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Introduction
The main question asked concerning Georgia’s ambitions can be divided into two reflecting
elements:
“In what way can NATO and the EU contribute to the democratic process and guarantee the
security and stability of Georgia”
The other side of the coin reads:
”In what way can Georgia contribute to the stability and security in Europe and more
specifically for NATO and the EU?
These two questions ask for a clear answer and unfortunately, the first question can be
answered, but the second is more complicated because it demonstrates which values NATO
and the EU have and in what way Georgia fits in these values. In Georgia, like in the Baltic
countries, Ukraine and even in Syria, Europe will be confronted by the anger of Putin, who is
using all hybrid instruments from his toolbox to undermine the coherence of Europe
wherever he can.
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Interference in the internal affairs of Georgia is dangerous!
By making mistakes it can have huge consequences!

Georgia’s geo-strategic value as perceived by Europe.
Because of Georgia position on the most eastern border of the European continent and its
importance as a transit route for oil and gas coming from the Caspian Sea to Black Sea and
especially the current economic developments, Georgia could be, and from a military
perspective, should be an important element in the structure of European security.
In April 2008 NATO has underpinned this geostrategic importance of Georgia and listed
Georgia as a potential NATO member.
This decision was reinforced in 2012.
The NATO Foreign Ministers repeated and reaffirmed their practical and political support for
Georgia as well as their commitment to Georgia’s future membership of the Alliance.
In a press conference in the beginning of December 2017, NATO Secretary General Jens
Stoltenberg asked Russia to withdraw from two Georgian autonomous provinces it occupied
militarily and leave the door open for Georgian membership. Stoltenberg underlined NATO’s
commitment to Georgia’s security and territorial integrity. He said:
“We remain concerned by the deepening of Russia’s relations with the Abkhazia and South
Ossetia regions of Georgia. We call on Russia to end its recognition of these regions and
withdraw its forces from Georgian territory.” Stoltenberg added,
“The Alliance is fully committed to providing Georgia with the advice and tools it needs to
advance toward eventual NATO membership1.”
Both parties decided to reinforce ties between NATO and Georgia by political dialogue,
practical cooperation and an increased military interoperability.
From a military point of view, Georgia has shown to be a trusted and loyal supporter of the
West by providing a substantial amount of troops in Afghanistan during the operations in
that area2.
During that operation, Georgia was the main hub between Europe and Afghanistan for the
transportation of troops, equipment and supplies. After the occupation of Abkhazia and
South Ossetia, Georgia received billions of dollars in support from the USA and became the
second most privileged county in Europa, after Ukraine.
Security risks.
Because of its position on the most eastern edge of Europe, it seems that Georgia is in the
position to become one of the pillars in a future security structure of a greater Europe.
The major problem is the positon and attitude of its northern neighbor and in particular its
leader, Putin.
Russia creates a very unstable security situation for Georgia because of the fact that
•
There are more than 10.000 Russian troops including hard and software on in the
occupied territories Abkhazia and South Ossetia, which only represent 20% of Georgia’s
territory.
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•
Because of the scenarios of KAVKAZ 2008, KAVKZAZ 20123 and ZAPAD 2017, a
renewed attack on Georgia by Russian troops cannot be excluded. An attack could be
executed under the disguise of “the fight against terrorism”, “support for ethnic Russians in
Georgia”, “delivering supplies for the Russian contingent in Armenia” or a “response for a socalled Georgian attempt to regain control over the occupied territories in Abkhazia and South
Ossetia”. Even a “pre-emptive operation to prevent US intervention” in the area is possible.
•
There is a constant meddling in Georgian internal affairs where Russia uses all hybrid
tools at its disposal.
•
Georgia has to deal with an expanding Islamic extremism within the country and at its
borders.
•
The security situation has increased by the threat of returning ISIS fighters from Iraq
and Syria.
•
Also the province of Nakorno Karabach in the territory of Azerbaijan can become
another external security situation because the war between Armenia and Azerbaijan can
restart any moment.
Internal Problem areas
In general, Georgia has some severe internal problem areas which all have a cross boundary
effect. Specifically the areas are ethnic tensions, Islamic extremism, the transport of oil and
gas products and, although less important, environmental pollution and corruption. The first
two factors are shown on the table. In the schedule you can see that the major minority
groups; Armenians (8,1%) and Ethnic Russians (6,3%) are negligible. The figures show that
those two small entities claim a separate political entity, which is surprising to say the least.
Russian military pressure to support that goal is obviously convincing.

