
by Colonel David W. Read

s the third millennium begins, the United
States (US) of America enjoys the distinction

of being the most powerful military force in
the world.  No other nation is even close.

This vast military capability gap between
the US and the rest of the world is expected to widen
even further as America actively pursues what has been
termed a Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA).  At
present, only the US armed forces are deemed capable
of fully exploiting new technologies and making the
necessary organizational and doctrinal changes to bene-
fit from the current RMA.  This advantage is largely due
to America’s wealth and its commitment to being ready
for the changes envisaged by defence planners for war-
fare in the 21st century.  America has become fascinat-
ed with the prospect of projecting military force through
the exploitation of the technological capabilities offered

from advanced civilian technology, even while most
other Western countries have been preoccupied with the
more mundane tasks of force reductions, the creation of
professional forces, and restructuring.1 Throughout the
rest of the developing world, the RMA is a completely
unattainable concept.

Despite the American intention to pursue a ‘system
of systems’, considerable debate still exists on whether
or not an RMA is really underway.2 If some see RMA as
a panacea, others view it merely as a faddish debate
about concepts that enjoy temporary bandwagon
momentum.3 Nonetheless, the debate cannot be ignored;
warfare in the 21st century will be markedly different
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than in the past, and whoever is quickest to recognize
and exploit a revolutionary potential could radically
alter the military equation in global politics.4 For the
purposes of this paper, it is accepted that an RMA is
underway, and that America’s lead in this field will have
important ramifications on all dimensions of strategy.5

Other nations must come to terms with the changes
that will result from the RMA. There are two main ques-
tions American allies and adversaries must ponder.
First, what should be the proper mix between tradition
and innovation?  And second, to what extent must they

invest in technology and change their force structures in
the years ahead? These questions are especially relevant
to the members of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) where there appears to be a wor-
rying ‘interoperability gap’ developing. 

POST-COLD WAR DEVELOPMENTS

he end of the Cold War has witnessed a major
transformation in the global balance of power. The

threat of a massive nuclear exchange between the US
and the USSR has been removed, only to be superseded
by a Pandora’s box of regional, political and military
instability and uncertainty.  The ethnic conflicts that
have engulfed former Yugoslavia, parts of the Caucasus
region, and parts of Africa are symptomatic of this new
strategic situation. The reality is there will never be a
respite from conflict as long as nations and peoples use
war and armed violence to solve their differences. 

This new ‘world-disorder’ has placed NATO in an
awkward situation.  During the Cold War, NATO’s pur-
pose was clear: the Alliance was a transatlantic politico-
military partnership under US leadership, directed at
deterring and, if need be, defending against Soviet
aggression. After the collapse of the Soviet Union,
Alliance members recognized the need for NATO to re-
define its raison d’être if it was to remain relevant to
European security and stability. However, despite agree-
ing to new roles and tasks, most Alliance members exer-
cised their national rights and implemented significant
reductions in defence expenditures, along with downsiz-

ing and restructuring their forces
for the express purpose of cashing-
in the ‘so-called’ peace dividend.

Unlike its European partners,
the US military opted against
retaining large conventionally-
equipped standing forces, and
instead aimed at creating forces
that were more capability-based, as
well as more versatile in strategic
power projection. The success in
the Gulf War confirmed that the US
decisions were correct. After the
Gulf War, the US military went
even further, engaging in intense
theoretical examination of,  and
experimentation with future war-
fare concepts. These efforts result-
ed in the evolution of a new
American war-fighting vision — a
vision based less on mass and fire-
power, and more on information,
precision and agility.6 Since the
Gulf War, US forces have contin-

ued to improve capabilities in many fields, including
precision weapons, as well as Command and Control,
Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveil-
lance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR).  It is clear that the
Gulf War and the period immediately thereafter provid-
ed a foretaste of the current RMA.  

The US has a clear vision that in order to dominate
any potential conflict today or tomorrow, it must pursue
a strategy of sustaining and enlarging its competitive
advantage over any likely opponent or situation.7 As
expressed in Joint Vision 2010, the US believes that
exploiting the full potential of the RMA will achieve
this goal. This has led America to focus heavily on the
opportunities provided by the RMA rather than its risks,
costs and unintended side effects.  Nonetheless, this
strategy appears appropriate for the US if it is to remain
the dominant world power.  Joseph Stalin once stated,
“Those who fall behind get beaten!”

