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Carl von Clausewitz (1780–1831) spent a large portion of his 51 years attempting 
to develop a coherent theory of warfare that linked strategy to tactics. He de-
fined strategy as the use of the battle for the purposes of the war. Strategy 

formed the plan of the war, mapped out the proposed course of different campaigns 
that comprised the war, and regulated battles that had to be fought in each of the 
campaigns.1

Basil H. Liddell Hart (1895–1970) expanded the term beyond its military meaning 
by referring to “grand strategy” rather than the Clausewitzian “military strategy” or 
“pure strategy.” According to Liddell Hart, Clausewitz’s definition was too narrow 
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and battle-centric, implying that battle was the only means to a strategic end. Stated 
differently, while war bounded the horizon of strategy, grand strategy had to look 
beyond the war to the subsequent peace.2

Noted historian Alan Stephens offered a further refinement, defining strategy as 
the art of winning by purposely matching ends, ways, and means:

First, [decision makers] must clearly understand what, in the prevailing circumstances, they mean 
by winning. And second, they must ensure that their desired ends are realistic, clearly defined, and 
consistent with political objectives; that the ways chosen to pursue those ends are feasible; and that 
the available means are suitable and sustainable. The importance of establishing and maintaining a 
logical relationship between winning and ends, ways and means cannot be overstated.3

This definition is especially useful when assessing North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) and US-led operations over the last 25 years. When examining the 
desired outcome of “crisis management” from the mid-1990s on, we see that opera-
tions in Bosnia-Herzegovina (Operation Deliberate Force), Kosovo (Operation Allied 
Force), Afghanistan (Operation Enduring Freedom), Iraq (Operation Iraqi Free-
dom), and Libya (Operation Unified Protector) have a common denominator: 
ultimately, the West has sought broad political, socioeconomic, and military re-
forms in these states. As soon as military objectives are met and the combat phase 
transitions into postconflict activities, NATO members and their partner nations focus 
on broader transformations, including security sector reform.4

The postmilitary goal of “winning the peace,” as opposed to “winning the war,” 
basically consists of establishing a functioning, legitimate government structure 
based on Western liberal values. That goal may not be formally acknowledged, but 
it would be logical, prudent, and pragmatic for NATO to acknowledge and plan for 
this desired outcome and thus avoid squandering initial military successes.5

Logically, therefore, when NATO members find it necessary to conduct military 
operations short of “collective defense,” they should consider designing military 
campaigns with this objective in mind from the outset so that the transition 
between military combat and follow-on reform processes is as seamless as possible. 
This does not mean that NATO should engage directly in or be responsible for all 
aspects of nation building but that NATO should plan and conduct operations so 
that military engagement contributes to creating the conditions for attaining the de-
sired end state of functioning, legitimate governance. Although that ideal may 
prove unattainable, it provides an overall framework in which NATO adapts its 
goals for postwar reform to the circumstances.

With those caveats in mind, this article suggests that NATO members develop 
military-strategic concepts that better link the application of force in general—and 
airpower specifically—to the ultimate objective of all NATO-led interventions: win-
ning the peace through sustainable postconflict reform. Doing so requires a concep-
tual approach that views the nation of interest as a system, coupled with a strategy 
that seeks to combine systemic paralysis (of the opponent) with systemic empower-
ment (of the supported ally) using both lethal and nonlethal means in pursuit of 
strategic effects.6 The article calls for improved linkage between statecraft and mili-
tary power as well as between security sector reform and airpower through 
strengthening NATO centers of excellence. It proposes a generic, system-level ap-
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proach to warfare and subsequent nation building that challenges traditional mili-
tary planning, which usually centers on “the battle” and views nation building 
strictly as the domain of civil authorities. It also suggests that airmen can play key 
roles in building and sustaining local institutions as well as developing host nations’ 
aviation capabilities. After proposing that NATO adopt the framework depicted in 
the figure below for its approach, the remainder of the article elaborates on these 
concepts.7

