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Abstract:
The end of the Cold War gave rise to a new strategvironment very different from the one that
existed when the Atlantic Alliance was formed iM29The Alliance began a process of adaptation
to the new era and transformation of its militaoyckes to fight and manage new risks and threats.
Although this process was initially articulatedarsimilar way to the American one for dealing with
the Revolution in Military Affairs, at present, tladied military transformation is at a turning pbi
since its pillars have been abandoned and newertygds have been identified. This article provides
an overview of the history, evolution and curretuagion of the process of military transformation
the Atlantic Alliance.
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Resumen:
El fin de la Guerra Fria dio lugar a un nuevo emorestratégico muy distinto del que existia cuando
se constituyé la Alianza Atlantica en 1949 para batin la amenaza del Pacto de Varsovia. Ello
exigié que esta organizacion iniciara un procesadaptacion al nuevo ambiente y transformara su
musculo militar para combatir los nuevos riesgosamenazas. Aunque este proceso empezé a
articularse de forma similar al estadounidense fac®nado con la conquista de la Revolucién en
los Asuntos Militares, hoy en dia la transformacraititar aliada se halla en un punto de inflexién
después de que sus principios definidores hayam aimhndonados y nuevos retos y necesidades
hayan sido identificados. Este articulo ofrece wisadn panoramica de los antecedentes, evolucion
y situacion actual del proceso de transformaciolitamialiado.
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1. Introduction

It is well known that from 1989 to nowadays, therldhas experienced profound changes:
the bipolar politics that characterized the Coldr\ariod have disappeared, the globalization
process has been completed and a new structunéeofational relations has emerged. At the
same time, the traditional threats to the worldage, security and stability have merged with
new risks of a very different nature, reach aneérnsity, coming from states and non-state
actors.

Hence, while during the Cold War the main threaiagt the West was a war, either
conventional or nuclear, against the Soviet Unind the Warsaw Pact, today a number of
conflicts of very different natures, scope and icgtions, which receive the attention of the
mass media and concern our societies, proliferatena the world and require an appropriate
response. This situation has shaped an uncertaincamplex security environment that
demands continuous and permanent effort from theedirforces in order to respond to those
conflicts and perform a wide range of operationemf peacekeeping to high-intensity
operationd

In the same vein, the 9-11 attacks in New York &vashington, and their various
sequels all around the world, have demonstratedttizause of terror is now a global risk
which not only transcends the classical border betwinternal and external threats but also
needs to be fought by all the means states candygematic, economic, political, cultural,
informational or military. Those attacks have atkononstrated that thisewadversary can
acquire several forms and is very different frora ttaditional state actors. This opponent to
our societies and our way of living will use aletmeans it has at hand to achieve its political
objective$.

For those reasons, the armed forces of all advaomeckries have initiated a process of
Transformationto adapt their capabilities and forces to presemt future threats. Broadly
speaking, the transformation was initiated in 20kl a means to achieve the desired
Revolution in Military AffairdRMA), defined as a profound change in the wawafjing war
which results from the integration of new technédsg doctrines, tactics, organizations or
procedures in the armed forces. This change renttezkevant or obsolete the pre-
revolutionary way of fighting and gives a great amioof importance to the military in
exploiting these new capabilities. Consequentlyy patential adversary should attain this
new set of capabilities, either by joining the rewi@on or developing a response capable of
preventing this advantage. The latest elementsi®fRMA resulted from the advent of the
Inform%tion Age and centred the interest of the lerdefence community during the
nineties.

The origins of this RMA can be found during the tvieam War, a conflict which
revealed the limitations of the traditiorfanerican Way of Warnd whose outcome caused a

® Richard, Kugler & Ellen, Frost (eds.) (200Tjhe Global Century: Globalization and National Seiyy
Washington DC, National Defense University, pp.-422.

4 Anonymous (2004)tmperial Hubris: Why the West is Losing the WarTaror, Washington DC, Brassey’s
INC or Peters, Ralph (200Beyond Terror: Strategy in a Changing Wqordechanicsburg, Stackpole Books.

® Knox, MacGregor & Murray, Williamson (eds.) (200The Dynamics of Military Revolution, 1300-2050
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press; Gray, C8lin(2002):Strategy for Chaos: Revolutions in Military
Affairs and the Evidence of Histgriportland, Frank Cass or Colom, Guillem (20@)tre Ares y Atenea: el
debate sobre la Revolucién en los Asuntos Militalesdrid, Instituto Universitario General Gutiérrgtellado.

