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This is a one-off, hardcopy special issue of NATO Review for 
the Riga Summit. Otherwise, NATO Review is an electronic 
magazine published four times a year on the NATO website 
at www.nato.int/review. This Riga Summit Special examines 
some of the major issues to be discussed by Allied leaders 
meeting in the Latvian capital on 28 and 29 November. In 
the first of two articles devoted to the central theme, NATO 
Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer outlines areas of 
special focus for the Summit and considers the way forward 
for NATO. Latvian President Vaira Vīķe-Freiberga sets 
out her vision for both NATO and Latvia. Pierre Lellouche, 
President of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly, outlines the 
challenges facing the Alliance.

The Summit takes place to the backdrop of NATO’s continuing 
transformation, which contributors to this special edition 
analyse from different perspectives. Sten Rynning of the 
University of Southern Denmark sees NATO transformation 
as going beyond military modernisation to include building 
new global partnerships. Admiral Giampaolo di Paola, Chief 
of Defence Staff of Italy, sees transformation as a response 
to the new security revolution. Diego Ruiz Palmer of NATO’s 
Operations Division looks at the enduring influence of 
operations on Alliance transformation. Mario Bartoli, NATO 
Deputy Assistant Secretary General for Armaments and 
Counterterrorism Technology Coordinator, outlines Alliance 
capability improvement programmes. Former NATO Assistant 
Secretary General for Defence Investment Robert Bell of 
Science Applications International Corporation examines 
the challenges of setting up the NATO Response Force, the 
Alliance’s vehicle for transformation which is expected to be 
fully operational by the time of the Summit. David Yost of the 
Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, California, analyses 
the issues surrounding missile defence.

In the interviews, General Lance Smith, Supreme 
Allied Commander Transformation, discusses military 
transformation and the role of his command within the 
Alliance, while General James Jones focuses on operational 
challenges and looks back at his achievements over the last 
four years as Supreme Allied Commander, Europe. In the 
debate, Rafael Bardají of the Fundación para el Análisis y 
los Estudios Sociales in Madrid and Daniel Keohane of the 
Centre for European Reform in London discuss whether 
homeland security should be a fundamental NATO mission. 
Patrick Stephenson of the University of Maryland in Europe 
looks at the Alliance’s expanding role. Allen Sens of the 
University of British Columbia argues in favour of broader 
NATO transformation.
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O n 28 and 29 November NATO Heads of State 
and Government will meet in Riga, the capital 
of Latvia. It is the first Summit in one of the 

countries that joined the Alliance in the last enlargement 
round of 2004. Nothing could illustrate more clearly the 
breathtaking changes that have happened in Europe over 
the last one and a half decades. 

Throughout that period of Europe’s political 
transformation, NATO has been transforming too, and 
acting as a catalyst of positive change. A brief look at 
NATO’s past Summits reveals how closely the Alliance’s 
evolution has been intertwined with Europe’s maturation 
into an undivided and democratic security zone. The 
London Summit of 1990 declared the Cold War over 
and offered a hand of friendship to the East. Rome 1991 

defined the contours of a new NATO, including a new 
Strategic Concept. Brussels 1994 gave this new NATO a 
more concrete agenda, including potential enlargement 
and new mechanisms for security cooperation throughout 
the entire Euro-Atlantic area. 

In 1997 we put the NATO-Russia relationship on a solid 
institutional foundation and the Madrid Summit of the 
same year issued invitations to three new members as 
well as reaching out to Ukraine. At Washington in 1999 
we codified much of our crisis management experience 
from the Balkans, and looked to the future with a new, 
much broader Strategic Concept which added crisis 
management and Partnership to NATO’s principal task 
of collective defence. At the 2002 Prague Summit seven 
additional countries were invited to join NATO, and the 
Organization changed even more substantially in order 
to cope with the new 21st century security challenges, 
especially terrorism. Finally, the 2004 Istanbul Summit 
reinforced NATO’s commitment to building peace in 
Afghanistan and opened a new chapter of cooperation 
with countries from the broader Middle East region. 
All these Summits moved NATO forward from a static 
Alliance into a dynamic agent of change. 

The Riga Summit will continue this tradition. Like previous 
summits, it will not have a single “showpiece”, but will 
advance NATO’s agenda in many critical areas. The 
Summit will focus on three “baskets” of work: political 
engagement, defence transformation, and operations. 
Let me say a few words about some of the principal topics 
in each of these baskets.

Political engagement

First, at Riga, there is the political “basket”. This includes 
enlargement, our partnerships, and a training initiative. 
NATO’s enlargement policy has already contributed 
significantly to spreading stability and security, especially 
through Central and Eastern Europe. At Riga, we will 

Reflections on the Riga Summit 
Jaap de Hoop Scheffer outlines the issues to be discussed in the Latvian capital.

Jaap de Hoop Scheffer is Secretary General of NATO.
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wish to emphasise our continued commitment to the 
open door policy and to further enlargement of the 
Alliance. I do not expect invitations to join the Alliance 
to be issued. However, Allies will encourage our three 
current membership aspirants, Albania, Croatia and the 
Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia*, to continue the 
efforts they are making to qualify for membership. And 
Allies will probably also announce their further responses 
to Ukraine’s, as well as to Georgia’s, declared interest in 
joining the Alliance.

NATO’s partnerships are another success story. We 
have been building links with non-member countries 
since the end of the Cold War. At Riga, we will seek 
to preserve the elements of our Partnership framework 
that work well, and at the same time make them even 
more valuable both for our Partners, and for the Alliance. 
And we shall look to build closer ties with 
selected countries such as Australia, New 
Zealand, South Korea and Japan. These 
countries share our values, and they 
share our security concerns. They have 
demonstrated an increasing readiness to 
assume security responsibilities beyond 
their own borders, and have expressed a 
desire to work more closely with NATO. 
Cooperating with such faraway partners 
will not turn NATO into a global policeman. 
It will, however, allow us to build global partnerships. 
And that is a key requirement for projecting stability.

We are also looking to further enhance our outreach to 
our partners in the Mediterranean Dialogue and Istanbul 
Cooperation Initiative. The idea of a NATO Training 
Initiative for the broader Middle East region has received 
widespread support and interest, as it would focus on a 
subject in which NATO has unrivalled expertise.

We must continue to strengthen the role of NATO as a 
forum for political dialogue as well. We need to foster a 
more forward-looking dialogue among the Allies. We must 
not limit ourselves to discussing immediate challenges 
related to current operations, but also look ahead. Indeed, 
no topic should be off limits. At NATO, we have made 
a good start. For example, we have been discussing 

issues such as the Middle East, support for African Union 
peacekeeping, and energy security. Over time, this will 
lead to a greater awareness of the crucial issues of our 
age, a precondition for any common approach.

Defence transformation

Heads of state and government will also want to ensure 
that NATO has the right capabilities to maximise our 
chances of success in these and future operations and 
missions. And this leads me to the second “basket” 
of work at Riga – defence transformation. Projecting 
stability requires forces that can react quickly, that 
can be deployed over long distances, and that can 
be sustained over a long period of time. And we need 
forces that are capable of performing both high intensity 
combat tasks and post-conflict reconstruction work. We 

have made good progress in developing 
such capabilities. The NATO Response 
Force, which should be fully operational 
by the time of the Riga Summit, will 
enable us to react to new challenges 
even more quickly. Several initiatives to 
enhance our capabilities in critical areas 
– such as air- and sealift, command and 
control, and logistics – have also yielded 
tangible results.

However, still more needs to be done if NATO is to 
meet the challenges ahead. That is why, at Riga, we 
will move beyond taking stock of the progress made 
so far, and also take a hard look at our force planning 
and force generation procedures to better match our 
political decisions and military commitments. We will 
also look at how to adapt our funding arrangements 
to make them fairer, so that nations can more easily 
commit to operations. All these steps will ensure that 
future missions can be better planned, equipped, and 
paid for. This will further strengthen our ability to deploy 
the right forces at the right time.

Operations

In the past, NATO’s main concern was to safeguard 
our member countries from foreign invasion or political 

We need to foster  

a more forward- 
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intimidation. Today, our security can be affected by 
developments that happen entirely within the borders 
of another country. Regional conflicts, terrorism, 
failed states and the proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction are challenges that do not lend themselves 
to the traditional, pre-planned and well-rehearsed 
military solutions of the Cold War. Nor can they be met 
with a purely reactive approach. We must defend against 
these new threats in an entirely new way by projecting 
stability. Territorial defence remains a core function, but 
we simply can no longer protect our security without 
addressing the potential risks and threats that arise far 
from our homes. Either we tackle 
these problems when and where 
they emerge, or they will end up on 
our doorstep.

This is the logic that lies at the 
heart of NATO’s operations. And 
these operations, from the Balkans 
to the Hindu Kush, are making a 
difference. If the Western Balkan 
countries are now at peace and 
on their way into the European 
mainstream, it is because the 
international community, and 
notably NATO, got engaged. 
And if the Afghan people are 
now again in control of their own future, it is because 
soldiers from NATO and partner nations provide the 
secure environment that is essential for rebuilding  
the country.

These operations are proof that engagement matters 
and that it produces tangible results. But NATO cannot 
rest on its laurels. Developments over the last few 
years have clearly shown that the demand for NATO 
is growing. If we want to be able to cope with these 
additional demands, we must push NATO’s adaptation 
further, building on our operational experience. At Riga, 
heads of state and government will consider the situation 
in Afghanistan, where NATO is being seriously tested. 
And they will also consider how NATO’s engagement 
can continue to contribute to the future of Kosovo after 
the Status Talks come to an end.

Beyond Riga

These are the key subjects for the Riga Summit this 
November but it would be wrong to think that they are 
the only issues on NATO’s plate. The Alliance’s overall 
agenda is even broader. Independent of the Summit, 
we will continue to work closely with Russia and look to 
deepen this essential relationship even further. And we 
continue to work towards establishing closer ties with 
other institutions, notably the EU and the UN, as well as 
with non-governmental organisations. Cooperation on 
the ground is working relatively well, but we need greater 

cooperation at the institutional level, 
so that we all work to the same 
end, complementing and mutually 
reinforcing our individual activities.

Conclusion

In an increasingly small and 
interdependent world, equating 
security with the security of one’s 
own territory clearly is much too 
narrow a definition of national 
interest. If there is to be any 
semblance of order and security 
in today’s world, the transatlantic 
community must accept the 

responsibility to act where this is required whether the 
issue is to prevent terrorism or to provide humanitarian 
relief. It is this understanding of security that has 
inspired NATO’s evolution since the end of the Cold 
War. This evolution will continue, along the lines that I 
have just outlined with new capabilities, more dialogue, 
more partners, new ties to other institutions, and, 
eventually, new members. The Riga Summit will be a 
focal point for these efforts. It will be another strong 
demonstration that NATO is meeting the challenge  
of change. 

 For more on the upcoming Riga Summit,  
see NATO’s web module, ‘The Road to Riga’, at  
www.nato.int/riga
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A 
s President of Latvia, I express my appreciation 
to the member states of the NATO Alliance for 
the trust and confidence that they have placed 

in my country, which will be hosting the upcoming NATO 
Summit in Riga in November. This will be the first such 
meeting since NATO’s Heads of State and Government 
gathered in Istanbul in June 2004. Latvia looks forward 
to hosting the Riga Summit, which will seek to solidify 
the transformation of the organisation into a structure 
that can meet today’s security challenges.

When Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania regained their 
independence in 1991, they faced an uncertain future 
and had to undertake difficult social, political and 
economic reforms, as did their Central and Eastern 
European neighbours. Two years ago, the three Baltic 

States and four other European countries attained one 
of their principal foreign policy objectives, namely, full 
membership in the world’s most successful defence 
alliance. Given the immense challenges that needed 
to be overcome, it is most gratifying to see the great 
progress that these countries have made in such a 
relatively short time. NATO membership is now providing 
an unprecedented level of security that Latvia and her 
neighbours have never achieved in the past. 

This positive turn of events, however, was far from 
becoming a certainty in the early 1990s. As the Euro-
Atlantic community contemplated the implications of 
the collapse of the Soviet Union, it was unclear which 
of the emerging democracies of Central and Eastern 
Europe would be integrated into the European Union 
and NATO. The perception that the Cold War division of 
Europe should be perpetuated in a changed form, with 
a ‘red line’ drawn to create a buffer or ‘grey zone’ in the 
east, was not how the Baltic countries viewed the future 
of the continent. Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania firmly 
believed that the legacy of Yalta could not stand as the 
basis for a new Europe. These three countries played 
an important role in helping the Alliance’s leaders to 
overcome any surviving attachment to this outdated 
conception of world affairs. The upcoming Summit in 
Riga symbolises the emergence of a new Europe, free 
of artificial and unfounded dividing lines.

NATO’s member states agreed in the mid-1990s that 
if the peace and stability that Western Europe had 
enjoyed since the end of the Second World War was 
to be preserved and extended to the whole of the 
continent, then one of the pillars of this stability, the 
Transatlantic Alliance, would have to be enlarged toward 
the east. NATO initiated the Partnership for Peace in 
1994 as a means of bringing Europe’s newly emerging 
democracies closer to the Alliance. Needless to say, 
Latvia seized the opportunity to join this initiative. At 
the time, Latvia was in the early stages of rebuilding its 

Reflecting in Riga 
Dr Vaira Vīķe-Freiberga looks forward to the NATO Summit in Riga.

Her Excellency Dr Vaira Vīķe-Freiberga is President  
of Latvia.
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armed forces. Unlike the Central European countries, 
which had to restructure their existing militaries by 
downsizing them, Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania had to 
start from the bottom up. Despite the challenges this 
presented, Latvia has participated in peacekeeping 
operations in the Balkans since 1996. 

Latvia understood from the start that membership in 
NATO could not possibly mean becoming merely a 
passive consumer of security, but that it meant assuming 
responsibility for actively contributing to the Alliance’s 
collective security. Latvia has taken this responsibility very 
seriously. It continues to participate in NATO’s operations 
in Kosovo and Bosnia and Herzegovina, and plans to 
increase its participation in the International Security 
Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan. Latvia is also 
taking part in NATO’s training initiative 
for Iraq and is a coalition member of 
Operation Iraqi Freedom. When the 
time came to discuss the enlargement 
of the Alliance in Prague in 2002, Latvia 
wanted to have earned the right to be 
invited to join and was aptly rewarded 
with an accession invitation. 

Now, as a full NATO member state, 
Latvia strongly believes that the 
Alliance must continue to abide by 
its founding principles of collective 
security and collective defence, namely Article 5 of 
the Washington Treaty. This deeply ingrained sense of 
collective solidarity among NATO’s member states forms 
the very foundations upon which the Alliance is based. 
In this context, Latvia deeply appreciates the NATO air 
patrols that are now being conducted over the territory 
of the three Baltic countries, territory that now forms an 
integral part of NATO’s airspace. 

In all the decades of its existence, NATO has provided 
Europeans with the security to create and to expand a 
common economic and political community. The promise 
of living in such a prosperous and secure environment 
also beckons other countries to the east and south of 
the Alliance’s borders. Latvia firmly believes that the 
Alliance must keep its doors open to those nations that 

have embarked on the path to democracy and that prove 
themselves capable of meeting NATO’s accession 
requirements. The goal of a Europe whole, free and 
at peace has not yet been achieved in full. In Riga, the 
Alliance’s leaders should provide appropriate signals to 
the aspirant countries of Albania, Croatia and the former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia*. The Alliance should 
also continue to foster closer relations with other potential 
members, such as Montenegro, Serbia and Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, for positive developments in these 
countries will most certainly facilitate the projection of 
stability beyond the Alliance’s current borders. Significant 
encouragement should be given to Georgia and Ukraine 
in their commitment to pursue deep-seated reforms by 
offering them enhanced forms of partnership tailored 
to the specific needs and readiness of each country. In 

addition, the Alliance should maintain 
a constructive working relationship 
with Russia, which continues to play a 
crucial role in international affairs.

While NATO’s relations with Russia – 
the Alliance’s former adversary – have 
improved dramatically during the past 
two decades, the security environment 
that confronts the world today has 
become far more complex than it 
was during the Cold War. We now 
face new eruptions of violence in the 

form of regional and intra-state conflicts, as well as the 
continuing threat of international terrorism. These new 
issues require new methods to be dealt with effectively. 

For one, international mediating efforts will have to 
continue in earnest to resolve the intractable conflicts 
that have plagued the Middle Eastern region for decades. 
This promises to be no easy task, with the added 
difficulty presented by a resurgent Iran that is determined 
to acquire advanced nuclear capabilities. Poverty and 
disease must also be addressed on a global scale, for 
despite the rapid economic growth that has occurred 
in many countries, the pace of development has been 
unevenly spread across the continents, with potentially 
dire consequences for human security worldwide. The 
deep sense of injustice felt by millions of people who 
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are directly affected by one or more of these pressing 
issues is fuelling the radicalism that drives terrorists to 
kill innocent civilians on an indiscriminate basis.

There have also been other changes in the international 
system since the end of the Cold War, in that concerns 
about national sovereignty or territorial integrity are 
sometimes outweighed by concerns for human security. 
Such concerns have been occasioned by the international 
community’s increasing focus on the observance of 
human rights and pose a variety of dilemmas for the 
international state system. How must the international 
community respond when genocide and crimes against 
humanity are committed? There is a broad consensus 
that action should be taken, but it is not always clear 
under what authority, by what means, and to what extent. 
This uncertainty too often leads to 
paralysis and inaction in the face 
of ongoing bloodshed. Under such 
circumstances, NATO is faced with 
a stark choice: to strictly observe its 
original mandate or to venture further 
afield, recognising that its assets and 
capabilities are unique and realising 
that their use could make a difference 
in the resolution of armed conflicts. 

The Alliance has established that it  
can make a contribution to peace-
making, peacekeeping and post-conflict reconstruction. 
It has done so in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the former 
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia*, Kosovo, Afghanistan 
and to a lesser extent, in Iraq. But in order to be 
maximally effective in its operations, NATO requires 
military forces that are mobile and capable of containing 
armed hostilities. The Alliance’s members have 
therefore pledged to create a NATO Response Force 
capable of being sent to any destination on short notice. 
We expect that this force, composed of some 25 000 
military personnel, will be declared operational at the 
Riga Summit. 

NATO has established cooperative relationships 
of various intensity with countries as diverse as 
Sweden, Finland, Australia and Japan – as well 

as countries in North Africa and Asia. These non-
NATO members have displayed a genuine interest 
in making a meaningful contribution to world stability 
and peace. The enhancement of NATO’s partnerships 
with these countries will also be on the agenda at the  
Riga Summit. 

In Afghanistan, NATO has undertaken to provide the 
requisite security forces while the government rebuilds 
its capacity to provide security for the population. The 
Alliance will expand its operations to the whole of the 
country and assist other international organisations 
in the reconstruction of the Afghan countryside. The 
Alliance will undoubtedly reaffirm its commitment to 
Afghanistan’s renewal at the Riga Summit.

Clearly, NATO cannot and should not 
operate in every place where armed 
conflicts arise. But NATO should 
continue to provide its input in those 
cases where it can be of real value, as 
with the provision of humanitarian relief 
to thousands of earthquake victims in 
Pakistan in 2005. There is no doubt 
that NATO’s contribution to global  
stability and peace stands as an 
essential element in the international 
order. In Riga, NATO’s Heads of State 
and Government will discuss how to 

further improve NATO’s cooperation with other influential 
international organisations, including the European 
Union, the Organization for Security and Co-operation 
in Europe and the United Nations. 

Latvia is looking forward to welcoming its guests at the 
Riga Summit. As the host nation of this important event, 
Latvia will continue to do everything it can to strengthen 
NATO, the pillar of the transatlantic community. 

 For more on Latvia’s preparations for the Riga 
Summit, visit the host nation’s web site at  
www.rigasummit.lv
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Challenges

Where’s NATO headed?
Pierre Lellouche offers his thoughts ahead of the Riga Summit.

D 
uring my tenure as President of the 
NATO Parliamentary Assembly – a body 
independent from the Alliance itself as 

legislative and executive bodies should be – I have 
worked hard in improving the Assembly’s work and 
in developing its reach so as to gradually transform 
an originally limited role as a consultative forum for 
national parliamentarians into a tool for “democratic 
control” within NATO. I believe the parliamentarians 
in the Assembly have a crucial role to play, as they 
do in the Council of Europe or the Organization for 
Security and Co-operation in Europe. Not only are 
parliamentarians responsible for voting defence 
budgets in their national Parliaments, they also 
support both the enlargement process through 
ratification of the accession protocols to the 
Washington Treaty and national troops deployment 
in peace-making or peace-building operations 
under the UN or NATO flag. 

In addition, NATO parliamentarians discuss 
questions in a climate of friendship and fair debate 
that is often more free and open than at NATO 
itself. The Assembly can also place new issues on 
the agenda of our Committee meetings or Plenary 
sessions, often well before they are discussed by the 
North Atlantic Council. For example, there has been 
a lot of talk in recent years over how the Alliance 
should best keep its relevance. I have no doubt that 
NATO parliamentarians can and will make valuable 
contributions to this debate. The Riga Summit in 
November will constitute a unique opportunity to 

continue this dialogue with NATO Heads of State 
and Government. 