OBJECTIVE
(ENDS)

Legitimate Regime
Postwar Reforms

STRATEGY
(WAYS)

Systemic Paralysis
Systemic Empowerment

CAPABILITIES
(MEANS)

Air and Space Power

Winning: Safe and Secure Environment
Simply stated, “winning” consists of establishing a safe and secure environment 

that can sustain itself without external assistance and that fosters economic growth 
and eventual prosperity. The details of the desired end state will vary from one 
NATO-led intervention to another because each situation presents unique features 
and challenges. For the purposes of this article, it is useful to define three condi-
tions that must be met to achieve “good governance.” First, a regime must establish 
and maintain internal security as well as law and order. Second, it must enable people 
to earn a reasonable living, have access to education and social services, and prac-
tice their religion of choice. Finally, a regime must encourage trust and loyalty by 
instituting and supporting effective anticorruption policies, a credible justice system, 
integrity-building measures, professionalism, and merit-based selection in the civil 
service. If people feel safe in pursuing their daily activities, can provide for them-
selves and their families, and view their government as legitimate, then opposition 
groups will find it more difficult to garner levels of popular support that would en-
danger the basic level of security and stability sought by NATO and its allies.

Ends: Legitimate Regime
Efforts aimed at security sector reform seek to facilitate the development of ef-

fective structures with decision-making processes under democratic, civilian con-
trol. NATO’s Partnership for Peace Program has proven itself an effective methodology 
for supporting and encouraging reforms, including the judicial, economic, and edu-
cational spheres.8 NATO should not simply project a Western model into other 
social and cultural environments; rather, the partner government (or opposition 
movement) should respect and accept the basic principles of “good governance”—
transparency, responsibility, accountability, participation, and responsiveness (to 
the needs of the people)—before Western states commit resources to supporting it.
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Freeing a country from a regime that preys on its citizens and its neighbors is 
one thing, in which NATO’s preponderance of military power can prove decisive; 
building up a nation on the basis of democracy, individual liberty, and the rule of 
law is quite another. The question therefore becomes, how can NATO shape a mili-
tary campaign from the start to support the objective of sustainable peace? Such a 
campaign would help a benign government anticipate and avert rather than react to 
crisis, instill confidence among its population, increase legitimacy, and lay the 
foundation for a future relationship with NATO. All of this requires strong inter- 
national cooperation and dedication. Most international organizations prefer to 
coordinate rather than be coordinated, but a credible international politico-military 
organization must take the lead. Such coordination has so far been the missing link 
in modern operations, and implementing it might help reduce the gap between suc-
cessful military operations and confused, prolonged, and incomplete or ineffective 
peace-building efforts.

Ways: Systemic Paralysis and Systemic Empowerment
Although Western defense forces have achieved great success in modernizing 

their equipment, force structure, and training, that modernization has not extended 
into strategic thinking. Thus, current military doctrine governing regular and 
irregular warfare continues to emphasize war-fighting capabilities rather than the 
opponent’s overall system and strategic effects. This practice stems largely from the 
still-pervasive belief that only ground forces can ensure military victory and that 
enemy leaders will capitulate only when they admit defeat on the “battlefield.”9

Joint campaign plans favor physical destruction of the adversary’s ground forces, 
and operations are designed to “seize and hold ground,” “close with the enemy,” and 
“search and destroy.” Consequently, airmen are often constrained to use airpower 
only to support the ground commander’s scheme of maneuver and to destroy tar-
gets directly related to the adversary’s ability to engage in combat. Although air-
power has proven itself highly effective at taking out tanks, artillery, and supplies, 
this line of thinking imposes severe limitations since defeating the enemy’s armed 
forces removes only one aspect of the problem. Western strategists must overcome 
their obsession with “the battle,” concentrating instead on comprehending both 
enemy and friendly systems and their leaderships, which represent not only the 
cause of the conflict but also the source of any sustainable solution. The systemic 
approach emphasizes that military force is but one of several political instruments 
for dealing with an opponent. The works of J. F. C. Fuller, Basil Liddell Hart, John R. 
Boyd, John A. Warden III, and others offer excellent points of departure in this regard 
although, admittedly, they tend to focus more on paralysis than empowerment.10

