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The enhanced Forward Presence (eFP) is not
merely a deterrence mechanism that relies on NA-
TO’s reputation to guard the northeastern flank,
but an innovative deployment model in response
to the spectrum of emerging threats that confront
the Alliance and its members.

On the one hand, the eFP enables select mem-
ber states to support others, harnessing the econ-
omies and economics of an alliance with the legit-
imacy of a NATO mandate under circumstances
where not all member states want to, or are able
to, opt in; or when timelines are tighter than a full-
fledged NATO mission could meet. On the other
hand, the eFP’ potential for crisis management
and security cooperation to address the spectrum
of traditional and emerging threats identified in
the Wales, Warsaw, and Brussels Summit commu-
niqués is considerable: collective defence aside, the
current el'P is already showing promise in areas
such as building societal resilience and improved
security cooperation among member states that
are deploying and exercising together — but, in the
case of the Baltic states, for instance, without a

* Professor in Leadership at the Royal Military College of Canada.
He was Eisenhower Fellow at the NATO Defense College from April
to July 2019.

permanent US headquarters or operational pres-
ence.

This study starts with a summary of the ratio-
nale that informs the eFP and situates it as a quint-
essential manifestation of NATO’s new mission
set beyond the 2014 Wales Summit. The eFP is be-
spoke for the highly dynamic and complex threat
environment that is challenging NATO resources
on multiple fronts, both in- and out-of-area. The
Brief explicates the political and deterrence put-
poses of NATO’s enhanced Forward Presence
in northeastern Europe. It also considers eFP’s
strategic effects, conceptual limits, and the extent
to which this new deployment model might lend
itself to confronting a myriad of security risks —
conventional and unconventional — that member
states face in the 21% century. The final sections
rationalize the prospects and value of applying the
eFP framework for other conceivable in-area op-
erations: the benefits that accrue from rotational
forces, and in circumstances when there is NATO
consensus but absent willingness by all members
to make an actual contribution and commitment;
all of which embodies the premium put on the
shift in deterrence from political reputation to mil-
itary preparedness.

NATO’s forward presence as a deterrent

Confronted with Russian revisionist posturing, the
Alliance had to renew its defence and deterrence
posture, along with projecting stability beyond the
Euro-Atlantic space. The July 2016 Warsaw Sum-
mit embraced a renewed strategy of deterrence
and defence by way of denial (by punishment)
vis-a-vis Russia: “the allies state that if the funda-
mental security of any of its members were to be
threatened [...] NATO has the capabilities and re-
solve to impose costs on an adversary that would
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be unacceptable and far outweigh the benefits that
an adversary could hope to achieve”.!

The eFP is an ad hoc deployment model imple-
mented in accordance with NATO’s non-aggres-
sive defensive posture and deliberately compliant
with the 1997 Founding Act on Mutual Relations,
Cooperation, and Security between NATO and the
Russian Federation.? Multinational battalion-sized
battlegroups are deployed in Poland, Estonia, Lat-
via, and Lithuania, under the leadership of four
Framework Nations: the United States, the United
Kingdom, Canada, and Germany respectively. The
deployment of 4,500 forces was stood up in less
than a year and parallels the tailored Forward Pres-
ence in Romania, Bulgaria, and Turkey.’

These deployments constitute a first line of de-
fence to deter and/or defeat adversarial incursions
into the aforementioned regions in response to a
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resurgence of aggressive Russian postuting.’ The
logic of deterrence is to signal commitment to an
adversary and demonstrate the necessary capabil-
ity to follow through. But how to deter without
being aggressive? NATO’s defence ministers were
divided over renewing dialogue with Russia; yet
there was consensus on the enhanced Forward
Presence as the minimum capability to signal a
credible Allied commitment along NATO’s north-
castern flank.”