Artist’s impression of an X-45 Unmanned Air Combat Vehicle. Is this an example of the advanced military
technology of the RMA which only the Americans can afford?  
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If the US has embraced the RMA as a means to pro-
mote their national security interests by increasing
lethality, improving mobility, and reducing the vulnera-
bility of American forces engaged in operations, no such
big ideas stir the European members of NATO. They are
still caught in a national security paradigm based on ter-
ritorial defence, and have only recently begun to accept
the need to be able to project power. But even in a mas-
sive coalition effort, European forces today would, for
example, be incapable of carrying out anything
approaching the type and scale of operations that the US
forces conducted in the Persian Gulf in 1991. 

STRAINS ON THE ALLIANCE

he NATO-led air campaign over Yugoslavia and
Kosovo in the Spring of 1999 highlighted major

weaknesses within the Alliance, and reinforced the fact
that NATO allies are militarily far behind and undoubt-
edly overly reliant on the Americans. More than 70 per-
cent of the firepower used in Operation “Alliance”, and
over 90 percent of the precision bombing, was delivered
by American aircraft.8 In the wake of the Kosovo cam-
paign, the US called on its European allies to
boost defence spending to close the growing gap
in capabilities between US and European forces.
Clearly, NATO needs more effective and more
highly focused defence and force planning  to
bolster the military capability of its European
members to deal with the full range of operations
in which NATO might become engaged. 

NATO has always had to contend with the
problems of burden-sharing and interoperability,
but the unmatched ability of the US to invest in
next-generation military technologies currently
runs the risk of outpacing the other allies by an
exponential margin.9 A main American concern is
that its pursuit of the RMA will create a situation
in which the US is increasingly unable to operate
with its allies because of their ‘technological
backwardness’.10 An impending, if not already
existing, interoperability gap within NATO raises
the question about the future viability of multilat-
eral operations within the Alliance because of the
allies’ inability to function alongside their predominant
partner. An inability to work together could lead to a
division of labour within the Alliance that would see the
US specializing in high-technology, low-casualty forces,
and Europeans providing low-technology — and high-
casualty — conventional forces. Europe’s distaste for
such a scenario would no doubt undermine the cohesion
of the Alliance and threaten its very existence.

While the US remains committed to European peace
and security, it does not want to be militarily involved

in every European security problem. The US would like
to see  more equitable burden-sharing by the European
allies, but there has been little progress here. The plain
truth is that the European members of NATO have nei-
ther the budgetary capability nor the research and
development incentive to emulate the US.  Growing
resentment against those countries that are perceived
not to be pulling their weight is deep enough to cause
considerable uneasiness and serious dissension
throughout the Alliance. 

The European perspective is somewhat different.
Europe believes that it does make a significant contri-
bution to the Alliance, which is often underestimated by
the US. In March 1999, while still serving as Britain’s
Defence Secretary, Lord George Robertson defended
NATO Europe’s substantial military contribution to
European security.11 He stated that the active armed
forces number two and a half million, cover a wide
spectrum of capability on land, sea, and air, provide 50
percent of the forces in Bosnia and command of two out
of three multinational divisions there. He added that the
European allies contribute enormously to European

security in non-military ways, spending millions of
Euros, dollars and pounds in technical assistance to
Russia, Eastern Europe and the former republics of
Yugoslavia. However, Robertson was also quick to point
out that with nearly 60 percent of the Alliance’s popula-
tion, and two-thirds of the Alliance’s forces, Europe
only provides 40 percent of NATO’s total spending.  Of
greater significance, NATO Europe accounts for less
than one-third of total equipment spending and one-
sixth of research and development spending.12 In
Robertson’s view, the consequence of these facts leads

T

A Tomahawk precision-guided cruise missile is launched from the USS Shiloh. Only
a few NATO members can afford this weapon technology even though it is not new.
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to a concern that the European allies might fail to keep
up with the RMA, which could lead to a ‘two-speed
Alliance’.  