Systemic paralysis would prevent a nation, government, or key forces from ex-
ecuting the actions they favor while systemic empowerment would create better 
conditions for friendly actors to assume power. The former sets out to degrade, de-
stroy, disrupt, and deny, but the latter seeks to encourage, enhance, establish, and 
educate. The duality at play is not easy but provides direction and perspective: pa-
ralysis and empowerment are partly complementary and partly subject to simulta-
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neous and sequential actions, depending on the context. Moreover, this dual con-
cept entails two lines of operations that should be conducted in parallel: one process 
oriented to achieve psychological impact and the other form oriented to achieve physi-
cal impact. Process concerns the intangible—mental and moral—aspects of warfare 
while form deals with the material sphere.

As an illustration, systemic paralysis sets out to weaken and freeze the oppo-
nent’s leadership, its decision-making processes, and its mechanisms for command, 
control, management, and communication without permanently crippling large 
amounts of the nation’s infrastructure. Disrupting an opponent’s decision-making 
calculus renders it increasingly deaf, dumb, and blind—thus unable to act construc-
tively and coherently. This approach uses incapacitation to neutralize key elements 
of the adversary temporarily, break his cohesion, disrupt his adaptability, and de-
prive him of timely reorientation. Unable to keep pace with the tempo of events, 
the adversary’s decisions and actions become strategically irrelevant. When NATO 
also works with local friendly forces, this combination of psychological and physical 
effects can prove difficult to withstand.

Systemic empowerment sets out to enhance and encourage the local actors that 
NATO wishes to strengthen: the alternative to the unacceptable regime. If NATO 
members and partners decide to become involved in an “out-of-area” theater in 
which insurgents pose a threat to the government they seek to support, the pre-
ferred method should be to advise and support the host nation. NATO should con-
centrate on advising, training, educating, and equipping the local government and its 
military and security forces, avoiding direct combat unless absolutely necessary. 
This approach can deter potential insurgents and give indigenous forces the upper 
hand early if military confrontation does arise.

This concept ensures that strategy focuses on war ending rather than war fight-
ing, thus eluding the pitfall of reducing strategy to tactics. The systemic approach 
views both friends and enemies as systems—with centers of gravity, critical vulner-
abilities, and key linkages. Although “systems” are not necessarily mechanical and 
linear—and in fact may be highly complex and adaptive—even an agile and decen-
tralized enemy can still be viewed as a system. An in-depth system-of-systems anal-
ysis allows for a broader and all-inclusive approach to affecting key political and 
physical nodes and connections. Actions that engage centers of gravity, target sets, 
and individual targets should contribute to attaining the predefined desired strate-
gic effects and should set the conditions for follow-on activities such as establishing 
good governance and nation-building measures.

Means: Air and Space Power Capabilities
Airpower should play a central role in this approach since it can function as both 

a political tool and a strategic weapon. Modern fighter-bombers, with their unique 
combination of speed (maneuver), intensity of force application (precision), and 
ability to attack from beyond enemy range (stealth and standoff), give new mean-
ing to the three classic elements of warfare: mobility, strike, and protection.11 Simi-
larly, space capabilities are redefining the concepts of reach and persistence, making 
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the extraordinary precision of today’s weapons possible in the first place. Recent 
improvements in air and space technology open new paths to using resolute mili-
tary force without deploying large numbers of troops, thus approaching the ideal of 
winning without extensive fighting on the ground and suffering the associated casualties. 
Why should combatants enter a tactical “red zone” if strategic and operational 
effects can be dictated from a safe distance? Why should they occupy territory if 
they can control events from afar?