The state of the Alliance

NATO’s position today is a paradox. On the one hand, 
the Alliance has survived the geopolitical revolution 
caused by the end of the Soviet threat. Our Alliance 
has played a fundamental role in consolidating 
peace, for example on the European continent by 
a decisive contribution to settling conflicts in the 
Balkans and by its highly effective commitment to 
combating terrorism, particularly in Afghanistan. 

At the same time, the Alliance has provided itself 
with new capabilities such as the NATO Response 
Force. The Alliance has also successfully developed 
partnerships with the European Union in its security 
and defence dimension, as we see in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, and on another level with Russia, 
Ukraine and other members of the Partnership for 
Peace. The Alliance remains extremely attractive 
to many: waves of enlargement in 1999 and 2004 
helped to eliminate divisions in Europe by bringing 
in former adversaries from the Warsaw Pact and 
nations freed from Soviet domination. 

Still other candidate countries have clearly shown 
their willingness to join the Euro-Atlantic community 
of values and have embarked upon the necessary 
reforms with determination. I am convinced that 
we must give these countries more assistance, en-
couragement and support because their accession 
will help to reinforce the stability of the European 
continent. At our May 2006 session in Paris, our 
Assembly reaffirmed that the door of the Alliance 
remains open to those democracies able and willing 
to accept the obligations of membership, in particular 
with regard to the aspirations previously expressed 
by Ukraine and, more recently, by Georgia.

Pierre Lellouche is President of the NATO Parlia-
mentary Assembly and a member of the French 
Parliament. The views of delegates to or officials of 
the NATO Parliamentary Assembly do not represent 
official NATO policy. There is no formal link between 
NATO and the NATO Parliamentary Assembly and  
the two organisations act as entirely distinct entities.
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On the other hand, the future of the Alliance seems 
in many ways unclear. Fifteen years after the end  
of the Cold War, the raison d’être of our organisation 
is an open question. Is NATO still, as Chancellor 
Angela Merkel said in February 2006 in Munich, “the 
primary venue” for discussing Allied security issues? 
Should it become a “NATO with global partners”,  
as NATO Secretary General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer 
said at the most recent Munich Conference on 
Security Policy? Should it “go global” to the extent  
that it would welcome countries such as Japan, 
Australia or Israel as full members, as recently 
suggested by the former Spanish President, José 
Maria Aznar? Or should the Alliance be made 
secondary to ad hoc coalitions of the willing,  

to which Donald Rumsfeld, the American Defense 
Secretary, referred to in his famous formula  
“the mission determines the coalition”? In the 
immediate aftermath of September 11, the Alliance 
was used neither in Afghanistan nor in Iraq. 
Some commentators wonder about the solidity of  
the Alliance and its capacity for joint action in the 
event of a new major international crisis in, for 
example, Iran. 

In addition, there are weaknesses and pending 
issues on the European side, increased by the 
negative result of the constitutional referendum 
in France and the Netherlands last year, which 
abruptly stopped the political integration process 

Challenges

Moving forwards: The debate on NATO’s future continues
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within the European Union. To date, one can hardly 
see any European military power emerging, given 
that together the 25 EU member countries spend  
40 per cent of what America spends on defence and 
are capable of lining up 10 per cent of the projection 
capabilities of American forces. More than ever, 
Europe is torn between three groups of countries: 
neutrals who stick to their neutrality status even 
after the end of the Cold War; “euro-atlanticists” 
who favour the pillar approach within NATO; and 
“euro-gaullists” who aim to build up Europe as a 
counterweight to US power and global dominance. 

Furthermore, a measure of “enlargement fatigue” 
that is now obvious in the European Union (i.e. 
Turkey and Ukraine) and within NATO, with, for 
example, the coolness shown 
by some European governments 
towards Georgia’s candidature.  
More than ever, NATO is in clear 
need of a fundamental reassess-
ment of its raison d’être, its long-
term goals and the balance between 
its American and European poles. 
Such a reassessment should be a 
primary focus of the discussions in 
Riga, where, in my view, heads of 
state and government should agree 
to launch a “wise men‘s group report” 
on this question and others of central importance to  
the Alliance.

The challenges ahead

The first challenge is clear and simple: in order for our 
values to prevail, democracies have to stay united in 
this dangerous world. The distressing experiences 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Afghanistan and es-
pecially Iraq have given us a wealth of lessons to 
contemplate on both sides of the Atlantic. America 
alone cannot do everything, and neither can the 
Europeans. My deeply-held conviction is that a 
strong transatlantic link remains both in Europe’s and  
America’s best interests. However, in order to ensure 
the continuation of a robust and meaningful alliance, 

two conditions must be met: on the American side, 
there must be a clear commitment to accept not just 
consultations, but joint decision-making in central 
strategic questions. This means encouraging rather 
than opposing European defence integration. The 
second condition is that European defence inte-
gration should not be conceived in opposition to the 
US but as a contribution to Euro-Atlantic security. This 
calls for a truly ambitious partnership that requires 
Europeans to make sustained defence efforts more 
along the lines of those made by the United Kingdom 
or France, by far the leading European Allies in terms 
of current defence spending. 

The second challenge concerns terrorism and 
proliferation. From New York to Washington, from 

Madrid to London, and from Amman 
to Sharm el Sheikh, terrorism has 
continued unabated in recent years, 
and the latest declarations by  
al-Qaida leaders prove that we  
should expect nothing and negotiate 
nothing with those who show 
contempt for human life. The most 
dreadful danger lies ahead where 
terrorism and proliferation meet 
– what my friend André Glucksmann 
calls the “collision between 
Auschwitz and Hiroshima”. During 

what I would call the first nuclear age – the era of 
MAD (Mutually Assured Destruction) – protecting 
populations was believed to be destabilising insofar 
as it weakened deterrence. In today’s world, it is 
impossible to expect that nuclear deterrence will 
deter terrorists, and it is equally unreasonable not to 
take all necessary steps to protect our populations.

NATO countries need, therefore, to significantly 
enhance their response capabilities in terms of civil 
emergency planning and coordination. At the same 
time, NATO countries should accelerate international 
cooperation in order to prevent trafficking in fissile 
materials and to dismantle terrorist networks. They 
should also come forward with new initiatives aimed 
at preventing proliferation, like the one outlined on 

We have the obligation 

to support the values of 

the Alliance, particularly 

in nations that have 

chosen to embark on the 

democratic path
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19 September in Vienna by former US Senator Sam 
Nunn that would create an international nuclear fuel 
bank under the auspices of IAEA, thus depriving 
potential proliferators of a convenient pretext to 
start enrichment activities. Only by taking these 
challenges seriously will we be able to reduce 
significantly the potentially lethal threat they pose 
to western civilisation and to our very existence. 

Our third challenge is to set right our relations 
with the Muslim world, the next-door neighbour of 
the Atlantic Alliance. One of NATO’s oldest Allies, 
Turkey, has a Muslim majority, and Turkey’s role 
for strengthening the Alliance’s southern flank can 
hardly be overestimated. The Alliance is also present 
in theatres of operations such as Bosnia, Kosovo 
and Afghanistan whose populations are partly or 
majority Muslim. Rather than an alleged clash of 

civilisations between East and West, I believe we 
are witnessing a fight within the Muslim world itself 
between those radicals who are trying to misuse an 
anti-western interpretation of the Islamic religion in 
order to advance their own political agendas (what 
I have called “green fascism”) and those moderate 
or secular Muslims who are trying to reconcile the 
Islamic world with modernity. NATO nations cannot 
remain indifferent to the outcome of this fight.

Afghanistan today is a test case for the Alliance 
that incorporates, to varying degrees, all three 
challenges outlined above. A failure of the NATO 
operation there would not only mean a dramatic 
setback for democracy and secularism in the 
Muslim world, but would also encourage fanatics 
and Jihadist movements worldwide. All our efforts 
should therefore be mobilised to defeat the Taliban 

The road ahead: Postcard issued by the NATO Summit Latvia Task Force 
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and stabilise the country. Let us be clear: much 
more needs to be done in terms of force generation 
and “boots on the ground” to guarantee success. 

Another challenge is to resolve the “frozen” conflicts 
of Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Nagorno-Karabakh or 
Transdnestria. The President of Georgia, Mikhail 
Saakashvili, and his counterpart from Azerbaijan, 
Ilham Aliyev, both addressed our Spring Session 
in Paris. We also had a useful exchange of views 
with our Russian colleagues from the Duma in 
a joint seminar held in Sochi last June. NATO 
should encourage all parties involved to intensify 
their efforts, in good faith, to bring about peaceful 
settlements to these disputes in accordance with 
international law and recognised OSCE principles. 
At the same time, any attempts to make use of these 
conflicts in order to bring South Caucasus nations 
back into rival “areas of influence” are doomed to 
fail. On the contrary, a clear prospect for NATO 
membership would in turn help solve these conflicts 
by reinforcing democracy, economic growth, and 
the rule of law. Our governments should stand ready 
to contribute on the ground, in close cooperation 
with other institutions such as the EU, the UN or the 
OSCE, to any peace-support operation that might 
be launched.

Last, but not least, the Alliance needs to invest in 
consolidating democracy. This is the case today 
with Georgia, a country that clearly deserves 
our support. Our Assembly passed a resolution 
during the Spring Session calling for the Alliance 
to start an “Intensified Dialogue” with Georgia on 
membership issues “as soon as possible”, and we 
were heartened when our governments formally 
initiated this dialogue last September. I would 
agree that an intensified dialogue towards NATO 
membership is “a path, not a given”, but we shall 
not spare our efforts to ensure that, on that path, 
Georgia can count on the determined support of 
our democracies. 

In Ukraine, NATO parliamentarians who monitored 
the recent Ukrainian legislative elections in March 

2006 were impressed by the political maturity shown 
by the Ukrainian people. NATO should support 
efforts to ensure that the democratic achievements 
of the “Orange Revolution” are not wasted as a 
result of political in-fighting and corruption scandals. 
Another question will be whether the Ukrainian 
people will be in a position to choose freely their 
own security arrangements – as they are entitled to 
do under OSCE agreements. 

This leads me to my biggest cause of concern in 
this part of the world. If the progress of democracy 
can be contagious, then reaction can be too. For 
many years, the NPA has tried to establish normal 
relations with Russian counterparts by debating 
with our Russian colleagues from the Duma in 
the NATO-Russia Commission, the Parliamentary 
equivalent of the NATO-Russia Council. We cannot 
fail to notice the increasingly anti-democratic 
and anti-western tone of statements made by our 
Russian colleagues, something that mirrors what 
has been described as a growing “values gap”. And 
while the rhetoric is deteriorating, there has also 
been a worrying divergence of interests on a wide 
range of issues affecting Russia’s domestic and 
foreign policy, including the lack of an independent 
judiciary, attacks on freedom of the press, growing 
concerns over energy security, the Iranian nuclear 
issue and Moscow’s attempts to re-establish its 
influence – often in a very brutal manner – over its 
former empire.

It is time for us to wake up and face the facts, however 
unpleasant they may be. We must now develop a 
common strategy as to how we can best promote 
and support democracy, in and around Russia, in 
order to reduce these tensions. We shall not forget 
that NATO was founded in 1949 as an Alliance 
based on democratic values, and we have the moral 
obligation to support those values, particularly in 
those nations that have chosen to embark on the 
democratic path. As in the past, we will have to face 
new challenges, fight battles, and win. 
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Transformation

N 
ATO’s death has been foretold many times 
following the end of the Cold War and with 
even greater frequency following the debacle 

provoked by the 2003 Iraq war. The writers of NATO 
obituaries are not in agreement on the causes of death 
– which range from power asymmetries to diverging 
world views across the Atlantic – but they agree that 
NATO, while lingering on, is effectively dead. 

As Mark Twain would have put it, these reports of 
NATO’s death are greatly exaggerated. Since the turn 
of the century, Alliance decision-makers have learned 
to recognise and act within the constraints within 
which the Alliance must operate if it is to survive. This 
is significant. In the late 1990s, political ambition and 
reality clashed in Kosovo, producing NATO’s worst 
post-Cold War crisis. Now NATO is preparing for the 
Riga Summit that will continue the investments made 
since the 2002 Prague Summit of Allied leaders on 
NATO’s transformation into a 21st century alliance. 
Today, ambitions are aligning with reality and NATO is 
on track for renewal.

Aligning ambition with reality

The intervention in Kosovo in 1999 displayed several 
symptoms of malaise within the Alliance and it is 
in the reaction of the Allies to this intervention that 
we discover the reasons why NATO is headed for 
renewal. NATO’s intervention in Kosovo developed 
into an unexpectedly prolonged low-intensity air war, 
causing the Allies to disagree about NATO strategy, the  
United States to conclude that military campaigns 

must be run outside the collective bodies of NATO, 
and European Allies to support the European Union’s  
new security and defence policy (ESDP). 

The intervention represented the culmination of almost 
a decade of political flirtation with the ambition of 
“unity” in various guises: Europe must be whole and 
free, the democratic community must be enlarged, 
NATO must act as one, and NATO must embody 
and in its actions represent universal democratic 
and humanitarian values. Moreover, in the absence 
of a strategic threat, these impulses and ambitions 
naturally resulted in the effort to make NATO a 
collective security organisation for the European 
region. Kosovo was just this test case: NATO acted 
without a UN mandate and laid claim to legitimacy in  
universal values. 

Reality then intervened. The Allies discovered not 
only that they were not ready to really fight for these 
values (hence the absence of a ground war) but 
also that values are no substitute for politics and the 
interests they generate (hence the controversies within 
NATO and notably also with Russia). These lessons 
inspired a change of pace in NATO. The preparations 
for the 2002 Prague Summit, the summit itself, and 
the transformation agenda that will now be updated 
in Riga, represent an alignment of ambition with 
reality. The starting point is not the ambition to act 
in unity but the need to craft an Alliance that stands 
united but acts flexibly in coalitions driven by interests  
and capabilities. 

There are already positive signs of change: the NATO 
Response Force, capping off the new force structure 
focused on ready and deployable forces; the slimming 
of the command structure and investments made 
in mobile headquarters below the level of strategic 
command; and the new political focus on asymmetric 

Sten Rynning is Associate Professor in the Depart-
ment of Political Science of the University of Southern 
Denmark. He is the author of NATO Renewed: The 
Power and Purpose of Transatlantic Cooperation 
(Palgrave 2005).

Sten Rynning looks at what choices the Alliance must make if it is to renew itself.
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threats arising from outside the European region. They 
signal that NATO means business when it chooses 
to make an issue its business, and they ensure that 
Allies who choose to cooperate in particular missions 
will be able to do so. NATO is an alliance of choice, 

which is to say that there 
is nothing inevitable about 
its renewal. It will happen if 
decision-makers make the 
right choices. Happily for 
NATO, they have.

Alliances and coalitions

Critics will point out that 
coalitions undermine the 
Alliance because in the 
absence of shared risks, 
alliances come apart. This 
is allegedly what happened 
in the Iraq war of 2003. The 
United States pursued its 
controversial policy of “the 
mission must determine the 
coalition” to the point where 
NATO almost renounced 
on its treaty commitment. 
Specifically, when Turkey in 
early 2003 requested security 
consultations – an inherent 
right under Article 4 – France, 
Belgium, and Germany 
sensed an American attempt 
behind this request to unlock 
stalemated diplomacy and  
garner international sup-
port via NATO’s treaty 
commitments. These allies 
therefore resisted NATO 
consultations in order not 
to prejudice UN Security 
Council deliberations. It took 
diplomatic ingenuity to reach 
a compromise in those heated 
days of February 2003. 

The Iraq debacle was serious, in particular because 
it reflected neglect on the part of the Alliance leader, 
the United States, of the value of its allies. Partly a 
reflection of the lessons of Kosovo, partly inspired by 

On track for renewal: With the Cold War well in the past, NATO’s ambitions are now aligning 
with reality 
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currents of assertive nationalism and neo-conservatism 
running through the George W. Bush administration at 
this time, American policy failed to appeal to NATO as 
an alliance and sometimes verged on the disdainful.

Students of Realpolitik, so-called realists, see in this 
affair the outcome of power asymmetry and the unhappy 
effects of unbalanced power. Such power invites 
excessive policy, they argue, and will do great damage 
to both the great power itself and the institutions it has 
engendered. The realists have a point but NATO is not 
finished for this reason: American power is in a strict 
military sense unrivalled but in broader political terms it 
is not. Nation-building in Afghanistan and Iraq is proving 
so strenuous that any hope of success resides in a 
sustained collective effort to achieve it. Moreover, the 
new policy of shaping coalitions to undertake particular 
missions has proven to be controversial in part because 
of the abrupt manner in which it was introduced, but  
it is nevertheless the appropriate policy  
for NATO. 

The alternative to this new use of coalition-
building would be to ask for NATO unity in 
all missions, but that brings us back to the 
1990s and the danger of hiding the reality 
of diverging interests behind the grand but 
hollow ambition of unity. The fact of the 
matter is that in today’s environment of asymmetrical 
and unpredictable threats, national caveats are not 
about to go away and if NATO is to survive, it must 
enable coalitions.

The key to reconciling the Alliance with coalition-building 
resides in a sustained strategic dialogue touching on all 
relevant issues, in the absence of any artificial restriction. 
Such a dialogue will serve to clarify strategic interests 
and prepare decision-making. It will notably help the 
Allies bargain among themselves: the Allies standing 
ready to form a coalition that satisfies their perceived 
interests will bargain to get the support of NATO as 
a whole because they know that down the road they 
will need it. The other Allies will bargain because it will 
provide them with an opportunity to shape the coalition 
without participating in it. In short, NATO as an alliance 

can enable coalitions by clarifying strategic interests 
and providing a setting for bargaining.

Such a strategic dialogue has been in the making 
since early 2005, when the former German Chancellor 
Gerhard Schröder gave impetus to the idea and when 
NATO leaders subscribed to it, and it is now on the 
agenda for the Riga Summit. It is a question of choosing 
strategic primacy or a secondary role for NATO, in the 
words of Chancellor Angela Merkel, and it should be 
considered NATO’s most urgent summit concern.

Best option

Some would argue that NATO should be replaced by 
or rather transformed into a new two-pillar partnership 
between the United States and the European Union. The  
idea is not far-fetched because European integration 
is advanced and Europeans have interests in Europe’s 

near-abroad that the United States  
does not necessarily share. A two-pillar 
structure would bring to life the dumb- 
bell design originally envisaged in the 
1940s by George Kennan, but which has 
been frustrated by NATO’s dominance in 
European security matters since 1949.

The EU attracts widespread allegiance 
and has policy advantages compared to NATO, notably 
in the domain of civilian reconstruction. Yet the EU is no 
alternative to NATO. In today’s security environment, 
both organisations face the same challenge – adding 
flexible coalitions to strategic dialogue. In fact, NATO 
may be further advanced than the EU in meeting this 
challenge because it is a less complex organisation. 

Still, the EU is advancing in the direction of flexibility 
with its effort to introduce majority voting (still very 
circumscribed, admittedly) and develop the concept of 
framework nations. If the EU halts this development in 
the name of national sovereignty, unanimity, unity or 
something else, it will lose out. Moreover, if it wants to 
be a player in the world of 21st century security policy, 
it must keep moving in the direction charted by NATO: 
devising methods for the coordination of strategic 

A number of factors 

make NATO’s 

renewal possible, but 

trend is not destiny
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policies and enabling coalitions to emerge from within 
the collective framework.

There is no need to suspect that the EU will be superior 
to NATO in this new environment. NATO builds on two 
formidable pillars: a shared sense of purpose related 
to the values inherent in the treaty’s preamble, and 
clear leadership related to the superior power of the 
United States. The EU may build on a similar shared 
sense of purpose but it has no mechanism for providing 
leadership in security policy. The EU may one day 
acquire the strategic culture and integrated political 
institutions to deliver leadership but recent controversies 
related to the constitutional treaty, enlargement, and 
economic rejuvenation reveal that if it happens, it will 
happen only in the long run.

The way ahead

A number of factors make NATO’s renewal possible, 
but trend is not destiny. Decision-makers must still 
make the right choices and invest in them. 

One item on the agenda is military modernisation, an 
obvious priority but also an on-going concern in an 
alliance. Money is one dimension of modernisation 
because Allies must pay for new forces and must devise 
ways of footing the bill in collective engagements. 
Common funding is therefore on the Riga agenda 
but it may be appropriate to apply this formula only to 
missions that involve all Allies; coalitions supported 
by NATO might usefully operate according to the old 
formula of “costs lie where they fall”.

