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Executive Summary 
There are good reasons that the United States should ask more of several key NATO 
allies, should seek to modernize NATO, and should seek to expand NATO’s role in 
dealing with terrorism and Islamist extremism. At the same time, none of these goals 
justify the sort of U.S. efforts that could undermine the balance of deterrence between 
NATO and Russia, increase the risk of Russian adventures in Europe, or increase a risk to 
a return to the level of tension in the Cold War and increase the risk of a serious conflict. 
NATO does need to change, and put a more systematic emphasis on forward 
deterrence—in nuclear, conventional and irregular/hybrid warfare terms. It also can do 
more to fight terrorism and violent Islamic extremism, and carry out more effective out-
of-area actions. The goal, however, should be to increase NATO’s deterrent and mission 
capabilities, and not simply to shift more of the burden to Europe or meet an arbitrary 
goal of spending 2 percent of the national GDP. 
A hard look at the current calculations used in burden sharing indicate that it is ridiculous 
to compare total U.S. global defense spending to European spending on NATO. It also 
shows that meeting or not meeting the 2 percent of GDP has little or nothing to do with 
making the proper contribution to NATO. Similarly, effective efforts to increase deterrent, 
defense, and counterterrorism capabilities must be tailored to each particular state in both 
security and economic terms. Treating NATO’s European members as if they were some 
kind of bloc of states ignores massive differences between them, and is a totally 
dysfunctional view. 
U.S. policy needs to be more realistic about the nature of burden sharing and the reasons 
why the United States cannot shift a major additional part of the burden of Western 
defense to Europe. Better bargains may be possible with several key allies, but radical 
shifts of effort are not credible, and threats to seriously weaken the U.S. commitment to 
NATO and European partners actively undermine U.S. strategic interests. 

The United States needs to stop trying to pressure its European allies into major increases 
in military spending that are both impossible to achieve and have no clear strategic 
purpose or focus. It needs to stop using absurd comparisons of the "burden" that 
compares U.S. global military spending to NATO European spending, as if all U.S. 
spending was devoted to NATO. It needs to understand that the present goal of pushing 
European states to spend 2 percent of their GDP on defense is analytically ridiculous and 
has no clear strategic purpose. 
The United States needs to work within the NATO alliance to emphasize the kind of 
improvements that will enhance NATO's deterrence on any form of Russian threat or 
military action, and to emphasize the limited kind of functions NATO can actually pursue 
in dealing with violent Islamist extremism, terrorism, and related forms of 
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counterinsurgency. What NATO needs is a modern version of the kind of systematic 
assessments of the threat and national capabilities it carried out during its force planning 
exercise in the 1960s, and in is preparations for the Treaty on Conventional Armed 
Forces in Europe (CFE). NATO needs to set clear strategic goals, focusing on deterring 
Russia, and to create five year plans that can make steady and coherent progress, but 
adapt each year to changing requirements. 
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The Delicate Balance of Deterrence 
The United States has already had all too many warnings that the break up of the Former 
Soviet Union has not brought stability to U.S. and European relations with Russia. Russia 
is very different from the FSU, and no longer is driven by a hostile ideology. Nationalism 
and great power rivalries, however, have scarcely disappeared, and Putin clearly sees the 
expansion of NATO from 16 to 23 nations, and NATO growth in Eastern Europe as a 
threat to Russia.  

Russia first attempted to reassert its regional power in Serbia. It showed in Chechnya that 
it would use ruthless amounts of forces to preserve its unity, and then successfully 
challenged the West in Georgia, Crimea, and Ukraine. It has successfully reasserted its 
influence in Syria, reestablished its presence in the Mediterranean, and established closer 
security ties to China. It has put growing pressure on Belorussia, on Central Asia, and is 
now actively talking to the Taliban in Afghanistan. 

There are no indications that Russia is seeking a major conflict, but there are also no 
assurances that Russia has ended its ambitions to recover and/or dominate territory in 
Europe—particularly along or near its borders—and displace U.S. and European 
influence and alliances in other regions. Russia's forces pose a significant immediate 
threat to the Scandinavian and Baltic States, to Poland and central Europe, and the state 
along its Southern border. Russia is also seeking to improve its military relations with 
Turkey and gain influence in a number of Central European states. 
While any deliberate major conflict is likely, lower levels of conflict are possible and are 
already taking place outside NATO in Ukraine. Russia is also systematically seeking to 
put pressure on the Alliance. It is trying to weaken U.S. ties to NATO and Europe, to 
undermine U.S. extended nuclear deterrence, and to undermine conventional deterrence 
in Europe. These actions both increase both Russian risk taking and can act to limit its 
ability to limit escalation if a crisis, clash, or limited conflict occurs.  
Here, it is important to remember the seminal warning that Albert Wohlstetter gave about 
the nuclear balance in a very different content in 1958—more than half a century ago,1 

One of the most important of these assumptions -- that…war is extremely unlikely -- is held in 
common by most of the critics of our defense policy as well as by its proponents. … The balance, 
I believe, is in fact precarious, and this fact has critical implications for policy. Deterrence in the 
1960's will be neither inevitable nor impossible but the product of sustained intelligent effort, 
attainable only by continuing hard choice…. As a major illustration important both for defense 
and foreign policy, I shall treat the particularly stringent conditions for deterrence which affect 
forces based close to the enemy, whether they are U.S. forces or those of our allies, under single or 
joint control. I shall comment also on the inadequacy as well as the necessity of deterrence, on the 
problem of accidental outbreak of war, and on disarmament 

It is not enough to rely on the horrifying cost of a major war or the risk of escalation to 
the use of nuclear weapons. The genesis of two World Wars warn just how dangerous it 
is to assume that deterrence works in the present, or over time. Even when there is no 
rational motive for conflict or massive escalation, the costs of war are known, and the 
level of deterrence in relatively high in warfighting terms. Perception is as important as 
reality. Individual leaders like Putin can be critical in determining the real world response 
to a crisis and the willingness to escalate in any given case.  
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Gross miscalculation is not a worst case in military history. In fact, it is all to common a 
reality, and small, bad beginnings can have terrible consequences. Russian confidence in 
U.S. willingness to act and to act decisively is critical to both the perception and reality of 
deterrence—not only to Russia, but also to the European states of NATO. 

Russian actions in Ukraine and Kaliningrad are warnings of growing tensions and 
Russian willingness to take risks under the leadership of Vladimir Putin. The Baltic states 
are particularly weak, but the expansion of NATO has included many Eastern European 
states that have relatively weak forward defenses, while belief in détente has weakened 
the capabilities of key Central Region states like Britain, France, and Germany. 
Russia has also threatened that a limited clash might lead it to use theater nuclear 
weapons. The risk is all too real, that some miscalculation might lead it to begin a limited 
conflict or to create a crisis and try to exploit it to make gains along its borders, believing 
that the risks and costs are limited as long as the U.S. decouples itself from NATO’s 
forward defense. 

The Risks of Crises or War if Deterrence Weakens 
By some measures, Russia is a relatively weak state. It has a far smaller economy than 
the United States, NATO-Europe, and China, and cannot compete in terms of total 
military spending. 

Russia’s Economic Limits 
The CIA estimated in January 2016 that Russia only had a GDP of  $3.745 trillion in 
purchasing power parity terms in 2016, and $1.268 trillion at the official exchange rate. 2 
The CIA World Factbook noted that,3  

Russia has undergone significant changes since the collapse of the Soviet Union, moving from a 
centrally planned economy towards a more market-based system. Both economic growth and 
reform have stalled in recent years, however, and Russia remains a predominantly statist economy 
with a high concentration of wealth in officials' hands. Economic reforms in the 1990s privatized 
most industry, with notable exceptions in the energy, transportation, banking, and defense-related 
sectors. The protection of property rights is still weak, and the state continues to interfere in the 
free operation of the private sector. 

Russia is one of the world's leading producers of oil and natural gas, and is also a top exporter of 
metals such as steel and primary aluminum. Russia's reliance on commodity exports makes it 
vulnerable to boom and bust cycles that follow the volatile swings in global prices. 

The economy, which had averaged 7% growth during 1998-2008 as oil prices rose rapidly, has 
seen diminishing growth rates since then due to the exhaustion of Russia’s commodity-based 
growth model. 

A combination of falling oil prices, international sanctions, and structural limitations pushed 
Russia into a deep recession in 2015, with the GDP falling by close to 4%. Most economists 
expect this downturn will continue through 2016. Government support for import substitution has 
increased recently in an effort to diversify the economy away from extractive industries. Although 
the Russian Ministry of Economic Development is forecasting a modest growth of 0.7% for 2016 
as a whole, the Central Bank of Russia (CBR) is more pessimistic and expects the recovery to 
begin later in the year and a decline of 0.5% to 1.0% for the full year. Russia is heavily dependent 
on the movement of world commodity prices and the CBR estimates that if oil prices remain 
below $40 per barrel beyond 2016, the resulting shock would cause GDP to fall by up to 5%. 



Cordesman:+NATO+and+Balance+of+Deterrence++++++++++++++++++++++++AHC+5/2/2017++ 3+

In contrast, the CIA estimated that the United States had a GDP of $18.56 trillion in 
purchasing power parity terms in 2016, and $18.56 trillion at the official exchange rate—
some 5 to 15 times larger. 4   
NATO has separately estimated that the total GDP of its North American and European 
members was $36.663 trillion in 2016, or some 10 to 29 times larger than Russia. It has 
also estimated that that NATO Europe had a GDP of $17.99 trillion—some 4.8 to 14.2 
times larger than Russia’s.5  
China—an emerging power and one that is both an ally and potential threat to Russia’s 
influence—now has a GDP of  $21.27 trillion in purchasing power parity terms in 2016, 
and $11.39 trillion at the official exchange rate—some 5.7 to 9.0 times larger. 6 

These gross economic disparities make Russia vulnerable to economic pressures like 
sanctions, limit Russia’s military spending, and make Russia more vulnerable to the costs 
of any serious war. 

Russia’s Limits on Military Spending 
The limits on Russian military spending are clear, and make an interesting point about the 
level of “burden” in NATO European defense spending when it is compared to that of 
Russia. If one looks at comparative military expenditures, the International Institute for 
Strategic Studies separately estimates that,7 

• Russia spent $51.6 billion on military forces in 2015 in current dollars, or 4.18% of its GDP – the 
this was a recent high point in percent of GDP but cut in total spending from $66.1 billion in 2013 
– driven by the global crash in oil and gas prices and cuts in Russia’s key source of export 
earnings. 

• The United States spent $597.5 billion on military forces and 3.13% of it GDP – unusually low 
levels shaped by the Budget Control act and cuts in U.S. overseas operations.  U.S. spend, 
however, was still 11.6 times that of Russia. 

• NATO uses slightly different definitions of military spending than the IISS, and estimates that 
NATO Europe spent $235.7 billion on military forces in 2015, and only $1.45% of its GDP. It 
spent less than half as much of its total GDP on military forces as the U.S. and well under one-
third of Russia. It still, however, spent 4.6 times as much as Russia. If burden sharing is measure 
in terms of total spending, rather than percent of GDP or force numbers, NATO Europe’s total 
spending sharply exceeds that of Russia 

• Three key NATO European states – Britain, France, and Germany – spent a total of $142.9 billion 
– roughly 2.8 times as much as Russia.8 If burden sharing is measure in terms of total spending, 
rather than percent of GDP or force numbers, NATO Europe’s core Central Region powers spent 
nearly three times as much as Russia. Poland alone spent $10.596 billion, or 20.5% of the Russian 
total. 

• Britain, France and Italy – the nations with the greatest power projection capabilities against 
Islamist extremist threats spent a total of  $102.9 billion, or almost exactly twice Russia’s military 
expenditures. 

• NATO as a while spent $892.1 on military forces and 2.41% of its GDP. It spent 17.3 times as 
much as Russia. 9 NATO, however, consists of some 23 nations that do little to integrate their 
defense efforts, or achieve any economies of scale and that largely now pay market prices for 
military manpower and equipment, rather than use conscripts and take advantage of the ability to 
manipulate prices in the state sector of the economy. 
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• China officially spent $148.8 billion on military forces, and only 1.28% of its GDP. It still spent 
2.8 times as much as Russia. There is no expert consensus on China defense spending, but some 
experts feel the actual spending and percent of GDP could be twice or more times the official 
figure. 

The Nuclear Dimension 
At another level, however, it is comparative military capability that counts and not 
comparative spending. Russia has modernized its forces in spite of a weak economy. It 
has built up major new air and air defense capabilities along its Western borders, as well 
as deployed nuclear capable missiles and advanced land-based air and missile defenses in 
Kaliningrad. Russia also remains one of the world’s two nuclear superpowers, and it has 
shown a steadily growing capability to use asymmetric and irregular warfare, to use 
volunteers and proxies, and to use political and cyberwarfare to challenge NATO and 
other powers. 