Combat-ready “boots on the ground” from
NATO Allies are now stationed on Baltic territory
— a historical first. The “Framework Nations Con-
cept” is proving a novel paradigm of multinational
defence cooperation: states retain full sovereignty,
without the presence of a “NATO army.”
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5  C. Leuprecht, J. Sokolsky, and ]. Derow, On #he Baltic watch. The Past,
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ence in Latvia, Ottawa, Macdonald-Laurier Institute, 2018, p.10.
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In the vernacular, the eFP is commonly charac-
terized as a “tripwire’: if the sovereignty of any
NATO Ally were compromised, that would pose
an existential threat to them all and trigger a col-
lective response. NATO member states have an
immediate collective interest in ensuring the terri-
torial integrity of member countries. Yet, NATO
troops are outnumbered by an adversary that
enjoys the advantage of a unitary actor, whereas
NATO functions more like a federation. To deter
against all-out invasion, many more troops would
be required. Ergo, defence policy in general, and
the eFP in particular, should be understood as an
insurance policy: buy the amount and extent of
coverage needed relative to the anticipated risk.

Instead of all-perils coverage, the eFP offers
specified perils coverage against sovereignty vio-
lations of a NATO-member state’s ait, sea, land,
and even cyber domain, especially irregulars in the
form of “little green men” akin to those that ap-
peared in Crimea and eastern Ukraine.” The eFP
changes the calculus: it makes Russian adventur-
ism into the Baltic states costlier and occasions
greater military effort, all of which imposes a di-
lemma on the adversary to take ownership of the
escalation of conflict.

The eFP, not a NATO mission

Although the eFP looks familiar at first glance, it
is actually NATO?s first new deployment model
since its founding 70 years ago. Strictly speaking,
though, it is not a NATO operation or mission.
Member states provide capacity and commitment
to support another member state whose capacity
is absent or insufficient to defend its interests and
territorial integrity outside of a NATO command
structure, yet enabled by NATO. With this innova-
tive deployment model, NATO-member countries
provide a Forward Presence in another member
state that is enhanced, but not led, by NATO; it

2

all hinges on the lower-case “e” in the acronym.”

NATO-enabled, not NATO-led

The eFP command structure is anchored in mem-
ber states, not under the umbrella of an actual
NATO mission. In the event of a crisis, NATO
could take over. Although the eFP is a NATO ac-
tion that is governed by NATO policies, principles,

6 Ibid, p.25.
7 Ibid.
8 Ibid, p9.

and rules, it differs from conventional out-of-area
missions conducted in Afghanistan or Kosovo
where NATO was formally in command of all as-
pects of the mission. For the eFP, NATO has a
degree of authority and autonomy over select as-
pects of the mission only, whereas the Framework
Nations are responsible for force generation and
strategic planning,

To ensure that decision-making processes and
lines of communication on the potential employ-
ment of the eFP are nonetheless seamless, the
2016 Warsaw Summit decided that individual eFP
battalions will be integrated into their respective
host state brigades, which, in turn, fall under the
authority of the Supreme Allied Commander Eu-
rope (SACEUR). NATO will have limited con-
trol: each Framework Nation is responsible for its
own battlegroup and its own
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In the event of a crisis, individual NATO member
states — notably the United States — could bypass
NATO?s political command and control struc-
ture to intervene while awaiting a decision by the
North Atlantic Council."

Although the authorities of SACEUR have been
broadened to include the staging and preparation
of military forces, any considerable manoeuvre be-
yond such measures — such as a military campaign to
support and relieve the eFP —would require a unan-
imous vote of the North Atlantic Council. That de-
cision-making process could take time."" Cognizant
of this constraint, Secretary General Stoltenberg

9 M. Zapfe, “Deterrence from the ground up: understanding NA-
TO’s enhanced Forward Presence”, Survival, Vol.59, Iss.3, 2017, p.148.
10 J. Luik and H. Praks, Boosting the deterrent effect of allied enhanced
Forward Presence, Tallinn, International Centre for Defence and Secu-
rity, 2017, p.12; U. Kuhn, Preventing Escalation in the Baltics, Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, 2018.

11 JM. Arnold, “NATO’s Readiness Action Plan: Strategic Ben-

efits and Outstanding Challenges”, Strategic Studies Quarterly, Vol.10,
Iss.1, 2016, p.79.
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pointed out: “it doesn’t help to have a force which
is ready to move within 48 hours if we need 48 days
to take a decision to make it move”.!> Thus, the no-
tion of the eFP as a “tripwire”, with its convoluted
structure, actually acts as a deterrent. Any response
to Russian aggression requires the eFP to be a part
of a larger force framework, with the capacity to
react to perceived threats with speed and military
assets. Should these capabilities be absent, the “trig-
ger” would not trigger much. Ergo, the elP is inte-
grated into overall NATO operational planning for
contingencies in the Baltic area and is “underpinned

by a viable reinforcement strategy”."?