® Broadly speaking, the traditionAimerican Way of Wawas based on an overwhelming material superiority
thanks to the American industrial, demographic,amal, logistic and economic power. A more detadg@dlysis
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series of profound changes in the structure, dustrorganization and material of the U.S.
military as a means to successfully confront thei@dJnion and the Warsaw PAct

It evolved in the European Central Front when, ntheo to overcome the erosion of the
nuclear balance between both superpowers and thfeupd changes in Soviet strategic
thought, the United States planned to improve agtsventional capabilities by embracing an
ambitious strategy which included both the develephof new operational concepts, such as
the Air-Land Battle,and the use of the initial products of the Infotiora Revolution in new
platforms, sensors and weapons. The impact of tfasoeuvre was so vast that Soviet
strategists deemed it Military-Technical Revolutiorwhich, due to the impact of the new
“automatised attack complexes” (a name given to ititegration of & systems and
precision-guided munitions), could erode the priecar strategic balance that still existed
between the United States and the Soviet Uniorunofie.

That idea got the attention of the American defeanalyst Andrew Marshall, who
articulated it theoretically (he deemed that thtsehnologies should be combined with
organizational, doctrinal, tactical, human and @emtogal changes), identified the
revolutionary technologies (precision-guided weapd®ISR systems and standardized and
stealth platforms) and proposed the definitive téRavolution in Military Affairy. Moreover,
by using his influential position inside the DoDe lattempted to promote it among the
American political, academic and military elitesowtver, he failed in the attempt since the
Pentagon was more focused on adapting the Amedetance posture to the nineties than in
thinking about the existence of a military revabaticapable of transforming wWar

The first effects of the changes were revealednduthhe 1991 Gulf War, a conflict in
which the coalition led by the United States acbtevan impressive victory against Iraqg.
Although this achievement put the ideas at thethsaall strategic debates, the DoD showed
a limited interest, since in those moments of edphilie main priority of the U.S. defence
community was to articulate American strategicagpdl for the post Cold War &raOnly its
armed forces joined the discussions, attracteatio the effects this revolution might have on
their way of fighting and because they could use RMA as leverage in their internal
struggles against a decreasing budget, due toollepse of the Warsaw Pact and the need to
control American public expenditdfe

In the midst of the decade, coinciding with theesgr of the revolution among the U.S.
political and military elites, Admiral William Owen Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff from 1994 to 1996, identified the essencéhefrevolution: thesystem of systenas the
capability of each sensor, platform, combatant eapon to interact with the rest due to its

of its characteristics and evolution can be foumdAeigley, Russell F. (1977)he American Way of War
Bloomington, Indiana University Press; while Bobtax: “The New American Way of WarForeign Affairs,
vol. 82, no. 4 (July-August 2003), pp. 41-58 stadiee way of fighting produced by the RMA.

" Kagan, Frederick W. (2006Finding the Target, the transformation of U.S. Aien military policy New
York, Encounter Books, 2006, pp. 3-73 or Colam, cit, pp. 111-137.

8 Larson, Eric V.; Orletsky, David T. & Leuschneristin J. (2001)Defense Planning in a Decade of Change:
Lessons from the Base Force, Bottom-Up Review, Quadrennial Defense RevieBanta Monica, RAND
Corporation, pp. 5-39.

° |bid., pp. 18-23 and O’Hanlon, Michael (1998)efense Planning for the Late 1990s. Beyond theb&orm
Framework Washington DC, The Brookings Institution Press.

19 Colom, Guillem: “La Revolucién estadounidense @ Asuntos Militares"Revista Ejércitono. 816 (April
2009), pp, 16-22.
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integration in a common netwdrk Owens argued that the technological basis of the
revolution already existed...it was the result ofatkzs of investment to help fight the Soviet
Union. However, the revolutionary feature was thiegration of every component of the
joint force in a system of systems capable of mhoyg timely information about the
battlespace and immediately destroying all tarfets far away. That possibility, in Owens’
words, could revolutionize the way of waging wacdse for the first time in History the
Clausewitziarfog-of-warcould be lifted?

