict se-
curity gap as military forces transition to peacekeeping. Other EU member
states could participate as much as they were willing and able.!¢

The EGF’s main purposes are substitution and strengthening mis-
sions.'” Substitution refers to missions where the local police either do
not exist or are totally incapable of maintaining public order. Strengthen-
ing missions involve advising and training local police to perform public
order duties, such as urban operations, crowd control, patrimonial site
protection, and combating terrorism and organized crime. For example,
in Haiti and Cote d’Ivoire, French Gendarmes deployed alongside military
peacekeepers and helped reestablish the local police force.!® In Bosnia and
Kosovo, Italian Carabinieri conducted joint patrols with local police. Their
presence reassured fledgling local police and gave skittish refugees confi-
dence that they could return to their homes unharmed. The Carabinieri
also used their investigative skills (including plainclothes covert surveil-
lance, crime mapping, and link analysis) to help the NATO Stabilization
Force in Bosnia counter organized crime."

European officials envision the EGF to be deployed either along with
or immediately after a military operation to maintain or establish public
order and safety. The advantage of the European Gendarmerie Force is
that, although it is considered a police asset, it can be placed under mili-
tary command. In other words, EGF forces have the training, equipment,
and background to work in a military command environment.

According to the EGF “declaration of intent,” its flexibility is the abil-
ity to deploy at every phase of a conflict:

» initial phase: along with military forces to perform various police
tasks

» transitional phase: either alone or with a military force, coordinat-
ing and cooperating with local or international police units
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» military disengagement phase: facilitate the handover from mili-
tary to civilian authorities, whether local or international.

On December 14, 2004, the European Union announced that the first
EGF commander would be French Brigadier General Gérard Deanaz.? He
reports to a High Level Interdepartmental Committee that is responsible
for strategic management and political control, although if the EGF is used
for an EU mission, the political control would fall under the EU Political-
Security Committee plan.?!

The commander heads a staff of about 30 planners at the EGF
permanent headquarters in Vicenza. Planners are expected to work
closely with the EU military staff and civilian crisis management planning
cell in Brussels. Among the EGF headquarters’ tasks are monitoring at-
risk areas; planning contingency and operational maneuvers; arranging
and directing combined exercises; evaluating and implementing lessons
learned; and, as necessary or if requested, providing guidance to strategic
decisionmaking. Thus, the goal is to incorporate EGF capacities into the
ESDP so that the European Union eventually will be able to respond
to the full spectrum of crisis situations, from preventive diplomacy to
postcombat nationbuilding.

The EU vision of the integrated police unit (IPU) allows for Europe-
ans to perform “robust police missions” under less stable conditions, even
if this involves temporarily being placed under military command. Since
the expected area of operation is likely to be characterized by the absence
of internal authority, the IPU concept is a critical part of the larger frame-
work linking EGF to EU contributions in building the country’s law en-
forcement and judicial institutions. As illustrated by international experi-
ences in the Balkans and East Timor, the deployment of police forces alone
does not help to create stable conditions unless there are other means to
process criminals and administer justice.??

The British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) has aptly described
the EU effort as trying to create an intervention force that is “something
between the neutrality of traditional UN peacekeeping and NATO’s cruise
missiles”” The Dutch stress that the EGF—through its training and its
pre-organized unit structure—would serve as a viable framework in which
other nations with similar types of police forces may choose to participate.
Any EU member state possessing “a police force with a military statute”
may take part in the EGE Candidates (including Turkey) that have such
constabulary forces may obtain “observer status” and detach a liaison offi-
cer to the EGF headquarters. For instance, the contribution of the roughly
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150,000 Turkish Jandarma may help the European Gendarmerie Force
eventually solve manpower constraints, as well as facilitate EU-Turkish
relations in general. Because of its unique capabilities, the EGF also may be
a positive venue for repairing European relations with the United States.

Assessing the EGF

The organizing framework of the European Gendarmerie Force is
new, so it will take time to develop. However, several issues must be ad-
dressed in three main areas: training/rules of engagement, deployment,
and links/relationships with other organizations and states.

The gendarmes in the EGF are part of the existing pool of person-
nel committed to civilian crisis management.?* EU members participating
in the EGF plan to use the same forces as those already pledged in the
2001 Helsinki Headline Goal catalogue. Under the police category, the
European Union aimed to have a cadre of 5,000 police officers by 2003, of
which 1,400 would be able to deploy within 30 days. In November 2001, at
a Police Capabilities Conference in Brussels, EU members reached (at least
on paper) their targets, including 13 rapidly deployable integrated police
units.”> The European Union already has two rapidly deployable head-
quarters at its disposal, one from the French Gendarmerie and the other
from the Italian Carabinieri. The EGF thus seems rather similar, although
less ambitious than just several years ago.

Table 6-1. European Gendarmerie Capabilities

Country Force Personnel Committed to EGF
Italy Carabinieri 111,800 800
France Gendarmerie 101,399 600
Spain Guardia Civil 73,360 500
Portugal Republican Guard 26,100 160
Netherlands Marechaussee 6,800 100
TOTAL 319,459 2,160

Source: Institute for International Strategic Studies, Military Balance, 2003/04.

At a civilian capabilities commitment conference on November 22,
2004, EU member states (including the 10 newest members) updated the
2001 catalogue and pledged more than 5,700 police for participation in
crisis management operations. Consequently, because the European Gen-
darmerie Force will draw from this same pool rather than raise new forces,
it creates a potential dilemma with respect to deployability.
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The EGF initiative stemmed from French domestic politics but re-
flects internal EU dynamics and new 21st-century operational demands.
In 2003, French Defense Minister Michele Alliot-Marie proposed a mul-
tinational unit that could be deployed rapidly to assist in police duties.
At the time, Alliot-Marie reportedly was in a bureaucratic battle with the
French finance and interior ministries. By proposing the establishment of
such a force, the French defense minister might have hoped to gain ad-
ditional budget resources, as well as maintain control over the use of the
Gendarmerie.?