Islamic Extremism.
Europe should worry about the way Georgia has approached the spread of Islamic
extremism. It is true that Georgia has closed its borders for Islamic mercenaries, but it is
quite simple to make use of a regular OD to cross the Turkish border and travel to Syria and
vice versa. The OSVE and the US State Department consider Georgia as the most important
transit route from the North Caucasus to the Middle East problem areas. Especially to travel
to Syria and join IS or splinter groups related to Al Qaida. Especially young terrorists from the
Pankishi Valley area.
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An area which is occupied by 75 % of ethnic Kists4,
which have a Chechen ethnicity. The Kists are a
favorite source of recruitment. The population is
part of the Sufi ethnicity and attracted to
Salafism. There are regularly armed conflicts
between the Georgian security forces and
Kists/Chechen militants as well as different
criminal groupings.

The Oil and Gas infrastructure
A part of the oil and gas structure from Azerbaijan to the Black Sea runs along the nonofficial border between South Ossetia and the rest of Georgia. In 2015, the separatists have
shifted the border posts 15 kilometers to the south, so that 1.5 kilometer of the pipelines are
now under separatist/Russian control. The pipeline is important for the transport of oil and
gas to Europe, because in the situation before 2008, the pipes did not run over Russian
territory. The currents situation gives Moscow some influence to the great oil and gas fields
of Central Asia, which makes Europe less dependent from the oil from the Middle East and
the Arabic peninsula.
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Shown on the map it is clear that the pipelines are vulnerable for terrorist attacks to
interrupt the flow of oil and gas from Azerbaijan to Turkey continuing to Europe
Environmental degradation

Observing the relatively natural wealth on Georgia’ s territory, it is clear that the country
possesses a lot of natural mineral resources, like an almost perfect Eco-system, locally as
well as regionally, an almost unlimited reserve of clean and easily accessible drinking water.
But like in so many Soviet states, the expansion of the industrial production has harmed the
environment dangerously. Degradation of the land and forest erosion, as well as a primitive
waste management have a negative impact on local and regional living conditions as far as
climate adjustment and a loss of biodiversity in the flora and fauna is concerned. Again, the
price to be paid for an uncontrolled increasing industrialization is huge. It is obvious that
Georgia is of interest for autocracies like Turkey and Russia.
Corruption
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Like in most of the former Soviet states, also Georgia is riddled with criminal activities.
Especially in the occupied territories of Abkhazia, South Ossetia, the Pankisi Valley and most
major towns. Institutionalized corruption is dominant in the daily life of every Georgian.
Although after the Revolution of Roses, the government was reasonable successful to
control the “small” criminality but it had a curative instead of a preventive character.
Fighting small scale corruption was directed on a case by case approach. Some experts see a
shift from the small scale corruption into a “customer oriented” style of corruption which is
used to fight and destroy political opponents or to buy powerful economic centers or to
expand their influence5
This is the reason that Georgia scores high on the list of corrupt states6. The question for
Europe is why to invite a corrupt Georgia, and join the list of already invited countries like
Bulgaria, Romania, Serbia, Macedonia, Albania and more or less Montenegro.
Security structure.
The internal security structure is managed by the Ministry of Homeland Affairs with the
Police Patrol department as its most powerful instrument. In the area of intelligence, the
National Intelligence Service is the most important tool. In 2005, the totally corrupt traffic
police was fired by president Saakashvili (30.000 officers). It seems that the security element
off the ministry, with the support of the American Bureau of Internal Narcotics and Law
Enforcement Affairs has improved, but a lot needs to be done.
International structure
General
The two key questions are:
 In what way can the West and in particular the EU and NATO contribute to the
development of the democratic process in Georgia.
 And the second question, not less important, is the reflection of the question
mentioned before: In what way can Georgia contribute to the security and stability of
the West, in particular Western Europe. Generally, this question needs to be
answered in what way Georgia fits in the Foreign policy of the EU, including the
Defense policy of the organization as formulated in 2010 in the “Strategic concept
Active engagement, Modern Defense” Georgia needs to indicate what its priorities
are of their Foreign policy including their Defense policy.
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Combat power.