New global partnerships are on the agenda as well, 
reflecting NATO’s interest in facilitating cooperation with 
those countries that join NATO in concrete missions. The 
idea to reach out to like-minded nations wherever they 
may be and simultaneously rationalise the Alliance’s 
toolbox of partnerships is sound and should be adopted. 
However, NATO would do well to distinguish carefully 
between partnership and membership. There is a 
temptation to at least “signal” prospective membership 
to new members of the family of democracies, but the 
temptation should be resisted. One of NATO’s pillars 

was a shared sense of purpose and it emerges not 
only from formal institutions (a system of democracy) 
but from the way in which history, culture and politics 
have moulded the Atlantic community. 

This community has limits and enlarging NATO beyond 
them will seriously impact on the Alliance’s good 
health. A big NATO will lose its sense of purpose and 
become a coalition toolbox, most often in the service of 
the hegemon, the United States. It will then be a matter 
of time before NATO is challenged by more closely knit 
organisations. The EU might do it, provided it does 
not enlarge to the point where it loses its own sense  
of purpose. 

On the other hand, a NATO built on the Atlantic 
community would maintain its sense of purpose and 
thus anchor coalitions in a real Alliance. Enlargement 
should therefore not go beyond the point where the 
old Atlantic community could dominate NATO. A few 
Balkan countries might still join the Alliance but the 
admission of Ukraine, Georgia and others would mark 
a turning point.

NATO would also do well to ponder the role of its 
strategic dialogue. This dialogue should not concern 
the mechanistic exchange of national views and 
doctrines in the hope that these can be coordinated. 
It must define an Atlantic vision of global order that 
builds on partnerships between NATO and not only 
other democracies but also the major powers of the 
international system. 

The right choices are thus not easy – they involve money, 
the Alliance’s geographic borders, and strategic vision 
– but they can ensure NATO’s continued renewal. 

Transformation
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Transforming our vision  
of security 

A 
lthough history continuously evolves, 
occasionally the pace of evolutionary change 
is so great that evolution becomes revolution, 

a phenomenon that changes well-established 
situations in an unpredictable, deep and irreversible 
manner. Throughout the centuries, evolution and 
revolution have characterised security scenarios, 
security concepts and the nature of conflicts. During 
the modern era, examples of revolutions with a military 
character include:

•	 the building of nation-states after the Treaty of 
Westphalia;

•	 the Napoleonic wars, when the confrontation 
between armies switched to a confrontation between 
nations;

•	 the so-called industrialisation of warfare during 
World War I; and

•	 the introduction of atomic weapons at the end 
of World War II, which resulted in the paradox 
of a conflict made impossible by the extreme 
consequences of its own effects (Mutually Assured 
Destruction).

Revolutions in the security environment share 
many common characteristics. First of all, they are 
characterised by an incubation period and by an often 
spectacular event, which is recognised – usually at a 
later stage – as the event that triggered the revolution. A 
second characteristic is the changing drivers which, in 
almost every revolution, are political, social, economic 

and technological and only partly military. Finally, one of 
the most complex aspects is the fact that not everything 
changes during a revolutionary phase: Many elements 
undergo major changes, while others do not change at 
all. The risk for those facing the revolutionary process 
lies in being unable to recognise, until it is too late, 
which elements are changing and which are not.

Experience is a winning tool during periods of evolution. 
On the other hand, during a revolutionary phase, 
experience could prove to be not only a restraint, but 
could also lead to incorrect and dangerous evaluations 
due to the fact that it focuses more on conservation 
than on innovation. What was validated by experience 
during past revolutionary times may no longer be valid. 
It is therefore essential to act bravely, taking risks in  
the face of rapidly changing circumstances.

When a revolution involves the security environment, 
life becomes very complicated and difficult. To 
rapidly modify risk perception, to redefine well-known 
reference points, to produce coherent new strategies 
across government and to provide proper responses 
to all manner of threats are all difficult tasks for 
governments or organisations. Even the most complex 
or comprehensive of organisations would struggle to 
avoid making wrong choices or getting bogged down 
in details.

Drivers of change

We are currently living in one of these revolutionary 
periods in the wake of the September 11 terrorist 
attacks on the United States, an act that will remain 
known in history and in our collective memory 
as the event that initiated and characterised the  
new revolution.

Admiral Giampaolo di Paola is the Chief of Defence 
Staff of Italy. This article is based on his presentation 
to the Royal United Services Institute conference, 
NATO Transformation: Towards the Riga Summit and 
Beyond, held in London on 20-21 July 2006.

Admiral Giampaolo di Paola gives an Italian view of transformation.
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The causes, like those of other revolutions, are very 
complex and can be found in the drivers that are 
changing the world:
•	 the increasing gap between the developed and 

the underdeveloped world, which is causing an 
increasingly deep global divide between those with 
good prospects for increasing their wealth and 
those for whom the lack of any prospects makes 
it difficult for them to relate to their fundamental 
values; 

•	 the proliferation of technology, and more especially 
of information technology, the expansion of which 

is creating a giant divide between those who can 
access the digital world and those who cannot; 
and

•	 the link between globalisation and interconnect-
ivity that has caused an information explosion and 
is further shrinking the world.

To these causes can also be added the loss of 
sovereignty that is developing in two directions:
•	 the first direction, a positive one, tends to modify 

the sovereign structure of states, reducing their 
power and their influence by moving towards wider 

Working together: Integrated and holistic approaches are needed to face the globalisation of insecurity and the drivers 
causing revolutions
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and differentiated supranational aggregations; 
and

•	 the second, negative, direction is towards bad 
governance: the decay of a state’s ability to either 
handle its citizens’ lives or its interstate relations, 
with all the consequences. This can lead – in the 
worst case – to the rise of criminal organisations 
which possess the capability to destabilise 
the situation by using violence and whose 
consequences are well known: ethnic-social-
religious conflicts, terrorism, and the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction.

Core versus gap

All these factors tend to consolidate 
an integrated core of advanced 
nations, which are globalised and 
have access to technology, while 
further marginalising a disconnected 
periphery of poor and sometimes 
fragile states whose citizens have fe-
wer and fewer opportunities to seize. 
This is the globalised core, including 
North America, Europe, Russia, 
China, Japan, South Korea, India and 
Australia, that is highly connected economically and 
politically. The disconnected gap, by contrast, includes 
parts of the Balkans and Asia, North Korea, much of 
Africa (excluding for example South Africa), and the 
Central Western part of South America.

Close observation reveals that instability and present 
and future crises tend to occur in the belt containing 
the contact areas between these two contrasting 
geo-political entities. This belt runs through Europe 
and Asia, in some places reaching areas that lie very 
close to the Mediterranean Sea and EU territory. It 
also borders areas that are strategically important due 
to the presence of oil reserves and, especially in the 
Pacific area, of vital lines of communication for the 
world maritime trade.

In addition, the current period of minimal state-to-state 
military confrontation compared to the war and peace 

of the last century, publics tend to perceive risks and 
insecurity to be much higher than during the nuclear 
confrontation of the Cold War.

Holistic approach

Facing this revolution in the security environment, there 
is a need for a revolutionary change in our approach 
to the basic concept of security: this is the first major 
transformation challenge we have to confront. In order 
to face the globalisation of security and the drivers 
causing the revolution, we need to act in an integrated 
and holistic manner.

On the conceptual level, we should, 
first of all, be aware of the reduced 
weight of individual states when facing 
security issues and of the increasing 
role of international organisations 
like the UN, NATO, the EU, and the 
Organization for Security and Co-
operation in Europe. We need to 
be similarly aware that the role of 
many other actors, such as non-
governmental organisations and 
corporations, will increase.

In addition, with reference to the typology of the new 
risks and threats, we need to understand that the 
concept of security increasingly implies a world without 
borders in which internal and external security are no 
longer separated.

Multilateralism and an internal-external continuum 
need to be the basis for a new holistic and integrated 
approach that synergises capabilities, methodologies 
and tools. In order to face this revolution, we need to 
pursue more proactive strategies based on multinational 
and multidisciplinary stabilisation from the integrated 
core towards the disconnected gap.

This strategy will need to rely on the widest possible 
choice of tools and on the synergy between the 
political, diplomatic and socio-economic aspects 
of good governance, supported, where and when 
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necessary, by a military component. This strategy 
requires a collective commitment and effort by the 
international community.

If it is self-evident that the Western world is called upon 
to lead the stabilisation process, it is similarly self-
evident that a strong contribution should come from 
integrated members of the globalised core.

Even the United States, the reference point for stability 
and security at the global level, is perfectly aware that it 
cannot operate alone. The trend in Western countries 
towards using multinational security structures – 
NATO and the EU – to face the new 
global risks, with the resulting loss 
of sovereignty, makes it essential 
for these structures to evolve and 
structure themselves for an approach 
that is increasingly global.

Alliance transformation

This does not imply that NATO and 
the EU will intervene anywhere in the 
world; on the contrary, actions will be 
determined by the specific strategic 
situation and by political consensus.

The Alliance will have to:
•	 give more consideration to the opportunities implicit 

in Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty that makes 
NATO a forum for consultations with other actors;

•	 optimise decision-making processes and create 
the most efficient mechanisms in order to increase 
the availability of forces in line with transformation 
and usability concepts;

•	 rethink partnership structures to make them more 
synergistic and more global;

•	 deepen cooperation with Asian and Pacific 
countries, not with a view to being a future 
global actor, but towards considering possible 
interventions to support member countries’ 
collective security interests, interacting, if and 
when necessary, within wide coalitions.

If NATO is, on the one hand, the politico-military 
incarnation of the Transatlantic Alliance, the EU, on 
the other hand, needs to get ready to be a prominent 
actor dealing with transition and instability. This is 
possible because the EU has the requisite political-
economic tools and, through the growth of the 
European Security and Defence Policy, is building 
its own collective security and military component to 
manage this insecurity. This is the path to Europe’s 
future. Strong political support and the consolidation 
of a real capability for developing a common foreign 
and trade policy must go hand in hand with the 
development of the military dimension.

In addition, inside the core, another 
driver is operating whose effects 
most probably will produce another 
acceleration of the evolution in 
global security. There has been 
spectacular growth of some actors, 
specifically in Asia. China and India 
will reach and overtake many of the 
currently rich countries, which will 
have consequences on security 
and stability. 

In the near future, greater multipolarity will not 
mean a return of military confrontation. Interaction 
between the core and the gap will be the area of 
highest risk. On the other hand, interrelations and 
counterweights between the core centres and their 
security aggregations could decisively influence the 
way we face risks in the future, specifically counter-
proliferation, with possible crises already a reality.

Military transformation

Among the available tools, the military component 
is sometimes a decisive option in a wide range of 
situations including preventive diplomacy, crisis 
management, humanitarian, peacekeeping and 
peace-enforcing missions, as well as stabilisation 
operations and post-conflict reconstruction. Military 
intervention is essential in crises which have 
deteriorated, but in many other scenarios – even low 
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or very low risk – military forces provide the essential 
security environment for a wide range of initiatives, 
including civilian ones.

It is essential to understand how the revolution in the 
security situation is having a similar revolutionary 
impact on the nature of operations. Current 
operations are a good example. Nowadays, military 
operations do not necessarily end with the defeat of 
opposing forces, but continue with stabilisation and 
reconstruction phases. Typically these long, complex 
and difficult phases, aimed at dealing with the causes 
of destabilisation, are crucial for the achievement of 
political-strategic goals. During these phases, military 
forces are called on not only to achieve and maintain 
an essential minimum level of security but also to 
provide a direct and often decisive contribution while 
interacting with the local population in complex ways 
during a crisis.

Nowadays, we are increasingly operating not only 
“against” someone or “in favour” of someone but also 
“among” them; often opponents are part of what has to 
be stabilised. This means that prevailing in “enforcing” 
interventions is no longer sufficient to achieve political-
strategic goals. When required, the use of force needs 
to be proportionate, selective, efficient and rapidly 
decisive. We need, first of all, the ability to know 
quickly and if possible in advance what is going on in 
any given situation. In addition, we need to be able to 
monitor the areas where risks and crises can develop, 
in order to spot and prevent them before they explode, 
so that we can adopt all necessary measures to avoid 
true crises. If crises arise, we must be able to contain 
the areas of insurgency rather than waiting for them to 
spread until they reach our countries.

Where we are called on to intervene, it is essential 
that we possess the ability to differentiate destabilising 
factors and to set up the conditions to overcome 
them. The enemy is part of the same society we 
need to stabilise, so classic military concepts need 
to be revolutionised accordingly. Capabilities, 
methodologies and intervention tools must be 
developed with concepts based on the achievement 

of effects in line with the desired goals. This entails 
creating network-centric architectures which bring 
together sensors, information, decision-makers, 
operators, tools and everything that could increase 
the chances of mission success.

This new approach to the security concept is called 
transformation, a conceptual and innovative revolution 
involving all sectors: organisation, structure, formation 
and training, capabilities, concepts and doctrine for 
the employment of military forces.

If the conceptual shift to respond to new challenges is 
based on multinational and interdisciplinary synergy, 
with the capability to achieve the desired political 
and military effects, then this transformation must 
achieve:
•	 multinational and interdisciplinary interoperability;
•	 joint integration;
•	 expeditionary capabilities (to be developed through 

a force structure that must be agile, flexible, 
modular, rapidly deployable and sustainable even 
at great distances);

•	 information superiority;
•	 network-centric capabilities;
•	 effective engagement and force protection 

capabilities; and
•	 advanced civil-military cooperation capabilities.

In line with these trends, the Italian armed forces 
are accelerating their recently-begun transformation 
to give them fully joint assets, interoperability with 
allies, and high usability and deployability. The goal 
is to continue contributing to international security 
organisations, which are our country’s reference 
points, keeping our standards and quality up to 
those of our European partners, of which operational 
capability and usability are non-negotiable  
priority requirements. 
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The enduring influence 
of operations on NATO’s 
transformation 

F 
ifteen years ago at the 1991 Rome Summit, 
NATO started in earnest its post-Cold War 
transformation with the adoption of a new 

Strategic Concept. Although at that time the Alliance 
had not yet initiated any operation, within less than a 
year its airborne early warning aircraft (AWACS) were 
patrolling the sky above Bosnia and Herzegovina and 
the mobile headquarters of its now defunct Northern 
Army Group command had been loaned to the United 
Nations to become the headquarters of the United 
Nations Protection Force. Those two steps launched 
NATO into an increasingly varied and demanding 
series of operational engagements in and beyond 
Europe, first in the Balkans and the Mediterranean 
Sea and subsequently in Afghanistan, Iraq and 
the Darfur region of Sudan. They also established 
a pattern of ever-closer political and operational 
cooperation between NATO and the UN, which was 
grounded in the decision by NATO foreign ministers 
in December 1992 that NATO would be prepared to 
support peacekeeping operations under the authority 
of the UN Security Council.

Today, NATO’s operations and its political and military 
transformation are closely intertwined. Operations 
have become a primary driver for the continuous 
adaptation of NATO’s military capabilities, command 
and force structures, and consultation, planning 
and decision-making processes. At the same time, 
political and military transformation – manifested 

through enlargement, multiplying partnerships, and 
the development of expeditionary forces such as the 
NATO Response Force (NRF) – have contributed 
immeasurably to the ability of the Alliance to contribute 
operationally to wider efforts on behalf of international 
peace and security. Today, NATO contributes to the 
maintenance of a safe and secure environment in 
Kosovo and wider stability in the Western Balkans, 
provides security assistance to the Government of 
Afghanistan, helps train Iraqi Security Forces, and 
supports the African Union in Darfur. In addition, 
the Alliance leads an anti-terrorist maritime security 
operation – Operation Active Endeavour – in the 
Mediterranean and, in the autumn of 2005, undertook 
a major disaster-relief operation in Pakistan following 
the South Asian earthquake.

Few in Rome would have predicted that an Alliance 
with unsurpassed expertise in planning operations 
but no experience in conducting actual missions 
would be so extensively committed fifteen years 
later in Europe and beyond. Admittedly, much of 
NATO’s expanding operational responsibilities reflect 
shifting international circumstances rather than 
some internal grand design. Yet a main reason why 
NATO’s operations and transformation have evolved 
hand-in-hand since the Rome Summit is that such 
adaptability is embedded in the Alliance’s “genetic 
code” of political and military cooperation built-up 
since its founding in 1949. This legacy of cooperation 
will likely continue to provide the impetus to address 
successfully the operational and transformational  
challenges ahead.

Diego A. Ruiz Palmer is Head of the Planning Section 
in NATO’s Operations Division.

Diego A. Ruiz Palmer considers the ever-closer relationship between NATO’s operations and 
the Alliance’s transformation since the end of the Cold War.



25Riga Summit Special
natoReview

Transformation

The transformational legacy of operations in the Balkans

NATO’s interventions in the conflicts in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina in 1995 and in Kosovo in 1999 had a 
lasting impact on the post-Cold War nature of the 
Alliance by defining the parameters of common 
action outside the boundaries of NATO’s traditional 
collective defence commitment. NATO’s involvement 
in each case attested to its ability to undertake 
multinational operations in complex political and 
operational circumstances without well-rehearsed, 
pre-existing operational plans. The deployment 
of the Implementation Force (IFOR) and the 
Stabilisation Force (SFOR) in Bosnia and of the 
Kosovo Force (KFOR) also involved the participation 
of contingents from Partner as well as other non-
NATO countries. These operations helped establish 
a pattern of political and military cooperation in 
so-called non-Article 5 crisis response operations 
between NATO and non-NATO contributing 
nations that has now become the norm for NATO’s  
larger operations.
 
In addition to IFOR, SFOR and KFOR, NATO’s 
record of operational involvement in the Balkans 

encompassed a variety of air and 
maritime operations beginning in 
the early 1990s and continuing 
through the 1999 Kosovo War. 
In addition to the Sky Monitor 
AWACS operation, NATO led 
the Deny Flight air exclusion 
enforcement operation, the 
Deliberate Force and Allied Force 
air campaigns and the Eagle 
Eye airborne reconnaissance 
operation in support of the 
Organization for Security and 
Co-operation in Europe’s Kosovo 
Verification Mission, as well as 
the Maritime Monitor and Sharp 
Guard maritime surveillance 
and enforcement operations in 
the Adriatic Sea (the latter in 
cooperation with the Western 

European Union). NATO accumulated considerable 
operational experience from these operations, 
but also learned important lessons with regard to 
outstanding capability and interoperability shortfalls 
which are being addressed by the Prague Capabilities 
Commitment launched at the 2002 NATO Summit  
in Prague.

NATO’s engagement in the Balkans also prompted 
a wholesale reform of NATO’s internal procedures 
for crisis management. Nearly everything in NATO’s 
well-established Cold War practices for political 
consultation and military planning had to be 
redesigned to accommodate operations that do not 
involve collective defence commitments. Reform ex-
tended from issuing detailed political guidance to the 
NATO Military Authorities (NMAs) reflecting evolving 
political and military circumstances on the ground 
in the Balkans, to the development and refinement, 
often under short deadlines, of tailored contingency 
plans for review and approval by the North Atlantic  
Council (NAC). 

The need to improve coordination between the NAC 
and the NMAs led in 1996 to the establishment of a 

Reaching out: Civil-military cooperation in the Balkans has had a transformational 
impact on operations 
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new body specialising in the provision of integrated, 
political-military advice for crisis-management, 
the Policy Coordination Group (PCG). In parallel, 
political consultation arrangements were expanded 
and codified to include the participation of non-NATO 
countries contributing to NATO-led operations. Today, 
in concert with the Military Committee, the PCG 
plays a central advisory role vis-à-vis the Council 
in regard to all of NATO’s operational engagements. 
Furthermore, the PCG, the Military Committee and 
the NAC hold regular meetings with non-NATO 
contributing nations devoted to the management  
of operations.

Operations in the Balkans also influenced heavily 
the transformation of NATO’s command and control 
arrangements. The new NATO Command Structure 
approved at the Prague Summit in 2002, with its 
emphasis on joint and component commands, reflects 
lessons learned from the command 
arrangements for the management 
of operations in the Balkans that had 
evolved over time under the auspices of 
Headquarters, Allied Forces Southern 
Europe in Naples, Italy. IFOR in 1995 
and KFOR in 1999 both relied on the 
entry force capabilities of the Allied 
Rapid Reaction Corps (ARRC) that had 
been established in 1994 as the lead 
headquarters for both operations. As 
part of NATO’s new Force Structure also approved in 
2002, the ARRC has become the model for another 
six High Readiness Force (HRF) land headquarters. 
On rotation, these seven multinational corps provide 
the land component of the NRF. Several of them 
have also provided the core staff of International 
Security Assistance Force’s (ISAF) headquarters in 
Afghanistan. Through their dual use for both NRF 
and ISAF, these headquarters are acquiring critical 
skills in the planning and conduct of rapid reaction as 
well as enduring operations.

Lastly, operations in the Balkans also had a 
transformational impact on the use of constabulary 
forces, Civil-Military Cooperation (CIMIC) and 

intelligence sharing. This resulted in the creation 
in the 1990s of Multinational Specialised Units, 
composed of French gendarmes and Italian 
carabinieri, to assist SFOR and KFOR with riot 
control. More recently, two CIMIC Groups have been 
formed to facilitate cooperation between deployed 
forces, local authorities and aid agencies. The 
beginning of this year also saw the establishment 
of an Intelligence Fusion Centre supporting all  
NATO operations.

