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Chapter One: Introduction

During avigt to Manz, Germany fallowing NATO ' sfortieth anniversary summit in May
1989, former President George Bush declared NATO's " new mission” to be the achievement of
aEurope“whole and free” Over adecade later in Warsaw, President George W. Bush would
proclam thet this vison was “no longer adream,” but rather “the Europe thet isrisng around
us” “A new generdion,” he declared, “makes a new commitment: a Europe and an America
bound in agreet dliance of liberty—history’ s grestest united force for peace and progress and
humandignity.”*

Indeed, NATO had declared in 1990 that it intended to become “an agent of change” its
principa new political misson was the condruction of a new security order in Europe—an order
grounded on the liberd democratic vaues embodied in the preamble to the origind NATO
treaty; namely, “democracy, individua liberty, and the rule of law.”? Although NATO has from
the beginning been committed to the defense of these vaues, this new mission required thet the
Alliance transform itsdf into an organization with the capacity to promote its vaues outsde its
territory—in the fledgling democracies of central and eastern Europe.

Enhancing NATO's Palitical Dimension

As early as December 1989, U.S. Secretary of States James Baker told the Berlin Press
Club that NATO was working “to build a new security structure in Europe, one in which the
military component is reduced and the political oneis enhanced.”® Six months later during their
June 1990 summit in London, the NATO Allies resffirmed thet “ security and gability do not lie
s0ldy inthe military dimension” and dedared their intention “to enhance the paliticd
component of the Alliance as provided for by Article 2" of the origind Washington Tregty. To
ome extent, the initiative semmed from a desire to soften the blow to the Soviet Union of
Gearmany’ simpending reunification and its entry into NATO by convincing the Soviets thet
NATO wasincressingly becoming a politica organization.* At the same time, however, the
Allies viewed the changes in Eastern Europe as an opportunity to build on their successin
sahilizing Western Europe by encouraging the development of democratic principlesand
practices in the former Soviet bloc® Indeed, they had already declared their desire “to shape a
new political order of peacein Europe’ during their May 1989 summit in Brussdls® The London
Declaration issued a year later ds0 asserted that changes in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe
would dlow NATO to “help build the structure of amore united continent, supporting security
and gability with the strength of our shared faith in democracy, the rights of the individua and
the peaceful resolution of disputes” ’

The new Strategic Concept agreed to in Rome in November 1991 affirmed NATO's new
politicd misson and explicitly recognized that “the opportunities for achieving Alliance
objectives through politica means [were] greeter than ever.” Of the four fundamental security
tasksit sat forth the first was “to provide one of the indigpensable foundations for astable
Security environment in Europe, based on the growth of democratic indtitutions and commitment
to the peaceful resolution of disputes, in which no country would be adle to intimidate or coerce
any European nation or to impose hegemony through the threst or use of force”® Seeking to
address the new chdlenges arisng from ethnic rivaries, territorid disputes and other political
and economic difficulties, the Alliance dso declared its intention to broaden security policy to
indude*“didogue” and “cooperation” in addition to the “ maintenance of a collective defense
capability.”



The enhancement of NATO's palitical dimension aso encompassed the cregtion of new
inditutions, designed in part to foster NATO vaues beyond NATO territory. During its 1990
London summit, NATO extended a hand to its former Warsaw Pact adversaries by inviting the
governments of the Soviet Union, Czechodovakia, Hungary, Poland, and Bulgariato establish
diplomatic liisonsto NATO? The following year, the Alliesinvited al former Warsaw Pact
members to join the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC), anewly created inditution
designed to promote cooperation on palitical and security matters and encourage the
development of democracy in central and eastern Europe. The NACC, which was succeeded in
May 1997 by the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), reflected NATO' s desire to reach
out to former adversaries, but the rhetoric surrounding it aso suggested that genuine security was
best achieved on the basis of shared democratic vaues and within a community thet included the
whole of Europe. AsU.S. Secretary of State James Baker put it in an address before the NACC
in 1991: “For forty years, we stood gpart from one another as two opposing blocs. Now, history
has given us the opportunity to erase those blocs, to join together in acommon cirde built on
shared universdl and democratic values” *°

Thefact that one of NATO'sfird priorities was to ensure thet its vaues prevailed
throughout the former Soviet bloc bore witness to the Allies own conviction that shared
democratic vaues were the key to their success in sabilizing Western Europe. Indeed, during
their 40" anniversary summit in Brusselsin 1989 they dedared the peace and prosperity they had
cometo enjoy amongst themsalves to be “the fruits of a partnership based on enduring common
vaues and interests, and on unity of purpose”** Focusing on these shared values, then President
Bush aslsgrted, would provide the West with “both an anchor and a course to navigate for the
future”

The presarvation of liberd democratic values had long been centrd to NATO'slarger
mission, but developments within the Alliance between 1989 and 1991 marked an important
expangon of that misson. No longer would the Allies be content to preserve and promote
NATO vaues chiefly by safeguarding NATO teritory. In so explicitly enhancing NATO's
political dimengon, they had effectivdly committed themsdves to developing the means
necessary to encourage the growth of their vaues outsde NATO territory. NATO's new
mission was nothing less than the congtruction of anew European security order, grounded on
democratic vaues and encompassing territory outsde of NATO' straditiona sphere of collective
defense. As Secretary Generd Lord Robertson later sated it, NATO' stask was now “to build
the Euro-Atlantic security environment of the future—where dl states share peace and
democracy, and uphold basic human rights”

New I nditutions and New Partners

Even as of late 1991, however, NATO had no dear drategy for congructing a Europe
“whole and free”** Reaching out to former adversaries through the NACC congtituted one
means of encouraging the growth of democratic vauesin central and eastern Europe but, by
itsdf, was far from an adequate toal for carrying out the ambitious new political misson the
Alliance had embraced.  Throughout the 1990s, however, NATO would develop a variety of
essentidly political tools designed at leest in part to promote NATO norms, values, and practices
as those that should govern the whole of Europe.

Among these new tools was the Partnership for Peace (PfP). Proposed by the Clinton
adminigration in October 1993, PfP sought to promote defense related cooperation, including



cooperative military relations for training purposes and better interoperability with NATO forces,
Open to dl NACC and OSCE members and established within the framework of the NACC, the
new inditution did not encompass the security guarantees then sought by NATO' s new partners,
especialy Czech President Vadav Havel and Polish President Lech Walesa™ Likethe NACC,
however, the Partnership was characterized as an instrument by which NATO could influence
the direction of political and military reformtoitseast. The PfP Framework document, in fact,
declares “the protection and promotion of fundamenta freedoms and human rights’ to be
“shared vaues fundamenta to the Partnership” and requires member states to resffirm their
obligations under the U.N. Charter, the Universa Declaration of Human Rights, the Helsinki
Find Act, and al subsequent CSCE [now OSCE] documents’®  Similarly, the EAPC, which
serves as aforum for consultations on a“broad range of political and security-related issues,”
commits its members to the values and principles set out in the PFP Framework Document.
Since the Partnership’sinception NATO has dso adopted measures amed a enhancing PfP' s
political dimenson, induding the creation of a palitica-military framework for NATO-led PfP
operdtions. The new framework was desgned to dlow NATO partnersto play amore active
role in the planning and execution of nontArticle 5 crisis regponse operations, such asthet in
Bosnia—an operation in which many of them have participated militarily. Today, PfP and the
EAPC encompass virtudly the entire OSCE areg, including the treditionally neutrd states of
Audria, Irdand, Sveden, Finland, and Switzerland.

NATO's partnerships dso extend to Russa and Ukraine through the NATO-Russa
Council, which replaced the earlier NATO-Russa Permanent Joint Council in May 2002, and the
1997 NATO-Ukraine Charter on a Didtinctive Partnership. Within the context of both of these
rel ationships the advancement of democracy is an explicitly stated objective. Additiondly,
NATO established a Mediterranean Didogue in 1994, which now includes Egypt, 1sradl, Jordan,
Mauritania, Morocco, Tuniga, and Algeria. The Didlogue “is based on the recognition that
security in the whole of Europeis dosdly linked to security and stability in the Mediterranean
region.” Intended, to facilitate practica cooperation on matters reated to security and defense
issues, aivil emergency planning, information and science, it congtitutes one piece of NATO's
“ cooperative security” agenda.’

The Decison to Enlarge NATO

Arguably, however, it was the decison to admit new members that drew the most
atention to NATO' s new political misson  Although the Clinton adminigtration gppeared
initidly divided on the subject of enlargement, by 1994 the United States was characterizing it as
“one part of amuch broader, post-Cold War strategy to help create a peaceful, undivided and
democratic Europe”*® Opening NATO's door to new members, the Clinton administration
argued, would dlow it to “do for Europe' s East what it did for Europe sWest: prevent areturn
to locdl rivaries, strengthen democracy againg future threets and create the conditions necessary
for progperity to flourish.”*®  Administration officials even went so far asto evoke the Kantian
notion of a*“ pacific federation” among liberd satesin condluding thet adding new members
would serve to enlarge the zone in which “wars smply do not happen.”2°

To some degree, the decison to enhance NATO' s palitical dimension made enlargemernt,
if not anecessty, a least alogicd next sepin NATO's adaptation to the post-Cold War world.
If NATO was to be undergtood primarily as a community of libera democracies committed to
the peaceful resolution of digputes, retaining the dliance s Cold War boundaries mede little



sense—assuming that other European states were committed to itsideds. Enlargement,
however, aso served as a means of rewarding those central and eastern European states who
were actively making the palitica and economic reforms essentid to NATO' svison of a Europe
whole and free. As Sean Kay has suggested, the decison to enlarge NATO wasthus a
“fundamentally political act rather then amilitary one”?*

Indeed, the arguments the Clinton adminigtration made on behdf of enlargement rested
on an important assumption: that the lure of NATO membership would be sufficiently appeding
to encourage prospective members to meke the requisite political, economic, and military
reforms. Although NATO has published no specific membership criteriag, an internd study on
enlargement released in September 1995, served to notify progpective members that only those
datesthat had demongrated a commitment to democratic vaues and practices would be
congdered for membership. Thiswould include resolving ethnic and externd territorid disputes
by peaceful means and establishing “ appropriate democratic and civilian control of their defense
forces.”?? The study concluded that enlargement of the aliance could enhance security and
dability in Europe by “encouraging and supporting democratic reforms” fostering in new
members “ patterns and habits of cooperation and consultation and consensus-building,” ad
promoating good neighborly relations”

In at least one respect, the argument in favor of enlargement gppeared a bit circuitous.
The Clinton adminidration consgently argued that admitting new members would project
dahility to the east by dlowing fledgling democracies to consolidate internd reforms, which in
turn would serve to enlarge the zone of peace in Europe. Y &, prospective members were
required to make democratic reforms prior to being admitted. President Clinton, in fact, Sated
publicly during the period preceding the firgt phase of enlargement that “ countries with
repressive palitical sysems, countries with designs on their neighbors, countries with militaries
unchecked by civilian control or with closed economic systems need not apply.”** The
democratic reform process was understood to require stahility, but gability in turn hinged upon
the consolidation of democracy. Former Clinton adminidration officids acknowledge, however,
that they debated just where to draw the linein terms of the leve of reform that needed to be
achieved before an invitation to join NATO would beissued. While the aspirants were expected
to achieve acertain leve of reform before joining NATO, additiond reforms above thisline
would il be required if democracy in central and eastern Europe was to be fully consolidated.*

Not all of those who supported the admission of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic in 1999 shared thisraionde. Some members of Congress and other influentid figures
in American foreign policy dill viewed NATO as principaly amilitary aliance which could be
directed againg a potentialy resurgent Russa This group included former Senate Foreign
Reations Committee Chair Jesse Hms, and former nationa security advisers Henry Kissinger
and Zhigniew Brzezinkd.?®  Thiswas not, however, the perspective of the Clinton
adminigration.

A Values-Based Conception of Security

Importantly, the Clinton rationde for enlargement, as does the enhancement of NATO's
political dimension generdly, reflects an evolving concept of security that evinces congderable
faith in the pacifying effect of shared democratic inditutions and vaues. Former Supreme Allied
Commeander Europe (SACEUR) Generd George Joulwan expressed this optimism wel in 1997.
Inhiswords “NATO isnow more than ever apalitica dliance, but as amilitary man thet suits



mefine. We represent shared idedls, not just tanks and soldiers. We want our values to take root
in othsr6 countries because that is the best way we know to prevent conflicts from exploding into
war.”