Discussions of nuclear weapons now tend to focus on arms control, but Russia is actively 
modernizing its nuclear delivery systems, and announced a Revised Military Doctrine in 
2014 as part of its reaction to what it called a U.S. and European effort to use “color 
revolutions” to take control of other states, and announced that Russia saw nuclear 
weapons as a way of deterring regional conflicts that threatened Russian interests. 
Russia has a massive lead over Europe in terms of nuclear weapons, and the United 
States is the only power that can credibly extend nuclear deterrence to all of NATO—
especially the states nearest Russia. The Arms Control Association estimates that Russia 
still has a total of some 7,000 nuclear warheads (1,796 deployed, 4,500 stockpiled, and 
2,510 retired). It estimates that the United States has some 6,800 (1,367 deployed, 4,018 
stockpiled, and 2,800 retired). In contrast, it estimates that France has some 300 and 
Britain has 215.10 

Russia is estimated to have some 1,796 strategic nuclear warheads deployed on 508 
ICBMs, SLBMs, and bombers, and 2,700 non-deployed strategic and deployed and non-
deployed tactical nuclear warheads. The United States is estimated to have 1,367 strategic 
nuclear warheads deployed on 681 ICBMs, SLBMs, and bombers, and 2,300 non-
deployed strategic nuclear warheads, and roughly 500 deployed and non-deployed 
tactical nuclear warheads. Britain is estimated to have 120 strategic warheads on SLBMs 
on four submarines, at least one of which is deployed at any given time.  No details are 
provided on France’s warheads. 11 

Russia has held exercises simulating the use of nuclear weapons and threatened that it 
would use them to win regional conflicts. In June 2016, Nikolai Sokov, an expert on 
Russian nuclear weapons at the Middlebury Institute of International Studies at Monterey 
noted in a discussion at a CSIS Workshop on "Fissile Material Restrictions in Nuclear 
Weapon States: Treaties and Transparency," in Washington, DC, that Russia had carried 
out a simulated nuclear strike against the U.S. facility at Diego Garcia in 2003 and 
against Guam in 2007. He stated that Russia did so to try to convince the United States 
not to intervene against Russia in regional conflicts.12 

Pavel Podvig, Director of the Russian Nuclear Forces Project in Geneva, was quoted at 
the same Workshop as saying that, “Strategic forces play a role supporting whatever 
moves Russia makes,” including Ukraine, Crimea or Georgia. The threat of escalation in 
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a regional conflict is “a deliberate policy of Russian leaders because nobody wants” to 
engage in nuclear conflict for limited stakes. 13 

In October 2016, Russian State TV host Dmitry Kiselyov, a Russian TV host linked to 
the Kremlin, warned that "impudent behavior" towards Russia may have "nuclear" 
consequences. This came after Russia had:14 

• Sent three warships from the Black Sea Fleet to the Mediterranean a week earlier with cruise 
missiles on board that could carry nuclear warheads 

• Deployed nuclear-capable Iskander-M with a 450 km range missiles into the Kaliningrad region 
bordering Poland 

• Suspended three nuclear agreements with the United States 

Several days later, Vladimir Putin then linked the deployment of U.S. antimissile defense 
systems to a warning that, “we are in grave danger.” He said that that a second Cold War 
was beginning and that the United States was lying about the scale of its nuclear 
modernization. Said Putin, “We told them about the reactionary measures we were going 
to take. And this is what we did. And I assure you—that today, we have had every 
success in that area.” He continued, “I’m not going to list everything, all that matters is 
that we have modernized our military-industrial complex and we continue to develop new 
generation warfare…I’m not even going to mention systems against the missile-defense 
system…No matter what we said to our American partners to curb the production of 
weaponry they refused to cooperate with us, they rejected out offers, and continue to do 
their own thing.”15 
At the end of October 2016, Frants Klintsevitsj, a deputy chairman of Russia’s defense 
and security committee, warned that the deployment of 330 U.S. Marines to Vaernes in 
Norway could make Norway the target of a nuclear attack, “This is very dangerous for 
Norway and Norwegians…How should we react to this? We have never before had 
Norway on the list of targets for our strategic weapons. But if this develops, Norway’s 
population will suffer…Because we need to react against definitive military threats. And 
we have things to react to, I might as well tell it like it is.”16  

Similarly, in January 2017, the deployment of the first 1,000 of 4,000 U.S. troops to 
Poland led Vladimir Putin’s spokesman Dmitry Peskov to state that: “We perceive it as a 
threat. These actions threaten our interests, our security. Especially as it concerns a third 
party building up its military presence near our borders. It’s [the United States], not even 
a European state.” This time Russia did not specifically mention nuclear weapons. It did, 
however, again separately publicize the dual-capable Iskander missile and its build-up in 
Kaliningrad.17  
 
The U.S. troops being sent to Poland were part of an armored brigade—deploying all of 
87 tanks, 144 Bradley fighting vehicles, and 60 additional fighting and transport 
helicopters. They were scarcely a return from the roughly 100,000 troops the United 
States deployed in Europe to the 300,000 it had deployed during the Cold War—and 
were scarcely a major threat to the Russian forces deployed nearby in Western Russia.18 
At one level, such overt and tacit nuclear threats may be little more than Russian 
posturing, and Russia seems no more likely to risk nuclear war today than in the past. At 
another level, rhetoric and politics can be as important to both deterrence and strategic 
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intimidation as warfighting capability. Russian threats and missile deployments illustrate 
the fact that Russia’s nuclear strength can be used as a potential lever to block NATO 
efforts to expand the forward conventional defense of NATO states along the Russian 
border, and to intimidate NATO states into not deploying missile defenses, and not 
reacting to Russian pressure or limited military actions and irregular warfare in states 
near Russia. "Extended threats" can be as real as "extended deterrence." 

The need for the United States to provide such extended nuclear deterrence may have 
changed significantly since the end of the Cold War, but it has scarcely ended and is 
scarcely "outdated." If anything, the expansion of NATO to include countries that were 
part of the Warsaw Pact and have relatively limited forces, and the cuts in the 
conventional military capabilities of key Central Region states have increased the need 
for Russia to see a firm U.S. commitment to match Russian nuclear threats with an 
effective U.S. deterrent, and one that avoids undermining both Russian and NATO 
European perceptions that extended deterrence poses a real threat. 

The Conventional Warfare and Forward Defense 
Deterrence of conventional war has changed strikingly since the breakup of the Former 
Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact. Russia has neither the ideological motive nor the means 
to attempt the military conquest of the entire Central Region. It also has every reason to 
avoid a conventional general war in Europe, and to avoid any escalation to the real world 
use of nuclear weapons where the United States presents a serious possibility of 
responding in kind. 

Map One, however, shows just how much NATO has expanded since the breakup of the 
FSU, and just how much NATO's definition of "forward defense" has changed in the 
process. Like Russian nuclear weapons, Russia's conventional forces can be used to 
threaten and intimidate NATO and European states along and near Russia's borders, and 
to achieve limited military objectives that either force such states to comply or create 
military fait accompli of the kind Russia achieved in splitting off part of Georgia and 
supporting "rebel" forces in the Ukraine.19 They also can be used to pressure "buffer 
states" like the Belarus, and candidates for NATO membership like Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Georgia, Montenegro and the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia. 
This helps explain why Russia's conventional military modernization is focused on what 
it sometimes called the “near abroad.” It also explains why Russia has created 
concentrations of both rapidly deployable ground forces and mixes of modern combat 
aircraft, ballistic and cruise missiles, and advanced air/missile defenses like the S400. 
The expansion of NATO may have put pressure on Russia, but it also has given Russia a 
significant opportunity to tailor the modernization and deployment of its forces to put 
pressure on the NATO and European states along and near its borders. 

Once again, the United States plays a critical role in deterring such Russian action. As 
long as the U.S. is firmly committed to the forward defense of NATO Europe, and 
deploys and exercises the forces to prove it, Russia not only needs to fear the deployment 
of U.S. rapid power projection forces tailored to a given threat or crisis, it needs to fear a 
much larger and more sustained U.S. build-up, broader confrontation on a global level, 
and measures like U.S. sanctions. 
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The key is that the United States shows that it is clearly committed to the forward defense 
of Norway, the Baltic States (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania), Poland, the Czech Republic, 
Slovakia, Slovenia, Croatia, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, Albania, and Turkey. It is also 
critical that the United States clearly supports Sweden and Finland in resisting Russian 
pressure and threats.  
This explains why the United States has made significant improvements in increasing its 
exercise activity since Russia's intervention in the Ukraine, and has demonstrated its 
rapid power projection capabilities in key states like Norway, the Baltic States, and 
Poland. It also explains why Russia has turned to nuclear and other military threats in 
response, focused on a build-up in Kaliningrad, threatened Poland, and carried out a 
carefully tailored propaganda and cyber campaign in nations like the Czech Republic.20 
It also explains the importance of the changes other NATO countries are making in 
response to Russia, and that respond to the fundamental changes in the geography of 
forward defense that have come out of the expansion of NATO. For example, a 
Canadian-led regiment is being deployed to Latvia; a German-led unit will deploy in 
Lithuania; and Britain and France—NATO's European nuclear powers—will join the 
defense of Estonia. Estonia is constructing buildings and barracks for the British-led 
regiment assigned to the most easterly of the Baltic republics.21 

Irregular and Political Warfare 
It is equally important to note that Russia poses threats that do not involve either nuclear 
threats or any form of conventional conflict, and require a different level of deterrence. 
Russia can use combinations of proxies, non-state actors, nationals of Russian origin, 
volunteers, and de facto mercenaries to threaten or attack many of the NATO European 
states and other countries near Russia. Russia has also shown that it can use power 
projection in Syria, and irregular warfare in Georgia and Ukraine, and can develop links 
even to extremist groups like the Taliban in Afghanistan. 
At the same time, Russia can combine political warfare and the use of fake news, social 
networking, and cyberwarfare to conduct independent operations or operations in 
conjunction with military operations. As noted earlier, Russia has used such techniques 
against the Czech Republic, and in a long list of actions and false charges documented by 
NATO. As has become public on a global level, it has also used them to interfere in the 
U.S. Presidential campaign and election in 2016. 
These are the kind of Russian forms of irregular and political warfare that try to exploit 
the divisions and weakness of individual European states, and that European states must 
take the lead in countering. As a result, much again depends on both U.S. support for 
NATO and direct U.S. support of the country involved. It is one thing to stand up to 
Russia with U.S. and NATO backing, and quite another to fear having to do so alone. 

At the same time, Russia's professed concern with the threat of U.S. and European "color 
revolutions" seems little more than a facade. The color revolutions included Yugoslavia's 
Bulldozer Revolution (2000), Georgia's Rose Revolution (2003), and the Ukraine's 
Orange Revolution (2004), Iraq's Purple Revolution (2005), Kyrgyzstan's Tulip 
Revolution (2005), Belarus' Jeans Revolution (2006), Moldova's Grape Revolution 
(2009), Iran's Green Revolution (2009-2010) as well as the uprising in the Middle East 
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and North Africa (MENA) that began in 2011. None were not caused by the U.S. or 
European states. They were internal movements and civil unrest that were caused by the 
failed governance, corruption, failed economic development, repression, and cronyism 
and nepotism of the regimes ruling each state. 

For obvious reasons, Putin's Russia did have reason to see these revolutions as a threat to 
its interests and influence, and also as revolutions that reflected the kind of internal 
political dissent that might destabilize the Putin regime. In 2014, Russia began to actively 
accuse the United States of fomenting such revolutions to take over countries in the 
developing world, particularly in the MENA region.22 
Russian Defense Minister Sergei Shoigu and Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov have stated 
that color revolutions are a new form of warfare. President Putin said that Russia must 
prevent color revolutions, "We see what tragic consequences the wave of so-called color 
revolutions led to. For us this is a lesson and a warning. We should do everything 
necessary so that nothing similar ever happens in Russia."23 
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Map One: The Geography of NATO Forward Defense 

 

 
Source: adapted from NATO, "Map of NATO member and partner countries" 
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/topics_81136.htm.  
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NATO and the Need for Change 
It is one of the many ironies affecting U.S. strategy that some in the United States accuse NATO 
of failing to adapt to these realities imposed by Russia and the threat of terrorism and violent 
Islamist extremism without recognizing the extent to which NATO is already reacting to them. 
There is a valid argument that NATO has not adapted enough, but it is important to note that 
NATO has made an important beginning, and that NATO is an international organization with 
international members. NATO can only adapt to the extent that its individual members are 
willing to lead in making the necessary changes and willing to contribute the necessary forces 
and resources. 

NATO’s European states vary sharply in such willingness and level of effort. Blaming "NATO," 
rather than member states—including the United States for failing to lead—is a fundamental 
misreading of how an alliance actually works, and is unfair to NATO's international civilian and 
military staffs.  

It is also striking that much of the recent criticism in the United States ignores the changes 
NATO has already made. It also generally ignores the planning for further changes that the 
NATO staffs performed in preparation for the Warsaw Summit on July 8-9, 2016. NATO 
Headquarters issued a 314 page NATO Summit Guide that described the history of the changes in 
NATO's strategy in considerable detail, and focused on exactly the key issues needed to 
strengthen deterrence and deal with the growing threat of terrorism for which some were 
criticizing it.24 

Changing NATO's Strategy and Force Posture 
The report not only focused on key changes in strategy, but on key issues in burden sharing. The 
following excerpts show that the sections on strategy focused on the issues of greatest concern to 
the United States.  