Afghanistan’s transformational impact

The invocation of Article 5 of the North Atlantic 
Treaty following the September 11 terrorist attacks 
and NATO’s operational engagement in Afghanistan 
truly and irrevocably propelled the Alliance into “out-
of-area” operations well beyond its traditional Euro-
Atlantic centre of gravity, and made defence against 

terrorism an important new mission for 
Alliance forces. Terrorism’s new global 
reach, as well as the increasingly 
global dimension of international 
security, were quickly recognised by 
NATO. At their meeting in Reykjavik, 
in May 2002, NATO foreign ministers 
agreed that “[t]o carry out the full range 
of its missions, NATO must be able 
to field forces that can move quickly 
to wherever they are needed, sustain 

operations over distance and time, and achieve their 
objectives”. This pivotal agreement set the stage for 
a series of transformational steps associated with 
NATO’s eventual assumption of ISAF’s leadership in 
August 2003. 

From a military transformation standpoint, 
perhaps the most remarkable achievement of 
NATO’s engagement in Afghanistan has been 
the unprecedented commitment and capacity by 
European Allies and Canada to deploy in support of 
ISAF, on six-month or longer rotations, a multinational 
HRF corps headquarters together with battalion or 
brigade-size combat groups. While at times ISAF 
has suffered from an acute shortage of fixed and 
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rotary wing transport aircraft and is still confronted 
with several enduring shortfalls that severely limit 
its operational effectiveness, this novel capability of 
a number of Allies, in addition to the United States, 
to deploy a significant body of forces at a strategic 
distance from Europe and North America has made 
possible the expansion of ISAF’s presence across 
Afghanistan’s northern, western and, most recently, 
southern provinces. 

In addition, reliance on Provincial Reconstruction 
Teams (PRTs) in Afghanistan has provided 
an adaptable vehicle for better integrating 
complementary civil and military efforts oriented 
towards stabilisation and reconstruction, as well as 

for enhancing interaction and cooperation between 
NATO and international governmental and non-
governmental organisations active in the country. 
PRTs have illustrated the feasibility of concerted, 
civil and military planning and action (CPA) at 
the local level while also highlighting the need to 
enhance CPA between NATO and other actors at the 
institutional level.

Lastly, NATO’s engagement in Afghanistan has 
opened the way to innovative approaches in 
employing Alliance forces more flexibly in support of 
or in concert with non-NATO operations led by Allies 
or other international organisations. When Germany 
and the Netherlands in 2002 requested NATO support 

Transformation
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to facilitate their combined command of ISAF before 
it became a NATO-led operation, the expertise and 
assets readily granted by NATO demonstrated that 
the Alliance was willing and able to contribute to the 
planning and conduct of operations led by others. 
ISAF’s operational cooperation with the US-led 
Combined Forces Command in Afghanistan, as well 
as the partnership in the training of Iraqi Security 
Forces between the NATO Training Mission and the 
US-led Multinational Security Transition Command, 
illustrate how the Alliance can act collectively in 
ways that complement the efforts of individual Allies. 
They also highlight the adaptability of the Alliance 
to evolving circumstances. In this regard, NATO 
support to the African Union in strengthening its 
peacekeeping mission in the Darfur region of Sudan 
reveals the progress made since 2002 in making 
NATO support available to non-NATO operations. 

The transformational impact of NATO’s engagement  
in Afghanistan on political consultation and 
operational planning practices has also been 
profound. Building on its Balkan precedents, ISAF 
involves the participation of eleven non-NATO 
nations, including Australia and New Zealand that 
are not members of the Partnership for Peace. This 
has opened the way to closer NATO cooperation  
with nations located beyond the Euro-Atlantic 
area. As NATO becomes more globally engaged, 
establishing more structured relationships with  
such operational partners will become more 
important politically. 

In connection with its leadership of ISAF, NATO has 
also had an active political dialogue with Pakistan 
that provided the context for the disaster relief 
operation which NATO launched in the aftermath 
of the devastating October 2005 earthquake in 
that country. The Pakistan relief operation followed 
another NATO-led disaster relief operation in the 
wake of Hurricane Katrina in the United States in 
September 2005. Both operations demonstrated 
the applicability of NATO’s operational capabilities 
to acute humanitarian emergencies in concert 
with NATO’s Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response 

Coordination Centre and civil emergency  
planning assets. 

A “more operational” Alliance

Operations are at the forefront of a transformed 
Alliance. Transformation, politically as much as 
militarily, tops the Alliance’s policy agenda for the 
Riga Summit and beyond. The interaction between 
transformation and operations is destined to become 
ever more extensive as NATO becomes more involved 
operationally in supporting wider international crisis 
management efforts. Accordingly, Allies are likely to 
continue to give high priority to measures that at the 
same time enhance the Alliance’s overall operational 
capability while streamlining Alliance’s structures 
and procedures in support of political consultation 
and capability development among Allies as well 
as with Partners and other non-NATO nations. 
Some initiatives currently under consideration are 
likely to have a high payoff, such as the longer term 
sustainment of a fully operational NATO Response 
Force, effective and fair burden-sharing arrangements 
for the funding of operations, expanded operational 
partnerships with more geographically distant global 
partners, and more effective cooperation between 
NATO and other international organisations such as 
the United Nations and the European Union. 

While much has been accomplished in transforming 
NATO since the Rome Summit of 1991, the Alliance 
still has work to do to make its forces more agile and 
deployable and its operations more sustainable over 
time. What is clear is that NATO’s distinctive ability to 
readily combine political will and military capability, 
when the Allies are prepared to act, will challenge the 
Alliance to carry forward, undeterred, the transformation 
it initiated at the Cold War’s end. 
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Assessing NATO transformation

T 
he Riga Summit will be a time to take stock. 
When NATO Heads of State and Government 
meet in the Latvian capital this November, 

the key questions facing the Alliance will frame their 
discussions. Has NATO done enough to strengthen 
its ability to meet the challenges of today’s emerging 
security environment? Can and should it do more to 
remain a viable and relevant entity on the international 
scene? How can we offer the best possible protection 
for our troops on missions in dangerous environments 
far from home? 

The September 11, Madrid and London terrorist 
attacks gave tragic impetus to the Alliance to 
strengthen its ability to respond to new security 
challenges from wherever they may come. Terrorism, 
the spread of weapons of mass destruction, failing 
states possessing threatening technology, and 
instability are the principal threats to security. To 
respond to these threats, the Alliance is developing an 
adequate set of capabilities. At the Summits of Allied 
leaders held in Prague in 2002 and Istanbul in 2004, 
NATO launched new initiatives to enhance national 
capabilities in defence against terrorism, increase 
interoperability, and develop rapid deployment and 
sustainability of combat forces. The NATO Response 
Force (NRF), launched in Prague, laid the ground for 
the expeditionary capabilities for the Alliance. These 
capabilities are increasingly necessary to handle 
the full range of missions, from traditional full-scale 
warfare for Article 5 collective defence to humanitarian 
support operations in remote areas. 

NATO’s current operations in Afghanistan, its 
training mission in Iraq, and the recent humanitarian 
operations conducted in Pakistan are all clear 

demonstrations that an actual shift to expeditionary 
operations has already taken place. The challenge 
and the opportunity for the Alliance is to make sure 
that we have the right capabilities to conduct these 
operations. Our armaments community is working 
intensively to support our troops on missions by 
enhancing military capabilities that are mobile, 
interoperable and sustainable. 

Assessing achievements 

Our task at NATO Headquarters is to provide an 
assessment of what we have achieved to date, with 
concise recommendations for what remains to be 
done. To prepare ground for a successful summit, we 
need to focus on a few tangible issues to overcome 
our critical capability shortfalls. Development of the 
NRF, a continuous strong commitment to activities in 
defence against terrorism, efforts to improve strategic 
airlift, and developing Alliance Ground Surveillance 
will be important subjects of the Summit. With so 
many NATO troops in the field in remote areas of the 
globe, the Summit must showcase our commitment to 
support them. 

We have developed the concept of the 25 000-strong  
NRF into an operational force to provide the right 
mix of NATO expeditionary capability. The NRF is 
the most viable transformation vehicle available 
to the Alliance today. It will prove indispensable for 
improving NATO’s expeditionary capabilities in key 
areas, such as integrated multinational logistics and 
deployable Communications and Information Systems 
(CIS). Multinational, adaptive, joint logistics operations 
would significantly increase the speed and efficiency 
of operations and save considerable resources. 
Deployable CIS – necessarily light, interoperable 
and capable of handling time-sensitive intelligence 
information – are crucial if our forces are to succeed 
far from home territory. 

Retired Admiral Mario Bartoli is NATO Deputy  
Assistant Secretary General for Armaments and the 
NATO Counterterrorism Technology Coordinator.

Mario Bartoli examines progress in improving Alliance capabilities.
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During the past years, we have also developed the 
concept of NATO Network Enabled Capability (NNEC). 
This is the Alliance’s most ambitious command, 
control and communications endeavour yet. It aligns 
various components of the operational environment 
through a networked information structure. Through 
information-sharing, it significantly enhances sit-
uational awareness in theatre, thus allowing better-
informed decision-making during missions. For troops 
operating in difficult conditions, improved information 
can save lives. Our successes in building key spokes in 
the NNEC wheel include the development of software 

defined radios and the acquisition of a friendly force 
tracking system for our forces in Afghanistan.

Our Defence Against Terrorism (DAT) programme, 
launched in 2004, has already born fruit. Recently, 
its initial eight initiatives were expanded to ten. 
Each addresses an important area of the Alliance’s 
fight against terrorism and is spearheaded by one 
member nation with the support of others. This 
approach leverages the capabilities of national 
governments, industry, science and research for an 
accelerated countermeasure development. We have 

Fully capable: NATO now needs to acquire the right capabilities to fulfill its mandate and match its political transformation
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achieved considerable success in the development 
of prototypes, systems evaluation, force training 
and doctrine, as well as in tactics, techniques and 
procedures. For instance, great strides are being 
made in the development of advanced technologies 
to counter improvised explosive devices, as well as 
precision airdrop technology for special operations 
forces. These are two capabilities our troops are in 
dire need of in Afghanistan today. Yet a dedicated 
commitment and adequate resourcing are necessary 
to move forward quickly with the programme. 

We have also come a long way in developing Alliance 
Ground Surveillance (AGS), potentially the largest 
NATO programme ever. AGS provides persistent, 
wide-area ground surveillance coverage, which is of 
great help for our troops on missions. 
AGS is also critical to ensure the future 
development of the capabilities of the 
Alliance. After long preparatory work, 
launching its design and development 
phase is within our reach today. 

The Active Layered Theatre Ballistic 
Missile Defence (ALTBMD) programme 
has been launched in order to provide 
protection for our troops in theatre against short- 
range missiles. For the much broader programme of 
continental Missile Defence, a feasibility study was 
recently completed. On this basis, political-military 
discussions can continue to provide a decision on 
whether a Missile Defence capability is desired by 
the Alliance. If the answer is yes, work will continue 
to determine the best mix of planned and existing 
systems and capabilities. 

An expeditionary posture requires a strategic lift 
capability, which is potentially the Alliance’s Achilles 
heel of capabilities. While NATO enjoys a relatively 
robust sealift capability, it alarmingly lacks what it 
needs most, strategic airlift. Fourteen member nations 
earlier this year formed a Strategic Airlift Interim 
Solution (SALIS) consortium to obtain assured access 
to strategic airlift, intended to fill the shortfall until 
the eventual development, acquisition and fielding 

of the planned A400M aircraft. However, this interim 
solution must be complemented as it contractually 
provides the necessary airlift only to non-hostile 
environments, and strictly for humanitarian assistance 
purposes. Work is ongoing on an initiative to create 
a NATO Strategic Airlift Capability consisting of a 
multinational fleet of C-17 strategic lift aircraft, owned 
and operated by participating member nations. We 
optimistically anticipate announcing its formation at 
the Riga Summit.

Beyond Riga

NATO is expeditionary and internationally engaged. 
It is no longer a question of transforming into a new 
organisation with new purposes and mandates. It is 

rather a question of acquiring the right 
capabilities to fulfill these mandates. 
Decisions taken at Prague and Istanbul 
have born their fruit. The Alliance’s 
transformation is now a fait accompli, 
albeit not complete. 

Our proposals to heads of state and 
government must make clear that 
capability shortfalls abound. While 

highlighting considerable progress made so far, 
we must alert them that the toughest challenges lie 
ahead – work which must be done at all levels with 
even greater levels of commitment and dedication. A 
set of commitments to transform capabilities will pave 
the way for further transformation of the Alliance. 

The Alliance’s 

transformation is now 

a fait accompli, albeit 

not complete
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Sisyphus and the NRF 

I n October, NATO is expected – barring some 
last minute setback – to declare its cutting-
edge NATO Response Force (NRF) to have 

attained full operational capability. To be sure, the 
declaration of full operational capability may well be 
accompanied by various caveats, including lagging 
deficiencies in critical logistics and support elements 
that create deployment risks higher than NATO’s 
Military Authorities would prefer to see. These gaps 
are likely to be glossed over during the Alliance’s 
summit in Riga in late November, as NATO showcases 
its achievement of a key transformation goal set by 
previous NATO leaders at its 2002 summit in Prague. 

Indeed, there is much to be credited in NATO’s three-
year long struggle to make the NRF a reality and there-
by further adapt the Alliance to the more expeditionary 
posture required in the post-Cold War, post-9/11 
global security environment. In October 2004, initial 
operational capability was declared following Exercise 
Destined Glory in Sardinia. Late last year, the NRF 
proved its mettle in responding to the humanitarian 
catastrophe that resulted from the devastating 
earthquake in Pakistan in October. Naval and air 
elements of the NRF were also active in September 
2005, responding to US relief needs after Hurricane 
Katrina. And following the conclusion in June 2006 of 
Exercise Steadfast Jaguar in the Cape Verde islands, 
which was the first exercise to bring together the NRF’s 
land, sea and air components, NATO announced that 
it had passed its “last test.”

Thanks mainly to sustained lobbying by the outgoing 
Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR), 
General James Jones, the Combined Joint Statement 

of Requirements (CJSOR) checklist of required 
capabilities and units for NRF 7, the seventh six-month 
rotation of the force during the first half of 2007, is now 
largely committed to by member states. So NATO 
leaders may be tempted at Riga to think the NRF’s 
growing pains are over and that it has broken through 
to a steady state of certified availability at required 
capability levels. Such a view would be mistaken.

Like the mythological figure Sisyphus, forever 
condemned by the Greek gods to push a rock up a 
hill only to have it roll back down each time before he 
could reach the summit, NATO seems, under current 
NRF planning and funding arrangements, destined to 
a continuing series of high-drama trials twice each 
year. For each six-month NRF rotation, the CJSOR 
again threatens to come up short unless the NATO 
leadership makes heroic efforts to cajole last-minute 
commitments from reluctant member states. As former 
Secretary General Lord Robertson was fond of saying, 
constantly having to go around with a “begging bowl” 
is no way to run a railroad – or an Alliance.

Originally envisioned force

In approving its creation at Prague, NATO leaders 
envisioned the NRF as a technologically advanced, 
flexible, rapidly deployable, and interoperable joint 
force, including land, sea and air elements that could 
be rapidly tailored to individual missions, ready to move 
quickly over long distances and sustain itself wherever 
the North Atlantic Council (NAC) decided to send it. 
Supported by NATO collective assets like the NATO 
Airborne Early Warning and Control Force, the NRF 
was to be trained, equipped and certified to common 
standards set by the two Strategic Commanders, 
SACEUR and the Supreme Allied Commander 
Transformation. It was also to serve as a “catalyst” 
for the implementation of the Prague Capabilities 
Commitment (PCC), which comprised over 400 firm 
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political commitments by individual Allies to improve 
capabilities covering several specific fields, including 
air-to-ground surveillance, strategic airlift and sealift, 
air-to-air refueling, precision-guided munitions, combat 
support and combat service support, and suppression 
of enemy air defences. These kinds of capabilities 
are essential for the full range of Alliance missions, 
but especially for those at the high end of the conflict 
spectrum, where the European Allies’ deficiencies 
had been so manifestly evident in the 1999 Kosovo  
air campaign.

By the time of the Alliance’s next summit in Istanbul in 
June 2004, NATO had agreed upon greater specificity 
in the Prague blueprint: the NRF was to number some 
24 000 troops at full operational capability, be able to 
start to deploy after five days’ notice and sustain itself 
for operations lasting 30 days, or longer if re-supplied. 
At full operational capability, the NRF would consist of 
a brigade-sized land component with a forced-entry 
capability, a naval task force comprised of one carrier 
battle group, an amphibious task group and a surface 
action group, an air component capable of generating 
200 sorties a day, and a special forces component. 
At Istanbul, NATO delineated the NRF’s possible 
missions as:
•	� a stand-alone force for Article 5 collective defence 

or non-Article 5 crisis response operations, such 
as evacuations, disaster relief and consequence 
management, humanitarian or counterterrorism 
operations;

•	� an initial entry force facilitating the arrival of larger 
follow-on forces; and

•	� deterrence of crises by demonstrating NATO 
determination and solidarity.

Finally, Istanbul confirmed that the principle of rotation 
would apply to the NRF: after a six-month training 
programme, the force, if certified to the highest 
standards, especially with regard to capabilities 
and interoperability, would be put “on call” for six 
months. Once nations commit forces to a particular 
NRF rotation, they can only be withdrawn under 
exceptional circumstances. After each NRF rotation, 
these force components are replaced every six 

months by a fresh set of units that have completed 
the six-month training cycle. Unfortunately, the gap 
between agreeing the principle of rotation and actually 
finding the “fresh set of units” twice each year has  
proven immense.
 
Filling the force

Underscoring the priority he attaches to ensuring that 
the NRF is a success, General Jones carries in his 
pocket at all times two colour-coded five-by-seven-inch 
cards, one showing the status of confirmed CJSOR 
commitments for the upcoming rotation, the other 
showing the status of CJSOR commitments for the 
following rotation. As of mid-summer, most of the card 
for NRF 7, the seventh rotation of the force, was green, 
though there were a disturbing number of red blocks 
remaining in the areas of combat support, combat 
service support and communications and information 
systems. But the card for NRF 8, the eighth rotation of 
the force, was any SACEUR’s nightmare: a majority 
of the blocks were red. Asked about these gaps at the 
beginning of July, General Jones replied bluntly that 
“the open question within the Alliance is whether the 
political will exists to sustain the NRF each year in the 
future.” Given the emphasis placed by NATO nations 
on the NRF at Prague and every summit and ministerial 
meeting thereafter, one would have hoped that there 
would have been no question as to whether NATO 
member states are truly committed to its success. 
What accounts for this apparent disconnect?

Rhetoric/implementation gaps

First, it should be noted that the NRF is not, of course, 
the only capabilities transformation area within 
NATO for which maddening gaps arise between 
what would seem to be the clear intent of Allied 
leaders in setting specific goals, and the actions (and 
resource commitments) taken by their governments 
afterwards to realise these goals. Similar disconnects 
have bedeviled progress in realising the Prague 
goals for the PCC, particularly in the areas of air-to-
ground surveillance, strategic airlift, aerial refueling, 
suppression of enemy air defences, and combat 
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support and combat service support. In large measure, 
these failures to follow through are directly linked with 
the declining defence budgets of most NATO member 
states and the growing necessity within these nations 
to earmark increasing percentages of what is spent 
on defence on the operations and maintenance costs 
of NATO’s many ongoing crisis response operations, 
including its expanding operations in Afghanistan. 

Competition for forces

It is often remarked within NATO circles that “there 
is only one set of forces” deployed by each member 
state: there is not one army for NATO, one army for the 
European Union (EU) and a third for the United Nations 
(UN). The same unit that might be critically needed by 
NATO to complete a particular NRF 
rotation shortfall may also be needed by 
the Alliance for on-going crisis response 
operations or for other NATO reaction 
forces (such as its High Readiness 
Forces), by the EU for a battle group 
or the European Rapid Reaction Force 
(ERRF) commitment or for one of its 
many operational missions, by the UN 
for a mandated mission, or by the nation 
itself for a national deployment (such as 
the United Kingdom in the Falklands). To 
try to synchronise and de-conflict such overlaps, NATO 
has instituted a Global Force Generation Conference 
process at which nations’ commitments are reviewed 
comprehensively out five to six years into the future. 
These conferences have clearly increased Allies’ 
transparency with regard to the totality of demands 
being made upon their forces. However, they have not 
given NATO any new mechanisms for trying to pressure 
Allies into pledging forces. 