Access for Allies: a departure from
out-of-area operations

There was to be no permanent NATO land-based
mission along the northeastern flank. Instead,
NATO members are present in the form of a bat-
talion and headquarters. However, multinational
headquarters capability and leadership experience
is scarce. Without NATO leadership, a Framework
Nation would have to step up
for each of the four battal-
ions in each of its respective

C/ﬁdi"dﬂ?i" dﬁd country. Framework Nations,

; therefore, provide the core
ZﬂfWOdebk of the battalion battlegroups,

mpﬂé@/ 0][ and Allies complement the
bgjf/egy‘oﬂp ¢ task forces with combat-ready

. - troops and equipment on a
ngﬁdlfp OZZZ%U/ voluntary and rotational ba-
and WZ/ZZUU/ sis. The multinational compo-

50 /Z@W an d nent of the eFP is important
9/ in signalling that it is, indeed,

6776[b/€5 j[07/' ‘?ﬁdz‘yg a concerted show of coop-
gﬁd ﬁﬁ/‘ A//ng eration, especially with new

bﬂf‘%ﬁ—fb&lﬂ.ﬁg NATO member states.

The structure and Com-
mand and Control (C2) atr-
rangements for the eFP certainly appear com-
plicated. As with other aspects of the Alliance’s
collective strategic posture, political compromise
tends to outplay the efficiency of any military ini-
tiative. Yet, operational efficiency has not been al-
together neglected. Rather, the posture of the eFP,
along with the C2 structure, is being refined to
maintain its operational objectives: credible pro-

12 V. Pop, “NATO secks to speed up decisions on military de-
ployment”, Wall Street Journal, 6 March 2015; ].M. Arnold, NATO%
Readiness Action Plan, 2016, p.86.

13 J. Luik and H. Praks, “Boosting the deterrent effect of allied
enhanced Forward Presence”, Policy Paper, International Centre for
Defence and Security, Tallin, 2017.

tection of Alliance territory, populations, sea lines
of communication, and airspace meant that the
“tripwire” had to be in the right place. And after
three years of implementing its stated initiative,
the eFP has key accomplishments to show and
offers a robust deployment model for NATO to
replicate elsewhere.

Towards a forward presence deploy-
ment model?

The NATO Parliamentary Assembly Defence and
Security Committee has identified four necessary
and sufficient conditions to draw on the eFP de-
ployment framework and enable political approv-
al: signal Alliance solidarity; deter aggression by
demonstrating more robust capabilities and capac-
ities in a particular region through burden- and re-
source-shating; counter a limited incursion in a par-
ticular area of confrontation, without antagonizing
the adversary; and prompt military mobility should
crisis response be hindered by bureaucratic delays in
NATO’s command and control structure.™

First, the multinational character of the battle-
groups is both a strategic strength in military ef-
fectiveness that demonstrates solidarity, as well as
an Achilles’ heel at the operational level."” Howev-
er, positioning the eFP within a model of Frame-
work Nations spreads the risk across all Allies.
Should an adversary challenge the territorial integ-
rity of an Ally and threaten its security through di-
rect military confrontation, NATO member states
forwardly deployed in that region would be equally
vulnerable. This would entice the Alliance to re-
spond promptly in concert.

Second, the multinational character and interop-
erable capacity of battlegroups signals political and
military solidarity and enables effective and fair
Allied burden-sharing. In the mid-1990s, NATO’s
Implementation Force IFOR) in Bosnia and Her-
zegovina “was composed of three multinational
divisions led by France, the United Kingdom and
the United States as framework nations, while the
Kosovo Force (KFOR) in the late 1990s and into
the 2000s decade comprised five multinational bri-
gades led by these three nations, as well as by Ger-
many and Italy. In Afghanistan, ISAF’s Regional

14 NATO Parliamentary Assembly, “Reinforcing NATO’s deter-
rence in the East”, 2018, p.13.

15 C. Leuprecht, A. Lanoszka, J. Derow, and K. Muti, “Future
multilateral cooperation: leveraging the NATO enhanced Forward
Presence two years on”, Riga Conference Papers 2019: NATO at 70 in the
Baltic Sea Region, Latvian Institute of International Affairs, Riga, 2019.



