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ABSTRACT

FACTORS IN ITALIAN MILITARY MODERNIZATION, by Maj Francis J. Swekosky,
Jr., USAF, 87 pages.

Current events provide almost daily twists in the nature of the Trans-Atlantic
relationship. As a result, European militaries are an attractive subject for analysis of the
multiple factors contributing to change in those militaries, and the Italian military is no
exception. With the development of programs, such as the NATO Response Force (NRF)
and a variety of burgeoning European Union (EU) military entities intended to spearhead
European military modernization, NATO and the EU are the primary sources of external
factors in Italian military modernization. Internal Italian factors, such as the recent
elimination of conscription, also impact Italian military modernization. Analysis of
internal factors concentrates on technological, systems, doctrinal, organizational, and
resource management attributes. The literature indicates that internal factors, particularly
organizational changes, military systems upgrades, and resource management, are the
most significant determinants of Italian military modernization.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Having inherited the defense structure that won the Cold

War and Desert Storm, the Clinton Administration intends to leave
as its legacy a defense strategy, a military, and a Defense
Department that have been transformed to meet the new challenges
of a new century.*

William Cohen
Our overall goal is to encourage a series of transformations that in
combination can produce a revolutionary increase in our military
capability and redefine how war is fought. The capabilities
demonstrated in Afghanistan show how far we have come in the
ten years since the Persian Gulf War. But they are just a glimpse of
how far we can still go.?

Paul Wolfowitz

Changes in latitudes, changes in attitudes, nothing remains quite
the same.

Jimmy Buffett

Military organizations around the world are undergoing what is commonly
referred to as a “military transformation.” Transformation is not the only word applied to
the conglomeration of military organizational, doctrinal, and systems changes. Military
revolution, Revolution in Military Affairs, and Military-Technical Revolution are also
common names for this concept. Still, one recent Department of Defense-sponsored
conference on transformation concluded that while “defense transformation has
preoccupied the United States (US) Defense Department for more than a decade” there is

still “no strong consensus . . . as to what defense transformation exactly entail(s).”® The



evidence suggests, however, that there is confusion not only in the US over the multiple
labels for the concept of military change.

Italy is one of many countries claiming to be transforming its military.
Nevertheless, it is a matter of debate whether the armed forces of Italy or any other
country is undergoing a revolution, or simply evolving. The US Department of Defense
and the US military services tout their own transformation initiatives. NATO claims to be
undergoing a transformation and the US is encouraging both NATO and individual
countries within the Alliance to transform their own militaries. The European Union adds
another dimension to military changes that impact the Italian military, as both current and
projected capabilities and speculated missions for nascent EU military forces develop.
This thesis will first address these multiple flavors of transformation initiatives.

The purpose of this study is to determine the multiple factors that drive change--
whether one terms it transformation, evolution, or revolution--within the Italian military.
Therefore, the primary question of this thesis is: What factors influence Italian military
modernization? This study will address both external and internal factors.

Developments within NATO and the EU are the two most significant external
factors impacting the Italian military. NATO created the NATO Response Force (NRF)
for the purpose of spearheading transformation within member nations’ militaries. The
EU also established the European Capabilities Action Plan with the expressed purpose of
spearheading development of the militaries of member nations.

The demise of the Soviet threat and the Warsaw Pact led to a reassessment of
NATO’s mission and composition. NATO counted 16 countries among its membership at
the end of the Cold War; as of the writing of this thesis that number stands at 26, and

2



NATO may continue to grow. Italian Chief of Defense Staff Admiral Giampaolo Di
Paola admits that this compositional change is presenting challenges to NATO, and “only
historians will be able to judge the organization’s evolution, among other reasons because
the process of change is still ongoing.”* Because of its geographic proximity to current
regions of concern, Italy feels the impact of these challenges more directly than other
NATO countries. Understanding NATO’s transformation establishes a framework for the
way ahead for member nations such as Italy.

As Italy and other European countries modernize and transform their militaries,
they do so under the auspices of both NATO and the EU. While NATO has existed for
more than 50 years as a military entity, EU military capabilities are nascent, but
expanding. The European Union Rapid Reaction Force and NATO Response Force
concepts emerged at approximately the same time, and Deployable EU Battle Groups and
police forces that had not been proposed a year ago are already billed as available for
employment. EU military forces are in their infancy; still, the existence of EU military
concepts and the rapid realization of those concepts allude to something much more
significant than just internal US, NATO, EU, or Italian military transformation.

The internal factors behind military change must also be analyzed in order to
assess whether a transformation is indeed underway, or if the changes taking place within
the organization are merely evolutionary in nature. Andrew Krepinevich, a foremost
authority on the subject of change in the military, identified four factors of a Military-
Technical Revolution (MTR) which serve as the framework for analyzing and measuring
military change: Technological Change, Military Systems Evolution, Operational
Innovation, and Organizational Adaptation.> He further posited that new technology is

3



the most important factor in an MTR.® Although Krepinevich’s concept does not
consider resource management among of the most significant factors in an MTR, he
acknowledges that resources play a significant role.’

This thesis considers resource management a fifth factor in internal Italian
modernization It is an understatement that resources, particularly money, are a significant
factor in almost any decision-making situation. Krepinevich addressed resource
constraints as a consideration in his treatise. But he did so in the context of non-
contemporary, US-focused examples, which may have led him to exclude resource
management as a significant factor in an MTR. Europeans, however, often cite resource
limitations as the primary constraint on military modernization efforts, and Italians are no

exception to this rule.