Modern challenges require a modern Alliance, with the resources and capabilities to keep Allies safe. Since 
the Wales Summit in 2014, NATO has taken a number of important steps to reinforce its collective defense. 
The NATO Response Force is now three times bigger, with a brigade-sized high-readiness spearhead force 
at its core; NATO has set up the first six new small headquarters in the eastern part of the Alliance, 
boosting its ability to plan and exercise, and to reinforce if needed; it continues to augment Turkey’s air 
defences; it has increased the number of exercises, sped up decision-making and developed a strategy to 
deal with hybrid threats.  

The Alliance is also doing more to fight terrorism, develop ballistic missile defense and deliver other key 
capabilities such as Joint Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance and Alliance Ground Surveillance, 
while ensuring that its nuclear deterrence remains credible and effective. 

At the Warsaw Summit, NATO will enter the next phase in its adaptation. It will enhance the forward 
presence of NATO forces in the eastern part of the Alliance with four robust battalions in Estonia, Latvia, 
Lithuania and Poland; it will take decisions on a tailored presence for the south-east flank and will adopt a 
framework for NATO’s further adaptation to the challenges emanating from the south.  

NATO will also enhance resilience, both within Allied countries and collectively, by modernizing 
capabilities, improving civil preparedness, strengthening cyber defenses, and ensuring that the Alliance has 
the right mix of military and civilian capabilities to meet evolving security challenges, including hybrid 
warfare.  

The Summit will also be an opportunity to review and reconfirm the Defence Investment Pledge Allies 
made in Wales. For the first time in many years, in 2015 NATO registered a small increase in defense 
spending among European Allies and Canada. Estimates for 2016 indicate a further increase in real terms.25 
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The report went on to touch upon all of these issues in detail, as well as NATO's expanding role 
in dealing with nations outside the alliance, as well as the nuclear dimension. 

Reacting to Russia's Changing Posture After Seizing the Crimea 
and Its Intervention in the Ukraine 

The report made it clear that while individual European states reacted differently to the shifts in 
Russian behavior, the Alliance collectively saw it as a growing threat. Some of the key force 
changes involved have already been discussed, but sharp changes in NATO's treatment of Russia 
after its intervention in the Ukraine were summarized as follows:26 

NATO followed developments in Ukraine closely from the beginning of the crisis, which has had serious 
implications for NATO-Russia relations. After Russia’s illegal and illegitimate annexation of Crimea in 
March 2014, the Alliance took immediate steps in terms of its relations with Russia. It suspended the 
planning for its first NATO-Russia joint mission and put the entire range of NATO-Russia cooperation 
under review.  

In April 2014, NATO foreign ministers decided to suspend all practical civilian and military cooperation 
with Russia but to maintain political contacts at the level of ambassadors and above, to allow NATO and 
Russia to exchange views, first and foremost on this crisis (since the crisis began, the NATO-Russia 
Council (NRC) has convened three times and the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) twice). In 
June 2014, Allied ministers agreed to maintain the suspension of cooperation with Russia and this 
continues to today.  

NATO has identified ways to transfer those cooperative projects that impact on third parties, in particular 
the NRC Counter-Narcotics Training Project, to other non-NRC mechanisms or structures. 

At the NATO Summit in Wales in September 2014, NATO leaders condemned in the strongest terms 
Russia’s military intervention in Ukraine and demanded that Russia stop and withdraw its forces from 
Ukraine and along the country’s border. NATO leaders also demanded that Russia comply with 
international law and its international obligations and responsibilities; end its illegitimate occupation of 
Crimea; refrain from aggressive actions against Ukraine; halt the flow of weapons, equipment, people and 
money across the border to the separatists; and stop fomenting tension along and across the Ukrainian 
border. They reaffirmed that NATO does not and will not recognize Russia’s illegal and 
illegitimate ’annexation’ of Crimea. 

At the Wales Summit in 2014, the Allies also noted that violence and insecurity in the region led to the 
tragic downing of Malaysia Airlines passenger flight MH17 on 17 July 2014. They said that those directly 
and indirectly responsible for the downing of MH17 should be held accountable and brought to justice as 
soon as possible. 

Allies strongly support the settlement of the conflict in eastern Ukraine by diplomatic and peaceful means 
and welcome the ongoing diplomatic efforts in this regard. All signatories of the Minsk Agreements must 
comply with their commitments and ensure their full implementation. Russia has a significant 
responsibility in this regard. 

For more than two decades, NATO has strived to build a partnership with Russia, including through the 
mechanism of the NRC, based upon the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act and the 2002 Rome Declaration. 
Russia has breached its commitments, as well as violated international law, breaking the trust at the core of 
its cooperation with NATO.  

The decisions NATO leaders took at Wales demonstrate their respect for the rules-based European security 
architecture. The Allies continue to believe that a partnership between NATO and Russia, based on respect 
for international law, would be of strategic value. They continue to aspire to a cooperative, constructive 
relationship with Russia – including reciprocal confidence-building and transparency measures and 
increased mutual understanding of NATO’s and Russia’s non-strategic nuclear force postures in Europe – 
based on common security concerns and interests, in a Europe where each country freely chooses its future. 
They regret that the conditions for that relationship do not currently exist. 
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The Alliance does not seek confrontation and poses no threat to Russia, but it will not compromise on the 
principles on which the Alliance and security in Europe and North America rest. 

At the 2014 Summit in Wales, the Alliance said that the nature of the Alliance’s relations with Russia and 
its aspiration for partnership will be contingent on seeing a clear, constructive change in Russia’s actions 
which demonstrates compliance with international law and its international obligations and responsibilities. 

NATO’s concerns go well beyond Russia’s activities in Ukraine. Notably, Russia’s military activities 
particularly along NATO’s borders have increased. Russia’s behavior continues to make the Euro-Atlantic 
security environment less stable and predictable, in particular its practice of calling snap exercises, 
deploying near NATO borders, conducting advanced training and exercises and violating Allied airspace. 

Russia’s military intervention and considerable military presence in Syria have posed further risks for the 
Alliance. On 5 October 2015, in response to Russia’s military intervention in Syria, the Allies called on 
Russia to immediately cease their attacks on the Syrian opposition and civilians, to focus its efforts on 
fighting so-called Islamic State, and to promote a solution to the conflict through a political transition. 
Allies stand united in condemning Russian violations and incursions in Turkish airspace in October and 
November 2015, expressing full solidarity with Turkey and support for its territorial integrity, and calling 
for calm and de-escalation. 

The NRC met on 20 April 2016, almost two years after its last meeting in June 2014. Three important 
topics were discussed: 1) the crisis in and around Ukraine, including the full implementation of the Minsk 
Agreements; 2) issues related to military activities, transparency and risk reduction; 3) assessment of the 
security situation in Afghanistan, including the regional terrorist threat. 

NATO and Russia have profound and persistent disagreements. NATO’s decision to suspend all practical 
civilian and military cooperation with Russia remains in place. Political and military channels of 
communication, however, remain open. Dialogue is necessary among nations that share a common Euro-
Atlantic space, including to reduce the risk of military incidents... 

• 2 March 2014: NATO condemns Russia’s military escalation in Crimea and expresses its grave 
concern regarding the authorization by the Russian parliament for the use of Russian armed forces 
on the territory of Ukraine. 

• 16 March 2014: NATO member states declare that they do not recognize the results of the so-
called referendum held in Ukraine’s Autonomous Republic of Crimea, which is both illegal and 
illegitimate, violating the Ukrainian Constitution and international law. 

• 1 April 2014: NATO foreign ministers urge Russia to take immediate steps to return to 
compliance with international law and its international obligations and responsibilities, and to 
engage immediately in a genuine dialogue towards a political and diplomatic solution that respects 
international law and Ukraine’s internationally recognized borders. They decide to suspend all 
practical civilian and military cooperation between NATO and Russia. 

• 24 June 2014: NATO foreign ministers agree to maintain the suspension of practical civilian and 
military cooperation with Russia. Any decision to resume cooperation will be conditions-based. 

• 5 September 2014: At the Wales Summit, NATO leaders demand that Russia stop and withdraw 
its forces from Ukraine and along the country’s border. They express their deepest concern that the 
violence and insecurity in the region caused by Russia and the Russian-backed separatists are 
resulting in a deteriorating humanitarian situation and material destruction in eastern Ukraine. The 
Allies approve the NATO Readiness Action Plan – a comprehensive package of necessary 
measures to respond to the changes in the security environment on NATO’s borders and further 
afield. 

• 16 September 2014: The NATO Secretary General states that NATO does not recognize the 
reported elections held on 14 September in the Autonomous Republic of Crimea, Ukraine, calling 
on Russia to reverse its illegal and illegitimate “annexation” of Crimea. 

• 31 October 2014: NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg states that the planned ‘elections’ 
organized by self-appointed and armed rebel groups in parts of Ukraine’s Donetsk and Luhansk 
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regions, due to take place on 2 November, undermine efforts towards a resolution of the conflict, 
violating Ukrainian laws and running directly counter to the Minsk agreements co-signed among 
others by the two self-proclaimed ‘republics’ and by Russia. 

• 24 November 2014: The NATO Secretary General states that NATO fully supports the 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Georgia within its internationally recognized borders and 
that the Allies do not recognize the so-called treaty on alliance and strategic partnership signed 
between the Georgian region of Abkhazia and Russia. 

• 18 March 2015: The NATO Secretary General states that NATO does not recognize the so-called 
treaty on alliance and integration signed between the Georgian region of South Ossetia and Russia 
on 18 March. 

The report also provided a point-by-point rebuttal to Russia's disinformation campaign about the 
alliance, its nuclear posture, and its reaction to the Ukraine.27 

Focusing on Terrorism 
Although NATO has also been criticized for a lack of focus on terrorism, it has long addressed 
terrorism and violent Islamist extremism as part of its Mediterranean Dialogue and Istanbul 
Cooperation Initiative. The Warsaw Summit Report covered many aspects of an ongoing effort 
to improve NATO's role in counterterrorism, and to deal with the threat posed by Islamic 
extremism and other threats. The Warsaw Summit Report summarized NATO efforts as follows: 

28 
Awareness 

In support of national authorities, NATO ensures shared awareness of the terrorist threat through 
consultations, enhanced intelligence-sharing and continuous strategic analysis and assessment. Intelligence-
reporting at NATO is based on contributions from Allies’ intelligence services, both internal and external, 
civilian and military. The way NATO handles sensitive information has gradually evolved, based on 
successive summit decisions and continuing reform of intelligence structures since 2010. The 

NATO Headquarters’ Intelligence Unit now benefits from increased sharing of intelligence between 
member services and the Alliance and produces analytical reports relating to terrorism and its links with 
other transnational threats.  

Intelligence-sharing between NATO and partner countries’ agencies continues through the Intelligence 
Liaison Unit at NATO Headquarters in Brussels, and an intelligence liaison cell at Allied Command 
Operations (ACO) in Mons, Belgium. 

Beyond the everyday consultations within the Alliance, experts from a range of backgrounds are invited to 
brief Allies on specific areas of counter-terrorism. Direct accounts of the experiences and views of partner 
countries affected by terrorism can add greatly to reporting reaching allied nations on other channels. 
Likewise, discussions with international organizations, including the United Nations (UN), the European 
Union (EU), the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) and the Global 
Counterterrorism Forum (GCTF), enhance Allies’ knowledge of international counter-terrorism efforts 
worldwide and help NATO refine the contribution that it makes to the global approach. 

Capabilities 

The Alliance strives to ensure that it has adequate capabilities to prevent, protect against and respond to 
terrorist threats. Capability development and work on innovative technologies are part of NATO’s core 
business, and methods that address asymmetric threats including terrorism and the use of non-conventional 
weapons, are of particular relevance. Much of this work is conducted through the Defence Against 
Terrorism Programme of Work (DAT POW), which aims to protect troops, civilians and critical 
infrastructure against attacks perpetrated by terrorists, such as suicide attacks, improvised explosive devices 
(IEDs), rocket attacks against aircraft and helicopters and attacks using chemical, biological or radiological 
material. NATO’s Centres of Excellence are important contributors to many projects, providing expertise 
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across a range of topics including military engineering for route clearance, countering IEDs, explosives 
disposal, cultural familiarization, network analysis and modelling. 

Defence Against Terrorism Programme of Work 

The DAT POW was developed by the Conference of National Armaments Directors (CNAD) in 2004. Its 
primary focus was on technological solutions to mitigate the effects of terrorist attacks but the program has 
since widened its scope to support comprehensive capability development. It now includes exercises, trials, 
development of prototypes and concepts, and interoperability demonstrations. Most projects under the 
program focus on finding solutions that can be fielded in the short term and that respond to the military 
needs of the Alliance. The DAT POW supports the implementation of NATO’s spearhead force - the Very 
High Readiness Joint Task Force (VJTF) - by developing projects to improve troop readiness and, 
preparedness. The program uses new or adapted technologies or methods to detect, disrupt and defeat 
asymmetric threats under three capability umbrellas: incident management, force protection/survivability, 
and network engagement. 