It was also then when the DoD, which was buildimg nation’s strategic pillars for the
post-cold war era, not only considered employingie®f the possibilities the RMA offered
to solve some of the strategic dilemmas the Unisdtes would now face (such as
maintaining the strategy of fighting in two simuleous regional conflicts with a smaller
force structure than the one maintained duringGo&l War), but also began to seriously
analyse the existence of this revolution they dekmssential to maintain both America’s
military supremacy and political hegemony in thevmeillennium,

In 1996 the American military elite formally adogtthe RMA with the publication of
the Joint Vision 2010a joint roadmap which not only recognized itsseemce, but also fixed
the pillars and defining elements of this revolntior the United States. This stated that the
dominant manoeuvre, precision engagement, multisno@al protection and focused
logistics, amalgamated by information superioritgre essential to win all conflicts, and
defined the future capabilities for its armed fer@nd the path to follow to achieve this
revolution, which promised to transform the Amenid&ay of Wat”.

This paper established a joint approach to theugiland objectives of the American
RMA, provided the services with common but vaguelglines that allowed them to continue
developing and implementing their specific plang &acilitated the political acceptance of
the revolution a year later.

The 1997Quadrennial Defense Reviegl@DR) marked the political acceptance of the
RMA. This document, which served as the basis @. Wlefence and military policies for
President Clinton’s second mandate, not only ackedged the existence of this revolution
and accepted the pillars acknowledged by the myliglite, but also recognized that its
exploitation would be essential for confronting dagure thredf. As a result, the Pentagon
proposed to take advantage of apparent globallisgabd develop and implement the
revolutionary capabilities, adapt the force struetto future risks and modernize Cold War
weaponry (legacy systems such as mechanized vehaenbat aircraft or naval platforms)
with revolutionary technologies as a means to manénough forces to fight in any present
conflict while the 21 Century military was being crafted.

' Owens, William A.: “The Emerging System-of-Systémd.S. Naval Institute Proceedingsol. 121 no. 1105
(May 1995), pp. 35-39.

12 Owens, William A. (2000)Lifting the Fog of WarNew York, Farrar Straus & Giroux.

13 A deeper analysis of the centrality of the RMAUrS. defence and military policies during the nieet(and
the transformation from 2001 to nowadays) can hendoin Colom, Guillem:Entre la Revoluciéon y la
Transformacion: la Revolucion en los Asuntos Mibgy la Configuracion de los pilares estratégiabes
Estados Unidos para el siglo XXToleccion Tesis Doctorales, Madrid, Secretaring&a Técnica — Ministerio
de Defensafgrthcoming.

14 Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (1998%int Vision 201p0Washington DC, U.S. Government Printing
Office.

15 “Quadrennial Defense Review, 199Mepartment of Defens@DoD), U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington DC.
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This process, which meant to carry out the revofutivhile preparing American
defence architecture for the risks and threats waild arise in the first years of the21
Century, as a means of maintaining U.S. militargremacy against any present and future
adversary, was designat€tansformation®.

Although the 1997 QDR called for a comprehensiaedformation of the U.S. defence
posture and military structure, as a means of gagrgut the revolution and preparing its
security and defence architecture for an unceftdure, the scarce funds for the development
and acquisition of new capabilities (the plannedesxditure proposed by the QDR was never
provided) and the growing involvement in militargesations (they were financed by funds
originally intended for modernization of equipmemtd training of units since Congress and
Senate were reluctant to approve additional fundsperations) paralysed the procéss

However, with the election of George W. Bush the Rkkd its final and definitive
boost. Captivated by these ideas and aware ofethieat role this revolution might have in the
foundation of the 21 Century global order, President Bush and his DmfeSecretary,
Donald Rumsfeld, planned a comprehensive transfimmaprocess which, formally
presented in the 2001 QDR, intended to carry oat révolution and prepare American
defence architecture for the challenges it woutgkfam 2020. To that end, the QDR not only
projected suitable security, defence and militargtegies for the new strategic environment,
but it also placed the transformation of the deéeastablishment (from the structure, size,
equipment and capabilities of the American militaity the organization, functions,
administration and budgeting of the DoD) as onetld main priorities of the new
government,

Although initially deemed as a means for aiding résolution, promptly the concept of
Transformatiorreplaced th&evolution in Military Affairsaas the axis of the political, military
and academic debate in the United States and alindr the globe. Specifically, the
fascination of Donald Rumsfeld with this idea ahé tragic events of 9-11 terminated the
strategic pause initiated with the end of the Cdldr and confirmed the need to adjust
American military might to the post 9-11 strategiovironment..