'William S. Cohen, Defense Reform Initiative Report (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, 1997), i.

2Arthur K. Cebrowski, Elements of Defense Transformation (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office, 2004), 8.

$Asia-Pacific Center for Strategic Studies, “Defense Transformation in the Asia-
Pacific Region: Meeting the Challenge Executive Summary,” APCSS (March 30-April 1,
2004): 2.

*Robert K. Ackerman, “Transformation Looms Large Globally, Regionally,”
Signal, September 2003 [article on-line]; available from http://www.afcea.org/signal/
articles/anmviewer.asp?a=149&z=47; Internet; accessed on October 15, 2004.

*Andrew Krepinevich, The Military-Technical Revolution: A Preliminary
Assessment (Washington, DC: Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, 2002), 3.

®Ibid., 51.

"Ibid., 34.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

What factors influence Italian military modernization? In order to determine the
issues inherent to this question, it is necessary to examine the current literature on armed
forces modernization, particularly in relation to the ubiquitous concept of military
“transformation.” Such initiatives are not uniquely American, nor are they solely a
product of recent history. An abundance of material addressing military change
throughout history is available: Sun Tzu wrote “one able to gain the victory by modifying

"1 The focus

his tactics in accordance with the enemy situation may be said to be divine.
of this thesis is on contemporary changes in the Italian military, therefore discussion of
modernization will be limited to post-World War 11 modernization and transformation
initiatives.

The general discussion about military modernization initiatives will be followed
by a review of literature focusing on military modernization within Italy, as well as
modernization initiatives originating from outside her borders that most significantly
impact Italy. In the Italian Ministry of Defense, the word “transformation” is not formally
used to address overall Italian military modernization efforts, although significant
changes in the Italian military are underway. There are comparatively few English-
language sources that consider Italian modernization. On the other hand, abundant

English-language materials on the significant military modernization initiatives underway

in both NATO and the EU are available.



Military Modernization

Utilization of the word “transformation” appears to be a prerequisite in many
programs that propose military change. The US military services, for example, tout their
ongoing transformation initiatives; likewise, the Office of the Secretary of Defense
oversees a transformational process that drives the military services’ transformation
initiatives. In order to determine what “transformation” is, it is useful to explore some
recent and ongoing transformation initiatives, as well as related concepts of military

change.

US Department of Defense

The US Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) identifies defense
transformation as: “a process that shapes the changing nature of military competition and
cooperation through new combinations of concepts, capabilities, people, and
organizations” that exploit the US advantages and protect against asymmetric
vulnerabilities to sustain the US strategic position, which helps underpin peace and
stability in the world.? OSD further explains that certain strategic, threat, technological,
and risk mitigation imperatives make transformation a requirement in the Department of
Defense.

While OSD identifies the “who,” “what,” “where,” “when,” and “why” of defense
transformation, the “how” is not as clear. Defense transformation will include
strengthening joint operations, exploitation of US intelligence advantages, concept
development and experimentation, and development of unspecified transformational
capabilities. OSD foresees a US military culture and processes that will not only

transform and strengthen joint and multinational operations, but also improve the
6



exploitation of intelligence assets, research and development, and force development.
Finally, OSD makes a point of clarifying that national security does not rest solely on the
shoulders of the military, but must also require the efforts of all our instruments of

national power.’

US Army Transformation
The US Army emphasizes the fact that Army transformation while at war requires
a careful balance between “sustaining and enhancing the capabilities of the current force,
while investing in the capabilities of future forces.”* In the strategic context, the Army is
projecting a “prolonged period of conflict for the US with great uncertainty about the

nature and location of that conflict.”®

The Army’s transformation focus is on technology,
core competencies, and a self-contained, supportable, military force that is as effective
alone as it is in the joint and multinational environment.®

Despite implications to the contrary, Army transformation does not necessarily
mean just doing more with less; that is, reducing the number of troops while using
technology to replace them. On the contrary, analysts point to smaller-scale specialties
such as civil affairs, psychological operations, military police, and Patriot missile battery
units as the most overstretched in the Army. Some analysts also point to the massive
deployment to Iraq, as well as the incompetence of the Iragi Army as proof that the US

cannot afford to reduce forces based solely on recent success in Irag. “Where are we

going to find anyone as stupid as Saddam?” says retired Lt. Gen. Charles Otstott.”



US Air Force “Transformation”

Transformational initiatives are not always labeled as such. The US Air Force, for
example, demonstrated a transformational initiative in the early 1990’s. Much like the
Army’s current transformation, military force application was not the only focus of this
Air Force initiative. Air Force Chief of Staff General Merrill McPeak directed the
process, explaining that “what we were trying to do was organize the Air Force in the
best way to meet any kind of threat or any budgetary circumstance.”®

The Air Force witnessed some of the biggest changes in its organizational
structure during General McPeak’s tenure. Under the Air Force headquarters staff,
regional and functional major commands make up the operational and support
organizational structure. The Air Force reduced the number of these commands from 13
to eight during this period.® The Air Force also instituted the Objective Wing Concept.
Historically an Air Force base would consist of deputy operations, maintenance and
support commanders subordinate to the wing commander with a rank of colonel, with
another subordinate colonel designated as the base commander. The Objective Wing
Concept, which carried the slogan “one base, one wing, one boss,” served to transfer base
command duties to the wing commander, increased the wing commander rank
requirement to brigadier general, and reorganized the subordinate command structure.™

The Air Force now touts the Air & Space Expeditionary Force (AEF) concept as
the contemporary transformational initiative. The AEF concept is the way in which the
Air Force combines combat, mobility, support, and information operations assets into a
deployable organization. However, while the AEF concept impacts Air Force

organization and manning, it is also an indication that the use of the word

8



“transformation” is a slogan and far from the most significant change in the way the Air
Force does business.!! In retrospect, the Air Force transformation of the 1990°s may have

included more sweeping changes than the current Air Force transformation initiative.