Combat power as the extension of the will of the political power is translated in the
capability to use effective combat power in an agreed time schedule and in the correct
location. In general, Georgia’s readiness, strategic lift volume and the quality of modern
combat power of its armed forces is discussable.
Especially the ground component!
The particular quality of Georgia’s ground component is important because they have the
capability to encapsulate destabilizing factors and regain stability. But a ground component
is still dependent on other sources like military air- and sea transport. Those resources are
limited
Georgia might have a small military capability, but as far as Force capability is concerned,
numbers are not the driving factors.
Valuable skills can have an enormous effect of the success of any operation.
So, not only numbers, but an integrated combination of the following elements are
important:
•
Knowledge: Initial Entry Operations for the VJTF that create the preconditions for the
Follow On Forces Operations- (units that are able to interfere effectively in a battle
following the VJTF-units.
•
Both operations are part of the so-called “Strategic Maneuver off the Ramp” which
are decisive operations without big preparations from a position close to the station
area. These operations must be employed with the smallest number of preparations
as far as soldiers, equipment and HQ’s are concerned.
And it is worrying to say the least that almost no individual NATO country is able to reach
that objective! And not only the Knowledge and the capability of deploying “Strategic
Maneuver of the Ramp” are insufficient within NATO, also in the area of Command and
Control, Information Operations, Full Dimension Protection and not to forget “anticipatinglogistics” exercises, training in a controlled environment, where national programs are
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seldom in line with current NATO procedures and therefore have a negatively impact on
combat power, closure rate and the capability to maintain a certain level of effectivity.
As far as transporting combat power of an American brigade-size unit from the USA to the
European continent with a closure rate of 96 hours is concerned; 200 C17 sorties are
needed! A capability that is currently simply not available. Because all civilian transport
means should first be adapted for military use.
A worrying situation to say the least!
NATO’s strategic framework.
In the strategic Concept, “Active Engagement, Modern Defense”, which was accepted in
2010, security the element of “expeditionary military capability” was defined. By answering
the two-way character of the key questions in what way Georgia can apply for NATO
membership it should be agreed upon that this concept should be the benchmark for the EU,
NATO as well as Georgia, In a study, made in 2011, a report was issued in which was listed
whether all NATO members would be able to meet the benchmarks of the before mentioned
Strategic Concept. Especially critical elements like “communication”, “transport” and
“transport routes” were studied in the report. It is interesting to note that the importance of
those elements mark the power projection concepts like Brown water (littoral, operations
from the sea) and Blue water concepts (operations at the sea) that underpin the importance
of the list with dedicated critical locations. More than 90 % of the world trade (growing into
95 %) use open waters. World trade, in order to stimulate national welfare and the strife for
security and stability, seems to be intertwined with the need of military transport lanes and
any disturbance in this relationship will have unwanted economic and political
consequences. Nowadays one speaks about “Sea Lane Scarcity” and the list identifies 24
critical points7 in which the result of this analysis is that mutual security is not only landoriented, but also Maritime oriented.
NATO concentrates to observe developments using “Vital signs” in areas that can be
qualified as “dormant theaters” and/or “black cards”. Proactive analysis and possible
intervention in dislocated areas like currently Yemen and Libya, as well as Iraq and Syria in
the past ten years. It seems obvious that military capability under these circumstances is not
the leading factor, but a supporting one.
The main question is if Georgia can support these preconditions and does it have the
necessary capabilities needed to support them.
What are and should be Georgia’s contributions?
The key military capabilities of the Alliance are summed up in the “Collective Defense, Crisis
management and Cooperative security”. A major headache is the lack of knowledge,
experience and insight in operations above the brigade level and subsequent combat power
in the Air and Maritime areas. Operations with four and minimally three dimensions, the
lack of standardization and interoperability which result in problem areas like “language”,
“Standard Operation Procedures” (SOP’s), “equipment” and “different kinds of supplies”.
The political umbrella of the military capabilities is made up by pro-activity, solidarity,
coherence, cooperation and security at home, which means that military operations abroad
are inseparable related to the security and stability in the home country. Those critical
elements for NATO must result in an improved and more intensive cooperation with the EU,
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the UN and the OSCE. The national military capability for every individual member state
should be based on:
1. Expeditionary in time and distance: Military capabilities and specifically the required
volume for inter-and intra- air and sea transport must be “usable” (combat ready
and 24/7 available) It should reflect to NATO’s benchmarks for “Readiness8”and
“Closure rate” and be able to execute effectively and appropriate agreed “power
projection concepts”
2. It should be physically and psychological “agile”. Military capability should be able
to function in a multicolored, multinational, multicultural, multifunctional and
multi-organizational environment and be able to “scaling down” or “scaling up” in
cooperation with non-military actors.
3. It should be “coherent9”. The main objective is to create a “unity of effort” to
achieve a proper balance between “supported” and “supporting” activities defined
by temporarily and local situations
4. The capacity to continue started operations in the desired timeframe to realize
stability and to repair the damaged society
5. Standardization and interoperability. National military capability should meet the
benchmarks in order to be able to cooperate to work together with other non-NATO
military and civilian actors. Essential is that member states should strive increase
standardization and improve interoperability.
Given an indevisable security environment, NATO members should constantly be informed
about hotspots, using the collective data of the respective functioning Intelligence
organizations. NATO members should be able to assess available secure sea, land and
railroad communication alternatives for ground, air- and maritime forces.
NATO troops must be able to temporarily carry out non-traditional, non-core business
missions such as: inter positioning, counter terrorism, counter piracy, humanitarian help,
disaster relief and nation building tasks if the security environment exclude Governmental
and Private organizations in the mission area.
In this framework every member state will have to make an inventory in what way it can
contribute to the principles mentioned before. Starting point is the principle of solidarity, the
aim for the desired cohesion within NATO in a way that national efforts should fit in this
NATO framework as well as the national strategies of the other member states. Some
member states, including the Netherlands, have studied on the option if it was possible and
desirable to structure military capability and to train/exercise in all three or four
“Generations of warfare”(GW) The conclusion of all deliberations ended almost every time
in the conclusion that such a military force would be a “jack of all trades and a master of
none” The important arguments for this conclusion was, that military capability is not able
in the available time versus time needed, to change from a traditional use into a
configuration that would make it able to support the principles of “Irregular warfare”
So, based on these starting points, Georgia should answer the question in what way and
with what Georgia can contribute to the principles and benchmarks from NATO’s Strategic
Concept
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What are Georgia’s Requirements for National Force Capabilities? It needs to achieve the
following military capabilities:
The Ground Component:

