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INTRODUCTION

For amost 50 years, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization's role was clear
and incontrovertible. Based on common vaues of democracy, individud liberties and
the rule of law, the Alliance's “essentid and enduring purposs” as set out in the
Washington Treaty of April 4, 1949, was according to its preamble “to safeguard the
freedom, common heritage and cvilization” of its members by politicd and military
means.

Although not specificaly dated in the Treaty, for the founding and subsequent
member nations, the threat until 1990 was clearly defined - atack by the Soviet Union
and the countries of the Warsaw Pact. In Article 5, the signatory Nations agreed that an
amed attack againg one or more of them shdl be consdered an attack againg them
al. The areato be defended was well understood, and set out in Article 6.

For NATO, drategic planning throughout the Cold War was reaively smple
and limited to large-scae confrontation. The generd disposition, strength and even the
technica capability of the enemy were fairly well understood.

The collapse of the Berlin Wal, end of the Cold War and the subsequent
dissolution of the Soviet Union precipitated a tremendous and sudden shift in the
baance of power. An emergence of a new world order and led to painful downszing
and regtructuring of the military forcesin dl NATO nations.

But while the end of the Cold War removed the principd threat to NATO, it
aso lifted the lid on ethnic tensons within Europe and the former Soviet Union. This
coincided with the emergence of new threats to Euro-Atlantic peace and dability from
a wide variely of sources and directions, which were multi-directional and often
difficult to predict.

As a result, NATO's gradud and often very reluctant involvement in various
Peace Support Operations in the 1990s has raised questions about how NATO should
decide where and whether to become involved. Process of ongoing globdization and
the naiure of modern threats made it cler from the very beginning, that the new
security  architecture can't be edablished without an  effective tool for criss
management, capable to dedl with regiond and intra-state conflicts, ethnic tensons and
agoressive separatism in the areas, which are most frequently outsde the NATO's
direct geographic reach. The fundamental question of whether NATO's members have



aufficient common interests to maintain the Alliance in the absence of a unifying single
externa threat to a large extent depend on the nature of these new threats, and NATO's
ability to handle them

The 1991 Strategic Concept was a firgt attempt by NATO to claify its role in
the post Cold War New World Order and to maintain credibility in the face of critica
questioning about the continued need for NATO in the absence of a clear drategic
threat. Within a decade this Strategic Concept had to be extensvely overhauled. Its
successor had to take account of the role that NATO had been cdled on to play in the
1990s, with the expansion of its operationd role — not to counter a massve threat from
the east, but in support of peace and stability inits own backyard.

The new Strategic Concept endorsed at the Washington Summit in April 1999,
emphasized that while collective defense remains the core purpose of NATO, Alliance
security interests could be affected by other risks of a wider nature and therefore must
aso take account of the global context. It dso reiterates NATO's offer, made in
Brussels in 1994, to support on a case-by-case bads and in accordance with its own
procedures, peacekeeping and other operations under the authority of the UN Security
Council or responghility of the OSCE. But it did not define whether or how NATO
should limit its area of operation for Peace Support Operations.

This flexibility or even ambiguity of legd definition was explicitly supported a
the Prague Summit last November. The communiqué issued in Prague noted that
NATO needed to have the capability to field forces that can move quickly "to wherever
they are needed" and sudan operations over great distance, including in an
environment where they might be faced with biologicd, chemicd and nudear
wegpons. This change essentidly ends the "out-of-ared’ debate that has raged within
the Alliance in the last few years.

How far should NATO go with it's out-of-area policy? Can the Alliance be an
effective tool in managing ethnic and regiond conflicts? What is a legd framework for
such intervention? What could be the mogs effective form of NATO involvement in
peace support operations? - an objective of this paper is to analyze legd sde of out-of-
area operations and based on historical developments, precedents and trends, draw out
a novd role of NATO in a new security architecture, established by a st of
interlocking Internationa organizations.



CHAPTER 1:
PEACE SUPPORT OPERATIONSAND USE OF FORCE IN THE
INTERNATIONAL LAW *

Legal bass, History and Evolution of the Peace Support Oper ations

More than 150 years have passed since time, when peace support operations
(PSOs) have been introduced as an effective instrument of foreign and security policy.
Firs examples of such operations are intervention of joint Audtrian, British and French
nava forces in Lebanon in 1840 and 1860; joint misson, using land forces, police,
adminidrative and judiciary eements, undertaken by al mgor European powers to
pacify Crete; internationd nava operation, conducted in order to creste and guard
Albania in 1913; plebiscite in Schleswig, supported by British and French forces in
1920; plebiscite in German Saarland, supported by the British, Itdian, Dutch, Swedish
forces and Czech police in 1934-35, and etc.

However, peace support operations have gained red importance, legitimacy
and inditutional bass with the end of the Second World War, &fter the establishment
of the United Nations.

From the legd prospective, concept of peacekeeping is not clearly defined in
the UN Charter. Peacekegping operations are practical mechanism devised to contain
amed conflicts and facilitate their resolution by peaceful means. This mechanism was
developed by the UN at the initid stage of the Cold War, because its origind collective
security and peace enforcement system, based on the authority of the Security Council
and mgor power consensus, became unworkable as a result of the increasing
disagreement between the two superpowers.

There is a wide spectrum of possble measures in the fidd of criss-prevention
and crigs-management, not al of which are foreseen by the UN Charter. Chapter VI is
focused on exiding disputes, and before having to condder the means available under
that Chapter, the UN can resort to early warning systems, information gathering, fact-
finding missons humanitarian assgance programs and other forms of preventive
diplomecy, none of which are mentioned in the Chapter. A number of these “pre-

The views expressed in this research are those of the author and do not necessarily
reflect the official policy or position of the Government of Georgia or any other organization.

Information appearing in this paper may not be reprinted or used otherwise without
permission of the author.



chapter VI” measures can be initisted by the Secretary-General in accordance with
Article 99 of the Charter, while others can be undertaken by the Security Council or
the Generd Assembly under aless specific mandate,

Between the tasks of conflict prevention and peacekeeping lie the atempts of
handling exiging disputes by bringing disputing parties to agreement by peaceful
means. As parties to the UN Charter, member states are under an obligation to resolve
their disputes peacefully. Article 33 defines a number of dispute settlement methods
from which paties can choose — negotiations, mediation, conciliation, arbitration,
judicid settlement, resort to regional arangements, or other peaceful means — states
have to choose something in order to fulfill their obligation to settle the dispute. If the
paties fal to setle in by the means indicated in Article 33, they are under an
obligation to refer it to the Security Council. And if they fal to reech a peaceful
solution, with a resulting armed conflict, they are under a customary law obligation to
end the armed conflict as soon as possble, essentidly through the methods and means
described in Article 33.

Chapter VI gives a prominent role of the Security Council in seeking solutions
to internationa disgputes. The council shal, when it deems necessary, cal upon the
parties to sdtle their disoute by the means referred to in Article 33. The obligation of
Article 33 would thereby be reinforced and the corresponding demand of the Security
Council would be of no less binding a naure than Article 33 itsdf. The Council may
adso recommend appropriate procedures or methods of adjustment. If the Council
deems that continuance of the dispute is likdy to endanger the mantenance of
international peace and security, it may recommend specific terms of settlement. In
prectice, however, only those means and methods of dispute settlement which are
accepted by the parties have a chance of being successful.

Although Chepter VI contains legd obligations for dates, its peacemaking
srategy is based upon the consent of parties in dispute. This was the main base for
what we now cal “traditional peacekeeping” had prevailed. The traditiond function of
PKOs was to “support peacemaking efforts by helping to creaste conditions in which
political negotiations can proceed’. Obvious examples are the monitoring of cease-
fires, the contralling of buffer-zones, and etc.

There are a least two sub-types of traditiond PKOs. unarmed military observer
groups, such as the United Nations Truce Supervison Organization (UNTSO) in the
Middle East, and armed infantry-based forces with the task of controlling territory in



order to achieve effects conductive to peacemaking, eg. the United Nations
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) and UNEF Il with regard to the Suez
Cand and Sinai.
The principles agpplied to the early UN peacekeeping operations may be

summarized under Sx headings

International character of the conflict — the peacekeeping operations were

normdly st up to ded with conflicts of an internationd character, involving

governments and had the backing of internationd community;

Consent — the peacekeeping operations were based on consent. Their deployment

in an aea of conflict required the consent of the host government and the other

main parties concerned. The principle of consent adso gpplied to the troop-

contributing governments, which have been supplying the required military

personnel on avoluntary basis,

Impartiality — UN peacekeepers sent to the area of conflict were obliged not to

take ddes in that conflict and support the interests of one of the parties agangt

those of the other;

Non-use of force — the UN peacekeepers were not authorized to use force except

in Hf-defense. They had to act with restraint at al times and seek to carry out their

mission by negotiation and suasion and not by coercion;

Role of the Secretary-General — while peacekeeping operations had to be

authorized by the Security Council (or exceptiondly by the Generd Assembly) and

operated by UN military command, they were adways directed on a day-to-day

basis by the Secretary Generd;

Multinationality — the force was dways multinational in compostion, sdected in

conaultation with the parties to the conflict and traditiondly excluded troops from

the permanent five member states of the security council.

Traditional peacekeeping operations were essentidly non-violent and impartid.

UN presence meant assstance to the parties to a conflict in preventing a recurrence of
fighing when they had agreed to a cease-fire. Whether in a form of a military observer
misson or as a peacekegping force, their main tasks included monitoring cease-fires,
superviang the withdravad of occupation forces or manning buffer zones between
enemy amies. Peacekeeping operations couldn’'t resolve the politica problems as
such, but, by stopping the fighting and stabilizing the gdtuation in the conflict aress,



they crested favorable conditions for political settlements by negotiation and other
peeceful means. That was why, to the extend possible, they were combined with
paradle politicad efforts. Indeed, the first peacekeeping operations were crested to
assg and facilitate the peace negotiating process, and this has remained ther man
objective.

With the end of the Cold War, the international dtuation has changed
draméticaly. This led to the revitdization of the Security Council and a revivd of the
UN peacekeeping activities. Within the next two years, in 1988 and 1989, five new
peacekeeping operations were initiated by the Security Council. All those operations
dedt with internationd conflicts on the bass of agreements negotiated by the parties
concerned, under UN auspices with support of the two superpowers, and al of them
were successful. The Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to UN peacekeeping forces in
December 1988.

All those, as wel as some other operations could be evaluated as a second
generation of the peacekesping with extended and more ambitious mandates.
Operations have been st up to support the implementation of comprehensve
agreements between the UN and/or the parties to a conflict. The new tasks of
peacekeepers have included:

Organizing and supervising free and fair ections (Namibia, Mozambique);
Monitoring arms flows and demohilizing troops (Centrd America);

Supervisng govenment  functions, rehabilitation of refugees and
disarmament (Cambodia);

Monitoring human rights obligations (El Salvador, Cambodia);

Assding in the ddivey of humanitarian rdigf (former Yugodavia,
Somdia, Mozambique).

As it's clear, the scope of peacekeeping activities greatly increased. While most
peacekeeping operations established during the Cold War had had mainly traditiond
peacekeeping tasks of a military character (such as the supervison of @ase-fires or the
control of demilitarized buffer zones), many new ones were multi-dimensond and
combined traditional peacekeeping tasks with various activities of a political and/or
humanitarian nature. And whereas the origind traditional peacekegping operations had
been desgned to contain international conflicts, the new ones were increasngly
involved in internd conflicts within independent and sovereign Sates.
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The proliferation of internd conflicts, combined with the revitdization of the
Security Council, produced a further expanson of peacekeeping operations between
1991 and 1994. Seventeen new operations were established during that period. But this
dramatic expanson created new problems. The United Nations became over-extended
and remorsefully short of personnel, equipment and financia resources necessary to
meet the growing demands of peacekeeping.

Even more saious, the traditiond principles, lad down for peacekesping
operations involved in internationd conflicts, became inadequate when the UN was
confronted with interna conflicts and civil war dtuations. Confronted with heavily
amed internd factions, guerilla movements and irregular forces in some complex civil
war dtuations, unamed military obsarvers or the lightly-armed UN  troops, acting
under the principles of consent and the nonruse of force, could no longer carry out
their peace misson.

In order to ded with this difficulty, a the initid stage the UN made atempts to
change mandate of some peacekeeping operations in action — legdly, if the mandates
for enforcement are given under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, the operations by
definition don’'t require the consent of the parties concerned. From the firgt look, this
could solve mentioned problem upon dealing with intra- state types of conflicts.

However, such “mixed” operations and immediate change of mandae from
peacekeeping to the peace-enforcement created new problems. Since Chapter VI is
consent-based and Chapter VII is not, mixed operations run into difficulties due to the
loss of impatidity — an essentid requirement for obtaining the co-operation of the
parties to a conflict. As a result, UN peacekeeping forces were not able to prevent and
stop tragedies in Bosniaand Somdia

This does not mean that enforcement measures in support of humanitarian
objectives, or to protect the misson and its personnel should be avoided. But such
action has to be conducted as a separate Chapter VII operation in order not to risk the
lives of peacekeepers who, as a rule, are not equipped or otherwise prepared to dedl
with a dtuation that escdates into violent conflict. Mixed operations are only advisable
if, a the time of edablishing the peacekeeping operation, peace-enforcement needs
were foreseen and a decison was taken to grant the force commander the necessary

military resources. But even 0, the origind purpose of the PKO - to initiate a process
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of cooperation through peaceful measures — would have to be abandoned. The
introduction of enforcement measures would create a new dStuation, and the efforts of
peacemakers would probably have to be started from scratch.

It the early 1990s there was a clear trend from peacekeeping to the pesce-
enforcement. But soon the UN and its member dates became too cautious and
sHective with regard to collective action. The trend was reserved and regiona action
has taken over completely. This explicit shift towards the regiona approach coincided
in time with another mgor trend, which has affected the entire sysem of the
international security and law, and which was cdled the "humanitarian intervention”.

As it's well known, according to the Article 2(7) of the Charter, intervention in
domestic affairs by the United Nations is prohibited, unless there is a Chapter VII
gtuation. By defining unlawful intervention, the Chater has dso defined what is
permitted intervention.

Recent interpretations and applications of Chapter VII symbolize much of the
dynamic naure of the UN Charter. The door-gate to the Chapter VII and the
enforcement action, Article 39, has been widened due to the flexible interpretation of
the concept of “threat to internationd peace and security”. This crucid concept has in
the practice of the Security Council included internad persecutions of the minorities
with “spill over” security risks for neighboring countries (Resolution 688 on Northern
Irag), humanitarian crigs in faled daes (Resolution 794 on Somdia), and
humanitarian/democratic crises in dmog faled dates (Resolution 940 on Haiti). As a
consegquence of this flexible interpretation of Article 39, the exception to be found in
Article 2(7) of the Charter, only admitting UN intervention in the domedtic affairs of
States after a Chapter VI decision, has been widened.

Smilaly, the subsequent aticles of Chapter VII (mainly aticles 42-48) have
been interpreted in a loose and dynamic fashion, in order to facilitate peace-
enforcement or collective sdf-defense. Resolution 678 authorizing the use of force
during the Gulf War was not up to the srict sandards of the Article 42 (no centraized
UN command, no UN leadership, no accountability), but on the other hand, a rapid
liberation of Kuwait became possble in accordance with the overarching collective
security purposes of the UN Charter.

The difficult thing with an internationa intervention in support of humanitarian
objectives (“humanitarian intervention”) is that it is actudly reated to three aress of
international law:
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It is related to the law on the use of force, because Article 2(4) of the UN
Charter prohibits unilaterd or multilatera force which is not in sdf-defense or
sanctioned by the Security-Coundil;

It is related to the law on the human rights, because Articles 55-56 of the UN
Charter oblige UN member states to co-operate in the protection of the human rights;

It is rdlated to the law on collective security, because Chapter VII of the UN
Chater permits collective enforcement action (including humanitarian  intervention)
when there is a threat to international peace and security, as defined by the Security
Coundil.