Indeed, this sudy assumes that the new initiatives NATO has implemented since the
early 1990s were amed to aSgnificant degree a condructing an environment in the whole of
Europe favorable to the flourishing of the vaues enshrined in the preamble to the origind NATO
treety. Theseinitiativesindude NATO's new politicd and military partnerships, enlargement of
the dliance itsdlf, and peacekesping missonsin Bosnia, Kosovo, and Macedonia. Although
NATO remains committed to the collective defense of its territory, these initiatives reflect an
undergtanding of security that ultimately rests on the triumph of liberd democratic vaues
throughout the whole of Europe. Exploring this essentidly vaues-based conception of security
condtitutes an important part of the study. Notably, the heightened prominence of individud
rightsin NATO's new conception of security coincides with the emergence of what some
commentators consider to be globa norms of democracy and human rights. Hence, attention
will dso be devoted to examining the interface between these two trends, including waysin
which NATO's new mission has both contributed to and been influenced by emerging
internationa human rights norms.

The centrdity of vaduesto NATO'svison of a Europe “whole and freg” aso necessitates
some assesament of NATO' sviahility asavehicle for the promotion of democratic vaues and
whether these vaues do indeed influence the way in which States conceive thelr interests as well
asther choice of means for securing those interests. Shared democratic values have long been
centra to NATO' s conception of itself, but congtructing aliberd or values-based security order
on a continent-wide scale requires that the Alliance succeed inits efforts to promote NATO
vaues outsde NATO territory. Indeed, NATO's success or failure in congtructing the liberd
Security order it envisons has the potentia to inform a growing body of literature on the role of
vaues or idess in shaping internationd systemic change.

The Unique Character of NATO

NATO's new partnerships aso suggest that what has been |abeled “ cooperative security”
can be achieved even in the absence of shared values. Indeed, cooperation with the Caucuses
and Centrd Asan gates aswdl as with Russa expanded congderably in the aftermath of
September 11th as the United States looked to them for assstance in the war againgt terrorism.
NATO' s Mediterranean Dialogue aso took on gregter importance. One might ask, however,
whether NATO' s close cooperation with ates thet are far from having consolidated liberd
democracy has the potentid jeopardize NATO's own unigue character as acommunity of liberd
democracies. Maintaining the politica aswel as military integrity of the Alliance—especidly
where Russais concerred—has been a concern of even some of NATO' s newest members and
those invited to join the Alliance during the 2002 Prague Summit. However, concerns have aso
arisen over possble regression on the part of new membersin terms of both their political and
military commitments.

A rdaed question concerns the point at which Europe becomes “whole and free.”
Assuming that NATO remains a European dliance, where does Europe end? Should dl dates
that demongtrate a commitment to democratic vaues and practices be digible for membership?
NATO has sad that its door is open to dl Satesthat are “in a postion to further the principles of
the Treaty and contribute to peace and security in the Euro-Atlantic area” Y et, concerns persst



regarding the nation of unlimited enlargement. Thisworry gppeared largely aosent during the
U.S. debate over the Prague enlargement, which will lead to the admission of seven new
members (Sovenia, Sovakia, Lavia, Lithuania, Edonia, Romania, and Bulgaria) in 2004. Yet
concern that the dliance’ s cohesion and effectiveness will ultimatdy be threatened smply by the
gze of its membership persds.

Perhaps even more difficult is the question of whether NATO should be opento a
democratic Russa  Although the dliance has never formdly opposed Russd entry, some
influentid leeders and commentators, including former Czech President Havel, have suggested
that Russais not culturaly suited for membership and thet its interests diverge fundamentaly
from NATO's’ Thisissue also raises questions about NATO' s ability to encourage democratic
reform in areas not universally regarded as higtorically part of the West. Those prospective
members who have committed themsdves to making the reforms necessary to join NATO have
tended to characterize membership in both NATO and the EU as part of their “return to Europe.”
Returning to Europe means rgoining a community rooted in a shared history, common culture
and shared vaues, which preceded and outlived the Cold War. Does NATO have the capacity to
enlarge this community or influence how those states not traditionaly congdered part of the
West definethelr interests? In other words, are there essentidly cultural and higtoricdl limitsto
the zone of peace NATO seeksto condruct?

Weighing in on this debate Samue Huntington has even gone o far asto hint that Greece
and Turkey areillegitimate members of NATO because, in hisview, NATO is essentidly an
dliance of Western avilization to which they do not belong. In kegping with his“dash of
cvilizations’ thess, Huntington arguesthat “the redlity of amulticivilizationd world suggests
that NATO should be expanded to include other Western societies thet wish to join and should
recognize the essentiad meaninglessness of having as members two states each of which isthe
other’ sworst enemy and both of which lack cultural affinity with other members”?®

The Transatlantic Relationship

Growing concern a0 exigts regarding the continued cohesion of an dliance whose
rason d etre following the Cold War increasingly became the defense and promotion of
democratic values. Although NATO survived predictions of itsimminent demise throughout the
1990s and even hung together during itsfirst war in Kasovo in 1999, the recent debate over
whether to intervene militarily in Irag—a dispute which at times pitted Germany, France, and
Belgium againg the United States and its supporters within the Alliance—has reignited the
debate over NATO' s dhility to survive the loss of the common externd threst thet inspired it.
While terrorism and the proliferation of wegpons of mass destruction may condiitute shared
threets, the pergstent and growing military cgpabilities gap that exists between the United States
hasled numerous commentators to question NATO' s continued relevance as amilitary dliance.
Indeed, despite NATO' s decigon to invoke Article 5 for the firg time ever in response to the
September 11" terrorist attacks in the United States, the Bush administration effectively shut
NATO out of itswar in Afghanistan, having deemed the Alliance to be of insufficient assstance
militarily to judtify the frustrations associated with NATO' s tradition of consensus-based
decison-meking.

Perhaps the mogt devadtating development fudling the debate over NATO' s future was
the dispute thet occurred when France, Belgium, and Germany blocked the initiation of
defensve measures amed a protecting Turkey againg potentid spillover from the war in Irag,
even though such an action appeared to many of the Alliesto be & odds with their Article 5



commitments.  Taking note of the schism reveded by this dispute, Henry Kissnger wrotein
early 2003 that the rift and chalengesto NATO' s framework by France and Germany hed
deeper causes than diplomatic missteps on the part of the Bush adminigration. This*diplomatic
revolution,” he argues, could not have taken place *had not the traditiona underpinnings of the
Alliance been eroded by the disappearance of acommon threet, aggravated by the emergence
into power of anew generaion that grew up during the Cold War and takes its achievements for
granted.” Kissnger dso suggeststhat “if the existing trend in transatlantic relations continues,
the internationa system will be fundamentaly dtered. Europe will split into two groups defined
by their attitude towards cooperation with America. NATO will change its character and
become a vehide for those continuing to affirm the transatlantic relationship.”#

In an even gloomier assessment published in the Financial Timesjust prior to the 2002
Prague summit and well before the dispute over Turkey, Charles Kupchan argued that the seven
agpirants recaiving invitations to join NATO would “be entering awestern dliance thet is soon
to be defunct.” He condluded that while “ pronouncements emanating from Prague’” would “no
doubt affirm thet the Atlantic Alliance in isthe midst of rguvenation,” in fact the summit would
“merely postpone NATO'sinevitable demise” Kupchan does not, however, base his concluson
principally on Europe s military weekness. Rather, he says, the United States and Europe “are
drifting apart politically” due to the unilateralist bent of the Bush foreign policy.>° Robert Kagan
in amuch-discussad essay firgt published in Policy Review in the summer of 2002 agrees that
Europe and the United States are drifting gpart paliticaly, athough he atributes the differences
in how Americans and Europeans view the world to the power differentia that currently exists
between them and divergent views regarding the role of military power. According to Kagan:

[Europe] is moving beyond power into a sdf-contained world of laws and rules
and transnationd negotiation and cooperation. It is entering a post-higoricd
paradise of peace and rative prosperity, the redization of Immanue Kant's
‘perpetua peace’ . Meanwhile, the United States remains mired in higtory,
exercisng power in an anarchic Hobbesian world where internationd law and
rules are unreliable, and where true security and the defense and promoation of a
liberal order siill depend on the possession and use of military might.3*

Indeed, the post-September 11" era does suggest that the Bush administration is more
indined to look to military means of achieving security than are most Europeans. Yet thevison
of Europe whole and free, toward which the United States and Europe have been working snce
1989, strongly resembles Kant's vison of “perpetud peace” Indeed, this study presumes that
mog of the tools with which NATO has sought to construct a new security order in Europe have
been politicd rather than military. At the sametime, however, the project recognizes thet
NATO' s palitica and military dimensions cannot be divorced. What are the implications of
NATO' s military capebilities or lack thereof for NATO' s politicd dimenson and itsvison of a
Europe whole and free? Thistoo is aquestion that must be addressed below.
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Chapter Two: Theory and Literature Review

NATO: A Principally Political or Military Alliance?

Though widely consdered the most successful military dliancein history, NATO
throughout the Cold War was thought to be just thet—a one-dimensond military dliance, amed
principaly at deterring a Soviet atack on Western Europe. Consequently, many commentators
did nat expect NATO to outlive the threet thet inspired it. Inawiddy reed article published in
International Security in the summer of 1990, John Mearsheimer offered a scenario of the post-
Cold War order predicated upon the assumption that NATO had logt itsraison d etre and it,
dong with the Warsaw Pact, would dissolve. In hiswords “The Soviet Union isthe only
superpower that can serioudy thresten to overrun Europe; it isthe Soviet threet that provides the
gluethat holds NATO together. Take away that offensve threat and the United Statesis likely
to abandon the Continent, whereupon the defensive dliance it has headed for forty years may
disintegrate”** Mearsheimer dlowed that both NATO and the Warsaw Pact might “persist on
paper,” but neither in his view would continue to “function as an dliance”3® Taking adightly
different but equaly pessmistic perspective, Owen Harries argued in 1993 that proposalsfor a
“new NATO" were “based on a most questionable premise; that ‘the West' continuesto exist as
apolitica and military entity.” Indeed, Harries asserted that “the political ‘West' isnot anaturd
condruct but a highly artificia one. It took the presence of alife-threstening, overtly hostile
‘Ead’ to bring it into existence and to maintain its unity. It is extremey doubtful whether it can
now survive the disappearance of that enemy.”3*

Although NATO has survived for well over a decade since the end of the Cold War,
during that time taking in new members, adopting new missons, and for the firg time ever
invoking Artidle 5 in response to September 11", bleek predictions regarding its future have
continued. Robert Levine in an op/ed piece published in the International Herald Tribune in
May 2003 pronounced NATO “irrdlevant: a bureaucracy whose time has passed.”3® Just before
the Prague Summit, Charles Kupchan, argued that aloss of interest in NATO by the United
Sates was producing “amilitary pect thet is hollowing out and of diminishing geopaliticd
relevance”*®

There has, however, dways been an dternative view of NATO, one that does not
presume the Alliance to rest on its military misson done. NATO optimists have long credited
the Alliance with amdliorating the effects of anarchy among its members, thereby producing
unprecedented ability in Western Europe during the Cold War years. Responding to NATO's
skeptics, John Duffied put it thisway in 1994:

NATO pessmigs overlooked the vauable intra-aliance functions that the
dliance has dways performed and that remain relevant &fter the cold war. More
importantly, NATO has helped sabilize Western Europe, whose sates had often
been hitter rivalsin the pagt. By damping the security dilemma and providing an
inditutiona mechanism for the development of common security policies, NATO
has contributed to making the use of force in reaions among the countries of the
region virtualy inconceivable®’

Smilaly, Rob dewijk, who had served with the Netherlands Minidry of Defense, observes that
NATO's evolution “from atraditiond military dliance for collective defense into a palitica-



military organization for security cooperation with an extengve bureaucracy and complex
decision-making process” was key to its unprecedented adaptation to the end of the Cold War38
Those predicting an end to NATO, Robert McCala agrees, had * adopted too narrow a
perspective on NATO' s function and higtory, focusing too much on NATO' s military functions
and geographic limitations” McCala suggeststhat NATO' s success in diminating the use of
force as ameans of resolving conflicts among its members could be explained both by the liberd
nature of the states that comprise it and by the ingtitutiona mechanisms they had created to
promote cooperation.°

Explaining the Pacification of Western Europe

Indeed, both neo-liberd inditutionadism and democratic peace theory can be understood
to support the notion that NATO had a positive role in the pacification of Western Europe thet
occurred after World War 11. Robert Keohane, aleading proponent of the former, argues that
inditutions such as NATO and the European Community should be consdered an important
source of ahility that emerged during this period. As he explainsit, “the nature and strength of
internationa inditutions are...important determinants of expectations and therefore Sate
behavior. Insofar as sates regularly follow the rules and sandards of internationd inditutions,
they Sgnd their willingness to continue petterns of cooperation, and therefore reinforce
expectations of gability.” Indeed, Keohane adds that “avoiding military conflict in Europe after
the Cold War depends greetly on whether the next decade is characterized by a continuous
pattern of ingtitutionalized cooperation.”