Countering chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear threats 

The spread and potential use of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and their delivery systems together 
with the possibility that terrorists will acquire them, are acknowledged as priority threats to the Alliance. 
Therefore, NATO places a high priority on preventing the proliferation of WMD to state and non-state 
actors and defending against chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear (CBRN) threats and hazards 
that may pose a threat to the safety and security of Allied populations. The NATO Combined Joint CBRN 
Defence Task Force is designed to respond to and manage the consequences of the use of CBRN agents 
both within and beyond NATO’s area of responsibility and the NATO-certified Centre of Excellence on 
Joint CBRN Defence, in the Czech Republic, further enhances NATO’s capabilities. 

Operations 

NATO works to maintain its military capacity for crisis-management and humanitarian assistance 
operations. When force deployment is necessary, counter-terrorism considerations are often relevant. 
Lessons learned in operations, including by Special Operations Forces, must not be wasted. Interoperability 
is essential if members of future coalitions are to work together. Best practices are, therefore, incorporated 
into education, training and exercises. 

The maritime operation “Active Endeavour” was launched in 2001 under Article 5 as part of NATO’s 
immediate response to the 9/11 terrorist attacks to deter, detect and if necessary disrupt the threat of 
terrorism in the Mediterranean Sea. While the operation has since evolved, no other NATO operation since 
has had a specific counter-terrorism related mandate. However, many other operations have had relevance 
to international counter-terrorism efforts. For example, the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) - 
the NATO-led operation in Afghanistan, which came to an end in 2014 - helped the government expand its 
authority and implement security to prevent the country once again becoming a safe haven for international 
terrorism. 

Crisis management 

NATO’s long-standing work on civil emergency planning, critical Infrastructure protection and crisis 
management provides a resource that may serve both Allies and partners upon request. This field can relate 
directly to counter-terrorism, building resilience and ensuring appropriate planning and preparation for 
response to and recovery from terrorist acts. 

Protecting populations and critical infrastructure 

National authorities are primarily responsible for protecting their population and critical infrastructure 
against the consequences of terrorist attacks, CBRN incidents and natural disasters. NATO can assist 
nations by developing non-binding advice and minimum standards and act as a forum to exchange best 
practices and lessons learned to improve preparedness and national resilience. NATO has developed 
‘Guidelines for first response to a CBRN incident’ and organizes ‘International Courses for Trainers of 
First Responders to CBRN Incidents’.  

NATO guidance can also advise national authorities on warning the general public and alerting emergency 
responders. NATO can call on an extensive network of civil experts, from government and industry, to help 
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respond to requests for assistance. The Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Centre (EADRCC) 
coordinates responses to national requests for assistance following natural and man-made disasters 
including terrorist acts involving CBRN agents. 

Engagement 

As the global counter-terrorism effort requires a holistic approach, Allies have resolved to strengthen 
outreach to and cooperation with partner countries and international actors. 

With partners 

Increasingly, partners are taking advantage of partnership mechanisms for dialogue and practical 
cooperation relevant to counter-terrorism. Interested partners are encouraged to include a section on 
counter-terrorism in their individual cooperation agreements with NATO. Allies place particular emphasis 
on shared awareness, capacity building, civil emergency planning and crisis management to enable partners 
to identify and protect vulnerabilities and to prepare to fight terrorism more effectively. Counter-terrorism 
is one of the five priorities of the NATO Science for Peace and Security (SPS) Programme.  

The SPS Programme enhances cooperation and dialogue between scientists and experts from Allies and 
partners, contributing to a better understanding of the terrorist threat, the development of detection and 
response measures, and fostering a network of experts. Activities include workshops, training courses and 
multi-year research and development projects that contribute to identifying: methods for the protection of 
critical infrastructure, supplies and personnel; human factors in defense against terrorism; technologies to 
detect explosive devices and illicit activities; and risk management, best practices, and use of new 
technologies in response to terrorism. 

On 1 April 2014, Allied foreign ministers condemned Russia’s illegal military intervention in Ukraine and 
Russia’s violation of Ukraine’s sovereignty and territorial integrity. Ministers underlined that NATO does 
not recognize Russia’s illegal and illegitimate attempt to annex Crimea. As a result, ministers decided to 
suspend all practical civilian and military cooperation between NATO and Russia, including in the area of 
counter-terrorism, which had been among the main drivers behind the creation of the NATO-Russia 
Council (NRC) in May 2002. This decision was reconfirmed by Allied leaders at the Wales Summit in 
September 2014 and to date, cooperation remains suspended. 

With international actors 

NATO cooperates in particular with the UN, the EU and the OSCE to ensure that views and information 
are shared and that appropriate action can be taken more effectively in the fight against terrorism. The UN 
Global Counter-Terrorism Strategy, international conventions and protocols against terrorism, together 
with relevant UN resolutions provide a common framework for efforts to combat terrorism. 

NATO works closely with the UN Counter-Terrorism Committee and its Executive Directorate as well as 
with the Counter-Terrorism Implementation Task Force and many of its component organizations. NATO’s 
Centres of Excellence and education and training opportunities are often relevant to UN counter-terrorism 
priorities, as is the specific area of explosives management. More broadly, NATO works closely with the 
UN agencies that play a leading role in responding to international disasters and in consequence 
management, including the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, the Organisation for 
the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons and the UN 1540 Committee. 

NATO maintains close relations with the OSCE’s Transnational Threats Department’s Action against 
Terrorism Unit and increasingly with field offices and the Border College in Dushanbe, which works to 
create secure open borders through specialized training of senior officers from national border security 
agencies. Relations with the EU Counter-Terrorism Coordinator’s office and other parts of the EU 
machinery help ensure mutual understanding and complementarity. 

The use of civilian aircraft as a weapon on 11 September 2001 led to efforts to enhance aviation security. 
NATO contributed to improved civil-military coordination of air traffic control by working with 
EUROCONTROL, the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO), the US Federal Aviation 
Administration, major national aviation and security authorities, airlines and pilot associations and the 
International Air Transport Association (IATA). 

Education 
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NATO offers a range of training and education opportunities in the field of counter-terrorism to both Allies 
and partner countries. It can draw on a wide network that includes the NATO School in Oberammergau, 
Germany and the Centres of Excellence (COEs) that support the NATO command structure. There are 
more than 20 COEs fully accredited by NATO of which several have a link to the fight against terrorism. 

The Centre of Excellence for Defence Against Terrorism (COE-DAT) in Ankara, Turkey serves both as a 
location for meetings and a catalyst for international dialogue and discussion on terrorism and counter-
terrorism. The COE-DAT reaches out to over 50 countries and 40 organizations. 

Milestones in NATO’s work on counter-terrorism 

1999 The Alliance’s 1999 Strategic Concept identifies terrorism as one of the risks affecting NATO’s 
security. 

11 September 2001 Four coordinated terrorist attacks are launched by the terrorist group al-Qaeda upon 
targets in the United States. 

12 September 2001 Less than 24 hours after the 9/11 terrorist attacks – NATO Allies and partner countries, 
in a meeting of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council, condemn the attacks, offering their support to the 
United States and pledging to “undertake all efforts to combat the scourge of terrorism”. Later that day, the 
Allies decide to invoke Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, the Alliance’s collective defense clause for the 
first time in NATO’s history, if it is determined that the attack had been directed from abroad against the 
United States. 

13-14 September 2001 Declarations of solidarity and support are given by Russia and Ukraine. 

2 October 2001 The North Atlantic Council is briefed by a high-level US official on the results of 
investigations into the 9/11 attacks -- the Council determines that the attacks would be regarded as an 
action covered by Article 5 of the Washington Treaty. 

4 October 2001 NATO agrees on eight measures to support the United States: 

• to enhance intelligence-sharing and cooperation, both bilaterally and inappropriate NATO bodies, 
relating to the threats posed by terrorism and the actions to be taken against it; 

• to provide, individually or collectively, as appropriate and according to their capabilities, 
assistance to Allies and other countries which are or may be subject to increased terrorist threats as 
a result of their support for the campaign against terrorism; 

• to take necessary measures to provide increased security for facilities of the United States and 
other Allies on their territory; 

• to backfill selected Allied assets in NATO’s area of responsibility that are required to directly 
support operations against terrorism; 

• to provide blanket overflight clearances for the United States and other Allies’ aircraft, in 
accordance with the necessary air traffic arrangements and national procedures, for military flights 
related to operations against terrorism; 

• to provide access for the United States and other Allies to ports and airfields on the territory of 
NATO member countries for operations against terrorism, including for refueling, in accordance 
with national procedures; 

• that the Alliance is ready to deploy elements of its Standing Naval Forces to the Eastern 
Mediterranean in order to provide a NATO presence and demonstrate resolve; 

In that the Alliance is similarly ready to deploy elements of its NATO Airborne Early Warning Force to 
support operations against terrorism. Mid-October 2001 NATO launches its first-ever operation against 
terrorism – Operation Eagle Assist: at the request of the United States, seven NATOAWACS radar aircraft 
are sent to help patrol the skies over the United States (the operation runs through to mid-May 2002 during 
which time 830 crewmembers from 13 NATO countries fly over 360 sorties). It is the first time that NATO 
military assets have been deployed in support of an Article 5 operation. 

26 October 2001 NATO launches its second counter-terrorism operation in response to the attacks on the 
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United States, Operation Active Endeavour: elements of NATO’s Standing Naval Forces are sent to patrol 
the eastern Mediterranean and monitor shipping to detect and deter terrorist activity, including illegal 
trafficking. 

May 2002 At their Reykjavik meeting, NATO foreign ministers decide that the Alliance would operate 
when and where necessary to fight terrorism. This landmark declaration effectively ends the debate on what 
constituted NATO’s area of operations and paves the way for the Alliance’s future engagement with the 
International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan. 

November 2002 At the Prague Summit, NATO leaders express their determination to deter, defend and 
protect their populations, territory and forces from any armed attack from abroad, including by terrorists. 
To this end, they adopt a Prague package, aimed at adapting NATO to the challenge of terrorism. It 
comprises: 

• a Military Concept for Defence against Terrorism; 

• a Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism (PAP-T); 

• five nuclear, biological and chemical defense initiatives; 

• protection of civilian populations, including a Civil Emergency Planning Action Plan; 

• missile defense: Allies are examining options for addressing the increasing missile threat to 
Alliance populations, territory and forces in an effective and efficient way through an appropriate 
mix of political and defense efforts, along with deterrence; 

• cyber defense; cooperation with other international organizations; and improved intelligence-
sharing. 

In addition, they decide to create the NATO Response Force, streamline the military command structure 
and launch the Prague Capabilities Commitment to better prepare NATO’s military forces to face new 
challenges, including terrorism. 

10 March 2003 Operation Active Endeavour is expanded to include escorting civilian shipping through the 
Strait of Gibraltar. March 2004 As a result of the success of Active Endeavour in the Eastern 
Mediterranean, NATO extends its remit to the whole of the Mediterranean. 

November 2006 At the Riga Summit, NATO leaders recognize that “terrorism, increasingly global in 
scope and lethal in results, and the spread of weapons of mass destruction are likely to be the principal 
threats to the Alliance over the next 10 to 15 years”. 

2010 NATO’s Strategic Concept, adopted at the Lisbon Summit in November 2010, recognizes that 
terrorism poses a direct threat to the security of the citizens of NATO countries, and to international 
stability and prosperity more broadly. It commits Allies to enhance the capacity to detect and defend 
against international terrorism, including through enhanced threat analysis, more consultations with 
NATO’s partners, and the development of appropriate military capabilities. 

May 2012 At the Chicago Summit, NATO leaders endorse new policy guidelines for Alliance work on 
counter-terrorism, which focus on improved threat awareness, adequate capabilities and enhanced 
engagement with partner countries and other international actors. 

As the events of 2016 have made all too clear, however, NATO, the EU, and the United States 
cannot be any more effective in bringing Europe fully into the fight against terrorism, or in 
focusing on violent Islamist extremism than individual European nations permit. At present, 
many—if not most—European states are their own worst enemies in blocking real improvements 
in international efforts to coordinate the fight against terrorism and extremism. 
Cooperation between NATO European states is often more rhetoric that reality. Counterterrorism 
practices, legal systems, intelligence sharing, security measures, and support of efforts outside 
national boundaries differ sharply. Internal coordination between security forces and intelligence 
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services is often weak to poor. As is the case with every aspect of NATO, the organization can 
only be as effective—and only evolve and change as much—as its members permit. 

Linking Strategy and Change to Burden Sharing 
The Warsaw Summit Report also clearly identified the extent to which U.S. military spending 
dominated the alliance and key European members of the alliance failed to meet the 2% of GDP 
goal they had agreed upon,29 

In 2006, NATO member countries agreed to commit a minimum of two per cent of their Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) to spending on defense. This guideline principally served as an indicator of a country’s 
political will to contribute to the Alliance’s common defense efforts. Additionally, the defense capacity of 
each member country has an important impact on the overall perception of the Alliance’s credibility as a 
politico-military organization. 