Avoiding traditional wars with their perverse, long-lasting impacts—thus lessen-
ing the suffering and recovery time of the defeated party—can reduce postconflict 
resentment and make peaceful coexistence more likely in the future. Through its 
unique characteristics of responsiveness, scalability, lethality, and accuracy that 
minimizes risk to lives on both sides, airpower offers political decision makers and 
military commanders extraordinary flexibility and potential strategic impact. It cre-
ates significant advantages by using tempo as a strategic quality in its own right. 
Only recently has technology made it possible to attack multiple centers of gravity in 
parallel regardless of their locations, to strike them in very compressed time frames, 
and to control the degree of damage inflicted.12

Modern airpower can hit targets with great accuracy (precision of impact), but 
the higher level—precision of effect—makes the difference. Space capabilities extend 
that precision even further. However, the ability to strike anything must not trans-
late into an approach of striking everything. Proper analysis is critical: choosing the 
right targets is not a technical exercise. Instead, it requires knowledge of and insight 
into opponents’ culture, the inner workings of their power base, and their interior 
dynamics. Again, the concepts of systemic paralysis and systemic empowerment 
emphasize the importance of acting discriminately to increase the likelihood of de-
sired effects and decrease the likelihood of unintended consequences.

By streamlining the winning-ends-ways-means nexus, airpower can play a pivotal 
role in linking the application of force (both lethal and nonlethal) to creating condi-
tions that promote development of stable government. Military planners must first 
establish clear objectives for operations and a strategy for realizing those objectives 
based on systemic paralysis and systemic empowerment. In examining the poten-
tial contributions of each service, the strategic discussion must recognize what air-
power can contribute either as an independent, offensive, and possibly decisive in-
strument or as an enabler and a facilitator for other operations and efforts. With the 
ends and ways established firmly, the leadership should then turn its attention to 
optimal use of the four main airpower roles: control of the air; intelligence, surveil-
lance, and reconnaissance (ISR); strike; and maneuver.

To perform these roles and their associated missions effectively, NATO members 
need to improve capabilities in various areas. Traditional topics of discussion in the 
area of military technology include low observability (or stealth), improved fusion 
of systems to gain knowledge dominance, and similar advances in the ability to 
find, identify, track, and prosecute air and surface targets from a substantial dis-
tance. When combined, these technologies radically redefine mass, speed, maneu-
ver, strike, and situational awareness.

This does not constitute an argument for “airpower alone” but for a shift away 
from deploying huge numbers of friendly troops on the ground “out of area.” The 
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new precision airpower capabilities allow for novel forms of intervention in inter-
national crises. The old saying “If the enemy is within range, so are you” is no lon-
ger always true.

Operation Enduring Freedom saw the employment of small groups of special 
forces assisting indigenous ground units that, in combination with precision air-
power, succeeded in toppling the Taliban. During Operation Iraqi Freedom, the 
United States employed a similar concept in the north of Iraq, this time pairing 
special forces with Kurdish Peshmerga. Combined with the support of precision 
strikes and ISR assets, 13 Iraqi divisions were fixed in the north and largely ren-
dered ineffective. In 2011 during Operation Unified Protector, NATO to all intents 
and purposes employed the so-called Afghan Model in Libya. This time, after having 
blocked the advance of Libyan regular troops toward Benghazi, a small number of 
special forces of various nations trained the Libyan rebel forces. The combination 
of persistent air surveillance and air strikes was instrumental in bringing about the 
overthrow of the Gadhafi regime although this was never a NATO objective.13 During 
Operation Serval (2013–14), small numbers of widely dispersed French ground 
troops, combined with aviation and fixed-wing air strikes, managed to block the ad-
vance of insurgents in Mali. All of these operations proved quite successful from a 
military perspective, but they were not connected to a postconflict order and thus 
failed to promote long-lasting stability.