Some nations have tried to persuade NATO to agree 
to inaugurate NRF force goals, and thereby bring the 
NRF into the same Defence Planning Questionnaire/
Defence Review Committee process by which the 
NATO International Staff and individual Allies can “lean” 
on a particular nation to do more or to specialise its 
expeditionary assets in certain key areas. The “NRF 

Force Goal” initiative has not, however, achieved 
consensus, and some nations remain adamantly 
opposed. As a result, force modernisation initiatives such 
as the PCC remain under the force planning community 
at NATO Headquarters, while the NRF remains under 
the operational community. Furthermore, as stated in 
the September 2005 study NATO Response Force: 
Facilitating Coalition Warfare Through Technology 
Transfer and Information Sharing by two scholars at 
the US National Defense University, Jeffrey P. Bialos, 
a senior Pentagon acquisition official in the Clinton 
administration, and Stuart L. Koehl: “SHAPE’s planning, 
by necessity, reflects the notion that the NRF will be 
comprised of what forces actually exist rather than 
those SHAPE would like to see for the future” and that 
therefore “the NRF certification process is likely to follow 

armaments capability development and 
innovation rather than catalyze it.”

Role of US leadership

When the US Department of Defense 
first proposed the NRF concept in the 
autumn of 2002, the initiative was seen 
both in terms of traditional “burden-
sharing” vis-à-vis the European Allies 
and as a unique response to the glaring 
gaps between the United States and 

its allies in high-intensity war-fighting capabilities 
exposed during Kosovo. Secretary of Defense Donald 
Rumsfeld’s conception was, first, that the Allies would 
band together to provide one robust brigade-equivalent 
joint force for high-readiness deployments (presumably 
alongside and this time interoperable with larger US 
force elements) and second, that as the Allies rotated 
units through the NRF, a broader upgrading of their 
overall war-fighting capabilities would take place. The 
Pentagon’s emphasis was definitely upon Europe, 
and not the United States, taking the lead, although 
the latter was from the start clearly prepared to offer 
strategic enablers such as the Joint Surveillance and 
Target Acquisition Radar System (JSTARS).

This approach was not well received by the Allies, 
and NATO Headquarters itself routinely reminded the  

NATO leaders may be 
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Pentagon that NATO works best when the United 
States leads. This spring, Secretary Rumsfeld changed 
course and to the credit of the US administration 
directed that the United States would indeed fulfill 
each and every CJSOR item for NRF 7 and 8 that had 
been requested from the United States by SACEUR. 
Some insiders at NATO Headquarters believe this 
“leadership by example” initiative has already shown 
results in terms of eliminating NRF 7 “showstoppers”. 
Others, not yet persuaded of a lasting effect, concede 
that at least “the alibis have been removed.”

Theatre-level logistics

Most observers agree that one of the most significant 
weak links in the NRF to date has been with its 

multinational Joint Logistics Support Group. This is due 
principally to the fact that most NATO Allies are simply 
too small to have theatre-level assets in the logistics 
field, and others much prefer to rely upon their own 
national logistics support elements for crisis response 
operations and expeditionary missions. The result too 
often has been the need to paste together disparate 
national elements, rather than achieve a more efficient 
and effective integrated logistics structure to support 
the NRF – a pattern that has also been evident in the 
area of communications and information systems.

Disagreements over missions

Despite the clarity of summit proclamations touting the 
NRF’s availability for the “full range” of NATO missions, 

Capabilities

Going live: NATO’s 2006 NRF Exercise Steadfast Jaguar brought together for the first time the NRF’s land, sea and  
air components
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disagreements have persisted when it has come to 
specific cases. Not everyone agreed that it was an 
appropriate use of the NRF to deploy it to Afghanistan 
to bolster security during local elections there. Some 
nations have argued that the NRF should be restricted 
to “defence and security” deployments, and not 
be employed in the disaster relief or humanitarian 
operations mode. Recent suggestions that NATO might 
deploy to Lebanon as part of a UN-mandated effort to 
achieve a sustainable end of the Israeli-Hezbollah war 
also exposed fissures among the Allies with regard 
to perceptions as to where on the global stage NATO 
could and could not be expected to operate as an 
“unbiased” force for peace and stability. The lack of 
a clear consensus as to where the NRF should be 
dispatched has undoubtedly affected at least some 
nations’ inclination to fully embrace the initiative.

Funding arrangements
		
Last but certainly not least, the NRF is facing 
turbulence due to sharp disagreements as to exactly 
which portions of an agreed deployment would 
be covered by NATO common funding, i.e. paid 
for from within the military budget and the NATO 
Security Investment Programme infrastructure 
budget, according to agreed national cost shares. In 
testimony last March before the US Senate Armed 
Services Committee, SACEUR warned that the 
”future viability” of the NRF “will depend on member 
nations’ willingness to resource the necessary 
forces and commit to a structure of common Alliance 
funding.” General Jones is strongly of the view that 
under the current “reverse lottery” system, in which 
the nations who are oncall for any particular NRF 
rotation will pay the lion’s-share of NRF-related 
deployment costs if the force is actually dispatched 
on a mission, the “disincentives” to making CJSOR 
commitments are simply too great. “Until reformed,” 
he warned the Senate Armed Services Committee, 
“NATO will be chasing that rabbit every time.”

Others at NATO Headquarters are not convinced that 
common funding is a panacea, and several member 
states are quite adamant that they are opposed 

to SACEUR’s proposals for full funding of all NRF 
deployment costs, preferring no further weakening 
of NATO’s long-standing “costs lie where they fall” 
principle in which nations pay their own way in Alliance 
operations. As a result, NATO Secretary General Jaap 
de Hoop Scheffer has concentrated on a more limited 
compromise under which common funding would, 
for an interim (two-year) “trial” period, be extended 
to the strategic airlift portions of unanticipated NRF 
deployments (but only the airlift part). Means would 
also be devised (though not yet finalised) to gauge, 
first, whether that change was indeed removing 
disincentives for NRF pledges and, second, whether 
the promise of common funding for the no-notice 
airlift elements of the NRF was undercutting Allies’ 
willingness to continue to make progress in acquiring 
longer-term solutions to NATO’s glaring deficiencies 
in strategic airlift capacity. After last June’s defence 
ministers’ meeting, the NATO Spokesman stated that 
“we are closer, I believe, to at least some kind of an 
initial test agreement to see whether or not this does 
indeed facilitate the deployment of the NRF.” Whether 
a consensus based on this approach can be forged by 
Riga remains to be seen.

In his essay The Myth of Sisyphus, the renowned 
French writer Albert Camus argues that while 
Sisyphus’ ceaseless toil epitomises the concept of 
the absurd, on those rare but periodic occasions 
when Sisyphus becomes conscious of his fate, the 
futility of his labours rises to the level of tragedy. 
At its Riga Summit, NATO will obviously focus its 
consciousness on the NRF. But if the Alliance does 
so without identifying solutions to the problems that 
threaten to undermine this critical transformation 
initiative, Camus would seem to be warning that the 
result would be not just absurd, but also tragic. 
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Missile defence on NATO’s agenda

T 
he deployment of missile defences has become 
one of the first steps to be taken when a NATO 
Ally is threatened during a crisis. The Alliance, 

for example, sent Patriot missile defences to Turkey 
during the 1990-1991 and 2003 conflicts involving 
Iraq. Moreover, NATO has a history of successful 
cooperation in missile defence for the protection of its 
forces in the field, and it is improving this capability. 
In March 2005 the North Atlantic Council launched 
the Active Layered Theatre Ballistic Missile Defence 
(ALTBMD) programme. ALTBMD will integrate various 
theatre missile defence systems into a coherent 
network for the protection of deployed forces, with an 
initial operational capability in 2010. 

Now NATO may be on the verge of moving beyond force 
protection in the Alliance’s missile defence capability. 
When NATO’s defence ministers met in June 2006, 
they took note of the completion of the missile defence 
feasibility study that the Alliance had launched at the 2002 
Prague Summit to examine options for the protection of 
Alliance territory, forces and population centres. 

The question of the technical feasibility of such 
defences against ballistic missiles has become less 
salient than the political-military issues, which are still 
under discussion. Within this debate it is increasingly 
accepted that “full-spectrum” missile defences — that 
is, against all missile ranges — could serve Alliance 
security interests. Despite efforts to discourage 
and contain missile proliferation, the numbers of 

ballistic missiles outside NATO (and their range and 
sophistication) are increasing, and these missiles 
could be equipped with weapons of mass destruction 
(WMD). Moreover, terrorists and offensive missiles 
may constitute overlapping challenges, as Hezbollah’s 
connections with Syria and Iran have demonstrated 
with short-range systems.

Threat assessment — forecasting the requirement for 
missile defence — is obviously not an exact science. 
How serious (and how imminent) are long-range ballistic 
missile threats in relation to the costs of procuring missile 
defences and pursuing other defence priorities? The 
general threat assessment among Allied governments 
is not fully in agreement with that of the US government, 
notably with regard to the time-scale on which foreign 
ballistic missile capabilities may mature. However, it 
is widely acknowledged that the availability of assets 
could change rapidly with transfers from a foreign 
supplier such as North Korea and that intentions could 
shift overnight with a change of regime. Moreover, even 
with poor accuracy and uncertain technical reliability, 
WMD-armed long-range ballistic missiles could pose 
significant threats to NATO countries.

Missile defences protecting NATO cities and territory 
could in principle reinforce deterrence, enable the 
Alliance to navigate crises with greater steadiness 
and solidarity, and (perhaps in some cases) even 
dissuade adversaries from acquiring ballistic missiles 
that could be used to threaten Allied homelands. 
Missile defences could bolster deterrence because an 
adversary would face the risk of operational defeat of 
his attack as well as the prospect of NATO’s retaliation. 
Moreover, with defences against such ballistic missiles, 
the Allies would be freer to consider options other than 
preventive or pre-emptive action against adversaries. 
Such defences could help the Allies reach consensus 
on strategy in a crisis and hold together during a 
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conflict. Missile defence capabilities could also offer 
signalling possibilities in a crisis. NATO governments 
could exercise the option of announcing an increase 
in the missile defence alert level to send a message 
of cohesion, determination, and preparedness. The 
employment of Patriot to protect Israel from Iraqi missile 
attacks in 1991 demonstrated that missile defences can 
be employed for purposes of de-escalation, conflict 
limitation, and crisis management.

Resolving practical questions

The potential advantages have, however, often been 
lost from sight as experts and officials have debated 
the many unresolved questions associated with 
missile defence. These questions include command 
and control, the prioritisation of scarce missile defence 
assets, the prospect of continuing (and even deepened) 
Allied dependence on US capabilities, liability for debris 
from successful interceptions of WMD-armed enemy 
missiles, enemy response options, technology transfer, 
cost, threat assessment, missile defence architecture 
priorities, and possible reactions by Russia. 

Command and control for defences 
against ballistic missile attack 
cannot be effectively improvised 
in the midst of a crisis. The 
arrangements must be thought 
through and agreed upon in 
deliberations far in advance, with 
clear rules of engagement spelled 
out for the military commander 
to whom authority to act in the 
event of ballistic missile attack 
would be delegated. In practice, 
this commander would almost 
certainly be an American, perhaps 
the Supreme Allied Commander, 
Europe (SACEUR). The rules of 
engagement could be determined 
through Alliance consultations and 
the operation of the missile defences 
could include Allied contributions. 

Such command and consultations 
arrangements could address questions of prioritisation 
and debris. For instance, how would the Allies determine 
which assets should be defended with priority in 
particular contingencies? Would national capitals 
or the largest population centres be defended first? 
Would precedence be given to nations in a coalition 
of NATO allies undertaking a specific operation? What 
about defending neutral and non-NATO countries? 
Would some interceptors be dedicated exclusively to 
the defence of Europe or North America? NATO has 
recognised these issues, but has not yet reached 
conclusions. The need to determine priorities for limited 
defensive assets stands out as an important question 
for Alliance consultations. 

Another command and control issue that requires more 
analysis is debris, in view of the risk that fragments of 
an intercepted warhead might fall on the territory of a 
non-NATO country or a NATO country that was itself 
not the object of the attack and that had no direct role 
in the engagement decision. Potential debris damage 
should be compared with the consequences of a 
ballistic missile attack conducted as intended. Not one 

Deterrence on display: Missile defences could dissuade adversaries 
from acquiring ballistic missiles 
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piece of debris from the Columbia shuttle hit a human 
being, and the shuttle was much bigger than a warhead, 
which would be (unlike the Columbia shuttle) pulverised 
into bits by a non-nuclear kinetic interception. In the 
case of an exoatmospheric intercept, therefore, debris 
would be likely to burn up entirely during re-entry. Even 
if the enemy employed a nuclear warhead designed to 
explode on interception and thereby cause an electro-
magnetic pulse (EMP), which is not a simple design 
task, the damaging effects of a high-altitude EMP burst 
would (although significant) almost certainly be much 
less than those of a nuclear attack against a city. Beyond 
the vast immediate destruction, a successful nuclear 
attack would produce fallout and impose catastrophic 
long-term medical, social, and economic costs. Nick 
Witney, then a British official, may 
have had these consequences in 
mind when he wrote in 2003, “No 
European state, I hope, would refuse 
to run the risk of a debris shower from 
a successful interception falling on its 
territory, if this was the price to be paid 
for protecting a friend or ally, near or 
far, from ballistic missile strike.” 

The Russian offensive deterrent would 
not be threatened by US or NATO 
missile defences in Europe, because these defences 
would involve only a small number of interceptors. 
Despite criticism from Russian commentators, con-
sultations with Moscow and transparency measures 
might clear up possible misunderstandings about the 
purpose and potential functions of these interceptors. In 
fact, since 2002 NATO and Russia have been engaged 
in theatre missile defence cooperation and dialogue.

The issue of the response options open to adversaries 
is related to threat assessment. Ballistic missiles are 
seen by those pursuing them as useful for various 
purposes – deterrence, coercion, and prestige, as 
well as strike options. Ballistic missile defences might 
nonetheless drive some adversaries to consider 
other attack options, such as manned aircraft, cruise 
missiles, unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), or bombs 
hidden in ships in harbours. In the last case, there 

would be no defence, if maritime surveillance failed, 
other than the threat of identifying who planted the 
bomb and (as with declared deterrence policy) 
punishing the guilty party. Raising the issue of an 
adversary’s circumvention options is a paradoxical 
tribute to missile defences, in that it implies that 
these defences might succeed in dissuading the 
adversary from seeking ballistic missiles. Adversaries 
determined to rely on ballistic missiles might shop 
for Russian and Chinese-developed penetration aids 
and other countermeasures, but could not be sure 
of defeating technologies designed to identify and 
overcome them. 

It is precisely because other means of attack are pos-
sible that NATO is examining improved 
defences against manned aircraft, 
cruise missiles, and UAVs. Except 
for short-range interceptors, ballistic 
missile defence is practically useless 
against cruise missiles. With the 
proliferation of access to technologies, 
actual and hypothetical threats are 
expanding. Allied governments must 
make choices and keep in mind the 
risk that investing heavily in defence 
against one form of attack might leave 

NATO exposed in another domain. 

The most serious cost issue may not be the fact that 
adversaries have multiple attack options but that 
the defence spending of most Allied governments 
is at low levels and these governments have other 
urgent military priorities. In recent years they have 
emphasised current operations, particularly in the 
Balkans and Afghanistan, and transformational issues 
related to the NATO Response Force. Many Allies 
would probably be reluctant to commit to common 
funding of a major new procurement programme, and 
see advantages in postponing such a decision while 
Alliance experts grapple with the various unresolved 
questions, particularly since answers to some of these 
questions may depend on technological advances. For 
example, sophisticated discrimination, tracking, and 
trajectory-projection capabilities may make it possible 
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to design command and control arrangements that 
would optimise intercept opportunities and minimise 
the risk of debris.

Ways forward

It is not clear whether at the November 2006 Riga 
Summit the Allies will go beyond the call for “further 
work on political-military considerations” made by NATO 
defence ministers in June 2006. However, the Summit 
may provide guidance on analytical and practical steps 
forward, perhaps including the establishment of a 
NATO Headquarters Missile Defence Centre. 

Moreover, it is possible that the United 
States and a few other NATO Allies 
will go forward with “full-spectrum” 
missile defences without waiting 
for the Alliance as a whole to make 
a procurement decision. The main 
precedents for this in NATO theatre 
missile defence include the SAMP-T  
programme involving France and Italy; 
the Patriot programmes involving 
Germany, the Netherlands, and 
the United States; and the Medium 
Extended Air Defence System (MEADS) programme 
involving Germany, Italy, and the United States. SAMP-T,  
Patriot and MEADS all defend against shorter-range 
missiles. To counter long-range missile threats to 
Europe and North America, the United States may work 
with some NATO Allies to deploy a missile defence site 
in Europe. (This would be the third site after the US 
sites with ground-based interceptor missiles in Alaska 
and California. It might be more accurately termed “the 
first European site.”) The site with interceptor missiles 
would be supported by other sites in Europe for sensors 
and communications, and it could offer protection to 
much of NATO Europe and North America against 
long-range ballistic missile threats originating in the 
Middle East. 

If the United States and some other NATO Allies go 
forward with “full-spectrum” missile defences with a 
set of bilateral programmes of cooperation, this may 

accelerate the Alliance’s collective decision-making 
about missile defence. As in some other areas of 
Alliance policy, all the Allies may well be involved in 
consultations, even if only a few participate directly in 
the practical arrangements. NATO communications 
could link together national, multinational, and 
Alliance missile defence efforts. Coordination of 
national programmes and those involving groups of 
Allies with NATO-wide efforts is essential to preserve 
Alliance unity.

The United States is already sharing missile launch 
information with NATO and other allies. A missile 

defence arrangement pioneered by 
the United States and other NATO 
Allies could give all the Allies insight 
into capabilities and operational 
principles, including changing read-
iness conditions. A US-led missile 
defence system in cooperation with 
selected allies could consist of ground-
based interceptor missiles networked 
with other capabilities (such as 
THAAD, Patriot, and Aegis) to offer a 
measure of protection to the Alliance 
as a whole. The system might be paid 

for mainly by the United States, with the contributions 
in Europe consisting of funding, real estate, national 
sensors and missile defence systems, and/or support 
staff, including for force protection. Full-spectrum 
protection for NATO European cities and territory 
might well include significant ALTBMD components, 
because networking among sensors and interceptors 
is essential for a comprehensive architecture to defend 
against short both short and long-range missiles.

An expression of NATO support for “full-spectrum” 
missile defence would reassure potential host nations 
that a US missile defence site in Europe would not 
be divisive or a source of disputes with other nations. 
Indeed, such NATO support, along with consultations 
with Russia, could help to create a positive framework 
for future missile defence cooperation among the Allies 
and could be seen by potential adversaries as a sign of 
Alliance resolve. 
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operational principles 
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NATO Review: How do you define transformation?

Gen. Lance L. Smith: Transformation means 
different things to different people. There are 
certainly those who view it as turning an aging 
force into a technologically, leading-edge kind of 
force. And I think ultimately that will happen. But 
it won’t happen tomorrow; that’s not how things 
work in our nations or in NATO. You have to build 
the concepts and standards, you have to decide 
what the Alliance wants to do, and determine  
the mission.

While technology is a small part of it, the concept 
of going from a static northern plains of Germany, 
force-on-force battle or war, to a deployable, 
sustainable, flexible, agile force that operates either 
on the edge or outside the borders of NATO, is a 
huge transformation which drives how you train 
people and the equipment that you have. It drives 
logistics. It drives everything that you do.

Interestingly, it affects all the other elements of 
national and international power as well because you 
would ultimately like to be able to conduct operations 
before hostilities start. And that is also transformation: 
tying together diplomacy, information, military and 

economic means to impact whatever situation you’re 
trying to influence.

NR: The Effects-Based Approach to Operations 
(EBAO) also seems to mean different things to 
different people.

Gen. Smith: Some call it concerted planning and 
action, or a comprehensive approach. There’s EBAO, 
there are lots of things in the effects-based thinking 
world that are difficult to define. It is an effects-
based process and that’s the whole idea — to get 
away from telling a commander ‘this is tactically 
exactly what we want you to achieve’ and then go 
about telling him how to do it, but rather saying this 
is the effect we’re trying to achieve on the battlefield 
and letting the commander make the decisions on 
how to do it.

That’s the tactical level of effects-based thinking. 
When you get up to the higher levels of grand 
strategy you get more confusion, but the concept is 
still the same. You’re trying to achieve an effect in a 
country, region, area, and what we’ve clearly learned 
over time is that it can’t be done by the military 
alone. It requires other elements of national power, 

General Lance L. Smith,  
Supreme Allied  
Commander Transformation
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and so you have to think like that. We, especially in 
the military, haven’t always thought like that, but I 
would suggest that the other actors have not always 
thought like that either.

NR: What are your transformation priorities?

Gen. Smith: The most important thing, especially 
when you’re dealing with 26 different countries, 
is ensuring that whatever we do, we’re able to do 
it together, which means that the force has to be 
interoperable. It is extraordinarily important and 
every nation knows that, but it’s still very, very 
difficult. Just being able to come together and 
establish standards is no small task. You’ll recall 
from operations in the Balkans that there were 
many instances when we couldn’t talk together over 
secure voice communications, for instance. Yet, 
before the Berlin Wall came down, we’d practiced to 
those levels and we could do it better. So standards 
and ensuring interoperability is very high on the 
priority list.