The Italians, meanwhile, who have a great deal of overseas experi-
ence with their Carabinieri, saw an opportunity to promote their country
as one of the major powers within the European Union. Since Germany
(for political and historical reasons) had a strict rule of separating military
and police functions and Great Britain did not possess these unique types
of forces, Spain also saw an opportunity to raise its profile in EU circles.
The French, still smarting from EU enlargement (primarily to the East),
considered the EGF as a natural fit to maintain leadership of a southern
group of member states, perhaps entice the new members with these low-
end specialized capabilities, and tout the embryonic ESDP. Knowing that
the European Union could not compete on high-end military tasks (and
seeing Washington distinctly uncomfortable with nationbuilding and
struggling with S&R operations in Iraq), the French and other EU par-
ticipants considered the EGF a perfect answer to filling a security niche.
It also complemented other ongoing efforts on the military side of ESDP,
such as developing battlegroups, taking over the NATO mission in Bos-
nia, and establishing a European Defense Agency to coordinate weapons
procurement.

The British media immediately lauded the September 17, 2004, dec-
laration with such hyperbolic headlines as “EU flexes muscles”?” The BBC
noted that the EGF would be sent to “places where law and order has dete-
riorated but not completely broken down, or where a conflict has subsided
and heavily-armed troops are no longer needed.”

While the concept is clear and the need is compelling, EU members
nevertheless face real challenges in making this initiative work. There is
no question the forces that will comprise the EGF are capable. But un-
answered questions remain: How deployable are the units? What will the
stress points be? Will EU governments find themselves overstretched?
How long are the deployments? Where will units be sent? Whose training
standards and operating procedures will dominate (French Gendarme or
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Italian Carabinieri)? With the demand for these types of forces growing,
Europeans need to find answers quickly.

The political-military challenges are not dissimilar to those faced by
NATO as it develops the NATO Response Force. EGF coordination and
strategic direction belong to the high-level interdepartmental commit-
tee. However, if the EGF is used for an EU mission, the responsibility will
shift to the EU Political-Security Committee. In this committee, all 25 EU
members have a voice and a potential veto. Since only five EU members
participate in the EGF, it remains to be seen how the other members would
pursue the politics with respect to a proposed mission. In addition, each
EU-5 member state retains the right to decide whether its units would par-
ticipate in an EGF operation. Such uncertainty places additional demands
on force planners, since one cannot be certain that earmarked units might
not be withdrawn or not made available for political or other reasons.

In the end, national needs, available funding and personnel, and pres-
tige will determine the depth and durability of national commitments to
the European Gendarmerie Force. Since EGF availability and deployability
are tied to meeting national requirements, there may be a gap between the
numbers earmarked in a database and the actual number available for a
mission. Not only are the raw numbers of forces listed small, but many
of these forces are also being double-counted for the European Union,
United Nations, and elsewhere. Consequently, conducting simultaneous
operations may be out of the question. What happens if French gendarmes
assigned to a UN mission are required for a separate EGF mission? Hard
political choices would have to be made, and European allies might have
to think through difficult trade-offs with other security priorities.

In 2001, EU governments established a small police unit within the
Council Secretariat (under Common Foreign and Security Policy High
Representative Javier Solana). The unit consists of only about 8 police of-
ficers and civilians, which is dwarfed by the EU Military Staff of over 150.
It is not yet clear how the EGF headquarters will interact with the Council
Secretariat’s police unit or the EU Situation Center. Presumably, there will
be liaison officers to coordinate EU efforts. In late 2003, the European
Union was working on developing a broad civil-military coordination
concept that would integrate the myriad EU elements both in Brussels and
in the field, but specific parameters have yet to be worked out.?

Again, the EGF is scheduled to become operational late this year.
Nevertheless, numerous questions remain that the EU-5 will need to
address in the coming year. Likewise, American operations are driving
questions as to the ability of current U.S. military forces to meet the in-
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creasingly diverse challenges of the 21st century, and more specifically,
questions regarding the disposition and transformation of American
forces to meet these security gap requirements.

Struggle and Challenge

The likelihood of American or NATO involvement in a great power
conflict requiring massive troop numbers in the next 15 years is low. How-
ever, weak governments, lagging economies, and religious extremism will
continue to place increasing demands on Western powers for stabilization,
reconstruction, and nationbuilding operations.? Despite recognition of
the growing and critical role constabulary forces could play in meeting
these demands, the U.S. and NATO militaries are reluctant to address
constructively the need for developing such skill sets.** In documents as
recent as the newly drafted U.S. Joint Operating Concepts for 2005, the
range of interim operations identified in spectrum-of-conflict operations
continues to reflect the traditional spectrum of tasks.’! Likewise, in the
NATO Defense Planning System, the emphasis centers on combat forces
to the exclusion of identifying constabulary requirements or close combat
urban warfare.>

Winning wars and winning peace require unique and varied capa-
bilities. Since the 1990s, U.S. military forces have been reduced overall,
including the Army, which has been cut by 40 percent to approximately
485,500 (plus 355,000 Army National Guard and Reserves), while the
operational demands (every 18-24 months) have doubled, as well as the
duration of operations.® Similar trends are reflected in NATO efforts
to reduce, professionalize, and deploy its militaries. The belief that the
traditional military remains the best institution to deal with new world
operational requirements needs to be challenged seriously. Although the
military can quickly bring to bear large forces, equipment, and organiza-
tion, the cost—both in terms of dollars, as well as scarce and highly spe-
cialized combat resources—has become increasingly high. Operational
expenses in Afghanistan and Iraq alone exceed $4.5 billion a month. The
debate over what type of force is required to fill the security gap is at the
heart of the discussion.

The United States cannot expect Europeans to assume responsibil-
ity for constabulary operations in all the areas where they are presently
needed (Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq). While European constabulary
forces have the training and valuable expertise, current numbers are far
too small to provide the extensive long-term support that the United States
and NATO need to cover the growing operational security gaps in foreign
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postconflict operations. European governments are also unlikely to opt out
of combat and peacekeeping missions in favor of specializing in overseas
constabulary missions. They will continue to strive to maintain a balance
of capabilities in conflict situations. On the American side, the solution
does not rest in simply increasing the number of combat, SOF, or military
police forces. It lies in better tailoring existing forces within the United
States to these new security missions in postconflict environments.

The United States is wrestling with its own military transformation
and force restructuring efforts to be better positioned to respond to threats
and challenges. The Department of Defense defines transformation as “a
process that shapes the changing nature of military competition and co-
operation through new combinations of concepts, capabilities, peoples,
and organizations that exploit our nations advantages and protect against
our asymmetric vulnerabilities”** These efforts were reflected in the
mid-1990s interest in a “revolution in military affairs,” as well as the lat-
est efforts in 1997 to centerpiece transformation in the first Quadrennial
Defense Review.?

