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The Revolution in
Military Affairs:

Allied Perspectives

Prologue

The revolution in military affairs (RMA) is an American concept that
frames a debate about the restructuring of American military forces in
the period of globalization of the American economy. A core task for
U.S. allies is to seek to understand the American debate and to
identify opportunities for and the risks to themselves in variant
patterns of development of the American military in the years ahead.

An RMA rests upon a dramatic restructuring of the American
economy. New technologies are correlated with significant changes
in organizational structures. The restructuring of the American
military is occurring in the context of restructuring American society
and expanded global reach for the United States. It is part of a much
broader process of change within the United States and in the
relationship of the United States to the world.

As such, for core allies the United States poses a number of
challenges simultaneously. European and Asian allies are struggling
to redefine their economic models. The Europeans will enter a new
phase of development with the emergence of the Euro zone.
Associated with this change are dramatic efforts to restructure
European culture and economies as well. The enlargement of the
European Union comes on top of this and is part of the dynamic
process of change. In Asia, the currency crisis is part of a broader
stimulus for change in the Japanese and less-developed Asian
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economies. The American economic restructuring is both stimulus
and challenge to change in Asia.

The new information society emerging in the United States is
reshaping the global reach of American society. The interaction
between American cultures (various immigrant and indigenous
subcultures) and relevant ethnic “parent” cultures outside of the
United States is a dramatic force for change as well.

As part of this broader American assault upon established
structures of industrial states, the RMA drives change. Coping with
the American challenge; globalization; emergent technologies;
framing Asian and European variants of information societies; and
trying to redefine security structures to reflect the epochal challenges
at home and abroad are formidable pressures upon European and
Asian allies.

The United States is the only global power, and its military
instruments are global in character. The United States is redesigning
its relationships with key industrial allies. In effect, the United States
is, de facto, trying to set in place a new regional networking strategy.
Broad global military reach is inextricably intertwined with the global
forces of economic and cultural change.

For regional partners of the United States, the RMA challenge is
part of a much broader challenge of organizational redesign and
innovation within their domestic societies and regional frameworks.
For a regional partner operating in a regional network with the United
States, the challenge is to design an approach that can cope with
American power but at the same time is part of the strategic redesign
of its own national and regional agendas.

In other words, an American RMA will not be replicated as such
by any particular regional ally of the United States but will be part of
the new face toward the future of organizational innovation in
broader social, economic, and military structures. No regional partner
of the United States is capable of reproducing the American approach
to the RMA or will slavishly follow the strategic redesign of the
American military. At best, regional allies will pursue RMAs that can
enhance their capacity to deal with regional goals and networking
requirements.
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Prologue

For the United States to develop an effective interallied RMA
strategy, it will be necessary to examine carefully the confiuence of
global with regional power instruments. For regional allies, it will be
necessary to consider the nexus between regional military instruments
and the pool of available technologies and military approaches
generated by the global orientation of U.S. military forces. Above all,
there is the challenge of connecting a biended technology and force
restructuring project with a shifting balance of power between the
United States and its regional allies in the years ahead. Balancing the
demands of a technology with a political project is a difficult
challenge indeed for both the United States and its allies.

That is why it is necessary to reflect briefly on the American
strategic redesign prior to turning to the American approach to the
RMA and allied perceptions of challenges in dealing with the United
States.



1.
The American
Strategic Challenge

The United States is a global power in a regionally diversified
world. Its key allies include all the most significant economic powers
in the world. American economic and cultural influence is a
significant global force promoting American power, perhaps more as
an empire than as a nation-state. But the challenge of working with
allies in shaping a new global policy is perhaps more difficuit than
running an American counter to Soviet power. As the United States
seeks to define its global policy for particular regional settings, it is
frequently in conflict with its core allies in those regions over both
regional policy and its implications for the management of global
affairs.

Associated with regional differentiation within the global
economy is the growing significance of regional powers within the
non-Western world. Iran and the Culf States in the Middle East,
Taiwan and China in the Far East, South Africa on the Horn, and
Brazil, Chile, and Argentina in South America are all part of a
diversified global economy within which regional powers seek to
protect their security and enhance their global significance.

The proliferation of the technological base for the global economy
carries with it the diversification of global production of modern arms
as well. Although the United States has the only global projection
military, proliferation of military technologies will make it harder for
land-based forces to operate within specific regional settings in the
years ahead. With no peer global competitor, Americans could
confuse global capacity with military supremacy within regional
settings.