NATO’S CURRENT STRATEGY VS REALITY

s an important part of its adaptation to the changed
world, NATO unveiled a new Strategic Concept

at the Washington Summit in April 1999. This new
Strategic Concept still embraces the central tenet that
NATO must have the capability to ward off aggression
directed against any one or more of its members, even
though the possibility of such a scenario is now consid-
ered remote.  However, the strategy also suggests that
NATO must look beyond traditional collective defence
and establish the capability to deal with more likely
threats that will result from regional conflicts, ethnic
strife, or other crises beyond Alliance territory.13 NATO
envisages that future military operations, including non-
Article 5 missions, are likely to be small in scale, possi-
bly long in duration, multinational in character, and per-
haps concurrent to other Alliance operations.14

In light of the new Strategic Concept, NATO
acknowledged that the European allies must get more
bang for their buck. Although European military forces
are double the size of the American forces, Europe could
only muster half the number of properly equipped and

trained soldiers for the operation in Kosovo.15 It is dif-
ficult to understand that with over 50 divisions in NATO
Europe, only a handful can be projected abroad. Lord
Robertson, Secretary-General of NATO, has been critical
of the fact that while the  Europeans collectively spend
60 percent of what the US spends on defence, they only
get 10 percent of the capability for that spending.16

The Washington Summit also announced the official
launch of the Defence Capabilities Initiative (DCI).
DCI was designed to address areas where the Alliance
needs to improve its military capabilities to meet the
full range of possible missions resulting from funda-
mental changes in today’s security environment.17

However, even with NATO members’ endorsement of
DCI, it is apparent that the Alliance has a long way to go
(see Table 1).  Overall, 75 percent of the DCI initiatives
have a status of “unsatisfactory” or “generally satisfac-
tory”, meaning there is a reasonable risk of failing to
meet the stated objectives.  However, of greater impor-
tance, 83 percent of the three categories — effective
engagement, survivability, and Command, Control and
Communication (C3) — fall within this margin of risk.18

This state of affairs has produced a great deal of
skepticism that the plan will succeed. Many believe that
a number of European states still lack the political com-
mitment to pay the high price of modernization. This

Table 1 : NATO Defence Capabilities Initiatives

A

Deployment ability
and mobility

Sustainability and
logistics

Effective engagement

Survivability of forces
and infrastructure

Consultation, command
and control

Unsatisfactory

Generally satisfactory but with reservations in terms of achievement

Satisfactory

Total

1000 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90
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attitude began in the early post-Cold War era when vir-
tually all NATO forces suffered significant financial
reductions to their defence budgets.19 However, a new
trend is developing.  Due to more recent demands for
the employment of military forces in peacemaking and
peacekeeping operations in Europe itself, defence budg-
ets are expected to remain relatively constant in real
terms for the foreseeable future.20 Will this levelling of
defence spending be sufficient to meet the demands of
RMA expenditures?  John Treddenick, until recently
Professor of Economics at  Royal Military College of
Canada, has examined the effects and courses of action
that would have to be considered if NATO members
were to become engaged in the RMA. In his model, he
assumes that the RMA would require an increase of
three percent per year in equipment to personnel ratios
up to the year 2015 (see Table 2). In this case, countries
would have to either reduce personnel if budgets
remained fixed (column 1), or significantly increase
defence budgets if personnel levels remained fixed (col-
umn 2 shows the total real budget change and column 3
shows the average annual change). The average rate of
growth for personnel costs amongst all NATO countries
between 1967 and 1998 was 2.5 percent.21 If these rates
continue, according to Treddenick, defence budgets will
have to grow in real terms, personnel numbers will have
to be reduced, and other defence activities will have to
be cut back to engage in the capital intensive RMA.
Unless European countries restructure their defence

budgets, the capability gap will never close, and the
Alliance will remain well behind the RMA.

The Americans were quick to recognize this dilem-
ma some time ago. Like most other countries throughout
the world, the US also faced significant financial pres-
sures at the end of the Cold War.  Resources for their
defence operations were decreased by more than 40 per-
cent in real terms. The US made tough decisions to

Required person-

nel changes with

budget fixed at

1994-98 average

in real terms

%

Required total

real budget

change with per-

sonnel fixed at

1994-98 average 

%

Required average

annual real budg-

et change with

personnel fixed at

1994-98 average

%

US

Belgium

Canada

Denmark

Germany

Greece

Italy

Netherlands

Norway

Portugal

Turkey

UK

Average

-39.8 35.8 1.8

-29.1 46.1 2.3

-29.5 41.4 2.1

-28.6 34.6 1.8

-29.6 50.6 2.4

-34.5 46.9 2.3

-29.2 45.8 2.2

-45.2 66.2 3.0

-30.8 36.5 1.8

-34.3 31.9 1.6

-34.3 19.2 1.0

-35.9 58.7 2.8

42.8 2.1

Table 2 : Implementing RMA with 3% Growth in Equipment Stock to Personnel Ratio – 1994-1998 to 201522