NDC Policy Brief — No. 22 — October 2019

Commands and Provincial Reconstruction Teams
also relied virtually all cases on framework nation
arrangements.”'® European Allies, therefore, have
two decades of experience with the Framework
Nation concept in land, air, and maritime force
structures and operations, which enables a bold-
er and more responsive approach to deterring and
defeating potential adversaries.

The concept of a Framework Nation optimiz-
es not only NATO?’, but especially European
capabilities with a view to a more effective and
aggregated defence capacity. It does so by enhanc-
ing “the readiness and responsiveness of Allied
forces, in support of deterrence and defense...
by shortening their notice-to-move, into a deeper
and longer-term effort to strength the Alliance’s
overall capacity to counter a sudden and threat-
ening concertation of forces and systems, both in
regular warfare and asymmetric environments, on
its periphery”."” That said the Framework Nation
model within the eFP framework distributes roles
and responsibilities across the Alliance, “in such a
way that a combination of optimization and spe-
cialization can leverage the unique capabilities and
skill sets of each Ally”."®

Third, mitigating the proliferation of security
threats that challenge the interests and territo-
rial integrity of the Alliance necessitates a sub-
stantive investment in more effective, efficient,
and capable military deployment models/tools
by deterring without antagonizing. An enhanced
Forward Presence — when prepared and deployed
selectively “with clear responsibilities, pre-delegat-
ed authority and maximally harmonised rules of
engagement”!’ “can promote security and stability
in any situation that falls below the threshold of
grey-zone conflict and, in turn, any conflict short
of major interstate war”.*’ Such a deployment
model offers an efficient and effective means of
achieving multiple objectives in accordance with
NATO?’s Strategic Concept (2010):*'

16 D. A. Ruiz Palmer, “The framework nations’ concept and NATO:
game changer for a new strategic era or missed opportunity?”, Research
Paper No.132, July 2016, NATO Defense College, Rome, p.10.

17 Ibid, p.5.
18 Ibid, p.5.

19 M. Zapfe, “Deterrence from the ground up: understanding NA-
TO’s enhanced Forward Presence”, Survival, Vol.59, Iss.3, 2017, p.152.

20  C.Leuprecht, A. Lanoszka, J. Derow, and K. Muti, “Future mul-
tilateral cooperation: leveraging the NATO enhanced Forward Pres-
ence two years on”, Riga Conference Papers 2019.

21 J. R. Deni, “Military engagement and Forward Presence: down
but not out as tools to shape and win”, Strategic Studies Institute and
US Army War College Press, January 2016.

e deterring aggression and security challeng-
es to vital interests and territorial integrity
through rotational forces rather than a stand-
ing military force;

e assuring Allies through a tangible commit-
ment by member states that provides capacity
and commitment to support other member
states that lack specific capacity;

e cnabling a more effective and expedited re-
sponse to security challenges when and if
they occur by being situated closer to the ori-
gin of the crisis;

e providing access to en route infrastructure,
materiel, and lines of communication that are
necessary to ensure collective defence; and

e contributing directly to building and main-
taining interoperability amongst Allies.

Fourth, the eFP concept relies on member states
reacting promptly with the 40,000-strong NATO
Response Force, the Very High Readiness Joint
Task Force (VJTE), and then through the Read-
iness Initiative. The conven-
tional operational posture of Aﬁ eﬁbdﬁ&%l’
NATO’ “tripwire” deter-
rence is thus heavily contin-

gent on reinforcements being (/] p?" oniote

deployed from the centre to security and
the periphery of the Alliance 9/

at relatively short notice.” As ﬂtﬂh/@/ m any
such, both notice-to-move 7774717071 fbﬂf

and notice-to-effect timelines Jalls belo the

need to be shortened to en-

sute that an “adversary would Z‘b?” €fb0/d’ Qf
not outmatch NATO’s forces ,
rey-200e confilct
by denying them freedom of & %% ﬂ
movement to or inside the @ Zﬂ wmr; 7, d@/
targeted area of operation”. 5‘07/]]%52‘ J‘boﬁ OJ[