In this regard, it is important to note the precedents established by the Security
Council Resolution 794 authorizing “Operation Restore Hope’ in Somdia, the follow-
up Rexolution 814 edablishing UNOSOM Il, and the vaious humanitarian
enforcement mandates given to UNPROFOR in Bosnia during 1992 and 1993. The
more shaky precedent of Resolution 688 leading to “Operation Provide Comfort” in
Northern Iraq could be dso mentioned. In this case no enforcement was authorized,
dthough the represson of Kurds was seen as a threat to internationd peace and
Security.

During the Cold War, judifications for intervention were not credible as they
were put forward unilaterdly by either one of the two superpowers (for example, the
invasion of Czechodovakiain 1968 or the intervention in Grenadain 1983).

After the Cold War, the collective dimenson has made judifications more
credible. Even if two members of the permanent five (PS) in the Security Council are
genedly agang any kind of intervention eroding nationa sovereignty, UN authorized
humanitarian intervention should, as a matter of principle, not be excluded as a
standing option for the Security Council.

The Commisson on Globa Governance, co-chaired by the former Swedish
Pime-Miniger, Ingvar Carlsson and the Guyanan former Secretary-Generd of the
Commonwedth, Shridath Rampha, suggested in its Report of 1995 tha the mandate
for humanitarian intervention should be clearly dated in the Charter, which had to be
amended in order not to widen the exiging provisons through politicaly sengtive
interpretations. The Commisson thus proposed an amendment, permitting such
intervention but redricting it to cases that conditute a violation of the security of
people so gross and extreme that it requires an internationd response on humanitarian

grounds. The proposal on Charter amendment merits serious consideration, dthough
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many would argue that the politicd difficulties involved in such a formd goproach
would be overwhdming and that it would be better to rdy on a development through
State practice.

With concepts like collective security and common security, internaiond law
had so far been too much centered around the security of states. Now it may be time
for the world community to accept a concept of security of people, focusng on the
gtuation of individuds and their possbilities of asking internationd bodies for hep to
protect their human rights against domestic threats of gross deprivation.

Legal basis for NATO's | nvolvement in the Peace Support Oper ations

a) The Washington Treaty

The legad basis for NATO operations is the 1949 Washington Treaty (WT).
But if it is carefully examined, the Tresty don't refer nether to Peace Support
Operations, nor indeed to any out-of-area operaions, and only offers geographica
guidance in the context of Article 5 operations. So we can't derive a legal bass neither
for NATO PSOs, nor for where they may take place, from the Treaty. Indeed, the
NATO Treaty itsdf only spesks in geogrgphicd terms in Artide 6, which is an
elaboration of Article 5, and defines what is meant by an atack on one or more of the
NATO Allies in Europe or North America The NATO aea i.e. the area, which
NATO would defend, is clearly defined in Article 6 as “the teritory of any of the
Paties in Europe or North America, tile Algerian Depatments of France, the
Occupation forces of any paty in Europe, the idands under the jurisdiction of any
party in the North Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer, or the vessds or aircraft
in this area of any of the Parties’.

In practice, up until Kosovo, the question of the legdity of NATO's
involvement in PSOs did not arise. The only NATO Peace Support Operation was
Bosnia, in which NATO's actions had been specificaly covered by UNSCR mandate.
In the case of Kosovo, NATO governments recognized that they would not succeed in
obtaining an explicit UNSCR mandate for military action againg the Federa Republic
of Yugodavia But they argued that taking military action should not be based only on
drict questions of legdlity but on the question of whether it would be legitimate.
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The Oxford Shorter English Dictionary defines legitimacy as “a judification
able to be defended by logic or conforming to law or rules’. In the case of Kosovo,
NATO Allies damed a legd and legitimate right to act derived from two earlier
UNSCRs (1199 and 1203) and from the fact that their action would be in line with
internationaly accepted texts on human and civil rights (as defined in eg. the UN
Universd Declaration on Human Rights, and OSCE and Council of Europe texts). The
drength of conviction as the justness of the cause was underlined by the fact that the
NATO consensus of nineteen nations held throughout the course of the two-month
military campaign.

The discusson within NATO on the legd basis for PSOs takes place agangt
the backdrop of a debate within the United Nations on the bass for humanitarian
intervention where governments commit ddiberate and flagrant human rights abuses
agang ther own people. UN Secretary Generd Kofi Annan said in autumn 1999 that
the Security Council needs to be seen as “the defender of the common interest”, and
member states need to “think anew about how the United Nations responds to palitical,
human rights and humanitarian crises’.

Nonethdess, some Allies were very uncomfortable with the notion that NATO
caried out the Kosovo operation without an explicit UN mandate. This opened up an
ongoing debate within NATO about basis on which it could becomeinvolved in PSOs.

While the NATO Tresty makes no mention of Peace Support Operations
(PSOs) or Crisis Respond Operations (CROs - the term only came into common use in
the NATO context after 1991), there are extensve passages on CROs in both the 1991
and 1999 Strategic Concepts.

b) The 1991 Strategic Concept

By the end of the 1991 year, in November, NATO had completed its new
Strategic Concept. In the time that had passed since the first step was taken at the
London Summit in 1990, NATO had experienced German unification, the Gulf War
and the dissolution of the Warsaw Pact. If NATO were to avoid appearing outdated in
relation to recent internationa developments these changes would have to be reflected
in its new policy Satement.

The review of NATO's drategy was a thorough three-track bureaucratic
process which involved both civilian and military daffs. Three separate documents
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were produced: a political declaration drawn up by the NATO ambassadors, the new
Strategic Concept negotiated by the Internationd Staff’s Strategy Review Group, and
the Directive for the military implementation of the Strategic Concept’ prepared by the
permanent military delegations, the Internationd Military Staff and SHAPE. Despite
these complex and time-consuming procedures, the bulk of the Strategic Concept was
negotiated by minigters a the North Atlantic Council meeting in November.

Four main issues were discussed by dl the drategy groups. (1) the development
of a European pillar within NATO and the role of the Western European Union
(WEV); (2) reations with former Warsaw Pact countries; (3) the question of how
much attention should be focused on the Soviet Union; and (4) NATO's role for out-
of-area chdlenges. However, the November summit sarted without consensus, as
NATO's permanent staff and bureaucracy had been unable to reach agreement. The
following summit declaration was the fird of many daements to reflect NATO's
difficulties in agreeing on common formulations with regard to how the changes in its
percaived threat were to be handled. Vague formulations which dlowed for different
interpretations papered over disagreements with regard to the future ams and tasks of
the Alliance.

Discussons were aso complicated by the continued, rapid changes in the
drategic environment in Europe, the most important probably being the atempted
coup in Moscow in August 1991, which contributed to a continued focus on the East.
Consequently, a the summit, most of the dlies had not yet developed a concrete
picture of NATO's future role. Despite numerous references to the promisng new age
of Europe, the definition of NATO's core functions, as lisged in paragraph 21 in the
new Strategic Concept, was rather conservative. NATO' s core functions were:

To provide one of the indispensable foundations for a stable security
environment in Europe, based on the growth of democratic institutions and the
commitment to the peaceful resolution of disputes, in which no country would be able
to intimidate or coerce any European nation or to impose hegemony through the threat
or use of force.

To serve, as provided for in Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty as a
transatlantic forum for Allied consultations on any issues that affect their vital allied
interests, including possible developments posing risks for members security and for
appropriate co-ordination of efforts infields of common concern.

To deter and defend against any threat of aggression against the territory of
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any NATO member state.

To preserve the strategic balance in Europe.

The main emphasis remained on NATO's traditional role (Article 5 operations
and drategic deterrence of the Soviet Union) as reflected in point 111 and IV. The
carefully sdected wording in point 1l, which was the only reference to the new thrests,
left dl options open, but ‘consultation’ and ‘co-ordination’ on issues of common
concern was redly nothing new. The explicit reference to Articde 4 of the North
Atlantic Chater dso underlined continuity rather than change. The drongest
formulation was found in a separate chapter on Management of criss and conflict
prevention, in which it was dtated that "The success of Alliance policy will require a
coherent gpproach determined by the Alliance's politicd authorities choosng and
coordinating appropriate criss management measures as required from a range of
political and other measures, induding those in the military field".

The 1991 text speeks of the potentiad for ingtability in centrd and eastern
Europe, which could lead to “crises inimica to European sability and even to armed
conflicts, which could involve outsde powers or pill over into NATO countries,
having a direct effect on the security of the Alliance® (8 10) and makes clear that
NATO'S prime reason for involvement in peace support operations is a defensive one,
to safeguard peace and stability in Europe (8§ 42 and 43).

But the area in which NATO may choose to act is not defined. In saying that
“Alliance security interests can be affected by other risks of a wider nature, including
proliferation of wegpons of mass destruction, disruption of the flow of vital resources
and actions of terrorism and sabotage” (8 13), the 1991 Strategic Concept asserts that
NATO has a locus to act beyond that area set out in articles 5 and 6 of the Washington
Treaty.

The different postions on NATO's future role for out-of area operations were
obvious and predictable. France and Spain were opposed to an expanded role for
NATO, and advocated a greater role for the Western European Union (WEU). Smdler
members Hill feared that NATO's core functions would be weakened by an expansion
of the scope. In Germany, the use of German forces outsde the NATO area was a
politicd nortissue. In fact, the United States and Britain were the only countries eager
to discuss an expanson of NATO's role. A compromise was found in a concept which
had been introduced earlier that year. During the Gulf crigs in 1991, passve solidarity
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had been launched as a posshle approach to out-of-area conflicts. This entalled that
dlies operating out-of-area could make use of NATO fadilities such as infrastructure,
collective equipment and coordinating procedures. Generd Viglelk Eide, charman of
NATO's Militay Committee a the time, had publicly highlighted dlied contributions
to the international codition in areas such as logidics and materid.” Passve solidarity
implied a smdl gep forward in rdaion to Cold War out-of-area policy, but not a
radica change. In many ways it amply formalized an aready agreed policy. However,
despite vague references to phrases like "criss management” and “"conflict prevention”
in connection with incidents that could develop into a direct threat, NATO would
continue to be a collective defense organization and the judtification for its exisence
was, to alarge extent, the threat posed by the Soviet Union.

However, the immediate collgpse of the Soviet Union and the escdating war in
Yugodavia made NATO's new Strategic Concept more or less out outdated less than a
year after its inception. Even though the new Concept opened up for "appropriate co-
ordingtion of efforts in fidds of common concern”, no directions were given with
regard to what this redly entalled. Therefore, when NATO declared its willingness to
support the UN and the OSCE on a case-by-case basis in June 1992, NATO took its
fird sep into a new out-of-area role. The fact that this decison had not been made haf
a year ealier in connection with the formulation of the new Strategic Concept, clearly
indicated that NATO’'s new out-of-area policy was a result of the events of the day
rather than conscious choice based on alonger time perspective.

c) The 1999 Strategic Concept

The 1999 Strategic Concept refers extendvely to criss  management,
reflecting the redity that this has been NATO's most dgnificant operationd activity
post-1990. Criss management is defined as one of the fundamental security tasks of
the Alliance (8 10), and “the Alliance's preparedness to carry out such operations
supports he broader objective of reinforcing and extending stability” (8 31). So again,
the new Strategic Concept emphasizes that the chief benefit to NATO of involvement
in crigs management is primarily defensve, to safeguard peace and dability in
Europe, thereby ensuring the security of NATO member states — in other words, to
pargphrase Clausewitz, an added mixture to collective defense “by other means’.

The 1999 Strategic Concept was written in the light of changes to NATO's
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role since 1991, and deserves close examination, it also presents a perspective for a
changed NATO. The New Strategic Concept is the result of a compromise on differing
visons of NATO's role, but its scope has adarmed some NATO counties who consider
that they are not bound, in a grict legd sense, by the document as they would be by a
treaty.

The 1999 Strategic Concept, like its precursor, focuses on the changed nature
of the threst to NATO. And it emphasizes that the defense of Alliance security must
now go beyond Articles 6 and 5 of the Washington Treaty (8 24) because of the
emergence of complex new risks to Euro-Atlantic peace and stability (8 3). The 1991
Strategic Concept says that the main danger to Alliance security emanates from
conflict within Europe, but its successor contains no such sentence.

On the contrary, the Strategic Concept describes the Alliance as “subject to a
wide variety of military and non-military risks’ (8 20). These include “uncertainty and
ingability in and around the Euro-Atlantic area and the possibility of regiond crises at
the periphery of the Alliance ... [which could teke the form of] ethnic and rdigious
rivaries, territorid disputes, inadequate or faled efforts at reform, the abuse of human
rights and the dissolution of dates ... [which] could lead to crises affecting Euro-
Atlantic gability”.

This is the firg time that an Alliance document endorsed by dl Member States
makes reference to the “Euro-Atlantic ared’. It is a new concept of area for NATO.
Following the definition of the NATO aea in the Treaty, and the notion of "out-of-
aed' (i.e out of the treaty ared), we now have not only the Euro-Atlantic area but dso
its periphery (“around the Euro-Atlantic ared’).

Yet dthough the 1999 Strategic Concept ascribes particular sgnificance to the
Euro-Atlantic area, there is no clear definition as to what this comprises. It is obvioudy
bigger than the territory of NATO members, but whether it goes as wide as the OSCE
definition of that same area as “from Vancouver to Vladivostok” is not specified.

It could be argued that NATO's definition of “Euro-Atlantic ared’ has been
kept deliberately vague in order not to limit the way in which the Alliance may & a
future date choose to defend that area and periphery. One reason for this can be
deduced from te Concepts description of the range of threats, which face NATO. The
Strategic Concept lists a range of thrests which may “afect” the Alliance, threats
which could emanate from anywhere in the world (threats from nuclear forces, NBC
and conventiond wegpons proliferation and risks of a wider nature, including
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terrorism, sabotage and organized crime, and by the disruption and flow of vitd
resources). As 825 underlines, “the Alliance is committed to a broad approach to
security, which recognizes the importance of political, economic, socid and
environmentd factorsin addition to the indigpensable defense dimension”.

The implication of the 1999 Strategic Concept is that NATO nations have an
interest in dl areas from which these threats might emanate. But because of their very
broad nature it is easer to define these thrests in a generic rather than a geographic
way.

It is therefore reasonable to conclude from the Treaty and the 1991 and 1999
Strategic Concepts that the geographical question has been left open and ambiguous.
The divergence of views gppears to be reflected in the absence of any officid reference
to this question.

d) Prague Summit: Adapting to the Threat of Terrorism

Next step in developing more comprehensve legd bass and flexible drategic
framework for NATO's capabilities in addressng modern threats was made at
Alliances Prague Summit in November 2002. While NATO's contribution to the fight
agang terorism has dready been dgnificant by that moment, efforts had been
targeted to better equip the Alliance and to dlow it to play its full part in the long-term
effort.

At NATO's Prague Summit on 21-22 November 2002, Heads of State and
Government of NATO member countries adopted a package of measures tha will
strengthen NATO's preparedness and ability to take on the full spectrum of security
chalenges, including through the means of the out-of-area operations.