European Military Transformation Initiatives

The concept of transformation is not uniquely American; it is alive and well
across Europe. The German government touts initiatives focused on “network-centric
operations” and “interoperability” with multinational partners, while maintaining a
conscript force.'? Even new European NATO allies like Romania have begun
transforming based on “the new missions of the armed forces (which) cover a large range
of operational requirements, from hard security and war conduct to soft security,
stabilization and reconstruction.”*® Organizational change often emerges as a significant
component of transformation. In this vein, Spain, France and the Netherlands recently

decided to eliminate conscription.

Military Revolutions

No discussion about transformation would be complete without addressing the
related concepts of military revolutions, revolutions in military affairs (RMASs) and
Military-Technical Revolutions (MTRs). All three concepts imply significant change in
the paradigm of the application of military force. In some cases, the terms RMA and
military revolution are even used interchangeably.

MacGregor Knox and Williamson Murray, in “The Dynamics of Military
Revolution, 1300-2050,” identify RMAs as events that have occurred as a result of an

associated military revolution. While both concepts are similar in that they denote



military change, the latter includes a social or political change that is lacking in the
former. They also point out that RMA is, for all practical purposes, the same as a
Military-Technical Revolution (MTR), a term coined by the Soviet General Staff.*

Knox and Murray identify five military revolutions that have occurred during the
past 500 years. The first was the creation of the nation-state in the seventeenth century,
which relied on the threat or application of military force to ensure survival, and included
RMAs in European tactical and organizational reforms. The second military revolution
was the marriage of politics and the military as a result of the French Revolution, and
included the Napoleonic warfare RMA. The third was the Industrial Revolution era that
featured RMAs associated with mass-produced weapons. Fourth was the advent of World
War |, which combined the effects of the French and Industrial Revolutions, and featured
combined-arms RMAs. The last military revolution was driven by the invention of
nuclear weapons, and includes RMAs associated with massive increases in military
lethality.

While military organizations invoke “transformation” as the catalyst to change, in
some cases the word appears to serve more as an advertisement of the organization’s
willingness to tackle the dizzying changes in the political, technological, and economic
environments. There is precedent for this phenomenon, even in the US Army. Some
regarded the Army’s “pentamic” experiment of 1956 as an innovative offspring of the
atomic age, focused on the use of battle groups for concentrated speed and agility. The
pentamic force would strike and seize the objective with tactical nuclear weapons, then
depart the area of operations before a nuclear counterstrike could be launched. But the
Army scrapped the much flawed and maligned program by 1961. Then-Army Chief of

10



Staff General Maxwell Taylor later admitted that he liked the pentamic designation
because it “had the ring of a Madison Avenue advertising campaign,” while General
Taylor’s Vice Chief of staff enthusiastically recalled the accomplishment of “dress(ing)
the Army up a great deal with a flag, an official song and new green uniforms.”*” So
while military organizations around the world initiate programs in order to improve their
capability to better accomplish the mission, the possibility exists that the characterization

of the process does not always depict the true nature of the changes taking place.

A Model for Military Modernization Analysis

Andrew Krepinevich identified MTR as a more appropriate term for the RMA
concept. Krepinevich, in “The Military-Technical Revolution: A Preliminary
Assessment,” posited that new technology is the ultimate cause of an MTR, and echoed
Murray and Knox’s supposition that an “Information Revolution” is currently
underway.® Krepinevich identified four prerequisites for an MTR: technological change,
military systems change, doctrinal (strategy and tactics) change, and organizational
change. These four changes constitute a model for military modernization analysis.

It is an understatement that resources, particularly money, are a significant factor
in many military policy decisions. Resource constraints are not included among
Krepinevich’s primary factors that contribute to an MTR, but he did acknowledge that
resources are a consideration:

Resources can be constrained, but that need not impose an insurmountable barrier

to innovation. Revolutionary changes occurred between 1919 and 1939 in an era

of severe resource constraints for most military organizations, especially in the

United States. Yet the U.S. Navy was able to develop the concept of carrier task

forces, the U.S. Marines modern amphibious operations, and the U.S. Army Air

Corps the foundations for strategic aerial bombardment, all remarkable
accomplishments.*®

11



Post-World War 1l ltaly

Rome, the home of one of the greatest military empires in history, now suffers
from sporadic accusations that “gl’italiani non si battono” (Italians don’t fight). It is a
view that, in the eyes of some critics such as John Whittam, writing in “The Politics of
the Italian Army: 1861-1918,” is more than a stereotype and is now almost an assumed
law of nature.?® In truth, Italy has been a willing and able participant in recent conflicts,

including the campaigns in Kosovo, Iraq, and Afghanistan.