Despite these efforts, U.S. defense transformation efforts are bound to
be flawed if we hold to outdated conceptions about war in the 21st century.
The days of a preponderance of conventional force-on-force operations
have given way to more complex challenges of asymmetric warfare, urban
counterinsurgency, extensive civil affairs/public diplomacy work with the
state’s publics, stabilization, reconstruction, and nationbuilding. Since the
end of the Cold War, the United States has been regularly engaged in one
form or another of nationbuilding activity. Our greatest enemy is compla-
cency with old stereotypes of conventional attrition warfare coupled with
misplaced faith in advanced, technically superior military forces (based
on concepts of network-centric war, space-based battle stations, and long-
range precision strike) and overwhelming weak, incompetent enemies.
Despite this mismatch, the new threats are testing the Nation’s ability to
react to and prevail over enemies in the kinds of day-to-day struggles cur-
rently faced and to do so at acceptable costs.

Some analysts in Great Britain and elsewhere argue that forces to
fill the security gap are central to the military’s responsibility and that the
military should be duly trained and equipped.>® In 2002, the Association of
the U.S. Army and the Center for Strategic and International Studies cat-
egorized four broad areas of tasks to be addressed by security gap forces:
security, justice and reconciliation, social and economic development, and
participatory governance. If our transformation efforts are to succeed, we
must develop creative force capabilities that better meet these evolving op-



130 ARMITAGE AND MOISAN

erational requirements.’” The Armed Forces must be flexible and capable
of seamlessly shifting focus from combat operations to dealing effectively
with the rigors of political, legal, economic, and social requirements, es-
tablishing security and law and order, and providing the prerequisites for
successful nationbuilding.

We are not suggesting that the U.S. Army be reconfigured to oper-
ate exclusively as security gap fillers. Conventional war is still a risk, but,
ideally, this additional capability simply reflects yet another step in the
Army’s transformation, which could be accomplished by tailoring a small
part of its 51,000 infantry into high-quality/specialized units that possess
constabulary-like training, organization, and equipment. The transformed
units would be mobile, have their own unique force protection, intelli-
gence, and civil affairs, and have adequate firepower (lethal and nonlethal)
and specialized training and skill sets to support police, local security force
training, and nationbuilding activities. Introducing novel approaches to
organization structures, realistic training scenarios, directed technology
(communications, weaponry, personal protective gear, and armored ve-
hicles), and modularity are indispensable anchors in enabling these new
units. This transformation would also require tailored rules of engagement
that allow forces to shift seamlessly from a combat role to a stand-alone
capacity to work with local police units.

A Way Ahead

Knowing the new era of operational demands and the need for the
U.S. military and NATO to transform, how can European constabulary
capabilities both help resolve this military shortfall with real capability and
also provide a concrete step toward rebuilding the transatlantic relation-
ship?

Further capacity-building is essential. Europeans should—either
through NATO, the European Union, or bilaterally—establish combined
training relationships and opportunities for U.S. Armed Forces, civilian
police, and law enforcement officials. Slots should be reserved for Ameri-
cans to attend courses at European training facilities in Italy and France.
In fact, this is an area where Italy in particular—with its rich Carabinieri
tradition and historic transformation of its armed forces—could take the
lead. Washington should provide proper incentives for Americans—both
civilian and military—to learn from the Europeans.

Reaching out multilaterally to civilian organizations is also vital. The
EGF should establish liaison relationships with the Department of State’s
Office of Civilian Police and Office of Coordinator for Reconstruction
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and Stabilization and the Department of Justice’s International Criminal
Investigative Training and Assistance Program, as well as the Department
of Defense. Such interaction would permit adoption of best practices and
facilitate coordination, cooperation, and planning.

The United States should take steps to promote interoperability. For
example, as the United States debates its own approach to mounting more
effective stabilization and reconstruction operations,* it should consider
permitting and encouraging European constabulary forces to participate
in American military academies, service schools, and think tanks. NATO’s
Allied Command Transformation and Joint Forces Command can play
integral roles in facilitating inclusion in both NATO and the U.S. training
centers. In addition, the United States should capitalize on its combat/
stabilization/reconstruction experiences by creating a cadre of expert
military trainers; this cadre would be comprised of individuals returning
from operations in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq who have experience
in SOFE military police, or civil affairs, but have retired from active-duty
service or no longer meet military worldwide deployability criteria due to
injuries or inadequate active-duty time remaining. Capturing this exper-
tise and focusing it on the transitional skill set requirements from combat
experiences to constabulary skill to local security forces would benefit and
complement EU expertise.

The United States should encourage European constabulary forces to
participate in the postcombat phase of multinational military operations.
Ideally, this would mean that EU constabulary functions are incorporated
into U.S. (and NATO) military planning as part of an integrated whole.
America would assist in providing European constabulary forces with
necessary transport and intelligence support. If successful, this collabora-
tion could become the prototype for a new multinational instrument and
a firm counterbalance to perceptions of American unilateralism and Eu-
ropean irrelevance. Such transparency at the planning stage would allow
the United States (and NATO) to focus on comparative advantages, while
spotlighting European strengths and skills in postcombat operations. Con-
sequently, the political costs of persuading others to follow a U.S. military
course of action would be lowered, as the European leaders can justify the
policy to their respective parliaments and publics. Europeans and the EU
once again can feel (and rightfully so) that they are working side by side
with the United States as equal partners capable of successfully meeting
the demands of crisis operations in the 21st century.



132 ARMITAGE AND MOISAN

Conclusion

We are at a critical fork in the evolution of warfare. Old concepts
and organizations are no longer adequate in dealing with the asymmetric
and nontraditional enemies that U.S. forces are facing in new-era con-
flicts. We need to develop capacities to respond to the full spectrum of
conflict, from precrisis diplomacy to postconflict peacekeeping and then
to nationbuilding. In the face of stabilization and reconstruction demands
in Afghanistan and Irag, both the United States and the international
community must creatively embrace this transformational shift in na-
tional and multinational military organization and training. Despite the
overwhelming challenges, America, NATO, and the European Union face
a unique opportunity to cooperate and collaborate as equals on addressing
the security gap.
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Chapter 7

Transforming NATO
Command and Control for
Future Missions (2003)!