Recdling the tragic events of 11 September 2001 and their subsequent decison
to invoke Article 5 of the Washington Treaty, Heads of State and Government of
NATO member countries have approved a comprehensive package of measures, based
on NATO's Strategic Concept, to strengthen an ability to meet the chalenges to the
security of NATO's forces, populations and territory, from wherever they may come.
Summit's decisons provide for balanced and effective cgpabilities within the Alliance
0 that NATO is able to better carry out the full range of its missons and respond
collectively to those chdlenges, including the threat posed by terrorism and by the
proliferation of weagpons of mass destruction and their means of ddlivery.
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These measures served as a demongration of Allies determination to protect
their populations, territory and forces from any armed attack, including terrorist attack,
directed from abroad. At the same time, it was clearly understood, that in order to carry
out the full range of its missons, NATO mug be able to fied forces that can move
quickly to wherever they are needed, upon decison by the North Atlantic Council, to
sudan operations over digance and time, including in an environment where they
might be faced with nuclear, biologicd and chemicd threats and to achieve ther
objectives. Therefore, severa new initiatives had been approved:

NATO Response Force: out of the Prague Summit came a decison to establish

a NATO Response Force (NRF), which promises to provide the Alliance the ability to
quickly deploy a force that is cagpable of executing the full range of missons NATO
may be cdled upon to carry out. If the NRF is implemented according to the standards
tha the U.S. has proposed, the NRF will be lethd, technicaly superior to any
envisoned threat, and reedily deployable on short notice The god for initid
operationa cgpability for traning is October 2004, with full operatiiond capability
proposed by October 2006. The NRF, we expect, will become the foca point of
NATO transformation efforts to meet new threats facing the Alliance, firgt of dl, from
outsde the NATO territoria boundaries.

Prague Cgpahilities Commitment: in which the alies promised to address long-

danding shortfdls in areas such as communications, drategic lift, nuclear, biological
and chemicd defense equipment, and precisonguided munitions. In short, the
European dlies agreed to pool their resources, spend smarter, and pursue
specidization. Allied contributions to NRF rotations must possess the criticd
capabilities targeted by the Prague Capabilities Commitment if the NRF is to evolve
beyond a concept.

Streamlined Command Structure: it will reduce operationd commands from 23

to 16 commands to ensure a more efficient use of financid and manpower resources. It
will adso provide NATO commanders with more mobile, joint and interoperable
headquarters - criticd to 21% century militay operations induding out-of-area
missons. The edablisiment of a new functiond command, Allied Command
Trandormation in Norfolk, Virginia, will provide a new vehide to drive militay
transformation across the Alliance.

Military Concept for Defense Againgt Terrorism: the concept is pat of a

package of measures to drengthen NATO's capabilities in this ares, which aso
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includes improved intelligence sharing and crigs response arangements. Terroriam,
which Allies caegoricdly rgected and condemned in dl its forms and manifestations,
was conddered as a grave and growing threst to Alliance populations, forces and

territory, aswell asto internationd security.

Another important commitment undertook at the Prague Summit was to further
promote peace and Sability in the Euro-Atlantic Area. To meet this objective, NATO
decided to continue to develop its "fruitful and closg" cooperation with the OSCE,
namey in the complementary aress of conflict prevention, criss management and
post- conflict rehabilitation.

The Allies dso confirmed NATO's vitd role in restoring a secure environment
in South-East Europe. They reeffirmed their support for the territorid integrity and
sovereignty of dl the countries in this drategicdly importat region and commitment
to work with their partners in SFOR and KFOR, the United Nations, the European
Union, the OSCE and other international organizations, to help build a peaceful, stable
and democratic South-East Europe. Therefore, Allies once again postively assessed
and approved their earlier out-of-areamissonsin this region.

To sum up, Prague Summit demongtrated that European and North American
Allies, dready united by higory and common vadues, will reman a community
determined and able to defend their territory, populations and forces againg dl threats
and chdlenges, wherever they come from, including territories outsde the NATO
boundaries and even the broader Euro-Atlantic area This means tha NATO has
begun to move away from its origind focus on Europe and recognize that the threets
facing the Alliance are more and more diverse and geographicdly distant. This shift in
emphasis was explicitly acknowledged in the communiqué issued in Prague, noting
thaa NATO needs to have the capability to fidd forces tha can move quickly "to
wherever they are needed” and sudtain operations over great distance, including in an
environment where they might be faced with biologicd, chemicd and nuclear
wegpons. This change essentidly ends the "out-of-ared’ debate that has raged within

the Alliance in the last few years.
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CHAPTER 2
NATO AND PEACE SUPPORT OPERATIONS

NATO's Out-of-Area Operations During the Cold War

The higory of NATO out-of-area digputes provides us with uncommonly clear
and indisputable lessons. The most important of these is that NATO governments have
never permitted disagreements over issues beyond the NATO Treaty area to jeopardize
the dliance. From time to time, dlies have been encouraged by the rhetoric of
“common security interests and Atlantic Community” to use the NATO forum to
solicit dlied support for policies that they are pursuing beyond NATO's borders. On
other occasions, dlies have taken advantage of the NATO framework to meddle in the
extra-European affars of other NATO members. These actions have frequently
resulted in intense, recriminatory disputes within NATO. But the disputes have never
spun out of control. This is because al parties have maintained a clear sense of priority
in ther security caculations the survivd and the efficient functioning of NATO has
aways mattered more to these governments than the specific out-of-area Stuation.

When NATO was egtablished in 1949, the USA extended its security umbrella
- induding its fledgling nucdear cgpability - over the nations of Western Europe a a
time when those nations were incapable of separately or collectively ressting the threst
posed by the Soviet Union. Not surprisngly under these circumstances, the United
States had the largest say during the discussons about the nature and identity of the
new dliance system. It is a credit to American foresight, however, and to Americas
commitment to democratic vadues, that the US ddegation to the Washington
Preparatory Talks took the interests and concerns of Canada and key West European
governments into condderation when it formulated the NATO Treaty. The
compromise nature of the final product is reflected in the tenson between Article 6 and
Article 4 of the Treaty. Article 6 specificdly designates Europe, North America and
the North Atlantic as NATO's area of responshility. Washington strongly favored a
geographicdly limited dliance so that it could pursue its extra-European interests
without the interference of junior dlies, and so tha it would not be drawn into the
oversess adventures of these Junior dlies. Article 4, on the other hand, commits al
sgnatory governments to “consult together whenever, in the opinion of any of them,
the territorid integrity, independence or security of any of the Parties is threstened.”
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There is no geographicd limitation to the consultation clause. Washington was willing
to accept Article 4 because it reassured key dlies that their extra-European concerns
could be raised within NATO and because it committed al parties to nothing more
than consultation.

At the core of American concern about NATO's boundaries was a
fundamentd disdain toward those European governments that were trying to hang onto
the vestiges of empire after World War Il. Post-war American anticoloniglism did not
have the intengty or the theoreticad coherence that Franklin Roosevelt had brought to
the topic. But most post-war policy makers nonetheless shared suspicion tha the
European imperid powers could not be trusted to manage the affars of the Third
World. For ther part, these European governments viewed the reestablishment of
control over former territories as a right, which had been confirmed by their victory in
the war againg fascism. All parties understood that NATO would be one of the forums
within which thisincipient disagreement would be played ouit.

The tenson between American anticolonidism and European globaism set
the stage for the next two decades of out-of-area disagreements within NATO. Of the
13 out-of-area disputes which surfaced between 1949 and 1968, the United States
demondirated its oppogtion to European extraregiona policies in al but two cases.
The two exceptions were the Korean War (1950-53) and the Laos criss (1959-62). In
the other 11 instances the United States either rgjected dlied solicitations of support for
extraEuropean contingencies or used the NATO forum to communicate its
dissatisfaction with particular dlied policiesin the Third World.

Various factions within the U.S. policy making community were sendtive to
these arguments during the cold war, and these factions did have a restraining influence
in discussions about the problems posed by European imperidism. For the most part,
however, the logic of anti-Communis contanment actudly worked agang the
interests of those European governments that were trying to preserve the "confetti of
empire’. U.S. policy makers (particularly within the Joint Chiefs and the NSC) argued
that the anti-Soviet struggle in the Third World was too important to be trusted to the
European dlies. They warned that these governments were too preoccupied with ther
narrowly defined national interests. More to the point, they waned that these
governments did not have the military strength or the politicad will which woud be
required to hang on indefinitdy in the Third World. Under these crcumstances,
European-controlled territories were viewed by Washington more as ligbilities than
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assets.

The depth and scope of US-European disagreement finaly became clear to dl
parties in 1956, when Britain, France and Isragl invaded Egypt. For the European
dlies, the issue went beyond guaranteeing unrestricted access to the Suez Cand.
Nasser’'s nationdization of the cand was a test of British and French resolve and
commitment to protect the elements of their respective empires anywhere in the world.
Washington understood the interests and concerns which led Paris and London to
invade Suez. But the United States dso believed that a military solution to the crisis
would fud anticolonidism throughout the Third World and provide new opportunities
for Soviet aggresson and infiltration. Other NATO dlies dso criticized the Franco-
British operation in Suez, on the grounds that it diverted Western attention away from
Centra Europe at a time when the Soviets were brutdly suppressing an uprisng in
Hungary. West Germany was particularly concerned about the risks of spillover from
the Hungarian criss while NATO was looking south. Driven by its own sense of
betrayd, and encouraged by the mgority of NATO dlies, Washington moved quickly
and effectively to compe Paris and London to stop theinvasion.

In the wake of the Suez Criss, NATO convened a “Committee of Three on
Non-Military Cooperation” (the so-cdled “Three Wise Men”) to consider ways of
avoiding smilar problems in the future To no on€s surprise, the committee
recommended that the dlies consult more closgly on out-of-area problems “. . .before
national postions become fixed". But neither Britain nor France, nor for that natter the
United States, were very comfortable with this recommendation. As dl three
governments made clear a the time, NATO could not be permitted to make extra
European policies for its sovereign members, and even the act of ealy and
comprehensive comsultation may a times be too condraining on dlied governments.
French Prime Minisger Guy Mollet provided the mogt telling riposte to the committee’s
recommendation when he was asked why he had not a lesst informed the United
States in advance of military action in Suez: “. .we were afrad that if we let you know
you would have prevented us doing it - and that we could not agree to, you see.”

In retrospect, Suez had a very podtive, cautionary effect upon NATO. It
demondrated conclusvely that there were fundamentd differences of interest between
the United States and key European dlies on questions relating to security beyond the
NATO Treaty areg; differences which could not be finessed by appeds to “common
security  interests” On the other hand, the criss confirmed that even intense
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disagreements about extra-European issues were not strong enough to undermine the
NATO contract. All parties came away from Suez chastened, and with a better
understanding of where out-of-area problems fit in the broader scheme of things.

This gppreciation of the rules of the game endured for about a decade. By the
late 1960s, however, the United States was beginning to reassess the wisdom of its
policy of drict congtruction of Article 6 of the NATO Treaty. Two factors contributed
to this reassessment. The firds, and most important factor was the Vietnam War, which
led to the draw-down of U.S. forces in Europe and came increasingly to look like an
unsolvable problem. The second, related factor was the growing preoccupation of the
Nixon-Kissnger team with the issue of American decline. Concern about the long-term
danger of military and economic overdraft led Nixon and Kissnger to reconsder the
issue of dliance burden sharing in generd, and out- of-area cooperation in particular.

By the early 1970s the trandformation of the American pogtion on the issue
of out-of-area cooperation was complete. Washington was fully on board in support of
a more dadic interpretation of the concept of “common security interests” and
pressng the dlies to accept a larger share of the economic and socid cods of
presarving and enhancing NATO. lronicdly, by this time mogt of the European
imperid powers had perforce been relieved of their extra-regiond responshilities, and
it was with something gpproaching glee that they rebuffed U.S. solicitations of support
for out-of-area contingencies.

Once again, the Middle East provided the test of how the Stuation had
changed within NATO. When U.S. arcréft, engaged in the resupply of lsrad duing
the 1973 Yom Kippur War, were refused base access and overflight rights by most
NATO dlies (the Netherlands and Portugd were the exceptions), Kissnger was
incensed. He dtacked the dlies for behaving “like clever lawyers’ who were using
Article 6 of the NATO Treaty to avoid taking responghbility for the security of the
Middle East region. The Europeans, meanwhile, rgected Nixon's clam that the
resupply effort “is just as much in the vitd interex of West Germany and the other
NATO dlies as it is in our interest.” They aso expressed darm and outrage when
Washington declared a worldwide military dert in order to deter the Soviet Union from
increasing its support for the Arab nations involved in the Middle East war. The action
was taken without any consultation with the NATO dlies, and Kissnger's subsequent
explanation for this unilaterd action bears a driking amilarity to Mallet’s raionde for
avoiding consultations in 1956: “...to be frank, we could not have accepted a judgment
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different from our own.”

Jug as the Suez Crigs darified for dl parties the limits of NATO out-of-area
cooperation for the first haf of the dliance's higory, the Yom Kippur War helped dl
parties to undersand the badc rules of the game for the second 20 years of NATO's
exigence. The first two decades of NATO's history are characterized by unsuccessful
European solicitations of American help and European expressons of resentment about
American meddling in ther sovereign colonid affars. By contrast, the second 20 years
ae chaacterized by frudraed American solicitations of out-of-area help from the
European dlies under the generd rubric of burden sharing.

It is worth reiterating, however, that in neither of these two higtorical periods
have the dlies permitted out-of-area disputes to get out of control and thresten
NATO's survivd. It is dso worth mentioning that intra-dliance recriminations over
out-of-area issues declined in intendgty during the 1980s, and that key European
governments were demondrating a greater willingness to assst the United States in
selected overseas contingencies by the late 1980s.

Indeed, the modest improvement in NATO out-of-area consultation and
cooperation during the late 1980s is a least partly attributable to the concern on the
pat of dl members tha the dliance was becoming more and more vulnerable to
disruption as a result of extra-regiond chalenges, a a time when NATO's misson was
dill not accomplished. Fortunately, the Alliance managed to avoid such threat
throughout a set of out-of-area criss, emerged immediaidy following the end of the
Cold War and dissolution of the Soviet Union.

NATO’'s Teg in the Persan Gulf: Cold War Period and the First Military
Campaign

Issue of dability and desired balance of interests in the Persan Gulf has being
on the agenda for dmost hdf of a century. Fird time NATO's collective interest in
preserving order in the Perdan Gulf region was tested by Iragi dictator Abdul Karim
Qassam during the summer of 1961, who seemed poised to invade neighboring Kuwait
less than one week after Britain granted Kuwait independence. Since London had
dgned a bilaterd defense treaty with the Amir of Kuwait, and relied upon the smdl
Gulf nation for 40 percent of its crude ail, British forces were quick to respond: they
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were dble to place the firg contingent of Royd Marine Commandos in Kuwait within
24 hours after recelving a request for hedp on June 30. Within a matter of days, a
British force of nearly 6,000 troops, backed by a task force of 45 warships deployed
from as fa away as Hong Kong and Singgpore, and arcraft armed with both
conventional and nucler wegpons, was in the Gulf region. London's deterrence
drategy succeeded, and, by July 14, Britain was able to begin to gradudly scde down
its military contingent and turn over responghility for Kuwati security to an Arab
League force composed of Egyptian, Sudanese, Jordanian, Saudi and Kuwaiti troops.

Britain did not solicit NATO military assgtance for its actions in defense of
Kuwait and, for the most part, its dlies were content to let London handle the issue.
The criss nonetheless caused some problems within the US-UK “specid relationship.”
The Kennedy Adminigration, which had come to office seven .months earlier with a
pledge to “get on the right sde of change’ in the Third World, was anxious to avoid
guilt by association with British inteventionism in the Middle East region.
Washington was dso concerned about the fact that Britain had to remove forces from
NATO’s centra front a a time when East-West tensons were escdating over Berlin.
Findly, Kennedy was disturbed by the posshility that Britain would have to use the
nuclear assats that it had deployed to the Gulf region in the event of an intense military
confrontation with Irag. This last consderation helped to convince Kennedy to oppose
the devdlopment of an independent British nuclear force. For Britain, the satisfaction of
having accomplished an impressve military operation in the Gulf was dampened by
the redization that it was becoming increasingly harder for London to accomplish such
feats, and increesingly likely that it would continue to be chdlenged in the Third
World unlessit retrenched.