Democratic peace theorigts, on the other hand, locate the cause of gtability in Western
Europe during the Cold War in the nature of the region’s governments. Libera democratic
regimes, they argue, are unlikely to go to war againg each other. As John Owen notes,
democrétic peace theories assume both structurd and normative explanaions. “ Structura
accounts attribute the democratic peace to the ingtitutiona congtraints within democracies’
whereas normative theories points to “the ideas or norms held by democracies. Democracies
believeit would be unjust or imprudent to fight one another.”** Indeed, Michadl Doyle who
closdly identifies his own views with those of Immanud Kant, arguesthat “aliberd zone of
peace, a pacific union, has been maintained and has expanded despite numerous particular
conflicts of economic and drategic interest.”  In part, liberdism leads to peace because it tends
to favor economic interdependence, which can “help create crosscutting transnationd ties that
sarve as|obbies for mutua accommodation.” Like Kant, however, Doyle believes that the liberd
peace ultimately has amord foundation. 1t emanates from the mutua respect thet exigts
between states that respect individud rights as well as from the domestic condraints on going to
war inherent in democratic societies*? Thomeas Risse-Kappen aso captures well the normative
foundation of the democratic peace.

In sum liberd theory argues that democracies do not fight each other because they
perceive each other as peaceful. They perceive each other as peaceful because of
the democratic norms governing their domestic decison-making processes. For
the same reason, they form plurdistic security communities of shared values.
Because they perceive each other as peaceful and express a sense of community,
they arelikely to overcome obstacles againg internationd cooperation and to

form internationdl intitutions such as dliances®®



Risse-Kappen'sreference to “ plurdistic security communities’ stems from the work of
Karl Deutsch, who in the 1950s defined a security community as one “in which thereisred
assurance that the members of that community will not fight each other physicaly, but will settle
their disputes in some other way.”*  Although Deutsch himself concluded that NATO had not
yet achieved the status of a security community as of 1957, he noted that there was considerable
support for tightening NATO in order that it might become “a pluraistic/security community.”#®
, Indeed, Risse-Kgppen, writing in 1995, argued that “the picture emerging from the transatlantic
relationship” did resemble both Deutsch’s “ plurditic security community” and the “pacific
federation” Immanuel Kant had envisioned in Perpetual Peace.*®

The Foundation of the Transatlantic Community

Contrary to the notion that NATO was primarily amilitary dliance, which over time
developed a sense of paliticd community, Risse-Kappen suggests that the origina members of
NATO condituted a community that did not depend on the emergence of the Soviet threet, but
actudly preceded it. Together, the Allies came to construe the Soviet Union as athrest because
its ideology coupled with its effort to dominate centrd and eastern Europe condtituted an assaullt
on their shared vaues. “The perceived Soviet threat threstened the sense of common purpose
among thedlies,” Risse-Kgppen acknowledges, but “it did not cregte the community in the first
place™*’ The Clinton administration used a Smilar argument to support the enlargement of
NATO inthemid-1990s. As Secretary of State Maddeine Albright put it: “NATO definesa
community of interest among the free nations of North Americaand Europe that both preceded
and outlagted the Cold War. America has long sood for the proposition thet the Atlantic
community should not be artificidly divided and thet its nations should be free to shape their
destiny. We have long argued that the nations of Central and Eastern Europe belong to the same
democratic family as our dliesin Western Europe”® In his recent book about NATO' sfirst
post-Cold War round of enlargement, Ronald Asmus observed that, in defining a post-Cold War
purpose for NATO, the Clinton adminigtration had “returned to firgt principles, a times literdly
going back to the words and texts of NATO' s founding fathers to capture the essence of what the
Alliance was dl about. The answer it came up with was a smple one, namely that NATO's core
purpose was to defend the freedom, territory, and interests of its members from whatever
threatened them.”*°

As lan Thomeas has noted, in the effort to gain support for NATO at itsinception, U.S.
Secretary of State Dean Acheson had dso relied heavily on the notion that NATO—in
Acheson’ s words—was “ an affirmation of the mora and spiritud velueswhichwehold in
common.” NATO, “did not create something new as much as it recorded a basic redity—a
unity of belief, of spirit and of joint interest which was dreedy fdt by the nations of the North
Atlantic community.”>® Sean Kay observesthat British Secretary Ernest Bevin saw this
community in much the ssmeway. In pushing for atransatlantic aliance after World Wer 1,
Bevin had urged that “political and indeed spiritual forces must be mohilized in our defense”™*
Indeed, Kay suggests that, while the “primary reason for NATO' s founding was the Soviet
chdlenge in Eastern Europe,” this fact was “insufficient to understanding why the states chose
the particular inditutional form that emerged in April 1949.” “The negatiators” he says,
“recognized that if a peacetime dliance were to withstand the ebbs and flows of the Cold War, it
would have to reflect a broader purpose than collective defense”>?

In the pogt-Cold War era, perhaps no one has articulated more forcefully and more
doquently the nation that NATO' sidentity and its purpose are ultimately rooted in its members



shared democratic vaues than former Czech Presdent Vaclav Havel. NATO, Have wrotein
1997 “should urgently remind itsdf that it isfirgt and foremost an instrument of democracy
intended to defend mutudly held and created political and spiritud vaues. 1t must seeitsdf not
asapact of nations against amore or less obvious enemy but as a guarantor of EurcAmerican
dvilization”®®  Though coming from avery different perspective, Samuel Huntington has ao
characterized NATO as an dliance of “Western civilization.” Indeed, he suggests thet the
perceived need to enlarge NATO a the end of the Cold War was at least partidly respongble for
the discussion that ensued regarding the nature of the West and a* renewed recognition that such
aredity had existed.”>*

Without question, however, NATO's paliticd identity has long been viewed as
subordinete to its military dimengon. One of the chdlenges, Nicholas Sherwen wrote in 1990,
was “to correct the public image of an Organization which has been, from the very outsst, a
politica tool crested for apolitica purpose endhrined in apolitica treaty.” “Current references
for the need to become *more palitical,’ he argued, “ express only hdf atruth. Thefact istha
throughout the post war years, the Alliance has been didracted from its underlying politica
purpose by the paramount need to contain the implicit threet of a militarily ungtable imba ance of
forces which, as Mascow now admits, could not but give the NATO Allies legitimate concerns
regarding Soviet intentions” >

The I ntegration of Western Europe

Scholars, diplomats, and military leaders have a0 stressed that NATO's origind purpose was
adwaysmulti-dimensond. Perhaps no expresson of the various tasks for which NATO was
crested has been quoted more than that of Lord Ismay, NATO' sfirg secretary generd, who
bluntly stated that NATO was designed “to keep the Russans out, the Americansiin, and the
Gearmansdown.” Keegping the Germans down meant the palitica and economic integration of
Gamany—at least the western portion—into Western Europe, underpinned by U.S. military
power. AsLt. Generd William Odom explained it in testimony before the U.S. House of
Representatives Commisson on Internationd Relaionsin 1996.

We st up NATO for a st of rationales best articulated by Robert Schuman and
Jean Monnet, the concelvers, the architects of European economic integration.
They redized that Germany was the problem and that quarrels among the
Germans, the British, and the French would prevent cooperation and rapid
recongruction after the war. They knew they needed a subgtitute for a supra-
nationd authority there, and they asked the United Statesto provide it in theform
of our military political presancein NATO, and we did. >

NATO, David Y ot has dso observed, “furnished the security framework of reassurance within
Western Europe for politica and economic integration.”>’

Importantly, however, European integration rested on the principles enghrined in the
preamble to the 1949 Washington Treety: “democracy, individud liberty, and the rule of law.”
Indeed, the treaty itself suggested that the Alliesintended not only to safeguard their shared
vaues, but aso to promote them as afoundation for peace and ability amongst themsdves. In
Artide 2, they explicitly recognized the importance of developing NATO's palitical dimension
with apledgeto *“contribute toward the further development of peaceful and friendly
internationd relations by strengthening their free inditutions, by bringing about a better
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undergtanding of the principles on which these indtitutions are founded, and by promoting
conditions of gability and well-being.” They aso agreed that they would “seek to diminate
conflict in ther internationa economic policies and encourage economic collaboration between
any or dl of them”°8

Indeed, Kay notes that, from the beginning, NATO was tasked with strengthening and
expanding “an internationa community based on democratic principles, individud liberty, and
the rule of law in the context of a peaceful internationa society.” Y et another task was “to build
inditutional structures to aid the completion of these gods”®® Y ost too emphasizesthat “from
the outset,” NATO was about more than collective defense. “The Allies repeatedly declared
their interest in pursuing postive palitical change in Europe while avoiding war” he observes,
citing asjus one example the 1967 Harme Report, which committed NATO to pursuing detente
with the Soviet bloc aswell as maintaining its traditiondl role of military defense.®® The
report’s authors claimed that adopting this essentidly palitica function would dlow NATO “to
pursue the search far progress towards a more stable relationship in which the underlying
political issues [could] be solved”®*

Though certainly among the better known statements of NATO's palitical strategy, the
Harme Report was hardly the Allies only attempt to fulfill their Article 2 pledges and
grengthen NATO' s sense of political community. 1n 1956, the Allies had named the Committee
of Threeto advise the North Atlantic Council (NAC) on ways to improve NATO cooperation in
non-military fields and to “develop greater unity within the Atlantic Community.”®> NATO dso
convened an Atlantic Convention in 1962, which was atended by citizens of NATO countries.
As Jamie Shea has obsarved, these delegates, who were tasked with making recommendetions as
to means of achieving closer cooperation and fogering a“true Atlantic community,” “urgently
request{ed]” that their governments “reinforce and develop the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation asapalitical centre”®® NATO's new Strategic Concept issued in 1999 dso
explicitly recognizes the continuity of NATO's underlying palitical misson. “NATO's essantid
and enduring purpose, set out in the Washington Treaty,” it declares “isto safeguard the freedom
and security of dl it membersby politica and military means. Based on common vaues of
democracy, human rights and the rule of law, the Alliance has striven sinceitsinception to
secure ajust and lasting peaceful order in Europe.”®*

Re-thinking Security after the Cold War

As suggested above, post-Cold War predictions regarding NATO' s future were
influenced by theoretical assumptions regarding the causes of war and peace in Europe.
Whereas Mearsheimer, attributed Cold War gability to the “digtribution and character of miilitary
power,”®® former President Bush—although usually tagged as aredis—embraced at least
rhetoricaly, dong with his successor, the notion of the “democretic peace” Fromthis
perspective, Sability had never been purey afunction of military power. Rather, the liberd
democratic values NATO had pledged to uphold were dso key to the unprecedented stability thet
developed in Western Europe. This assumption was centra to the new European security
architecture envisoned by both presdents and NATO'sroleinit. NATO needed to be
preserved, both because it was essentia to maintaining the transatlantic link, and because it
embodied the vaues on which the European security order was now to be based. Asthen U.S.
Assgant Secretary of State for European and Canadian Affairs Richard Holbrooke put it in 1995
with specific reference to Centrd Europe. “For the firdt time in history, the nations of thisregion
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have the chance smultaneoudy to enjoy sability, freedom, and independence based on another
firg: the adoption of Western democratic ided's as a common foundation for dl of Europe”
Implying that NATO could support the growth of these vaues to its eedt, he further stated:
“Expandon of NATO isalogica and essentid consequence of the disappearance of the Iron
Curtain and the need to widen European unity based on shared democratic values”®

Holbrooke' s case for enlargement presumed that NATO had succeeded in helping to
integrate Western Europe and that its success rested ultimately on the shared democratic values
of the Allies. Responding to proponents of enlargement who focused, not so much on centrd
and eagtern Europe' s fledgling democracies, but rather the possibility of aresurgent Russia,
Odom dso linked the case for enlargement to NATO's origind palitica role and vaues. In his
words.