Belgian infantrymen: low-technology, high-casualty potential.
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reduce the number of personnel involved in support
services and other infrastructure costs, thereby provid-
ing more opportunities for increased investment in
RMA-type forces and technology. Today, US forces
have a third fewer people in uniform compared to the
level during the Gulf War. The Europeans, on the other
hand, are still saddled with excessive personnel, sup-
port, and infrastructure costs which in turn limits their
ability to improve and modernize their forces. If they
remain trapped in this pattern, Europe will never come
close to affording what the US is providing by way of
financial support for RMA.  Essentially, the financial
challenge for RMA will boil down to resolving budget-
ary conflicts between the expenditure of funds for cur-
rent and near term activities (personnel, operations and
maintenance) or investing in future capabilities (capi-
tal).23 The technological aspects of RMA will place con-

tinuous and significant funding demands to support
research and development, and capital programs, while
at the same time leaving fewer funds available for per-
sonnel. A deliberate decision to opt for RMA requires a
commitment of long-term capital funding and an accept-
ance that force structures are likely to be smaller.  

Unfortunately, the European members of the
Alliance do not appear to be headed in this direction.
Only a few have demonstrated the will and commitment

to alter spending trends of the past so that better invest-
ments can be made to purchase the right equipment, or
to create more capable forces. Overall, Europe does not
perceive the strategic need to protect distant interests
and defeat distant threats. RMA is seen as desirable, but
not as essential. European security does not demand the
RMA, and there is no strong motivation to pursue it.

IS NATO ON THE RIGHT PATH?

he discussion thus far has been critical of NATO
Europe’s inability to keep pace with the Americans

in pursuing the RMA. It is clear that NATO’s DCI is
unlikely to produce substantial progress in this direc-
tion. Ineffective allocation of defence funds inhibits
European members’ forces from modernizing their
forces, and defence industries from investing in
Research and Development (R&D), therefore, differing
capability levels between US and NATO Europe are not
likely to change for some time. At first glance, this state
of affairs should cause concern, but, on closer examina-
tion, differing national military capabilities may not be
such a bad thing after all. Even with its current capabil-
ity deficiencies, NATO still represents the most formi-
dable military coalition in the world.  The real issue is
probably not whether NATO should be fixated on the
technology offered by the RMA, but rather that it must
focus on the more important matter of strategy. If NATO
accepts that a military capability gap will continue to
exist between the US and the rest of the Alliance, then
NATO must exploit this fact and make it work in favour
of the Alliance rather than against it.

In a late 1980s book entitled Military Effectiveness,
Allan Millett and Williamson Murray  studied the per-
formance of military organizations from nine countries
during the first half of the last century. Their case stud-
ies revealed that nations who got their strategy right
were able to repair tactical and operational deficiencies
in their respective military organizations.  However,
nations that got the strategy wrong, no matter how
effective their military forces were on the battlefield,
always lost.24 More recent campaigns such as the
American involvement in Korea, Vietnam, Lebanon and
Somalia, the French experience in Indochina, and the
Soviet experience in Afghanistan support the notion
that when opponents seize the strategic initiative they
can force the kind of fight where technological
supremacy is not effective.25 Therefore, technology
alone will not drive the RMA.  There needs to be a clear
understanding of what military power is used for, and a
corresponding change in strategy, doctrine and tactics.
Technology will never be a substitute for sound strate-
gy:  mystical ‘silver bullets’ or ‘sanitized war’ are not a
panacea. RMA or not, war will still be a matter of ideas,
emotions, and will.26