The United States is in a unique historical position within an
unprecedented  historical epoch: the growth of global

5



The Revolution in Military Affairs: Allied Perspectives

interdependence depends in part upon the need to protect the
infrastructure of developed economies, yet only the United States as
a global power can shape regional coalitions to provide for the
defense of the European-Asian-American zone of economic
development and security.

A key complication for the new strategic environment comes from
the changing nature of power itself. The enhanced interdependence
of the developed economies has seen the emergence of a zone of
security in need of protection from outside turbulence. Only the
United States possesses the global reach to protect this zone, and the
need to build effective coalitions among the developed states for
operations to meet specific regional challenges is a key requirement
for U.S. policy in the years ahead. Global reach and regional
coalition building are twin requirements of U.S. policy.

On the one hand, the United States might like to build a global
system of security, fitting key allies within an overall division of labor
to defend that system. On the other hand, such an effort generates
resentment of the United States as a global hegemon and the only
global superpower and as such undercuts U.S. power and works to
benefit those who might seek to play on the hegemonic theme to knit
together an anti-American coalition in the years ahead. This
resentment can crystallize into hostile actions against “occupying”
U.S. land-based forces, e.g., the attack on Khobar Towers.

In effect, the United States is custodian of a transition from a
bipolar superpower world to a new globally interdependent world of
shared responsibilities and co-authority with key regional allies in
shaping a new world order. The difficulty rests with the United States
playing the custodial role in the transition with key regional allies
without generating anti-Americanism. Equally important is for key
U.S. allies to meet their obligations to build greater capacity to defend
the common good and not engage in the fuxury of petty criticism of
U.S. performance while themselves not fielding capabilities necessary
for the common defense tasks.

The challenge is to expand upon or to build effective regional
networks by shaping a common defense system against key threats to
interallied and American interests. U.S. ability to defend its interests
is largely defined by tools of intervention and participation with key
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allies or with key powers in regions. Its role is shaped by its regional
networking capacity. What makes the United States a global power
is its ability to leverage relations in one region with another—i.e., its
ability to reach beyond itself in one region to engage the participation
of other states in other regions. It is not a superpower in the sense of
bringing overwhelming force to bear in a hegemonic or unilateral
fashion without regard to the ability to work with other states in a
given region; it is a networking regional role needed by the United
States to defend its interests. In this effort, the United States needs to
balance two key dynamics:

® The need to have unilateral capabilities to protect national
interests

® The need to be able to participate in, lead, or contribute to
allied coalitions.

If the United States emphasizes only national capabilities and reforms
it may not be able to share the challenges of extended defense. If the
United States plans only for allied operations it may not have the
requisite tools to protect national interests. Balancing the two is
critical for effective leadership in the new global situation.

The dynamics of change in allied and U.S. Armed Forces intersect
in either the enhancement or reduction of coalition capabilities
through their combined forces. From a U.S. standpoint, changes in
U.S. forces can:

® Enhance national capabilities but reduce multilateral
capabilities (e.g., via technological innovations that create
powerful military options but that are not easily compatible with
allied or potential coalition partners)

® Enhance coalition capabilities by providing means not
available to other partners on a national basis (e.g., space-based
intelligence means)

® Create forces that are powerful triggers to coalition formation
® Provide tools for participation in coalitions led by others.
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Balancing these choices is critical for effective leadership in the new
regional networking environment. Regional defense networks are
developing around specific common interests. The term network is
used rather than alliance, because the developing networks may not
have the same obligations as alliances, and they include bilateral
arrangements plus other nonmilitary organizations. The implication
for the United States is that networks may develop wherein the United
States has little or no input; consequently, multinational actions by
other nations, including traditional allies with minimal consideration
for U.S. interests, could become more frequent. U.S. options in a
crisis could be reduced accordingly.

For the United States to play an effective military role in the new
global setting of regional networking, several capabilities need to be
combined effectively.