A much better argument for NATO's expanson isfound in itsinception: the
concern of its proponents with internd political and economic affarsin Western
Europe. Whiletheir nationa motives were a odds—Germany seeking early
independence, France seeking to prevent anew German military threst—Ieaders
in both countries redlized thet a U.S. military presence within an Atlantic dliance
sructure would cregte the security and political context for economic recovery
and the building of new interdate relations. To play itsrole, the United States hed
not only to be amilitary hegemon; it dso had to bring its palitica ideology to
Europe. A purdly redist American approach to NATO would have failed.®’

While Mearsheimer and other redlists argued that the end to the bi-polar baance of power
on the European continent would “increase markedly” the “prospects for mgor crisesand war in
Europe®®,” liberd theorists argued that “ peace and cooperation among the OECD nations [was]
likely to ke sustained, since they are not based on the power structure of the internationa system,
but on the democratic domestic orders of these states.” As stated by Risse-Kagppen, “the liberd
countervison for the pogt-cold war world expects a community of democratic nationswith
highly ingtitutiondized and interdependent reaionships from San Francisco to Berlin,
Vladivokstok, and Tokyo.”®°

If NATO did indeed condtitute a politica entity thet preceded the Cold War, with
political tasks a least equally important to its military component, the dissolution of the Soviet
threet destroyed neither that political community or what had aways been NATO's principd
politica misson: the defense of the democratic vaues that were centrd to the way in which the
individua Allies conceived ther interests.  Indeed, former NATO Secretary Generd Javier
Solanainggted in1999: “What unites us are shared interests, not shared threets. Thisiswhy
the alliance has remained so strong beyond the end of the Cold War.”®  Supporting thisdaim, a
1998 U.S. Congressiond Research Service report on NATO' s evolving role asserted that
NATO's“surviva beyond the end of the Cold War suggests that its vaue foundation remains an
important part of the glue that hold the Alliance together and attracts new members” '

Indeed, liberds argue that a sate' s vaues affect its identity, which in turn influences how
it definesits interests and interacts with others.”?> Congiructivist theorists go even further then
ome liberdsin arguing that dates’ interests are not wholly materid but can be shaped or, as
Alexander Wendt has argued, actually constituted by ideas.”® As John Gerard Ruggie explains,
socid condructiviss—unlike neoredists who tend to believe thet Sates’ interests and identities
are given and fixed—"argue and have shown that even identities are generated in part by
internationdl interaction.” *  Indeed, to some degree NATO' s new mission appearsto be
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premised on congtructivist assumptions that states’ interactions with each other are governed in
part by perceptions of shared identity and that these shared identities are based, at least in part on
vaues or idess.

Moving Beyond State-Centric Conceptions of Security

Notably, NATO's post-Cold War transformation has coincided with the emergence of so-
cdled globd norms of democracy and human rights.  These new norms have lent themsdvesto
aconception of security thet isless predicated on the inviolability of borders principle than
traditiond State-centric conceptions of security and therefore more tolerant of military
intervention on humanitarian grounds. Declaring that the sovereignty of states “must no longer
be used as a shidd for gross violations of human rights” U.N. Secretary Generd Kofi Annan has
urged the U.N. Security Council to reach consensus on the principle that “ massive and systemic
violaions of human rights’ must not go unchecked. A gregter awareness of the “sanctity and
dignity of every human life,” he argues, will require that we “look beyond the framework of
dates” In responseto that challenge, the International Commission on Intervention and State
Sovereignty issued areport in December 2001 which frames the notion of a“right to intervene”’
in the dternative language of a*“respongbility to protect.” State sovereignty, the commissioners
concdluded, “implies responghility, and the primary responsibility for the protection of its people
lieswith the gateitsdlf.” However, in gtuationsin which the sate is unable or unwilling to meet
thisoblig%im, “the principle of non-intervention yiddsto the internationa respongibility to
protect.”

Fueling this trend toward grester concern for individud rights and a less sate-centric
conception of sovereignty, isthe fact that the vast mgority of post-Cold War conflicts have been
internd conflicts, arising from ethnic and reigious rivaries, territoriad digoutes, economic
difficulties, human rights abuse and the collapse of governments.  As Jessica Tuchman Mathews
observes these new threets to sability have dso “fed a growing sense that individuas security
may not in fact rdiably derive from their nation’s security. A growing concern with this
gpparent disconnect between the fate of human beings and the security of the State has given rise
to an dternative perspective for thinking about security, labeed “human security” which focuses
primarily on the safety, basic needs, and rights of individuds rather than the surviva of the Sate.
Lending support to this dternative view, Richard Falk aso writes

Security can no longer be smply defined in apurdly satist context. Human
factors must be consdered: the right to freedom from fear, for example, and the
satidfaction of basc survivd needs. One must consder the conditions of
dometic politicad order that shape atitudes toward war in foreign policy, and the
role of internationd ingtitutions (oecifying limits on the permissible, and most
recently, the demographic, environmenta, and resource dimensions of sustaingble
development). Internationd security becomes, then a synonym for whatever is
vaued in internationd life.”

In the eyes of some commentators, NATO's post-Cold War transformation reflects and
reinforces the human security perspective. Indeed, following NATO'sintervention in Kosovo in
1999 scholars argued that NATO had unilaterdly chalenged the UN Charter, traditiondly read
to prohibit influence in other dates’ internd affairs, while advancing in its place anew normin
favor of humanitarian intervention.”” This study explores both how NATO hasitself been



influenced by these evolving new norms and ways in which it might aso be furthering them.

Indeed, one might ask whether NATO is effectively serving as what Martha Finnemore
and Kathryn Skkink have labeled anorm entrepreneur. Norm entrepreneurs, according to
Sikkink and Finnemore, are those who “atempt to convince a critical mass of sates (norm
leaders) to embrace new norms”®  NATO might not have been pushing any particular
normetive agendain Kosovo, but it has dearly identified a particular set of norms on which to
ground European security and which the aspirants must embrace if they hopeto dam
membership in NATO. Thisaso begs the question of whether the democratic normsthat NATO
has promoted are themsdves the source of its apped and therefore a manifestation of what
Joseph Nye has termed “ soft power.”  Indeed, Nye and Robert Keohane have argued that soft
power is“relative to norms it is those actors who conform to widdy admired norms thet will
gain influence as a resuit.”

The Realig Critique

Theredig critique of NATO' s post-Cold War transformation, however, tends to regect
any link between NATO svaues and itsinterests.  In fact, Mandelbaum argued that NATO's
intervention in Kosovo was a“failure’ because “NATO waged the war not for its interests but on
behdf of itsvaues” For Manddbaum and others the war served only to jeopardize two interests
they deemed far more important: namely, U.S. rdations with Russiaand China ®°

Moreover, many redigs have expressed considerable skepticiam regarding NATO's
cgpacity for democracy promotion. As Mandelbaum gtated it: “NATO isnot only not the most
effective ingrument for promoting democracy, it isnot in essence an organization for doing so.
Rather it isamilitary dliance, an association of some sovereign sates directed againg others.
The‘other’ in this caseis Russa”®! Indeed, Mandelbaum and other redlist scholars condluded
early on that NATO enlargement was essentidly irrdevant to democratization in centrd and
eastern Europe? NATO haslittle influence over the process because, in the words of
Christopher Layne, democratic reforms are “internally not externdly driven.”®® Rather, they
argued that NATO enlargement would serve to undermine democracy in Russa by bolstering
undemocrétic forces there. Indeed, George Kennan went so far asto cal the decison to expand
NATO the “mog fateful error of American foreign palicy in the entire pogt-cold war era” partly
due to its potentid to “inflame nationdigtic, anti-Western and militaristic tendenciesin Russian
opinion”®*  One puzzling aspect of this argument is the notion that NATO dedisions would have
little influence on the process of democratization in central and eastern Europe but a congderable
impact on the process of democratization in Russa. Reform in the firgt instance gpparently
hinges on purdly internd factors, while in the latter it depends heavily on externd factors.

Criticdams of the notion that NATO condgtitutes a viable vehicle for the promation of
democracy can be divided into three primary strands. The first focuses on NATO enlargement
and argues that it isSmply not essentid to the democratization of centra and eastern Europe.
This process has been driven by factors other than NATO, so it would occur even in the absence
of enlargement. Indeed, Mandelbaum argued prior to the first round of enlargement that
democracy in the three Sates that recaived invitations to join the dliance a Madrid (Poland, the
Czech Republic, and Hungary) was “virtudly guaranteed” even without NATO membership.®®
Therefore, NATO membership was being offered to those states that did not need it rather than
to the states further to the east where democracy was shakier.2® Similarly, Dan Reiter argued in
an atide published in International Security in 2001 thet in the cases of Poland, Hungary, and
the Czech Republic, NATO did not speed the democratization process * because their societies
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and thar dites were committed to democracy anyway.” All three had established competitive
eectord sysems and held free dectionsin 1990, long before the “NATO carrot was dangled
before them.” He too therefore concludes that “NATO membership was not necessary for
democratization.”

Secondly, critics argue that NATO has played little or no rolein the regiond cooperation
and reconciliation that have occurred in Centrd and Eastern Europe. Plenty of other incentives
existed to encourage the states of the region to patch up their differences with one another.
Although the Clinton adminigtration and enlargement supporters made frequent reference to
various regiond agreements resolving ethnic and border disputes throughout central and eastern
Europe as evidence of NATO'sinfluence, Reiter rgectsthis ars%ummt and points to other cases
in the region in which he cdlaims agreements were not reached.

Finaly, NATO' s skepticslook to NATO's Cold War record in the area of democracy
promotion and judge it to be poor. They commonly point out that Turkey, Spain, Portugd, and
Greece d| experienced periods of undemocratic rule and manifested poor human rights records
subsequent to becoming NATO members. Y€, a no point were these states ever threatened with
the loss of their membership.%° Citing the above four cases, Reiter writes: “Overdl, the cases
provide dmogt no evidence that NATO membership significantly promoted democracy: The
transgovernmentd effects on civil-military relations were uneven, the sick of NATO gection
was never gpplied to members that reverted to autocracy, and in the ingtance of NATO entry
thereis no evidence of the NATO carrot spurring democratization.”®® Hence, thereislittle
reason to be optimigtic about the Alliance s cgpacity to promote democracy and respect for
humean rightstoday. Indeed, both Layne and Mande baum have argued thet the fact that dl
current NATO members are democracies has little to do with their membership in the Alliance **

Conduson

In sum, those skepticd of NATO' s ability to survive the end of the Cold War and assig in the
congruction of a Europe whole and free have tended to see the Alliance as primarily amilitary
organization with insufficient shared interests to sugtain it in the wake of the Soviet collapse.
Shared values do not necessarily make for shared interests. Moreover, the skeptics seelittle
reason to believe that NATO has the cgpacity to promote those vaues outside its territory. To
the extent that democracy has taken hold in centra and eastern Europe, it has been encouraged
by factors other than NATO membership.

NATO optimists, on the other hand, tend to view NATO as an indtitution whaose politicd
dimendon is and dways has been of a least equd importance with its military component.
Where the skeptics see ahollow shell of an dliance looking for new missons, the optimists see
an dliance with one congtant mission: the promotion of democratic va ues as a cornerstone of
security in Europe. That misson did not end with the Cold War. Rether, the collapse of the
Soviet Union brought with it new opportunities for extending NATO' s values throughout the
whole of Europe. Moreover, trends in internationd security since the end of the Cold War
render it increasingly difficult for the Allies to ignore human rights abuse and other internd
crisesoutsde ther territory. These trends are no longer peripherd to thinking about security. In
an eraof increasangly permegble state borders, they are increasingly at the root of the security
challenges confronting the Allies today.