A French Leclerc tank: an option for role specialization in NATO?
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This leads to the ironic suggestion that NATO
Europe’s reluctance to embrace the RMA, intended or
not, may prove to be prudent after all.27 As the world’s
most powerful military coalition, and with no identifi-
able competitors for the foreseeable future, it is per-
haps in NATO’s best interests to enter this era of tech-
nological change with a sense of caution. Simply stat-
ed, NATO must apply the ‘Golden Rule’ of strategy,
and strive “to get the big things right”.28 NATO must
remain united, not just for the identification of com-
mon interests and threats, but also in its attitude
towards the legitimacy of using force for purposes
other than territorial defence. The Alliance must bal-
ance its capabilities within a doctrinal framework that
will enable it to fight or operate in the full spectrum of
activities that it is likely to face in the future. The key
for NATO is organizational and operational adaptabili-
ty, not just technology for technology’s
sake. NATO must introduce a disciplined
approach to adapting its operational strate-
gy and systems procurement to the new
technologies, or the technologies them-
selves may be rendered impotent.

NATO, of course, cannot at this time
make any firm assumptions about the
enemy or the types of conflict it may face
in the future. This is evident in NATO’s
uncertainty about ratifying new force struc-
tures and doctrine, or engaging in high-
tech procurement programs. It follows then
that the principle of retaining and sustain-
ing forces and capabilities at every ‘level’
of warfare is prudent, as this gives the
Alliance the ability to meet an enemy at
any of three levels of technological expert-
ise  high-tech, hybrid, or low-tech. The
task for the future will thus be to develop
‘niche warriors’ for niche warfare, which eventually is
likely to replace large-scale conflicts.29 This idea sug-
gests that ‘piece-parts’ of an effective coalition force
could be put together on a discrete basis, and still be
called a revolution.30

The ideal opponent for a military force structured
around RMA is a mid-level enemy with a rigid and cen-
tralized decision-making structure, reliant on limited-
range and easily-detected weapons platforms. Is NATO
likely to encounter this type of adversary in the years
ahead? Even if the RMA creates the conditions for deci-
sive victory in a dense, mechanized theatre of war, can
it produce the same results in a less dense, non-mecha-
nized, low-intensity, localized conflict? NATO should
develop a common strategy, but base its strategic needs
on the technological tools that are appropriate to the
level of conflict it might face. For example, some argue

that NATO is more likely to become engaged in low-
intensity rather than high-intensity conflicts. If this is
the case, is an investment in RMA a wise venture? The
utility of the high-tech RMA falls off dramatically
against opponents at the low end of the spectrum who
typically operate in a dispersed manner, emit limited
electronic signatures, and intermingle with the popula-
tion, and is certainly less relevant in peacekeeping and
humanitarian intervention missions. NATO must, of
course, have the flexibility to select appropriate ‘mix
and match’ forces from a menu of options. It is the cre-
ation of new operational and organizational concepts,
along with the integration of current and new capabili-
ties as they arise that will make for a true RMA.  

At present, only a relatively few strategic courses of
action are open to the Alliance. It can put a brake on

RMA and consolidate existing advantages, it can pursue
RMA aggressively, or it can push the revolution in a dif-
ferent direction. The first option would preclude
Europeans from working alongside US forces and, in
effect, render NATO ineffective. The second option,
from a financial perspective, is neither affordable nor
practical: Europe at best can only partially buy into the
RMA with a view to enhancing as much as possible its
interoperability with the US. Although the third option
is the most feasible and practical, this course of action,
by default, will create a military structure within the
Alliance comprised of the ‘have and have-nots’.  In
effect, this suggests that NATO is becoming a multi-
tiered capability Alliance. On the first tier is the US,
capable of performing all future missions. The second
tier includes countries like the UK, France and Germany
which are capable of performing most, but not all,
advanced warfare tasks. The next level includes nearly
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A German coastal minesweeper: a NATO niche role in the Baltic?

P
h

o
to

 c
o

u
rt

e
s

y
 H

 &
 L

V
a

n
 G

ri
n

d
e

re
n



all remaining countries which have a capacity to participate
in limited tasks, and the last tier comprises the newly
accepted members from East Europe which, for the time
being, are incapable of participating at all.31 If the future
reality within NATO is multi-tiered abilities, NATO must
actively exploit this trend and make it work in its favour
rather than embark on unrealistic and unattainable objec-
tives in an attempt to match American military capabilities. 