Aviation advisors who are sufficiently culturally aware to work with host nations 
in the long term to build air and space capabilities can serve as key elements in a 
larger development and stabilization strategy. This approach demands skills and 
equipment that can be transferred to the host nation and calibrated to available re-
sources. NATO would first have to determine what the host nation wants and needs 
in terms of airpower capabilities before establishing what both the recipient and 
NATO can afford; it would also have to place the emphasis on people, not technology. 
Because most conflicts now occur in the poorest countries of the world, even lim-
ited air and space power capabilities can make a significant difference. Some people 
argue that it is too expensive and too manpower-intensive to help other states build 
and maintain such capabilities, but the cost of becoming directly involved in com-
bat is far greater.

Having studied 17 major counterinsurgency (COIN) campaigns, Dr. James S. Co-
rum asserts that host nations can employ airpower with great effectiveness if they 
have some help. Small nations primarily need basic preparations and simple low-
tech equipment, combined with instructions on how to plan, lead, and execute joint 
campaigns. Corum identifies six key areas in which airpower traditionally has made 
its mark during COIN operations: surveillance and presence, troop transportation 
(primarily helicopter transport of light infantry forces), armed strikes (primarily 
close air support), medical evacuation, liaison, and psychological operations.14

Successful campaigns combine military operations with government reforms, 
education and propaganda efforts, and economic programs that address the needs 
of the population; as a result, such campaigns win over the population.15 In this 
sense, the military must engage in nation building. Supporting countries must 
acknowledge the actors and dynamics of the host society to facilitate a constructive 
working relationship among the government, its people, and its military and security 
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forces. They should therefore focus on enabling the supported nation to build capa-
bilities and competencies in accordance with the principles of good governance; en-
gage with the population in rural and urban areas to establish intentions, direction, 
determination, and confidence; and conduct comprehensive security sector reforms 
involving the military, police, and intelligence services. Developing air forces, both 
military and commercial, must be seen as part of this larger enterprise so that the 
effort does not detract from, but contributes to, the legitimacy of the supported 
government.

NATO’s Partnership for Peace Program has a template that could serve as a generic 
point of departure for defense and security sector reform. Such a program could 
train selected aviation advisors who understand the profession of airmen; have tech-
nical, tactical, and organizational experience and skills; and possess a comprehen-
sive understanding of COIN operations as well as the local conditions in which they 
will operate. Properly implemented advice and support will have a deterrent effect 
on insurgents, reducing casualties and cost if a situation escalates to violence and 
armed clashes. Air and space power has much to contribute; therefore, advising, 
training, and equipping partner air forces could form the major centerpiece of NA-
TO’s COIN policy and strategy.

Part of the solution consists of developing modern COIN theories and doctrines 
that take air and space power into account in two ways. On the one hand, air and 
space power can contribute to improving social and economic conditions, winning 
“hearts and minds” in accordance with the soft power principle. On the other hand, 
air and space power represents effective and efficient hard power because it can 
support policies such as “search and destroy,” “containment,” and “blockage” 
through precision targeting. NATO’s Comprehensive Approach can serve as a viable 
point of departure for improving COIN theory and doctrine.16 Although the strategy 
of systemic paralysis is clearly preferable to killing, destruction, and attrition, these 
parameters are also part of the equation; ideals and reality do not always match.

Augmenting airpower with space capabilities can supply precision effects in both 
deterring an opponent and enabling the subsequent development of sustainable 
good governance. Space as the ultimate high ground offers an ideal vantage point 
for observation over a wide area. Advances in both the resolution of images and the 
amount of information contained in those images now allow an astonishing num-
ber of previously unimagined applications. For example, satellite crop monitoring 
could enable a friendly government to recognize the signs of drought or blight and 
plan in advance to transport food and new seed supplies into affected areas, 
thereby preventing hardship and nurturing popular support. Alternatively, govern-
ments could identify areas growing crops such as opium poppies and take appropri-
ate action. Such monitoring would help create a sustainable and robust society after 
the conflict. Civilian and commercial organizations might actually execute these 
missions, but NATO could help coordinate them so that they align with the larger 
reform strategy. Here, again, airmen associated with NATO could contribute valu-
able advice based on their understanding of how best to use these platforms.