® Clobal reach. The United States, as a continent bordered by
two oceans, can reach theaters of operations only by having long-
distance intervention forces coupled with pre-positioned
capabilities. The intervention forces need to be able to marry up
with regional partners and with forces operating in the region.
U.S. forces pre-positioned in a region can be permanently based,
work with pre-positioned equipment during periodic exercises
and for actual operations, or intermesh with partners in exercises
and through interoperable means to operate effectively in a crisis.
® Sustainability with global reach. Because the logistical center
for U.S. forces is in the United States, Sustain ability across long
distances is a key challenge. As region-specific requirements
become enhanced for future operations, joint and coalition
operations require greater standardization and interoperability.
® Rapid intervention capacities to shape coalition choices.
Getting forces to a crisis after it is far along will not be adequate
to shape coalitions that the United States might perceive
necessary to protect its interests in a crisis. Military tools and
forces need to be available to support actions in a precrisis
setting, which also help forge coalitions sensitive to U.S. interests
and are effective in deterring further negative actions by
adversaries in an emerging crisis situation.
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® Global command, control, communication, computers, and
intelligence (C*l). The requirement for global reach brings with it
an emphasis upon global transparency instruments, which wili be
indispensable contributions for U.S. engagements in crises. These
instruments make a difference largely by their ability to mesh with
the capability of allies and partners in a relatively cohesive and
effective manner.

If these challenges were not enough to deal with, the shift in defense
technology and its relationship to commercial firms is shaping the
new environment as well. The RMA is reshaping the type of defense
technology to be deployed in new systems in the years ahead. The
role of information technology, sensors, unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAV), satellites, and long-range strike technologies is so profound in
reshaping the new military environment that a revolution in
technology is unfolding.

In addition to the dramatic changes in the defense industrial base
and the RMA, there is a shift in the manufacturing model underlying
defense production. Sometimes this change is referred to as the
commercialization of defense technology. Governments will rely
upon commercially available technologies to reduce defense costs or
to require the bundling of commercial components with military
platforms to enhance the viability of defense resources.

Governments are the buyers of military systems and as such are
monopolistic or oligarchic clients for firms. The firms themselves seek
to become global players and not simply to act as suppliers to single
national governments. The shift to global competition and to the
greater reliance on high technology produced in the commercial
sector means that defense firms will become mixed firms providing a
range of products with increasing commercial content.

The research and development (R&D) model underlying defense
is changing as well. The British provide a particularly clear example
of a government focusing upon changing to a new R&D model. The
new “smart procurement model,” as the British call it, underscores the
need to move from the reliance upon sequential to concurrent
development. Instead of a long process of moving from product
development to deployment through a sequential process, the new

9



The Revolution in Military Affairs: Allied Perspectives

concurrent development model puts products into the field earlier
and seeks to upgrade them in the process of deployment. The new
model tocuses upon modular platform design with life-cycle
upgrading in the force enabling packages operating on the platform,
notably those for electronics and weapon systems.

A new manufacturing model underlies the new defense industrial
system of the 21% century. Rather than firms competing to provide
alternative end units, firms are now competing to provide for the
entire process of development and deployment. A new
manufacturing redesign process is becoming intertwined with the
reliance upon global firms seeking to use commercial technology
wherever possible to meet military means. The challenge for
governments in dealing with the twin processes of the emergence of
a new manufacturing model and globalization of technology is
guiding this process in directions that give them both cost- and
militarily effective weapon systems in the years ahead. For the United
States, the challenge of the convergence of the developments
identified is a difficult one.

First, dealing with region-specific challenges—both in terms of
threats and cooperation with allies—requires an enhanced capacity
to work with coalition partners and greater, not lesser,
interoperability. But the emphasis upon an RMA may increase the
gap dramatically between the United States and its core allies.

Second, the economic difficulties that core U.S. allies are facing
in Europe and Japan mean that for the next few years the disparity
between U.S. defense dollars and allied financial resources will grow.
This in turn exacerbates the tension between coalition requirements
and RMA efforts by the United States.

Third, emphasis upon a more commercial and global look to
defense firms as they seek to become global high-technology
enterprises will dramatically increase the problems of codevelopment
with allies and export controls on the resulting military products. The
"new" defense firms in the United States and elsewhere will seek to
codevelop weapons; the old U.S. system of export controls that
sought to control the process case by case for third-party sales will be
severely challenged.
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In other words, the United States is the core architect of the Euro-
Atlantic-Asian zone of security, not as a hegemonic power but as a
networking power. The strategic challenge is to shift from extended
deterrence of the Soviet Union to extended defense of UJ.S. and allied
interests. At the heart of this challenge is the reshaping of allied
capabilities to provide for a division of labor that reflects economic
strengths and global responsibilities.

The fundamentals of U.S. strategy in this unique historical
situation require combining global reach with regional networking
and deftness in putting together coalitions of the willing to meet
specific threats to regional allies. The blending of military and
diplomatic skill in shaping a new world order is a key U.S. burden in
the sense that no other extant state can do so. At the same time, the
United States must avoid a heavy-handed approach, because doing
so will make it difficult to operate in the specific regional settings of
the increasingly diversified yet interdependent world of the 21*
century.