However, rapid deployment ..
of forces under a NATO C2 772djor miterstate

framework is bound to run I

afoul of political and logisti-

cal hurdles. Politically, “NATO states would first
have to consent to activation of the VJTE, which is
anything but certain. Yet, even after a potential de-
cision by the NATO Council on the deployment
of the VJTF and early activation by the Supreme
Allied Commander Europe, the Alliance would
quickly encounter logistical hurdles. It would
struggle to field the necessary strategic transport

22 NATO Parliamentary Assembly, “Reinforcing NATO’s deter-
rence in the East”, 2018, p.7.

Fornyard Presence
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aircraft vital for any such deployment”.” Ergo, the
eFP has to strike a fine balance between multina-
tional components on the one hand, and overall
combat readiness and capacity of the battlegroups
on the other.*

NATO?’s collective defence mechanisms take
time; to avoid political shirking in deploying a
response force to an imminent threat, the eFP

needs to have the capacity

and ability to respond before
The eF'P has e 1aunch of a NATO des-

1o stiife a ﬁﬁg ignated operation. The eFP

model has the ability to re-
bd/élﬂé'e bel‘weeﬁ spond to a threat “[p]tior to

mminlimational  the activation of Article 5
6'077?077677}3’ gp of the Washington Treaty”.

However, “the military re-
the one bﬂ”ﬂ; dﬁd sponse will be an issue for
overall comrbal individual  Allies, especial-
redﬂll.ﬂ&ff dﬁd ly those with troops on the

ground. In this situation, the

ﬂpﬂﬁﬁ/ Qf fb@ fullest possible integration
battlegroups on the  of the €FP bardegroup...
02%67/' b il d is important in ensuring co-

ordinated joint action in the
event of a crisis”.* The eFP
thus makes the deterrence posture credible by
demonstrating a commitment by NATO member
states’ forces to engage.

Application for a forward presence de-
ployment model

Wherever a Forward Presence may prove useful
and the preferred mechanism to show capacity
and commitment, NATO and its member states
can wargame and “develop relevant contingency
plans. Through such activities, the parties involved
can also better understand each other’s com-
mand-and-control chain, Rules of Engagement,
political appetite for risk, etc.”” The less ambigu-
ity there is in addressing an imminent or looming
security challenge, the quicker a more effective and
assured decision is likely to emerge from NATO
member states in support of a Forward Presence.

23 M. Zapfe and N. Vanaga “NATO’ conventional deterrence
posture”, in Deterring Russia in Eurgpe: defence strategies for neighbonring
states, Routledge, 2018.

24 W. Clark, J. Luik, E. Ramms, and R. Shirreff, “Closing NATO’s
baltic gap”, International Centre for Defence and Security, 2016, p.22.

25 J. Luik and H. Praks, “Boosting the deterrent effect of allied
enhanced Forward Presence”, 2017, p.10.

26 Ibid., p.10.

Such a deployment model could conceivably be
achieved with the implementation of rotational
forces through NATO’s Readiness Action Plan
(RAP); a consensus-based model among member
states that are willing to get involved; or shifting
from a posture focused on “deterrence by reputa-
tion” to “deterrence by preparedness”.

Rotational forces through NATO’s
Readiness Action Plan (RAP)

The eFP was partly designed to remedy the short-
comings of the NATO Response Force (NRF),
launched in 2002 and then enhanced through the
establishment of a “spearhead force”, known as
the Very High Readiness Joint Task Force (VJTF).
The VJTF was established with the aim of “re-
sponding to emerging security challenges posed by
Russia as well as the risks emanating from the Mid-
dle East and North Africa” through the Readi-
ness Action Plan adopted at NATO’s 2014 Wales
Summit. While the NRF would require time to de-
ploy to the field, an eFP model would allow for a
pre-emptive deployment of credible capability and
assurance on the ground to deter an attack instead
of just responding to a crisis that is already un-
derway. This “mobile tripwire” must be deployed
strategically so as not to antagonize the adversary.
However, how quickly and effectively this force
could be deployed to the field is uncertain.

