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PREFACE

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) celebrated its fiftieth anniversary in 1999. Regarded by its now nineteen member states as the bedrock of European
security and the anchor for maintaining the transatlantic political and military bridge, the alliance continues to perform its ‘“core function” of providing collective defense
to its members.

But NATO has always been and is more than a defensive alliance. During the last decade of the last millennium, NATO proved able to promote democratic peace
outside its treaty area by reaching out to its former adversaries during the cold war to assist them in bolstering their democratic transition and providing forces capable
of working with NATO, and by deploying its tested assets in dynamic crisis management to check crimes against humanity and regional instability. As the only
functioning security and political organization in Europe, NATO has demonstrated its ability to adapt to the new environment and continues to serve as a linchpin of the
three U.S. national security core objectives: enhancing American security, bolstering economic prosperity, and promoting democracy and human rights abroad.

However, as NATO enters the 21st century and the third millennium, it will confront numerous challenges requiring urgent attention:

» Command arrangements, force structures, and defense priorities will need to be reviewed. They must conform less to national and allied politics than to
military exigency. Congress must insist that the U.S. administration pro-
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vide meaningful, regular progress reports specifically geared to the requirements of the Defense Capabilities Initiative.

Europe must do more, with more resources, and within, not outside, the alliance. A credible, independent European defense identity is a myth, whereas
European declaratory aspirations for a robust defense identity “separable but not separate” from NATO remain just that. It is only when the non-U.S. Allies
correct key deficiencies in mobility, communications, and sustainability and augment defense budgets where necessary that Washington should review how key
NATO responsibilities are allotted among nations. Ending the long delay in implementing the Combined Joint Task Force concept and concluding a NATO-EU
(European Union) coordination agreement are priorities. In an era of restrained U.S. resources and growing overseas commitments, Washington must accept that
shared responsibilities means shared decision making. Europe must comprehend that the United States requires a reliable and credible partner.

NATO may be failing in its core collective defense function in the delusion that arms control by itself will contain the threat or use of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD). Allied inability to address this threat collectively risks public support for NATO and a dangerous lowering of the nuclear threshold should
NATO conventional forces fail to prevent or limit attack.

The legal justification should be clarified for NATO operations outside the treaty area if there is an obstacle in the UN Security Council. Governments,
parliaments, and the electorate must achieve a new understanding of “what price honor” and “call of duty.”” The principle of humanitarian intervention should be
elaborated in the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE).

The NATO-Russia relationship needs a jump start. It requires a more imaginative approach to cooperation in conflict prevention and crisis management by
way of joint operations, units, and defense capabilities. If Russia is, as NATO declares, no longer considered a potential enemy, then the relationship should fully
reflect the spirit and substance of partnership.

NATO enlargement is riddled with contradictions as to purpose, the role of geography, timing, and criteria. The dynamics of enlargement after the 1999 entry
into NATO of the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland are flat. There is no reason to link an invitation with admission through arbitrary time scales or on
factors other than the merits of the individual candidate. The NATO “Membership Action Plan” must not be allowed to become a delaying device.

The purposes of, and relationship between, the forty-five-state Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council and the fifty-four-state OSCE needs new thinking to
avoid duplication, paralysis, and bureaucratic sterility. Nations should
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have a choice of organizational responses to security challenges and an equal sense of participation in building European security. The United States should not
obstruct other organizations from developing their potential vibrancy and relevance because of undue concerns of undermining the alliance.

This volume explores these issues in detail, and counsels that whoever sits in the White House in 2001 and beyond will hold a special responsibility to nurture the
indispensable U.S. leadership of the alliance to ensure NATO’s relevance to its own members and to Europe as a whole in the overriding interests of arriving at a better
peace.

We are indebted to James R. Dunton, who served as imprint advisor and a source of constant encouragement, and to Dr. James T. Sabin, director, academic
research and development, David Wilfinger, product manager, Andrew Hudak, production editor, and Fran Lyon, copy editor, at the Greenwood Publishing Group,
for their tremendous assistance in the preparation of this volume. We also wish to thank for their support Bruce George, M.P., Ambassador Aleksi Harkonen, Karoly
Banai, and Captain Heinz Dieter Jopp, Bundesmarine.
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INTRODUCTION

Fifty years after NATO’s creation, the destinies of North America and Europe remain inseparable. When we act together, we
safeguard our freedom and security and enhance stability more effectively than any of us could alone. Now, and for the century about
to begin, we declare as the fundamental objectives of this Alliance enduring peace, security and liberty for all people of Europe and
North America.
NATO Washington Declaration
April 23, 1999

U.S. defense efforts in Europe are aimed at achieving a peaceful, stable region where an enlarged NATO, through U.S. leadership,
remains the preeminent security organization for promoting stability and security. Further, the United States seeks positive and
cooperative Russian-NATO and Ukrainian-NATO relations and strengthened relations with Central and Eastern European nations
outside of NATO. The United States desires a region in which all parties peacefully resolve their religious, political, and ethnic tensions
through existing security structures and mechanisms. The United States and European nations should also work together to counter drug
trafficking, terrorism, and the proliferation of NBC weapons and associated delivery systems.... The broad demands of the strategy
require a full array of military capabilities ... ofsufficient size and scope to meet the most demanding missions, including defeating large-
scale, cross-border aggression in two theaters nearly simultaneously, conducting the full range of
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smaller-scale contingency (SSC) operations, and supporting routine shaping activities.
William S. Cohen, Secretary of Defense

Annual Report to the President and the Congress

February 2000

Three months after the Warsaw Pact dissolved in July 1991, and two months before the Soviet Union expired in December of the same year, NATO Secretary
General Manfred Wérmer predicted that NATO would become “the core security organization of a future Euro- Atlantic architecture in which all states, irrespective of
their size or geographical location, must enjoy the same freedom.”! An alliance formed in 1949, four years after the end of World War I, to reintegrate defeated
Germany into the Western mainstream, deter and defend against possible aggression or intimidation by the Soviet Union, and formally link the United States and
Europe, could now serve as the foundation of a new security system not only for its members, but for the whole of Europe.

For most of NATO’s existence, a basic tenet had been that “The United States cannot counter this Soviet threat by itself. To maintain a strong conventional

deterrent, therefore, we participate in a collective defense that incorporates the strength of our allies in the defense of our mutual interest.” Yet, when that identifiable
threat vanished beyond all expectations, NATO moved beyond containment to help reshape the strategic environment itself on democratic lines as the best hope for
stability.

True, President Woodrow Wilson had evoked similar thoughts in his “Fourteen Points” of January 1918 regarding international guarantees of political independence
and territorial integrity “to great and small nations alike” (although also calling for the ‘‘autonomous development” of peoples). His liberal vision was only to be
bloodstained beyond the imagination of the generations of the pre- World War II years by powerful members of the League of Nations and later the United Nations.
“Realists” could only be reinforced in their skepticism of the usefulness of organizations in promoting peaceful settlement of disputes as advocated by “Neoliberals.”

And yet, perhaps the change of truly Copernican proportions in East- West relations beginning with Presidents Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev, and
spearheaded by regime opponents Vaclav Havel in Czechoslovakia and Lech Walesa in Poland, had made the time ripe for shaping a civilized Europe free from fear
and want among new and old democracies alike. And, if so, NATO could prove a prime contractor for security and stability.

Life itself has in part borne out Worner’s vision. NATO defied those on both sides of the Atlantic who advocated bringing NATO to the gallows pole, withdrawing
U.S. forces from Europe, compelling Western Europe to look after its own defense, preserving a divided Germany, or substituting