Chapter Three A Value-Based Approach to Building Security

“Security in the 21% century,” former NATO Secretary Generd Javier Solanawrotein the
fal of 1999 iswhat we make of it.” %% Indeed, during the 1990s NATO' s enhanced political
dimension and its new misson of a Europe “whole and freg’ reflected an understanding of
Security that came to rest as much on the rights of the individua asit does on the right of
overeignty traditiondly enjoyed by sates. Although NATO remains committed to the
collective defense of itsterritory, this new concept of security isless state-centric, less
deferentid to the Westphdian principle of non-intervention, and dependent to a consgderable
degree on the triumph of libera democratic vdues. NATO' s transformation since the end of the
Cold War has, in fact, been shgped by a profound faith in the notion that genuine peace must be
grounded on shared democratic vaues, especidly respect for individud rights. Ultimately, dl of
the Alliance' s new ventures—indluding its peacekegping missons in the Balkans, its new
partnerships, and the decison to admit new members—are amed at advancing the democratic
vaues NATO safeguarded during the Cold War as norms that should govern the whole of
Europe. “Security policy, like any policy,” Solana counsded in 1999, “must be value based.”%3

While NATO's post-Cold War transformation and the conception of security driving it
were subgtantidly influenced by NATO'sinterna experiences during the Cold Wa—above, dll
the Allies’ success in establishing peace with one another—externd devel opments have dso
played arde. The demise of communism, evolving globa norms of democracy and human
rights, globa markets and information technology have al influenced, or at least reinforced, the
conception of security thet has guided NATO' strandformation. Indeed, NATO's evolution
reflects alarger trend aswell. Growing numbers of internationd relations scholars and
practitioners conclude thet in an age of globdization marked by increesingly permegble Sate
borders, security can no longer be concelved in purely sate-centric terms. 1t must be understood
to comprise the fate of the individud aswell asthat of the Sate. Not dl states secure the rights
of their citizens, and those who do not are increasingly regarded as sources of ingability, and
therefore perhgps no longer owed the traditiond presumption of sovereignty.

Aswill be discussed further in chapter five, the events of September 11" have served to
broaden NATO' sfocus to encompass threats to security semming from outside of Europe. They
aso cadt light on the fact that NATO wasiill-equipped to address terrorism and wegpons of mass
destruction even though these threats had been recognized by NATO' s 1999 Strategic Concept.
However, the trend toward a more globd NATO, induding initiatives adopted during the 2002
Prague Summit aimed a improving NATO' s capacity to address new “out of ared’ thregts do not
dter the Allies basic premise emphasized repeatedly during the 1990s, thet true peece and
Sahility ultimately depend upon the triumph of libera democretic vaues

Enhancing NATO's Political Dimension

Asnoted earlier, theredig critique of NATO' s transformation tends to rgject any
presumed link between NATO' svadues and itsinterests. However, this critique bearslittle
gpprecidion for the fact that NATO has from the beginning, understood the vaues enshrined in
its preamble to be centrd to itsmisson. NATO' s politicd |leaders have long characterized the
dliance as acommunity united not only by a shared enemy, but aso by shared vdues. The
dissolution of the Soviet threet therefore did not destroy what had aways been NATO's principd
political misson: namdy the defense of those vaues that were centrd to the way in which the



individud dlies conceived their interests and to the collective identity of the dliance asawhole.

NATO's success in establishing a zone of peace in Western Europe has led many
canmentators to suggest thet it resembles the “ pacific federation” envisoned by Immanud
Kantin Perpetual Peace—a community of states that have established peace with one another.%*
During the Cold War, this essentidly politica dimension of the dliance was generdly viewed as
subordinate to what was commonly perceived to be NATO'sred raison d etre: deterrence of a
Soviet atack on Western Europe. After 1989, however, NATO's political dimenson cameto
the fore, partly out of necessity if NATO was to survive the dissolution of the Soviet thregt.
Equaly important, though was a determination by the former Bush adminidration as early as
mid-1989 that enhancing NATO's politicad dimenson condtituted ameans by which the dlies
could guide the dramétic changes then sweeping across Europe. NATO, the adminidration
argued, could act as acatdyst for democratic politica reform in central and eastern Europe.
Democratic vaues were, in fact, a the heart of the new European security order Bush described
during a commencement address at the U.S. Coast Guard Academy on May 24, 1989. In his
words.

Itisagrowing community of democracies anchoring international peace and
gahility, and a dynamic free-market systlem generating prosperity and progresson
aglobd scade. The economic foundation of this new erais the proven success of
the free market—and nurturing that foundation are the vaues rooted in freedom
and democracy. *°

The following week in Mainz, Germany, he declared the cregtion of a Europe “whole and free”
to be the “new mission of NATO.”%® Later that year in December, U.S. Secretary of State James
Baker dso gated in an address to the Berlin Press Club that NATO was working “to build anew
security structure for Europe, one in which the military component is reduced and the politica
oneisenhanced.” “That,” he said, isNATO'sfirst new misson.” With the Soviet threet
waning, NATO' sfuture depended on emphasizing the dliance' s politica dimension.

The Bush adminigtration did not, however, suggest that the misson of achieving a
Europe “whole and freg,” wasto be NATO'sdone.  During his Mainz address, Bush had dso
cdled on the Conference on Security and Cooperaion in Europe (CSCE) to “promote free
eections and palitical plurdism in Eastern Europe’ as ameans of encouraging further politica
reformin the region.”® Meeting in Brussdls that same month, NATO heeds of state, had so
dated ther intention to develop the CSCE process further “in dl its dimensions, and to make the
fullest use of it” in an effort to “bring al Eastern countries to enshrine in law and practice the
human rights and freedoms agreed in internationa covenants and in the CSCE documents, thus
fostering progress towards the rule of law.”°

Although little progress was made in this direction in 1989, by June 1990 when CSCE
members met in Copenhagen, revolution had swept across Europe bringing with it far-reaching
democrtic reforms. CSCE member gtates now unanimoudy adopted the Bush adminidration’s
ealier proposd cdling for free dections and politica plurdism and declared their commitment
“to build democratic societies based on free dections and the rule of law.” Plurdistic democracy
and the rule of law, they agreed, were “essentid for ensuring respect for human rightsand
fundamental freedoms"°? As Thomas Buergenthal has observed, the Copenhagen conference
condtituted an important step in moving CSCE beyond the practice of merely protesting human
rights violations toward a concerted effort to create the democratic inditutions that would best
ensure respect for human rights*®*



At asecond summit in Parisin November 1990, CSCE members reaffirmed their
intention “to build, consolidate, and strengthen democracy as the only system of government of
[their] retions”1%? Evoking the premise of theinitid CSCE agreement signed a Helsinki in
1975, the Charter of Parisfor a New Europe recognized the indienability of *human rights and
fundamentd freedoms’ and declared that “their observance and full exercise are the foundations
of freedom, justice and peace.” %% In order to facilitate the democracy promotion activities
conggtent with this new commitment, CSCE subsequently established severd new inditutions,
incdluding an Office for Free Elections in Warsaw— ater renamed the Office of Democratic
Ingtitutions and Human Rights (ODIHR).

In short, shared democratic vaues, not territory or the balance of power, were the
foundation of the security order envisoned by the Charter of Paris. Asformer U.S. Ambassador
to NATO Robert Hunter observed, the conception of security underpinning this new order
differed gppreciably from that associated with earlier balance of power experiments:

For the firgt time, Europe has a chance to found continent-wide security on abasis
other than the balance of power with its associated risk of a catastirophic clash of
ams. This experiment centers on an attempt to move Eastward one of the most
thrilling achievements of the past hdf century: the abalition of war itsdf, among
the states of Western Europe.” 1%

The security order envisoned by the Charter of Paris differed from previous ordersin a lesst
one other important respect aswell. As Timothy Garton Ash has noted, it “explicitly legitimated
the interest of participating states in each other’ sinternd affairs” 1%

NATO's new Strategic Concept agreed to in Rome in November 1991 affirmed the
Alliance srole in the congruction of thisnew order.  Thefirg of four fundamenta security tasks
NATO s for itsdf was “to provide one of the indigpensable foundations for a sable security
environment in Europe, basad on the growth of democratic ingtitutions and commitment to the
pesceful resolution of disputes”1%® The 1991 Strategic Concept aso observed thét radical
changes in Europe s security Stuation ensured that “the opportunities for achieving Alliance
objectives through politica means [were] greater than ever.” At the sametime, the Allies
acknowledged that they now faced amore diverse array of security chalenges, including
ingabilities arising from ethnic rivaries, territorid digoutes, and other economic, socid and
politica troubles, which ultimately jeopardized NATO' s vison of a Europe “whole and free”
Seeking to address these new thrests, the dliance declared its intention to broaden security
policy to indude “didogue’ and “cooperation” in addition to the “ maintenance of a collective
defence capatility.”

The NATO dlies dso took an additiond step toward operationdizing the CSCE process
in June 1992 when they agreed in Odo “to support, on a case-by-case basis...peacekeeping
activities under the responsibility of the CSCE.” Making explicit reference to the initiatives they
hed taken since 1990 to “ reinforce the CSCE and its dhility to contribute to a Europe in which
changes takes place in conformity with CSCE principles,” the Allies argued that strengthening
“the means available to the CSCE for conflict prevention and criss management” would be
essential to maintaining “peace and prosperity” in Europe. '’ The significance of this decision as
Rob de Wijk has noted, was that CSCE could now “evolve from an ingtitution which only
determined norms and standards of behavior of the participating Sates into a more operationd
organisation.” %8 Six months later, NATO also agreed to support “on a case-by-case basis”
peacekesping operations authorized by the UN Security Council.1%° These 1992 decisions
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marked the beginning of an evolutionary process within NATO, culmingating in the adoption of a
second new Strategic Concept in 1999, which formaly added conflict prevention and
peacekegping activitiesto NATO' s military misson. The Allies assumption of peacekeeping
responghilities represented a broadening of NATO's military missons but it dso reflected a
growing conviction am1%them that their own security was “insgparably linked to thet of dl

other states in Europe.”**° Both NATO's 1991 and 1999 Strategic Concepts aso observed the
need for a broader approach to security, given the dtered Strategic environment. As stated in the
1999 Strategic Concept: “The Alliance is commiitted to a broad approach to security, which
recognises the importance of palitical, economic, socid and environmentd factorsin addition to
the indispensable defence dimension”

Enlarging NATO

The decison to enhance NATO' s political dimension and increasingly cast security in
terms of shared vaues would have important implications, both for the Sze of the dliance and
for its military and non-military missons. Building security across Europe effectively meant
enlarging the community of Sates that embraced NATO vadues. One means of achieving that
god became enlargement of the dliance itsalf.

In his own study of NATO enlargement, James Goldgeier suggests that a number of
“compdling problems’ in the early 1990s opened the window for enlargement, including a
generd concern about ingability in centrd and Eastern Europe. In the United States, the need to
put forward a new drategy to replace containment had led then nationd security adviser Anthony
Lake during a speech at Johns Hopkins University in 1993 to articulate a Strategy of
“enlargement”—" enlargement of the world' s free community of market democracies.
“The central and eastern Europe region, located adjacent to the transatlantic community and
showing prospects for success,” Goldgeier observes, “was a perfect place to demondrate that the
administration could implement itsvison”**3

Indeed, the Clinton administration’s 1994 announcement that it would support the
enlargement of NATO can be understood as an extension of the President’s desire to place
democracy promation at the center of hisforeign policy. Opening NATO's door to new
members, Clinton adminigration officias congstently argued, condtituted one means by which
NATO could extend eastward the vaues and practices that had helped to sabilize Western
Europe. NATO enlargement represented “one part of a much broader, post-Cold War strategy to
help create a peaceful, undivided and democratic Europe”** Moreover, the administration
argued that, while other European indtitutions, including the European Union and the OSCE hed
important rolesto play in the achievement of thisgod, NATO' srolewas vitd. “Only NATO,”
Clinton asserted during the Allies’ 1994 summit in Brussdls, “has the military forces, the
integrated command, the broad legitimacy and habits of cooperation that are essentid to draw in
new participants and respond to new chalenges”*

Although NATO has published no specific membership criteria, it did rdease an internd
sudy on enlargement in September 1995, which natified prospective members thet only those
sates which demongtrated a commitment to democratic vaues and practiceswould be
conddered for membership. Thiswould include resolving ethnic and externd territorid disputes
by peac?‘llél means and establishing “ gppropriate democratic and civilian control of their defense
forces.”