11



2.
The American Approach to the
RMA: A Baseline

From the standpoint of both allies and competitors of the United
States, there are three very different types of responses to the RMA.
Three variant strategies might well emerge—power denial, power
assertion and affirmation, and power sharing.

For Third World states seeking to undercut American and allied
power, selective use of the RMA to draw upon new technologies to
disrupt power projection is a core strategy. We might call this
strategy the power denial strategy.

For regional powers not allied with the United States and that
aspire to a significant role in global politics, there is the possibility of
a comprehensive incorporation of technologies in building robust
regional power projection forces. This may be used for power denial
or a more ambitious agenda may be attempted—power assertion and
affirmation but within a regional plus setting. The clearest case of this
is China.

The third response is that of regional powers ailied with the
United States. Here the relationship with the United States ensures
the need to deal directly with American adaptations but to seek to
define some autonomy of action vis-a-vis the United States. This
strategy might be identified as power sharing with the United States
in shaping the new global order.

This assessment examines two key European allied
approaches—those of France and Cermany—to the RMA. It is the
third strategy that therefore predominates in the analysis. Coming to
terms with the United States by Germany and France is a key part of
the dynamics of change associated with the RMA.

In this section, we provide a baseline from which to assess the
attempt by regional allies to deal with the United States and its

13



The Revolution in Military Affairs. Allied Perspectives

approach to the RMA. To do so, we will use the analysis produced
by the Institute for National Strategic Studies (INSS) in the 1997
Strategic Assessment of the force structure options for the United
States in the next 10 years.'

The INSS report argues that defense budget constraints will lead
inevitably to downsizing of forces. The question is how restructured
forces will be shaped in relationship to new technological options.
How radical will the process of restructuring be in relationship to new
technologies? Should the United States pursue a cautious strategy of
change, a robust strategy of change, or a something in between? The
first strategy is called “a recapitalized force,” the second is referred to
as “an accelerated RMA force,” and the third is a “full spectrum
force.”

Budget constraints and the changing nature of U.S. global
presence provide the broad context within which redesign of the U.S.
military will unfold. But it is to the technological factor the report
turns to make basic judgments about force structurc changes.
According to the report, new technology has already presaged new
operations and force-structure changes:

Technological improvements in the late 1980s and early 1990s
suggest the United States could dramatically improve the efficiency
and effectiveness with which it can use military force. Three areas
of military capability are of particular note:

e Intelligence collection, surveillance, and reconnaissance
(ISR)

® Advanced command, control, communications, computers,
and intelligence processing (C*)

® Precision force, or weapons that increase the capacity to
apply destructive power with greater range, speed, accuracy,
and precision.

Everyone agrees that systems embodying these capabilities will
enable U.S. troops to be more efficient in using military force.

There is, however, a contending view. Those who see the
emerging technologies as offering more profound changes tend to
argue that for the United States to take full advantage of the
technological improvements, it will be necessary to alter the existing

14
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structure and organization of the force. This group favors
accelerating both the introduction of the technologies and making
the structural, organizational, operational, and doctrinal changes
that would take advantage of the technology as rapidly as possible.’

For regional allies, the debate about transformation of the U.S.
military echoes within their own countries. What is the proper mix
between tradition and innovation? Which technologies should be
invested in and deployed? What is the best approach to pursuing
organizational innovation in the years ahead, in light of budgetary
stringencies?

The “system of systems” approach contains at its core a global
integrator—the United States. This means that no regional ally will
be in the position to control the overall integration of the Euro-
Atlantic-Asian military system. If you cannot control the center of
integration, what is the proper role for a regional ally? Is it possible
to balance independence and interdependence effectively in dealing
with an American sponsored RMA? What approaches would be most
effective in protecting national and regional interests within your
region? How significant will the RMA be as a factor shaping the
strategic environment within your region?

Notably, the export controls of the United States and the
competition among services, as the jointness process proceeds in the
restructuring of the U.S. military, will make it difficult for regional
allies to get inside the core of the U.S. RMA process.

In addition, there is the question of cost. A recent report of the
National Defense Panel argued for a significant investment by the
U.S. in a military transformation strategy.” This would certainly be a
wise and prudent move for the United States as it pursues
organizational innovation. The estimated budget “wedge” for this
strategy was calculated at $5 to $10 billion dollars. Such a wedge
would hardly be a wedge for any regional partner of the United
States, notably so in a period of economic restructuring, social unrest,
and political reform.