The Italian Military

Italy historically has maintained one of the largest militaries among European
NATO countries. As demonstrated in table 1, only France and Turkey consistently have
maintained larger military forces. Additionally, since 1990 the Italian military has
employed an above average proportion of Italy’s total workforce.

The Italian Army has been downsizing for several years, from a total force of
300,000 in 1997 to a projected all-volunteer force composed of 190,000 men and women.
The Italian Army advertises this new force as “a quick, rapidly deployable force, able to
integrate with multinational forces.” In addition, this force will no longer be focused
exclusively on the defense of Italy and NATO, but will also support the EU’s European

Security and Defense Policy.?

12



Table 1. NATO Military Forces by Country

Country | Pays 1875 1580 18385 1350 1595 1996 1557 1933 15952
(o) (1) (2) (3) (4) (s) (8] 7 (8) (9)
Military (thousand) / Militaires (millier)
Belgium 0z 108 w7 106 47 46 45 43 43
Czach Republic i fl i i I i I i 53
Denmark 34 33 29 el 27 8 25 25 25
France 585 575 563 550 504 501 475 443 421
Germany 491 430 495 545 352 33s 335 333 334
Greece 185 136 201 201 213 12 206 02 205
Hungar i I i I i I i Il 51
I Ttaly 459 474 504 433 435 431 419 402 3B]|
Luxembourg 1 1 1 1 1 T T T 1
MNetherlands 7 107 103 104 67 64 57 55 55
Morway 28 40 36 51 38 ELS 3 33 3
Poland i I 167
Partugal 04 a8 0z 87 78 73 72 1 72
Spain .- 356 314 263 210 203 157 13% 155
Turkey 584 7 14 769 B05 818 B28 783 757
United Kingdom 348 330 334 308 233 21 218 218 218
NATO - Europe - 3504 3803 2540 3040 2078 2012 2809 | 3050
Canada 78 ¥ 82 87 70 13 Bl 60 ]
United States 2146 2050 2248 2181 1620 1575 1539 1505 1483
North America 2304 2432 2927 2288 1800 1841 1200 1585 1548
NATO- Total - 5638 5830 5778 4700 4647 4512 4375 | 4588

Military and civilian personnel as % of labour force
Personnels civil et militaire en % de la population active

Eelgique 2.8 2,8 28 47 1,2 12 11 1.1 i1
Republique tcheque i i i i if ) i I 14
Canemark 1.8 16 14 14 13 13 1,2 1,2 1,2
France 32 3,0 29 37 24 23 2,2 21 2,0
Allemagne 25 24 23 26 1.3 13 1.2 1.2 L2
Gréce 6,5 6.1 6,1 57 56 55 54 51 51
P n & o
M 25 24 25 24 21 21 20 ] i
Lizcembourg 0.8 03 0.9 0% 0.9 0% 0.9 0,9 0%
Pays-Bas 27 2,5 24 21 14 13 11 1.1 i1
Morvaga 2.8 2,6 23 29 2.3 22 19 1.3 1.8
Palogne i i i i if ) i I 14
Portugal 28 2.3 26 2.2 19 1.8 18 1,7 1,7
Espagne .- 3,0 25 2,0 16 16 15 1.4 1,2
Turgquie 38 4,5 4.8 41 3.9 3% 4,1 S 39
Royaume-Uni 25 2,2 19 1.7 1.3 12 1.2 1.2 i1
QTAN - Europe " 8 8 8 0 an 20 e 1.8
Canada 1.2 1.0 0.9 0% 0.6 0,6 0.5 0,5 0.5
Etats-Unis 34 2,8 29 2,6 19 1.8 1,7 1.5 1,6
Amérique du Nord 32 27 27 24 17 1.7 1.6 1.5 1.5
OTAN - Total - a7 a7 25 18 19 18 47 17

Source: North Atlantic Treaty Organization, Armed forces (Brussels: NATO, 2003).

Conversely, Italy’s military expenditures as a percentage of total annual gross
domestic product have remained consistent at approximately two percent (CIA places this
figure at 1.9 percent in 2003),% which is on par with other NATO countries (see table 2).

Italy’s total gross domestic product is above the NATO average, and well above the
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average of European NATO countries (see table 3), while total defense expenditures per

capita is slightly above average for European NATO countries.

Table 2.