Charles L. Barry?

Overview

o military function is more critical to operational success than
effective command and control (C2). There also is no more daunt-

ing military function to get right when it comes to the employ-
ment of complex multinational formations in the fast-paced arena of crisis
response. Since the Cold War, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO)—unique as an alliance with a permanent standing C? structure—
has ventured into a broader spectrum of missions and across a wider
geographical area of operations, posing far greater C? challenges than the
single-mission, fixed-territory defense of the past. Threats to NATO in-
terests have increased, demanding military structures and capabilities that
can be employed on shorter notice and further outside NATO territory. At
the same time, more sophisticated information-based battle systems and
technologies are driving the need for increasingly interoperable forces. A
key factor for success in this new environment will be a more agile, flex-
ible, and responsive NATO C? architecture for the 21 century.

The NATO summit at Prague in November 2002 was a major mile-
stone in the evolution of alliance command structure and future military
force posture. Prague decisions outlined a new arrangement that will take
several years and significant investment by both NATO and each member
state to put in place. Although many details must still be worked out, early
momentum toward the Prague goals is strong and encouraging. Those
efforts should not falter at a time of new and proximate threats to NATO
member territory and citizens, or collective interests.

135



136 BARRY

Alliance military commanders direct their organizations through
the architecture of the distinctive NATO political-military process called
consultation, command, and control (C?). Although C3 is a single NATO
process, consultation is focused on the political process of consensus de-
cisionmaking among allies, while command and control (C?) is a military
function achieved through the full array of NATO military command and
force structures, doctrinal command relationships, and technical stan-
dards and interoperability agreements. NATO C? is also underpinned by a
multifaceted communications and information system (CIS) that provides
the connectivity and networks to conduct military operations. Related but
separate NATO doctrines cover the functions of intelligence, surveillance,
and reconnaissance.

The Prague Summit

The Prague NATO summit decisions were major steps in moving
NATO toward C? capabilities to accomplish the future military tasks of
the alliance. NATO leaders agreed that a new military command struc-
ture, while still capable of Article 5 collective defense, is to be reorganized
and optimized for the more immediate mission of crisis response. A far
smaller command structure will be decided upon by June 2003, one that
will also be more mobile, flexible, and prepared than the current 1997-era
structure. NATO leaders also decided to create by October 2004 a NATO
Response Force (NRF) of “technologically advanced, flexible, deployable,
interoperable and sustainable force(s)... to move quickly to wherever
needed, as decided by the Council” In addition, NATO intends to acceler-
ate its investment in common-funded communications and information
systems that are essential to an operational, network-centric response
force to be ready within 2 years.

What makes Prague more compelling than earlier post-Cold War
summits at Washington, Madrid, Brussels, and Rome is that it was pre-
ceded by a genuine sense of transatlantic convergence on two points. First,
members agreed on the need for a smaller military structure designed
around minimum military requirements. Second, the allies foresaw that
proximate future threats, such as terrorism, require the availability of a
small but potent force capable of engaging in combat operations on short
notice at far greater distances than before, perhaps well outside of Europe.
Harmony on these points signaled the end of a long migration from exclu-
sive focus on collective defense to full investment in military capabilities to
respond to threats well beyond NATO borders—a painstaking and conten-
tious evolution that has taken more than 10 years.
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Figure 7-1. Current NATO Command Structure (1999)
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The Prague summit declaration offered refreshing words of com-
mitment to field specific capabilities and renewed determination to end
the long downturn in defense investments. Under an initiative called the
Prague Capabilities Commitment (PCC), NATO members signed up for
specific capabilities improvements, including more than 100 commit-
ments related to C? and information systems. The United States is watch-
ing anxiously for hard evidence from each of its allies in the vital areas
identified in the PCC. At least at the NATO level, the two common-funded
accounts that support C>—the military headquarters structure and the
communications and information systems that support them—should
realize higher priority and new resources in the budgets just ahead as a
result of the PCC.

The post-Prague NATO challenge is to maintain momentum on the
twin goals of producing a new command structure and creating the NRF
by the end of 2004—a short period in terms of achieving decisions in a
consensus-driven alliance. Past initiatives are testimony to the difficulties
of consensus decisionmaking on matters related to military capabilities.
The 1997 command structure revision was 5 years in the making and is
still not entirely in place even as NATO has chosen to make sweeping ad-
ditional changes. The 1994 initiative to create Combined Joint Task Forces
(CJTF) is finally to be made operational 10 years later. The burden of cre-
ating an operational NRF by 2004 falls most directly on old-line European
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NATO nations rather than on either the United States, which already has
forces ready to participate, or on newer NATO members, who will mainly
provide niche capabilities and from whom less will be expected initially.

Command Structure through 2004

The 1990s saw NATO evolve gradually from a one-mission alliance
into a European region emergency response agency. Along the way, the
alliance reduced its Cold War military structure from a completely fixed-
site, 4-tiered, 65-headquarter hierarchy to a more manageable 3-tiered,
20-headquarter structure with demonstrated capabilities to deploy C2
headquarters and sizable forces to the Balkans to conduct stability op-
erations, crisis response, and even combat operations. By 1999, crisis re-
sponse just beyond NATO borders had become the primary mission of
the integrated military command. In the interim, military ingenuity had
to create many ad hoc C? solutions to meet crises in Bosnia, Kosovo, and
Macedonia. The 1997 command structure also saw a shift in focus from
the strategic level of operations to the regional level. In many respects,
what NATO achieved in this period both met the needs of new missions
and represented a substantial shift in thinking for so ponderous an orga-
nization.