Member Nations must have
 Ample FC to carry out open end missions in a three or four dimensional environment.
 A usable (battle ready, 24/ 7 available) agile, interoperable, coherent brigade size
Force capability that meets the required Closure Rates.
 Given the above requirements and operating within a Strategic Manoeuvre from the
Ramp and/or Operations from a strategic Distance, FC must be able to execute Initial
Entry Operations, Follow On Forces Operations, Amphibious operations without any
additional training or exercises.
The brigade size FC has to be certified prior to an operational mission; after ending its
operational tasks in an mission area, that FC should be validated in a given timeframe.
Air Component
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Member Nations Air Component must have:
 Battle ready Inter- and Intra- capacity to support a brigade size FC executing
Airmobile and Air Assault operations in order to meet closure rate standards.
 FC to carry out CAS, BAI missions in a stand alone or an Alliance setting facilitating a
Ground Force achieving its required mission Goals.
 FC to support Operations From the Sea/Littoral Operations.
Maritime component
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And now the last leg, the Maritime capabilities. The Georgian Maritime component should
be able to carry out Operations from the Sea (so-called brown water operations) and at the
Sea ( so called Blue water operations) Operations such as:
•
Inter positioning,
•
Sea Lane Scarcity, which is the availability of usable sea transport lanes
•
Anti-Piracy and
•
Amphibious operations.
•
Inter Theatre Capacity to support Ground Forces to meet readiness and closure rate
standards.
All components must be Certified and Validated
NATO’s support for Georgia
The first question that needs to be answered is the need for the amount of combat power.
Second question is the level and quality of the support. An option is to station permanent
combat power on Georgian territory in the way of “Forward Presence” like in the Baltic
countries and Poland of support on a temporarily base to provide the capability to bring
forward combat power or the tools and equipment to create headquarters.
This question can only be answered if combat power or the Headquarter hard- and software
should be part of a Very High readiness Joint Task Force (VJTF). In both options the level of
readiness and closure rate should be determined in order to answer the question if the
elements correspond to the command and control capabilities of a supposed opponent.
If this has been calculated, than should be determined which time would be saved to delay
the operations of a possible opponent. With the effects of the KAVKAZ 2008 exercise in
mind, for Georgia this would be almost impossible! It is not exactly clear what Georgia has
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done to prepare itself for exercise KAVKAZ 2012. To answer all related questions, the
problem of lacking intra- and inter transport capacity, the limited Georgian maritime
capability and the quality and availability of land transport routes needed, should be studied.
The next step is to assess the lack of standardization and problems related to the capability
of interoperability when NATO combat power would be deployed on Georgian territory like
language, storage of supplies and available medical facilities. Looking at the Ukrainian
scenario used in 2014, Georgia should also take into account how valueable are the promises
of the policy makers in Brussels. With the decision to deploy multinational EfP units in the
Baltic countries and Poland, related to the results of the ZAPAD 2017 scenario, Georgia
should determine in what way NATO would be able to provide the necessary combat power
in times of increased aggression
Georgian decision makers should learn from the hollow promises done in times of peace,
made by the western politicians!
NATO’s long arm mode
NATO decided in 2014 that there was a need for a “High Readiness Force” (an extension of
the existing “NATO Readiness Force”, of 5000 troops, to confront and neutralize the Russian
threat, thereby effectively finalizing the NRF. The acting Secretary General suggested that
such a “Spearhead force that travel light and strike hard” was already operational, to
confront Russian aggression, and even problems in the Middle East and North Africa. Only a
limited “adjustment” of the existing NRF was necessary. A very High Readiness Joint Task
Force would be part of the overall NRF structure. The NRF was increased from 4000 to
40.000 troops and the VJTF became a brigade size force of 5000 troops made of 5
maneuvering units, supported by an air, maritime and Special Forces component. The Follow
On VJTF should be reinforced by two brigade size component, which had to be operational
within a couple of days. For the moment it is still unclear what means “a couple of days”!
The new NRF should be composed of C2 capability from a deployed headquarter, the VJTF,
Initial Follow On Forces (IFOF) and a Response Forces Pool (RFP). The deployment of the
VJTF should be facilitated by NATO Force Integration Units (NFIU’s) that would be
responsible for the link between the national and international units and create the
preconditions for a rapid deployment, planning, exercise and logistical support. The first
NFIU’s were operational in Bulgaria, the Baltic countries, Romania and Poland in 2015. In
2016 a NFIU was created in Slovakia and in 2017 one in Hungary. After evaluation about the
created combat power, it turned out that this was not yet realized despite the overall
enthusiasm of the politicians. It was suggested in Brussel and Mons that the NRF was the
NATO’s “symbol of credibility”. It turned out that it took some work before theory and
practice were in balance.
It became clear that exercises and experiments in a controlled environment do not prove the
credibility of real military capability, because under these artificial circumstances elements
like readiness, mental toughness, closure rate and operational maneuver from strategic
distance are hardly realistic in a “scenario controlled” exercise. The effectiveness of a NATO
Quick Reaction Force is influenced by:
1. The results of the NATO Force Generation Process, which never balances between
the need and the availability of an effective NRF organization.
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2. The lack of knowledge, experience and a limited integration within the C2 functional
area10.
3. Shortcomings in the area of interoperability and standardization, especially in the
area of information operations and Full Dimension Protection.
4. Logistics are currently far for anticipating.
5. A diverse national rotation policy which is not in line with the need for NATO’s key
components (especially the ground component)
6. The fact that the national components after return to their national bases, have to
adjust to national standards, with the effects that the functional quality cannot be
maintained, with a negative effect on formulated certification norms and in the end,
the level of readiness