The other priority we have is to ensure deployability 
and sustainment. Unless you can get to where you 
need to go, and can stay there, being able to work 
together isn’t very useful.

My top three priorities are deployability, inter-
operability and sustainment. That’s a huge piece of 
transformation. What we do with Allied Command 
Operations, with SHAPE [Supreme Headquarters 
Allied Powers Europe] is work together to determine 
their requirements, and then we try to make sure 
that we develop the concepts that meet their needs 
so that all the nations will be on the same sheet of 
music as they build and transform their forces.

NR: What is ACT’s role and place in the NATO 
command structure?

Gen. Smith: We are in the business right now of 
exploring exactly what the roles and missions are 

and whether we have defined them correctly. Under 
the guidance and oversight of the Military Committee, 
NATO is reviewing its command structure.

How we fit into the overall command structure I think 
is pretty good. How we define our responsibilities 
and execute what we’re trying to do require some 
refinement, and we’re doing that.

With [Supreme Allied Commander, Europe] 
Jim Jones in Mons and me in Norfolk, I think 
philosophically, conceptually, and in practice there 
is general agreement that that’s the right way to do 
business. Now is the right time for us to take a look 
at whether or not we have all the responsibilities 
lined up right.

For example, what is Allied Command Trans-
formation’s role in training? Are we training the 
people General Jones and his folks need to be 
able to execute the mission properly? Could we do 
better? Do we have the right split between Allied 
Command Operations training responsibilities and 
our training responsibilities? We will be looking at 
that in the future and working closely with them to 
ensure we’re not doing things that are redundant.

NR: What kind of timeframe are we talking about for 
the next round of restructuring?

Gen. Smith: The work is already underway and we  
expect an interim report for the Riga Summit. The final 
report will be discussed at the Defence Ministerial in 
February of next year.

NR: How does NATO or ACT interact with US 
transformation efforts?

Gen. Smith: One of the reasons for dual-hatting the 
person who has this job with both U.S. Joint Forces 
Command [USJFCOM] and Allied Command 
Transformation is because there are many shared 
efforts and visions and responsibilities. It makes 

Interviews
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sense that there should be a close relationship. 
It is hard to tell where the NATO role starts and 
the JFCOM role stops or picks up, or vice versa, 
because we have shared goals with each of the 
nations’ experiments, each of the nations’ concept 
development organisations and the like.

What is also interesting is that with my Joint 
Forces Command hat on, I have bilateral relation- 
ships at the experimentation labs primarily  
in Suffolk, representatives from 42 nations, 
many of which are members of NATO. There are 
bilateral relationships between those countries 
as well as representation within Allied Command 
Transformation. So you have a very, very important 
and significant collaborative environment in which 
we can all trade information and develop ways to 
handle the future conflicts that concern us. So, 
it’s pretty much a natural, but it isn’t strictly an  
ACT/USJFCOM relationship.

The other part worth mentioning about the 
relationship is that the US spends considerably 
more money in some of these areas than the 
Alliance does, or other individual nations might. 
It’s a huge plus that we’re able to tap into some 
of that and move it into the Alliance. I would use 
countering improvised explosive devices (IEDs), 
as an example. The US will spend more than  
$3 billion in efforts on counter-IEDs this year and 
as much as we possibly can, or as much as NATO 
wants, we will transfer that information and those 
capabilities. And that will be in concert with all the 
things that the other nations are doing in that area 
as well. So it’s very collaborative, very good and 
certainly not one way.

NR: So the United States benefits too?

Gen. Smith: The US benefits hugely from the 
work that each of the individual nations is doing 
on efforts that are of mutual interest. The Alliance 
also benefits, because it invests through NC3A [the 
NATO Command, Control and Consultation Agency] 

and other organisations within the Alliance on areas 
of mutual interest. So when it’s well coordinated and 
done right, you have the opportunity to take the best 
practices and the best efforts of both the Alliance 
and the individual nations and build something even 
better than you could by yourself.

NR: What is ACT’s role in the development of the 
NATO Response Force?

Gen. Smith: We look at the NRF more in the near-
term and mid-term, helping to develop the concepts 
in concert with the requirements Allied Command 
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Operations has for their ability to go out and execute. 
Allied Command Operations will in turn take a look 
and see what they want each of the NRF rotations 
to have as far as capabilities. We then work to make 
sure there are concepts and doctrine in place, and 
that the nations are fully aware of what’s expected 
and how to get there in terms of capabilities 
they would be expected to bring to the table for  
the NRF.

At the same time, through the defence planning 
process, which is part of Allied Command 
Transformation and NATO’s level of ambition, we 
try to help the Alliance determine what kind of force 
it needs to be able to do the things that the level 
of ambition requires, part of which of course is the 
NRF. At the same time, we try to ensure that those 
forces, when they come together, are interoperable, 
again with ACO [Allied Command Operations, 
SHAPE] helping to establish the right standards.

And then we train the senior leadership as well as 
the component commands, once the leadership has 
been identified. They go through various training 
venues, generally run by the Joint Warfare Centre in  
Stavanger, Norway and the Joint Force Training 
Centre in Bydgoszcz, Poland.

We have training and concept development 
responsibilities, and then once the NRF really takes 
off and we’re able to generate the force through 
long-term force generation, so that a nation knows 
how it’s going to, for instance, participate in NRF 
10 or 11 or 12 or however far we determine we’re 
going to look out, that allows Allied Command 
Transformation to work with those specific nations 
and experiment. That is the secondary task of 
the NATO Response Force, to be the vehicle  
for transformation.

We have a supporting role in the NRF, but 
nonetheless a very important role in order to make 
sure that it is able and ready to execute should it  
be needed.

NR: One of the roles of ACT is evaluating lessons 
learned. What lessons were learned from the NRF’s 
first live exercise, Steadfast Jaguar in Cape Verde 
in June?

Gen. Smith: Some of the clear and early lessons 
that came out of it – and we have to determine 
whether they were artificialities of the live exercise 
or whether they’re real – are the processes that 
involve reporting where forces are and being able 
to have a common operating picture that is timely. 
The common operating picture in Steadfast Jaguar 
existed, but in some cases the information was 
stale or older than you would want it if you’re trying 
to operate in near-real time. So we’re going back to 
look at that to see if it was the result of processes, 
bandwidth or other technologies. If we determine, 
together with the operators, that there needs to be 
some further look at or work on the command and 
control systems, then we will go do that.

Integrated logistics concepts were evaluated during 
the exercise. We think we can successfully continue 
to work with the logistics folks to make sure that 
everything comes together – and this is very difficult 
– in an environment where nations have national 
responsibilities for logistics. You can imagine the 
footprint if all 26 nations or, for example, the many 
nations participating in Steadfast Jaguar, had their 
own logistics tail and their own logistics depots on 
the ground, etc., etc. So one of the biggest lessons 
learned is that integrated logistics concepts work 
and that we need to continue to pursue them. And 
we will. 

NR: You referred to ACT’s role in training. How is 
the NATO Training Mission – Iraq (NTM-I) doing?

Gen. Smith: Good. The level of understanding, 
comprehension and experience of the attendees 
has improved considerably, requiring us to change 
the level of our courses, which is very positive. In 
the early days, it was fairly basic. As we get more 
experienced attendees – and they’re getting quite 
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a bit of experience, obviously, in Iraq – we are 
changing the course to meet their needs. So that’s 
going well. It’s all positive, and we will continue to 
improve and try to meet the needs that have been 
laid out for us.

We assist with the NTM-I mission in Ar-Rustamiyah 
and we support Allied Command Operations and 
their role as the supported commander. I was there 
recently and I left feeling pretty good about the 
direction they were going. The facilities that are 
being built look appropriate and the staff, schools, 
agendas and syllabuses are at the right level based 
on my experience.

I think it’s all going in a positive direction, and ACT is 
supporting where the need arises in that regard. As  
far as out-of-country training is concerned, we 
coordinate it for NATO and we use our own  

NATO facilities, as well as national facili-
ties. We’re the facilitator for getting the Iraqis  
the courses their leadership says they need.

At the same time, through the NATO Training and 
Equipment Coordination Group, we coordinate 
many of the equipment donations that come from 
the various NATO nations.

We’re integrally involved in this and expect to 
continue to be. The positive part is that the levels 
of complexity in regard to the types of things we’re 
talking about and the types of things the Iraqis are 
asking for is all increasing in the higher levels of 
strategy, logistics and operations. 

For more information, see www.act.nato.int

Interviews

Training for the future: Iraqi army recruits at NATO’s training centre for senior security and defence officials 
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As Supreme Allied Commander, Europe (SACEUR), US Marine Corps General James L. Jones is in 

charge of Allied Command Operations from Supreme Headquarters Allied Powers Europe in Mons, 

Belgium. General Jones ends a distinguished military career, which included combat tours in Vietnam and 

Commandant of the United States Marine Corps, with reflections on his four years as SACEUR.

General James L. Jones,  
Supreme Allied  
Commander, Europe

Interviews

NATO Review: What are your expectations of the 
Riga Summit?

Gen. James L. Jones: This Summit occurs at a 
strategic moment in the history of the Alliance. 
NATO is still reinventing itself, as it shifts from being 
a massive Cold War static force aligned against a 
potential enemy. Where once it was uniformed and 
static across a clear line dividing East and West, today 
the Alliance provides a new military capability that 
is much more agile, deployable, and expeditionary. 
We now have over 38 000 people deployed on three 
different continents engaged in a wide array of 
missions. The Alliance still needs to re-explain itself 
in terms of who we are, what we do, what we stand 
for, why our publics – on both sides of the Atlantic 
– should support it, and why it is important to our 
collective security.

If you examine the range of missions that NATO is 
involved in now, we can see a growing awareness, 
both within the Alliance and within the public domain, 
that the Alliance is changing to do things that are 
relevant to our future collective security. It will 
continue to evolve and grow as one of the world’s most 
important institutions. It’s going to continue to add 
new members and it’s going to continue to operate at 
strategic distances.

NR: Will the Summit be dominated by Afghanistan?

Gen. Jones: While Afghanistan is certainly NATO’s 
most important operation, the Alliance is executing 
important operations in multiple theatres. KFOR is 
a critically important mission and a very large NATO 
force is operating in Kosovo to provide security 
and stability. Operation Active Endeavour [in the 
Mediterranean], in its own right, is involved in an 
exciting phase of bringing together NATO and non-
NATO countries such as Russia, Ukraine, and some 
Mediterranean Dialogue countries – Algeria, Morocco 
- and other countries in North Africa for the first time 
to work on matters of collective security. The future is 
very bright for these kinds of new relationships.

NR: What is the significance of Stage 4 expansion 
of NATO’s International Security Assistance Force 
(ISAF)?

Gen. Jones: It essentially means that 37 sovereign 
nations have taken on the collective responsibility for 
security, stability and reconstruction in Afghanistan. 
This is a historical moment for the Alliance made 
possible by the recent decision by the US authorities 
to transfer some 12 000 soldiers to NATO. This 
brought about a renewed sense of commitment, 
certainly a unity of command, unity of effort and focus 
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of 37 sovereign countries that are engaged in making 
Afghanistan a success.

NR: What are the challenges facing NATO in 
Afghanistan?

Gen. Jones: We should never lose sight of the fact 
that NATO is in Afghanistan to provide security and 
stability while reconstruction goes on. NATO forces 
are doing just that throughout most of Afghanistan. 

Presently, we’re having a bit of a different tactical 
challenge presented to us in Region South but 
I’m confident that we’ll successfully overcome 
the opposition and get on with the business of 
reconstruction in that region. It’s important to note that 
southern Afghanistan is a region that has never really 
had any permanent troops. It’s the heartland and 
spiritual home of the Taliban, if there is such a thing. 
It is the heartland of the poppy production. It has had 
criminal elements, corrupt officials and virtually no 
reconstruction to speak of before NATO expanded 
into the region in July.

It’s a remote part of Afghanistan, but we do not view 
this mission as an impossible task. I think we’ll see that 
we need more focus on key aspects of reconstruction 
by the international community. There need to be 
police reforms, including adequate pay, and a complete 
overhaul of the judicial system, so that prosecutors can, 
in fact, bring cases to court. The courts need to be free 
of corrupt officials so they can start putting people in jail 
where merited. I also think there has to be more media 
visibility and attention with regard to the success, or 
lack thereof, in issues pertaining to development.

I think that we critically need more success in the 
counternarcotics campaign. The narcotics situation 
in Afghanistan touches every aspect of Afghan life, to 
include the security of the country. I’m convinced that 
some of the energy that the Taliban and other criminal 
elements currently have stems from the revenues from 
narcotics, which now fund their operations. Two or three 
years ago this was not the case and it did not cause us 

that much of a problem. The crop was not as big and 
the relationships between the violent elements were 
not as well defined. Today, this has changed and if not 
addressed, it will cause Afghanistan a long-term problem 
in terms of what it hopes to achieve in the future.

NR: Are you optimistic about the future of 
Afghanistan?

Gen. Jones: Yes. The Afghan people are ready for 
the promises of democracy. They have proven their 
bravery in the parliamentary and the presidential 
elections. I believe the narcotics trade has to be 
brought under control, and the Karzai government 
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has to be seen leading this effort. This means putting 
people in jail, making arrests, having an open society 
that shows that the court system is working. These are 
the things that I believe the Afghan government can 
and should be held accountable for, while the rest of 
the 37 countries involved work to do everything they 
can to signal to the people of Afghanistan that there 
are better days ahead.

NR: Will you be able to declare the NATO 
Response Force (NRF) fully operational before 
the Summit?

Gen. Jones: We have been successful with the NRF 
in initial operations, achieving initial operational 
capabilities. We had a successful live exercise in 
Cape Verde recently. We have also instituted the 
command and control capabilities and all worked well. 
The difficulties are with force generation for the NRF 
and this is because I believe we have not successfully 
addressed the financial reforms with reference to how 
we support the NRF. The force generation for NRF 7  
still has significant logistical shortfalls and neither 
NRF 8 nor 9 are fully resourced.

What it all comes down to is a question of national 
will. If nations do the things they say they will do, then 
they must also have the will to provide the necessary 
resources. You can’t have situations where you keep 
asking the Alliance to do more without sufficient 
national commitments.

NR: What is your relationship with Allied Command 
Transformation?

Gen. Jones: The relationship between the Strategic 
Commands is excellent. Together, we’ve championed 
ideas such as the Intelligence Fusion Centre, NATO 
Response Force, NATO special operations forces, 
and multinational logistics. These are all vibrant and 
ongoing concepts within Allied Command Operations 
and Transformation.

NR: Do you expect progress at the Summit on 
cooperative capability programmes like Alliance 
Ground Surveillance (AGS), theatre missile defence 
and strategic airlift?

Gen. Jones: Anything dealing with the industrial base 
always involves excessive delays. AGS is a good 
example but I think we’re on the way to making some 
headway in filling the short-term gap in strategic  
air capabilities.

NR: Will NATO have a continuing role in the Balkans 
after completion of the status talks on Kosovo or 
will the EU take over completely?

Gen. Jones: That’s a very political question. The 
answer is probably ‘yes,’ but we’ll just have to wait 
and see what the political will is; what the EU wants to 
do and what NATO wants to do. What we need to do 
is let the situation play itself out, carry out our mission, 
stay with it, and then return to the discussion a little bit 
further down the road.

NR: What stands out as your most important 
achievement as SACEUR?

Gen. Jones: It has been a great honour to be able 
to come back to Europe, having grown up here as a 
young man. I was exposed to NATO as a teenager, 
and always supported what NATO represented then 
for the free world. In its transformed state, NATO 
now has a potential of doing the same for the future 
of many additional countries, which is very exciting. 
For me, it’s been a wonderful adventure and a great 
honour. I leave full of hope and with best wishes for 
this important Organisation. 

I can’t pick out any one thing for you that stands out in 
my mind. I think it’s all been important. Probably the 
thing that I’m most encouraged about is the “cultural” 
transformation of the Alliance. I think we’ve just 
scratched that surface and I believe there is still room 
to develop the intellectual possibilities and potential 
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for where NATO can go in the future. It’s been very 
interesting to watch the debates as they go back and 
forth as to which side of the argument will prevail. 
Will we want NATO to be reactive or can NATO make 
greater contributions at greater strategic distances? I 
believe that NATO can significantly contribute to the 
collective security of its members and prevent future 
conflicts by helping struggling democracies achieve 
democracy in some of the undeveloped parts of the 
world. Proactive missions are always cheaper than 
reactive missions. All we have to do is look at the 
Balkans and probably the future of Afghanistan to see 
how correct this assertion is.

NATO should be an Alliance that is more agile and one 
that works closely with our non-partners as well. I’m 
very, very proud of the Mediterranean Dialogue and the 
many friendships that we’ve made in North Africa. Those 
ties won’t necessarily lead to NATO membership, but 
they lead to dialogue over common security challenges. 
Partnerships elsewhere in the world with countries 
like Australia and South Korea, Japan and others, are 
exciting prospects that may be realised in the future. 

I look forward to watching NATO continue to reach its 
full potential in the 21st century and to helping articulate 
the need for it to continue in its current direction, albeit 
with some more internal transformation in order to 
achieve the fullness of its incredible potential.

NR: What will you do next?

Gen. Jones: I think I’m going to continue doing this 
job right up until the Riga Summit. There’s way too 
much going on for me to worry about post-retirement 
plans. I intend to do everything I can to make sure my 
successor has a full and complete turnover. After the 
change of command, I will probably first enjoy time with 
my family as I’ve been separated from them for a long 
time. I will then take some time to think about where I 
can be helpful in the future and how I can continue to 
contribute to the Alliance in another capacity. 

For more information, see www.nato.int/shape

Towards new horizons: Although the Alliance’s transformation has already begun, work needs to continue to create a more agile 
organisation 
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Dear Daniel,

If a ballistic missile, launched 
from a particular country, were 
to hit European soil, it would 
be considered by NATO an 
attack against all, according 
to Article 5 of the Alliance’s 
founding Treaty. Why, then, 
should a dirty bomb, planted 
by a terrorist group in, say, a 
container in a European port, 
only be viewed as a criminal 
offence? Why should the 
response to a ballistic missile 

be a military matter while that 
to a crude nuclear device is left 
in the hands of the police?

I believe it’s time to recognise 
that today’s terrorists, particu-
larly al Qaida and its various 
offshoots, have increased 
the lethality and ambition of 
terrorism way beyond that of 
traditional terrorist groups such 
as ETA, the IRA or the PKK. 
Moreover, no country – not 
even the United States – is 
able to deal with and prevail 

over what has become a global 
menace on its own. Since 
NATO was originally created 
to strengthen the security of 
its members through collective 
arrangements, I believe that 
the Alliance should now play 
a similar role in combating 
today’s terrorist threat to that, 
which it played in the Cold War 
in the face of the Soviet threat. 
Moreover, it should do this by 
making homeland security a 
fundamental mission.

Should homeland security be a 
fundamental NATO mission?

Rafael L. Bardají 
is Director of 

International Politics 
at the Fundación 

para el Análisis y los 
Estudios Sociales in 

Madrid.

Daniel Keohane is 
Senior Research 
Fellow for Security 
and Defence Policy 
at the Centre for 
European Reform in 
London.
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Rafael L. Bardají versus Daniel Keohane

Two basic ideas. Firstly, 
homeland security is not a new 
concept for NATO. Indeed, 
during the Cold War, the 
Alliance possessed plans to 
combat Soviet special forces, 
the Spetsnaz, in case they 
managed to deploy beyond 
the front lines and infiltrate 
our societies from the rear. 
Secondly, military forces have 
always been ready to help 
civilian authorities if and when 
required, whether responding 
to natural disasters, sealing 
borders or protecting cri- 
tical infrastructure.

For years, security analysts 
and practitioners have paid 
lip service to the need for 
an integrated approach to 
addressing new, emerging and 
unconventional threats, arguing 
that internal and international 
security should be viewed as 
a continuum and not two sepa-
rate and distinct fields. Despite 
this, administrative divides 
remain. On the one hand, we 
have interior ministries; on the  

other, we have defence 
ministries, with intelligence 
services somewhere in be- 
tween. This disjointed ap-
proach is anachronistic.

To prevail over terror, we 
have to do two things. We 
need to eliminate the threat, 
wherever it is, and reduce our 
vulnerability. But these tasks 
cannot be accomplished in a 
compartmentalised manner. 
For this reason, we need an 
overarching body to provide 
coordination, which, in my 
view, should be NATO. For 
sure, the European Union also 
possesses some capabilities 
to combat terrorism when it 
comes to the judiciary and 
police coordination. However, 
the European Union has few 
means with which to head off 
another attack and the capacity 
of its member states to address 
threats that emanate from 
beyond their borders is limited.

Nevertheless, for NATO to 
play a distinctive and effective 
role in homeland security, the 
Alliance has to make changes. 
Firstly, NATO needs to develop 
a new mindset and clearly and 
categorically identify extremist 
Islamic groups as posing a vital 
threat to the Alliance and to  
behave accordingly.