The combination of budgetary dollars and military service
competition within the United States creates another dimension of the
regional ally problem. Which variant of the RMA sponsored by
which service will become predominant? The National Defense

15
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Panel put the tension between jointness and service competition in
particularly useful terms for our analyses:

Effecting a military transformation will require a much greater role
for jointness. It may also encompass greater competition among the
military services, not less. Congress and many military reformers
have decried—in many cases, quite rightly—the amount of overlap
and redundancy that exists among the four military services.
However, competition among the services can assist in determining
how best to exploit new capabilities or how to solve emerging
challenges. This kind of competition should be encouraged. . . .
What emerges from earlier periods of transformation, whether it be
the development of naval aviation, or the exploitation of ballistic
missiles, is that they take a considerable amount of time, at lcast a
decade, and often closer to two, to play out. . . . Additional time is
required to determine how best to employ the new military system,
and to make the appropriate adjustments in the force structure. If
that is the case, then senior Defense Department leaders must begin
now to develop and execute a transformation strategy to prepare for
the very different kinds of challenges they see confronting the armed
forces over the long-term future.*

The INSS study also underscored that the accelerated RMA force
would involve a number of changes in the integration of forces and
in the roles of ground, naval and air components of the new and more
integrated force structure:

The system-of-systems integrates systems that collect, process, and
communicate information with those that apply military force.
Advocates believe that doing this can produce an enormous
disparity in military capability between the United States and any
opponent, a disparity that will enable U.S. military forces to operate
within an opponent’s reaction cycles and apply military force with
dramatically greater efficiency and little risk to U.S. forces. The
system-of-systems refers primarily to the technical basis of this
argument and describes the capabilities that result from the
interaction of new ISR, C’l, and precision force technologies.
There is an important corollary to the technical promises of the
system-of-systems; namely, that to achieve the promise of the
system-of systems technologies, the United States must develop new

16



The American Approach to the RMA

operational concepts and military organizations that can take
advantage of them. In this view, the United States has to move away
from a force structure that is too ponderous to operate within the
decision-reaction cycle of an opponent, and it must adopt
operational concepts that are consistent with the capabilities the
technologies offer.>

The vision of an accelerated RMA sketched out in the report identifies
implicitly the challenge for regional allies in dealing with its dynamic
and disruptive partner:

The Accelerated RMA Force’s more radical deviation from the 1996
military has a different rationale. The Accelerated RMA Force
assumes that maintaining alliances would revolve around
developing a symbiosis different from that which existed during the
Cold War era. With regard to NATO, for example, Accelerated RMA
Force advocates would argue that a U.S. military able to provide
allies with dominant battlespace knowledge, and thus enable them
to use their own forces more effectively, is more assuring in the new
age of ambiguous threats than maintaining a force similar to the one
built to defend Europe against aggression by a military superpower.
In this view, continuity of form and function is less conducive to
alliance maintenance than implementing new military capabilities
that meet emerging interests, even if these new capabilities increase
the disparity between U.S. forces and those of its allies. Advocates
of the Accelerated RMA Force might take their cues from the earlier
way in which the United States was able to forge its technical lead
in nuclear weapons technology into an alliance-enhancing
multiplier.

They would argue that, while the nuclear umbrella makes less
sense in the absence of a superpower confrontation, technologies
that help cut through international ambiguities and assist the
application of force by allies are increasingly valuable as the
bedrock of alliances and coalitions. And, just as the U.S. willingness
to share the international utility of nuclear prowess reduced the
perceived need by allies to develop their own nuclear weaponry or
to try to match the arsenals of the super powers, so too could similar
sharing arrangements with an advanced U.S. system-of-systems
capability serve as a basis for maintaining existing alliances, build
new coalitions, and shape the international environment of the
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future (without necessitating the costs of trying to match U.S.
capabilities).

With regard to dissuading an attempt by a large power to match
or surpass the military capability of the United States, advocates of
the Accelerated RMA Force would argue it is best to increase the
lead the U.S. has in RMA technologies and incorporate those
technologies in a compatible force structure and operational
doctrine rapidly. Doing so, they would argue, would make any effort
to technically match the U.S. more difficult (at least until early into
the twenty-first century), thus deterring efforts to match or counter
U.S. capabilities because of the costs of trying to do so. Meanwhile,
any growing suspicions could be alleviated by the concomitant
reductions in force size and with new sharing mechanisms and
stabilizing agreements.®

What conclusions would a policy planner for a regional ally of the
United States draw from the long lead time for implementation, the
competition among the services to foster variant RMAs, and the
disruption within military relations which the United States
engendered by the organizational innovation of the RMA? Where
would emphasis be put? How would a strategy for adaptation to the
RMA be designed? How could one participate in an RMA with the
United States without losing the capability to act outside of the
American decisionmaking system, when necessary for one’s own
national interests?

