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NATO IN THE 21ST CENTURY— THE ROAD AHEAD

ur nations

established

NATO to
provide security for the
free peoples of Europe
and North America; to
build a grand alliance
of freedom to defend
values, which were won
at great cost. We’ve
succeeded, in part.

The NATO alliance
deterred the Soviet
Union. It provided the
time and space for free _
peoples to defeat President Bush and NATO Secretary General Lord Robertson at the White House
communism. And it

brought the Cold War to a bloodless end. Now, we have a great opportunity to build a Europe
whole, free and at peace, with this grand alliance of liberty at its very core.

That work has begun. By bringing in new members, we extend the security and stability through
central Europe. By establishing the partnership for peace, we reached out across central and eastern
Europe and Eurasia. By our actions in the Balkans, we halted ethnic cleansing in the heart of
Europe and halted a dictator in the process.

Yet, there is more to do. We must strengthen our alliance, modernize our forces and prepare for new
threats. We must expand cooperation with our partners, including Russia and the Ukraine. And we
must extend our hands and open our hearts to new members, to build security for all of Europe.

We meet in the ancient capital of a new democracy, our ally. Prague will host our next summit in
November... In preparation for that meeting, we must affirm our enduring commitments by
preparing for the challenges of our time.

George W. Bush
President of the United States of America

Editor's Note: This 21st issue of U.S. Foreign Policy Agenda explores major themes facing the 19-member North Atlantic
Alliance, including consideration of its expansion and transformation, through a series of articles and reference materials
from experts within the United States Government and from the academic and private sectors.
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FOCUS

21ST CENTURY NATO:
NEW CAPABILITIES, NEW MEMBERS, NEW RELATIONSHIPS

By Marc Grossman
Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs

ur governments, our parliaments and our
Opublics ought to talk about the future of

NATO. That is what democratically
supported foreign and defense policy is all about.
The future of NATO has been debated before and we
have always come back to the fundamentals: values
matter. Collective defense matters. Capabilities
matter. The transatlantic relationship matters. And
because NATO has always adapted to meet new
challenges, NATO matters.

Step back with me for just a moment and realize how
far we have come. Think about these three quotations:

First, Winston Churchill, Fulton, Missouri, March 5,
1946: “From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the
Adriatic, an iron curtain has descended across the
Continent. Behind that line lie all the capitals of the
ancient states of Central and Eastern Europe.
Warsaw, Berlin, Prague, Vienna, Budapest, Belgrade,
Bucharest, and Sofia, all these famous cities and the
populations around them lie in what [ must call the
Soviet sphere.”

Second, President Vaclav Havel, in Prague on July 1,
1991: “Prague, once the victim of the Warsaw Pact,
became the city where the Warsaw Pact met its end as
an instrument of the Cold War.”

Third, President George Bush, Warsaw, June 15,
2001: “All of Europe’s democracies, from the Baltics
to the Black Sea and all that lie between, should have

“The future of NATO has been debated before and we have always come back to the
fundamentals: values matter. Collective defense matters. Capabilities matter. The
transatlantic relationship matters. And because NATO has always adapted to meet new
challenges, NATO matters,” says Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs Marc
Grossman. This article was adapted from testimony he presented to the Senate Armed
Services Committee February 28th.

the same chance for security and freedom — and the
same chance to join the institutions of Europe — as
Europe’s old democracies have.”

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization remains a
fundamental pillar of our foreign and defense policy.
As President Bush’s speech in Warsaw shows (and it
is worth reading again as we enter into the critical
months before the Prague Summit), we want NATO
to succeed. The Alliance must be an effective tool in
the world after September 11.

NATO is not less important after September 11, it is
more important.

The attacks of September 11 and NATO’s rapid and
steadfast response prove NATO’s continuing value.
Invoking Article 5 for the first time in its history,
NATO sent a clear message that the Alliance is united
and determined to defeat terrorism.

We greatly value NATO’s collective response, as well
as the contributions of individual allies to Operation
Enduring Freedom and the International Security
Assistance Force. NATO AWACS (Airborne Warning
and Control System) aircraft have logged over 2,600
hours patrolling the skies above American cities, and
NATO ships patrol the Eastern Mediterranean. All
NATO Allies have provided blanket overflight rights,
access to ports and bases, refueling assistance, and
stepped up intelligence efforts.



Fifty years of cooperation through NATO made
natural the participation of Allied and Partner forces
in Operation Enduring Freedom and the International
Security Assistance Force. Allied and Partner
contributions to Operation Enduring Freedom include
extensive air reconnaissance, refueling, cargo, and
close air support missions; an array of special forces
missions; specialized nuclear, biological, and
chemical weapons units; mine clearing units; medical
units; and an array of allied ships on patrol. Almost
all of the contributors to the International Security
Assistance Force, currently led by Britain and, we
hope, to be followed by Turkey, are either current
allies, potential future allies, or NATO Partner
countries who have been training and exercising with
NATO in the Partnership for Peace. Altogether these
allies and Partners have deployed nearly 4,000 troops
to Afghanistan.

September 11 has brought home to us all that we face
new threats and new challenges. That is why NATO
ministers at their meeting in Brussels last December
agreed to intensify common efforts to meet the
threats from terrorism and weapons of mass
destruction that all allies face. When President Bush
meets with allied leaders in Prague later this year, we
expect that allies will be ready to approve a program
of action to enhance NATO’s ability to deal with
these and other threats.