A similar argument can be made for monitoring natural disasters from space. De-
tailed knowledge of local situations can help a government make effective plans to 
mitigate the effects of disasters as rapidly as possible. NATO could draw on many 
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civilian and commercial options to aid friendly governments, including the newly 
launched European Sentinel-1A satellite and even a European center of excellence. 
The same resources employed for monitoring natural disaster can be used to ob-
serve refugee camps and movements and to detect and document genocide.

As noted, the capabilities used for these activities may or may not be military; for 
example, in addition to military satellites usually optimized for intelligence pur-
poses, many commercial satellites and drones monitor various phenomena. Coordi-
nating the use of these many resources presents the key challenge—one well suited 
to an international organization such as NATO. Smaller nations in particular may be 
unable to afford complex, expensive military air and space systems, but with appro-
priate expert guidance, they could develop a cadre of expertise in how to utilize all 
of the various resources most effectively in activities that include both deliberate 
planning and crisis response. Centralized coordination would avoid duplication and 
enable optimal allocation of existing infrastructure and assets, enabling NATO and 
its members to obtain the greatest value from military and civilian capabilities and 
ensure a logical transition between them.

Prospects: The Winning-Ends-Ways-Means Nexus
It has long been a truism that military victories do not necessarily yield political 

success—to a large extent because military plans focus on “the battle” rather than on 
the actual end-state objective: a stable, benign government. Unfortunately, definition 
of an end state that is both legally and morally credible has been in many ways the 
missing ingredient in modern strategy and warfare. This article has proposed a con-
ceptual approach that views the nation of interest as a system linked to a strategy that 
seeks systemic paralysis of opponents and systemic empowerment of legitimate 
forces through the use of air and space power in pursuit of strategic effects.

Fundamentally, NATO should envision a functioning state aligned with common 
NATO and Partnership for Peace values as the enduring legacy of any intervention. 
Existing bodies that plan and conduct air operations should take into account both 
the need to paralyze the enemy and the need to enable long-term good governance 
by the desired regime. To bring about this result, NATO members should consider 
creating planning cells in appropriate military institutions and organizations that 
would coordinate the use of all data made available through the new ISR systems to 
advise allied governments. Although some individuals might argue that such a cell 
would fit best in the foreign ministry rather than a ministry of defense, military of-
ficers have been trained and educated to devise complex, overarching plans. The 
key is to integrate the uses of airpower with other forms of military and political instru-
ments of power to maximize both systemic paralysis and systemic empowerment.

Some individuals might suggest that NATO cannot bring about “good governance” 
in all nations where it decides to intervene militarily. Even so, such an objective 
gives NATO the necessary direction for establishing “a better state of peace” and a 
basis for prudent, deliberate, and comprehensive end-game planning. Others might 
argue that it is not NATO’s place to take the lead in fostering government reform, 
but this article proposes that NATO conduct military operations in a way that en-
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ables and supports a subsequent reform effort. No other organization is in a better 
position to do so. NATO leaders should always think through the entire winning-
ends-ways-means nexus prior to deciding on military intervention. The grand end-
game strategy cannot remain terra incognita. NATO must accept this responsibility 
if it is to prevail in future conflict.

This approach will not succeed in all circumstances; nevertheless, it offers a con-
ceptual framework that challenges the notion that victory depends on force-on-force 
engagements and proposes a better use of air and space power to win the peace for 
which presumably the war is fought. NATO cannot and should not try to remedy all 
the ills of the world, but the organization does need to develop a conceptual frame-
work that clearly defines end-state objectives before military operations begin.