The study concluded that enlargement of the dliance could enhance security and gability in
Europe by “encouraging and supporting democratic reforms,” fostering in new members
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“patterns and habits of cooperation and consultation and consensus-building,” and “promoting
good neighborly rations”

During its April 1999 summit in Washington, NATO again asserted that new members
were expected to “ enhance overal security and stability in Europe™!’ This meant that aspirants
were required to demondrate that they could produce security by pescefully resolving conflicts
with neighbors, embracing liberd democratic principles, induding respect for minority rights,
and working toward meeting dl NATO military obligations. Former NATO Secretary Generd
Willy Claes had, in fact said of the enlargement processin 1996: “We do not need security
consumers,” but rather stateswho can bear the full responghbility of membership. An
anonymous NATO officid put it more bluntly: “We don’t need any more Frances, Spains,
Greeces, or Turkeys'*®

Partnership and Cooperative Security

The tools with which NATO has sought to construct Europe whole and free have not
been limited to enlargement, however.  Indeed, beginning in the early 1990s NATO committed
itsdf to the congruction of a security community that extends well beyond its borders—"a
common security gpace from Vancouver to Viadivastok.” Based on the premisethat “no single
transatlantic ingtitution meets the varied security requirements of North Americaand dl of
Europe” the Allies aso stressed the need for “ partnership” with states and ingtitutions outside of
or overlgoping NATO' s borders 1°

The EACP, which began as the NACC and was renamed in 1997 was desgned as a
forum for palitica consultation and practical cooperation on security issues. Origindly open to
al former Warsaw Pact members, the EAPC now encompasses virtudly the entire OSCE ares,
induding the traditionaly neutrd states of Audtria, Finland, Irdland, Sweden, and Switzerland.

Its membership essentidly pardldsthat of PP, which was created in 1994 to “expand and
intengfy political and military cooperation throughout Europe”  While PP was initidly viewed
as asubditute for enlargement of NATO itsdf, it aso grew out of a recognition thet true
cooperation with NATO' sformer adversaries required more then just the didogue facilitated by
what was thentheNACC. NATO enhanced the palitica dimengon of PfP in 1997 through the
cregtion of a politica-military framework for NATO-led PfP operations, a sep intended to dlow
partnersto play amore active politica and military role in the planning ard execution of non-
Article 5 crisis response operations.

By providing opportunities for political and military cooperation with NATO, PP sarves
to blur the line between NATO and non-NATO members. NATO “Partnerships’ with Russa,
Ukraine, and sx Mediterranean Sates (Egypt, Isradl, Jordan, Mauritania, Morocco, and Tunisia)
through the Mediterranean Didogue are dso part of a broader effort to erase divisonsin Europe
and congtruct a security order that encompasses the entire Euro-Atlantic areaand beyond.
NATO's emphads on these partnerships highlights the extent to which the Allies understand
Security today as necessaily a cooperative endeavor, reguiring didogue and cooperation among
dates and other indtitutions, including the OSCE and the Eurgpean Union, aswell asthe United
Nations. According to the 1999 Strategic Concept, NATO's“am isto build a European
security architecture in which the Alliance s contribution to the security and sability of the Eure
Atlantic area and the contribution of these other internationd organisations are complementary
and mutudly reinforcing, both in degpening relaions among Euro-Atlantic countriesand in
managing crises” 1%

Importantly, the advancement of democratic vauesis dso astated god of virtually dl of
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NATO's patnerships. The Partnership for Peace Framework Document, for example, declares
the “ protection and promotion of fundamenta freedoms and humean rights’ to be “shared vaues
fundamenta to the Partnership,” and partners are expected to resffirm their obligations under
the U.N. Charter, the Universd Dedlaration of Human Rights, the Helsinki Find Act, and all
subsequent CSCE documents *2*  PfP's objectives also include the achievement of transparency
in nationd defense planning and budgeting processes and the consolidation of democratic control
over defense forces. Indeed, PfP, dong with the enlargement process, condtitutes an important
tool for achieving a security order grounded on liberd democratic values. Asformer U.S,
Ambassador to NATO Robert Hunter put it: “ Both the Partnership and NATO' s expansion are
part of agrand experiment that has no precedent in athousand years of trying to cregte
something better than the baance of power. We are doing nothing less than trying to extend the
European Civil Space esstward—one cautious step after another.” 2

Even within the context of NATO' s relationships with Russa and the Ukraine, the
advancement of democracy is an explicitly sated objective. The NATO-Russia Founding Act
adopted in 1997 dates that “NATO and Russawill work together to contribute to the
establishment of common and comprehensive security based on the dlegiance to shared values,
commitments and norms of behavior in the interests of al states”*?*  Although the desire to
advance democratic vaues was certainly not the driving force behind either of these
relaionships, this should not detract from the fact they exist in the context of a definition of
security thet is ultimately value-based. ' Indeed, according to one NATO officid well-versed in
the NATO-Ukraine agreements, democracy promation is a“ defacto redity” within the context of
the rdaionship “smply because of the way in which NATO defines security and because dl
NATO members stress Alliance valuesin their interactions with Ukraine”%°

Importantly, however, these partnership efforts amount to much more than a one-way
effort on NATO' s part to influence the domestic and foreign policy practices of other dates. In
redity, NATO's partners have not only trained with NATO forces; they have aso participated in
sgnificant numbersin NATO' s peacekesgping missions in the Bakans, Afghanigan, and most
recently Irag. Even Russaand Ukraine contributed forcesto NATO's KFOR missonin
Kosovo.  Given these contributions, partners have dso demanded agregter say in Alliance
decigorrmeaking, which NATO has atempted to accommodate to some degree. Additiondly,
EAPC/PfP members have reached out to assst each other in avariety of ways. For example, the
Bdltic dates—among NATO's newest invitees—have dreedy indicated their willingnessto share
their reform experience with Georgiaas it too makes abid for NATO membership. NATO has
encouraged precisdly this sort of regiona cooperation as a demondration of partners ability to
produce rather than smply consume security. During the Prague Summit, NATO aso moved to
intensfy practica cooperation within the EAPC, beginning with the Partnership Action Plan
againg Terrorism. The Plan conditutes “the firgt issue-specific’ mechanism for co-operaion
between NATO and its partners and outlines specific actions to be taken in the effort to combat
terroriam,*%°

An Integrated Palitical, Economic, and Social Space

The common security space NATO seeksto achieve with its partnersisdso
characterized by economic and sodid integration. During the 1999 Washington Summit, the
Allies pledged to “contribute to building a strong and broader Euro-Atlantic community of
democracies—a community where human rights and fundamenta freedoms are upheld, where
borders are increasingly open to people, ideas and commerce, where war becomes
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unthinkable™?”  Enlargement and partnership might constitute means of enlarging the “ pacific
federation,” but NATO dso seesitsdf at the core of a growing cosmopoalitan society, much like
that envisoned by Kant, which would aso serve to facilitete cooperation and, ultimately, support
the security community NATO seeksto create. Promoting such a society does not conditute a
new objective for NATO. From the beginning, NATO sought to provide the basic military
Security necessary to support economic recovery and ultimately the establishment of aliberd
economic order in Western Europe. NATO aso ddiberatdy cultivated a “socid dimenson”
within the Alliance as early as 1969 when it established the Committee on the Challenges of
Modern Society (CCMS) to address shared environmenta concerns by combining the expertise
and technology of member countries*?® NATO opened the committee to participation by
members of the NACC beginning in 1992 as part of its effort to promote cooperation and
integration with non-NATO members. Much more recently, participation in CCMS activities
has been opened to the members of the Mediterranean Didogue.  In shat, NATO appearsto
have long recognized that integration of the broader Eurc-Atlantic areaon multiple levelsis
essentid to achieving both palitica and military gods. As John Gerard Ruggie has observed,
Karl Deutsch and colleagues concluded in 1957 thet purely military aliances condituted “a
relatively poor pathway” toward integrated security communities unless they were—to borrow
Ruggi€ s phrase—"*embedded in a broader process of political, economic, and socid
integration.”*%°

Today, globdization in the form of globa markets and information technology is
assging the integration process by facilitating not only the exchange of goods, but aso the
exchange of ideas a both the Sate and societd levels. Thislatter exchangeis crucid to building
security as understood by the new NATO. Ultimately, NATO envisons a common security
pace extending beyond NATO' s borders, which isfadilitated by didogue, cooperation and
partnership and grounded on shared values. Indeed, the importance of democratic vauesto this
vison should not be underdated. Asthe Allies put it during the 1999 Washington Summit, they
undersood NATO to be'an essentid pillar of awider community of shared vaues and shared
respongihility” and pledged to intengfy “ contacts and co-operation with other internationd
organisations with arale to play in consolidating democracy and preserving peace in the Euro-
Atlantic area”'%°

It should a0 be remembered that, as early as May 1989, President Bush expressed the
need to embed NATO in alarger community of shared vauesin cdling upon CSCE to acoept
respongibility for encouraging free eections and respect for human rightsin centrd and eastern
Europe. Since then, the organization has, like NATO, undergone an internd transfarmation
dlowing it to play an important role in, nat only articulating, but dso heping to implement
norms of democracy and human rightsin the entire Eura-Atlantic community. Indeed, the
Charter for European Security agreed to by OSCE membersin Istanbul in 1999 opens with the
declaration of a“firm commitment to a free, democratic, and more integrated OSCE areawhere
participating States are a peace with each other, and individuas and communitieslive in
freedom, prosperity and security.”*3!

Linking Security to Democracy and Human Rights

At the core of the values on which NATO's post-Cold War conception of security is
founded are the rights of the individud. Although the defense of democracy and individud
liberty has dways been fundamenta to NATO' s misson, concern for individud rightsis playing
an increesingly prominent rolein NATO' s conception of security and, consequently, its military
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activities. The prominence of human rightsin NATO' s security agenda derives from avariety
of factors, one of which has to do with the nature of thregts confronting NATO in the post-Cold
War era. Both the 1991 and 1999 Strategic Concepts note that security threats are now “less
likdy to result from calculated aggresson againg the territory of the Allies” and more likdy to
gem from indabilities precipitated by ethnic and rdigiousrivaries, territorid disputes, faled
reform efforts, human rights abuse, and the dissolution of states.  Indeed, the vast mgority of
armed conflicts snce the end of the Cold War have been intrastate rather than inter-state
conflicts. NATO now aso counts such transnationd threets as drug trafficking, organized
crime, terrorism, environmenta decline, and wegpons of mass destruction among its chief
security concerns. Similarly, the OSCE's 1999 Istanbul Charter recognizes thet thregts to
security “can stem from conflicts within states as well as from conflicts between states’ and that
these conflicts “ have often resulted from flagrant violations of OSCE norms and principles”*32
Infact, Vadav Havel expressed consderable concern in the early 1990s about the potential for
ethnic or nationdist conflicts such as that unfolding in Bosnia, to Soread given the presence of a
Security vacuum in centra and eastern Europe. “If the West does not sabilize the East,” he
warned, “the East will destabilize the West.” 133

Many post-Cold War era conflicts have, in fact, been driven by political rather than
military threats often involving disregard for or blatant violations of individua and minority
rights™>* As noted earlier, growing concern with this apparent disconnect between the fate of
individua human beings and the security of the state has given rise to an dternative perspective
for thinking about security labeled ‘ human security.” 13°  According to former Canadian Foreign
Minigter Lloyd Axworthy, human security ‘ establishes a new measure for judging the success or
fallure of nationd and internationd security policies, namey: do these paliciesimprove the
protection of civilians from state-sponsored aggression and civil, espedialy ethnic, conflict? 2%
Axworthy dso pointsto NATO'sintervention in Kosovo in 1999 as ‘ a concrete expression of
this human security dynamic a work’.*” In the midst of that intervention the Allieshad, in fact,
declared that they “remained determined to stand firm” againg those “who violate human rights’
aswadl as those who “wage war and conquer territory.” 138 Smilarly, the U.S. Department of
Defense' s transatlantic security strategy, released in December 2000, recognized the link
between individud rights and security in Europe quite explicitly:

Our abiding commitment to human rights and democracy is not only the right
thing to do, it isaso in our own best interests. Grave violations of human rights,

in the Bakans or e sewhere, chalenge our vaues and our security. The security
of the Euro-Atlantic Community must spring from the consent of free peoples and
must be built upon shared purposes and vaues that can be defended when the
need arises!3°

Smply put, the rights of the individua cannot be divorced from security as concelved by the
‘new NATO'.  AsRichard Cohen has observed, human security—or whet he terms “individud
security” —“ stands at the center of any red internationa security system built around liberd
democratic idedls” 4 Indeed, the need to further adapt and enhance NATO' s capacity to
addressinternd conflicts do led the Allies to formaly add peacekegping and conflict
prevention to its military mission through the 1999 Strategic Concept.
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The lmpact of Globalization

Theincreased permegbility of state borders and the heightened public awareness fostered
by modern-day communications technology dso mekeit virtudly impossblein practice to
separate vaues from badc security interests as redists have long prescribed
Coupled with the nature of conflict in the pos-Cold War era, the effects of globdization have
only served to reinforce the view that egregious human rights violationsin any given sate have
potentid implications for the system asawhole. Speaking before the Chicago Economic Clubin
April 1999, British Prime Miniger Tony Blair directly linked NATO'sintervention in Kosovo to

the phenomenon of globdization.