A WAY AHEAD

ATO’s strategic planning for the future must aim
at aligning the modest capabilities of Canada and

the European members in either complementary or sup-
plementary roles to the more technologically-advanced
American forces. This undoubtedly means role special-
ization, an idea that is not new but which has taken on
new relevance. For example, the Canadians and each of
the European allies could provide specialized but com-
plementary components for low-intensity conflict, or
they could augment a NATO force by providing similar
forces in a supplemental role. It is not necessary for
NATO Europe to match the US military investment dol-
lar for dollar.  Indeed, as stated earlier, it takes more
than technology to become a full participant in the
RMA.32 Being smaller yet competent is still acceptable.
Although NATO members must buy into the RMA as much
as can be afforded, it is of greater importance that the
Alliance not become engaged in an arms race with itself.

RMA is not for NATO to endorse or reject; rather, it
is to be embraced and exploited to a greater or a lesser
extent. Neither halting the RMA nor ignoring the grow-
ing capability gap is acceptable. To exploit the RMA, it
is not necessary to improve all the individual elements
of combat power in every NATO member, but rather to
integrate and focus on the power that NATO provides as
a whole. This integration of the whole rather than
enhancement of its parts should be the central theme for
this RMA. It is thus evident that NATO should not insist
that individual members’ military capabilities be multi-
functional across a broad range of mission areas.
Instead, the Alliance should concede that its capabilities
must be mission specific, with a wide range of nations
each providing a particular contribution. This ‘niche
capability’ concept demands that the forces of all
Alliance members — high- or low-tech — must be inte-
grated into a harmonious architecture structured on a
matrix of complimentary and supplementary capabilities.

If NATO is to be relevant in the 21st century, it must
pursue such a niche capability policy to keep the
Alliance effective, affordable and viable. This niche strat-
egy should be based on the following eight principles.

Embrace a Tiered Structure.  NATO needs to pro-
mote a tiered capability structure within the Alliance.

Bridging the military capability gap does not mean that
European forces have to become a mirror image of those
of the US. Instead, there needs to be an agreed upon set
of contemporary and future scenarios that America and
Europe must work at in order to establish a set of RMA
capability priorities. Through extensive experimenta-
tion, it can be determined what roles and capabilities are
required for fostering coalition compatibility, and also
for developing strategies and tactics that make comple-
mentary or supplementary use of US and European
strengths.33 Member nations will be able to identify
within these scenarios those tasks or missions at which
they are likely to excel. Once assessed, national forces
can then be assigned specific roles that are best matched
to their respective capabilities. By default, this process
will establish capability tiers within the Alliance that
will provide a ‘mix and match’ menu from which task-
tailored forces can be generated. 

Establish Core Competencies.  The Alliance must
identify and establish core competencies for each mem-
ber of the Alliance. These core competencies must pro-
vide appropriate capabilities for its force structures to
make them efficient, effective and interoperable.34 As
well, these core competencies must complement and
supplement NATO as a whole. In some cases, there will
have to be a willingness to give up some national capa-
bilities in order to restructure for the common good.
Difficult decisions will have to be made to eliminate
capabilities that are either obsolete or redundant.35

NATO must use the strength of Alliance members holis-
tically and not expect that every member has the full
range of operational capabilities. If this process is to
succeed, a fair sharing of responsibilities and risks must
exist.  In order to ensure public support, strengthen
political cohesion, improve credibility and deterrence,
and deny adversaries the opportunity to exploit differ-
ences between the US and Europe, Alliance members
must share the view that they have to act together in
peacetime, crisis and war.

Exchange Technology .  Within the multinational
environment in which NATO operates, it is essential
that weapons, communications and information sys-
tems are interoperable, especially with the emerging
American ‘system of systems’.   Measures to
exchange technology throughout the Alliance must be
pursued. In short, NATO thinking has to focus on
ensuring that the Alliance can ‘plug and play’ into
the American information, technological and doctri-
nal architecture. This will not be an easy chore
because the Americans will be reluctant to exchange
technology for free, and Europeans will not like the
idea of  being pushed to buy US technology.
Nonetheless, exchanging technology is essential if
the Alliance hopes to be capable of operating effec-
tively and cohesively.
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Redistribute NATO Common Funds.  With
declining national defence budgets, NATO needs to re-
examine how it expends and redistributes NATO com-
mon funds. For example, funds for the NATO
Infrastructure Program, which were necessary for the
territorial defence concept of the Cold War era, hardly
seem appropriate today. Instead, funds such as these
would be better spent enhancing military capabilities.