Conversely, the Afghan and Iraqi experiences rexkdihe changing face of war and
exposed the limits of the revolution, the flaws tethnocentric transformation and the
inadequacy of Western militaries when operatingon-conventional environments, fighting
against irregular or hybrid enemies and conducstapilization, reconstruction, nation-
building or counterinsurgency operati6hsThese issues are currently focusing the interest

16 Roxborough, lan: “From Revolution to Transformatithe State of the FieldJoint Forces Quarterlyno. 32
(Autumn 2002), pp. 68-76.

" Kagan,op. cit, pp. 199-234.

18 “Quadrennial Defense Review, 200Dgpartment of Defens@DoD), Washington DC, U.S. Government
Printing Office or Rumsfeld, Donald H.: “Transfang the Military”, Foreign Affairs vol. 81 no. 3 (May-June
2002), pp. 20-32.

19 An analysis of the characteristics and implicagiof the current strategic environment can be faatiojon,
Enrique: “El andlisis estratégico: la vuelta algratism”, Real Instituto Elcano de Estudios Interomales y
EstratégicosWorking Paperno. 15 (2009).

20 Examples of the current reality can be found irg, Anthony D. (ed.) (2005)Rethinking the Principles of
War, Annapolis, U.S. Naval Institute Press; Hoffmararfk G. (2007)Conflict in the 21 Century: the Rise of
Hybrid Wars Arlington, Potomac Institute for Policy Studies Biddle, Stephen (2004Afghanistan and the
Future of Warfare: Implications for Army and DefenBolicy Carlisle Barracks, U.S. Army Strategic Studies
Institute.
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the world’s strategic community and guiding thensfarmation processes of Western
militaries, including the Atlantic Alliance.

2. The Allied Military Transformation

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is @olitical organization originally
intended for protecting the liberty and securityatifits members under the principles of the
United Nations Charter. To that end, the Allianes political and military means to be used
against any threat that might arise against therggof its members.

Although NATO was originally created in 1949 to elefi Western Europe from a
hypothetical aggression from the Soviet Union ah& Warsaw Pact, the profound
transformations the world has experienced sincefalieof the Berlin Wall have entailed
profound changes in its structure, organizatiomabdities and strategic objectives. In the
institutional and political arena, NATO launchechew framework of relationships with its
former adversaries, developed new initiatives, m&sl new tasks and agreed to operate
worldwide to fight against any threat to Euro-Atianstability’’. Conversely, since the
demise of the Warsaw Pact, the Alliance has be@nowng, homogenizing and transforming
its military capabilities to successfully meet neaguirements. To this end, NATO has
renewed its command structure and force catalagisedefining a new planning process and
also developing new military capabilities to sustetly face 2" Century challengés

In other words, since the end of the Cold War thieaAce has been transforming its
political structures and military capabilities tacsessfully confront the challenges of the
current and future strategic environments.

Although NATO’s transformation was formally launchim 2003, its foundations were
established four years before, during the Washm@ommit, with the approval of the 1999
Strategic Concept. In general terms, this documehigh will be replaced in 2010 by a new
Strategic Concept tailored to the current strategiwironment, states that the risks the
Alliance is facing are multidirectional and diffituo predict. In other words, while the
chance of a generalized conflict in Europe (whiaswheraison d’étreof the Alliance from
its constitution to the fall of the Soviet Uniorg) almost nonexistent, NATO must confront
new risks and threats of a military and non-mijitaature, such as ethnic cleansing, violation
of human rights or political, social and econommstabilities. Dangerous threats are the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction arirtmeans of delivery, or the flow of dual-
use technologies capable of providing NATO’s adaees with advanced military
capabilities.

At the same time, the Concept states that NATOdtss to take into account global
issues since the allies could be threatened (asm@ctin the United States, Spain and Great
Britain) by terrorist attacks, sabotage, organizecdhe or the disruption of flows of essential
resources and so on.

2L A general view of the evolution of NATO since ti@wn of the Warsaw Pact can be found at Caracusiiavi
Angustias (2004)Los cambios de la OTAN tras el fin de la GuerraaFhladrid, Tecnos.