I am confident that NATO will respond to these
challenges, just as it has responded to every
challenge that has come its way. I say this because,
contrary to the myth of NATO as a Cold War relic
struggling to define its role since the fall of the
Berlin Wall, NATO has adapted effectively
throughout its history. From integrating West
Germany in the 1950s to responding to Soviet missile
build-ups of the 1960s and 70s, to the INF debates in
the 1980s and the ultimate demise of the Warsaw Pact
in the 1990s, NATO has responded to new threats
while seizing opportunities to foster stability and
security.

Since the end of the Cold War, NATO has been key to
the stability and security of the Euro-Atlantic area. A
round of enlargement began to erase the line Stalin

drew across Europe. NATO responded to end murder

in Kosovo. NATO acted to end a war in Bosnia-
Herzegovina. And, NATO has built new patterns of
cooperation through a Permanent Joint Council with
Russia, NATO-Ukraine Commission, the Partnership
for Peace and the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council.

As we consider the future of NATO, the words of one
of its founders over half a century ago still offer
guidance on the road ahead. Speaking in December
1950 following a NAC meeting in Brussels, Dean
Acheson observed:

“The attitude which we take is that we and our allies
are moving ahead with courage and with
determination to build our common strength. We
regard dangers as common dangers and we believe
that they can and must be met by common strength.
We believe that they need our help in order to
maintain their security and that we need their help....
Therefore, we are taking a policy of going forward
with vigor and with determination and with courage.
We are rejecting any policy of sitting quivering in a
storm cellar waiting for whatever fate others may
wish to prepare for us.”

The September 11 attacks made clear that the world
is far from safe and secure. Czech President Vaclav
Havel, who will host the Prague Summit, observed
that September 11 “alerted us to the evil existing in
this world. And we still reject the policy of quivering
in a storm cellar. In this dangerous world, allies are
indispensable if we are to defeat new threats posed by
terrorists and hostile states seeking weapons of mass
destruction. Those who suggest that NATO is no
longer essential ignore the fact that NATO derives its
strength from the common purpose of defending our
people and our values.”

NATO faces many challenges. The Prague Summit
will mark a crucial step in our effort to shape an
Alliance for the new century. Our agenda will be
threefold:

+ ensuring NATO has the new capabilities needed to
meet today’s threats to our people,

+ extending NATO’s membership to more of Europe’s
newer democracies,



* and intensifying NATO’s relationship with Russia,
Ukraine and other Partners.

New capabilities. New members. New relationships.
It is no accident that this new agenda parallels
NATO’s founding goals as set out in the 1949
Washington Treaty — to safeguard the freedom,
common heritage and civilization of our peoples; live
in peace with all peoples and governments; and
promote the stability and well-being of the North
Atlantic area.

New Capabilities

The required effort to improve NATO’s capabilities to
meet 21st century threats will build on work done
since the end of the Cold War. NATO’s strategic
concept recognized as early as 1991 that “Alliance
security interests can be affected by other risks of a
wider nature, including proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction, disruption of the flow of vital
resources, and actions of terrorism and sabotage.”

The 1999 Strategic Concept reiterated this
recognition, noting that “new risks to Euro-Atlantic
peace and stability were becoming clearer —
oppression, ethnic conflict, the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, and the global spread
of weapons technology and terrorism.”

The growing capabilities gap between the United
States and Europe is the most serious long-term
problem facing NATO and must be addressed. NATO
allies need flexible, sustainable forces, able to move
long distances in a hurry and deliver overwhelming
firepower on arrival. Today, the United States has the
vast preponderance of such forces. Other allies, by
comparison, have only limited capabilities in critical
areas such as lift, precision weapons, intelligence and
surveillance platforms, and protection of forces
against biological and chemical agents. NATO
Secretary General Robertson is committed to
bridging the gap between the U.S. and European
allies, and will make this a centerpiece of the Prague
Summit. We welcome these initiatives and will
continue to urge allies to refocus their defense
efforts, if need be by pooling their resources to do
collectively what they are unable to do individually.

If our allies are serious about bridging this gap,
however, they must be prepared to do much more to
improve their capabilities.”

New Members

Our second goal for Prague is to continue the process
of building a united Euro-Atlantic community by
extending membership to those democratic European
countries who have demonstrated their determination
to defend the principles of democracy, individual
liberty, and the rule of law; their desire to promote
stability; and their resolve to unite their efforts for
collective defense.

As President Bush observed last year in Warsaw,
“Yalta did not ratify a natural divide, it divided a
living civilization.” He made it clear that his goal is
to erase the false lines that have divided Europe and
to “welcome into Europe’s home” every European
nation that struggles toward democracy, free markets,
and a strong civic culture. The process of
enlargement to Europe’s new democracies launched
in 1997 has fulfilled NATO’s promise and brought us
closer to completing the vision of NATO’s founders
of a free and united Europe. But our work is not
done.

The president affirmed his belief in NATO
membership for “all of Europe’s democracies that
seek it and are ready to share the responsibilities that
NATO brings.” In his first meeting with allies last
June, the president secured a consensus to take
concrete, historic decisions at Prague to advance
enlargement. He made clear to allies and aspirants
his belief that NATO “should not calculate how little
we can get away with, but how much we can do to
advance the cause of freedom.”