Twenty years ago we would not have been fighting in Kosovo.... The fact that we
are engaged is aresult of awide range of changes—the end of the Cold War;
changing technology; the spreed of democracy. But it islarger than that. |
believe the world has changed in amore fundamental way. Globdisation has
trangformed our economies and our working practices. But globalisation is not
just economic. Itisaso apalitical and security phenomenon. Welive in aworld
where isolationism has ceased to have areason to exist. By necessity we haveto
co-operate with each other across nations...We are dl internationaists now,
whether we like it or not. We cannot refuse to participate in globa marketsif we
want to prosper. We cannot ignore new poalitica ideas in other countries if we
want to innovate. We cannat turn our back on conflicts and the violations of
human rights within other countries if we still want to be secure”*#

AsBlar implied, the effects of conflicts deriving from the abuse of human rightsarein an
increaaingly interconnected world rarely confined within any one Sate. Rather, such conflicts are
likdly to draw in neighboring states or create refugee crises, which dso inevitably affect the
surrounding region. Given the prevaence of such conflictsin the 1990s NATO good little
chance of remaining relevant in the pos-Cold War world if it did not adgpt its misson and its
tools accordingly. As Axworthy observed in a 1998 speech to the OSCE:

To be sure, the old redities of power persst. Classic interdate conflicts and their
conseguences remain an unfortunate feature of the globa landscape. But et there
be no mistake: At the end of the 20" century, the humanitarian agendaiis no side
show. On the contrary, it is rapidly becoming the main event of globd affairs.14?

Importantly, NATO's new military missons and its willingness to aoridge seate
sovereignty in the name of human rights should not be interpreted to suggest that security
defined in terms of the date is no longer important. Indeed, from aliberd perspective, the Sate,
properly condituted, is essentid to the preservation of human rights. However, the conflictsin
Bosnia and Kosovo, coupled with the increasing permeshiility of state borders underscored the
view that, not only are the security o the individua and the security of the state not necessarily
synonymous, but humean rights violaionsin any given sae have a least the potentid to thresten
the security of the community asawhole.  Accordingly, NATO's post-Cold War transformation
encompasad the adoption of a broader conception of security than that which guided the
Alliance during the Cold War—one that might adso be understood as both less state-centric and
increaangly vaue-laden. As Axworthy has suggested, ‘ security for the new NATO' must be



understood as *a continuum, comprising both state and indiividual concerns 143
Emerging Global Norms of Democracy and Human Rights

The end of the Cold War not only fostered a new understanding of security; it dso
opened up new opportunities for NATO to encourage the growth of democratic vaues using both
political and military means. Certainly, the withdrawa of Soviet forces from Eastern Europe
beginning in the late 1980s removed a key obstadle to the use of force in the region, including on
behdf of humanitarian objectives. Y, in many respects the collgpse of communiam in both
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union was a least equdly, if not more, important in
shaping NATO'sincreasngly interventionist agenda. As de Wijk observes of the Cold War

period:

Ideologica differences of opinion between the two superpowers condituted the
most important obstacle to interventions. Any intervention could, after dl, be
congtrued by the other camp as an attempt to increase their sphere of influence

and could therefore be interpreted as a casus belli. Asaresult of thisthere was no
legd bags for military interventionsin the internd affairs of other countries.
Oncethe ideologicd differences of opinion had been removed, the former
opponents worked together to promote peace and security, which resulted in an
enormous incresse in the number of peace operations since 1989, 144

While the end of Cold War did not necessarily produce an internationd consensus
regarding the conditions under which interventions might be deemed permissible, the gpparent
triumph of democratic ideasin centra and eastern Europe as well as parts of Latin America,
Africa, and Asa, did prompt many commentators to greet the new eraby procdlaming the
emergence of globa norms of democracy and human rights. Indeed, NATO's increasingly pro
active and va ue-based gpproach to security has coincided with a gregter willingness over the
past decade on the part of governments, internationa inditutions, non-governmenta
organizations, and scholars to acknowledge a positive reaionship between peace and security
and the growth of democracy around the globe. Asformer U.N. Secretary Generd Boutros
Boutros-Ghdi put it in his 1996 Agenda for Democr atization, ‘ democracy contributesto
preserving peace and security, securing justice and humean rights, and promoting economic and
socid development' 2*° Similarly, the OSCE's 1999 Charter for European Security States:
‘Peace and security in our region is best guaranteed by the willingness and ability of each
participating State to uphold democracy, the rule of law and respect for human rights .4¢ Even
more recently, U.N. Secretary Generd Kofi Annan declared in his Nobel Peace Prize acceptance
speech in Odo that states which “undermine the rule of law and violae the rights of their
individua citizens become a menace not only to their own people, but dso to their neighbors,
and indeed theworld. What we need today is better governance— egitimate governance thet
dlows each individua to flourish, and each State to thrive” 4

Such statements reflect a growing consensus that only democracy can ultimately
guarantee respect for human rights. One of the more remarkable expressions of thisemerging,
dbeit far from universd, consensusis the U.N. Human Rights Commission’s passage of
resolutionsin 1999 and 2000 &ffirming afundamentd link  between democracy and human
rights and gppedling to member Sates to sustain and expand programs aimed at promating and
consolidating democracy around the globe 8



(http:/Amwww.gate. goviwwwi/global/human_rights'democracy/9957 _unresolution. html) and *U.S.
Applauds Decison by the United Nations Commission on Human Rights to Pass a Resolution on
the Right to Democracy’, Press Statement by James P. Rubin, Spokesman, April 25, 2000
(http://secretary .state.govinwwi/briefings/'statements’2000/ps000525.html). Even within the
academic and human rights communities, which for many years ressted linking human rights
and democracy, this trend became increasingly apparent during the 1990s.14°

Although the chalenge of culturd relativism perssts, notions of democracy and human
rights once regarded as essentidly “Western” ideas are now widdly understood to be globa
norms of respongble date behavior. As Thomas Risse has observed, “ ates that want to be
members of internationd society ‘in good standing’ increasingly redize that they have to repect
basic human rights and meet some minimum standards of behavior toward their
citizens...Dictators can no longer clam ‘interferencein internd affairs when confronted with
grossviollg(i)onsof humean rights. Thisis a profound change in the principles of internationa
society.”

The end of the Cold War certainly facilitated the interest in democracy promotion
activities, but the idea that democracy promotion would serve the causes of both human rights
and internationa peace and security was evident in the context of US foreign policy long before
the end of the Cold War. Presdents Reagan, Bush, and Clinton al embraced essentidly
Wilsonian idess in arguing repeetedly that the United States would be more securein an
international community thet shared its vaues, induding a bdief in the indienable rights of the
individud. The Reagan adminidration, in fact, procdlamed aworldwide ‘ campaign for
democrecy’ asearly as 1982, and both Presidents Bush and Clinton subsequently mede
democracy promoation an important component of their foreign policies™ To some extert, it
might even be argued that the United States sought to use both NATO and the then CSCE
process as vehicles for advancing its own democracy promotion agenda. According to former
Clinton State Department officid Rondd Aamus, U.S. policy in the 1990s was driven in part by
the need to adapt “ America s dliances to meet the needs of an increasingly interdependent and
globdized world.”

The Clinton adminigtration believed that Europe was Americal s key partner and
NATO its premier dliance. In its view, consolidating democracy and winning the
peace in Europe was not only an important srategic interest, but aso had broader
consequences for American’s position around the world.  Confident thet Europe
was secure, the U.S. would be much better off if and when it had to confront other
mgor threats beyond Europe. Achieving a Europe whole and free dso made it
more likely that America sdlies on the continent would now jointhe U.S. in
working together to meet new challenges beyond Europe.*®?

At the sametime, NATO' s success in establishing peace in western Europe during the
Cold War period hed lent credence to the notion of the libera peace and thereby contributed to
what might be congtrued as evolving globa norms of democracy and human rights. These
emerging norms, in turn, have served to support NATO' s efforts to congtruct alibera security
order and its underlying premise, that human rights are alegitimate concern of internationd
politics. Indeed, an examination of the nexus between NATO's post-Cold War initiatives and
the burgeoning popularity of democratic ideas on aglobd scae reveds an interactive process
through which NATO has contributed to the evolution of new globa norms, but which has dso
bolstered the Alliance s efforts to congtruct a new European security order. As evidenced by



remarks made by Secretary Generd Robertson in September 2001, NATO has sought to Stuate
its new misson within the context of recent trends. NATO has an “higtoric” opportunity,
Robertson suggested, because its values are “now coming to be shared more broadly acrossthe
continent. Democracy has swept across Centra, Eastern, and Southern Europe. Market
economies are increasingly the norm, rather than the exception. And basic human rights are
being protected, both in law and redlity. NATO's mission as we enter the 21% century isto
nourish that common culture” >3

Rethinking State Sovereignty

The above trends have aso had far-reaching implications for the Westphdian principle of
non-intervention, which are reflected in, and have tended to reinfarce, NATO' s post-Cold War
missons.  Human rights activists have long regarded the state and the presumption of
overeignty it enjoysto be the primary obstacle to respect for humanrights. Yet, despitea
number of internationa human rights agreements, including the Universal Declaration of Humen
Rights and the 1968 U.N. Covenants, not until the late 1970s did human rights truly come to be
recognized as alegitimate topic of internationd politics, and even then, this trend was primarily
aWestern phenomenon. In recent years, however, growing numbers of scholars and
practitioners have begun to chdlenge the presumptive legitimecy of dates. Some have even
suggested that Sates legitimatdly derive their sovereignty only from the fregly expressed consent
of their dtizens. From this perspective, sovereignty resides ultimately in the individua rather
than the State.

Asformer German Defense Miniger Volker Ruhe observed in 1993: “During the Cold
Wa, the palicy of non-intervention was an important political principle. Now, however, thereis
agrowing internationa consensus that suppression of ethnic minorities and violations of human
rights within state borders can no longer betolerated.”*>*  Similarly, Richard Cohen has argued
that “the Westphaian concept of the absolute right of statesto act as they seefit within their own
territoriesis no longer accepted by liberd democratic states nor, increasingly, by nations within
international organizations such as the United Nations”**°

Sovereignty, today, isincreasngly understood to depend upon a gae s daility to
implement respect for human rights. Annan expressed this sentiment quite dearly when hetold
the the U.N. Human Rights Commisson during NATO's 1999 bombing of Kosovo:* Emerging
dowly, but | believe surdly, isan internationd norm againgt the violent represson of minorities
that will and must take precedence over concerns of sovereignty.”** Although Annan ultimately
expressed concern that NATO' s action had occurred in the aosence of a Security Council
mandate, he dso seemed to imply thet the international community had a duty, based on UN
principles, to act in such cases. “When we read the [UN] charter today,” he argued in September
1999, “we are more than ever conscious that itsam is to protect individua human beings, not to
protect those who abuse them.” Annan acknowledged a divison within the internationa
community regarding the practice of humanitarian intervention, but he indsted thet this new
norm should be “welcome[d]” “because despite dl the difficulties of putting it into practice, it
does show that humankind today is less willing then in the padt to tolerate suffering in its midd,
and more willing to do something about it 1>’

Czech Presdent Vaclav Have ddivered an even more impassioned defense of NATO's Kosovo
action in an address before the Canadian Parliament.

Thiswar gives human rights precedence over the rights of states. The Federd
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Republic of Y ugodavia has been attacked without a direct United Nations
mandate for NATO's action; but NATO has not acted out of license,
aggressveness, or disrespect for internationd law. On the contrary, it has acted
out of respect for the law—for the law thet ranks higher than the protection of the
sovereignty of states. It has acted out of respect for the rights of humanity as they
ae a}i&;lated by our conscience aswell as by other ingruments of internationa
law.”