2 In the context of NATO, anmilitary capability is defined as the combination of Doctrine, Orgatian,
Training, Material, Leadership, Personnel, Faeifitand Interoperability (DOTMLPFI).
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In order to face 21 Century challenges, the 1999 Strategic Concepgrssthat the
Alliance must maintain Euro-Atlantic stability, seras a consultation forum on regional and
global security issues, dissuade and neutralize atgmpt at aggression against any
membef®, progress in cooperation, dialogue and partnersliip neighbouring countries,
while actively participating in conflict preventicend crisis management. Accordingly, the
1999 Strategic Concept reasserts NATO’s compromdseact under the principles of
international law and the Charter of the United ibta&* and confirms its willingness to
perform crisis management operations and peacelgegissions all around the woftd

These requirements also call for an improvemeMATO’s military capabilitie&®. The
shortfalls of allied military means were revealedidg the Kosovo War (1999), a conflict in
which only U.S. military capabilities, especiallfiet force enablers such asI$R and
precision-guided munitions, made the operationssiptes and revealed once more the
growing capability gap between the American andopean allied militari€s. However, the
strategic environment following the 9-11 attacksswiae enabler of NATO’s military
transformation since it demonstrated the urgencydeéwelop new military capabilities,
streamline the command structures and perform nésgioms...in other words, to adapt
NATO's forces to current and future threats.

The 2002 Prague Summit entailed the formal ternonadf Cold War strategy, rooted
in the defence of the Atlantic Ocean lines of comraation, the forward defence of the
European Central Front and the maintenance of =ibfée nuclear response, and its
substitution by a new strategy based on the defefhcdllied populations against a broad
range of present and future threats and the rapiegiion of forces ready to fight against any
menace to Euro-Atlantic stability.

That is why Prague marked the starting point ofiedlll military transformation, a
process that should provide NATO with the requioagbabilities to confront present and
future strategic challenges. In this summit a nemmand and force structure was agreed, a
joint crisis response force was defined, a newlegtee of military capabilities was discussed
and several initiatives aimed at the fulfiimentioése objectives were launch&d

% It must be borne in mind that Article 5 of the Wmgton Treaty — the reahison d’étre of NATO —
establishes that any attack against one ally willdgarded as an attack against all of them. Thetiime Article

5 was invoked was after the 9-11 attacks againat Xerk and Washington.

24 Although the Concept bonds any Allied interventisith international law and the principles of thaitéd
Nations Charter, this does not indicate that afioas will require prior approval of the UN SecwriCouncil.
This decision responds to the necessity that NAT@tnmaintain a certain degree of autonomy to caonfro
exceptional situations.

% Although the missions contemplated in Article Stioé Washington Treaty related to collective degeace
restricted to the traditional area, the Non-ArtiBlénterventions are not limited to any given gequpical area.
This should allow the Alliance to flexibly respotalany future threat that could arise.

% That situation led to the definition of the DefenCapabilities Initiative (DCI), predecessor of tRmgue
Capabilities Commitment (PCC); and the empowernoéihe European Security and Defence Identity (BSDI
which should allow the European members to makeoge raoherent and effective contribution to the roiss
and activities of the Alliance while helping themdct alone depending on the situation. In this,W&TO
could provide military capabilities for carrying tooperations under European command following tfea iof
“separable but not separated capabilities”.

" An interesting discussion on the growing gap betwihe European and American allies due to the R¥si
be found at Grant, Robert P. (2000he RMA — Europe can keep in st€xcasional Paper No. 15, Paris,
Institute for Security Studies — Western Europeaiob.

% “The Prague Summit and NATO’s TransformatioiNorth Atlantic Treaty OrganisatiofNATO), NATO
Public Diplomacy DivisionBrussels, Belgium (2003).
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First, the Cold War command structure, composedlbéd Command Europe and
Allied Command Atlantic with responsibility for plaing and conducting military operations
in the European and Atlantic aféavas replaced by a new one divided into Allied Guand
Operations (ACO), a strategic command in charg@lahning and conducting all NATO
operation®’, and Allied Command Transformation (ACT), a funogél command responsible
for adapting Allied forces to meet current and fatahallenges.

To that end, ACT harmonizes, oversees and prontiesansformational efforts of the
allied nations, acting as think tank by providing the conceptual framework for NATO’s
military transformation, exploring the future sergic environment, defining how operations
will be conducted and which military capabilitiedlvbe needed, and finally developing and
implementing new capabilities, procedures and cotscéor the employment of NATO
forces.

Second, to develop new military capabilities whibeproving and harmonizing the
existing ones, the Prague Capabilites Commitm&E€(J) was launched. Although the
member states agreed to enhance their competernxciical areas (such as strategic lift, air
refuelling, combat support, 4STAR, tactical and strategic surveillance, premisguided
munitions, suppression of enemy air defences, CBRBfénces or theatre missile deferites
the enduringoeace dividendthe reluctance of some European partners toredgonsibility
for their commitment€ and the current economic turndown have compellédr® to
reconsider the PCC and rely on other methods tacowee these shortages (national
specialization, joint procurement, multinational vel®pment or pooling of specific
capabilities).