Since the president spoke, we have been working
closely with allies and the nine current aspirant
countries to strengthen their preparations so that the
aspirants who may be asked to join will add to
NATO?s strength and vitality. Today, a team led by
U.S. Ambassador to NATO R. Nicholas Burns is
completing a series of visits to all nine current
aspirant countries to reinforce the importance of
addressing key reform priorities in the months before



Prague. We look forward in the months ahead to a
close and continuing dialogue with the members of
this Committee and others as we approach these
historic decisions. You have great responsibility on
this question. It is our goal and expectation that,
working with you, we will be able to forge a solid and
united approach to enlargement and build an equally
strong consensus within the Alliance.

Some have asked in the aftermath of September 11
whether enlargement should remain a priority. The
president’s answer is “yes.” The events of September
11 have reinforced the importance of even closer
cooperation and integration between the United
States and all the democracies of Europe. If we are
to meet new threats to our security, we need to build
the broadest and strongest coalition possible of
countries that share our values and are able to act
effectively with us. With freedom under attack, we
must demonstrate our resolve to do as much as we
can to advance its cause.

Members of this Committee will rightly ask what
capabilities and contributions potential new members
will bring to the Alliance. The Washington Treaty
makes clear that states invited to join NATO should
be in a position to further the principles of the Treaty
and contribute to the security of the Euro-Atlantic
area. This is the standard that we and our allies will
apply as we approach decisions at Prague. All nine
aspirants know that NATO involves serious
commitments and solemn responsibilities. Many
have already demonstrated their determination to
contribute to Euro-Atlantic security and stability.
The Vilnius Group, meeting in Sofia last October
declared their shared intention to “fully support the
war against terrorism” and to “act as allies of the
United States.” Individually, aspirants have
responded as de facto allies offering overflight rights,
transit and basing privileges, military and police
forces, medical units and transport support to U.S.
efforts. Most will participate in the International
Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan. Prior to
September 11, most aspirant countries had
contributed actively to NATO efforts to prevent
further hostilities in the Balkans.

We believe that NATO enlargement is a means of
achieving NATO’s core purposes, and will contribute
to NATO’s continuing dynamism as the core security
institution in the Euro-Atlantic area. Enlargement
will also widen the circle of democracies and expand
the zone of stability and security through the Baltics
and the Balkans. Not to embrace countries that have
overcome years of communist dictatorship and have
proven their ability and willingness to contribute to
our common security would be to abandon the very
principles that have been NATO’s source of strength
and vitality. We look forward to the closest
consultations with the Congress on this subject, and
if NATO does offer new invitations, to the debate in
the Senate on that proposition.

New Relationships

Our third goal for Prague is also aimed at advancing
NATO’s core principles — those of living in peace
with all peoples and promoting stability in the Euro-
Atlantic area. As we work to complete the vision of a
united Europe from which, Winston Churchill once
observed, “no nation should be permanently outcast,”
we must continue to reach out and expand
cooperation and integration with all of NATO’s
Partners.

NATO and Russia have taken steps to give new
impetus and direction to their extensive cooperation
in the aftermath of September 11. President Bush’s
vision is of a Russia “fully reformed, fully
democratic, and closely bound to the rest of Europe,”
which is able to build partnerships with Europe’s
great institutions, including NATO.

At the most recent ministerial meetings in Brussels,
allies agreed to create a new NATO-Russia body —
the NATO-Russia Council — that will facilitate joint
decisions and actions in areas of common concern
between NATO and Russia. We have been working
intensively with allies in Brussels to develop this new
body, which we expect to have in place by the time of
the Reykjavik NATO ministerial this May.

This so-called “at 20” relationship will offer Russia
the opportunity to participate in shaping the



development of cooperative mechanisms in areas that
the Alliance chooses, such as counter-terrorism, civil
emergency preparedness, airspace management, and
joint training and exercises. “At 20” will not give
Russia the ability to veto NATO actions in any areas.
It is not a back door to NATO membership. Nor will
it infringe on NATO prerogatives. NATO members
will continue to take any decision by consensus on
any issue. The NATO-Russia Council will be fully
separate from the NAC, which will continue to meet
and make decisions as it always has on the full range
of issues on NATO’s agenda.

While forging new links with Russia, our cooperative
vision for NATO embraces all of NATO’s Partners,
including Ukraine, countries in the Caucasus and
Central Asia, and Mediterranean Dialogue partners.
In fact, NATO is the only institution that can unite the
continent in security cooperation, and remains the
nexus for broadening and deepening Euro-Atlantic
security.

We are particularly determined to focus NATO’s
Partner activities on countries of Central Asia that
have played such constructive roles in the war against
terrorism. The Partnership for Peace and EAPC have
been successful vehicles for integration, but we
believe that much more can be done to expand
cooperation between NATO and these countries.

Nearly 53 years after its creation, NATO remains the
core of the United States commitment to Europe and
the bedrock of our security and stability in a still
dangerous world. Secretary Powell made this point
best in his confirmation hearings when he observed
that “the value of NATO can be seen by the fact that
10 years after the Cold War, nations are still seeking
to join the Alliance, not to leave it.” NATO can meet
new threats, building cooperation with former
enemies, and ensuring stability in Southeast Europe,
giving time for this region to become a part of the
European mainstream. NATO’s fundamentals — its
shared values, and common commitment to defend
freedom — remain sound.