As integral players in the process, airmen must understand, believe in, and teach 
end-game strategy as the foundation of airpower.17 They must embrace a specifically 
air-minded approach. In other words, they must stop accepting the view of airpower 
as merely an adjunct to or substitute for ground-based operations. Instead, they 
should explore and define how to connect airpower directly to the desired end state 
of peace and stability. In doing so, they must develop a new vocabulary and termi-
nology that helps them become effective advocates for a new conceptual approach. 
To bring this about, NATO member states should conduct in-depth studies that ex-
plain what joint air and space power can offer political and military leaders in the 
context of a strategy of systemic paralysis (of the opponent) and systemic empower-
ment (of the supported ally). These studies would remind NATO of previous lessons 
and set the conditions for improved outcomes in the future. In addition, NATO 
should consider the following recommendations:

•  �Strengthen the Civil-Military Cooperation Centre of Excellence (CCOE).18 NATO 
should consider developing unified concepts that link the application of air 
and space power to security sector reform. The study could be considered “the 
Comprehensive Approach 2.0” and a reboot of “effects-based operations” but 
would emphasize turning theory into practice because the true value of theory 
is expressed in better action. Sponsoring nations must give the CCOE a clear 
mandate to produce deliverables and allocate a dedicated task force comprising 
both military and civilian members and including air and space experts; secu-
rity sector reform analysts; political, judicial, and sociocultural advisors; non-
governmental organizations; and specialists knowledgeable about particular 
societies, countries, and regions. This task force could also develop a concept 
for ways of strengthening security sector reform in NATO’s Partnership for 
Peace Program, focused on building capabilities and linking those capabilities 
to other sectors of governance. The CCOE could offer courses and seminars, 
possibly based on experience in Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere, to educate 
officers (including foreign area officers) and political advisors who might be-
come involved in future operations.

•  �Strengthen the Joint Air and Space Power Competence Centre (JAPCC).19 NATO 
should ensure that the JAPCC becomes a dynamic and vibrant environment 
for mastering air and space history, theory, strategy, and doctrine; a milieu for 
cultivating broader knowledge of and insight into air and space; and a setting 
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in which such experts have the opportunity to communicate their narrative to 
politicians, the media, and fellow officers, and to interact for mutual benefit 
with experts from all sectors of governance. Their activities must have a strategic 
and conceptual focus—not a tactical and technological one. NATO members 
and partners need to dedicate the “best and brightest” to such assignments with 
the objective of producing a series of high-quality, RAND-like studies as well as 
a serious outreach plan for sharing the findings with politicians, officers, non-
defense civil servants, and academics. In this way, the JAPCC could become an 
intellectual hub for new, forward-leaning, air-minded strategic thinking; further-
more, its sponsoring nations should consider upgrading the JAPCC’s mandate, 
promoting participation, and making better use of the center’s resources. The 
JAPCC should also consider taking the initiative to develop a new dictionary of 
airpower terminology that accurately captures today’s airpower roles and mis-
sions, ensuring that this vocabulary makes sense when connecting national 
policy, reform, and airpower.20

•  �Establish advisory and support teams for host nation air and space power capabil-
ity and competence building. As described above, NATO should consider revital-
izing the concept of air advisors with allocated resources for air and space 
power capability building in partner states. Such an effort can build on burden-
sharing principles in which some states may provide specialized capabilities. 
Advising, training, and equipping partner-nation police, intelligence services, 
and militaries, as well as applying mechanisms that strengthen state and govern-
ment, will offer the most effective means of discouraging, deterring, undermin-
ing, and defeating insurgents. Such teams must be joint and combined; further, 
they must operate in concert with representatives of several agencies and de-
partments within the umbrella of defense and security sector reform. The cen-
ters of excellence mentioned can serve as conceptual reachback institutions.

Although strengthening these two centers of excellence offers the key to develop-
ing new concepts based on systemic paralysis and systemic empowerment, NATO 
should also explore better ways to increase dialogue and cooperation among all its 
centers of excellence to make the most of NATO’s resources and its ability to coordi-
nate and conduct activities across the full spectrum of intervention.

The concepts and recommendations presented in this article are cost effective, 
build on established institutions and practices, and suggest directions for the envi-
ronment after the International Security Assistance Force completes its mission. 
Ideally, NATO could build on this foundation to better match the application of 
force to the overall purpose of any military intervention: winning the peace. 
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