Secondly, NATO needs a new 
organisational culture. To 
this end, the Alliance should 
begin by holding expanded 
or reinforced meetings of the 

North Atlantic Council in which 
representatives of defence 
and interior ministries sit 
together. It should also create 
a new functional command, 
possibly drawn up along similar 
lines to Allied Command 
Transformation, which deals 
specifically with counter-
terrorism. Armed forces must 
develop new concepts, prepare 
special operations units, 
and allocate their budgets 
accordingly, all of which 
could be better accomplished 
through unified leadership. 
The key issue, in any case, 
will be to explore ways in 
which NATO forces can be 
used in a preventive capacity, 
not simply in consequence 
management after an attack has  
taken place.

The principal responsibility of 
any leader is to provide security 
for his or her citizens. To this 
end, NATO was a remarkably 
effective instrument during the 
Cold War when its defensive 
shield provided the deterrent 

The Alliance should play 
a similar role in combating 
today’s terrorist threat to 
that which it played in the 
Cold War in the face of 

the Soviet threat

Rafael L. Bardají

NATO should play a role 
in homeland security, 

but it does not have the 
resources to be a truly 

effective counter-terrorism 
organisation

Daniel Keohane
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that persuaded the Soviet 
Union not to invade. In recent 
years, NATO has managed to 
reinvent itself as an alliance 
capable of intervening to 
export stability to troubled 
regions beyond Allied territory. 
If, however, terrorist attacks 
continue to threaten our 
security – as seems to be the 
case – people will eventually 
start questioning the purpose 
of an expensive, highly 
trained, and generally efficient 
organisation that appears to be 
good at addressing the security 

needs of third countries, but 
almost irrelevant to their safety  
at home.

To be fair, NATO has become 
involved in counter-terrorism 
in recent years and could 
quite easily increase that 
involvement. Operation Active  
Endeavour in the Mediter-
ranean could be expanded 
geographically; an anti-ballistic  
missile system could be  
put in place; a nuclear, radio- 
logical, biological and che-
mical warning system could 
be developed for the whole 
Atlantic area; and intelligence 
could be shared in a more  
integrated manner. I be-
lieve there is already suf- 
ficient consensus at NATO  
for the Alliance to take such 
measures. But they should 
be viewed as only the start of  
a shift in priorities that leads  
to a much greater involvement 
in homeland security.

Yours,
Rafael

Dear Rafael,

Thank you for your letter. Let 
me begin by asking: what 
do you mean by “homeland 
security”? Strictly speaking, 
I understand homeland se-
curity to be about internal  
counter-terrorism policies, such  
as laws, border controls and 

emergency responses. As 
you rightly point out, counter-
terrorism in today’s world  
cannot only be about internal 
security (or in this case 
“homeland security”). In its 
broadest and fullest sense 
“counter-terrorism” spans a  
number of policy areas, 
including law enforcement, 
border control, as well as 
foreign and defence policy.

Should NATO have a role 
in helping to secure our 
homelands? Absolutely. As you 
wrote, it already does play such 
a role. But does this mean that 
NATO should be the primary 
organisation for the West’s 
counter-terrorism efforts? Not 
necessarily.

NATO is first and foremost 
a military alliance. I agree 
with you that al-Qaida-type 
terrorism is far more dangerous 
than earlier types of terrorism 
we have experienced. You 
compare today’s terrorist 
threat with that of the Soviet 
Union, adding that NATO 
should replicate its Cold-War 
role to counter international 
terrorism. Although al Qaida 
and its supporters do share 
totalitarian characteristics with 
the Soviets, that’s where the 
comparison ends. If anything, 
it is unhelpful to think of  
al Qaida as a coherent strategic 
threat like the Soviet Union.

According to most terrorism 
experts, al Qaida is not a 
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homogeneous network of 
terrorists united by the same 
aims. Indeed, the main danger 
today to NATO’s homelands 
seems to be greater from 
al Qaida inspired, rather 
than linked, terrorist groups. 
Moreover, the threat is 
emanating from within our 
borders as well as from outside, 
as demonstrated by the home-
grown suicide bombers who 
carried out the July 2005 
attacks in London.

By emphasising the military 
aspects of counter-terrorism (of 
which there are some), you are 
implying that we are fighting 
a conventional “war”. Not 
only does that lend legitimacy 
to the repugnant aims of al 
Qaida and its aspirants, it also 
suggests that we can defeat 
terrorists primarily with military 
means. Terrorists are not like 
states, and cannot be defeated 
through military means alone. 
The political illegitimacy and 
illegality of terrorism is the 
reason why governments treat 
terrorists as criminals (and 
fight wars against states).

You also dismiss the 
importance and usefulness of 
the European Union’s counter-
terrorism policies too easily. I 
would argue that the European 
Union has much more to 
offer global counter-terrorism 
efforts than NATO. The 25 EU 
governments agree that the 
Union is the best place for them 
to work together. In Europe, 

interior and justice ministries 
typically take the lead on 
counter-terrorism, whereas it 
is foreign or defence ministries 
that cooperate in NATO. The 
Atlantic Alliance has no say 
over its member-states’ laws or 
police cooperation. In contrast, 
EU justice and interior ministers 
meet regularly to pass laws 
and to agree on common 
policies for police and judicial 
cooperation (as do their foreign 
and defence counterparts for 
their policy areas).

You correctly wrote that a 
disjointed approach between 
internal and external mini-
stries is anachronistic. The 
European Union is the only 
organisation where European 
governments can collectively 
“join up” the counter-terrorism 
parts of their law enforcement, 
border control, immigration, 
foreign and defence policies. 

For instance, reliable infor-
mation is the key to preventing 
terrorist activities. EU govern-
ments agree that the European 
Union’s Situation Centre 
(SitCen) should provide them 
with strategic analyses of the 
terrorist threat. Moreover, the 
SitCen combines external as-
sessments with information 
from internal security services, 
and from Europol (the European 
Union’s law-enforcement body). 
This is significant because 
the SitCen can encourage EU 
foreign, defence and internal 
security officials, as well as 

national security services, 
to coordinate better their 
thinking on the terrorist threat. 
NATO does not have a similar 
system for sharing internal and 
external assessments of the  
terrorist threat.

I would support most of your 
recommendations for beefing 
up NATO’s role in homeland 
security. The European Union  
is also encouraging its 
member states to build up 
their infrastructure protection 
and emergency-response  
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capacities, including for 
nuclear, chemical, biological 
and radiological attacks. 
This is clearly an area 
where the European Union 
and NATO should work  
closely together.

But I am less certain about 
the utility of NATO meetings 
that involve interior ministers. 
For one, laws form the most 
important part of justice and 
police cooperation. Unless 
NATO members were to draw 
up a new transatlantic treaty, 
the Atlantic Alliance has no 

legal basis for proposing 
counter-terrorism legislation. 
For another, EU member states 
have already agreed on a 
number of pan-European, anti-
terror laws and procedures. 
The United States has signed 
agreements with the European 
Union on sharing passenger 
data, screening shipping 
cargoes and procedures for 
extraditing terrorist suspects. 
Transatlantic cooperation 
would surely benefit if the 
European Union and the 
United States developed these 
types of justice and policing 
cooperation further.

NATO should play a role in 
homeland security, but it does 
not have the resources to 
be a truly effective counter-
terrorism organisation. Given 
the broad number of policies 
involved in counter-terrorism, 
including homeland security, 
it would make more sense to 
focus on enhancing EU-US 
cooperation than wasting time 
and energy creating a whole 
new system in NATO. 

Yours,
Daniel

Dear Daniel,

Terror is but a tactic of jihad. 
Al Qaida did not invent jihad. 
On the contrary, al Qaida is a 
manifestation of jihad. And jihad 

is the glue linking disparate 
groups, like the Madrid and 
London bombers, the would-be 
terrorists arrested in Canada, 
and the assassin of Theo Van 
Gogh. Jihadism represents a 
political and strategic vision 
of how the world should be 
organised and al Qaida is but 
one group, albeit probably 
the most deadly, seeking to 
implement this ideology. As 
such, it is little more than the 
tip of the iceberg.

As you correctly pointed out, 
jihadists are among us. But the 
radical Islam within our borders 
is fed by the creed and actions 
of extremists beyond them. 
For this reason, exclusive 
reliance on intelligence and 
police forces will fail to provide 
solutions. Although, as you 
argue, terrorism cannot be 
defeated by military means 
alone, it is equally true that 
we will not prevail over terror 
without the military. Some 
actions will have to be taken 
beyond national jurisdiction.

We Europeans are, as you 
made clear, well aware of the 
terrorist threat – hence the 
extent of collaboration at the 
European Union. Nonetheless, 
I don’t see why we cannot 
do collectively at NATO what 
every Ally is, in any case, doing 
in practice, namely looking 
to the armed forces as the 
homeland defence component 
of a broader homeland security 
policy. I don’t want to belittle 
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EU achievements, but when 
critical infrastructure must be 
defended, or when special 
capabilities are required, 
national authorities almost 
invariably turn to their defence 
establishments. Even if it 
were easier to take this issue 
forward at the EU level, such an 
approach would be insufficient, 
since the appropriate response 
to jihadism is global or, at the 
very least, transatlantic.

To be sure, neither the 
European Union nor NATO, 
as currently configured, is 
particularly suited to ad-
dressing the threat posed by 
Islamic terrorism. That said, I 
think it will be easier and more 
effective to make NATO the 
focal point of the fight against 
terror. We need to transform 
our militaries, and NATO 
provides the best framework 
for this. We also need to 
develop global approaches 
and global partnerships to 
security issues, and again 
NATO is better placed to do 
this. However, NATO will also 
need to undergo a much deeper 
transformation than that which 
has taken place to date to be 
able to take on such a role.

Yours,
Rafael

Dear Rafael,

I agree with you that terrorism 
is a tactic, but am not sure 
it is enough to say we are 
fighting jihadism. True, loose 
interpretations of jihad (which 
has many meanings) may 
inspire many terrorists. But the 
threat we face is much more 
complex, which is why we 
need a multi-faceted approach 
to counter-terrorism – not least 
because the threat is both 
internal and external.

What motivates someone 
to become a terrorist? Are 
most jihadist terrorists aiming 
to establish a new Muslim 
caliphate? Or are some of 
them motivated by more 
specific local grievances, 
such as corrupt pro-Western 
regimes, or a perception that 
Western governments are anti-
Muslim? Or is it the situation 
in Chechnya, Israel, Iraq or 
Afghanistan? In some cases 
it may be all of the above. In 
others it may be only one or 
two factors. We don’t know.

But we shouldn’t forget that 
the vast majority of terrorist 
incidents take place in pre-
dominantly Muslim countries. 
This suggests that, for most 
terrorists, their motives are local 
rather than global. Moreover, 
most of the Muslim world has 
so far rejected these types of 
jihadism. I agree with you that 
we need to develop global 
partnerships if we are to defeat 

the terrorists. We should do this 
in at least two ways: develop 
international law-enforcement 
cooperation by working with the 
police, intelligence, diplomatic 
and defence establishments in  
those countries where 
terrorists are active; and seek 
to reduce the support base for 
terrorists across the Muslim 
world, especially in the greater 
Middle East, by encouraging 
democratic, economic and  
legal reforms.
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The European Union is already 
doing some of these things, 
including developing police 
and intelligence cooperation 
with North African countries, 
and spending more money 
on societal reform and  
development across the 
broader Middle East. To be 
fair, it is too early to judge 
how effective these policies 
will be. But it is unclear to me 
how NATO can play the global 
role that you suggest. Defence 
policy does have a role in 
counter-terrorism, especially 
as part of homeland security. 

However, because NATO is 
a military alliance, it has few, 
if any, diplomatic, policing or 
economic resources to bring 
to the broad counter-terrorism 
table. As a result, it is ill-suited 
to be the focus of the West’s 
counter-terrorism efforts. 

Yours,
Daniel

Dear Daniel,

I completely agree with you 
that NATO is not prepared 
to address the threat posed 
by terrorism or jihadism in its 
current configuration. It will, 
therefore, have to undergo a 
profound retooling. However, 
NATO is not a static body,  
but a living alliance. The Riga 
Summit should provide an 
ideal opportunity to redirect the 
Alliance’s strategic orientation  
for the coming years. Indeed, 
if Riga manages to set clear 
guidelines on how to deal 
with the strategic threats 
of our times, it will be a  
landmark event.

NATO cannot be the prisoner 
of its own past success. Had 
we decided in the mid-1990s 
to maintain NATO as it was 
during the Cold War, the 
Alliance would not have been 
able to provide solutions to  
the problems of the past de-
cade. Today, the strategic 

landscape of the 1990s is 
behind us, and NATO must 
adapt again if it wants to 
remain relevant to the security 
of its members.

I think I’m not mistaken in saying 
there is a consensus that the 
threats posed by extremist 
Islamist terrorists such as al 
Qaida and the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction 
are two problems that need 
to be addressed. Indeed, 
I’d go further by saying that 
there is a direct link between 
the two, and that we will not 
solve one without eliminating 
the other. The Proliferation 
Security Initiative and NATO’s 
Operation Active Endeavour 
are both good examples of how 
the military can contribute to 
combating these threats.

To summarise my vision: first, 
military force is not simply one 
element in counter-terrorism, 
it is an indispensable one; 
second, any policy in this field 
must be transatlantic – if not 
global – if it is to be effective.

NATO, in my view, has many 
assets to offer. The only 
requirement is that they are 
all pointed in the appropriate 
direction. For this, the Alliance 
does not need a new Strategic 
Concept right now. But it 
might be good if Allied leaders 
decided at Riga to task a group 
of “wise men” to prepare a 
report on how best to respond 
to the new and emerging 
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strategic challenges we  
all face.

Yours,
Rafael

Dear Rafael,

I agree that NATO should 
evolve with the times and that 
it is not currently prepared to 
address the terrorist threat. The 
problem is that the complex 
threat from terrorism does not 
fit comfortably with NATO’s 
evolving strategic agenda. For 
instance, you wrote that NATO 
governments should take is-
sues like military transforma-
tion more seriously. I agree 
wholeheartedly. But military 
transformation (and defence 
policy generally) will not be 
the decisive factor in defeating 
terrorist organisations. The 
fact is, although NATO has an 
important role to play in global 
counter-terrorism efforts, it 
is not necessarily the most 
important or useful body to 
address that threat.

You suggested that NATO 
should reconfigure itself.  
NATO governments could do 
that. But it would be extremely 
difficult and time-consuming 
to re-invent the Alliance as 
a proper counter-terrorism 
organisation that can bring 
together defence, foreign, 
law-enforcement and border 
policies. Surely it would be 
better to use existing policies 

in other organisations rather 
than re-invent the wheel?

The European Union has 
counter-terrorism policies that 
cover areas NATO does not 
address, such as cross-border 
law enforcement, border control 
cooperation and foreign policy. 
Furthermore, transatlantic 
co-operation is crucial and 
the European Union and the  
United States are already 
working closely together in 
these areas. If anything, EU and  
NATO counter-terrorism poli-
cies com-plement each other.

Both Americans and Euro-
peans must ensure that 
counter-terrorism does not 
become part of an inter-
institutional game to prove that 
the European Union is more 
capable or superior to NATO or 
vice versa. Instead, the primary 
aim of transatlantic cooperation 
in this field should be effec-
tive counter-terrorism policies, 
whether pursued through the 
European Union or NATO (or 
both). It is crucial, therefore, 
that the European Union and 
NATO avoid competition in 
the area of counter-terrorism, 
as institutional disputes over 
policy tend to generate more 
heat than light.

The European Union and 
NATO should try to work more 
closely together, so that their 
governments can bring to- 
gether the full range of their 
political, judicial, police, diplo-

matic and military resources, 
all of which have a role to play 
in the fight against terrorism. 

Yours,
Daniel

For more on Fundación 
para el Análisis y los Estudios 
Sociales, see www.fundaes.es/
default.cfm 

For more on the Centre for 
European Reform, see  
www.cer.org.uk 
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A t the May 2006 NATO Parliamentary Assembly 
meeting in Paris, a bitter rhetorical feud broke 
out between Iceland and the United States. 

The issues involved air defence, stationed soldiers, 
money, fractured egos, and American promises that 
the Icelanders felt had been betrayed. Knowing only 
this, one may suppose that NATO member Iceland was  
fed up with the American military presence in their 
country, and was demanding that Allied forces 
formulate a deadline for withdrawal. 

The reality, of course, was the opposite. The Icelanders 
were adamant not that a fellow NATO Ally’s forces 
leave their country, but that they stay. A proposed 
realignment of the American global military footprint 
threatens to leave Iceland without air defences (and 
without the local jobs that the American presence 
provides), and Icelandic parliamentarians felt obliged 
to vent their grievances in the sympathetic forum 
of the Parliamentary Assembly. The Baltic States, 
too, have expressed their alarm that a temporary 
agreement obliging NATO aircraft to patrol their 
airspace might soon be allowed to expire; who are 
they, the Lithuanians ask, to leave us unprotected? 

Indeed, the cries of indignation that erupt when a 
NATO member’s forces prepare to vacate a country’s 
territory compare well with vociferous demands voiced 
by the Moldovan and Georgian governments that 
lingering Russian troops vacate Soviet-era military 
bases at the same time they are clamouring for entry 
into the NATO club. For these post-Soviet countries, 
the presence of Russian forces on their territories 
weakens national sovereignty, while the potential 
presence of NATO would strengthen sovereignty. If 

NATO constitutes an ‘empire’ in any sense, then it 
apparently exudes a peculiar sort of attractive power 
that makes it, in many cases, a welcome imperium. 

The lengthening chessboard

The examples cited above are far from exceptional. 
Power expands, and acquisitive power repels; but 
a certain kind of benevolent power attracts. For 
example, the range of countries participating in 
NATO’s Partnership for Peace programme includes 
those passionate about their neutrality, determined 
in their historical choice not to choose: the Swedes, 
the Irish, and the Swiss, among others. But this is 
just the beginning. Whether it is assisting the African 
Union in the Sudan, providing humanitarian aid in the 
aftermath of the October 2005 Pakistan earthquake, 
engaging with Middle Eastern countries through the 
Mediterranean Dialogue, assisting in the destruction of 
anti-personnel landmines in Moldova, or cooperating 
with Australia, New Zealand, and Japan in Afghanistan 
and Iraq, NATO’s chessboard is being pulled across 
the globe. 

Much of this is related to the NATO response to global 
terrorism, while much else appears to be an ad-hoc 
reaction to crises as they erupt. Whatever the cause, 
the boundaries of NATO Partners now extend all the 
way to China, as the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council 
now counts the Kyrgyz Republic and Tajikistan as 
members. There is even talk of engaging China 
itself in some form of dialogue. It appears, then, that 
what was originally an political and military alliance 
of North Atlantic countries arrayed against a specific 
Soviet threat has become a vaguely Western politico-
military association aimed at nothing less than the 
omnipresent and amorphous danger of ‘instability’ 
itself. Were the signers of the original Washington 
Treaty here today, they could well be pardoned for 
asking: what is going on?

Empire on demand
Patrick Stephenson investigates the causes of NATO’s growing agenda.

Patrick Stephenson is an adjunct instructor of 
Economics, Government and Philosophy at the 
University of Maryland in Europe.
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A good offense is the best defence

To answer that question, we need to backtrack a bit 
by taking a look at what is going on. Current NATO 
activities can be subsumed under three very broad 
categories. Firstly, the Alliance continues to manage 
the lingering consequences of the collapse of the 
Soviet Union through peacekeeping in southeastern 
Europe. It is also exploring the possible membership 
aspirations of ex-Soviet republics such as Ukraine and 
Georgia while partnering with others not interested in 
full member status such as Kazakhstan. Secondly, 
NATO is expanding its efforts under the rubric of the war 
against global terrorism through, among 
other measures, Operation Active 
Endeavour in the Mediterranean and 
the International Security Assistance 
Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan. Thirdly, 
NATO is ‘engaging’ with regions that 
are important to Allied interests through 
mechanisms such as the Mediterranean 
Dialogue and more recently through  
humanitarian assistance. 

One common thread that runs through most of 
these activities is that few were predicted by the 
strategies of Allied decision-makers. The sudden 
and largely unforeseen retreat of Soviet power, for 
example, made possible the absorption of former 
members of the Warsaw Pact. Massacre in Bosnia 
and Kosovo forced NATO into the role of peacemaker 
in southeastern Europe. The shock of 9/11 pulled 
the Alliance into Afghanistan. The Orange and Rose 
Revolutions unexpectedly presented the Alliance 
with an opportunity for serious talks with Ukraine 
and Georgia. Natural disasters and the spectre of 
genocide involved NATO in Pakistan and Darfur. At 
each step, the Alliance found it necessary to improvise 
in situations that policymakers had only vaguely 
anticipated, if they had contemplated them at all.