President Bush has a profound respect for NATO’s
achievements and a determination to strengthen it for
the future. We and our allies have much work ahead,
but also an historic opportunity to achieve our goals
of defending, integrating, and stabilizing the Euro-
Atlantic area and continuing to strengthen this
greatest of Alliances. A Europe whole, free and at
peace is a goal fast becoming a reality. As we look to
Prague and our agenda of new capabilities, new
members, and new relationships, we look forward to
working closely with the members of... [Congress]
...to ensure that NATO will meet the challenges of
today and tomorrow as successfully as it has those

of the past.
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TRANSFORMING NATO-RUSSIA RELATIONS

By Alexander R. Vershbow
U.S. Ambassador to the Russian Federation

ones for the development of democracy,

human rights, economic liberty, and free
markets around the world. But the events of
September 11 remind us that not everyone shares our
belief in or commitment to these values. We were
reminded on September 11 that the values and
principles we live by are also ones that we may be
called on to shed blood to defend.

The past dozen years have been extraordinary

A new set of dangers today — among them
extremism and global terrorism — imperils our
future as democratic nations. There is no question
that we have underestimated the magnitude of these
new challenges for our generation — perhaps
because, after the end of the Cold War, the world
seemed — and indeed was — a vastly safer place
than it had been for a very long time.

For Americans and, I believe, for the rest of the
world, the terrorist attacks against the centers of U.S.
financial and military power and the deliberate murder
of thousands of innocent civilians changed all that.

September 11 delivered a central lesson — not just to
Americans but also to Russia and our NATO partners
— that we all need our friends and allies more than
ever in an increasingly dangerous world.

Today I believe we are witnessing a dramatic
redefinition of the relationship between the West and
Russia, based on a recognition of our common security
interests and our shared commitment to the values of
democracy, the free market, and the rule of law.

“September 11 delivered a central lesson — not just to Americans but also to Russia and
our NATO partners — that we all need our friends and allies more than ever in an
increasingly dangerous world,” says Alexander Vershbow, U.S. Ambassador to the Russian
Federation and a former U.S. ambassador to NATO. “Today I believe we are witnessing a
dramatic redefinition of the relationship between the West and Russia, based on a
recognition of our common security interests and our shared commitment to the values of
democracy, the free market, and the rule of law.”

Much has been written about the close personal
relationships that [Russian] President [Vladimir]
Putin has established with Western leaders such as
President George W. Bush, British Prime Minister
Tony Blair and German Chancellor Gerhard
Schroder. The new relations between the West and
Russia that I am referring to, however, are not simply
a matter of personal chemistry among world leaders,
but an appreciation of the fact that the future of every
nation in the European-Atlantic community is
intertwined with that of every other. This fact has
certainly been driven home to us by the events of the
past several months.

Indeed, as we begin the 21st century, it is clear that
all of our countries — in North America and across
Europe — face similar challenges to their security.
These include transnational threats such as global
terrorism and proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, as well as continued dangers flowing
from regional instability, militant nationalism, and
“failed states.” All of us, and all of the multinational
institutions on which we rely, must continue to adapt
to meet these threats.

The NATO Alliance transformed itself over the past
decade — taking on new missions and new members,
and developing a range of tools for extending
security and stability through cooperation and
partnership in the political and military spheres. But
September 11 was a reminder that NATO will need to
continue to redefine its mission to cope more
effectively with new threats, and — even more
importantly — that the Alliance must equip itself



with the capabilities needed to fulfill that mission.

NATO must also continue the complex effort to forge
cooperative links with the European Union, given the
EU’s growing role in foreign and security policy and

its comparative advantages over NATO in some areas.

But all the allies recognize that NATO’s efforts to
deal effectively with 21st century threats will be far
more successful if they are accompanied by closer
cooperation with Russia.

Many observers have referred to the September 11
terrorist attacks as a turning point in the nature of
relations between the West and Russia. But I believe
that even before September 11, President Putin had
made a strategic choice: he had decided that Russia’s
future security, economic growth, and political
influence could best be assured through closer
relations with Europe and the United States, rather
than through the competitive, confrontational
approach of the Soviet past.

I think that it is more useful to see the September 11
attacks as lending urgency to efforts by the West and
Russia to build a stronger, more solid partnership. In
the U.S.-Russian bilateral relationship, Russia’s
valuable support for the anti-terror coalition was
accompanied by an acceleration of work on a broad
range of issues: deep cuts in strategic nuclear weapons,
developing a new strategic framework to deal with
new threats, efforts to expand our economic and
commercial relations and accelerate Russia’s entry
into the World Trade Organization, and expanded
cooperation on many political and regional issues.

The strategic choice by President Putin to join the
anti-terrorist coalition has had a dramatic effect on
Western views of Russia. His decision made clear
that the United States and other Western democracies
could work with Russia not just on the basis of
tactical necessity, but by following what President
Putin has called the “logic of common interests.”

Russia’s relations with NATO should also reflect this
logic of common interests. NATO and Russia have
had some success in their first efforts at cooperation
over the past decade, especially through our joint
peacekeeping efforts in the Balkans. But I think that
both sides would agree that our cooperation has not
fully lived up to the promise embodied in the NATO-

Russia Founding Act signed in 1997. Our common
task is to get the relationship right this time: to devise
new mechanisms for cooperation, coordinated action,
and joint decisions that can integrate Russia more
closely in NATO’s work, while respecting NATO’s
and Russia’s prerogatives to act alone if necessary.