The combined wealth of the non-US Allies, measured in GDP, exceeds that of the United States. However, 
non-US Allies together spend less than half of what the United States spends on defense. This imbalance 
has been a constant, with variations, throughout the history of the Alliance and more so since the tragic 
events of 11 September 2001, after which the United States significantly increased its defense spending. 
The gap between defense spending in the United States compared to Canada and European members 
combined has therefore increased. 

Today, the volume of the US defense expenditure effectively represents 73 per cent of the defense spending 
of the Alliance as a whole. This does not mean that the United States covers 73 per cent of the costs 
involved in the operational running of NATO as an organization, including its headquarters in Brussels and 
its subordinate military commands, but it does mean that there is an over-reliance by the Alliance as a 
whole on the United States for the provision of essential capabilities, including for instance, in regard to 
intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance; air-to-air refueling; ballistic missile defense; and airborne 
electronic warfare. 

The effects of the financial crisis and the declining share of resources devoted to defense in many Allied 
countries have exacerbated this imbalance and also revealed growing asymmetries in capability among 
European Allies. France, Germany and the United Kingdom together represent more than 50 per cent of the 
non-US Allies defense spending, which creates another kind of over-reliance within Europe on a few 
capable European Allies. Furthermore, their defense spending is under increasing pressure, as is that of the 
United States, to meet deficit and indebtedness reduction targets.  

At the Wales Summit in 2014, NATO leaders agreed to reverse the trend of declining defense budgets and 
decided: 

• Allies currently meeting the two per cent guideline on defense spending will aim to continue to do 
so; 

• Allies whose current proportion of GDP spent on defense is below this level will halt any decline; 
aim to increase defense expenditure as GDP grows; and will move toward the two per cent 
guideline within a decade. 

While the two per cent of GDP guideline alone is no guarantee that money will be spent in the most 
effective and efficient way to acquire and deploy modern capabilities, it remains, nonetheless, an important 
indicator of the political resolve of individual Allies to devote to defense a relatively small, but still 
significant, level of resources at a time of considerable international uncertainty and economic adversity. 

In the process, the NATO report focused separately on equipment spending as a key measure of 
modernization and priority for spending. (Largely because of U.S. pressures dating back to the 
days of the phase out of Point Four aid and as part of a US effort to push NATO allies into added 
funding, NATO does not publically address readiness and sustainability in detail, since these are 
assumed to be national responsibilities): 30 

National defense budgets cover essentially three categories of expenditures: personnel expenses and 
pensions; research, development and procurement of defense equipment; and, lastly, operations, exercises 
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and maintenance. Budget allocation is a national, sovereign decision, but NATO Allies have agreed that at 
least 20 per cent of defense expenditures should be devoted to major equipment spending, perceived as a 
crucial indicator for the scale and pace of modernization. 

Although investment across the Alliance in the development and procurement of defense equipment rose 
between 2003 and 2010 as a result of increases in spending by the United States, several other Allies also 
increased their equipment expenditures to meet the particular modernization requirements associated with 
expeditionary operations in Afghanistan and elsewhere. Where expenditures fail to meet the 20 per cent 
guideline, however, there is an increasing risk of block obsolescence of equipment, growing capability and 
interoperability gaps among Allies, and a weakening of Europe’s defense industrial and technological base. 

In September 2014 at the Wales Summit, NATO leaders agreed that Allies who are currently spending less 
than 20 per cent of their annual defense spending on major equipment will aim to increase this annual 
investment within a decade; Allies will also ensure that their land, air and maritime forces meet NATO 
agreed guidelines for deployability and sustainability and other agreed metrics; and they will ensure that 
their armed forces can operate together effectively. 

Even though all Allies may not contribute forces to an operation, Allies have agreed that the funding for the 
deployment of the NATO part of a NATO-led operation would be commonly funded. 

Strategy and the Realities of Burden Sharing 
None of this progress or movement towards change means that NATO does not need to change 
and evolve, or that key European states do not need to do more to contribute to the common 
defense and deterrence. It does mean, however, that the United States needs to maintain its role 
in NATO, lead rather than cut or complain, and that arguments about change and burden sharing 
need to be tied to clear strategic goals and to realistic assessments of burden sharing. 

The U.S. Role in NATO and the Steadily Dropping “Burden” of 
National Defense 

It is also important to note that some key parts of part of the current debate over burden sharing 
exaggerate the U.S. role in NATO to an almost surrealistic extent. First it overtly or tacitly 
assumes that total cost of U.S. defense has been a growing burden on the U.S. economy. As 
Figure One shows, nothing could be further from the truth. In spite of America’s ongoing wars 
in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria—where NATO or NATO European countries have played a 
major role in supporting the United States in dealing with the threat of Islamist terrorism and 
violence—the total burden of U.S. defense spending has dropped steadily as a percent of the U.S. 
economy.  

Figure One shows that U.S. defense spending now places only half the burden on the U.S. 
economy that it did during most of the Cold War—even if the costs of warfighting are added to 
the baseline defense budget. It also shows that U.S. defense spending has dropped sharply as a 
percent of the total federal budget since 1966 relative to non-defense discretionary spending and 
mandatory spending on programs like Social Security, Medicare, and welfare programs. 
No one can predict the future—particularly with a new U.S. Administration committed to 
increasing defense and cutting mandatory expenditures. However, unless the United States fights 
far larger wars in the future—which would require a catastrophic failure of deterrence—it will be 
mandatory spending programs that will drive the cost of the U.S. federal budget and deficit under 
current programs, and not defense.  

As Figure One shows, the U.S. Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projected in January 2017 
that defense spending would drop from 8.6% of the GDP in 1967 during the Cold War, 4.7% in 
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1992 after the Cold War, and 3.1% in 2017 to only 2.6% in 2027. It would take a truly massive 
increase in current U.S. defense programs—or a radical shift in the threat—to keep the burden of 
U.S. defense spending from being well under half the Cold War level indefinitely into the future.  
Similarly, the CBO projected that other discretionary spending would drop from 4.1% of the 
GDP in 1967, 3.6% in 1992, and 3.2% in 2017 to only 2.6% in 2027. In contrast, the CBO 
projected that civil mandatory retirement, medical, and welfare spending would increase from 
4.8% of the GDP in 1967, 10.1% in 1992, and 13.0% in 2017 to 15.4 in 2027. This would drive 
the deficit from 2.9% of the GDP in 2017 to 5% in 2027 in spite of U.S. economic growth.31 

U.S. defense is scarcely cheap, but it must be kept in perspective. The CBO—which has 
consistently done a better job of projecting U.S. defense costs than the Department of Defense, 
projected the baseline cost of meeting the Department’s FY2016 Future Year Defense Plans 
(FYDP) in an earlier study as follows:32  

Those plans call for relatively flat budgets that average  $534 billion for 2016 through 2020. (Unless 
otherwise noted, all costs in this report are expressed in 2016 dollars to remove the effects of inflation.) If 
DoD’s plans are projected for an additional 10 years, the Congressional Budget Office’s analysis indicates 
that defense budgets would be larger, averaging $565 billion per year from 2021 through 2030 under 
DoD’s cost assumptions. Moreover, CBO estimates that the cost of DoD’s plans would be 4 percent higher 
over the next 15 years under a set of policies and prices that more closely matched recent experience. 

At the same time, the CBO study of U.S. defense programs estimated the growth of the U.S. 
economy would ensure that the burden of defense spending would drop as a percent of GDP: 33   

Under those plans, real (inflation-adjusted) costs for the base budget would increase to $538 billion in 
2017, DoD estimates, and decline slowly to $527 billion in 2020 … That decline, coupled with CBO’s 
projections for continued economic growth, would see DoD’s costs as a percentage of gross domestic 
product (GDP) decrease from 2.8 percent in 2016 to 2.5 percent in 2020. Nevertheless, the average costs of 
the plan, $534 billion per year for 2016 through 2020, would be greater than the funding DoD received in 
all but six years (1985, and 2008 through 2012) since 1980, after adjusting for inflation 

The January 2017 budget and economy study reflected little change in the estimate for defense, 
In total, discretionary outlays increased in 2016 by $15 billion (or 1 percent). Defense outlays 
inched up by $0.4 billion (or 0.1 percent) to $584 billion last year, the first increase in nominal 
terms since 2011. If not for the shift in the payment date for military compensation, however, 
outlays would have declined again in 2016—to $580 billion. That reduction stemmed from a drop 
in spending for overseas contingency operations (primarily for activities in Afghanistan and 
related missions), which fell by roughly $5 billion, CBO estimates; other defense spending rose 
slightly. Measured as a share of GDP, outlays for defense totaled 3.2 percent in 2016. By 
comparison, as recently as 2010—when spending for overseas contingency operations was 
roughly $95 billion above last year’s level of about $70 billion—defense outlays totaled 4.7 
percent of GDP. 

Even some of the far more ambitious plans for increasing U.S. forces over time announced 
during the 2016 campaign would probably only halt such decline in the burden on the U.S. 
economy—not increase—in any real world implementation. And, paying for national security is 
ultimately not a “burden,” it is a necessity. Estimates that put the cost of such high levels of 
improvement at $450 billion over a five-year period would still have a very limited impact on 
U.S. defense spending as a percent of GDP. 
It makes no real sense to take U.S. defense spending totally out of context and focus only on the 
cost and not the burden on the economy and the need to provide effective defense and national 
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security. It also makes no sense to try to shift the burden to other states if they cannot create the 
required forces and the resulting effort does not meet U.S. vital national security interests.  

Figure One: The Steadily Dropping Burden of Defense Spending 
in the U.S.  

U.S. Defense Spending as a Percent of GDP is half what it was during much of the Cold 
war 

 
Source: Office for the Under Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), 2016. and Holm, Solomon, and Efron, Strategic Choices for a 
Turbulent World, RAND RR1631, January 2017, www.rand.org/t/RR1631, p. 160 

U.S. Defense Spending has Dropped Sharply as a Share of Total Federal Spending 
Compared to Civil Discretionary and Mandatory Spending  
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Source: CBO, The 2016 Long-Term Budget Outlook, July 2016, https://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/114th-
congress-2015-2016/reports/51580-ltbo-2.pdf. p. 49.  

 

Mandatory Spending is Projected to Drive Federal Spending Increases and the Deficit 
Through 2027, while Defense Will Steadily Drop as a Burden on the Budget and Economy 

Source: 
CBO, The Budget and Economic Outlook, 2017-2027, January 2017, ttps://www.cbo.gov/publication/52370,  p. 27.  

Total U.S. Defense Spending is Fundamentally Different from that 
of Any Other NATO Power 

The tendency to focus on the total cost of U.S. defense—rather than on the far smaller portion 
that is actually devoted to NATO—is another critical issue in burden sharing analysis. Almost all 
of the burden sharing arguments about U.S. versus NATO European efforts focus only on total 
budgets and percent of GDP and not on what is spent on creating effective NATO defense and 
deterrent capabilities and the resulting effectiveness of the resulting military forces. 

Figure Two provides NATO staff graphs of the relative size of North American versus NATO 
European defense spending—tactfully including Canada along with the U.S. to avoid portraying 
a direct U.S. versus Europe comparison. These graphs provide a broad graphic illustration of the 
numbers and trends that are often used in arguing that the U.S. bears a vastly larger share of the 
burden of NATO defense than its European allies—although it is clear that NATO European 
defense spending has been rising relative to U.S. spending since 2008 in spite of the fact the 
Great Recession has had a more serious and lasting impact on Europe. 
NATO also provides precise figures by region and country through 2016. If one compares the 
official NATO data on defense spending in Figure Three, the United States alone is projected to 
spend $664.058 billion on defense in 2016. This is 72 percent of the entire NATO total of 
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$918.298 billion, and 2.8 times the total European total of $238.844 billion. These differences 
between U.S. and European spending is consistent in both current and constant dollars. 