NATO Defense Expenditures as Percentage of GDP

Average | Average | Ayerage [ Average |
Country [ Pays Moyenne Moyenne Moyenne Moyenne 1595 1995 1997 1998 199%e
1975- 1979 | 1980-198% | 1985-1989 | 1990-1994
(0) (1) (2) (3) (%) (5) (8) (7 )] ()
Based on current prices | Sur la base des prix courants
Belgium 32 33 2.8 20 16 1,6 1,5 15 1,5
Czech Republic I Hi i I U i i I 22
Denmark 23 2.4 20 1,9 1.7 17 1.7 16 16
France 38 39 3.8 34 31 30 2,9 2.8 28
Germany 34 34 3.0 22 1.7 17 1.5 16 1.5
Graece 56 54 51 4.4 4.4 45 4,5 48 49
Al i I i i i U i 18
|I13Iy 21 E 2,3 2.1 18 1,9 2,0 2,0 24
HEMOoung 0.5 11 1.0 0,9 [X [iE:] (%] [15:] 0.3
Netherlands 31 31 29 24 2.0 2,0 1,9 18 1.8
Morway 28 27 29 2,8 2.4 2,2 2,1 23 22
Poland i I I i 2.2
Portugal 34 3.0 2.7 6 26 24 23 2.2 22
Spain " 23 22 1,7 15 1.5 1.4 1.4 14
Turkey 44 40 33 3,8 39 41 4,1 44 57
United Kingdom 49 5.2 4.5 3.8 3,0 3.0 27 27 2.6
NATO - Europe - 35 12 37 23 22 2,2 22 | 22
Canada 15 20 21 1,9 15 14 1,2 1,2 1.2
United States 5.0 56 5.0 4,7 3.8 3.5 3.4 3.2 3.2
Morth America 47 53 58 45 17 34 13 a1 30
NATO - Total 45 45 16 10 28 28 27 | 28
Based on constant prices | Sur la base des prix constants

Belgique 23 29 2.7 20 1.7 1,6 1.5 15 1.5
Republique trhéque i i I i 22
Danemark 23 22 20 1,9 1.7 16 L6 15 15
France 38 39 3.8 34 31 30 2,3 28 28
Allemagne 34 34 3.0 2,2 17 17 15 16 15
Gréce 56 54 51 4.4 44 45 45 48 43
Hondrie Vi i /i i I i i I 15
|I13Iie 24 2,3 23 21 18 1,8 1.7 1,8 1.]
WEMSaUNg 0.8 10 1.0 0.5 0, 0.8 0,8 0.8 [E:]
Pays-Bas 25 30 25 24 2.0 20 1.9 1.8 1,7
MNorvags 30 29 29 2,8 23 2.2 2,1 2,2 2,1
Pologne i i i i 22
Portugal 34 3.0 27 26 26 24 23 2.2 22
Espagne " 23 22 17 15 1,5 L4 1.4 1.4
Turguie 34 34 31 3,5 33 33 33 33 35
Royaume-Uni 5.2 54 45 37 EX:] 28 2,5 2,5 24
OTAN - Europe 35 12 36 22 22 31 21 |20
Canada i3 20 21 1,9 15 14 1,2 1,2 1,2
Etats-Unis 5.2 56 59 47 38 3.5 33 31 31
Amérigue du Nord 49 53 535 44 18 31 12 0 20
OTAN - Total 44 43 35 29 28 2,6 25 | 25

(Brussels: NATO, 2003).
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Table 3.

GDP and Defense Expenditures per Capita in US Dollars

Country | Pays 1875 1580 18385 1350 1595 1996 1557 1933 15952
(0) (1) (2 (3) (4] (s) (6] (7] (8 (3
Gross domestic product [ Produit intérieur brut
Belgium 14232 16551 17098 19650 20636 20881 21437 21991 223314
Czach Republic ] I i i) I I i 2601
Denmark 19147 21405 24436 25544 26782 29540 30316 31115 31510
France 15738 17345 16849 21431 22048 22202 22549 23170 23617
Germany 16559 19527 20853 23745 21687 215902 22341 22841 23124
Greece 6311 7332 7606 a160 8419 8578 BED9 9083 9360
Hungar i I i I i I i i JETE
I]tal',' 12725 15545 16676 15281 20187 20292 20548 20793 21%
Lumembourg 66, 13303 P[] L] T2606 200 EE5L) 3 EL
Metherlands 14692 16157 16802 1397% 20363 20913 21557 22218 22570
Morway 17954 22256 25550 73 31743 33120 34452 35001 35037
Poland i it i " i i i 2083
Portugal 4340 5183 5285 6924 TEDE 7340 BO97 8364 8640
Spain 9434 9344 10279 12663 13410 13716 14161 14510 15214
Turkey 2016 2041 2286 2681 2863 3012 3185 3213 3107
United Kingdom 12237 13404 14765 17112 18187 13550 15175 19546 13618
NATO - Europe 12148 13724 14474 18488 16804 17445 17485 17340 16428
Canada 15622 17522 15449 20913 21393 21501 22115 2250% 22858
United States 17000 13363 20896 22383 24050 24655 25506 26259 26952
North America 18887 18587 20754 22778 25784 24355 25180 25878 2653
NATO- Total 14038 15831 17078 10428 18752 20448 20878 21480 20445
Defence expenditures [ Dépenses de défense

Belgique 405 483 477 465 342 337 332 330 3313
République tchéque i i i i I I i i =
Canemark 450 433 498 516 480 478 479 477 474
France 599 678 732 751 678 663 B61 63% B54
Allemagne 606 544 671 663 372 365 355 355 358
Gréce 356 LR 438 380 368 e 406 43% 456
Hooona i i i I i i I

Ttalie 332 344 392 412 360 362 357 365 Ba
Luxembourg 137 134 203 253 265 270 285 302 312
Pays-Bas 442 457 494 455 407 412 407 400 391
Norvage Shd &3 758 a0d 76 730 717 760 728
Palagne " i " i i il I I 46
Portugal 200 157 146 185 194 187 150 183 150
Espagne - 226 246 233 207 203 204 19% 206
Turguie 65 74 71 55 o5 100 104 108 110
Royauma-Uni 690 B37 770 638 517 518 485 492 473
OTAN - Europe 482 483 454 7 ars BT 367 | sz
Canada 315 329 a1a 415 330 297 e 231 271
Etats-Unis 987 987 1265 1225 14 863 BG4 24 829
Amérique du Nord 82z 523 1152 1144 £55 805 785 768 72
OTAN - Total 51 e 81 578 554 546 534 | 408

Source: North Atlantic Treaty Organization, GDP and defence expenditures per capita
(Brussels: NATO, 2003).