Second time, Kuwait resurfaced as a Western security ssue 25 years dfter the
British terminated "Operation Bdiringer” in the Persan Gulf. In the winter of 1986-87,
Kuwaiti oil tankers came under atack from Iran because of Kuwati assstance to
Baghdad during the Iran-Irag War. By this time, Britain's “long recessond” from East
of Suez was complete, and Washington had supplanted London as the principa
guarantor of Gulf security. Kuwait gpproached the US Adminigtration with an offer to
re-flag Kuwaiti tankers under American registry as a means of obtaning U.S. nava
protection in the Gulf. When it became known that the Kuwaitis were offering the
same ded to Moscow, the United States agreed to the ref lagging proposa. By the
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spring of 1987, U.S. nava vessdls were patrolling the Gulf, as aunilaterd action.

Ironicdly, it was not an Iranian attack, but rather the Iragi attack on the U.S.S.
Stark which convinced Washington to seek dlied help in the Gulf. After about three
months of haggling, key European governments began to deploy navad forces to the
region, to protect civilian shipping and remove mines from the Gulf. It is revant to
this study, however, that Washington never made a forma request to NATO per sg
and that the European governments which chose to contribute to the Gulf armada did
S0 on a unilaterd basis, while coordinating their policies under the auspices of the
Western European Union (WEU) rather than under the aegis of NATO.

American and European navd units completed their mine clearing and patrol
duties in the Gulf in 1989, but by August of the following year the United States was

once again discussing a pressing Persgan Gulf security issue with its European dlies.

The mgor crises took place on August 2, 1990, when Iraq accomplished its
higoric god of annexing Kuwat, by means of a brutdly efficdent blitzkrieg. The
invason dicited an dmogt universal condemnation from the world community. As the
drongest nation in the internationd system, the United States felt a specid respont
shility to respond to Saddam’s aggresson. But Washington aso understood that it was
essentid that the dStuation not devolve into a bilateral confrontation between America
and Irag. Washington moved quickly, therefore, to help raise the issue of the invasion
of Kuwait in the United Nations, and within NATO.

The cdrcumgtances surrounding the lragi inveson of Kuwat were dmogt
ided from the point of view of anyone wishing to encourage NATO to play a military
role beyond the established Treety area:

The issue was of direct drategic rdevance to adl NATO members
because of the threat which Saddam posed to the world oil market. From the sart of
the crigs dl NATO dlies dso recognized an interest in the preservation of peace and
gability throughout the Middle East region.

As the fird pod-cold war crigs, it did not involve the risk of
confrontation with the Soviet Union. Indeed, Moscow made it clear that it was on
board in support of al 12 UN Security Council resolutions againgt Irag.

The aggresson agangt Kuwat was s0 blatant and grotesque thet it
gavanized the Internationd community and resulted in both globa (UN) and regiond
(Arab League) condemnation of Baghdad's action. Thus NATO governments did not
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face the prospect of being isolated in the world community if they took strong action
againg Irag.

The United States made it clear in the early stages of the criss that it
was willing and able to bear most of the costs for any action teken againgt Saddam, as
long as it could rdy upon its dlies for srong political backing, reasonable financid
and logigticd support, and whatever level of military assstance the separate NATO
governments wished to contribute.

Encouraged by these very postive circumsances, the NATO Council of
Minigters was able to act in unison to condemn Irag’'s invason of Kuwait and cal for
an internationd embargo agang Baghdad. This display of dlied politicd solidarity in
turn convinced various Western experts and policy mekers that the time had findly
come for NATO to transcend its atificid boundaries. NATO Commander Generd
John Galvin argued that the criss in the Gulf demonsrated that NATO should adopt a
new “fire brigade’ drategy designed to facilitate rgpid deployment beyond the existing
NATO Treaty area. And, in late November, British Defense Secretary Tom King
advised the North Atlantic Assembly that the Kuwait criss illustrated the need “ether
to amend the North Atlantic Treaty or adopt a more flexible interpretation of the
exiding Treety to reflect changing security conditions and to facilitate NATO as a
collective entity to respond to threats outside of the area.”

Washington was gratified by the way in which NATO reacted to the criss in
the Gulf. The Atlantic Alliance was the fird internationa orgenization to act, by
expressing its srong and unanimous oppodtion to Saddam’'s action. USA turned
indinctively to its NATO dlies to help hold the codition together. Since the issues a
dake in the Gulf were recognized by dl of the dlies as common security interests, the
United States continued to receive unanimous political support within NATO for its
dand againg Irag. Some Western experts and policy makers were so impressed by this
demondration of dliance solidarity that they presented the Kuwat criss as an
opportunity to expand NATO's boundaries, ether informdly (by disegarding the
geographic condraints imposed by Article 6 of the Treety) or formdly (by revisng the
Treaty to permit NATO to ded with extra- European security threats).

But the individuds who depicted the Kuwat crigs as a modd for future
NATO out-of-area cooperation gave insufficient atention the problems that were just
below the surface. While preserving the common front of oppostion to Saddam's
aggresson, NATO members made it clear during bilaterd and multilaterd mesetings
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that they held some important differences of opinion about what should be done in the
Gulf, and who should do it. In September, NATO Secretary Generd Manfred Worner
dated that there was a “unanimous conviction that <ill more can and should ke done”
by Washington's dlies to asss the United States in Operation Desart Shidd. But with
the exception of Britain and, to a lesser extent, France, Washington continued to be
disappointed by the levd of direct military support provided by the European dlies.

Key European alies aso began to express differences with the United States
over the question of how much diplomacy was required before the Western community
opted for war in the Gulf. For example, Presdent George Bush and German
Chancdlor Helmut Kohl were dearly spesking from two different texts during Bush's
vigt to Germany in November. Kohl's frequent references to the “wish that
negotiations would lead to a peaceful outcome” discomfited the American President,
who had only recently opted for a massive increase in the sze of the U.S. Gulf force in
support of an offensve strategy againgt Irag.

Saddam Hussain activdly encouraged these fissparous pressures within
NATO and in the larger international codition, by three drategies. Firs, he
consgently depicted the cridgs as a U.S-Iragi confrontation and cast himsdf in the role
of an Arab leader victimized by Western imperidism. This campaign had little effect
on the NATO community, but it did resonate within the Third World in genera and
within the Middle East in particular. Second, Saddam extracted political advantage
from the Western hostages which had been trgpped in Irag and Kuwait since the
invason. He did s0 firsd by the sdective rdease of hogstages. France, Germany and
Japan were the nations which were accorded the highest priority in this campaign to
fud intra-codition resentments and recriminaions. Baghdad made no effort to disguise
its intentions in this regard. Thus, a the time that it anounced plans to release dl
remaining German hogtages, the Iragi Foreign Ministry explained the action as “. . .a
message of encouragement to the people of Europe to take more independent actions
and gand agang the arogant podtion of the Americans who are cdling for war.”
Baghdad aso derived politica benefits from his surprise announcement of plans to
release dl remaining Western hostages as a demondration of Irag's peaceful intent and
concern for human rights.

The third, and by fa the most effective, Iragi dtrategy for encouraging
disagreement within the Western camp was Saddam’'s campaign to shift the focus of
international  attention away from the Kuwat dtuation by dressng the “linkage’
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between ingability in the Gulf and the enduring problem of Isragi occupetion of
territories acquired during the 1967 Arab-lsradi War. Here was an issue which could
generate internecine tensons not only among the Arab members of the codition but
adso between Washington and its European dlies. The aforementioned disagreement
between Washington and its NATO dlies over the America's resupply of Isradl during
the 1973 Yom Kippur War illustrates the breadth and depth of U.S.-European
dissgreement over Israd. After 1973, dl parties understood that this was an issue
which had to be kept out of the NATO forum, which is precisdly why it was 0
attractive to Saddam Hussain.

In spite of Saddam’s bext efforts;, NATO's politica codition held together.
But as the UN Security Council deadline of January 15 approached, the strains became
more evident within the dliance. Various American congressmen fagtened on the
Kuwalit cridgs in order to berate Japan and the NATO dlies for not carying a fair share
of the military and financid burden of common security.

Washington's European dlies aso kept ther concerns and disagreements
under control. Various governments expressed quiet but clear concern about
Washington's management of the Kuwait criss arguing that the United States had
foreclosed diplomatic options and moved too quickly to a war posture in the Gulf.
Some of Washington's dlies were dso atracted to the idea of linking Gulf security
with Arab-lgadi reations, dthough they stopped short of officialy sanctioning such a
linkage policy. The European podtion was reflected in two resolutions passed by the
European Community during a summit meeting in December. The fird datement
reiterated the EC's support for al 12 UN Security Council Resolutions condemning
Irag for its invason of Kuwat, but a separate dtatement cdled for an Arab-lsradi
peace conference under UN auspices.

All NATO members nonetheless recognized that there was little to be gained,
and much to be log, if a shouting match erupted within the dliance over the Kuwait
issue. And once the shooting darted in the Gulf on the morning of January 17, the
adlies closed ranks around the U.S-led war effort. In this regard, Saddam’s Strategy of
"divide and conquer” has proven to be a falure. But some Western analysts had been
encouraged to make more of this test of Western solidarity than was judified. For
NATO's handling of the Iragi invason of Kuwait has been a dudy in the politics of
conflict avoidance and mutua accommodation rather than a model of common action

againgt acommonly perceived enemy beyond the existing NATO boundaries.
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The Kuwait crigs illudrates that even under the best of circumstances there
are drict limits to what can be expected from a regiond aliance created for a specific
defensve purpose. In the case of the Kuwait crigs, political condemnation backed by
an embargo served as the bagis for a common Western position during the early stages
of the criss. NATO governments nonetheless demondtrated caution and moderation in
thar handling of their policy differences due to a common concern that the dliance
might not survive a recriminatory public dispute over the Kuwait issue in an era of
declining Soviet threst.

This is the most important lesson of the Kuwait criss - not to press too hard
within the NATO forum on an issue which is litedly margind to the dliances
established purpose. It was the lesson of Suez, Afghanistan and the Yom Kippur War.
And it is even more true today in a Stuation in which the risk of dliance collgpse over
an out-of-area dispute has never been gredter.

Evolution of NATO's Qut-of-area Paolicy in the Aftermath of the
Cold War

As it was found out in previous pats of the research, dlied handling of
conflicts outsde the North Atlantic area has been a controversad issue since the
cregtion of NATO. However, in spite of pressure from different members, a policy of
non-involvement was firmly established during the Cold War. NATO, as such, chose
to limit itsdlf to the collective defense of its own teritory, as formd or informa co-
operation between two or several members in other parts of the world was kept off the
NATO agenda Conflicts resulting from the colonid interess of some Europesn
countries and the American globd anticommunis engagement were handled in
accordance with this intra- Alliance understanding.

The end of the Cold War did not bring any immediate change to this more or
less established agreement. The firg Gulf War quickly showed the impossbility of an
enlargement of NATO's responghilities to out-of-area missons. Public opinion in a
substantial number of European countries during the criss in fact expressed strong
fedings againg such a change. Nevertheless, seven years later, NATO had severd
thousand troops on the ground in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and was heavily engaged in an

extendve ar campagn againg former Yugodavia How and why this complete change
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of policy took place?

The tem "out-of-ared’ had a farly dear and preciss meaning in NATO
vocabulary during the Cold War, referring primarily to events taking place outsde the
teritory of NATO's members. The only exception to this ground rule was events
taking place in the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact countries, which could have a
direct bearing on the Alliance. The difference between the NATO area and the rest of
the world was embodied in the security guarantee formulated in NATO's Article 5,
requiring al membersto consider attack on one state as an attack on al.

At NATO's 50th anniversary, this distinction seemed to have lost some of its
relevance, as many argued that the term "out-of-ared’ no longer conceptuaized any
clearly defined area It could, for ingtance, well be argued that NATO had in fact
guaranteed the safety of the new date Bosnia-Herzegovina jugt as firmly as if it had
been covered by Article 5. Nevertheless, the digtinction between the territory covered
by NATO's Article 5 and "out-of-ared’ teritory in fact is gill maintained, keeping its
continued relevance. The problems connected to NATO's out-of-area involvement,
which prevented an expanson of NATO's i0le during the Cold War, are as prominent
now as then, and the solutions are far from obvious.

The development of NATO's out-of-area engagement can be divided into three
main phases. Fird, between 1990 and 1992, NATO's traditiona reluctance to engage
in out-of-area conflicts came under pressure, but remained largely unchanged. In 1991,
NATO recognized that the monolithic, massve and potentidly immediate threst which
was the principd concern of the Alliance in its firs forty years has disgppeared.
Moreover, the dwindling of Soviet power meant that the contest for globa hegemony
was temporaily settled, and the United States was the only remaning super power
with globa interests and ceapabilities. Againgt this background, NATO was forced to
undertake radica changes. As a result, NATO darted to review its drategy, but even
though the new Strategic Concept, which was adopted by the North Atlantic Council in
November 1991, opened up for co-ordination in fidds of common concern, few of the
members envisoned an expanded out-of-area role for the Alliance a the time.
However, the dmost smultaneous collgpse of the Soviet Union and the outbresk of
war in Yugodavia made NATO's new Strategic Concept outdated before it had been
put Into practice.

Secondly, between 1992 and 1995, NATO gradudly became involved in the
war in Bosnia. Throughout this period, NATO's role was to support the United
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Nations peacekeeping operation on the ground. However, through an incrementa
development, NATO's role in the joint operation gradudly increased from the initid
launching of a modest nava operation in the Adriatic in 1992 to the large-scale ar
campaign againg the Bosnian Serbs in 1995. Throughout this period, NATO acted
more and more independently, changing the joint operation from peacekeeping to
peace enforcement by findly intervening directly in the war.

Thirdly, since 1995, NATO has embraced a filly independent out-of-area role.
The increasing NATO influence in Bosnia culminated when NATO replaced the UN
following the deployment of its first peacekeeping force to Bosnia in December 1995.
The find gsep in this devedopment occurred when NATO's members decided to use
force againg former Yugodavia without the authorization of the UN Security Council
in March 1999. The new out-of-area role was formaized in the new Strategic Concept
adopted at NATO's50th anniversary summit in Washington, 23-24 April 1999.

Following carefully dl these developments, it could be concluded that: Fird,
far from being a result of a designed policy or conscious choices, NATO's new out-of-
area policy seems to have developed amost by accident. Each new step was driven by
events, and gppears to have been taken without full consideration of its potentia
conseguences. In fact, the policy was formaly formulated after it had been "de facto"
implemented. Through this process, NATO has repeatedly backed itsdf into a corner,
only to find itsdf in a dtudion where the credibility of the Alliance has become
closaly dependent on its ability to handle out-of-area conflicts effectively.

Secondly, it will be agued tha NATO's ovewhdming military srength has
proved largely ineffective in reation to many of the chdlenges posed by internd
conflicts such as Bosnia In fact, the use of massve force may in many indances be
counterproductive with regard to the overdl goals of the operation.

Thirdly, as it is not possble to argue that NATO is defending the territory of a
member date in any out-of-area conflict, force must be usad in defense of some other
particular Alliance interest. The vison of an interes-based Alliance was launched in a
speech by NATO's Secretary General Manfred Werner to the North Atlantic Assembly
in November 1990. In his speech Worner asked whether it was not possible to
"develop an internd Alliance underdanding whereby ... the degree of engagement in
deding with a given out-of-area problem might vary from Ally to Ally, but the assets
of the Alliance would be avalable for co-ordination and support”. But in the same

gpeech Worner aso recognized that "This would operate where there is a clear need for
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common dliance interests to be defended’. Bdancing these two potentidly conflicting
needs - dlowing some members to use common assats, but only in defense of common
dliance interests - remans the essence of the dilemma of NATO's post-Cold War
transformation.