The idea discussed between Presidents Bush and
Putin at their Summit meeting last November, and
endorsed by NATO and Russian Foreign Ministers a
month later, is quite simple: to create a new forum in
which NATO’s 19 members and Russia work together
as a group of 20 equal partners on issues where our
shared interests make it sensible to do so. Areas for
joint action “at 20” might include counter-terrorism,
non-proliferation, or responding to future regional
conflicts. They might also include concrete projects
that build a climate of cooperation and transparency
between NATO and Russia — politically and militarily.

We hope that the proposed new mechanism will be
operational before the May meeting of NATO Foreign
Ministers in Reykjavik and before President Bush’s
visit to Moscow and St. Petersburg. It will be a
qualitative step beyond today’s 19-plus-one format, in
which NATO always formulates its position before
engaging with its Russian partners. The concept now
will be to formulate positions on specific issues and
projects through early engagement of the 20 nations
meeting together.

This NATO-Russia Council “at 20” can potentially
lead to a fundamental and historic change in NATO’s
dealings with Russia — a move toward a more
substantial partnership and genuine collaboration. Of
course, it is not back-door membership nor does it
mean a veto for Russia over NATO’s own decisions.
A better metaphor would be to view it as an “alliance
with the Alliance” — a joint venture between two
powerful, independent entities in areas of mutual
interest. While working more closely together,
NATO and Russia will maintain their prerogative of
independent decision and action. It is, however, our
hope that — through concrete joint projects, joint
discussions, and eventually even joint decisions —
NATO and Russia will more and more be able to take
responsibility together for dealing with some of the
new challenges to security that threaten peace and
stability in Europe and beyond.



For it to work, Russian diplomacy will need to
acquire the spirit of flexibility and compromise that is
essential to reaching a consensus among nations with
differing security perspectives and priorities. This is
the way NATO works, but it has not always been a
hallmark of Russia’s approach to NATO in the past.
Put simply, Russia still needs to overcome a legacy of
mistrust and competition in its dealings with NATO.
For its part, NATO needs to be more open and more
flexible in taking Russia’s views into account. What
is crucial is that we get beyond the zero-sum
relationship of the past and develop what we
Americans like to call a win-win relationship.

The current war against international terrorism
provides an obvious area in which we can put this
new cooperative relationship to work. NATO and
Russia must work together with other nations to
counter terrorists who respect no national boundaries
or alliances, and to prevent the spread of weapons of
mass destruction that could give terrorists — or states
that support them — an even greater capacity to
attack our societies.

NATO and Russia are already working on a range of
initiatives in the area of counter-terrorism, including
the regular exchange of information and in-depth
consultations on issues related to terrorist threats,
civil-emergency planning, and the role of the military
in combating terrorism. In the future, we hope that
NATO and Russia can work on a common intelligence
assessment of terrorist threats, and develop programs
that enable NATO and Russian military forces to
operate together in counter-terrorist operations.

Missile defense is another potentially fruitful area for
NATO-Russia cooperation. All of our nations must
face the fact that efforts to prevent the proliferation of
technology for ballistic missiles and weapons of mass
destruction have not been fully successful. NATO-
Russia cooperation on missile defense would be a
way to deprive rogue states of the ability to attack or
blackmail us with long-range missiles equipped with
WMD capable of attacking our cities or our deployed
forces. This could include joint early warning, joint

exercises, and even joint industrial development
of missile defense systems.

Counter-terrorism and missile defense are just two
examples of ways NATO and Russia can cooperate in
support of our common interests. If our joint efforts
are successful, NATO-Russia cooperation can
become one of the central pillars of the global
security system of the 21st century.

A stronger NATO-Russia partnership would
complement NATO’s other efforts over the past
decade to extend security and stability across the
entire Euro-Atlantic area through cooperation and
integration in the political and military spheres. The
establishment of the North Atlantic Cooperation
Council, the Partnership for Peace, and the Euro-
Atlantic Partnership Council were important
initiatives to this end, as was NATO’s admission of
new democracies willing to assume the full
responsibilities of membership. We hope that a new
spirit of cooperation “at 20” will help complete the
historic process of Russia’s full integration into the
Euro-Atlantic community.

Russia and NATO — working together as close
partners with other freedom-loving nations of the
world — have the opportunity to make the decades
ahead an era of peace and progress. This does not
mean that there will not be problems that will test our
relationship. There is continued concern, for
instance, about the actions of Russian troops in
Chechnya and recent steps that threaten the future of
independent mass media in Russia.

Nevertheless, I believe there is a solid foundation for
a new relationship between Russia and NATO. Our
cooperation against terrorism and the ongoing talks
about new areas of collaboration have created a
dynamic in which we can seriously begin to think
about Russia and NATO as allies in meeting the
challenges of the 21st century. Our common
challenge is to make this “alliance with the Alliance”
a reality.
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NATO TRANSFORMATION:
SECURING FREEDOM FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS

By Douglas J. Feith
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy

Committee February 28th.

s happens from time to time, especially since

the West’s victory in the Cold War, questions

arise about NATO’s relevance. Such
questions are useful. We shouldn’t take large
institutions for granted. It is salutary to review the
Alliance’s rationale and examine its institutions.

Today, we perform this review in light of the lessons
of September 11th: lessons about key vulnerabilities
of our country despite our conventional military
power; lessons about new types of threats; lessons
about the global nature of our military responsibilities;
lessons about surprise, unpredictability and the
necessity for the U.S. military to be adaptable and
flexible; and lessons about the value of our
community of allies and friends around the world.