Italy spends a significant total amount of money on defense, and holds a solid

eighth place in the world in total defense spending (see table 4).%® But since 1995, Italy

has consistently allocated more than seventy percent of its military budget to personnel

expenses--more than any other NATO country except Portugal (see table 5). At the same

time, expenditures for equipment and infrastructure have suffered at exceedingly low
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rates compared with other NATO members. Therefore, it is apparent that Italy is not
really resource constrained--Italy simply chooses to devote resources to people, while

investments in new systems and infrastructure suffer in comparison.

Table 4. Total Military Defense Expenditures

Country Rank WMEAT ITSS Military Balance
1999-2000 2003-2004
Defense %% Defense %
Expenditures GDP Expenditures GDP
(1999 Data) (2002 Data)
United States 1 281,000 3.0 348,500 33
China — Mainland 2 88.900 22 51,000 4.1
Japan 3 43.200 1.0 39.500 1.0
France 4 38,900 27 40,200 2.5
United Kingdom 3 36,500 25 37,300 24
Russia 6 35.000 3.6 50.800 4.8
Germany 7 32.600 1.6 33.300 1.5
2: . 9
Saudi Arabia 9 21.200 14.9 22.200 12.0
China — Tarwan 10 15.200 3.2 7.900 2.7
South Korea 11 11,600 29 13.300 28
India 12 11.300 2.5 13.800 27
Turkey 13 9.950 3.3 9.200 5.1
Brazil 14 9,920 19 10,200 23
Israel 15 8.700 8.8 9.900 9.7

Source: Comparisons of U.S. and Foreign Military Spending: Data from Selected Public
Sources, U.S. and Foreign Defense Spending (by Rank), (Washington, DC:
Congressional Research Service, 2004), 8.
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Table 5.  Distribution of Total Defense Expenditures by Category

Average | Average | Average [ Average [
Country [ Pays Moyenne Mayenne Mayenna Moyenne 19535 19538 1957 1398 1559
1975-1579 | 1380-1984 | 1585-1983 | 1950 - 1954
(0] (1) 2 [E)] ()] (s) (&) 7] (8 9
%5 devoted to personnel expenditures | %o affecté aux dépenses en personnel
Belgium 62,9 E1.B 83,4 8.3 711 63,0 69,3 BES
Canada 60E 50,7 45,2 47.8 45,9 42,8 43,2
Czech Republic If i i i ] i i
Denmark 580 E4.6 56,6 60.5 53,7 58.8 60,0
Germany 49,8 46,6 48,5 616 62,1 62,7 61,2
Greece 576 E4.6 60,5 63.3 61,2 62,2 e04
Hungary i I|’ I I|’ ' .'Il’ ,'II’ W I|'|'
| Tkaly BL% 59,1 57.8 674 B9.2 754 73,3
embourg ST T TS 0 TIE icmcy L
Netherlands 612 55,3 52,8 600 55.8 56,0 5.3
Norway 52,9 48,8 43,5 373 37.5 38,5 77
Poland i i I I I i
Paortugal (3:8] EEE 77.8 80,7 80,0 BB
Spain - - - 65,7 67,3 66,1 E7.5
Turkey 476 45,3 371 50.9 46,2 28,4 48,5
United Kingdom 446 T4 386 413 40,3 394 &0
Unitad States 42,0 41,9 370 358 38,8 35,1 39,0
%o devoted to equipment expenditures [ %b affecté aux dépenses d'équipement
Belgique 11,7 13,8 12,1 7.8 5.4 6,2 59
Canada 9,0 17.8 15,7 181 18.5 12,9 11,0
République tchéque If i i fl i I i
Dranemark 184 16,9 14,0 15,8 12,5 13,7 13,8
Allemagne 168 20,0 13,6 135 11.4 1 12,7
Grace 19,3 174 18,2 2.3 13.8 20,6
i i i il i i if
Italie 47 17.4 13,7 183 15.0 11,3 124
2nem;urg T TE n E = = 5
Pays-Bas 180 20,5 13,8 15,6 15,6 157 153
Norvage 160 19,4 21,7 245 254 24,6 250
Pologne " i i fl I i i
Portugal 2,2 55 .5 5.7 59 82 3B
Espagne . . . 12,4 13,6 136 12,0
Turguie 19,2 8.1 18,2 137 23.7 30.8 270 20,6
Raoyaume-Uni 216 26,2 4.8 21.0 220 239 24,5 6.5
Etats-Unis 176 21,9 25,6 251 27,7 26,9 26,0 256
%, devoted to infrastructure expenditures [ % affecté aux dépenses d'infrastructure
Belgium 6.5 55 4,0 34 38 4.5 4,0 34 34
Canada 25 23 28 32 2.4 41 34 Gl 41
Czech Republic I i i fl i I I i 7.2
Denmark 24 2.8 34 3.2 2.6 24 2,1 L8 2.5
Germany 62 54 %] 4,9 4.6 5.0 48 46 4,7
Gresce 53 2.8 2.2 1.7 19 1.5 2,1 21 21
Hungar I I i i i i I i 3.0
| Tkaly 18 2,3 26 24 11 0.8 0.8 0.5 l.q
Kambourg T I, 5] 105 ] L e =+ ol
Netherlands 3.2 7 52 5.2 31 44 45 37 44
Norway 43 50 B2 5.2 6.7 649 59 %) £2
Poland I i il i i i i 1,3
Portugal 34 59 3,7 23 1.6 13 1,2 0.6 0.3
Spain - - - 1,2 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 18
Turkey 73 13,2 54 3.0 25 3.0 4z 6.1 47
United Kingdom 17 47 39 5.2 5.5 58 5.2 46 50
United States 19 16 18 15 24 25 2.2 22 19
% devoted to other expenditures | % affecté aux autres dépenses
Belgique 1E,8 20,4 20,4 19,6 21,2 5z 23,7
Canada 5.0 312 25,0 314 344 40,7 351
République tchéque i i fl I I i 30,3
Danemark 257 58 3.3 244 254 24,2 237
Allemagne 279 25,5 3.5 223 218 21,5 216
Gréce 24,9 18,4 12.2 14,9 16,2 16,8 17.2
Hooosi i i i i U i 0.8
I Italie 21,0 13,8 17.7 16,6 15,6 13,5 13,
Luxembourg 10,2 11,5 LX) 11, 11,/ 11,5 111
Pays-Bas 20,3 22,0 221 214 21,2 287 284
Norvége 26,7 26,0 24.3 306 0.4 306
Pologne i i i fi I i 26,8
Portugal 51 21,9 19,8 13.8 14.7 12,8 10,9
Ecpagre . . . 21.2 20,0 18,7 135
Turgquie 23,7 0.1 334 225 16,9 24,8 24,8
Royaume-Uni 319 335 32,5 0.5 306 o 284
Etats-Unis 368 34,5 35,5 336 300 33,2 35,1