Put differently, Figure Four shows that NATO projects that the United States spent 3.61 percent 
of its GDP on defense in 2016. Other NATO data show that NATO Europe as a whole only 
averaged 1.46 percent of GDP—about 40 percent of the U.S. figure and far below NATO’s 
already low goal of 2%.34  

As Figure Four also shows, only four out of 26 NATO European countries met the 2% goal in 
2016, and – aside from the United Kingdom—it was the most vulnerable NATO states in the 
Baltic, and Poland that showed the most serious increases between  
The key problem with these comparisons, however, is that total U.S. defense spending is split 
between many different regions and countries outside Europe and the NATO region, with major 
expenses on a pool of U.S. forces in the United States, in defending Asia and the Pacific, in 
fighting in Afghanistan, and serving U.S. security interests in the Middle East and the Gulf. 
Treating all U.S. defense spending as if it was part of the defense and deterrent effort in Europe 
makes no sense in strategic, military, and economic terms. Most of the remaining European 
power projection outside the United States is now very limited, concentrated in Britain and 
France, and deployed in large part in support of the U.S. efforts in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria.  
It really makes no functional or strategic sense to see the “burden” as if Europe had some 
responsibility to go beyond defending Europe and match the real cost to the U.S. of being a 
global superpower. 
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Figure Two: NATO Europe vs. NATO North America:  Part One 

 

 
Source: Adapted from The Secretary’s Annual Report: 2015,  
NATO,http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2016_01/20160128_SG_AnnualReport_2015_en.pdf#
page106, p. 106 
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Figure Two: NATO Europe vs. NATO North America: Part Two 

 

 
Source: Adapted from The Secretary’s Annual Report: 2015,  
NATO,http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2016_01/20160128_SG_AnnualReport_2015_en.pdf#
page106, p. 107 
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Figure Three: NATO Defense Expenditures in Millions of 
Current U.S. Dollars and Exchange Rates 

 
 

 
Source: Adapted from NATO Communique, PR/CP(2016) 116, July 4, 2016, p. 4, 
http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2016_07/20160704_160704-pr2016-116.pdf  
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Figure Four: NATO European Defense Expenditures are Rising in Constant 
Dollars, But Generally Fall Well Below 2% of GDP  

 
Source: Adapted from NATO Communique, PR/CP(2016) 116, July 4, 2016, p. 4, 
http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2016_07/20160704_160704-pr2016-116.pdf  

 



Cordesman:+NATO+and+Balance+of+Deterrence++++++++++++++++++++++++AHC+5/2/2017++ 28+

Credible Official Estimates of the Real Cost to U.S. to Being in 
NATO are Lacking, But U.S. Forces for NATO are Only a Small 

Share of Total U.S. Forces  
Unfortunately, there are no credible current estimates of the total cost of U.S. forces in Europe or 
the U.S. forces largely dedicated to NATO. The past Nunn-Warner reports from the Department 
of Defense to Congress on the total cost of the U.S. contribution to NATO costs have been 
cancelled, or are no longer publically reported. 
There also are no official cost-benefit analyses that cover the fact the United States uses 
European bases and facilities, has common funded programs that support NATO European 
forces in ways that act as force multipliers, and the net cost to the United States of reinforcing 
NATO’s forward level of deterrence since the Russian intervention in the Ukraine has been 
remarkably low for the benefits obtained. 

What is clear, however, is that the portion of U.S. forces deployed to Europe has shrunk radically 
since the end of the Cold War, that U.S. power projection is now tailored to global operations 
and not to responding of a Warsaw Pact invasion, and that the portion of U.S. forces in Europe is 
now a small percent of the U.S. total. 

In 1990, at the end of the Cold War, the International Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS) 
estimated that the U.S. European Command (EUCOM) had some 321,300 military personnel in 
Europe. The total military personnel in Europe were then 15 percent of a total worldwide U.S. 
active strength of 2,117,900 

The Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) was then the key center of forward defense in Europe. 
U.S. Army force in the FRG alone had 203,100 troops with 5,900 main battle tanks, 2,120 other 
armored infantry fighting vehicles, 2,660 artillery pieces, and 126 surface-to-surface missiles. 
The USAF had 41,100 personnel and 300 combat aircraft.35  The total military personnel in the 
FRG alone were 12 percent of a total U.S. active strength of 2,117,900. 
The IISS no longer provides a detailed estimate of U.S. forces in Europe in its Military Balance, 
but it reported that the total number of military personnel in Germany was only 40,500. This was 
17 percent of the 1990 total, and only 3 percent of a worldwide total of 1,381,250 U.S. active 
military personnel. (Total worldwide U.S. military personnel were 65 percent of the 1990 total.)   
The U.S. Army force in a united Germany was so small that the combat elements of the U.S.  
Army only deployed one Special Forces Group, one cavalry SBCT; one armored reconnaissance 
battalion, one artillery battalion, and one heavy combat aviation group—although the United 
States did preposition an armored brigade equipment set. The USAF deployed one fighter wing 
with 24 F-16C/Ds—all of 8 percent of the 1990 total.36  

The role of U.S. Navy and Marines forces, and of all U.S. forces in the Mediterranean region had 
not changed as much in numbers, but even during most of the Cold War, these forces focused 
largely on power projection missions outside NATO. Today, they are far more important to 
missions outside NATO than within it. 

In short, it is analytically absurd to conflate today's U.S. military force posture with the focus on 
NATO it had in the time of the Cold War, and even analytically absurd to pretend that all U.S. 
defense spending can somehow be assigned to NATO—a claim that is all too common in the 
strange world of "burden sharing," but has long been rejected in every U.S. strategy document 
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and Department of Defense budget document—all of which break out the different regional and 
command requirements for deploying U.S. forces in other regions 

The Strategic Benefits to the U.S. of Bases in Europe 
There are some recent cost data that focus largely on U.S. base costs and how NATO shares it 
common defense expenditures.37 These are important aspects of U.S. and NATO activity, but 
such cost data are limited and do not provide meaningful insights into the overall cost of 
burdening sharing and strategic effort.  
They do, however, illustrate the benefits to the United States of many of its bases and activities 
in NATO—even if one ignores their value in moving U.S. forces across the world to points 
outside NATO, and the role NATO and individual allied European states have played in 
Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria. 
A RAND study of such issues notes that U.S. overseas bases often do provide major offsets and 
cost benefits, and makes a critical point about deterrence and the avoidance of war that highlights 
the importance of U.S. deployments in Europe. 38 

While much of the conventional deterrent potential of the United States comes from the perceived 
dominance of the U.S. military, it is not enough simply to have a powerful military. The United States must 
also be seen as willing to use force in the face of aggression it has tried to deter. Deterrence involves 
perceptions about military might but also political will. To deter a specific act of aggression, a country 
needs both the capacity and the will to use military force to prevent that aggression from being successful. 

Foreign bases and force presence contribute to both of these ingredients of deterrence. They indicate a 
willingness of the United States to become involved in conflicts abroad, and they shape perceptions about 
the effectiveness of the U.S. military to project power quickly and sustain it over time. 

Fundamentally, deterrence seeks to manipulate the cost-benefit calculations of another to shape behavior to 
better advantage. Ultimately, deterrence requires an appreciation of the values, motivations, beliefs, and 
fears of an adversary…The challenge of deterrence is to find ways to manipulate behaviors in situations 
where the stability of a government regime could be at stake and when colored by the strong fears and 
emotions that influence decisions of war. 

The credibility of a deterrent threat rests on the perceived willingness and capacity of the country to 
implement it, particularly when trying to protect a third party. Going to war is both costly and risky. Going 
to war to help defend another country when you have not been directly attacked may not always be 
considered an automatic decision by the aggressor, degrading deterrence. Deterrent commitments need to 
be reinforced through a variety of pronouncements and visible displays of support to establish credibility 
and convince others of a willingness to risk lives and suffer losses.  

Since Vietnam, the U.S. willingness to sustain losses in a distant theater has often been called into question, 
often erroneously, but when trying to deter a future action, perceptions and expectations factor into these 
decisions. If ties to a country or region are weak, it is more likely that adversaries will discount deterrent 
moves as a bluff… The second element of a credible deterrent threat is the ability to carry it out. Can a state 
back up its deterrent threat with appropriate military capacity and action? Most relevant to this calculation 
is not the overall net assessment of national military power among the protagonists, but an assessment of 
the forces likely to be devoted to the conflict… 

The Strategic Benefits of the U.S. Share of Common Funded 
Programs 

The costs of NATO's common funded programs are very limited compared to their strategic 
impact and benefits to the United States. A White House Fact Sheet, issued on July 8, 2016, 
makes it clear that the Common Funded Programs with NATO are limited in cost and include 
programs both enhance deterrent and defense capabilities and directly benefit the U.S., 39   
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For purposes of coherently planning for future capabilities, NATO asks each allied nation, through the 
assignment of various “capability targets,” to develop or maintain in its inventory a fair share of the total 
capabilities that may be required by NATO.  Allied defense ministers undertake to pursue these capability 
targets in their national defense plans. 

For most allies, certain high-end conventional U.S. military capabilities, and an independent strategic-level 
nuclear deterrent, would be out of reach, due to cost or level of technology.  Examples include large deck 
aircraft carrier battle forces, upper layer ballistic missile defense interceptor capability, advanced stand-off 
electronic warfare capability, and large-scale, globally-deployable logistics capabilities.  The Alliance 
depends mainly on the United States for these long-range power projection-related capabilities that have 
high conventional deterrence value.  Some allies have some of these capabilities, in limited quantities, but 
if they were not able to operate as part of a multinational force that includes predominantly U.S. enabling 
capabilities, most allies would not be able to mount an effective deterrent, nor conduct high intensity or 
large-scale, long duration operations.  Therefore, declaring these enabling capabilities to be available to 
NATO, for planning purposes, can be an effective force multiplier for the United States, recognizing that 
additional allied forces include nearly two million military personnel equipped and potentially available for 
joint operations.  At the same time, NATO has undertaken to reduce its over-reliance on the United States 
by asking other allies to develop more of these enabling capabilities.  The F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, which 
will introduce fifth generation fighter capability to several allied air forces, is a prime example. 

The United States also funds about 22 percent of the relatively small NATO Common Funded budgets 
(approximately $685 million out of NATO’s $2.8 billion per year) which finance shared capabilities that 
benefit all allies.  This shared funding accounts for just 0.03 percent of the allied nations’ aggregate defense 
spending, yet every $22 the United States contributes leverages $100 worth of Alliance 
capability.  Common Funding supports, among other things, certain Alliance operational costs (such as in 
Afghanistan or Kosovo); NATO AWACS; training and exercises; joint facilities and infrastructure; 
common communications; the NATO headquarters and staff; and NATO’s unparalleled multinational 
integrated military command structure.  

For that NATO Command Structure, the United States and other allies contribute military personnel 
(around 8,950 total) to staff the NATO Command Structure headquarters that command and control NATO 
operations.  The United States provides around 930 personnel, or about 10 percent of the requirement, and 
hosts the headquarters of NATO’s Allied Command Transformation as part of the community of military 
installations in and around Norfolk, Virginia. 

The United States also contributes, with other allies, to certain multinational projects that achieve 
economies of scale in developing collective capabilities to support critical NATO operational requirements: 

• NATO Ballistic Missile Defense.  In September 2009, the President announced the European Phased 
Adaptive Approach (EPAA) which provides missile defense to Europe.  EPAA is a phased plan to provide 
regional ballistic missile defense (BMD) to protect Europe, including forward deployed U.S. forces.  This 
system is neither capable against nor directed at Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrent, but focuses instead on 
ballistic missile threats from outside the Euro-Atlantic area. At the 2010 NATO Summit in Lisbon, allied 
heads of state and government agreed to develop a NATO regional missile defense capability and 
welcomed the EPAA as the U.S. contributions to NATO BMD.  During the 2012 NATO Summit in 
Chicago, allies declared NATO BMD interim capability, which consisted of a deployed AN/TPY-2 radar in 
Turkey, one Aegis ship deployed to the Eastern Mediterranean Sea, and a Command and Control Battle 
Management and Communication node at Ramstein Air Base, Germany.  All three elements are under 
NATO command and control.  EPAA Phase II began when the fourth U.S. BMD-capable Aegis ship 
forward deployed to Rota, Spain, and the Aegis Ashore Missile Defense System (AAMDS) in Romania 
marked its operational certification on May 12, 2016.  We anticipate an associated NATO milestone will be 
announced by allies at the Warsaw Summit.  On May 13, 2016, the United States and allies also broke 
ground on construction of the AAMDS in Poland.  When construction ends by December 2018, and the 
system is operationally certified, the third and final phase of EPAA will be complete. 

• NATO Airborne Early Warning Control (NAEW&C – “NATO AWACS”).  The NAEW&C consists 
of 16 E-3A AWACS aircraft based in Geilenkirchen, Germany.  The aircraft have had an important 
presence in NATO campaigns in Afghanistan, Libya, Kosovo, and the Mediterranean, as well as recently in 
assurance measures in the East and in Turkey.  Sixteen nations contribute funding for modernization 
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programs and certain operational costs related to the NAEW&C force, and the UK makes contributions-in-
kind from its national inventory of 6 E-3D AWACS aircraft based in Waddington, UK.  The two largest 
contributors are the U.S. (with a 40 percent cost share) and Germany (27 percent).  The 16 Allied 
participants in the program are currently reviewing a $1 billion life-extension program that will keep the 
fleet operational through 2035.  Simultaneously, NATO is in the initial stages of studying options for a 
follow-on Alliance Future Surveillance and Control capability after 2035. 

• Alliance Ground Surveillance (AGS) system.  AGS system capabilities will enable the Alliance to 
perform persistent high-altitude, long-endurance, and unmanned surveillance from aerial platforms with 
very advanced sensors.  AGS includes five Global Hawk Block 40 unmanned aerial vehicles, as well as a 
ground and support segment. In September 2014, the AGS Force officially began to stand up at Sigonella 
Air Base, Italy, to prepare for the arrival of the first aircraft in late 2016.  By the end of 2017, the AGS 
program will provide NATO five Global Hawks, with related ground-based systems.  Fifteen NATO allies 
are together acquiring AGS for a total of €1.3B, with the U.S. paying a 42 percent acquisition cost share for 
this critical requirement, as well as 28 percent of the operations costs which are shared across 26 nations. 