We even see this pattern of action-through-reaction 
in NATO’s current dealings with those countries who  
have expressed their desire to become full 
Alliance members, Albania, Croatia, the former  

Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia*, Georgia and 
Ukraine. Pro-Western elites in these nations are  
not quite knocking on NATO’s door — they are 
banging on it. Leading politicians in each country 
believe that joining transatlantic institutions would 
solidify political reforms made at home, provide them 
with security from residual revanchisme in Russia,  
and bring them closer to the European modernity 
that the previous half-century has denied them.  
They have, in short, extended an invitation to NATO 
to extend its soft imperium — ‘soft,’ because the only 
requirements for participation are the right political 
and defence institutions and the right defence  

choices, but not, crucially, the right 
domestic political choices beyond a 
fundamental commitment to human 
rights and to the extradition and 
prosecution of war criminals.

For both self-interested but mainly 
idealistic reasons too complex to be 
explored here, NATO Allies generally 
support the reformers governing these 
countries and thus their bids for NATO 

membership. This fact must give us pause. Just fifteen 
years ago, the Alliance’s raison d’être was the defence 
of the territories and democratic institutions of its 
standing members; now, the Alliance seeks to protect 
the democratic institutions of potential members or 
partners. What was before a very specific defensive 
mission has evolved into a project for the Euro-
Atlantic (even Eurasian) protection of liberal norms 
that must be fundamentally offensive in its nature. 
And indeed, NATO’s 1999 Strategic Concept more or 
less says this directly, even if the consequences of 
such a policy are only now being fully explored: NATO 
will “provide one of the indispensable foundations for 
a stable Euro-Atlantic security environment, based on 
the growth of democratic institutions and commitment 
to the peaceful resolution of disputes, in which no 
country would be able to intimidate or coerce any 
other through the threat or use of force.” The upshot is 
that the promotion or protection of internal democratic 
institutions in even non-Allied countries must become 
an international, and thus NATO-led, endeavour. 
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This may not be a bad thing; it may even be a good 
thing. But it is certainly a very big thing, because 
it implies that NATO policy may be defined less by 
well-crafted strategies formulated in the glittering 
executive residences of NATO capitals and more 
by the impromptu reactions of the Allies to internal 
political developments in countries that are either 
candidates for membership (Georgia), partners 
(Kazakhstan), current areas of Allied operations 
(Afghanistan), potential areas of operations (Sudan), 
or areas suffering from catastrophes (Pakistan). If  
this is true, then the ‘demand’ for NATO’s unique 
services has become external to the Allied decision-
making process. If an outward-looking alliance with 
centralised decision-making can be described as an 
organisation run from the “inside out”, then it appears 
that we have a demand-driven alliance run, at least 
occasionally, from the “outside out”. This explains 
the apparent paradox that while the desire in Allied 
capitals for future NATO missions has plummeted in 
recent months, the world appears to need NATO more 
than ever — the short-lived talk of NATO in south 
Lebanon is only one case in point — and a hesitant 
Alliance reacts with yet more initiatives, dialogues, 
and missions.

Slipping towards empire

And this brings us to the central irony of NATO’s current 
existence. At the same time that many of the Alliance’s 
sceptics are predicting its demise, and when pundits 
everywhere are, at the very least, noting the presumed 
divergence of interests and capabilities between the 
‘Anglo-Saxon’ Allies (particularly the United States) 
and all other members, the global demand has never 
been greater for NATO’s services as the unique 
supplier of Western liberal and democratic norms 
through political and military means. While governing 
elites in the Western world seem increasingly divided, 
elites in the developing world appear increasingly 
united both in their desire for the freedoms, institutions 
and riches of quotidian Western life and in their belief 
that an association with NATO is one way to obtain 
these things.

There may also be a subtler influence at work here 
that is provoking NATO’s increased activism: the 
conflict between macroeconomic trends and local 
political conditions, or ‘micropolitics,’ as perceived by 
globalisation theorists. International economic growth, 
after all, needs strong local political institutions to 
enforce the rules of the market and to compensate 
the losers who inevitably remain in the wake of fast 
economic change. But if these local institutions prove 
inadequate to the task, or fail outright, then many of 
the losers may then throw in their lot with extremists 
who blame the West for their plight and whose theats 
the Alliance can no longer ignore. For example, when 
the global economic demand for heroin leads to a 
thriving opium industry in Afghanistan that, in turn, 
undermines new and fragile political institutions in a 
way that allows substate political actors such as a 
resurgent Taliban to thrive, NATO intervenes in an 
attempt to restore the local political structures that the 
global demand for heroin has helped destroy. 

We see, then, that a phenomenon that is partly 
macroeconomic in origin can become a transnational 
security concern that inevitably provokes Western 
political involvement amid widespread demands 
for a NATO-led quick fix. The chaos at the cutting-
point between macroeconomics and micropolitics 
is the impulse for NATO’s new global presence. In 
turn, the Alliance responds to the dislocation caused 
by global economic trends in the only way it knows  
how – through the projection of stability through 
force. In short, the Alliance has become an ad hoc 
substitute for the ‘macropolitics’ that the world really 
needs, but that the Allies are unwilling and perhaps 
unable to supply. NATO reacts, imperfectly, because 
there is simply no credible alternative that can back  
its modernising political and humanitarian intentions 
with Western military might.

There is, however, a disturbing implication here: 
NATO’s new activism may be the result of a lack of 
Allied strategy. The whole point of strategy, after all, 
is to discriminate between worthwhile and impractical 
operations by balancing political ends with military 
means. The lack of any such discrimination may 
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betray the absence of a guiding 
strategic rationale. The natural 
consequence of such an absence, 
were we to witness it, would be the 
multiplication of ends beyond any 
real means to achieve them. The 
result would be an Alliance that 
acts, but without either the firm 
political will to muster the resources 
that it needs to achieve its goals 
nor an internal mechanism for 
even matching means with goals. It 
follows, then, that an empire pulled 
outward by events will sooner or 
later reach a point where it can 
no longer sustain its own multiple 
engagements. And sure enough, 
some commentators have begun 
to argue that this point has already 
been reached in Afghanistan, 
where a continuing stream of Allied 
fatalities could force upon the 
Alliance a profound reconsideration of NATO’s role in 
that country. 

The demand for modernity

The interpretation of NATO as an organisation pulled 
into activism by outside forces may evoke unease. 
After all, it runs counter to traditional notions of an 
Alliance that is driven not by any collectively held 
military force that NATO Headquarters can supply, 
but by the geostrategic demands of the Allies. In this 
traditional view, NATO’s destiny will be shaped mainly 
by internal and not external variables. In the words 
of a recent article by Stephan De Spiegeleire and 
Rem Korteweg that appeared in the summer 2006 
edition of the NATO Review, many experts believe 
that “developments within the Alliance [are] more 
important to its future than whatever happens outside 
NATO in the wider security environment.”

It is always a comforting thought to believe that we hold 
the keys to the future in our hands. Yet the traditional 
interpretation of NATO as a self-conscious strategic 

actor pursuing clearly defined common interests 
may no longer reflect Alliance reality. There is now 
an altogether different set of demands on NATO’s 
chessboard — the demands of reformist elites in many 
countries who wish, with NATO’s help, to become 
modern in the Western sense of that word. 

This demand is powerful. It appeals to our liberal 
and democratic instincts more than to our interests, 
and there is something commendable in that. The 
phenomenon is similar to the Norwegian scholar Geir 
Lundestad’s notion of an “empire by invitation” where 
European countries invited an American presence into 
Europe in the aftermath of World War II. The world’s 
‘invitation’ to the Alliance, however, is really a demand 
for a hesitant NATO’s increased activism whether the 
call comes from Georgia, Afghanistan, or the African 
Union. In that sense, the boundaries of the Alliance 
are not being pushed outward, but pulled outward. If 
this is an empire, then it is not an empire by invitation, 
but an empire on demand. 
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In demand: Through an interpreter, information on ISAF’s presence in Afghanistan is 
disseminated to the locals



62 Riga Summit Special
natoReview

S ince the end of the Cold War, NATO has 
undertaken a series of extensive reforms 
designed to adapt the Alliance to new security 

threats and challenges. Member states have given the 
Alliance new strategic roles, admitted new countries, 
and established partnership and dialogue programmes 
with non-member states. NATO has been used to 
facilitate collective military action and to deliver 
security-related technical assistance and advice. An 
Alliance that was once an instrument of deterrence 
and containment has become a mechanism for power 
projection and security consultation. The renovation 
of the Alliance remains an ongoing project, with 
the concept of “transformation” now as the driving 
force behind efforts to make NATO more useful  
and effective. 

Transformation is aimed at enhancing the 
interoperability and deployment capacities of 
NATO’s military forces through the incorporation 
of new doctrinal and technological developments. 
Such efforts are vital if the Alliance is to remain an 
effective instrument of collective military action. By 
its nature, however, the transformation agenda is 
narrowly focused on military affairs. NATO must 
undergo a political transformation if it is to be an 
effective instrument of power projection and security 
consultation in the future. This political transformation 
must include building global partnerships with key 
states and regional institutions, enhancing NATO’s 
political and socio-economic information and analysis 
capacities, developing the ability of the Alliance to 

respond to the ethical dimension of military action, 
and improving the state-building and peace-building 
capacities of the Alliance.

The need for a political transformation

While NATO’s member states face a broad range of 
security threats and issues, the threat of terrorism is 
the focus of security policy on both sides of the Atlantic. 
Intrastate conflicts and failed states have also emerged 
as major international security concerns, making 
peace and stabilisation operations a political priority. 
Meanwhile, authoritarian states continue to threaten 
regional stability. The proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction, or the threat thereof, raises fears of their 
use in warfare and provokes crises with countries such 
as North Korea and Iran. Organised crime breeds 
corruption and fear, and diverts resources away 
from legitimate economic activity and other law and 
order priorities. Illegal migration and shortcomings in 
the social integration of immigrant communities can 
create a racially and religiously defined underclass, 
fuelling extremism and identity-inspired violence in 
society. Energy security is a growing concern as the 
dependence of NATO countries on foreign sources 
of energy increases. Finally, climate change and 
environmental degradation will precipitate an increase 
in environmentally-induced conflict and the frequency 
and impact of extreme weather events. 

Taken together, these issues present a much more 
complex security challenge for NATO’s member 
states than that presented by the Soviet Union. In 
the first place, these security challenges are diverse 
in character yet interconnected in origin and effect. 
For example, intrastate conflicts and failed states are 
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breeding grounds and safe havens for organised crime 
and terrorist organisations, and are sources of refugee 
flows and illegal migration. The threat of international 
terrorism is increasingly linked to domestic or “home 
grown” terrorism. The proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction magnifies the threat posed by authoritarian 
regimes and terrorist groups. Responding to this 
diverse yet interconnected security environment places 
a premium on sound political and societal information 
gathering and analysis. 

Second, these security challenges are predominantly 
socio-economic, not military-technical, in character. 
Intrastate conflicts, terrorism, migration, and 
organised crime are driven and 
defined by political, economic, and 
social conditions. Military-technical 
considerations remain relevant in 
the context of the military strength of 
authoritarian regimes, the acquisition of 
weapons of mass destruction, and the 
tactical capability of armed combatants 
in intrastate wars. However, successful 
short-term responses and long-term 
solutions to current and emerging 
threats depend on effective political, 
social and economic policies. As a result, NATO must 
become a more effective instrument for the analysis 
and discussion of the socio-economic conditions that 
drive the security threats it faces and the policies 
designed to meet them.

Third, none of the security challenges NATO 
faces can be met solely through NATO’s primary 
comparative advantage as an organisation: the threat 
or use of military force. Military force can terminate or 
establish order in intrastate conflicts or failed states, 
but cannot create a lasting peace. Military action 
can kill terrorists or disrupt their networks but cannot 
address root causes or stem recruitment. Military pre-
emption of nuclear, biological, and chemical warfare 
facilities is dangerous, both politically and practically. 
Authoritarian regimes can be overthrown by military 
means but must be replaced by non-military means. 
Illegal migration and organised crime are better 

addressed through policing and social policy at home 
and abroad. Energy security cannot be achieved 
through the use of military power. If NATO is to 
contribute to successful security outcomes in the face 
of such challenges, it must become a more effective 
instrument for diplomatic engagement and outreach, 
and it must incorporate political and economic 
programmes into military planning and operations.

Fourth, the contemporary security environment 
challenges both the conceptual and practical 
boundaries between internal and external security 
and the traditional division of responsibilities between 
international institutions and domestic agencies. 

Internally, police and other domestic 
security agencies increasingly 
employ military style tactics and 
techniques to passive and reactive 
tasks, and the military is increasingly 
tasked as a first (or early) responder 
to internal security events. Externally, 
militaries are increasingly taking 
on law and order tasks in missions 
outside the NATO area, and police 
resources are increasingly deployed 
in cooperation with NATO missions. 

Meeting security challenges that are simultaneously 
intrastate and borderless in nature will require NATO 
to have improved means of communication and 
consultation with both international and domestic 
security organisations. 

Fifth, the security challenges NATO faces often 
provoke and reflect a clash of ideas, value systems, 
and conceptions of right and wrong. Action or inaction 
on any of these issues is fraught with ethical dilemmas 
which in turn can have major international and 
domestic political implications. The moral clarity that 
characterised the Cold War in Europe is largely gone. 
Morality, legality, and ethics now play a much more 
prominent role in the establishment and maintenance 
of NATO’s international legitimacy, domestic public 
support in member states, and local support in the 
world’s regions. This is especially the case when 
the use of military force is involved. As moral, legal, 
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and ethical issues increasingly define the success 
and failure of security policies and influence what is 
politically possible or desirable, NATO must improve its 
capacity to assess and integrate such issues into policy  
and planning. 

The political transformation of NATO

If NATO is to be an effective instrument of power 
projection and security consultation in response 
to current and emerging threats, it must undergo 
a political transformation. The emphasis of this 
transformation should be placed on enhancing the 
capacities of the Alliance to perform its key roles 
effectively, not on repositioning the Alliance in the 
European security architecture or reformulating 
decision-making procedures. Too much political 
attention has been devoted to the NATO-European 
Union relationship. Little is to be gained by opening 
a lengthy and contentious debate on the reform of 

NATO’s decision-making structures. And it is unlikely 
that NATO will be asked to provide anything more than 
a supportive operational role in response to counter-
terrorism, counter-proliferation, organised crime, 
illegal migration, energy security, environmental 
degradation, and disaster response. However, 
NATO will continue to be used as an instrument of 
collective military action and security cooperation. To 
this end, the political transformation of the Alliance 
should pursue an agenda devoted to these two  
primary functions.

Building global partnerships

The political transformation of NATO must include 
the development of partnerships with states and 
institutions in other regions of the world. Many of the 
current and emerging security challenges faced by the 
Alliance originate outside the Euro-Atlantic area and 
have global features and effects. If NATO is to remain 
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a useful mechanism for security cooperation against 
such threats, it cannot remain psychologically confined 
in a geographic netherworld between the territory of 
its member states and a vaguely defined periphery of 
interest. Developing formal partnerships with interested 
countries and institutions in various regions of  
the world will augment NATO’s capabilities and in-
crease its credibility and legitimacy as a security 
institution. Global partnerships will establish a culture of 
security cooperation between NATO and other actors, 
reduce misunderstanding and miscommunication, 
and enhance knowledge and awareness of regional 
politics and social conditions which are fundamentally 
important in the design of successful security res-
ponses to current and emerging threats. 

To achieve the greatest mutual advantage to any 
global partnership arrangement, flexibility should be 
the Alliance’s guiding principle. Global partnership 
arrangements should be established on a bilateral 
basis, with specific areas of cooperation determined 
by a process of consultation and negotiation. A global 
partnership forum, or regional partnership forums, 
could be established if there is interest in multilateral 
cooperation among participants. Similarly, functional 
partnership forums on specific areas of cooperation 
(such as force generation for stability operations 
or maritime counter-proliferation operations) could 
be developed. Partnership arrangements should 
extend beyond military cooperation to include wider 
consultations, for example on responses to terrorism, 
organised crime, weapons proliferation, methods of 
enhancing energy security, and the security implications 
of environmental degradation and resource depletion.

Enhancing NATO’s information and 
analysis capacity

The political transformation of NATO must enable the 
Alliance to increase its capacity to gather political, 
social, economic, and environmental information, 
analyse and identify any implications for the security 
of NATO countries, and integrate the results of this 
analysis into political activities and mission planning 
and execution. To this end, NATO should establish an 

analysis and assessment unit focused on political and 
socio-economic developments in areas of interest. 
NATO can establish consultative groups combining 
international staff, government officials, academia, 
industry, intelligence, NGOs, and expatriates to 
provide insights and information. When the need 
arises, formal “information generation conferences” 
should become as important a component in political 
and operational planning as force generation 
conferences. The information generated will improve 
knowledge and awareness at the political level and 
result in more effective mission-specific training and  
briefing information.

Furthermore, NATO cannot maximise its performance, 
influence, or effectiveness without a solid under-
standing of the impact its activities and missions are 
having on people, communities, and societies, both 
within the NATO area and outside of it. NATO is by 
structure and tradition a “top-down” organisation. 
The Alliance must improve its institutional capacity 
to take cues from below, from field missions, local 
governments, and communities. Engagement in 
counter-terrorism missions, stability operations in 
failed states and post-war reconstruction efforts require 
this kind of capacity. This will enable the Alliance to 
establish appropriate rules of engagement, create 
useful “quick impact” projects, and develop effective 
long-term policies consistent with local conditions. An 
improved ability to understand and adapt to the political 
and social environment in which NATO operates will 
be crucial to the success of Alliance operations.

Developing NATO’s ethical awareness

To be effective as an instrument of power projection and 
security consultation, NATO must develop a capacity to 
assess the ethical dimension of its roles and missions. 
The moral foundation of the Alliance’s actions, both in 
the justice of its cause and the means it employs, is 
crucial to sustaining the ability of the Alliance to act 
effectively against the security challenges it faces. 
For example, the ethics of military action (especially 
the decision to go to war), the use of force in stability 
operations, and the use of certain weapons systems are 
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now crucial factors in the gain or loss of international 
and domestic political support for military operations. 
The ethical dimension of counter-terrorism, especially 
with respect to the observance of law and treatment 
of minorities, is just as crucial. Legitimacy built on a 
foundation of legality and ethical practices will be a vital 
component of securing support for NATO’s political and 
military activities in the future. 

The political transformation of NATO should include 
the creation of a focal point for research and policy 
development on ethics located in the International 
Staff. This research and analysis unit should be given 
the capacity to assess ethical and legal issues in a 
cross-cultural context and to analyse public opinion and 
other social science data. The unit would be charged 
with making recommendations on the legal and ethical 
dimensions of NATO’s activities. To enhance the range  
of perspectives available for consideration, NATO  
should sponsor issue-specific consultative panels 
composed of government officials, International Staff, 
academics, lawyers, ethicists, and NGO representatives. 
Findings and recommendations would be disseminated 
to the political level and to the International Military 
Staff, Allied Command Operations, and Allied 
Command Transformation. This capacity would help 
ensure that NATO’s actions are consistent with the 
ethical imperatives crucial for success, both at home  
and abroad.

Improving NATO’s state-building and  
peace- building capacities

The success of peacekeeping and stability operations 
is largely dependent on the ability to establish a 
long-term peace in war-torn societies. The political 
transformation of NATO should include enhancing its 
capacities to support state-building and peace-building 
efforts. The Alliance cannot be in the business of 
stabilisation, peace support, crisis management, or 
counter-terrorist operations without being a participant 
in the wider effort of post-conflict or post-violence 
reconstruction. Experience has shown that peace or 
stabilisation missions and state-building and peace-
building efforts must be designed in tandem and be 

mutually supportive. While state-building and peace-
building should not become a primary role of the 
Alliance, NATO must become better equipped in 
doctrine and capacity to support such efforts. 

In practical terms, NATO has already been engaged 
in state-building and peace-building efforts at the field 
level: witness the experiences in the Balkans and the 
Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan. In 
order to improve its capacities, NATO should establish 
a state-building and peace-building coordination 
and policy development office at the headquarters 
level. This office should combine International Staff 
resources with national capabilities, and a capacity to 
work with member states, partner countries, and host 
nations. NATO should also enhance its consultation 
and cooperation process with other relevant 
institutions, including the newly created Peacebuilding 
Commission and the Peacebuilding Support Office 
at the UN. Just as NATO develops its deployment 
capacities and interoperability to improve its military 
capacities, the Alliance should also develop its state-
building and peace-building capacities to help increase 
the prospects for the long term success of its peace 
and stability operations.

Conclusion

If NATO is to meet the security challenges it now 
faces, it must engage in a transformation exercise 
broader than that currently conceived. This concept of 
a wider transformation does not invalidate the current 
emphasis on military transformation. The challenges 
NATO now faces are globally interconnected, 
socio-economic in character, largely unsolvable by 
purely military solutions, characterised by internal 
and external security implications, and contested 
in the realm of ideas and ethics. NATO must adapt 
accordingly. A political transformation is required 
to make the Alliance a more effective instrument in 
carrying out its two primary roles: collective military 
action and security cooperation. 
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