The Dissolution of Yugodavia and NATO's | nitial Reaction

When Yugodavia dated to disntegrate in 1990-91, the initid assessment of
most mgjor Western powers was that the conflict was of little srategic significance and
that nationa interests were not at stake. Four years later, however, the war in Bosnia
had become the most chalenging threat to existing norms and inditutions that Western
leaders fced. The war in Bosnia had dso caused the deepest rifts in NATO on out-of-
area issues dnce the Suez criss in 1956. Moreover, as NATO's intervention in Bosnia
was the fird armed force operation in the history of the Alliance, its military credibility
came to depend on the success of the operation. In the absence of a unifying externa
threat, NATO'’s firs out-of-area operation was seen by many as a test case for the
future integrity and viability of NATO. The logicd quesion was therefore, if NATO
leaves Bosnia without finishing the job, how can it be taken serioudy anywhere ese?
Failure or success in Bosnia was then aso linked to the resolution of dl the other post-
Cold War chalenges NATO had to face. Bosnia became a test case for co-operation
within the Partnership for Peace, with Russia, and new members.

The fate of Bosnia, and later aso Kosovo, the fale of NATO and the
enlargement process became closely interconnected. In the words of Richard Cohen:
"The future of NATO ... is inextricably linked to what happens in Bosnia We cannot
have it both ways an expanded and dill-important NATO, and a faled effort in
Bosnid'. Thus, NATO's continued relevance and military credibility became linked to
the successful resolution of the conflictsin the Balkans.

However, a tha Sage the Allies have been vey fa from the common
understanding. For example, even the United States policy was far from clear and
consgent. The Bush adminigration favored a united Yugodavia, but made it clear that
the United States would not accept use of force to achieve this. On the other hand, it
was made equaly clear that the United States would not engage its own forces to
prevent this from happening. US policy was further confused by repested resolutions
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from Congress cdling for increesed independence for the Albanian minority in
Kosovo. The White House was aso anxious to demongtrate to domestic audiences that
the United States would not continue to shoulder the bulk of Europe's post-Cold War
security expenses.  There was an undercurrent in Washington, that it was time for the
Europeans to show that they could act as a unified power, following years of
transatlantic tension regarding the US role in Europe.

As a reault, international mediators lost their most vauable bargaining chip - a
unified international stance, linking recognition to an overdl solution, induding a
solution to issues such as contested borders and minority rights.

The quedion of externd military intervention in Yugodavia was the only point
on which the mgor NATO powers agreed. None of the alies was willing to use force
to back up their policy. In the autumn of 1991 NATO's out-of-area capacity was in
some ways rather limited. The new Rapid Reaction Corps was 4ill in the planning
stage. Few senior NATO officers or planners had any experience in peacekeeping or
undergtanding of the inherent limitations of the use of force in peacekesping
operations. The extent to which diplomatic, civilian, humanitarian and military aspects
were interrelated in such operations was dso something new to NATO's military dteff.
More importantly, there was no politica consensus on an independent role for NATO
in operations outside Article 5. The use of force was smply too big a Step to consder
in late 1991.

However, the outbresk of in Bosnia a few months later made it impossible not
to condder this option. Firg hdf of 1992 was a turbulent time for NATO. Uncertainty
regarding the future of the Alliance reeched a new high, and competition the
"Atlanticigs’, led by the United States, and the "Europeanists’, led by France, was
intense. In the midst of this competition, the North Atlantic Council decison on 4 June
1992 became the decisve step towards a new role for NATO outside the treaty area.
The Council decided to "support, on a case by ease basis in accordance with our own
procedures, peacekeeping activities under the responsbility of the CSCE, including
making available Alliance resources and expertiss’. What had changed in the last Sx
months since the adoption of the new Strategic Concept?

First, the Soviet Union had become the Commonwedlth of Independent States,
with a dradticaly reduced conventiona military capecity. The threet of a mgor attack
on NATO territory by conventiond forces did not exist in the foreseegble future.
Questions such as "Why do we need American troops in Europe if they are not going
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to be used for red security problems’ began to apped frequently in the United States.

Secondly, the members of the Western European Union had decided to increase
the operationa capacity of the organization. In late May 1992, the French and German
heads of dates, Francois Mitterand and Helmut Kohl, launched a proposa for a
35,000-Strong joint army corps, intended to be the nucleus of a future European army.
On the day that the Euro corps was announced, the US State Secretary, James Baker,
cdled for politicd, diplomatic and economic action aganst Serbia, after having
conferred with the British Prime Minigter, John Mgor. Even though Baker did not cal
for military intervention, he argued that NATO was the only organizaion &ble to fied
forces of the kind needed to impose a cease-firein Yugodavia

The UN's limited capecity was a third factor which opened up for NATO
involvement. Many politicians argued that peace had to be enforced, not brokered, in
Yugodavia and tha NATO had to assume this role. The UN Secretary Generd,
Boutros Boutros Gahli, fudled the NATO-WEU compstition by suggesting that he
might ask the WEU to undertake peacekeeping operationsin Bosnia

What findly prompted NATO to act was probably the discusson prior to the
CSCE medting in Helsnki in July. By ealy summer it became clear tha the CSCE
was about to expand its responghilities to include peacekesping on the European
continent, but there was no agreement as to how this should be done. France
predictably objected to any expansion of NATO's role, and argued that the CSCE
should direct future requests for military assstance to individud dates, not to regional
organizations. Neverthdess, France caved in to pressure and the NAC made a formd
decison to support the CSCE on a case-by-case bass. Following NATO's decison,
the WEU soon followed suit, and on 19 June, issued the Petersberg Declaration, stating
its willingness to "support, on a case by case bass and in accordance with our own
procedures, the effective implementation of conflict-management measures, incduding
peacekeeping activities of the CSCE or the United Nations Security Council”.

Thus, within the same month, both the Atlantic and European defense
organizations had opened up for involvement in peacekesping operations, outsde ther
"norma" area of operaion. These have been decisions not redly about what should be
donein the former Y ugodavia but about future security arrangementsin Europe.

As a reault of these decigve politica steps, in response to forma request from
the UN Secretary Generd to NATO and the CSCE, both NATO and the WEU
authorized pardld nava operations to monitor internationd compliance with UN
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sanctions againg former Yugodavia Thus NATO's involvement in the Yugodav
crigs began with the Operation Maritime Monitor, when the NATO Standing Navd
Force Mediterranean entered the Adriatic Sea on 16 July 1992. At the time, NATO had
never carried out an exercise for peacekeeping purposes and had no contingency plans
for peacekeeping operations.

The decison to launch the operation seemed to be only partly rdated to events
in Bosnia A navd survellance operation could only be expected to have a margina
influence on a war that was being fought on the ground. NATO's members had ruled
out the use of force, but adso sated ther willingness to use NATO in support of
peacekeeping activities. The combination of a reluctance to use force and a need to
demongtrate NATO's capability to act, led to the decison to launch a naval operation.
This became NATO's fird rductant sep into an out-of-area role in the former
Yugodavia

NATO'sPalicy in 1992-1995: Assisting to UN

Over the next three to four years, NATO's involvement in Bosnia increased
gradualy. Throughout this period, NATO's role was redricted to the provison of
military support to the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) which was
operating on the ground. Even though NATO's role remained one of support to
another organization, NATO's involvement expanded both quantitativdy and
quditatively. The quantitative expanson occurred as new tasks were added to those
dready performed by NATO. The quditative expansion took place through an increase
in the use of force, a growing willingness to intervene directly in the war, and a
gradua increase in NATO's control of the entire internationa operation. In December
1995, the trandformation culminated with the formal trandtion of power from
UNPROFOR to the NATO-led Implementation Force (IFOR).

During this period, NATO had to confront three mgor chadlenges. The first was
how to apply force in a peacekeeping operation. The second was how the UN and
NATO, with their fundamentdly different purposes, sructures and traditions, could
effectivdly work together towards the same goa. And the third was how to identify
common interets and common within the Alliance with regard to an out-of-area
conflict.
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The fird expanson of NATO's tasks in Bosnia took place in October 1992,
when NATO's navd monitoring operation was mirrored by Operation Sky Monitor.
NATO's Early Warning and Control System (AWACYS) force began to monitor the UN
ban on military flights in the argpace of Bosia-Herzegovina. The operation was an
extenson of the role of NATO AWACS arcrait dready involved in the monitoring
operation in the Adriatic. The information gathered was to be passed on to
UNPROFOR as part of its overal monitoring operation on the ground.

The firg quditative expanson took place when Operation Maritime Monitor
was changed to Operation Sharp Guard in November 1992. With reference to Chapter
VIl and VIII of the UN Charter, the Security Council called upon:

Sates, acting nationally or through regional agencies or arrangements, to use
such measures commensurate with the specific circumstances as may be necessary
under the authority of the Security Council to halt all inward and outward maritime
shipping in order to inspect and verify their cargoes and destinations and to ensure
strict implementation of the provisions of Resolutions 713 (1991) and 757 (1992).

The resolution dlowed for the use of coercive force in the ongoing navd
operationsin the Adriatic.

The second quditative expansion took place when the air operation was aso
authorized to use force. On 31 March 1993, the UN Security Council (again acting
under Chapter V11 of the Charter) authorized member states:

.. acting nationally or through regional organizations or arrangements, to
take, under the authority of the Security Council and subject to close co-ordination
with the Secretary General and UNPROFOR, all necessary means in the airspace of
the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, in the event of further violation to ensure
compliance with the bans on flights....

The North Atlantic Council gpproved plans for Operation Deny Hight on 8
April. The operation began four days later.

A few months later, another step was made when NATO was authorized to use
"protective air power in case of attack aganst UNPROFOR in the performance of its
overdl mandate, if it S0 requests’. At the North Atlantic Council meeting on 10 June
1993, NATO gave its support to the establishment of safe areas and offered protective
ar power in case of attack against UNPROFOR, if it so requests. This ssemingly
unproblematic formulation became known as the "dud key" arangement, requiring the
approval of both the UN and NATO in order to launch NATO air drikes. The close air
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support operation began on 22 July 1993. However, this command and control
procedure would soon create problems for NATO's reputation as an effective military
organization.

Then, on 2 August 1993, in response to Serb advances outsde Sargevo, the
North Atlantic Council expanded its own mandate, without UN authorization. After a
lengthy debate, the Council decided to make an "extensve interpretation” of UN
Security Council Resolution 836, which authorized close ar support in defense of
UNPROFOR, by stating:

The Alliance has now decided to make immediate preparations for
undertaking, in the event that the strangulation of Sarajevo and other areas continues,
including wide-scale interference with humanitarian assistance, stronger measures
including air strikes against those responsible, Bosnia Serbs and others, in Bosnia-
Herzegovina.

In other words, NATO would not only provide protection for UNPROFOR
would adso conduct retdiation ar drikes agang one of the conflicting parties. Even
though it was dressed that possble drikes should not be interpreted as a military
intervention in the conflict, NATO was, in practice, becoming directly involved in the
war. However, the UN remained largely in control of NATO operations through the
command arrangement, as NATO's use of air power had to be authorized by the UN
Secretary Generd.

These arrangements were the basis for NATO involvement over the next two
years. A further sep taken in July 1995 - when the UN control of power was
abandoned by an amendment of the command dructure, the authority to gpprove air
drikes was deegated from the UN Secretary (or his specia representative) to the
commander of UNPROFOR, and the chair of command now only conssted of military
personnel from NATO countries - shows that the escdation of NATO involvement
was driven by day-to-day developments in the thegtre, up to the point where NATO
was 0 deeply involved that the credibility of the Alliance became intringcaly linked
to its ability to manage the conflict. Throughout the UNPROFOR period, NATO had
learned some expensive lessons. Fird, the difficulties connected with use of force in a
peacekeeping operation had been painfully demonstrated. Secondly, co-operation with
the UN had demondrated the difficulties of unifying NATO's need for swift and
decisgve action with the UN’'s need for broad consensus on a much wider range of

interests. The most important lesson, though, was that an operation with no clear
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common NATO interest, resulted in the pursuit of differing nationd interests and a
predominance of domestic agendas, which caused serious drans on the internd

cohesion of the Alliance,

From Peace K eeping to Peace Enfor cement

In 1995, NATO formaly decided to "cross the Mogadishu line' by moving
from peacekesping to peace enforcement. At the same time NATO abandoned the role
as a UN support organization, and took complete control of its own operation. Both
changes took place without a forma extenson of the mandate from the UN Security
Council. These important NATO decisons were a reaction to more or less
unpredictable events on the ground in Bosnia

The turning point was the fadl of Srebrenica on July 11, 1995, which findly
shattered any hopes of a continuation of the hard-pressed UNPROFOR operation. The
sane evet effectively destroyed any illusons that may have remaned as to wha
could be achieved by NATO ar power, as were any illusons about the willingness of
UNPROFOR states to accept lossesin defense of Bosnian civilians.

The fal of Srebrenica had several consequences. As both Europe and the
United States were in a desperate position, they were able to agree on a new policy.
NATO decided to take tougher actions against Serb attacks on the safe areas and the
"dud key" arangement was therefore revised. The UN civilian authorities were cut
from the chain of command, despite Russa's objections. The UN "key" was delegated
to the Commander of a srengthened UNPROFOR, the French Generd Bernard
Janvier, who was authorized to delegate it further to the Commander of UNPROFOR,
"when operationd circumgtances so require’. New rules of engagement were aso
agreed, dlowing pre-emptive strikes on a wide range of targets in order to protect
NATO planes from the Serb air defenses. NATO was determined to demondrate its
force - dl it needed was new provocation from the Serbs.

The provocation came in lae Augus when a mortar hit the Sargevo
marketplace killing 37 people. In retdiation NATO planes attacked Bosnian Serb
postions around Sargevo on 30 August. The ensuing Operation Deliberate Force
lasted severd weeks. There seems to be generd agreement that the operation had a
psychologica effect on both sides and made internationd threats of the use of force
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more credible. The mgor advantages of the Serbs forces, which were superior mohility
and firepower, dso suffered, as NATO's bombs targeted the Serb lines of command
and ammunition and fue depots. However, the military effect of the ar campaign was
contested and it would be smpligtic to argue that the air campaign ended the war. At
the end of the campaign, NATO had dmos exhaugsted its list of targets (ammunition
dumps, communication equipment, ams factories and drategic bridges) which had
been chosen carefully in order to minimize collatera damage and carnage, when the
Serbs complied with NATO'’ S ultimatum and agreed to a cease-fire.

Consequently, on 20 September 1995, CINCSOUTH and the UN Peace Force
Commander concluded that the Serbs had complied with the conditions set out by the
two organizations. no attacks on Sargevo and other safe areas, withdrawa from the
Sagevo excluson zone and freedom of movement for the UN and NGOs and
unrestricted use of the Sargevo arport. The air campaign was therefore cdled off.

Operation Ddliberate Force was the last step in the informd extenson of
NATO's authority during the UNPROFOR period. The mandate for NATO's use of
force was 4ill vested in Security Council Resolution 836, issued in April 1993.
Bearing in mind that NATO was only authorized to protect UNPROFOR and that
UNPROFOR was only to use force in sdif defense, one must conclude that NATO had
srayed consderably from the origind mandate.