• NATO Joint Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (JISR).  NATO’s Chicago Summit 
endorsed a JISR capabilities initiative to create a network-centric capability that integrates disparate 
national and multinational ISR capabilities (such as AGS and NATO AWACs) and provides dedicated ISR 
command and control and training.  In February 2016, NATO defense ministers declared that JISR had 
achieved initial operating capability, following improvements in NATO’s JISR doctrine and procedures, 
training, and network architecture.  The United States contributes to this network through NATO common 
funding and smaller multinational programs.  Allies are now considering a longer-term, iterative capability-
development strategy to advance this key enabling capability area.  

• C-17 Strategic Airlift Command (SAC).  Ten NATO allies plus two Partnership for Peace countries work 
under a Memorandum of Understanding to operate three Boeing C-17 strategic transport aircraft out of 
Papa Air Base, Hungary.  The participating nations each control a proportional share of the available fight 
hours, based on their respective acquisition cost shares, and may choose to make their hours available to 
support operations led by nations, by NATO or by the European Union.  The U.S. acquisition cost share 
was 33 percent (for which the United States provided one C-17 aircraft as its contribution).  The U.S. 
annual operations cost share is 31 percent (of a total annual cost of $153 million). 

• Precision-Guided Munitions (PGM).  A multinational project, launched at the Wales Summit to address 
requirements for air-to-ground Precision-Guided Munitions (PGM), has grown to include eight allied 
nations.  Now the participants are pursuing multinational procurement of U.S.-manufactured PGMs using 
the NATO Lead Nation Procurement Initiative, an innovative U.S. arrangement that allows a single lead 
nation from a multinational group to acquire U.S. systems through Foreign Military Sales and then transfer 
a portion of those systems to other participating nations without additional retransfer requests.  The NATO 
Support and Procurement Agency has submitted Letter of Request documentation designed to enable 
several of these nations to acquire substantial numbers of PGMs.  Implementation efforts are ongoing, and 
the initial procurement details should be finalized in the coming months.   

The U.S. European Reassurance Initiative (ERI): The Affordable 
Coast of Reinforcing Deterrence 

It is also striking that the costs of the key U.S. military reaction to the reemergence of a threat to 
Europe from Russia have been so low. The President’s budget request for the Europe 
Reassurance Initiative was only $985 million in FY2015, $789.30 million in FY2016 and $3,430 
million in FY2017.  

The Department of Defense’s FY2017 budget request described the program as follows: 
…the President’s European Reassurance Initiative (ERI)…was originally proposed in Warsaw on 
June 3, 2014. The FY 2017 budget request of $3.4 billion for ERI continues efforts started in FY 
2015 and FY 2016 to reassure allies of the U.S. commitment to their security and territorial 
integrity as members of the NATO Alliance. The request provides near-term flexibility and 
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responsiveness to the evolving concerns of U.S. allies and partners in 

Europe (especially Central and Eastern Europe), and help increase the capability and readiness of 
U.S. allies and partners. The FY 2017 funding request also supports the expansion of ERI to 
provide measures for a quick joint response against any threats made by aggressive actors in the 
region. 

Specifically, the request funds enhanced training and exercises, improvements to key 
infrastructure, and three continuous brigade-sized rotations to train with allies. It also funds the 
placement of a full set of Army Prepositioned Stocks (APS) in Europe consisting of one Armored 
Brigade Combat Teams (ABCT), a fires element, a division headquarters, and associated enablers. 
The request sustains the ABCT European Activity Set (EAS) currently in theater conducting 
exercises with NATO allies and partners. 

The DoD would continue several lines of effort to accomplish the purposes of this initiative, 
including: (1) increased U.S. military presence in Europe; (2) additional bilateral and multilateral 
exercises and training with allies and partners; (3) improved infrastructure to allow for greater 
responsiveness; (4) enhanced prepositioning of U.S. equipment in Europe; and (5) intensified 
efforts to build partner capacity for newer NATO members and other partners. Funding for ERI is 
requested in the applicable Component’s accounts. 

From a strategic and national security viewpoint, there is often a far better case for securing 
deterrence and avoiding war than focusing solely on cost and burdensharing. 

The Strategic Aspects of European Defense Spending and 
Burdensharing 
In many ways, it is also just as absurd to talk about Europe and NATO as if it was some 
monolithic block as it is to take the entire cost of U.S. global military efforts and to assume that 
they are all conducted on NATO’s behalf. Each of the 26 European members of NATO faces 
different political, military, and economic challenges. Many are far too small to maintain 
effective modern forces, and the fact that defense funding is a national effort ensures that smaller 
powers face major problems in terms of the economies of scale that shape the size and quality of 
forces for a superpower like the United States. 

Map One and Figure Two to Figure Four have already provided great deal of detail as to just 
how different the strategic positions of individual European states are now when it comes to any 
form of Russian pressure or military action. They have also illustrated some of the key 
differences between states in wealth, size, and taking on the burden of both national and 
European defense. It is all too clear that the states most exposed to Russia face fundamentally 
different levels of risk, and that each European country must approach its role in the collective 
defense of Europe in different ways with different resources. 
Figure Five to Figure Ten provide an overview of additional official NATO reporting on the 
differences between European states using additional measures of national capability and burden 
sharing. It is important to note that they do not address the key strategic challenges NATO now 
faces. 

The "Two Percent Non-Solution" 
One thing that is all too clear from the forest of data in these Figures, is that NATO’s current 
focus on making member countries spend 2 percent of the GDP on defense borders on the 
ridiculous. Sherlock Holmes rather famously came close to destroying himself by pursuing a 
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"seven percent solution." A "two percent solution" to burden sharing may not be as bad as 
cocaine addiction, but—like focusing on comparisons of total U.S. to European defense 
spending—it may well be as self-destructive to NATO.   
There is no way to address all of the national differences and issues raised by Figure Two to 
Figure Ten. Each case is different enough to be a study in itself. Moreover, national policy is 
very much a matter of national politics—and efforts to raise and equalize spending have no clear 
relation to strategic priorities and improved deterrent and defense capabilities.  
About the most that can be said about the broad trends in all of these Figures is that wealthier 
European countries can spend more, and that grossly low defense expenditures and equipment 
expenditures are a clear indication that individual European states are not doing their share—not 
in simply relation to the United States but in relation to other European states and to all of NATO. 
The data on trends in defense spending in current dollars (Figure Three) and constant dollars 
(Figure Five) are both useful in this regard. 
Here again, however, focusing on burden sharing in terms of the United States versus Europe is 
not only misleading, but is strategically dangerous. It focuses on spending rather than on purpose, 
and almost inevitably means setting either a threshold that every country can meet, or setting one 
so high that most states will fail to meet it.  
Data on defense spending as a percent of GDP (Figure Four and Figure Six) are far more 
problematic. As Figure Four shows all too clearly, NATO's "two percent solution" does little 
more than highlight the gap between the size of the U.S. and European efforts in GDP terms, and 
portray most European states as failing to do their share. It also is almost totally dysfunctional.  
Meeting the 2 percent of GDP level does not imply that the national effort involved is wise, 
efficient, and adapting to current strategic needs. Failing to meet it is extremely relative, and it 
is very hard to determine whether a few tenths of a percent matter when there is no concern as to 
what they do or do not buy. There is no clear way to know what level of failure is meaningful. 
Such a goal might suit a military culture based on the potlatch, but from a modern strategic 
viewpoint, the "two percent solution" is essentially meaningless.  
Spending metrics have little to no meaning unless they are tied to given missions and measures 
of military effectiveness. The contrasting GDP per capita and military expenditure per capita 
data in Figure Seven and Figure Eight are more useful in that they highlight which countries 
are poorer and less able to spend on defense, which countries are already spending at relatively 
high levels given their economic problems (e.g. Greece), and which countries are grossly 
underspending on defense relative to their wealth (e.g. Germany). There still is no magic formula 
involved, however, and any assessment must be made on a country-by-country level. 

The data on total military personnel in Figure Nine are another common measure of defense 
efforts, but say nothing about personnel quality, readiness, or mission effectiveness. There is 
probably no more common or useless measure of actual military strength than such data without 
any contexts regard force structure or capability. They are—at best—a warning of a sudden or 
steady rundown in strength (e.g. Albania, Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Netherlands, 
Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States), but even that warning comes largely 
out of any context regarding force effectiveness or modernization. 
The equipment expenditure data as a percent of total defense expenditure shown in Figure Ten 
tends to reflect a boom or bust cycle in modernization for most smaller countries, since any 
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major new buy can lead to sudden peaks that country’s expenditures. As a result, it can also 
sometimes highlight persistent underfunding of modernization (Belgium, Czech Republic, 
Germany, Slovenia) as well as cases where a major new effort is underway (Latvia, Lithuania, 
Norway, Poland, Romania, Slovak Republic). Once again, however, spending levels do not tell 
whether spending meets the need—or is used wisely. In fact, and a number of European 
"spenders" seem more interested in subsidizing their defense industry than in achieving 
meaningful strategic results. 

Focusing on Key European Countries to Improve Forward 
Deterrence 

The key problem with all such metrics is that they do not address the ability to meet key strategic 
challenges. As has been discussed earlier, the most immediate such challenge is the need to 
create more effective forms of forward deterrence and defense. This means building up NATO's 
capability to limit the threat Russia can pose to the NATO states nearest to its territory in ways 
that do not needlessly provoke or challenge Russia, but do make it clear that NATO will respond.  
This requires the United States to maintain and expand the credibility of extended deterrence. 
And, above all, demonstrate its willingness to come to the aid of the more exposed NATO states 
in the face of the combined Russian challenge from conventional, irregular/asymmetric/hybrid 
warfare, and political pressure and warfare.  
The current U.S. programs to do this have been described earlier. The question for the United 
States is whether these programs are enough, and not whether the United States is spending more 
on defense than NATO’s European members. At the same time, a successful forward deterrent 
and defense requires as cohesive as possible an effort by the more exposed European states to 
create their own deterrent forces, and a matching effort by the key larger European powers—
particularly the United Kingdom, France and Germany—to show they are committed to the 
forward defense of NATO Europe and can project forces rapidly forward to help an ally.  

The worst case—by far in spending terms—is Germany, but the United Kingdom and France 
have both seen major bleed downs in their defense efforts. The resulting defense efforts and 
polices of all three countries been publically criticized by at least some senior serving and retired 
officers. The United Kingdom is the only one of the three countries to spend about two percent 
of GDP. France averages around 1.79 percent and Germany averages an extremely low 1.19 
percent. 

More substantively from a strategic viewpoint, Germany has a pivotal strategic geographic 
position and all three states have made critical reductions in their forces since the end of the Cold 
War. A study by the Scowcroft Center at the Atlantic Council, entitled Alliance at Risk 
Strengthening European Defense in an Age of Turbulence and Competition highlights the level 
of force cuts involved—as well as the lack of any clear correlation between defense spending as 
a percent of GDP and force size.40 

• In Germany's case, defense expenditures (constant 2013 dollars) dropped from $67.2 billion dollars in 1991 
to $50.62 billion in 2000, and $42.87 billion in 2015. Defense expenditures dropped from 2.2% of GDP in 
1991 to 1.49% in 2000, and 1.11 % in 2015. Active military personnel dropped from 467,000 in 1991, to 
321,000 in 2000, and to 181,207 in 2015. Main battle tanks dropped from 7,000 in 1991, to 2,815 in 2000, 
and to 410 in 2015. Combat aircraft dropped from 638 in 1991, to 457 in 2000, and to 237 in 2015. 
Principle surface combatants actually rose slightly from 14 in 1991and in 2000, to 16 in 2015.Given its 
wealth and strategic position, this makes Germany the weakest link in NATO. 
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• France is only marginally better. Defense expenditures (constant 2013 dollars) dropped from $71.11 billion 
dollars in 1991 to $61.44 billion in 2000, and $51.25 billion in 2015. Defense expenditures dropped from 
3.3% of GDP in 1991 to 2.47% in 2000, and 1.76% in 2015. Active military personnel dropped from 
453,000 in 1991, to 294,430 in 2000, and to 215,000 in 2015. Main battle tanks dropped from 1,349 in 
1991, to 834 in 2000, and to 200 in 2015. Combat aircraft dropped from 845 in 1991, to 571 in 2000, and to 
235 in 2015. Principle surface combatants dropped from 41 in 1991, to 35 in 2000, and to 23 in 2015 

• The United Kingdom kept spending higher as a percent of GDP, but still made similar force cuts. Defense 
expenditures (in constant 2013 dollars) were $62.85 billion dollars in 1991, $49.84 billion in 2000, and 
$59.02 billion in 2015. Defense expenditures dropped from 4.05% in 1991 to 2.36% in 2000, and 2.08% in 
2015. Active military personnel dropped from 300,100 in 1991, to 212,300 in 2000, and to 145,600 in 2015. 
Main battle tanks dropped from 1,314 in 1991, to 616 in 2000, and to 227 in 2015. Combat aircraft dropped 
from 530 in 1991, to 429 in 2000, and to 266 in 2015. Principle surface combatants dropped from 48 in 
1991, to 34 in 2000, and to 19 in 2015 

• Italy has always been tied to the Southern Flank and to the Mediterranean, but is a major military power 
with the potential to reinforce the forward areas in the south of NATO. Defense expenditures (in constant 
2013 dollars) dropped from $37.54 billion dollars in 1991 and $43.22 billion in 2000, to $22.36 billion in 
2015. Defense expenditures dropped from 2.0% in 1991 and 2.0% in 2000, to 1.06% in 2015. Active 
military personnel dropped from 361,400 in 1991, to 250,600 in 2000, and to 176,000 in 2015. Main battle 
tanks dropped from 1,220 in 1991, to 699 in 2000, and to 160 in 2015. Combat aircraft dropped from 449 
in 1991, to 336 in 2000, and to 242 in 2015. Principle surface combatants dropped from 32 in 1991, to 30 in 
2000, and to 19 in 2015 

The metrics in the Figures in this report also show that several key "exposed" states—notably 
Estonia, Norway, and Poland—are at least increasing the resources they are putting into such 
efforts and some are meeting the two percent of GDP goal. Lithuania and Latvia have increased 
their efforts in recent years, although they are below the two percent of GDP goal. In contrast, 
Bulgaria has remained relatively constant at around 1.35 percent. Croatia, Albania, the Slovak 
Republic, Czech Republic, Hungary, Slovenia all fall well below the 1.35 percent level—and 
much further below the 2% percent level.  