Finally, to provide the Alliance with the abilitg rapidly project its power anywhere in
the world while implementing the transformationapabilities provided by ACT, thdATO
Response ForcdNRF) was created. This joint, multinational, Highdeployable and
technologically advanced force, whose full operalocapability was announced in the Riga
Summit (2006), is composed of 25.000 troops andajgable of deploying globally and
sustaining itself autonomously, for not less thhainty days, an army brigade, a naval task

29 Originally, NATO’s command structure was compobgdhree strategic commands (Europe, Atlantic &ed t
English Channel) and a joint planning group for &mand the United States.

% The ACO - which is led by the Supreme Allied Comder Europe (SACEUR) — is located in Mons
(Belgium) and it is composed by a strategic headqumand two joint forces commands capable of rptan
and conducting operations from their HQs or depigya Combined Joint Task Force (CJTF).

%L It is important to note that similar critical cdgiiities and force enablers — such as attack ampat
helicopters, CBRN defences, unmanned aerial vedjicleedical protection, special operations forces,
suppression of enemy air defences, in-flight aifueling, combat search and rescue, precision-guide
munitions, cruise missiles, theatre missile defencdeployable communications, tactical and strategi
surveillance, early warning and target acquisitiwrstrategic lift — were identified by the Europédnion in
both theHelsinki Headline Goa(1999) and thédeadline Goal 201¢2004). A more detailed analysis of these
initiatives can be found in Lindstrom, Gustav (2p0he Headline GoalParis, Institute for Security Studies —
European Union.

%2 Although formal commitments within the Atlantic lilince Prague Capabilities Commitmgnand the
European UnionHeadline Goal and between both organizationr$ATO-EU Capability Grouphave been
taken to bridge the military gap between Europe tnedUnited States, th&@merican Revolution in Military
Affairs and the unwillingness of several European parth@rsommit more resources to their security is
widening this gap, in particular in the field ofvathced weaponry and force multipliers. A more detaanalysis

of this military breach and its possible implicasofor collective defence can be found in Lindlegieh, Julian
(2006): Military convergence between NATO and the Ebe Hague, Clingendael Center for Strategic 8tudi
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force and the required air support for the fulfimhef the missioff. The NRF, which can be
employed independently, as a component of a |dayee or as an initial entry force, is also
the catalyst of NATO’s military transformation sendt constitutes the force in which
sophisticated weapon systems, the newest operhtionaepts, the latest doctrines and the
newest training procedures developed by ACT anegpieisted.

3. How the Allied Military Transformation is Being Carried Out

In November 2002, the four-star U.S. Admiral Edmidmbastiani was appointed as the
first Supreme Allied Commander Transformation (SACA position which also entailed the
chair of the United States Joint Forces Comman&€Q¥), the Combatant Command in
charge of the transformation of the American miitaClose to Secretary Donald Rumsfeld,
Giambastiani was an enthusiast of the RMA and ieel to impose the U.S. approach to
transformation, founded in the technological domgeneeded to condubltetwork-Centric
(NCW/O) andEffects-Based OperatiofEBO)* as the guiding principle of NATO’s military
transformation.

These ideas were formalized in tB&SC Strategic Vision: the Military Challenge
(2004) a document written by ACO and ACT to examine current and future strategic
environment, identify their implications for NATOnd define the required capabilities to
successfully confront the new challenjesmong other findings, the paper asserted that the
management of any present and future conflict wawdt only require the use of a broad
range of instruments (diplomatic, informative, maity or economic) but also the effective
cooperation of all actof§ That assertion settled the ground for both Eftects-Based
Approach to Operation$EBAO), a controversial concept which guided NATrslitary
transformation until recently, and th€omprehensive ApproacliCA), a concept in
development which is becoming the npillar for crisisanagement, stabilization and
reconstruction efforts all around the world.

At the Istanbul Summit, the heads of State and @wwent endorsed this white paper
and urged ACT to proceed on the Alliance’s militelgnsformation by improving its military
capabilities, the deployability and sustainabibfyits forces and developing a transformation
roadmap. That led to the development of @encept for Alliance Future Joint Operations
(CAFJO), a wide-ranging document which establistieel pillars of the Allied military
transformation, the concepts of employment of NAfo@es and the capabilities required to
successfully conduct all the spectrum of operations

% Kugler, Richard D. (2007)The NATO Response Force 2002—2006: Innovation byAttantic Alliance
Washington DC, National Defense University.