On 20 December 1995, NATO findly took center stage in the internationa
effort to end the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, when NATO's Implementation Force
(IFOR) replaced UNPROFOR. By the same move, the Alliance aso took another step
in the piecemed development of an independent role for NATO outside its own tregty
aea. The new force was under the political direction of the North Atlantic Coundil,
commanded by NATO's Supreme Allied Commander, and the mgority of troops came
from NATO member countries. After a gradua disentangling from UN command and
control throughout 1995, NATO was findly in complete control of both ground and air
operaionsin Bosnia

The mandate for NATO's operation was set out in UN Security Council
Resolution 1031, which was adopted on 15 December 1995. The Resolution marked a
sgnificant change in the relaionship between NATO and the UN. Bearing in mind the
experience of NATO's support role in connection with UNPROFOR, NATO planners
wanted to ensure that the Alliance would not find itsdf in a podtion where its ability to
act was redrained by civilian interference in the chain of command. In order to prevent
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this, those parts of the Dayton Agreement to be implemented by NATO had been
prepared by the Alliances militay planners, and were negotiated with the active
participation of US Generd Wedey Clark, who later became SACEUR. Consequently,
Artide 1 of Annex 1-A of the Agreement invited the UN Security Council to adopt a
resolution authorizing the establishment of the implementation force. It further Sated
that "It is undersood and agreed that NATO may edtablish such a force, which will
operate under the authority and subject to the direction and political control of the
North Atlantic Council through the NATO chain of command".

The Security Council responded by adopting Resolution 1031, authorizing:

The member states acting through or in co-operation with the organization
referred to in Annex 1-A of the Peace Agreement to establish a multinational
implementation force (IFOR) under the unified command and control in order to fulfill
the role specified in Annex 1-A and Annex 2 of the Peace Agreement.

The same member states were also authorized to take:

All necessary measures to effect the implementation of and to ensure the
compliance with Annex 1-A of the Peace Agreement.

And to teke:

All necessary measures, at the request of IFOR, either in defense of IFOR or to
assist the force in carrying out its mission, and recognizes the right of the force to take

all necessary measures to defend itself from attack or threat of attack.

What the UN Security Council redly did was to reinquish UN authority over
NATO's operation in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Even though the degree of UN control has
sometimes been a redity and a other times margind, the arrangements for IFOR went
one sep further by deegating al politicd and operationd control to NATO.
Furthermore, whereas UNPROFOR could only use force in sdf-defense, IFOR was
authorized to use force dso in response to non-compliance with the commitments
undertaken by the parties in the Dayton Agreement.

However, overdl, the IFOR operation differed quite radicaly from established
peacekeeping principles. Even though it was based on consent inasmuch as dl three
parties had dgned the peace agreement, dl the parties sgned under heavy pressure,
and the Seb wartime leaders had beer effectivdly excluded from the peace
negotiations. It was therefore probable that compliance with the agreement would have
to be enforced. Another important peacekeeping principle - that of impartidity - was
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formdly in place in the Dayton Agreement, but in practice biased military and
economic support to one of the entities entalled that the Bosnian Serbs were unlikely to
see the peacekeeping force as impartia. The heavy involvement of maor powers the
fact that costs in connection with the peacekeeping operation were borne by the nations
individualy aso deviated from traditiond UN peacekeeping principles.
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CHAPTER 3:
NATO'SINDEPENDENT OUT-OF-AREA POLICY: CURRENT
DEVELOPMENTSAND FUTURE TRENDS

Since NATO's firg fully independent out-of-area operation was deployed to
Bosnia the end of 1995, NATO as such or some of its members have directly involved
in severd out-of-area conflicts. During 1996 and 1997, NATO appeared to be
dretched to its limits by the Bosnia operation. Consequently, interna instability in
Albania and new confrontations with Irag were handled through the traditiond Cold
Wa mechanism of ad hoc "coditions of the willing". However, the eruption of
violence in Kosovo prompted a new joint NATO response, and this time NATO acted
without UN authorization. The ar drikes againg the Federa Republic of Yugodavia
(FRY) therefore marked the last step to date in the development of NATO'S new out-
of-arearole.

NATO's response to out-of-area conflicts over the last few years can be divided
into three broad categoriess NATO-operations as such, coditions of the "able and
willing", and assdance through Patnership for Peace. The advantages and
disadvantages connected with each of these will be briefly discussed beow in the light

of the experiences of the last few years.

New M echanismsfor Handling Out-of-ar ea Challenges: Albania 1997

NATO's firg out-of-area chdlenge after its deployment in Bosnia came from
Albania, a country bordering two of NATO's members. In March 1997, not bng after
the controversa extenson of the IFOR mandate by another 18 months, Albania
disntegrated into chaos and anarchy. Immediately theresfter, Albanian refugees darted
pouring into Itay. If NATO's declaration of its willingness and capacity to intervene
outsde its own area was to be credible, one would think that it had to encompass
conflicts so close to NATO's own area. However, NATO intervention did not appear
to be aredigticaly consdered option.

Instead France, Greece, Audlria, Spain, Denmark, Turkey and Romania joined
Ity which led the establishment of a Multinaiond Protection Force for Albania The
ad hoc codition was given amandate by the UN Security Council, authorizing:
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Member Sates participating in the multinational protection force ... to
facilitate the safe and prompt delivery of humanitarian assistance, and to help create a
secure environment for the missions of the international organizationsin Albania.

Compared with IFOR, the force which conssted of approximately 6,000 troops
was given a drictly limited mandate. It should neither disam rebd factions, nor
protect the Albanian population agangt any threets. Its misson was to ensure the safe
deivery of humanitarian aid. Force should only be used to ensure the security and
freedom of movement of the personnd of the said multinationa protection force - i.e.
only in sdf-defense. In this respect, the mandate was smilar to the much-criticized
UNPROFOR mandate.

Operation Alba was deployed in Albania in mid-April 1997. The origind three-
month mandate was extended once by 45 days, and the force withdrew on the
expiration date on 12 August. The operation was largely regarded as a success, as
interna riots settled down without any mgor incidents between the force and loca
factions. The force kept a low profile and did not atempt to promote any politica
solution to the Albanian anarchy. It was criticized for paying too much attention to its
own security, only arriving at conflict spots after the local gang wars had been settled.

Regardless of its actud achievements, Operation Alba was dgnificant in that it
was an atempt to launch a third agpproach to peacekeeping. With the UN dill
discredited by UNPROFOR and NATO preoccupied in Bosnia, a third solution was
found in the esablishment of a codition of the "able and willing". This was in many
ways a return to the Cold War solution of ad hoc coditions assembled for a specific
and limited purpose. The only remarkable thing about this solution in the pogt-Cold
War era wes that both NATO and the WEU had declared their willingness to undertake
exactly these types of tasks. In this respect, Operation Alba was a considerable blow to
the credibility of the WEU’s clam of an independent peacekeeping role, as well as to
NATO's new Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTF). Even though it could be argued
that Operation Alba, to dl intents and purposes, if not in name, was a CJTF, it was
remarkable that NATO deiberaiely chose not to have its name attached to the
operation in any way. The most likdy explanation was tha NATO's out-of-area
capacity was dretched to its limits by the Bosnia operation, and that the conflict was
not consdered serious enough by several NATO members. A new NATO operation
would have raised the question of US participation and leadership, and it was unlikely
that the US Congress would have accepted another ground deployment in Europe so
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closdly after the decison to extend the IFOR operation. All in dl, there was smply not
enough "common dliance intere” to judtify NATO intervention.

At the time, the "Albania-solution” - an ad hoc codition of the willing - seemed
the most viable dternative for future engagements by NATO's members outsde the
treaty area. The large operation in Bosnia began to appear as a once in a lifetime
experience. The risks atached to linking NATO's reputation to the outcome of
complex interna conflicts, and the difficulties of establishing a common NATO policy
in such operations, implied that more flexible coditions would probably be preferred
in the future.

At the same time, however, it was aso evident that ad hoc coditions had some
limitations. Fird, if too much of the NATO members military engagement took place
outsde the NATO framework, integrated NATO structures could be undermined in the
long run, and questions aout NATO's relevance could resurface. Second, if
humanitarian conditions in Albania had deteriorated further, NATO could not have
excaped cdls for a more forceful intervention, being the only organization with such a
capacity.

However, whereas NATO's out-of-area capacity had appeared stretched to its
limits in 1997, it proved to be quite flexible when the gStuation in Albania became
more severe. This became evident after the withdrawa of the Multinationa Rotection
Force in August 1997, when NATO became more directly involved in Albania, though
not through joint military operation. Instead, NATO's new Partnership for Peace (PfP)
program for co-operation with former East-block countries was invigorated.

In Albania PfP provided a flexible framework for a less ambitious and more
anonymous NATO involvement in a volatile dtuation right outsde NATO's borders.
Through PfP NATO could become involved in Albania without investing its overdl
reputation and credibility in one operation, asit had been forced to do in Bosnia

The Albanian PfP program comprised defense-related bilaterd assstance from
NATO members and Partner countries and NATO assstance as such. PfP exercises
were dso conducted in Albania, making NATO's presence temporarily more visible.
Patly in response to the eruption of violence in Kosovo and subsequent Albanian
uneasiness, NATO gpproved an Individuad Partnership Program for Albania in May
1998. The program covered immediately relevant activities, such as the reinforcement
of border forces with equipment, means of trangport and communication, the security

of munitions and wegpons dumps, and the evauation of Albanian’s potentia needs by
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a NATO civil emergency assessment team in case of a further deterioration of the
stuation. NATO was ads0 to send eight teams of experts to Tirana to help restructure
the Albanian forces.

The enhanced use of PfP assstance to Albania contributed, at least temporarily,
to internad dability, and to preventing the crigs in Kosovo from spreading to
neighboring Albania All in dl, though far less noticesble than NATO's other out-of-
area activities, the PP program has probably contributed ggnificantly to the
enhancement of dability in Eastern Europe by engaging aspiring NATO members in
practical military co-operation with the Alliance.

Crossing theHistorical Line: Kosovo Military Campaign

Following the Albanian crises, which was handled outsde the NATO
framework, the favored dternative for future responses to out-of-area conflicts
appeared to be ad hoc coditions of the willing and flexible use of military assgtance
through PfP program. However, the eruption of violence in Kosovo during 1998 and
1999 eventudly led to the deployment of severa new NATO out-of-area operations.
Mosgt importantly, however, NATO expanded its "out-of-ared’ role even further
through its decison to launch ar drikes agangt a soveregn sate without explicit
authorization from the UN Security Council. That happened on 24 March 1999.

The previous day, NATO Secretary Generd Javier Solana had judtified the
action by pointing to the refusd of Yugodav Presdent Milosevic to accept the
proposds negotiated in Rambouillet and to abide by previoudy agreed limits on Serb
Army and Specia Police Forces in Kosovo. Thus, the use of force was the only way to
prevent more human suffering and more represson and violence againg the civilian
population of Kosovo. The argument, obvioudy, was more politica than legd, as were
the judifications invoked a the time by the various NATO capitds. Apat from the
debate on the politicd wisdom of militay action, resctions ranged from smple
skepticism  to  vehement condemnation of the legdity of the campaign. NATO's
unilaterd use of force, critics argued, was, a best, a sgnificant departure from classic
internationa legality. At word, it jeopardized the international order based on the UN
Chater which entruss the Security Council with the respongbility to monitor and
guarantee international peace and security.
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When the fighting between Serb military and police forces and the Kosovo
Liberation Army escdated in early 1998, NAC's firgt reaction was to express deep
concern over the stuation. The UN Security Council condemned "the use of excessve
force by Serbian police forces againg civilians and peaceful demongtrators in Kaosovo,
as wdl as acts of terrorism by the Kosovo Liberation Army", and introduced a
comprehensive wegpons embargo against FRY (Resolution 1160, adopted 31 March
1998). NATO intendfied its PfP activities in Albania in order to enhance dability in
the surrounding areas of Kosovo. However, the fighting continued, and in June 1998
NATO indructed its military dtaff to assess and develop "a full range of options with
the misson ... of hdting or disupting a systematic campaign of violent represson and
expulson in Kosovo'. The same month NATO conducted Exercise Determined Falcon
in Albanian and Macedonian airgpace. A tota of 80 planes from 13 NATO countries
participated in the exercise, the objective of which was to demonsgtrate NATO's
capability to project power repidly into the region. However, NATO's explicit and
implicit threat to use force only seemed to diffen the resolve of the Kosovo Liberation
Army, which refused to negotiate any other solution than full independence.

As media attention faded, the pressure on NATO eased, and during the summer
of 1998 Milosevic was dlowed to pursue his represson of the Kosovo population
more or less undisturbed. However, 50,000 Kosovo-Albanians were driven from ther
homes and when the humanitarian Stuation for the refugees deteriorated with the onsat
of winter, criticisn grew dronger. On 23 September, the UN Security Council was
able to agree on Resolution 1199 demanding a cessation of dl actions affecting the
civilian population, the safe return of refugees and free and unimpeded access for
humanitarian organizations in Kosovo. If these demands were not met, the Security
Council would congder further action and additional measures to mantain or restore
peace and dability in the region. Despite obvious disagreement in the Security Council
over what these additional measures should be, NATO decided to start preparations for
ar drikes againg the Federd Republic of Yugodavia (FRY). At an informa mesting
of defense minigers in Portugd the same week, NATO issued an ACTWARN
decison which entailed that NATO Commanders would begin to identify the assets
required for alimited and a phased air campaign in Kosovo.

Use of force was avoided once more when FRY accepted the deployment of the
unarmed civilian OSCE-led Kosovo Veification Misson (KVM) to Kosovo. The
Misson was tasked with verifying that the parties adhered to UN Security Council
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Resolutions 1160 and 1199, and deployment began m late October 1998. KVM did
manage to prevent an immediate humanitarian disaster for the 50,000 refugees, but its
presence did not hinder an escadation of fighting in early 1999. The lagt attempt to
reech a peaceful settlement falled when the negotiations in Rambouillet ended without
agreement on 18 March 1999. The following day, the OSCE chairman, Norwegian
Foregn Minisger Knut Volleixek, ordered the withdrawd of KVM, which was
completed without hindrance from any of the parties the next day. Three days later, on
24 March 1999, NATO commenced an extensve air campaign aganst FRY. The
campaign lasted for 78 days, until Milosavic accepted a peace agreement with NATO
on 9 June 1999. The agreement was sanctioned by the UN Security Council in
Resolution 1244 the day after. The outcome of the war was bagcaly in line with the
terms set out during the negotiations in Rambouillet. While Kosovo would reman a
pat of the Federd Republic of Yugodavia, the agreement and the resolution paved the
way for the withdrawa of Serbian forces from Kosovo, and for the deployment of the
Kosovo Force (KFOR).

Even though al NATO ndions agreed tha there was a mord and politica
imperative to act, the members of the Alliance could not easily and unanimously find a
legd ground for military action aganst Searbia Six countries a least - Begium,
France, Germany, Greece, Ity and Spain - had politicd and legd misgivings
reflecting the unfinished doae of international law  concerning  humanitarian
intervention.

One of the most assartive proponents of military action was the US.
Washington's argument, however, was based more on palitical than legd arguments.
Indeed, Secretary of State Maddeine Albright sad that she did not think she had to
answer internationd legal questions in detall and called upon existing UN resolutions -
Resolution 1160 (31 March 1998) and especidly Resolution 1199. Washington argued,
that Serbian forces were in blatant violation of that resolution’s requirements and the
resolution being based on Chapter VII of the UN Charter provided sufficient ground
for NATO to undertake military action.

The then German Foreign Minider, Klaus Kinkd, declared himsdf unsatidfied
with the US arguments, and sought dternative legd ground. Kinkd firs pointed out
that the reference to Chapter VII in Resolutions 1160 and 1199 was insufficient in that
Russa and China both had accompanied their votes by legaly vdid declaratory
gatements spelling out that the resolutions should not be interpreted as authorizing the
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use of force. Indeed, on Resolution 1199 China had abstained on the ground that the
text condituted encroachment on Yugodavids sovereignty - thereby preventing any
kind of action, military or otherwise - while Russa had pointed out that both
resolutions dated that if they were not complied with, the Council would have to
consider further action.