However, the array of missions—peacekeeping (by the Stabilization
Force in Bosnia), peace enforcement (by the Implementation Force in Bos-
nia and the Kosovo Force in Kosovo), preventative deployment (Opera-
tion Amber Fox in Macedonia), embargo enforcement (Operation Sharp
Guard in the Adriatic), and actual combat (Operation Allied Force over
Serbia and Kosovo)—their sudden nature, and the proximity of additional
missions even further from NATO territory all threaten to stretch the still-
mainly-fixed NATO C? apparatus beyond its design limits. Furthermore,
the third tier of the current command structure, organized ostensibly to
foster jointness and multinationality at seven joint subregional commands
(JSRC:s), is failing. Some JSRC headquarters are seriously understaffed, as
nations give higher priority to deployed headquarters in the Balkans and
to high readiness forces at home. Moreover, the JSRCs have little authority
over other activities, such as Partnership for Peace requirements. In short,
they have few day-to-day missions of real substance. Low funding and
sparse training or exercise opportunities reportedly is causing morale to
deteriorate. Due to these factors and the press to prepare for future mis-
sions, many de facto changes are likely to be in place before the new com-
mand structure is due to be operational in 2004.
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NATO and Transformation

Command structure decisions taken at the Prague summit set a
course toward a leaner structure of greater future utility. Two different
strategic commands, one operational and one functional, will dominate
the structure. A single Allied Command for Operations (ACO) based in
Europe will provide C? over all NATO operational forces and will lead a
far more streamlined command structure. The other strategic command
will be the first-ever NATO functional command, a new Allied Command
Transformation (ACT), with the mission of transforming NATO military
capabilities into a much more interoperable and network-centric force.
NATO staffs are to flesh out the rest of the structure by June 2003 follow-
ing the criteria contained in the Minimum Military Requirement docu-
ment agreed by defense ministers in September 2002. NATO leaders have
not yet officially named the new strategic commands beyond the general
references in the Prague Declaration; however, a number of important
details about each command have been decided.

Figure 7-2. Future NATO Command Structure
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Allied Command for Operations

The Prague agreement directed that an allied command for opera-
tions would have two subordinate joint force headquarters (JFHQs), each
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able to generate a land-based CJTF, and a third joint headquarters, able to
launch a sea-based CJTE The two JFHQ commands will be supported by
three component (multinational but single service) commands comprised
respectively of land, air, and maritime forces. The peacetime mission of the
component commands will be both to strengthen interoperability and to
train and exercise forces and command elements for commitment under
CJTFs and the new NRE There are also to be fewer combined air opera-
tions centers (CAOCs) than the 11 now maintained within the air forces
of NATO members.

The final details of the future military structure are to be approved by
defense ministers in June 2003, with implementation, including location de-
cisions and command billet allocations (always a sensitive matter in NATO),
likely by the end of 2004. Figure 7-2 depicts the two future strategic com-
mands. Allied Command Operations is structured with land, air, and mari-
time component commands under two JFHQs, plus a separate maritime
joint force headquarters. Three CJTFs and one NRF indicate the expected
organizational locations of the most ready response forces. The future of the
longstanding Canada-U.S. Regional Planning Group was not addressed at
Prague, so it is shown in its old position, but all elements of the old structure
are subject to review as NATO moves toward a leaner force.

The missions for ACO, which will be NATO’s only operational stra-
tegic command, include collective defense across an expanded NATO
territory (the enduring Article 5 mission), Partnership for Peace activi-
ties, conducting NATO training and exercises with member and partner
forces, Balkan operations in Bosnia and Kosovo, responding to the Prague
political commitment to deepen contacts with Mediterranean Dialogue
countries, and support of United Nations (UN) operations in Afghanistan.
Added to this substantial list of activities will be the Prague mandate to be
prepared to respond to crises well beyond NATO territory, mainly by de-
ploying and employing NATO CJTFs and NRFs as directed by the North
Atlantic Council. Already, NATO has agreed to support Polish-led forces
in Iraq. The large and diverse ACO mission portfolio suggests the need for
a highly capable command, one that is fully automated, expertly staffed,
and well supported by modern, redundant, and secure communications.
The command will need the agility to engage in planning, training, and
operating across the full spectrum of NATO engagement, at times simul-
taneously.
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Allied Command Transformation

The strategic command for transformation will be responsible for
maintaining momentum in the transformation of NATO forces and for
deepening interoperability. Its specific tasks are still being defined. How-
ever, based on early staff planning and the similarity of the ACT transfor-
mation missions to those of U.S. Joint Forces Command (the commander
of which is likely to be dual hated as the commander of ACT at some
point in the future), the command will have several important doctrine,
force, and concept development roles. It will be setting guidelines, iden-
tifying benchmarks, and acting as the executive agent for NATO military
authorities on transformation. It will be expected to assist in transforma-
tion planning by the militaries of allies and partners. The command will
be in North America at the current location of Allied Command Atlantic
(ACLANT), but it will also have a prominent presence in Europe to help
shape transformation alliance-wide. Much of ACT resources and energies
will be directed into experimentation and to working with ACO to achieve
readiness objectives, exercise goals, and training standards.

Four other significant missions can be foreseen for ACT. The first is
to engage in bringing transformational concepts into the design and ex-
ecution of partnership activities, especially in the fulfillment of individual
membership action plans. A second mission will be to establish a high-
fidelity, rapid feedback alliance center for transformation lessons learned
to identify concepts useful not only to NATO planners and decisionmak-
ers but to national force and doctrine developers as well. The third area
is for Transformation Command to assert influence on funding priorities
for NATO testbeds and laboratories, especially at the testbeds and labo-
ratories of the NATO Consultation, Command, and Control Agency
(NC3A) where future communications and information technologies are
researched. Finally, ACT will oversee the incorporation of transforma-
tional doctrine and concepts into official NATO military materials and
school curricula, the outcome of which will be the education and training
of a new generation of NATO officers for future missions.

ACT may also be asked to provide direct guidance to nations
in terms of enhancing interoperability and network-centric capabilities
through review of nation contributions to the alliance under the NATO
force planning process. As the command most responsible for furthering
the effects of interoperability as well as transformation, it would make
sense for ACT to comment on the state of progress toward these goals in
national as well as NATO-funded programs. Such objective assessments by
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ACT would help NATO know where to place future emphasis, and it could
also help defense ministers to argue more successfully for resources to
meet NATO interoperability and transformational guidelines. Along these
lines, ACT might eventually produce forward-looking NATO transforma-
tion and interoperability planning guidance for use by nations in meeting
NATO force goals.

Carving out a substantial, productive ACT role will require solid
backing from NATO political leaders. As a first-ever functional command
within the alliance, other national and NATO entities already address, in
varying degrees, the functions that ACT is expected to gather under its
mandate. The most important relationship to work out is between ACT
and ACO with regard to transformation, interoperability, and measuring
the degree to which NATO capabilities meet those goals. A significant
signal will be sent if ACT is assigned a key role in the defense planning
process to review national force contributions and to provide a report
to NATO political leaders on transformation. Within NATO common-
funded procurement, ACT should have a similar influential role in making
interoperability evaluations of requirements documents, especially CIS
hardware and software.