% Rynning, StenNATO’s Response Force: does it have the capacityatssform NATO's force structure?
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the httenal Studies Association (5 March 2005).

% “Military Transformation: a Strategic ApproactDepartment of Defens@oD), Office of the Secretary of
DefenseWashington DC (2003).. On the other hand, a deapalysis of both concepts can be found in Smith,
Edward (2002):Effects-Based Operations: Applying Network-Centiarfare in Peace, Crisis and War
Washington DC, CCRP Press.

% “Strategic Vision, the Military Challenge”, NATOt&tegic Commandensorth Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(NATO), NATO Public Information OfficeBrussels, Belgium (2004).
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internacionales”, Real Institutelcano,Analisis,no. 115/2008 (25 September 2008).
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The CAFJO (jointly written by ACT and ACO but nevapproved by the political
authorities) was built around the EBAO, considebgdthe Strategic Commanders — and in
particular, by the U.S. Air Force General Lance tBpthe SACT from 2005 to 2007 — as the
basis of NATO's military transformati6h That document stated that although the
Comprehensive Political Guidancapproved by the North Atlantic Council in 2005dan
endorsed by the heads of State and Government &itfa Summit one year later, establishes
that NATO will not develop any specific capabilityr civilian purposes, the Alliance should
use all its available instruments and actively gegaith other relevant international actors, in
particular the United Nations and the European bnidhat assertion settled the ground for
the EBAO, defined as'...the coherent and comprehensive application of ttaious
instruments of the Alliance, combined with the picat cooperation along with involved non-
NATO actors, to create effects necessary to achpsened objectives and ultimately the
NATO end state®

According to the CAFJO, the Allied instruments awer were defined as follows:
political (NATO'’s political and diplomatic means cooperatingth other actors such as
international organizations and NGO®¢onomic(the use of member states’ economic
incentives and disincentives)givilian (legal, constabulary, training, informational,
infrastructural or civilian administration); amdilitary (both the threat to use force or its
actual use).

To allow the Alliance to conduct this revolutionaBffects Based Approach to
Operations it should be able to rapidly project its forcesl &ffectively sustain them with
integrated logistical support and suitable reindonents. Once deployed, it should be able to
decide better and faster than its adversaried, stwould achieve information superiority (the
capability to obtain, manage and disseminate in&ion faster and more effectively than the
adversary) and convert it in knowledge superiofifipnally, the effects produced by military
operations should be coherent with the ones prabbgethe rest of instruments of Allied
power. As a result, thEoherence of Effec{@llowed by the effective employment of forces,
the joint manoeuvre and the enhanced CIMI@gcision Superioritythanks to information
superiority and the Network-Enabled Capability) alant Deployment and Sustainment
(permitted by the expeditionary capability and gneged logistics) were not only the key
elements for effectively conducting the EBAO, bhey were also the Alliance’s military
transformation areas.

Although the CAFJO was never accepted by the Adkés political authorities as the
roadmap for NATO’s military transformation, the EBAwas informally launched as its
basis. Paradoxically, at the Riga Summit the heddState and Government approved and
launched theComprehensive ApproacfCA), which was originally defined either as the
civilian part of the EBAO or the context in whichisis management operations would take
placé®. This proposal, originally presented by sevenedllcountries under the name of
Concerted Planning & Actiorand coinciding with the debates on the EBAO, mea at
establishing mechanisms oriented towards the ingmant of internal coordination within
NATO and its relationships with other relevant mtgional organizations (in particular the
United Nations and the European Union) in crisisxaggement operations. This is under the

% Colom, Guillem: “EBAO: el principio fundamental de transformacién militar aliadaRevista Ejércitono.
808 (July-August 2008), pp. 6-12.

%9 “MC Position on Effects Based Approach to Operaio North Atlantic Treaty OrganisatiofNATO),
MCM-0052-20066 June 2006).

40 “Joint Discussion Note 4/05 : the Comprehensiveprdpch”, UK Ministry of Defence, Joint Doctrine &
Concepts Centre&shrivenham (2006).
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limits marked by theComprehensive Political Guidancehich establishes that NATO will
not develop specific capabilities for civilian poges”.