Invest in Research and Development.  The US
spends about $42B on procurement and $24B on R&D
each year. In contrast, Europe spends only $30B on pro-
curement and a mere $8B on R&D.  The US Defense
Department’s R&D budget is 14 percent of its total
defence budget, while the combined European defence
R&D budget is barely six percent of total defence
spending. Overhead costs of European defence firms are
higher than those of the US firms, and shorter European
production runs result in higher unit costs. Because
Europeans have small high-cost national firms that face
little price competition due to government subsidies,
they charge high prices and cannot afford R&D. NATO
and/or the European Union (EU) must pursue the cre-
ation of a pan-European R&D organization that would
combine the military research capabilities of the major
European countries.36 Such an initiative could at least
try to compete against the enormous advantage enjoyed
by the US R&D community.

Integrate the European Defence Industry.
Although Europe has an integrated market, Europe’s
defence industries operate along national lines, often
leading to duplication of effort and inefficient expendi-
tures of defence funds. Recent mergers, however,
between British Aerospace and the Marconi defence cor-
porations to become BAE Systems, and the announce-
ment of France’s Aerospatiale Matra, Germany’s
DaimlerChrysler Aerospace and Spain’s CASA to unite
and form the European Aeronautic, Defence and Space
Company are seen as positive steps towards knocking
down traditional transnational obstacles. With success-
ful ventures in the EU, such as joint decision-making
mechanisms, a common currency and a cooperating
judicial architecture, creating a cooperative and inte-
grated defence industry does not seem to be beyond the
art of the possible.  However, as Lord Robertson once
confessed, it took ten years to create the Euro and it was
not the first attempt!

Integrate Capitalization Plans .   NATO must
develop an integrated Alliance capitalization plan that
champions minimum, effective, and selective compat-
ibility for the Alliance as a whole (first priority),
while also addressing national requirements (second
priority). Such an initiative would ensure a more
effective use of defence dollars in major capital mod-
ernization plans.

Work on a Short List of Things.  NATO must focus
on achieving a thing or a short list of things in incre-
mental periods (perhaps five years) over a long-term
plan (20 to 25 years).37 There has been some initial
movement in this regard. In recognition of limited
funds, the Alliance will focus its initial efforts of the
DCI on three areas that can achieve early results —
strategic lift, Intelligence, Surveillance and
Reconnaissance (ISR) and C3.38 Beyond that, the jour-
ney is not so clear. Indeed, at the NATO Defence
Ministers meeting in Toronto, Defense Secretary Cohen
asked each member country to develop a timetable with
fixed milestones for the implementation of DCI so that
the milestones can be incorporated into a NATO force
planning cycle with some idea of how resources can be
allocated.39 To try and enhance numerous capabilities
with overly ambitious plans, in short order, is a tall request.

CONCLUSION

military revolution is underway, and at least some
of the technologies now being developed will

change the nature of warfare in the coming decades. For
the foreseeable future, the US will continue to lead. The
RMA is not a panacea, nor will every promising aspect
be successfully developed, but in these times of shrink-
ing defence budgets and military force reductions, the
US and others have little choice but to try to exploit
leading-edge technologies to enhance the effectiveness
of their smaller forces. The weapons and systems that
are products of the  RMA will undoubtedly have a place
in large-scale, high-intensity operations, but the effects on
lower-level operations are likely to be less revolutionary.

The demands imposed by the RMA are resource
intensive and for many, including the members of the
North Atlantic Alliance, the cost of entering into the
RMA can be prohibitive. Nonetheless, with a carefully
crafted strategy that recognizes and integrates niche
capabilities, NATO can promote modernization in ways
that are achievable and still remain the dominant player
in Euro-Atlantic security and stability. A niche capabil-
ity strategy will foster strength within the Alliance, but
such a strategy must have consensus amongst the NATO
members and it must convincingly demonstrate value. A
niche capability strategy based on the selective adoption
of emerging technologies, coupled with innovative
operational, doctrinal and organizational concepts, will
ensure that the ‘have and have nots’ members of the
Alliance can operate together and achieve NATO objec-
tives. Implementing a niche capability strategy will no
doubt pose significant challenges,  but having won the
Cold War, the Alliance has demonstrated that it can
solve much larger and more complex problems than this.
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