Kinkd tried to develop a different argument, relying on a cluster of conditions
that combined, in his view, to make a militay threst legitimate. These conditions
included the inability of the Security Council to act in what was an emergency
dtuation; the fact that a militay threat was in the ‘sense and logic of Resolutions
1160 and 1199 (athough, he conceded, the latter did not provide direct legd ground);
and the paticular high standards for the protection of human rights reached by
European dates in the OSCE context, in paticular regarding the protection of
minorities.

Like the former German Foreign Miniger, NATO Secretary Genera Javier
Solana rdied on a cluster of reasons to judtify the threat of military action in October
1998. These reasons included:

- the falure of Yugodavia to fulfill the requirements st out by Resolutions

1160 and 1199, based on Chapter VI of the UN Charter;

- the imminent risk of a humanitarian catastrophe, as documented by the report

of the UN Secretary-Generd Kofi Annan on 4 September 1998;

- the impossbility to obtan, in short order, a Security Council resolution

mandating the use of force; and

- the fact that Resolution 1199 dates that the deterioration of the gStuation in

Kosovo congtitutes a threet to peace and security in the region.

These reasons are close to those listed by the government of the Netherlands,
which dso added a reference to a checklig for military action adopted by the Dutch
parliament in 1994 and dating that "gross violaions of human rights such as
genocide, can be a reason for military intervention by the international community™
(the text does not specify whether thet intervention must be based on a UN mandate).

The French government was equdly torn. On 7 October, answering a
parliamentary question, Foreign Miniger Hubet Vedrine responded tha a
possble militay action had to be authorized by the Security Council, dthough
he had ealier declared to the press that "it was open to interpretation”
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whether Resolution 1199 was moving NATO towads military  action.
Addressing the Senate on 17 March 1999, Vedrine seemed more convinced that
Resolution 1199, teken in the context of Chapter VII, warranted military
action. As for French Presdent Jacques Chirac, in a daement reminiscent of
Chancellor Schroder’s, he had declared on 6 October that France:

considers that any military action must be requested and decided by the
Security Council. In this particular case, we have a resolution which does open the
way to the possibility of military action. | would add, and repeat, that the
humanitarian situation constitutes a ground that can justify an exception to a rule,
however strong and firm it is. And if it appeared that the situation required it, then
France would not hesitate to join those who would like to intervene in order to assist
those that are in danger.

Unlike Kinkd, Chirac did not atempt to bridge the legd gap between the
resolution which opens the way to the possbility of military action and military action
itdf.

Even greater uncertainty reigned in the pogtion of the Itdian government. In
late September 1998, then Defense Minister Benjamino Andrestta hinted that the
danger of humanitarian catastrophe caused by Belgrade created the conditions for the
goplication of aticle 51, meaning, presumably, the right to collective sdf-defense.
According to the UN Charter, however, this right only applies to states - not entities
such as Kosovo. Spesking to parliament a few days later, then Prime Minister Romano
Prodi sad that, firdt, there was no ground for military action in Kosovo as dl means to
reach a peaceful solution had not been exhausted and, second, thet military action
would have to be legitimized by the Security Council. But by 12 October, no further
objection was heard from the Itdian government regarding the NATO decison to
threaten the use of force,

To sum up, the quedion of legitimization in Stuations where the consent of the
conflicting parties is lacking represents a permanent dilemma connected to NATO's
out-of-area interventions. In such cases, as it has dready happened on severd
occasions, many would argue that NATO intervention would have to be authorized by
the UN Security Council or the OSCE. However, in that case, NATO's ability to act
would become dependent on the consent of non-NATO countries, the Alliance might
in fact become completdy paradyzed. The bombing of the Federa Republic of
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Yugodavia, which began in March 1999, had made it clear that NATO was willing to
play a fully independent "out-of-ared' role and to attack a sovereign dtate without an
explicit mandate from the UN Security Council. The 1999 Strategic Concept
formdized this new policy by dating, that the Alliance was "to stand ready, case-by-
case and by consensus, ..., to contribute to effective conflict prevention and to engage
activdy in caids management, including criss response opedions’. Previous
references to support of operations under the authority of the UN or the OSCE were
left out, marking NATO's independence of other international organizations in this
Issue.

It is unlikely that the debate over whether NATO's decison to launch an air
campaign aganst FRY was legitimate, and whether the campaign increased or
diminished humen suffering in Kosovo, will ever reach one find concdusion. The
incompatible gods of the conflicting parties and the inherent difficulties connected to
any atempt to settle such disputes should caution againgt Smple answers.

NATO's New Misson: Tackling Terror

Although the druggle againg internationa terrorism had been recognized as
one of the Alliance's main glues for the 21% century, as it is often the case, NATO have
begun in practice to act on this principle long before Allies have quantified it in theory.
At theinitid stage of this struggle Allies backed up their solidarity with action.

Immediately after terrorists crashed hijacked airliners into the Pentagon and
World Trade Center, NATO Allies and Partners have lined up behind the United States
in an unprecedented demondration of support and solidarity. From invoking Article 5
in the immediate aftermath of the attacks to lending the United States the Alliance's
arrborne warning and control systems (AWACYS) aircraft and preparing for a possble
role in humanitarian operations in Afghanigtan, actions have demondrated louder than
words the unity of Europe and Americain the face of common security chalenges.

The decison on 12 September to invoke Article 5 of the Washington Tresty,
the core clause of NATO's founding charter which states that an armed attack againgt
one Ally in Europe or North America shdl be consdered an atack agangt them dl,
remans the most profound expresson of Alliance <olidarity. Initidly invoked
provisondly, pending determination that the atacks on the United States were
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directed from abroad, the decison was confirmed by NATO Secretary General Lord
Robertson on 2 October after US envoys briefed the North Atlantic Council (NAC) on
the results of investigations into the attacks.

Few of the Alliances founding fathers could have imagined tha the firg
invocation of Article 5 would come in the wake of an attack on the United States and
not on a European Ally. However, dl would surely have been impressed by the speed
of response and the degree of unity it represented. Moreover, the NAC's historic
decison was but one of many demongrations of support for the United States and
condemnations of the attacks made at NATO headquarters in the days following 11
September.

Also on 12 September, the 46 members of the Euro- Atlantic Partnership
Council - 19 Allies and 27 Partners - unconditionaly condemned the attacks as bruta
and senseless atrocities and an attack on their common vaues. Moreover, they agreed
that they would not alow these values to be compromised by those who follow the
path of violence and pledged to underteke dl efforts to combat the scourge of
terrorism. On 13 September, the NATO-Russa Permanent Joint Council condemned
the attacks and agreed on the need for NATO-Russa cooperation in combating
internationa  terrorism. And on 14 September, the NATO-Ukrane Commisson
condemned the attacks on the United States and, in a statement following the mesting,
Ukraine announced that it stood ready to contribute fully to ensuring that those
responsible for the attacks were brought to justice.

Having invoked Article 5, the Allies agreed on 4 October - a the request of the
United States - to take eight measures to implement it and expand the options available
in the campaign againg terrorism. Specificaly, they agreed to:

enhance inteligence sharing and co-operation, both bilaterdly and in the

appropriate NATO bodies, rdating to the threats posed by terrorism and the

actionsto be taken againgt it;

provide, individuadly or collectively, as appropriate and according to ther

capabilities, assistance to Allies and other states which are or may be subject to

increased terrorist threats as a result of their support for the campaign against
terrorism;

take necessxty measures to provide increased security for facilities of the

United States and other Allies on their territory;
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backfill sdected Allied assets in NATO's aea of responghility that are

required to directly support operations againg terrorism;

provide blanket overflight clearances for the United States and other Allies

arcreft, in accordance with the necessary ar traffic arrangements and nationa

procedures, for military flights related to operations againg terrorism;

provide access for the United States and other Allies to ports and airfields on

the teritory of NATO nations for operations againg terrorism, including for

refueling, in accordance with nationd procedures.

The North Atlantic Council dso agreed, that the Alliance is ready to deploy
elements of its Standing Nava Forces to the Eastern Mediterranean in order to provide
a NATO presence and demongtrate resolve; and that the Alliance is smilarly ready to
deploy dements of its NATO Airborne Early Warning force to support operations
agang terrorism.

These collective actions operationdised Article 5 of the Washington Treaty and
clearly demondrate the Allies resolve and commitment to support and contribute to
the U.S--led fight againg terrorism.

On 8 October, five NATO AWACS aircraft, together with their crews -
including personnd from Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Itay, the
Netherlands, Norway, Portuga, Spain, Turkey, the United Kingdom and the United
States - flew to the United States to assst with counter-terrorism operations. The
deployment was for an initid sx months with a firg rotation after Sx weeks. During
this time, French AWACS aircraft have taken over respongbility for those tasks,
which would normaly have been peformed by the NATO planes, in paticular over
Bosniaand Herzegovina

NATO's Standing Naval Force Mediterranean, which consists of eight frigates
and one logidic-support ship from eight countriess, st off for the Eastern
Mediterranean on 9 October. These forces have not been involved in combat
operations, but have demondrated Alliance resolve and participation in the campaign
agang terrorism. Moreover, they were avalable for other missons, including
participation in diplomaic initiatives, such as under the Alliances Mediterranean
Didogue, NATO's forum for discusson and cooperation with countries in the wider
Mediterranean region. These ships were later joined by the Standing Nava Force
Atlantic.
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The United States and the United Kingdom began military operations aganst
the d-Qada terrorist network and the Tdiban regime, which has been harboring it in
Afghanigan, on 7 October. Afghanidan is hardly an example of the United States and
Great Britan going it done It is true that Operation Enduring Freedom was not a
NATO operation, but NATO militaries provided air space, refueling, access to ports
and bases for the operations in Afghanisan. Nearly every NATO member sent forces
to the region for ether war fighting or pescekesping, and assisting with humanitarian
relief for the Afghan people. The Internationd Security Assstance Force (ISAF) has
been under the command of NATO members gnce its deployment in January 2002
United Kingdom, Turkey, Germany and the Netherlands. NATO Allies provide 95%
of the more than 5000 personnd in ISAF Ill. NATO, as an organization, provides
essential  operationd  planning, inteligence and other support to ISAF 11, and may
assume an even greater role in the future. NATO forces in the Bakans have dso
contributed to the fight againgt terrorism. They have arested severd suspected
terrorigs with links to the d-Qada network and ae continuing to investigate the
activities of foreign naionas who came to the region as volunteer soldiers during the
fighting and have remained.

In response to a potentidly grave humanitarian Stuation, the NAC tasked
NATO's military authorities on 13 November with preparing contingency plans for
possble humanitarian operations in and aound Afghanisan. The Alliance has both
expatise and experience in this fied, as wdl as dSgnificant logidicd capabilities, as
demongtrated during the 1999 Kosovo crigs. The unique cooperation among NATO's
armed forces that underpinned the success of both the codition campaign agang Iraq
a decade ago and the ongoing peace-support operations in the Bakans could prove
extremdy beneficid in difficult conditions.

In the wake of 11 September, the Alliance has condderably increased its efforts
agang the dangers of terrorism by wegpons of mass destruction (WMD) in dl fidds,
induding politicd, militay and medicd ones The Allies are exchanging information
on issues related to WMD terrorism more extensvely and more frequently. And the
WMD Center is contributing to improved coordination of al WMD - related activities
a NATO Headquarters.

On 25 and 26 October, heads of Alliance and Partner countries civil emergency
planning organizations met a NATO to discuss the implications of the 11 September
attacks. They agreed to prepare an inventory of nationd capabilities, including
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transport, medicd and scientific assets, which could be made available in the event of
a biologicad, chemica or radiologicd attack to be better able to protect civilian
populations. If required, the Euro-Atlantic Disaster Response Coordination Center,
which is based a NATO and daffed by expets from severd NATO and Partner
countries, could act as a clearing house for international asssance - in the same
manner asit has done in response to severd natura disastersin recent years.

The codition againg terror has been globd. In its collective campaign againgt
terorisn United States have been <anding together with about 90 countries.
Approximately 3,000 codition troops participated in Operation Anaconda in the active
phase of the war in Afghanistan. These troops came from the United States, Canada,
Itay, Audrdian, the United Kingdom, Spain, Jordan, France, Germany, Denmark and
Norway. A number of countries have adso made non-militay contributions in
Afghanigan. Jordan built a hospitd in Mazar-i-Sharif that has treated more than
90,000 patients to date. Russa has rebuilt a key tunne that links Kabul with Northern
Afghanigan fadlitating the shipment of thousands of tons of food, medicine and
supplies, and Germany is helping to rebuild the country's police sector. This clearly
demondrates that a the initid stage, in presence of red danger, the druggle agangt
international  terrorism looked like an effective glue for safeguarding coheson of the
Alliancein the 21% century.

The Search for Common Alliance Interests outside the NATO Area: the

Way Ahead, Problems and Per spectives

The next incident involving a military response by some of NATO's members
was again caused by the Iragi Presdent Saddam Hussein, who appeared to become the
only person who serioudy chalenged the coheson of the Alliance severd times in a
last decade. After a few fruitless diplomatic rounds, the United States and Britain
threatened to use force againgt Irag if Saddam continued to deny UN Ingpectors free
access to suspected weapons Stes. President Bush, with an active assstance of Prime-
Miniger Blar assembled an internationd Codition to liberate Iragi people from
Saddam's regime, disarm Irag of its weapons of mass dedtruction, destroy terrorist
infrastructure and enforce 17 relevant UNSC resolutions.

Its probably too early to systemize conclusons from the 2003 Iragi military
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campaign, but few observations could be aready nade. Like Operation Desert Storm
in 1991, Iragi Freedom was not a NATO operation, and the lessons to be learnt about
NATO's out-of-area capacity are perhaps few. Mogt sgnificant was the fact that, as in
Albania the previous year and in the Gulf War in 1991, NATO intervention never
became an issue. Operation Iragi Freedom followed a familiar Cold War pattern of an
ad hoc codition of the "adle and willing". However, a comparison between Operation
Desart Storm and Operation Iragi Freedom also reveds some dsriking differences
Whereas Operation Desart Storm was conducted by a broad international codition
with a cler mandate from the UN Security Council, the question of whether the
Operdtion Iragi Freedom was properly legitimized under the internationd law was
highly contested, and important members of the 1991 codition, such as France,
Germany and Russia, did not support the new operation.

The response to the Iragi criss indicated some new lessons with regard to
NATO's ability to act outsde Europe. Despite the French-German decision not to join
any militay drike agang Iragq and ther srong oppostion, the overal impresson dill
was one of broad support from most NATO countries - 18 Allies participated in the
Cadlition. Contributions from Codition member nations ranged from direct military
paticipation, logidicd and intdligence support, Specidized chemicd/biologica
response teams, over-flight rights humanitarian and recondruction ad, to politica
support. On the other hand, only few dlies participated in the actud military actions,
which implied that the military and financid burden had to be shared by the United
States and the United Kingdom aone.

France-German decison to oppose the attacks obstructed complete alied
coheson, but the dtuation did not escdate into large-scae conflict. Within NAC,
France's efforts to block steps to enhance Turkey's security againgt attack from Irag
blocked, in fact, initiatives important to the more active Alliance. It did raise the issue
about NATO's decison-making process and its ability to honor its most important -
Article 5 - obligation to member countries. On the other hand, the Statement of the
Vilnius 10 and the letter of eight European leaders expressed full support for the US
policy. Clearly, this fact demondraes that the Alliance was very far from acting by
consensus with regard to Iragi issue.