Although politically the CA was warmly welcomed argince it might be one of the
pillars of the forthcoming 2010 Strategic Concepigenerating fruitful debates on its nature,
reach and implications for the Alliance the EBAOswleemed as a purely military issue and
received neither any attention nor formal supperthe political authorities. That let ACT,
with the active support of ACO, autonomously depelihe concept without political
supervision while improving the other desired tfammational capabilities (effective
employment of forces, joint manoeuvre, enhanced ICIMnformation superiority, NEC,
expeditionary capability and integrated logistics).

However, when the U.S. Marine Corps General Jameadgattis was appointed as the
third SACT, Allied military transformation starteéd change. As USJCOM Commander, he
wrote a memorandum criticizing the EBO, one of thidars of American military
transformation heavily based on the RMA, and urghmgservices to throw out this concépt
General Mattis asserted that the Afghan, Iragi drebanese experiences not only
demonstrated the changing face of war but alsantherent limitations of th&ffects-Based
Approachto warfare, which considers war as a matter afrem@ but not an art. That decision
pausedie factothe Allied EBAO and halted NATO’s military transfoatiori”.

Meanwhile, ACT, which was analysing the lessonsnled from the latest military
campaigns while also analysing future risks anddts, came with some conclusions and with
a document, th#ultiple Futures Projec{MPF) which, published in May 2009, seems to be
the first step in the new allied military transfation. This document has shown that NATO
will have to face a wide range of threats, eitt@rventional, irregular or hybrid, coming from
both states and non-state actors. That situatidrcempel the Alliance to continue improving
its deployability and sustainability while develoginew capabilities to operate effectively in
this new environment. Among the required capaéditthere is strategic communication,
security force assistance, stabilization operatideserring non-state actors while improving
traditional deterrence methods or countering hytiidats®.

The appointment of a French General as the SACdeasion which resulted from
France’s full integration to NATO’s military struge, has reinforced this attitude started by
General Mattis, so we will possibly see that tmelings of the MPF will be used as the basis
of current and future Allied military transformatioa more realistic, human-oriented and
flexible process aimed at adapting NATO’s militamgtruments to current and future threats.

“l Smith-Windsor, Brooke: “Hasten Slowly: NATO's Eéfs Based and Comprehensive Approach to
Operations: making sense of past and future preshe@tATO Defense CollegResearch Papeno. 38, Rome
(2008).

2 Mattis, James NAssessment of Effects Based Operatiemorandum for U.S. Joint Forces Command (14
August 2008)

“3 It is paradoxical that, from the perspective @& #iFCOM Commander, EBAO is invalidated for being\ily
technically-oriented, and, from the perspectiv&éALCT, because it had to adapt to NATO complexities.

* Hoffman, Frank G. (2007Conflict in the 21 Century: the rise of Hybrid Warérlington, Potomac Institute
for Policy Studies.
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4. Conclusions

Lacking a proper military strategy, the basis aé tiriginal Allied transformation was the
EBAO. This RMA-based concept was just theoretical eeal life experiments have proven
the Effects-Based Approacto warfare to be unsuccessful, but the Allianagd Bas no
substitute for it as its guiding principle.

Currently, the EBAO tends to be regarded as thdtamyl part of aComprehensive
Approach but its limitations are obvious since it is j@stheoretical construct and has no
practical use at all. The EBAO and its related thewere put into practice without
acknowledging the operating environment in whichwbuld have to develop. The
publication, in May 2009, of thMultiple Futures Projec{MPF) should be the first step in
allied military transformation.

The MPF has shown other challenges such as théhyleat. However, this document
is still not endorsed by the Alliance, and withdhis requisite, any action taken will not be
more than a mere investigation task. The conceptybfid threat must be accepted before
starting its development, determining its scope, #ntlis deemed valid, it should be included
in the 2010 NATO Strategic Concept. The arrivahdirench SACT may not only come with
new ideas but also may reach new agreements orfutttamentals, and in this sense
contribute to the attainment of the necessary ipalitsupport for the new transformational
concepts.

Another important aspect that should be taken sxtoount is that Allied defence
planning should have a solid concept for the empleyt of forces as a reference, comprising
from deterrence to humanitarian assistance. Ondh#ary, planning should not be made in a
vacuum because it will lack any intellectual amatsigic basis.

It seems evident that the development of the Afghianwill decisively affect NATO'’s
future and will determine its transformation. NABBould adopt a comprehensive approach
for the future. The concept for the employmentastés should be comprehensive and cannot
be the result of a sum of partial approaches.igdbntext the task of Allied transformation is
to serve as a guide, a guide for the future.
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