Source: North Atlantic Treaty Organization, GDP and defense expenditures per capita
(Brussels: NATO, 2003).
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Current Italian Military Modernization

Most source materials identifying evolutionary changes in the Italian military for
this thesis are in the English language. Nevertheless, one Italian language source stood
out as particularly useful in addressing this topic. “L’Esercito Italiano oggi e gli sviluppi
future” (The Italian Army Today and Future Developments) sets out the Italian Army
General Staff’s planned modernization initiatives and complements the English language
material on the topic.

Another Italian-language resource is the White Book, published by the Italian
Ministry of Defense in 2002, which outlines Italian defense policy guidelines. Only two
White Books have ever been written in the history of the Italian military; the previous
one was published in 1985, before the end of the Cold War. The 2002 White Book
establishes four missions for the armed forces: homeland defense, security within the
NATO sphere, crisis management and out-of-area operations, and domestic emergency
relief and internal security. Nevertheless, the dearth of detailed English language
information about the White Book infers a lack of interest and effort by Italian military
observers to sell the document to a larger Euro-Atlantic audience as a basis for Italian
military change.

Invariably, the most obvious component of Italian military modernization appears
to be the recent elimination of conscription which will have significant repercussions for
the Italian military. While this action poses a major personnel and organizational
challenge, Italy is well-positioned to address it since the government allocates more than

two-thirds of the military budget to personnel costs.
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Another major component of Italian military modernization is a collection of
organizational initiatives. These initiatives are focused on the concept of “Crisis
Response Operations,” and include several organizational changes. For instance, Italy
adopted an operational cycle in which longer-term operations should be manned by up to
four troop rotations that last approximately four months each. The Army also reduced the
number of brigades from thirteen to eleven, while ostensibly maintaining the capability to
support operations in up to three theaters. Finally, the overall military force is being cut

to a total of 190,000 personnel, including 112,000 Army personnel (see figure 1.)
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Figure 1. Italian Military Force Projections
Source: Italy's All-Volunteer Army: An Analytical Framework for Understanding the
Key Policy Issues and Choices During the Transition, The Overall Transition Plan up to
2020 (California: Rand, 2002), 11.
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Systems upgrades are underway in the Italian Army, Navy, and Air Force. The

Air Force is adding 121 Eurofighters to its current force, and is a participant in the Joint
Strike Fighter (JSF) program. The Navy’s focus is on a “trident” of power projection
capabilities: naval aviation, amphibious forces, and special operations forces. The Navy
is also building the largest Italian aircraft carrier since World War 11, the “Cavour.” Re-
organizational issues, particularly to adjust to an all-volunteer force, preoccupy the
majority of Army modernization. But upgrades to Army air defense with the EuroSAM
and command, control, communications, and intelligence (C3I) with SIACCON and