Notes

1. Institute for National Strategic Studies, Strategic Assessment 1997:
Flashpoints and Force Structure (Washington, DC: The National Defense
University, 1997), chapter 21.

2. lbid.

3. Transforming Defense: National Security in the 21" Century
(Washington: National Defense Panel, 1997).

4. \bid., 58.
5. Strategic Assessment 1997.
6. |bid.
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3.
The RMA and Regional Allies:
The Asian Case

Cc e are not seeking here to provide a comprehensive overview for
Asian approaches to the RMA. Rather, we are establishing a baseline
from which to understand the challenge for regional partners of the
United States to pursue the RMA. It is clear that the Asian industrial
allies of the United States, notably Japan, Australia, and South Korea,
find themselves in a situation different from those in Europe in
confronting the RMA and the American transition. All these factors
provide for a push for a regional RMA within Asia.

® Asian States are not in a formalized alliance akin to NATO,
which binds them to one another.

® Asian States do not have large legacy military industries and
systems blocking innovation.

® Asian States have to confront an ascendant power in the
region, China, whereas the Europeans are dealing with a
descendant or collapsed power in their region—Russia.

® The growth of the threat from the ascendant power is roughly
calibrated with the timeline of an unfolding RMA.

® The maritime interests of key U.S. allies provide a natural
military partner for the Asians, namely the U.S. Navy.

® Broad infrastructure changes are underway in the civilian
enablers of the RMA, namely satellite, space, information and
telecommunications sectors.

® The Asian currency crisis has set back efforts to bring forth
local primes to compete with the United States and thus
underscore the need to network with industry outside of the
region.
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® The Asian allies have the opportunity to partner with U.S.
firms, to play off the competition among U.S. firms, and to partner
with European firms seeking to build global alliances in high-
technology industries.

There have been three variants of a regional RMA within Asia
evident in the past few years.

® The Australian model focuses upon building wide area
surveillance, information, and command links to become a
regional military integrator within the region able to work with the
United States and with Australia’s adjacent allies.’

® The Japanese model draws upon its technological relationship
with the United States and its military relationship with the U.S.
Navy to put in place a naval RMA and to build from this to
adjacent military technology areas.”

® The South Korean model has been based on the effort of the
large industrial combines to work within the United States and
Europe to forge global partnerships that would allow Korean firms
to become primes in the development of their own military
platforms. The currency crisis has derailed this model.

Paul Dibb recently provided an overview of the RMA and Asian
security. We will draw upon his analysis in this section to provide
some baseline judgments about the regional specific dynamics of the
RMA.,

Dibb underscores a key point for the RMA considerations of
regional powers.

It is important to accept that regional countries will adapt the RMA
concept to their own assessments of how to deal with credible
military threats. Those regional states which worry about higher
levels of potential military threat from well-armed neighbors may be
more attracted to the concept. Conversely, countries which
perceive a non-threatening or benign strategic environment may
(correctly or incorrectly) see little utility in the RMA. There may be
a third category of countries which—whilst perceiving no immediate
threat—seek to assert a margin of military excellence through the
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judicious use of the RMA adapted to their particular geographical
and technological circumstances. This latter point raises another
related issue. The RMA as developed by the United States is
generally perceived in the region as too expensive and being on a
scale of offensive fire power that has limited relevance to most (but
not all) countries in the region.?

in characterizing the probable adoption of RMA approaches in the
region, Dibb argues that there are three key discriminators: the
relationship to the United States, the capacity to absorb RMA
technologies, and threat perception.*

Table 1. RMA approaches
Tier 1 Close ally of the United Australia, Japan, South
States with high capacity to | Korea

absorb the RMA
Tier 2 High perceptions of threat China, Singapore, Taiwan
with moderate capacity to
absorb the RMA

Tier 3 Moderate to low India, Pakistan, other
perceptions of threat with ASEAN countries, New
generally low capacity to Zealand
absorb the RMA

Tier 4 Extremely low capacity to Mongolia, Myanmar,
absorb the RMA Bangladesh, Sri Lanka,