The Kremlins annexation of the Crimea and
incursion into Ukraine in 2014 underscored that
the NRF/VJTF was unsuited to its aim and need-
ed to be enhanced “to symbolise allied solidarity
at potential points of conflict”.* Similarly, to fa-
cilitate readiness and rapid deployment of forces
to any such region that finds itself the subject of
rapid changes in the security environment, NATO
Force Integration Units (NFIUs) would need to be
established there beforehand. NFIUs are the result
of a decision taken at the 2014 Wales Summit as
part of NATO’s Readiness Action Plan. Six of the
eight NFIUs as part of the eFP in the Baltics and
Poland — based in Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lith-
uania, Poland, and Romania — have been fully op-
erational since September 1, 2015, and thus ahead
of the 2016 Warsaw Summit. The latest NFIUs —
in Hungary and Slovakia — have been active since
September 1, 2016 and have been fully operational

27 “NATO Response Force/Very High Readiness Joint Task
Force”, NATO, 2016.

28 M. Zapfe, “Deterrence from the ground up: understanding NA-
TO’s enhanced Forward Presence”, p.148.
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since 2017.%

Allied forces must be postured and equipped
credibly to deter an adversary’s access to, and free-
dom of any action across, all military theatres of
the North Atlantic region. The deployment of ro-
tational forces through NATO’s RAP under a For-
ward Presence model has “a robust counter-A2/
AD posture, involving a combination of capabili-
ties to defeat... [a] threat by offensive and defen-
sive measures, both kinetic and non-kinetic. NA-
TO’s plans. .. [would] be synchronised and quickly
executable” The RAP also increases strategic
depth: should the Alliance be confronted simulta-
neously with multiple threats or crises on multiple
fronts, the Forward Presence gives NATO “a ‘lev-
el of ambition’ of being able to provide command
and control for two major joint operations and
six smaller operations at any given time”.”! Thus,
a high readiness force is integral to securing the
North Atlantic region from any and all conven-
tional and non-conventional threats. Establishing
NFIUs as part of the Forward Presence frame-

political-level training and exercises”.”” That in-
creases procedural readiness and political agility.
Cooperation in limited partnerships and coalitions
under a Forward Presence model is “borne out of
pragmatic necessity, for efficiency or out of opera-
tional demand”** in response to a regional security
crisis in which a member state, confronted by such
a threat, is militarily and/or politically unwilling or
unable to intervene. Moreover, within this deploy-
ment model, NATO member states can continue
to act within the operating framework of the Al-
liance — using its institutions, resources, and com-
mand structure — while unwilling member states
can not only abstain from such actions but even
oppose the operation as a whole, provided they
give their blessing at Council.

The notion of a group of member states resolving
to act in concert and intervene
with.greater speed, dePth, and The eFP
efficiency than the Alliance as
a whole could, is not new.?*

loymient niodel

By way of example, “NATO  Jyydls jfself 1o cases

operations in the Balkans, Iraq b P b .
and Afghanistan have forged wpere mere IS a

small groupings of allies and  COVISEIISUS butt 110
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work generates a visible and persistent NATO
presence in any region that is being challenged. In
turn, NFIUs foster collaboration with domestic
armed forces and facilitate the rapid deployment
of the NATO High Readiness Forces in times of

military-political crises.

Consensus, but no willingness

Forging a political consensus among 29 NATO
member states takes patience, effort, and above
all, time.”” The eFP deployment model thus lends
itself to cases where there is a consensus but no
will to have a full NATO mission. Coalitions of
willing NATO member states can successfully
strengthen overall readiness, interoperability, and
effectiveness of the NATO force structure in oth-
er NATO member states. Close cooperation with-
in such a coalition “is underpinned by a mutual
understanding of political intent, decision-making
and authorization; secure capital-to-capital com-
munications; and familiarity established through

29  C. Leuprecht, J. Sokolsky, and J. Derow, On the Baltic watch. The
past, present and future of Canada’s commitment to NATO's enbanced Forward
Presence in Latvia, p.12.

30 W Clark, J. Luik, E. Ramms, and R. Shirreff, “Closing NATO’s
Baltic Gap”, Report, International Center for Defence and Security,
Hstonia, May 2016, p.21.