SIACCONA are also underway.*

Social and Political Factors Impacting the Italian Military

Italy made the choice to be militarily dependent on allies following Word War II.
Concern for European military expenditures became an issue to US policy makers not
long after the end of the war, because Italian politicians recognized the significant
financial burden the military places on an economy. Italians furthermore expressed a
wariness to render themselves vulnerable to domestic political pressure without explicit
reassurances of financial support from the US.? Italians do not deny they have made this
socio-political choice of military reliance on allies, particularly on the US. For example,
former Italian Ambassador to NATO Sergio Romano recalled a situation during the
Vietnam War era in which US expenditures were placing excessive burden on the
European economic market. Ambassador Romano asserted that Italy opposed European-
proposed remedies primarily because Italy “had abandoned the task of its own defense in

the hands of the United States.”?
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The evolution of the center-left and center-right political coalitions in the 1990s
resulted in an evolved Italian political system, and, according to the US State
Department, “represents a major break from the fragmented, multi-party political
landscape of the postwar era.”%’ This change provided much-needed stabilization to the
Italian national political system; a system notorious for regularly collapsing.
Nevertheless, the Italian populace is somewhat skeptical of this newfound stability:
despite Silvio Berlusconi’s unprecedented post-World War Il run as Prime Minister, a
quarter of Italian respondents in a 2004 poll still considered the collapse of the current
government as a possible scenario before his term ends in 2006.%% Additionally “the
Italian political system . . . along with the economy has still not undergone a thorough
reconstruction.”? The Mafia remains a significant threat, and domestic anarchists have
resurfaced alongside the ongoing presence of radical Muslim extremists preying on
Italy’s contribution to the GWOT. Illegal immigration also continues to haunt Italian
economic and political stability. These challenges create significant obstacles for Italian
politicians who are also responsible for determining the scope of Italian military
modernization, and therefore cannot be separated from the internal factors affecting

Italian military modernization.

European Military Paradigms since World War Il

North Atlantic Treaty Organization

Following World War |1, Europe faced the need for economic, military, and
political reconstruction while simultaneously coping with the threat presented by the
Soviet Union. In March 1948, Belgium, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and the

United Kingdom signed the Brussels Treaty, which foreshadowed the development of a
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common system of defense against the ideological, political and military security threats.
The US and Canada followed, in addition to Denmark, Iceland, Italy, Norway and
Portugal. In April 1949 all 12 countries signed the Washington Treaty that formed the
collective defense system known as NATO. Turkey and Greece joined in 1952, the
Federal Republic of Germany acceded in 1955, and Spain joined in 1982.%

More than a decade after the fall of the Berlin Wall, NATO continues to address
changes, such as expansion and multiple partnership programs, which impact its current
and projected operations. Nine former Warsaw Pact nations are now members of NATO.
Since 1994, 30 countries have joined the Partnership for Peace, which reinforces stability
among non-NATO member nations. Ten of those countries subsequently became
members of NATO. Multiple partnership programs, such as the South East Europe
Initiative, the NATO-Russia and the NATO-Ukraine partnerships, and the Mediterranean
Dialogue, signify NATO’s ambition to reach out to neighbors during the post-Cold War
era. While NATO still serves a legitimate purpose as a collective defense alliance, the
challenges inherent in the current environment have at times caused these friends to
question the nature of their relationship.

The Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland joined NATO in 1999, and in 2004
Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia completed the
current NATO membership. And while NATO membership grows, fundamental changes
in relations with NATQO’s erstwhile adversary continue to increase in complexity. Italian
Deputy Prime Minister Gianfranco Fini stated that “there would be no exaggeration to

say that Italy is now among the closest Russian partners and friends” and that “such a
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state of affairs meets the interests of not only Russia and Italy but also the interests of the
European Union and the entire international community.”!

In fact, the Soviet threat was not the only justification for the establishment of
NATO. In the years following World War I, European countries and the US recognized
that the best way to contain possible future German expansion initiatives was to include
Germany in the new alliance.* Many European countries further reasoned that there was
no better way to counter a possible German threat than to put American forces on
German soil.** As a result, although NATO was an alliance of equals, Europe intended
the US role to be more equal than others from the beginning, and the US accepted that
leadership role.

NATO gained its first operational experience with the employment of military
force in the former Yugoslavia in Bosnia-Herzegovina and Kosovo. The extent of
American leadership in NATO became clear during Operation ALLIED FORCE: the US
contributed 60 percent of all sorties during the Kosovo War, including ninety percent of
all intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance and electronic warfare sorties, and
dropped more than eighty percent of the ordnance during the conflict.** NATO’s out-of-
area operational experience expanded when the Alliance subsequently assumed
leadership of the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan in April
2003 under a United Nations mandate and without US participation.*> However, while on
the one hand NATO touts its contribution to these activities, it is no coincidence that
major changes in NATO were being considered as operations in the former Yugoslavia

concluded.
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NATO Transformation

We are NATQ’s forcing agent for change, leading the
continuous improvement of Alliance capabilities to uphold
NATO’s global security interests.

“Allied Command Transformation Vision Statement”

The roots of NATO transformation are in the Defence Capabilities Initiative
(DCI) as outlined in April 1999, and no doubt driven by the imbalance of US force
contributions compared with allies’ force contributions to then-ongoing NATO military
operations in Kosovo. The goal of this initiative was to improve defense capabilities in
response to any current and foreseeable challenges. It encouraged a particular focus on
improved interoperability among NATO forces and potential coalition partners. The five
capabilities that served as the focus of the DCI were “deployability and mobility;
sustainability and logistics; effective engagement; survivability of forces and
infrastructure; command, control, and information systems.”*®

The 2002 NATO Parliamentary Assembly’s Istanbul Declaration on NATO
Transformation expanded NATQ’s transformation initiative. The Istanbul Declaration
proclaimed that “NATO was created to safeguard the freedom and security of its
members through political and military means; its core role is the co