It is clear from the previous Figures that NATO tends to be weakest where it is closest and most 
exposed to Russia. There is, however, no political consensus among the NATO states involved 
as to how to react, what force changes to make, and what levels of national spending are needed.  
Norway and Poland illustrate the issues involved for two very different countries, as well as the 
problems in focusing on either total defense spending—or defense spending as a percent of 
GDP—as measures of military trends and capabilities: 41 

• Norway is particularly critical because of both its proximity to Russia and links to Finland and Sweden --
two key neutral states that also have tensions with Russia. It also illustrates the risks in focusing on defense 
spending as a percent of GDP relative to total spending and changes in force levels. Norwegian defense 
expenditures (in constant 2013 dollars) rose from $5.62 billion dollars in 1991 and $5.62 billion in 2000, to 
$7.17 billion in 2015. Defense expenditures as a percent of GDP, however, went from 2.75% in 1991 and 
1.74 % in 2000, to 1.34% in 2015. Active military personnel dropped from 32,700 in 1991, to 26,700 in 
2000, and to 25,800 in 2015. Main battle tanks dropped from 211 in 1991, to 170 in 2000, and only 52 in 
2015. Combat aircraft dropped from 85 in 1991, to 79 in 2000, and 63 in 2015. Principle surface 
combatants went from 5 in 1991, to 4 in 2000, and 5 in 2015. 

• Poland is the most "exposed" major state in the Central Region. It also is an excellent example of how little 
correlation there is between the trends in defense spending and spending as a percent of GDP and force 
strength and capability. Polish defense expenditures (in constant 2013 dollars) rose from $4.86 billion 
dollars in 1991 and $6.803 billion in 2000, to $10.359 billion in 2015. Defense expenditures as a percent of 
GDP went from 2.1% in 1991 and 1.8% in 2000, to 1.9% in 2015. But, active military personnel dropped 
from 305,000 in 1991, to 217,290 in 2000, and 99,300 in 2015. Main battle tanks dropped from 2,850 in 
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1991, to 1,704 in 2000, and only 926 in 2015. Combat aircraft dropped from 506 in 1991, to 267 in 2000, 
and 113 in 2015. Principle surface combatants went from 2 in 1991, to 3 in 2000, and back to 2 in 2015. 

These are only a few of the examples that show that focusing on burden sharing as an effort to 
make major shifts in the ratio between total European defense spending and that of the United 
States, or in terms of a fixed percent of national GDP are futile and analytically ridiculous. Once 
again, the practical issues are what strategic and military challenges each country faces, what real 
world options each country has to deal with them, and what can be done in each case to actually 
help persuade them to act.  

What NATO really seems to need is to revive the kind of NATO-wide threat assessments and 
force planning exercise it had in the 1960s and used in assessing the impact of CFE. NATO 
should work with each country to develop five or other future year defense plans to begin and 
maintain a consistent effort, and annually update and roll forward such plans to take account of 
changes in circumstance—recognizing that a successful collective effort must be tailored to the 
specific conditions affecting a given member state. 

NATO and the United States should not to play the blame game through burden sharing 
exercises. They should rather seek to find the best practical solutions to enhancing deterrence 
and defense. Such an exercise is needed to try to persuade every NATO country—both in Europe 
and North America—to find as common approach as possible to deterring Russia and stabilizing 
the security situation in Europe.  
In practice, this means country-by-country adjustments to both defense spending and forces 
plans, and accepting the very different priorities of even the most exposed states. Turkey alone is 
an illustration of just how far a given country can differentiate from the rest, but many of the 
exposed countries in NATO's new Central Region have very different politics and priorities. 
It also means seeking to accomplish such an effort without needlessly confronting Russia or 
ending the option of returning to some form of partnership. NATO should also consider 
measures like stating to Russia that it does not seek further expansion of NATO near Russia’s 
borders, and is willing to revive efforts in both security partnership and economic growth and 
trade.  

NATO-Russian relations have become something of two-party, zero-sum game. However, Putin 
is not Stalin, Russia is not the Soviet Union, and nationalism is not an ideology based on global 
domination. Successful deterrence does not have to mean a return to the rigidities of the Cold 
War. Both sides could find a much better way to easily win the new “Great Game”—if both sides 
could find way to cease playing it. 

Counterterrorism, Counterinsurgency, Islamist Extremism, and Out 
of Area Operations 

NATO's other key strategic priority—and need for change—is even less tied to total defense 
spending and some fixed percentage of GDP. NATO needs to do what it can to improve its 
capability for counterterrorism, counterinsurgency, Islamist Extremism, and out of area 
operations. This, however, is scarcely going to be accomplished by calling for more spending, 
rather than developing more effective forces and strategies. 

One key aspect of this priority is the need to improve NATO country ability to project power 
into other regions to deal with such threats, and strengthening the NATO and national roles in 
strategic partnerships with Arab states in the Mediterranean and Gulf regions. NATO has already 
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demonstrated in Afghanistan that it can play a major role in projecting power to fight Islamic 
extremism and terrorism far outside of the region that NATO was formed to defend. Key 
European powers backed the United States in its effort to invade Iraq, and stayed in Iraq to deal 
with the threat of a largely Islamic insurgency. France, Britain, and Italy also joined the United 
States in dealing with the overthrow of Qaddafi in Libya. Many NATO European countries are 
still in Afghanistan, and Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, the Netherlands, United Kingdom, 
and Turkey now support the United States in Operation Inherent Resolve in Iraq and Syria. 
Americans need to remember that many of the failures in each such case were scarcely the fault 
of NATO, or of European powers. The United States invaded Iraq for the wrong reasons and did 
so without any clear of consistent civil-military plans to deal with the consequences. The United 
States failed to create effective civil-military operations in Afghanistan, and did not react 
properly to the rise of the Taliban until 2011. The United States then planned a withdrawal by the 
end of 2014 that was never tied to the conditions on the ground. The United States failed to react 
decisively in Syria—failing to do so even when France was clearly ready to act.  

While President Obama had some justification in criticizing allies like Britain and France for not 
acting more decisively in Libya, it is far from clear what action should have been taken, how 
practical it was, and what the end result would really have been. 
The civil side was often at least as serious a problem as the military side. Many problems and 
failures were driven by the fact that the host country was deeply divided and unstable, was very 
corrupt, had a weak economy that desperately needed reform, and other ethnic, sectarian and 
tribal divisions that bordered on—or were involved in—civil war.   
It is far easier to bring major military intervention than to deal with the civil and military 
consequences, or do deal with the fact that fighting Islamic extremism and terrorism in failed 
states cannot be won by military means alone. It depends heavily on the host country and the 
quality of the strategic partnership on both a civil-military level. It also depends on the practical 
recognition that none can win simply by trying to bomb the future back to the Stone Age. 

NATO is already making some progress. Several of the Common Funded Programs described 
earlier can be adapted to improve the power projection capabilities of NATO and European 
states. There are many lessons from the previously cited conflicts—as well as from NATO 
supported and joint action in the Former Yugoslavia—that NATO can act upon, although such 
action is far more likely to be the result of a select group of willing and capable nations than a 
real-world, 28-nation effort. In many cases, working with host country partners will also be a 
substitute for the deployment of major NATO combat forces, particularly ground forces.  
Another key problem, however, is that the more serious military challenges that United States 
and Europe have faced since 2001 in fighting extremist movements have all gone far beyond 
counterterrorism, and have involved serious counterinsurgencies. They have occurred in failed 
states where the Host country government is generally as serious a part of the problem as the 
enemy or threat. NATO can only deal with half the problem in such cases. The civil dimension is 
equally important, it is not a logical function for NATO, and the United States is the last country 
that can claim that it knows how to integrate the two. 

Out of area operations, however, are also at best only half of the challenge. At a very different 
level, NATO European states—and the United States—need to do a far better job of integrating 
their counter terrorism activity within the Alliance, as well as on their own soil. The problem of 
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dealing with the internal threat of terrorism posed by native terrorists or cells, immigrants, illegal 
migrants, and refugees is critical, but it also is not primarily military.  

There is much the military can do in specific areas, but no one in NATO is going to use military 
force to deal with such threats. They are the natural province of specialized counterterrorism 
forces and law enforcement, they must be linked carefully to both preserving civil rights and the 
rule of law, and they involve critical efforts to help integrate foreigners with different cultures 
and values into civil society, as well as to fight domestic religious and racial prejudice. 
NATO European members could probably benefit from the equivalent of the U.S. National 
Counterterrorism Center (NCTC), but this seems to be a largely civil function rather than a 
military one, and is an awkward fit for NATO. Moreover, the United States still faces serious 
issues in integrating intelligence, federal counterterrorism efforts, and state and local law 
enforcements—and the United States is a nation of immigrants with far more experience in 
absorbing different foreign elements than most European states.  
The 26 NATO countries in Europe face major differences between and within them in virtually 
every aspect of counterterrorism. It is far from clear how many NATO European countries are 
willing to solve the internal limits on counterterrorism caused by their legal systems and 
competing elements in their counterterrorism efforts, much less standardize and integrate 
effectively across national boundaries. It also is clear that such functions are not the natural role 
of their military forces and contributions to NATO. 
There are still a number of areas where NATO capabilities can be improved on a selective basis 
to project power to fight Islamic extremism and terrorism on both a domestic and foreign level, 
and support coalitions of the willing in out of area operations. Before the United States presses 
Europe to have NATO take on such missions, however, the advocates of linking NATO to a 
“war on terrorism” need to think out exactly what they would propose in far more depth. A good 
plan is one thing. A bad one can easily make things worse. 
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Figure Five: NATO Defense Expenditures in Millions of Constant 2010 
U.S. Dollars and Exchange Rates 

 

 
Source: Adapted from NATO Communique, PR/CP(2016) 116, July 4, 2016, p. 4, 
http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2016_07/20160704_160704-pr2016-116.pdf  
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Figure Six: NATO Defense Expenditures as a Percent of GDP  

 

 
 
Source: Adapted from NATO Communique PR/CP(2016) 116, July 4, 2016, p. 5, 
http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2016_07/20160704_160704-pr2016-116.pdf  
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Figure Seven: NATO GDP and Per Capita Income in Constant 
Exchange Rates and 2010 U.S. Dollars  

 
Source: Adapted from NATO Communique PR/CP(2016) 116, July 4, 2016, p. 6, , 
http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2016_07/20160704_160704-pr2016-116.pdf  
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Figure Eight: NATO Defense Expenditures Per Capita in 
Constant 2010 U.S. Dollars  

 
 

 
Source: Adapted from NATO Communique PR/CP(2016) 116, July 4, 2016, p. 7, , 
http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2016_07/20160704_160704-pr2016-116.pdf  
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Figure Nine: NATO Military Personnel in Thousands  

 
 

Source: 
Adapted from NATO Communique PR/CP(2016) 116, July 4, 2016, p. 7, 
http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2016_07/20160704_160704-pr2016-116.pdf  
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Figure Ten: NATO Distribution of Expenditure on Equipment as 
a Percent of Total Defense Expenditure 

 

  
Source: Adapted from NATO Communique PR/CP(2016) 116, July 4, 2016, p.8, 
http://www.nato.int/nato_static_fl2014/assets/pdf/pdf_2016_07/20160704_160704-pr2016-116.pdf.   
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