Cambodia, Laos, Papua
New Guinea

In his analysis of the RMA in Asia, Dibb identified a number of
core requirements for success:

® “Systems integration skills are the most demanding aspect of
the RMA. Nurturing those skills and the qualities of creativity,
innovation and independence of thinking they require will be one
of the great challenges for the region. )Japan and Singapore have
recognized this to be a key area in their education requirements
for the 21 century.”*
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® The development of joint force doctrine is required for the
organizational changes associated with the RMA. “By and large,
most countries in the region have given insufficient attention to
the changes in military culture and organization that are required
to maximize the use of the RMA."®

® Separate single-service cultures are the norm in the region.
“No appropriate set of joint-service operational concepts exists or
is practiced in most countries. Deficiencies in command and
control reflect poor levels of training and inadequate (or totally
absent) doctrinal guidance for combined arms warfare.””

® Integrated logistic support and maintenance is part of the
overall infrastructure required for joint force operations and the
RMA. Here Asian States are even in worse shape than with regard
to joint doctrine.

® The systems integration challenge is a formidable one in the
region both within commercial and military technology. “Systems
integration is also crucial to the effective operation in combat of
the advanced conventional weapons systems being increasingly
purchased in the Asia-Pacific region. Not only is implementation
or planning for systems integration almost totally deficient in the
region, there is also a very limited capacity to modify and adapt
current combat systems that are vital to operational effectiveness.
If the region is to make real advances in self-sufficiency (which is
almost everywhere loudly proclaimed), then this aspect of the
RMA will require much closer attention.”®

Dibb concludes that an ability to work closely with the United States
is a key factor shaping the Asian allied approach to the RMA.

America’s closest allies (Australia and Japan) will share in this
process of information dominance. U.S. naval combat
systems—characterized by high-powered phased-array radars with
long range and volume search and which have a comprehensive
cruise-missile defense capability—are already in service in the
Japanese Navy and may be introduced elsewhere in the region (e.g.,
South Korea). The transfer of such advanced technologies will make
the U.S. task of combined operations with its allies in regional
contingencies more effective.’
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4.
Europe and the RMA

General Considerations

The RMA has emerged at a time when Western Europe is going
through multiple transformations at once. Military strategy and
associated technological change will occur within the context of the
“new” Western Europe emerging out of these bundled changes.
Military issues simply do not have a priority to be considered by
themselves and are not at a high enough level in Western Europe to
be considered an independent variable. Using the language of social
science, the transformation of Western European militaries today and
the influence of the RMA are dependent variables.

The Western European model of development is undergoing
profound historical change. The place of the Western European
economy, culture, and polity within the process of globalization is at
the core of this historic debate. How can Europe ensure a
competitive place in the new global economy? Which changes are
necessary to enhance competitiveness? Which legacies need to be
overcome, transtormed, or jettisoned?

The impact of America and Asia upon Europe is a core part of the
debate about the transformation of the European model. Meeting the
challenge of the American economy, culture, and polity is a key
driver for change in Europe today. The growing impact of Asia upon
Europe is evident in the currency crisis; French and German banks
and firms have been deeply affected.

The decision to adopt a single currency zone for a number of key
Western European States represents an historical watershed to be
crossed. The emergence of a common currency, the “Euro,” in 1999
will create the second largest economic grouping in the global
economy. The Euro zone will overwhelmingly be the largest

25



The Revolution in Military Affairs: Allied Perspectives

economic interlocutor with the United States. The requirements of a
common currency will clearly drive economic restructuring and
detine political debates for many years to come.

The twin processes of the emergence of the Euro zone and
globalization of the economy will drive the transformation of high-
technology industries within Western Europe. Partnerships within
Europe and outside will significantly redesign the landscape within
which technology policy is made and the operation of European firms
and governments. The impact of organizational redesign in the
United States and the restructuring in Asia in response to the currency
crisis will accelerate change in Europe.

The collapse of the Soviet Union left in place a Western European
military posed to defend itself against a threat that increasingly had
disappeared. Western European military forces, doctrines, and
technology quickly appeared to be “legacy” systems, rather than core
requirements for national defense.

In response, the key states in Western Europe have all, in one form
or the other, adopted force mobility and power projection as the new
motif for the transformation of their militaries. There is little
consensus upon what this means and what this requires, but the
project to transform militaries to provide for power projection is
clearly a driver for change.

The RMA for Western European militaries is confluence of several
challenges. First, there is the need for individual European states to
come to terms with the United States and other European allies in
reshaping the military instrument. No Western European State has the
economic capacity and will to shape a national response to the RMA.
The inter-allied dynamic—European and trans-Atlantic—is a core
aspect of a Western European RMA.