In his statement to NATO defense ministers last June,
U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld listed
terrorism first among the types of new threats facing
the Alliance. The others he mentioned were cyber-
attack, high-tech conventional weapons; and ballistic
and cruise missiles armed with weapons of mass
destruction. Three months later, on September 11th,
the first of these anticipated threats materialized with
awful impact in New York and Washington.

NATO and our NATO allies responded to the
September 11 attack quickly, loyally and usefully.
NATO showed it can adapt and respond to unforeseen
challenges.

“NATO's core mission remains, as it should, the collective defense of its members, as
stated in Article 5. But NATO will continue to adapt to deal with new threats and to
capitalize on its strengths in the current era. The Prague Summit — NATO's first in the
new millennium — is scheduled for November of this year. At that Summit, the United
States hopes to accelerate NATO s transformation, stressing three themes: new members,
new capabilities, and new relationships,” says Under Secretary of Defense Douglas J.
Feith. This article was adapted from testimony he presented to the Senate Armed Services

Less than 24 hours after the terrorists’ attack against
America, our NATO allies invoked, for the first time
in history, Article 5 — the collective defense
provision — of the 1949 NATO Treaty. Soon
thereafter, NATO took a series of steps to assist us in
the war against terrorism. For example, seven
NATO Airborne Warning and Control System
(AWACS) aircraft are now patrolling U.S. skies,
relieving us of a significant burden and freeing up the
U.S. AWACS fleet for important work abroad.
Individual NATO allies and Partners are contributing
to the war effort and to the post-Taliban
reconstruction and security effort in Afghanistan.
Some of the allies’ contributions have come through
formal alliance structures and some outside those
structures. All those contributions, however, should
be appreciated as the fruit of more than 50 years of
joint planning, training and operations within the
NATO Alliance.

NATO’s core mission remains, as it should, the
collective defense of its members, as stated in
Article 5. But NATO will continue to adapt to deal
with new threats and to capitalize on its strengths
in the current era. The Prague Summit — NATO’s
first in the new millennium — is scheduled for
November of this year. At that Summit, the United
States hopes to accelerate NATO’s transformation,
stressing three themes: new members, new
capabilities, and new relationships.



ENLARGEMENT

President Bush has reaffirmed the U.S. aspiration to
promote a Europe “whole and free.” In Warsaw last
June, he declared: “I believe in NATO membership
for all of Europe’s democracies that seek it and are
ready to share the responsibility that NATO brings ...
As we plan the Prague Summit, we should not
calculate how little we can get away with, but how
much we can do to advance the cause of freedom.”

We recognize that enlargement of the Alliance is not
an exercise free of risks and difficult judgments.
People of experience and wisdom warn of the
dangers of making the Alliance excessively unwieldy.
They do not want the Alliance to dilute its military
capabilities through expansion and they are
concerned about NATO’s relations with important
neighbors. They want to ensure that any enlargement
will strengthen NATO’s ability to perform its
essential defense mission. They want to ensure that
the commitment of new members to the Alliance’s
principles and work will be enduring and fulfillable.

These are prudent cautionary considerations and they
are informing the administration’s enlargement
strategy. We think NATO can enlarge — indeed
should — in ways that will serve the national security
interests of the United States and our current allies.
A Europe united on the basis of democratic
principles, the rule of law, respect for individual
rights and the other tenets of the Alliance will be
better able to resist and defeat terrorist threats and
other threats. The U.S. government believes that an
enlarged Alliance that conducts joint defense and
operational planning, promotes interoperability,

and encourages realistic training exercises will be a
more effective partner in answering global security
challenges.

The aspirant countries have made impressive
contributions to NATO-led operations in Bosnia and
Kosovo. In 2001, seven of the nine NATO aspirants
made force contributions to NATO operations in
Kosovo and eight of the nine to NATO operations in
Bosnia. They have also shown much-appreciated
solidarity with the United States — through their

contributions to Operation Enduring Freedom. They
have conducted themselves as we want our allies to
act. For operations in Afghanistan, the aspirants have
provided troops, intelligence, over-flight rights,
access to bases, and public diplomatic support.

As the administration deliberates on specific
candidacies, the Defense Department will be
assessing the state of the aspirants’ military
structures, their implementation of defense reform,
the readiness of military units dedicated to NATO
missions, and the military value the aspirant countries
can add to NATO.

TRANSFORMATION

The transformation of NATO’s capabilities can and
should proceed hand-in-hand with its enlargement.
This may be the gravest challenge for the Alliance in
the coming years. NATO operations in Bosnia and
Kosovo exposed collective Alliance shortfalls in the
capabilities most relevant to modern warfare; they
also exposed a disturbing — and growing —
capabilities gap between the United States and its
allies. We heard encouraging rhetoric at the 1999
Washington Summit, but by-and-large have seen
meager results. The widening capabilities gap not
only weakens the Alliance’s military potential, it
could in time erode NATO’s political solidarity.

In our view, the Alliance needs to focus on a few
priorities, including: defending its forces and
populations against weapons of mass destruction;
doing a better job of getting allies’ forces to the fight;
ensuring that Allied forces can communicate easily
with one another without fear of eavesdropping or
jamming by their adversaries; and improving allies’
contributions to modern, fast-paced, and more precise
combat operations.