31 ]. M. Arnold, “NATO’s Readiness Action Plan: strategic bene-
fits and outstanding challenges”, Strategic Studies Quarterly, 2016, p.84.

32 C.Leuprecht, A. Lanoszka, J. Derow, and K. Muti, “Future mul-
tilateral cooperation: leveraging the NATO enhanced Forward Pres-
ence two years on”, Riga Conference Papers 2079.

ing together and with similar .
political appetites for military MTO 77sston
intervention”.?® As such, there

is a significant degree of utility within the deploy-
ment of a coalition of willing member states under
a Forward Presence model because “[ljike-minded
partners often share strategic and regional interests
and can be more agile in terms of political consen-
sus and decision-making, let alone military deploy-
ment. They have a willingness and capability to...
[t]each with the ‘speed of relevance’ as former US

Defence Sectretary Mattis put it”.”’

From “deterrence by reputation” to
“deterrence by preparedness”

The eFP strengthens the Alliance’s preparedness
through a substantial political and military reaffir-
mation of Article 5. Although collective defence
through “deterrence by reputation” has remained

33 K Jans, “Strengthening NATO’s readiness through coalitions”,
King’s College News Centre, London, 2019.

34 Ibid., 2019.

35 M. Zapfe, “Threatened from within? NATO, Trump and in-
stitutional adaptation”, in O. Thrinert and M. Zapfe (eds.), Strate-
gic Trends 2017: Key Developments in Global Affairs, Centre for Security
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an integral part of NATO’s raison d’étre, the end
of the Cold War meant adapting how the Alliance
pursued deterrence and assurance for its member
states.™ The eFP deployment model provides for
flexible response, which enhances “deterrence by
preparedness”: increasing a potential aggressor’s
cost of resorting to an act of war.

For example, in the case of a crisis it may take a
while — if at all — to forge consensus on a NATO
response in the Baltics and Poland. In the mean-
time, el'P Framework Nations and Contributing
States can move on a decision to support a mem-
ber state while the North Atlantic Council decides
as a whole on a course of action. The eFP’s actu-
al modus operand; is “enhanced deterrence”, which
enables a quicker and more agile response than
waiting for the Alliance to resolve collective-action
problems as a whole. Nonetheless, enhanced de-
terrence by means of a persistent military presence
can only be credible if the Alliance is also willing
and capable of imposing retaliatory punishment
when confronted by adversarial aggression. Such
retaliation “requires that the punishment imposes
costs on an adversary that are greater than the ad-
versary’s valuation of the gains through action”.”

The elFP shows how NATO is adapting to the
changing security environment. The recent NATO
Readiness Initiative in the form of “Four Thirties”
calls on “the Allies to be able to deploy in the case
of a crisis in Europe up to 30 battalion-sized BGs,
30 squadrons of aircraft and 30 warships in no
more than 30 days”.* Lindley-French argues that
this approach comes “to grips with the force lev-
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els and structures credible 21* century deterrence
demands by enabling rapid reinforcement of for-
ward deployed forces in an emergency”.*! Put to
the existential test, the eFP thus demonstrates the
ability of the Alliance to mobilize anew. In this
new security environment, the eI'P deployment
model offers timely reaction in a flexible and pre-
pared manner.

Conclusion

Whilst the newest Allies on the northeast frontier
of the enlarged Atlantic Alliance face a resurgent
Russian threat, NATO is undergoing a process of a
rejuvenation consistent with its founding purpose
of providing for the collective defence of all its
members.* The Forward Presence framework en-
hances deterrence by shifting “from ‘deterrence by
reputation’ to ‘deterrence by preparedness’ by in-
tegrating even those minimal, compromise-based
measures already decided upon in Warsaw into
credible, realistic and rehearsed defence plans with
clear responsibilities, pre-delegated authority and
maximally harmonised rules of engagement”.”
However, far from a deployment model suited for
Europe’s northeastern flank only, the eFP frame-
work is maturing into a cornerstone of conven-
tional, extended nuclear allied deterrence against
conventional and unconventional threats alike: de-
terrence by preparedness, which embodies, sym-
bolizes, and ensures Allied capacity, capability, and
interoperability.
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