Summum Sumare.
In 2012, after a US Georgian forum, the following resolution was distributed:
Inclusion of Georgia in the Wider Europe and the broader trans-Atlantic community will
settle its security fears and act as a deterrent to future conflicts. It will also stimulate
democratic consolidation, as it did in Central Europe and throughout the Balkan Peninsula.
The more stable and successful Georgia becomes, the more it will encourage neighbouring
countries to pursue meaningful democratic reforms. The transition from a Soviet style
structure into a western oriented one, including the effects of returning Islamic extremists
from the Middle East, after the defeat of ISIS, has some major problems. The first example
leads to the manufactured movement of the so-called Abkhazian and South Ossetian
“independent movements”. They formed the excuse for the Russian aggression in 2008 and
the occupation of the two provinces. The invasion proved two things:
 The result of the “Revolution of Roses” showed the vulnerability of the
democratization process.
 The response of the West was not really stimulating to show the Georgians in what
way the West responded to the Russian aggression after the end of the exercise
KAVKAZ 2008.
 It is unclear in what way Georgia fits in the American Wilyata policy and in what way
IS and Al Qaida are able to infiltrate the governments of the countries in the
Caucasus region.
 In what way will the Muslim communities in the northern part of Iran, the Caucasus
region and the Central Asiatic states have a common idea about the creation of a
Northern Caucasus Khorasan emirate? What will be the response of Turkey and Iran
to that scenario?
Georgia is in the middle of many storms that threaten its territory. Georgia is at the border
of Europe, Central Asia, Anatolia and the Middle East and because of its location not directly
a welcome candidate in terms of participating in a Rapid Response Force to support the
security and stability of the western countries. On top of that, Georgia feels the pressure
coming from a distrustful Russia. A lot of questions need to be answered before both parties
are looking for solutions. Anyway, the closure rates of national Georgian military power as
well as the possible NATO reinforcements are for the moment only theoretical. This means
the problem in sending reinforcements to Georgia. For the moment this can only be
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executed by the Western military powers. Also the non-existence of a European Defense
policy, including a formulated Operational Strategy is not available