The mog dgnificant lesson, however, was the very limited support for the
operation from the rest of the world and very srong anti-military feding within the
societies of NATO member dates, even in the USA. Characteristic example is a case
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of Turkey - a saunch NATO dly through 40 years of Cold War, a stabilizing force in
Centrd and Eastern Europe, and supporter of peacekeeping efforts in Bosnia, Kosovo
and Afghanigan - there is no quedtion tha the US adminidration was deeply
disgppointed by the falure of the Turkish Parliament to achieve the absolute mgority
required to agpprove the trangt of Turkey by American ground troops (dthough a
mgority of members voting were in favor). This decison clearly ran counter the
interests of US, Turkey's most important drategic patner and dly. This case
demondrated, that concerns caused by nationd sengtivities (Kurdish problem) and
public opinion can prevall obvious long-term nationd interests, making consensus
building within NATO even more complex and unpredictable.

It was only the firm politicd will of US Adminidraion and the absolute
success of the military campaign tha dlowed Codition to avoid further complications
internationdly, as wdl as indde ther own countries. This case will unavoidable
influence future decison making process and make any decison on NATO's out-of-

area involvement a subject to much more cautious examination.

The experience andyzed above suggests that it might be difficult to identify
common NATO interests even in South-Eastern Europe and the Middle East - parts of
the world, where dl Allies have cear and historicaly rooted interests. On the other
hand, it was firmly esablished in NATO's new Strategic Concept that the Alliance
will play its out-of-area role. Thus, if out-of-area operations are to become a primary
NATO occupation in the future, there is a red danger that the lack of common "out-of-
ared’ interests may dowly erode the underlying compact that binds North America to
the fate of Europe' s democracies.

An increased reliance on ad hoe caditions of the willing is not likedy to solve
this problem. As NATO's then Secretary Genera, Javier Solana, stated at a conference
on security policy in Munich in February 1998, "Our operation in Bosnia has shown
that we can make mogt progress if we act as a unit, not as a codition of the willing. To
act in solidarity should remain the rule, not the exception’.

However, whereas united action may be necessary to retain NATO cohesion,
the need for a collective goproach may effectivdy padyze the Alliance and
resentment may grow on both sdes of the Atlantic over the didtribution of influence
and the sharing of burdens.
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At the same time, together with the geographica limitations caused by a lack of
common Alliance interests, the preference for UN authorization can pose equdly drict
geographica limitations on NATO's range of action. During the last years, NATO has
made it evident through both practice and policy that UN authorization is not required
for NATO operations. Whereas the perception of the legdity of such unauthorized
operations may vary, the resentment caused in both domestic opinions and other parts
of the world is unquestionable. The inability of the UN Security Council to agree on a
common policy towards domegtic or internationa conflicts is nothing new, but rather
the norma dtuaion. The question of legitimization thus poses a serious dilemma for
NATO. On the one hand unauthorized operations may undermine broad domestic
support in many NATO countries and dso undermine NATO's internal consensus as
domestic opposition may vary between members. Another effect of NATO's disregard
of other countries objections to its new role may be the irring of anti-western
fedings in the disllusoned populations of a number of countries. On the other hand,
aways requiring a UN or OSCE mandate for an out-of-area operations, would entail a
de facto Russian or Chinese veto over NATO' s decision-making process.

Another mgor difficulty connected to NATO's out-of-area engagement is the
limit to what can be achieved through use of force in inter-commund conflicts, which
have been predominant during the last decade. In such conflicts, the use of force is to
some extent ineffective and, in the view of many, dso illegitimae. This is not a NATO
problem as such, but gpplies equaly to dl countries or organizations that try to
intervene in this type of conflict. However, the fact thaa NATO is an dliance of 26
democratic states may add some particular restraints on how force can be used.

One obvious redtraint on the use of force by most NATO members is domestic
opinion’s low tolerance of civilian casudties ad collatera damage caused by NATO's
actions. Moreover, this resraint will aways be well known and probably effectively
exploited by any opponent. The dationing of mobile military targets indde towns and
villages, or use of dvilians as human shidds can effectivdly padyze or a least
serioudy hamper the effectiveness of NATO. Even though tolerance leves may rise
rapidly if NATO were to engage in a war on the ground, NATO is likely to be subject
to such regrants dso in wa-like dtuations. Another restraining factor on NATO's
ability to use force effectively is the low tolerance of own casudties in out-of-area
operations.

Other problems connected with the use of force in such Stuations have to do
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with the characteristics of the conflicts, rather than NATO itsdf. The resolution of
these conflicts often involves recondruction of an entire society, but whereas force can
be used to monitor or enforce a cease-fire, it is far more difficult to take military action
to accomplish a nation-building process after a civil war. It is both unacceptable and
ineffective to apply military force agangt unarmed civilians who ae obdructing the
peace process. The crude instrument of military force is amply not suited to this task.
Moreover, providing civil security in wa-torn societies has been one of the most
difficult challenges in the new peace operations.

The congderations above has pointed to the many srains on NATO - on its
internd cohesion, its military credibility and its reations with the rest of the world -
caused by its new out-of-area involvement. Less atention has been paid to the ability
of the Alliance to survive srong disagreements and repair deep rifts in its internd
rdaions and its rdations with other countries. Despite the many difficulties
encountered by NATO in the peformance of its new role, support of NATO
membership remains high among the politicd establishments and public opinion in its
member countries, and several new dates are seeking NATO membership. It should
dso be kept in mind tha the transformation process that NATO is currently
undergoing normaly would be characterized by ad hoc decisons and "learning by
doing".

Furthermore, even though many lessons have been learned from Bosnia and
Kosovo, more will be learnt from Irag, the chalenges posed by the current conflicts
may not resemble the security chdlenges of the next decade. The fundamenta question
of whether NATO's members have aufficient common interets to maintan the
Alliance in the absence of a unifying single externd threat will to a large extent depend
on the nature of these new threats, and NATO' s ability to handle them.

NATO's core misson is the same today as it was at its founding. Collective
defense and consultation about thrests to peace and security. NATO put this misson
into new practice following the 11 September terrorist atacks. No-one would have
predicted that NATO's first invocation of Article 5 would have come in response to an
atack hatched in Afghanigtan, planned in places like Germany, Spain and Maaysa,
and executed in Washington and New York. Article 5 of the NATO Treaty became
red that day in a new one, and one that should surely give pause to those who question
NATO's purposes. NATO's core misson has not changed. What has changed is the
source of the thresats to the Alliance's countries. These thrests are likely to come less
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from massng great armies than from smdl shadowy bands of terrorigs. Less from
drong dates than from week or faled dates, including those led by aggressve
dictators. Less from insde Europe than from exotic locaes beyond Europe. NATO has
dready acknowledged tha it must have the capabilities to meet threats wherever they
arise. This effectively ended the in area-out of area debate that had burned up so much
of Allies time and energies throughout the 1990s. A hidtoricd line has been crossed.
NATO will go to the Article 5 threats wherever they are. This does not mean that
NATO will be profligate or go searching for adventures. It does mean that defensein
the future will be very different than defense in the past. NATO have changed and it
will continue to play a criticd role in defending its member societies againg the red
threats of modern time.
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CONCLUSIONS

Peace support operations (PSOs) have been an ingrument of foreign and
security policy since the early 19 century, but have gained red importance,
legitimacy and inditutiond basis with the end of the Second World War, after
the establishment of the United Nations. Peacekeeping, as such, is not clearly
defined in the Chater of the United Nations, but is a practicd mechanism
desgned for containment of armed conflicts and facilitation of ther resolution
by peaceful means. It represents result of flexible and dynamic interpretation of
the UN Charter, in order to meet politicd needs of the world community.
Trangtion from the bi-polar to the multi-polar world and transformation of the
nature of modern conflicts sets on agenda necessity of development of the next
generation of peace support operations and the revison of some principles,
desgned for the traditiona peacekeegping. Most importantly, such revison
concerns principles of humanitarian intervention. Implementation of large-scae
enforcement mandates goes beyond the UN capabilities. Therefore, the way
ahead is delegation of more responghilities to regiond structures and setting up
of an effective divison of labor;

International law governing the right of humanitarian intervention is incomplete.
Internationd practice has evolved swiftly during the 1990s. Yet the incipient
politicd and mord consensus that intervention IS sometimes necessary to
prevent humanrights violation on a mgor scae has not been formdized into a
st of rules of internationd law. It is now urgent that this consensus should be
transformed into law. NATO regards itsdf as an dliance of democratic nations,
whose political system is based on the rule of law - and it has certainly been
accepted as such by the new members eager to join the "club of democracies’.
Presumably, respect for the rule of law domedicdly should be joined by a
smilar respect for the rule of law on the internationad scene. Therefore issue of
clear internationd mandate is an essentid factor to be conddered in any future
out-of-area operation. To this end, the solution is to acknowledge that
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international law has serious gagps and NATO should focus on consolidating
embryonic practices into a cdlear and strong body of law to dlow intervention on
humanitarian grounds;

It is clear, that the preference for UN authorization can pose drict  limitations on
NATO's range of action. During the last years NATO has made it evident
through both practice and policy tha UN authorization is not required for
NATO operations. Whereas the perception of the legdity of such unauthorized
operations may vary, the resentment caused in both domestic opinions and other
pats of the world is unquestionable. The inability of the UN Security Council to
agree on a common policy towards domegtic or internationd conflicts is nothing
new, but rather the norma dStuaion. The question of legitimization thus poses a
serious dilemma for NATO. On the one hand unauthorized operations may
undermine broad domestic support in many NATO countries and aso
undermine NATO's interna consensus as domestic oppostion may  vay
between members. Another effect of NATO's disregard of other countries
objections to its new role may be the dirring of anti-western fedings in the
disllusoned populations of a number of countries. On the other hand, dways
requiring a UN or OSCE mandate for an out-of-area operations, would entail a
de facto Russian or Chinese veto over NATO' s decision making process,

The quedion of legitimization in Stuations where the consent of the conflicting
parties is lacking represents a permanent dilemma connected to NATO's out-of-
aea interventions. In such cases, NATO's ahility to act would become
dependent on the consent of nonNATO countries, the Alliance might in fact
become completdy pardyzed. The bombing of the Federd Republic of
Yugodavia, which began in March 1999, had made it clear that NATO was
willing to play a fully independent "out-of-ared’ role and to attack a sovereign
date without an explicit mandate from the UN Secuity Council. The 1999
Strategic Concept formaized this new policy by dating, that the Alliance was
"to stand ready, case-by-case and by consensus, ..., to contribute to effective
conflict prevention and to engage activdy in crigs management, induding crisis
response operations'. Previous references to support of operations under the
authority of the UN or the OSCE were left out, marking NATO's independence
of other internationd organizationsin thisissue;

This study has described NATO's incremental and unplanned adoption of a new
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role outsde the North Atlantic tresty area. Alliance’'s new "out-of-ared’ policy
has been developed through ad hoc responses to occurring events, and that the
officid policy statements were made after new policy had been put into practice
on the ground. The fundamentad question of whether NATO's members have
ufficient common interests to maintain the Alliance in the absence of a unifying
gngle externd threat will to a large extent depend on the nature of these new
threats, and NATO's ability to handle them,

The man criteria upon which to decide where and when NATO should
intervene in an out-of-area region, will be the drategic interests of the aliance.
The more the security and stability of the aliance or the territorid integrity of its
members are in danger, the more NATO should fed inclined to act. In cases
where such an intervention could pose a greater risk of cregting a mgor conflict,
NATO mug take into account the sengdtivities and interests of the countries
concerned;

The quegtion of mord judification may adso be an important issue associated
with NATO intervention in an out-of-area region. NATO's drategic interests
combined with mord judtification will likedy lead to greater flexibility towards
the so far dominating cdl for a mandate provided by the internationa
community, dthough it will aways be desrable and appreciated by most
nations to have such an additiond legitimecy;

As it enters the 21st century, NATO faces a new set of strategic challenges quite
different from the ones it faced in the past. Accordingly, NATO has begun to
move away from its origind focus on Europe and recognize that the thrests
facing the Alliance are more diverse and geographicaly digant than during the
Cold War. NATO's area for non-Article 5 missons should not be limited to
Europe and its periphery. It should include as well the Middle East and Magbreb
regions in the medium term, s0 as to safeguard energy resources and lines of
communications, fight terrorism or prevent the spillover of socid unrest to
adjacent NATO countries. However, the decision to intervene in these and other
regions will be subject to consensus within the Alliance and will be undertaken
on acase by case basis,

This hift in empheds was explictly acknowledged a the Prague Summit last
November. The communiqué issued in Prague noted that NATO needed to have
the cgpability to field forces tha can move quickly "to wherever they ae
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needed” and sustain operations over great distance, including in an environment
where they might be faced with biologicd, chemicd and nuclear wegpons. This
change essatidly ends the "out-of-ared’ debate that has raged within the
Alliance in the lagt few years. However, some in Europe oppose what they see
as an effort to "globdize' NATO. They ague tha NATO should reman
focused on threats in the European area and its periphery. Such a view, being
anachronigic and wrong-headed, falls to recognize the degree to which the
nature and locus of the chalenges facing Europe and the United States have
changed since the end of the Cold War, and especidly since the terrorist attacks
of 11 September 2001,

It might be difficult to identify common NATO interests even in South-Eastern
Europe and the Middle East - parts of the world, where al Allies have clear and
higorically rooted interests. On the other hand, it was firmly established in
NATO's new Strategic Concept that the Alliance will play this role. Thus, if
out-of-area operations are to become a primary NATO occupation in the future,
there is a redl danger that the lack of common "out-of-ared’ interests may dowly
erode the underlying compact that binds North America to the fate of Europe's
democracies,

NATO's drategic interests in more distant areas (eg. Ada, Central Africa, and
Latin America) are even less well defined. In these areas, coditions other than
NATO may be used to promote politicd and economic interests. Such
interventions could occur on a bilaterd bads, or with a group of individud
nations - induding NATO member dtates. So far, a globd role of NATO is very
unlikdy in the short to medium term, but should not be ruled out in the longer
term;

The change in threat perceptions following the end of the Cold War has led to
different types of missons being undertaken by NATO's military forces.
Although the more traditiond collective defense role 4ill remans a magor
priority for the Alliance, NATO military forces will have to adjust to meet the
chdlenges of criss management; in particular, the peacekeeping and dHate-
building roles. One of the mgor difficulties connected to NATO's out-of-area
engagement is the limit to what can be achieved through use of force in inter-
commund conflicts, which have been predominant during the last decade. In
such corflicts, the use of force is to some extent ineffective and, in the view of
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many, adso illegitimate. This is not a NATO problem as such, but applies
equdly to dl countries or organizations that try to intervene in this type of
conflict. However, the fact that NATO is an dliance of 26 democratic States
may add some particular restraints on how force can be used,

Despite the new environment, NATO's core mission is the same today as it was
a its founding. Collective defense and consultation about threats to peace and
security. NATO put this mission into new practice following the 11 September
terrorist attacks. No-one would have predicted that NATO's firgt invocation of
Article 5 would have come in response to an atack hatched in Afghanistan,
planned in places like Germany, Span and Maaysa, and executed in
Washington and New York. Article 5 of the NATO Treaty became red that day
in a new one, and one that should surdly give pause to those who question
NATO's purposes. NATO's core mission has not changed. What has changed is
the source of the threats to the Alliance's countries. These threats are likely to
come less from massng greet armies than from amdl shadowy bands of
terrorigs. Less from drong gdates than from wesk or faled dates, including
those led by aggressve dictators. Less from indde Europe than from exotic
locales beyond Europe. NATO has aready acknowledged that it must have the
cgpabilities to meet threats wherever they arise. This effectively ended the in
area-out of area debate that had burned up so much of Allies time and energies
throughout the 1990s. A higtorica line has been crossed. NATO will go to the
Article 5 threats wherever they are. This does not mean that NATO will be
profligate or go searching for adventures. It does mean that defense in the future
will be very different than defense in the past. NATO have changed and it will
continue to play a criticd role in defending its member societies agangt the red
threats of modern time.
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