We cannot transform NATO capabilities overnight,
but we cannot afford to settle for “business as usual.”
As we encourage allies to spend more on defense, it
is even more important that we get them to “spend
smarter.” The Joint Strike Fighter Program is a model
of cooperation and efficiency involving the United
States and several allies.



NEW RELATIONSHIPS

A third goal for the Prague summit is strengthening
NATO’s relationship with Russia and revitalizing its
relations with other Partners.

We are working hard with our allies to enhance the
NATO-Russia relationship. The best way to proceed,
we think, is to build a record of success on practical
projects that benefit everyone involved. We believe
that this effort can dissipate vestigial fears in Russia
that NATO threatens its security. We also think that
fostering engagement with Russia can induce further
democratic, market and military reform in that
country and contribute to improved Russian relations
with its neighbors. In short, we view the NATO-
Russia relationship as complementary to our bilateral
efforts to establish a new framework of U.S.-Russia
relations.

As we build this enhanced relationship, and as the
Alliance and Russia work together where we can, it is
essential that NATO retain its independent ability to
decide and act on important security issues. We are
conscious of the importance of protecting Alliance
solidarity and effectiveness. The North Atlantic
Council will decide, by consensus, on the form and
substance of our cooperation with Russia. Russia

will not have a veto over Alliance decisions. And
NATO-Russia cooperation will not be allowed to
discourage or marginalize other Partners. We are
confident that we can respect these safeguards as we
improve NATO’s ties to Russia.

The Partnership for Peace (PfP) is a NATO success
story, having produced practical cooperation between
the Allies and 27 Partners from Europe through
Central Asia. We want to maintain and strengthen
Partnership programs beyond Prague, especially in
ways that increase the Partners’ ability to operate
with NATO forces in crisis response operations. And
we should not be surprised if, following invitations to
some number of aspirants at Prague, other Partners
step forward to declare interest in NATO
membership.

CONCLUSION

For over 50 years, NATO has been a successful
alliance, perhaps the most successful alliance in
history. This year, we have an opportunity to enlarge
and transform NATO to help ensure that future
generations of our Euro-Atlantic community — the
core of the community of the world’s democratic
states — are ready and able to secure their freedom.
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SUCCESSFULLY MANAGING NATO ENLARGEMENT

By General Joseph W. Ralston
Commander-In-Chief, U.S. European Command, and Supreme Allied Commander Europe, NATO

he North Atlantic Treaty established an

alliance that has endured over half a century.

During its first forty years, NATO manifested
the political will and military capability to deter
Soviet expansionism, and that deterrence worked. It
provided for the rearmament of Germany within a
framework acceptable to her wartime foes. It solidly
linked, through forward presence and nuclear
deterrence, the United States to the security of
Western Europe. The stable security environment,
combined with the Marshall Plan, facilitated a rapid
economic recovery and the subsequent growth of
Western Europe into our largest trading partner.
Meanwhile, the Soviet Union, its planned economy
overtaken by the vibrant markets of the Alliance,
crumbled and collapsed.

Without a common foe, some commentators argued,
NATO would lose its reason for existence, yet the
member nations chose to continue their alliance, and
to transform and adapt it to new circumstances.
Massive, static conventional defenses were reduced
and made more mobile. Numerous newly
independent nations looked to NATO as a source of
stability in an uncertain, new world order, and as a
bastion of democratic experience. These countries
were linked to NATO through the North Atlantic
Cooperation Council, followed by the establishment
of the Partnership for Peace program (PfP) and the
Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council.

“The steady integration record of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic, indicates
further enlargement can be successfully managed. While being cognizant of the dollar cost
of enlargement, we should keep in mind the potential costs of delaying enlargement. NATO
remains relevant and viable in the post-September 11th world, and the aspirant nations
offer limited but improving military capabilities and infrastructure to the Alliance,” says
8 General Joseph W. Ralston, Commander-In-Chief, U.S. European Command, and Supreme
Allied Commander Europe, NATO. This article was adapted from testimony General
Ralston presented to the Senate Armed Services Committee February 28th.

The end of the Cold War bipolar order unleashed
nationalist, ethnic, and religious tensions resulting in
widespread outbreaks of violence. NATO’s relevance
in the face of these new threats was reaffirmed by its
stabilization of ethnic conflict in the Balkans. The
operational employment of NATO forces to solve a
major European security problem in the Balkans,
outside of NATO’s perimeter, confirmed the enduring
value of the Alliance. The inclusion of Partner
nations in Balkan operations underscores the payoff
of PP, both in the reform of former communist
militaries and in the relief of the manpower burden
on NATO.

An unexpected dimension of NATO’s security
guarantee, and its relevance to U.S. security, came to
worldwide attention after September 11th. America’s
NATO allies agreed to invoke Article 5 of the North
Atlantic Treaty, considering the attack on New York
and Washington as an attack against them all. A
dramatic manifestation of this support is the
deployment of part of NATO’s Airborne Early
Warning and Control Force to patrol America’s skies.
Additionally, NATO’s standing naval forces are
patrolling the Mediterranean to prevent terrorist
movement and thereby impede the ability of terrorist
groups to organize and orchestrate operations against
the U.S. or our European allies.