Second, the challenge of combining the transformation of
European high-technology industry with new technologies for the
military is central as well. As Europe shifts from “legacy” systems to
new ones, how will European governments redesign their
procurement systems, force structure choices, R&D processes, and
working relationship with industry (in Europe, the United States, and
Asia)?  How does globalization of technology industries affect
strategic choices in the domain of military technology?
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Third, there is the question of the purpose for deployment of new
technologies? Which threats and what requirements are preeminent
in shaping defense-planning options? How can one transform extant
military structures most effectively to meet longer term threats and
requirements?

Fourth, there is the challenge of semisovereignty for the defense
policy of Western European states. Membership in the European
Union (EU) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) for
individual Western European states carries with it shared sovereignty
to meet national interests. How can one shape a “national” defense
policy within key Western European states in a semi-sovereign
environment?  How can key states effectively combine the
requirements for fiscal support for economic and military
transformation in a semi-sovereign environment?

In short, the RMA for Western Furope is part of a broader
transformation challenge for the Western European model of
development. If Europe simply combines its strengths to become a
mercantile power, then the RMA will not receive much support. If
Europe seeks to combine economic strength with diplomatic clout,
then the RMA is part of a broader transformation of the military
instruments available to Europe.

The Europeanization Challenge

The decision by the Atlantic Alliance to expand its membership is an
important one, but equally important has been the decision to seek its
military transformation and to seek to provide greater European
capacity to operate jointly military forces in crisis settings. The
decision taken in the Berlin conference of NATO in June 1996 to
“Europeanize” the Alliance has been the catch-phrase to encompass
the twin efforts to alter the military structure among Western European
members of the Alliance and set in motion a process of power sharing
with the United States in setting the missions and political-military
tasks of the Alliance in specific operations.

After years of conflict over the question of the legitimacy of a
European security concept coexisting with NATO, the ministers
adopted a position embracing a European concept within NATO. In
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the Final Communique for the June Ministerial it was argued that:

Today [June 3], we have taken decisions to carry further the ongoing
adaptation of Alliance structures so that the Alliance can more
effectively carry out the full range of its missions, based on a strong
transatlantic partnership; build a European Security and Defense
Identity (ESDI) within the Alliance; continue the process of opening
the Alliance to new members; and develop further strong ties of
cooperation with all Partner countries, including the further
enhancement of our strong relationship with Ukraine, and the
development of a strong, stable and enduring partnership with
Russia.'

It was then added that “this new NATO has become an integral part
of the emerging, broadly based, cooperative European security
structure.”?

In the communique, the ministers went on to identify a number
of key steps to implement the new concept, but most significantly
they underscored the challenge of adapting Alliance structures.

An essential part of this adaptation is to build a European Security
and Defense Identity within NATO, which will enable all European
Allies to make a more coherent and effective contribution to the
missions and activities of the Alliance as an expression of our shared
responsibilities; to act themselves as required; and to reinforce the
transatlantic partnership.’

In the rush of publicity in dealing with the twin challenges to
expand the Alliance and to build a partnership with the Russians, it
is easy to look past the older challenge—now embraced by the June
communique—of Europeanizing NATO. In a book published by one
of the co-authors in 1991 the importance of Europeanizing the
Alliance emphasized:

To deal with the European security challenges of the 1990s and the
superpower goals in the period ahead, Europeanization will become
critical to the viability of the Atlantic Alliance and to the future of
collective security within Europe. Rather than being a sideshow to
the dynamics of the evolution of the Atlantic Alliance,
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Europeanization will become central to the viability of the Alliance
in the decade ahead.*

But Europeanization is more difficult than a turn of phrase or a
quick sweep of the institutional broom. It requires meeting some
fundamental challenges (even before taking on the even more difficult
challenge of including new members and bargaining the Russians into
a new European security framework). As one NATO official confided,
the danger for the Alliance is that the task of change within may be
too difficult, so the way out may be to expand. If the Alliance is to
remain useful militarily to its members, it is critical to ensure its
viability in the years ahead, or we simply make the Alliance into the
Organization on Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) or so
ineffectual that member states will work bilaterally or multilaterally
outside of the Alliance framework when serious threats occur.

The first challenge for Europeanization is to come to terms with
the security framework for European military operations. Western
Europeans are going through a profound historical debate about the
development of the European Union. Deliberations a