CJTF and NATO Response Force

The CJTF headquarters concept requires a deployable C? capabil-
ity embedded within the design of nondeployable regional headquarters.
When activated, preselected staffs from the parent command, subordinate
commands, and sister commands assemble on a permanent nucleus staff
and constitute a deployable CJTF headquarters. The CJTF headquarters
(HQ) can control a force up to a corps and similarly sized air forces and
naval task forces. The forces under a CJTF are drawn from the readiest
national forces of NATO members and partners. NATO plans call for a
land-based CJTF embedded at each of the two current regional commands
of Allied Command Europe (ACE) and a sea-based CJTF under the Strik-
ing Fleet Atlantic of ACLANT. The same three CJTFs will be in the new
command structure; however, all will be under Allied Command Opera-
tions (see figure 7-2). CJTFs are to become the primary NATO means for
future crisis response, yet they are also able to meet Article 5 collective de-
fense requirements. NATO has indicated it may have two CJTFs deployed
concurrently, although the traditional six-month NATO rotation concept
would make that a daunting scenario. A variant of the NATO CJTF con-
cept is to provide a CJTF headquarters and support assets to the European
Union (EU) for EU-led operations.
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Command and control arrangements for the NREF, at this writing, are
still being deliberated by NATO. Several options are under consideration:
deployment under a permanent NATO command, such as one of the Joint
Force HQ)s; as a separate coalition force under a headquarters provided
by a NATO nation; or under a NATO CJTE. Most NRF deployments are
expected to be under the last scenario, with a CJTF HQ providing com-
mand and control. Since a CJTF HQ is designed to provide C? for a force
three times the size of an NREF, the NRF can also be characterized as the
lead element of a larger follow-on force under a CJTF HQ, thereby afford-
ing NATO the ready option to expand operations as necessary. Another
advantage of using a CJTF HQ for command and control of the NRF is
that its sizable structure includes a Multinational Joint Logistics Center
(MJLC), which will be essential to sustain the NRF as well as follow-on
forces, since the NRF is likely to deploy with limited supplies.

For the NRF and CJTF concepts to work in tandem, the developing
NATO NRF concept will have to harmonize response times and other
factors with existing CJTF criteria (or CJTF yardsticks may be modified).
The response criterion for a CJTF is 60 days, and mission duration is
planned to last up to 2 years. As NATO collaborates on the NRF design,
U.S. advocates are proposing a pool of between 21,000 and 28,000 high-
readiness forces from which a combined joint task force of variable size
can be tailored and deployed within 5 to 30 days, accompanied by 30 days
of logistical sustainment. There are numerous ways CJTF and NRF C? and
other readiness criteria can be harmonized, but more guidance is needed
for military planners to draft common deployment plans. One C? issue
will be whether the existing CJTF design, which is a large headquarters of
almost 2,000 personnel (when logisticians, communicators, security, and
support elements are included), will need to be modified to incorporate
a more austere and agile tactical C? element that can deploy quickly with
an NRE Guidance will also be needed with respect to the deployment of
two CJTFs. For example, if an NRF deploys, will a second, on-call NRF be
stood up along with a second (likely sea-based) CJTF?

A related task in standing up the NREF is to identify both the re-
sources and support elements that a successful NRF employment will
require. For example, with only 30 days of sustainment, an NRF would
need some support forces to be deployable in a time frame to provide
replenishment as on-hand supplies are consumed. In fact, any NRF mis-
sion will require an array of support forces—such as embarkation support
assets, strategic and tactical transport, long line communications provid-
ers, strategic intelligence resources, air defense, combat search and rescue,
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medical evacuation, and other assets—to be in almost as high a state of
readiness as the NRF itself.

Both NRF and CJTF will place new demands on the most ready
forces of member nations. The highest readiness forces of nations are
few and are also those called upon for stability operations in the Balkans,
NATO exercises, Partnership for Peace activities, and (recently) support
of UN operations in Afghanistan. These enduring missions and NRF and
CJTF will increase competition for scarce forces and resources, at least
during periods of NATO exercises and national training.

Table 7-1. Supported Future Reaction Forces
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CJTF 60,000 60 |2 years NATO or | Humanitarian Yes 2004 Possible
EU relief operation
(HUMRO), peace-
keeping operation
(PKO), crisis
response
NRF 21,000 | 5-30 |30 days + | NATO or | Crisis response Yes 2004 Yes
coalition
ERRF 60,000 | 60 |[1year+ |EUor HUMRO, PKO, Yes 2003 No (initial)
NATO crisis response

The vintage 1996 CJTF headquarters concept will require updating
as it is melded to the newer NRF concept. Recent exercises indicate that
when an embedded CJTF is deployed, it decimates the parent regional
headquarter C? capability until it can be reconstituted by substantial staff
replacements. In addition to the impact the current concept has on its par-
ent headquarter capabilities, the time lag in standing up the CJTF and the
reality that the CJTF staff may be able to exercise together only once every
2 years must be considered. When activated, having limited experience in
working together will be a significant factor in early staff performance for
crisis response. All these factors suggest that a more permanent arrange-
ment may work better in the long run. NATO may find that merging the
CJTF concept and the parent JFHQs operational concept into a single
standing headquarters along the lines of U.S. combatant commands is the
best solution.
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An EU Military Role

In December 1999, EU members agreed to have the ability by June
2003 to deploy within 60 days, and sustain for at least 1 year, land forces
up to corps size (60,000) plus comparable air and maritime forces. The
stated purpose of this force is to give the Union a military capability to re-
spond to international crises by conducting humanitarian, peacekeeping,
or peace enforcement operations when the alliance as a whole is not en-
gaged. The forces that EU NATO members have committed to the Union
in most cases are dual-tasked for similar NATO operations under the NRF
and CJTE For that reason, the European Union employs NATO standard
operating procedures.