Thousands of allied troops are supporting Operation
ENDURING FREEDOM in the CENTCOM [U.S.
Central Command] Theater. Allies, and Partners as
well, have granted access to their airspace and
facilities. Less visible but equally important is the
enhanced information sharing occasioned by the
invocation of Article 5, which has provided numerous
leads in the global war on terrorism. In sum, the
Alliance continues to play an enormously valuable
role for the United States.

NATO began with 12 members, adding Greece and
Turkey in 1952, Germany in 1955, Spain in 1982,
and Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic in
1999. Article 10 of the North Atlantic Treaty
provides for the accession of further European states.
To be invited, members must unanimously agree that
a candidate would adhere to the principles of the
Treaty and contribute to the security of the North
Atlantic area. The record of the three newest
members bears on the desirability of further
enlargement.

At the time of the 1999 accession, an interagency
review estimated 10 years would be required for full
integration. The integration processes that we would
expect to be accomplished in the first three years
have been largely successful; the new members are
fully engaged in the NATO defense planning process,
manning the majority of their NATO staff positions,
and are committed to making progress toward
providing the forces and resources that NATO is
asking of them. Despite the progress to date, we are
learning that some long-term efforts, such as
development of a non-commissioned officer (NCO)
corps or major weapons systems acquisitions, will
take longer, perhaps even a generation, before
completion.

The defense budgets for each of the new members
have remained strong since accession despite
domestic economic challenges. For example, the
Czech Ministry of Defense was the only ministry to
be spared cuts during their recent two year-long
recession, and Poland’s six-year defense plan
guarantees defense spending at 1.95 percent of GDP.
According to the Secretary of Defense’s 2001 report
on allied burden sharing, the Czech Republic, Poland,
and Hungary, respectively, are ranked 6th, 8th, and

11th in terms of defense spending as a percentage of
GDP in relationship to the other NATO members.
While all three defense budgets will continue to face
pressure from competing ministries, clearly the three
new members have demonstrated the will to support
national defense.

The Czech Republic, Poland, and Hungary, thanks to
their similar backgrounds, have proven to be
excellent mentors to the current round of NATO
aspirants. They are working to extend peace and
security eastward. The Poles are particularly active
with military-to-military contacts with Lithuania.
The Czechs are active with the Slovaks and
Lithuanians, and plan to contribute an artillery
battalion to the 2,500-strong Slovak-Polish-Czech
Peacekeeping Brigade, expecting to be ready for duty
by 2005.

All three nations have made substantial contributions
to ongoing operations, particularly in the Balkans.
They supported Operation ALLIED FORCE by
providing bases, airfields, and transit rights for
NATO troops and aircraft. Their combined
Stabilization Force (SFOR)/Kosovo Force (KFOR)
troop contribution has historically averaged nearly
2,000 troops. In response to NATO’s April 2000 call
for additional reserve forces, the Poles quickly sent
an additional 700 troops. This planned 60-day KFOR
rotation lasted more than five months. More recently,
the Czechs contributed an additional 120-man
contingent to support Operation ESSENTIAL
HARVEST in Macedonia.

The three new members are making hard choices
about where to spend their limited defense dollars,
while maintaining the momentum they have
established. We are watching their progress closely,
and find significant challenges lie in areas such as
developing a viable NCO corps, implementing an
integrated planning, budgeting, and procurement
process, and modernizing their inventory of Soviet-
era equipment. Meeting these challenges will require
significant monetary investment. Equally important,
but not as costly, is continued exposure to Western
schools and training, which will help them adapt to
Western-style thinking, leadership, and especially
decision-making.



Elected officials in all three countries face competing
priorities for resources while their social systems and
economies are still in transition. They must carefully
prioritize, focus on their long-term goals, and avoid
short-term expedient solutions. The key to success is
sustained national will; only that can ensure the new
member nations continue to progress in NATO
integration.

With each round of enlargement, the issues of cost,
defensibility, and military capability are justifiably
debated. As reported by the Congressional Budget
Office, the addition of Poland, Hungary, and the
Czech Republic to NATO reduced the U.S. share of
the civil budget from 23.3 percent to 22.5 percent,
and the military budget from 28.0 percent to 26.2
percent. The U.S. share of the NATO Security
Investment Program (NSIP) budget fell from 28.3
percent to 25.2 percent. The allies share the common
costs of the 1999 enlargement, which NATO has
estimated at $1.5 billion [$1,500 million] over 10
years, through the military budget and the NSIP. Of
those costs, $1.3 billion [$1,300 million] is for
infrastructure improvements that are to be paid by the
NSIP. The U.S. share of that cost would be
approximately $400 million — or roughly one-fourth
over 10 years. The payoff resides partly in having
airfields and logistics facilities able to support NATO
and U.S. operations and exercises. Readiness also
improves given the greater freedom of maneuver
allowed our forces exercising in these countries.

An additional, discretionary cost borne by the United
States is the financing of purchases of U.S.
equipment and training through Security Assistance.
The President’s request for FY 03 Foreign Military
Financing (FMF) and International Military
Education and Training (IMET) combined for the
new members is just under $41 million. These
Department of State grant funds support important
Department of Defense initiatives to improve new
member defense capabilities and enhance
interoperability with U.S. forces, while providing
U.S. access to new member militaries, governments,
and bases. Thus, this sum could be seen as an
investment, especially since the FMF funds return to
the American defense industry in the form of
equipment purchases. (IMET funds also return to the
U.S. through the purchase of training and education.)

I have provided some preliminary considerations, but
other D