1

It seems that NATO made some preconditions for an eventual better relationship with the
leadership of the Russian Federation. The preconditions are clear. For Georgia it means to leave the
occupied provinces of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, for Ukraine, leave the Crimea and withdraw from
the Donbass region
2
Georgia joined the war in Afghanistan in 2004 and the country had become the largest nonNATO and the largest per capita troop contributor to the International Security Assistance Force in
Afghanistan by late 2012, with over 1,560 personnel on the ground as of May 2013. At its peak
deployment, Georgia provided two full infantry battalions serving with the United States forces in the
Helmand province. Since the beginning of their mission, more than 11,000 Georgian soldiers have
served in Afghanistan.
3
KAVKAZ 2012 took place for the ground component on five training area’s in the Military District
South (HQ in Rostov on Don); Prudboy, Kapustin Yar, Ashuluk and Rayevskoye including training
area’s and firing ranges in Volgograd, Astrakhan region and Krasnodar Krai (province).
Te maritime component participated with 8000 troops, 200 land platforms, 11 artillery pieces, 80
sorties and more than 10 maritime platforms During the exercise air mobile (98 Airborne Div) and
air landing operations ( 7 Air Landing Div) were part of the exercise. Also a #D operation with a
maritime component was executed in the Krasnodar Krai in the training area’s Kapustin and
Ashuluk In general, these big exercises were conducted to train Operative interoperability
operational integration, C2 systems, Brigade structures and logistics as far as effectiveness and
goal orientation was concerned.
4
The Kists (Georgian ქისტები, Chechen: Kistoj, Kisti ) are a Chechen sub ethnos in Georgia. They
primarily live in the Pankisi Gorge in the eastern region of Kakheti where there are approximately
9,000 Kist people live.
5
A practice, almost daily used by the Democratic party in the USA.
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Transparency International (TI) has published the Corruption Perceptions Index (CPI) since 1996,
annually ranking countries "by their perceived levels of corruption, as determined by expert
assessments and opinion surveys."[ The CPI generally defines corruption as "the misuse of public
power for private benefit". The CPI currently ranks 176 countries "on a scale from 100 (very clean) to
0 (highly corrupt)". Georgia ranks number 44, while Russia ranks number 131.
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E.g. the Gibraltar straights, the Strait of Hormuz, Bab-el-Mandab, the Dardanelles, the Bosporus
The effectiveness of an operation depends also on Readiness:
Readiness covers the area ranging from the individual soldier, to its headquarters,
The HQ must have the capability to plan, move the units, deploy them, lead them, and if necessary
transfer or retake responsibility and redeploy the soldier or its unit to its home base.
Readiness is a combination of mental toughness, Education, Training and exercises, certification , a
confirmation that a certain qualification is achieved , and validation. The confirmation that this level
still has the required norm and confirms that a mutual accepted certain closure rate has been
reached which is the time needed to successfully interfere in a conflict after receiving the order.
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According to US JP 1-02: ‘All of the means available to the government in its pursuit of National
Objectives. They are expressed as diplomatic, economic, information and military. This definition
should be redirected in the “way military capability is able to harmonize the tools with other power
instruments and efforts of different military or non-military actors, resulting in the desired effects.
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10

Teh quality of the Force Commander and the multicolored capacity of its staff, the problems of
“Split Staff /reach back”, information management and non-coherent decision making processes

16