The European Union is committed to not duplicate unnecessarily
the assets and capabilities that can be made available for its operations by
NATO. That principle is reflected in the EU Rapid Reaction Force (ERRF)
C? concept, which is based on commands provided by nations and is not
an in-place C? structure like NATO. During contingency planning, EU
members indicate two types of headquarters elements that they would be
willing to commit for a particular plan. One is a non-deploying operations
headquarters (OPS HQ) that would oversee the operation and provide
the political-military interface to the EU Council and Military Staff. The
other is the deployable and subordinate Force Headquarters (Force HQ)
responsible to the OPS HQ for mission execution. NATO also has offered
an OPS HQ capability to the European Union, which would be comprised
of the Deputy Allied Commander, Operations (who is always a European)
and designated European members of NATO staffs. The NATO arrange-
ment would facilitate the provision of other NATO assets and capabilities,
though the OPS HQ would respond to the EU Council rather than NATO
authorities. In March 2003, the European Union launched its first opera-
tion in Macedonia using a NATO OPS HQ. Many aspects of the NATO-
EU arrangement will have to be fine-tuned, not least of which are the
circumstances under which C? assets will return to NATO.

NATO and the European Union have declared that the ERRF and the
NRF are complementary, however the two organizations will have to col-
laborate on priorities so that conflicts are averted. Most observers expect
that NATO CJTF and NRF will respond to missions potentially involving
combat operations, and that, at least for the next several years, the EU
force will focus on less taxing humanitarian and peacekeeping operations
while the Union gets its systems and processes up and running smoothly.
That division of labor should deconflict requirements for front line forces
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(even though the EU Helsinki Force Catalogue includes most of members’
best combat equipment), but perhaps not for support forces that provide
capabilities common to both missions areas. It must be noted that neither
the Helsinki commitment nor the 1992 Petersburg Tasks limit the Euro-
pean Union to missions of any specific size, region, or mission category.
However, as one EU official noted, the Union has to learn how to walk
first, even if eventually will run too.

Regardless of how missions are assigned, demand will overlap on
limited high-value resources such as C? elements, communications, trans-
portation, logistics, and funding. Part of the solution may be for the Union
to create more of its own support capabilities, such as strategic lift and
communications, assets that would also benefit NATO if the allies were to
act under the alliance. However, since the European Union has agreed to
act only when NATO is not engaged, the immediate issue (by 2004) will
be to coordinate both NATO and EU training goals within the time and
resource constraints of fewer, smaller exercises.

NATO Force Structure

Although NATO has a permanent command structure it has few
standing forces in peacetime. Most permanent personnel are assigned to
the command structure already described. The rest are assigned to a few
standing naval forces and in-place planning staffs, communications ele-
ments, or air defense and air surveillance units. The bulk of NATO forces
are committed on a mission-by-mission basis by member nations, usu-
ally as preplanned under the NATO biennial force planning process. The
forces provided by nations comprise the extension of NATO command
and control down through the tactical level, primarily though single-ser-
vice headquarters commanding organic troops, flights and ships.

An agreed NATO Force Structure document (called MC 317/1) lets
nations know what NATO expects from their force contributions in terms
of readiness, unit size, deployability, rotation durations, and sustainment,
as well as command and control. This guidance helps nations determine
the number and readiness requirements for tactical C? headquarters for
land, air, maritime, and certain specialized forces. Current NATO guid-
ance calls for nations to designate certain deployable land and maritime
headquarters as High Readiness Force (HRF) headquarters, and other C?
elements as Forces of Lower Readiness (FLR). HRF headquarters consti-
tute the NATO crisis response C? under the NRF and CJTF concepts. At
present NATO has access to only one deployable air headquarters, a Com-
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bined Air Operations Center (CAOC) from the United States, however
more are planned.

Table 7-2. NATO Communications and Information Systems (CIS) Envi-
ronment

Manager NATO Command, Control, and Communications Agency (NC3A)

Operator NATO Communications and Information Systems Operating and
Support Agency (NACOSA)

Standards (approved NATO Command, Control, and Communications Technical

December 2000) Architecture (NC3TA)

Major Features » Includes several major systems upgrades

» Contains COTS-based hardware and software

» Addresses need for mobility

» Integrates networks (for example, LAN and WAN) but still
hierarchical and not network technologies

Conclusions NATO moving on the correct path and needs to stay the course
NATO members must invest in NATO standards, procurement of
upgradable technologies, and interoperability

Promulgating NATO standards for C? readiness and interoperability
is as important for nations as it is for the alliance. Nations use the NATO
force structure guidance as input in prioritizing their forces for resource
planning. The NATO force structure document establishes criteria for
both national and multinational forces.

Communications and Information Systems

Military command and control, along with all political and mili-
tary business of the alliance, is supported by a NATO-wide architecture
of communications and information systems (CIS)—better known out-
side NATO as command, control, communications, and computers (C*).
NATO CIS support for command and control is comprised of systems’
hardware and software, as well as the policies and architecture that define
how CIS connects and supports NATO land, air, and maritime forces.

CIS connectivity must reach across the whole of NATO territory and
wherever forces are deployed (for example, at sea or in the Balkans) and
must also tie NATO headquarters in Brussels to all member capitals and
link appropriate headquarters of the integrated military structure to na-
tional military commands. The system incorporates voice, data, messag-
ing, and video teleconferencing in both secure and clear channel modes.
Information and communications traffic is passed via terrestrial lines, sur-
face-based wireless networks, and satellites. NATO CIS has kept pace with
the rapid evolution in information age conduits, including use of local area
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networks (LANs), wide area networks, intranets, and the Internet itself, in
addition to digital radio and optical cable means to transmit voice, data,
and video information. A significant portion of NATO CIS is deployed on
commercial equipment.

CIS is a defense support function overseen since 1996 by the NATO
Consultation, Command, and Control Organization (NC30). That reor-
ganization of the alliance CIS function was undertaken to posture NATO
for the growing application of information systems to C?, in particular for
mobile network development. The NC3O develops the technical architec-
ture, standards and protocols, and overall system design from the military
tactical level to the political strategic level. The NATO CIS general pur-
pose environment is characterized as having two interoperable domains,
a NATO-wide network domain that links fixed and mobile users into a
set of common systems, and a users domain made up of LANS, tactical
wireless communications, leased lines, and similar systems. This bi-fold
environment provides communications and information connectivity in
peacetime, crisis, and conventional war. A separate special purpose seg-
ment is reserved for a nuclear operational environment.

Table 7-3. Major Communications and Information Systems
Supporting Military Command and Control

Allied Command Europe | One of the two strategic military C? systems. Provides automated C2

(ACE) Automated support for commanders throughout ACE using common hardware
Command and Control and software. Services include collaborative software tools, Web
Systems (ACCIS) services, and Microsoft Office/Windows 2000. Decision support

software allows assessment and exchange of a combined air, land,
and maritime NATO-wide operational picture. Baseline fielding is
due for completion in 2004.

Maritime Command Second strategic C? system. Has been operational at more than
and Control Information | 60 sites for some times due to a much earlier initiative by ACLANT
System (MCCIS) and the U.S. Space and Warfare Command. COTS-based open

architecture system operating over all command levels with proven
interoperability. Chosen as the platform for initial NATO Command
Operational Picture.

NATO General-Purpose | Future backbone architecture. Will tie all military C2 elements
Communications together. Deployment began in 2002 in three commercial com-
System (NGCS) ponents, including data, voice, and real-time semipermanent
bandwidth on-demand. Communicates via telephone, message,
wireless, and satellite links; can be both secure and nonsecure, us-
ing military and commercial leased systems.
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Table 7-3. Major Communications and Information Systems
Supporting Military Command and Control, continued

NATO Integrated Commu-
nications System (NCS)-
Comprised of four main
subsystems

Joint Tactical Information
Distribution System (JTID—
also called Link 16)

Crisis Response
Operations in NATO Open
Systems (CRONOS)

NATO Air Command and
Control System (ACCS)

Initial Voice Switched Network (VSN) is the present telephone
network for only about 12,000 subscribers. Will be transitioning
to a NATO-wide future system of switched digital networks for
voice, data, and video transmissions in the near future as a part
of NGCS.

NATO Message System (NMS) is replacing the Telegraph Auto-
matic Relay Equipment (TARE) over the next 2 years. State-of-
the-art email and secure message system that incorporates a
client-server COTS-based military message handling system
able to run on either a Windows or Unix.

Terrestrial Transmission System is an operational-level network
(approximately two-thirds NATO-owned and one-third civil-
authority-owned) of tropospheric scatter and microwave links
extending from northern Norway through central Europe to
eastern Turkey.

NATO |V Satellites (IVA[1991] and IVB [1993]) are the latest
deployed NATO satellites and make up the satellite communi-
cations “leg” of NICS. Each has a 10-year planned life cycle.
SATCOM post-2000, the next generation NATO satellite, is
scheduled to replace IVA and IVB by 2004 for global wideband
video, voice, and data links.

Link 16 is updated late 1970s technology brought to full produc-
tion in 1997. Currently fielded on NATO airborne warning and
control systems and among a few NATO member forces (United
States, United Kingdom, France) on tactical aircraft, ships, and
land forces. Acts as a jam-resistant, spread-spectrum, secure
communication identification and navigation system for auto-
matic data and voice links among land, air, and maritime forces
in real time. Each terminal receives the overall tactical situation
automatically in real-time updates. A newer, smaller version of
JTIDS, the NATO Multifunctional Information Distribution System
(MIDS) was fielded for installation in smaller fighters (such as
the F-16). Thousands of additional units are programmed for
installation by NATO allies, significant boosting alliance network-
centric warfare capabilities. Considered a key future network-
centric system.

Windows NT Information System initially developed for Imple-
mentation Force in Bosnia. Still used with over 1,000 mailboxes
and several thousand workstations. Secure connectivity up to
NATO Secret between CRONOS and several national and coali-
tion systems.

Facilitates planning, tasking, execution, and surveillance of all
air operations over NATO member territory. Additional ACCS
capabilities available to support a CJTF out of area. Based on
open system architecture and emphasizes COTS components.
First level of operational capability (ACCS LOC1) to be com-
pleted by 2005.
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Since its establishment, NC30 has pushed CIS toward greater mo-
bility and interoperability, and toward the use of commercial off-the-shelf
(COTS) products and systems. It does this through its authority to invest
in user-oriented laboratory test bedding and field prototyping, techniques
that involve operational users in assessing technologies that might im-
prove NATO operational capabilities. NC30O uses evolutionary acquisition
procedures to assess and field new systems and equipment that can be
clearly specified, competitively procured, and implemented with low risk.
One such program was the sourcing of COTS information technologies
to equip NATO peace-support operations in the Balkans rapidly with es-
sential CIS support systems.

NATO CIS serves two broad, overlapping spheres: political consulta-
tion and military C?. At the strategic political-military level, the NATO
Integrated Communications System (NICS) is the primary backbone for
connectivity from the strategic military commands to NATO headquar-
ters staffs and to alliance member capitals for collective decisionmaking,
including nuclear matters. The military side of CIS provides connectivity
from the strategic military commands to lower-level commands, down to
tixed sites and deployed units (such as CJTFs), providing for alliance-wide
operational C?, albeit still through a hierarchical rather than a peer-to-peer
architecture.

Along with political consensus on future missions and a new com-
mand structure, NATO has also agreed to a new technical architecture (see
section below on setting CIS standards) to provide the standards for CIS
that will push investment toward transformational networks and systems.
Together, these initiatives fulfill a strategy for complete C? redesign. When
they are substantially in place, NATO forces will be poised to respond to
crises well beyond NATO territory and to perform a wide range of military
tasks, from peace operations to combat operations. Attention now shifts to
the commitment of national and NATO funds for expeditious fielding of
new and upgraded CIS capabilities. Some of the most critical systems and
their status are described in table 7-3.

New missions and technologies have forced new concepts and ar-
chitectures on the NATO CIS managers at every level. The most central
shift is toward what NATO calls “network-enabled capabilities” embed-
ded in far more capable and further dispersed forces. The goal is to link
commands and forces in a peer-to-peer network, not just at the top of
hierarchical structures. There would be universal access to a common
operational picture for all elements—a ship, aircraft, ground unit, or a
headquarters at any echelon or component. The added value of networks
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is substantial, affording alliance commanders faster, more complete bat-
tlespace information and force synchronization. That reality lies at the
core of the future NATO CIS concept. The potential of network-enabled
capabilities has been validated during NATO operations in the Balkans
and has set the azimuth for the NATO CIS investments.

For network enabled capabilities to move from the drawing board
to operational use in complex joint and combined scenarios, NATO must
meld complex technological standards, alliance CIS doctrine, and opera-
tional employment concepts. More than seven years of research, experi-
mentation and ad hoc operational solutions have to coalesce into flexible,
open-ended operational concepts that identity specific investment goa