Although Havd'’ s views were far from universally accepted, including by some NATO
members, the Alliance's intervention in Kosovo aswell asits larger efforts to congtruct avaue-
based security order in Europe do reflect, not only the dliance s own internd transformetion, but
aso the growing prominence of human rights discourse in internationd paliticsand agrowing
recognition that conflict within states can have far-reaching implications for internationa
security. By initigting military action againgt a sovereign Sate that hed atacked no NATO
member, the Alliance had effectively accorded the rightsof the Kosovar Albanians primacy over
the sovereignty of arights-abusve, non-democratic sate. Such action, Havel seemingly implied,
was fully judtified on the bad's of universa mord principles, even if those principles were not
fully codified in internationd law. The absence of adlear legd bassfor NATO's action did
prompt many commentators to suggest that the Alliance had unilaterdly chalenged the U.N.
Charter, which has traditionaly been read to prohibit interference in other Satesinternal affairs,
while advancing in its place a new norm favoring humanitarian intervention.*®®  Yet, NATO's
intervention in Kasovo should not be characterized as an affront to accepted principles of
internationd poalitics. The trend over the past haf century—and particularly the past decade—
has been unmistakably toward a qudified conception of Sate sovereignty. “Sovereignty,” inthe
words of Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye “is up for grabsin away that has not been the case
since the seventeenth century.”*°°

Moreover, the end of the Cold War had ingpired considerable hope during the early 1990s
that, after years of pardyss, the U.N. would findly be able to respond effectively to a new
generation of conflicts*®  As Stanley Hoffman has observed:

Between 1991 and 1993—from the end of the 1991 Gulf War to the misfortunes
of the UN in Somdiaand Y ugodavia—akind of euphoria about collective action
for good causes, leading to a new and better world order, built up around whet the
French champion of humanitarian intervention Bernard Kouchner hed cdled the
droit d'ingerence—aright to intervene for humanitarian reasons that overrides
overagnty. Traditiond interpretations of internationd law and of the UN

Charter that denied the legdity of such forcible intrusions were declared obsolete
partly because of the new salience of human rights, partly because the newly
favored intrusions were presented as collective ones, authorized by the UN, rather
than unilateral resorts to force. X%

The U.N., however, ultimately falled to avert a series of humanitarian tragediesin Somdia,
Rwanda, and Bosnia. By 1995, the organization gppeared, at best, incompetent in terms of
enforcing even its own resolutions. As one member of NATO' sinternationd staff suggested,
NATO saction’sin Kosovo might therefore be viewed as a contribution to an evolving process
in favor of intervention, carried out largely because of the U.N.’sinability to act. At thetime, no
other organization possessed either the will or capacity for asiccessful operation in Kosovo. 13
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It should be noted though, that with respect to earlier humanitarian crises, NATO members dso
had a poor track-record, which ultimately appeared to generate some regrets. Indeed, some
commentators have suggested that NATO' s decision to act in Kosovo must be understood partly
asafunction of the Allies own sense of shame for their inaction during earlier crises, especidly
the war in Bosnia There, NATO had dragged its feet through nearly four years of bloodshed,
even asthe Allies unveiled their vision for a Europe “whole and free” 64

Indeed, NATO judtified itsintervention in Kosovo largey on the basis of mora rather
than legdl arguments, dthough its action was, in the view of some scholars, not in “unambiguous
violaion of internationd law.” Adam Roberts, for example, has argued that NATO' s action was
legdly judtifidble on two primary grounds. The firgt plank of NATO's defense, he suggests,
rested on the requirements of the U.N. Security Council resolutions pessed prior to NATO's
intervention.  In fact, the Security Council had voted unanimoudly in favor of aseries of
resolutions, which ultimately declared that the Federd Republic of Y ugodavia had committed
gross and sysematic violations of humean rights againg Albaniansliving in Kasovo and
demanded a cessation of these actions.*®® The second part of NATO's legdl case, Roberts
argues, rests on generd internationa law since 1945.  Agreements such as the Geneva
Conventions of 1948 and 1949 may be understood to provide grounds for intervention even if it
is not explicitly provided for in the tregties themsdves. “It cannot be right,” says Roberts, “to
tolerate acts which violate widdly supported legd norms just because the charter does not
expliatly provide for military action in such circumstances, or because a veto on the Security
Council makes UN-authorised action impossible.”1%® Richard Falk has dso observed that, while
the U.N. failed to endorse NATO' sintervention in Kosovo, it aso ressted “ censuring thet
intervention, and has even appeared to ratify the outcome by agreeing to play such apivotd role
in the pos-war adminidration of Kosovo.” Furthermore, he notes NATO' s “willingness to
respond in Kosovo ddfinitdy helped build palitical support for aUN humanitarian peacekeeping
mission undertaken immediately theresfter for the sake of the people of East Timor.” 167

Although Robertson later defended the legdlity of the Kosovo intervention using
arguments Smilar to those presented above, a the ime of the intervention NATO members
choseto rely primarily on mora and practicd arguments to justify their action.*®® Asthe Allies
explidtly recognized in a statement issued during the 1999 Washington summit, the crigs then
unfolding in Kosovo represented “a fundamenta chalenge to the vaues for which NATO has
stood since its foundation.”*®°  British Prime Minister Tony Blair, in particular, stressed the
mora concerns underpinning NATO' s action. “Thisisajust war, based not on any territorid
ambitions but on vaues” he indsted in a gpeech before the Chicago Economic Club in April
1999. “We cannot let the evil of ethnic deansing stand.”*"°  Outlining whet ultimately cameto
be caled the “Blar Doctring’ for intervention, Blair asserted thet, while the principle of non-
interference was not one “we would want to jettison too reedily,” it must be “qudified” because
“acts of genocide can never be a purdy internd matter.” “\When oppression produces massve
flows of refugees which unsettle neighbouring countries” he concluded, “then they can properly
be described as ‘ threats to international peace and security’.”*"* In making this daim, Blair hed
effectively asserted that both NATO'sinterests and its vaues were a stake in Kosovo.

Still, some commentators argued that NATO intervened in Kosovo because it needed a
new raison d etrel’? It strue that NATO needed to demongtrate its relevance in the post-Cold
War era, and the Allies had been very dow to respond in Bosnia. NATO did not need anew
misson, however. The god of a Europe whole and free remained incomplete, and it was on this
bass that the Alliance publicly justified the war in Kosovo.  As Solana put it, had NATO not
acted in Kosovo, “the entire logic of turning Europe into acommon poalitical, economic, and



security space would have been invaidated.”*"® Making essentialy the same argument Bill
Clintonwrotein The New York Times. “We arein Kasovo with our dliesto stand for a Europe,
within our reach for the firg time, thet is peaceful, undivided and free. And we are there to stand
againg the grestest remaining threat to that vison: ingtability in the Balkans, fuded by avicious
campaign of ethnic deansing.”*™* Similarly, Maddleine Albright called southeastern Europe “the
critical missing piecein the puzzle of a Europe whole and free” Thet vison, sheinasted

“cannot be fulfilled if this part of the continent remains divided and wracked by conflict.”*"®

In part, the crigs threatened the vison of a Europe whole and free because, as Blair had
suggested in his Chicago speech, it threatened “to further destabilise areas beyond the Federd
Republic of Yugodavia (FRY).”. Perhgps the most darming scenario was that the conflict
would spread to the south, ultimately drawing in both Greece and Turkey. The Clinton
adminigration aso expressad concern for the “smal and struggling democracies’ surrounding
Kosovo that were “being overwhemed by the flood of refugees” triggered by Milosevic's
actions!’® Indeed, NATO did have at gake more traditional security interestswhich factored
into its decison-making in away that Blair subsequently deemed completely appropriate. “The
meass expulson of ethnic Albanians from Kosovo demanded the notice of the rest of the world,”
he noted, but it aso mattered that these events were “taking place in such a combustible part of
Europe”’” Asone NATO officid described it, the K osovo case was one in which NATO's
“sdf-interest curve’ intersected with a“mordity curve’ that had been rising steedily in the redim
of internationd politics'"®

Indeed, to ask whether NATO ultimately acted on behaf of its vaues as opposed to its
interestsisonly to sat up afdsedichotomy. Inredity, NATO had cometo defineitsinterestsin
such away thet they could not be fully separated from itsvalues. Indeed, as Adam Roberts has
suggested, NATO' s operation in Kosovo served to further the “trend towards seeing certain
humeanitarian and lega norms inescapably bound up with conceptions of nationd interest™"® As
the Allies explicitly recognized in a gatement issued during the Washington summit, the criss
represented “a fundamenta chalenge to the vaues for which NATO has sood sinceits
foundation,” 8% and on which it sought to ground a new security order.  Building security, as
NATO had defined it, required taking these values serioudy. NATO'sdecison to intervenein
Kosovo, Solana subsequently wrote, *sent astrong signd thet in our Atlantic community, values
have ameaning 8!

Whether NATO would be willing to undertake a smilar operation again in the future
remains to be seen. Robertson has stated that Kasovo “represented a unique circumstance” and
should not be viewed as a precedent for NATO.8?  Indeed, while no Ally formally broke ranks
during the war, some, including Greece, were clearly uncomfortable with the misson. Disputes
adso arose over the actud conduct of thewar. NATO officids, in fact, acknowledge that Kosovo
raised expectations about the Alliance s future role—expectations which might not be met.

“We ve witnessed the growing permissibility of intervention,” one NATO internationa staff
member noted, “but not necessarily a growing willingnessto intervene.”

Additiondly, NATO's tendency to judiify the intervention in terms of lofty mord
principles exposed the Alliance to charges of hypocrisy regarding the conduct of thewar.  For
example, U.N. High Commissoner for Human Rights Mary Robinson pronounced the Alliance s
humanitarian objectivesin Kosovo afailure because the air drikes had produced civilian
casudties’®®  Human Rights Watch also issued areport in February 2000, conduding that
NATO hed “vidated internationa humanitarian law,” and citing, in particular: NATO's use of
clugter bombsin populated aress, air atacks on “targets of questionable military legitimacy;”
and NATO' s dleged falure to verify adequately that military targets did not contain high



concentrations of cvilians. The organization further daimed that the number of civilian
casudties was three to four times higher than had been acknowledged by U.S. defense
officids %

Indeed, the Allies demongtrated little willingness to assume any subgtantia risk to their
own Soldiers during the course of the intervention.  The bombing missons over Kasovo, which
were flown largdy by U.S. pilots, were conducted a high dtitudes, thereby reducing the danger
to NATO pilats, but placing the Kosovar Albanians, whose lives they were purportedly trying to
save, a greater rik. Severd NATO members dso openly ressted any tak of putting NATO
troops on the ground. Such tactics led even Zbigniew Brzezingki to write: “The hightech
sandoff war was waged asif its underlying premise was thet the life of even one American
sarviceman was not worth risking in arder to save the lives of thousands of Kosovars” '8

NATO, however, did not retreat from the concerns that drove the Kosovo intervention.
When ethnic hodtilities in Macedonia threstened to Soread beyond the borders of the Sate, the
Allies opted for early intervention coupled with diplomacy, ultimeatdy launching a series of three
operaions (Essentid Harvest, Amber Fox, and Allied Harmony) designed to fecilitete the
implementation of an agreed peace plan.  The EU took responsibility for the latter misson,
Operaion Allied Harmony, in the soring of 2003. NATO's concern with ingability in
southeastern Europe has not faded, however. Rather the Allies have continued efforts to improve
poor border security, which leaves the region vulnerable to drug smuggling, wegpons smuggling,
terrorigm, and humen trafficking. In sum, the Kosovo and Macedonia experiences have only
contributed to NATO' s recognition that what might be construed as political ingtability
increesingly threatens not just democracy in the region but security in Europe as awhole.

Condudgon

Bidding farewdl to NATO in thefdl of 1999, Solana expressed optimism about the
dliance s ahility to transform the nature of security in Europe. As he put it: “The future can be
shaped if there is a common vision, the means, and the solidarity to implement it.”*8° At the
time, the vison seemed dlear. Genuine security as concelved and characterized by the new
NATO condiitutes an dmogt tangible entity. Indeed, the security order to which the Allies aspire
agopears agrikingly Kantian one—an expanding pacific federation, informed by acommon
commitment to democratic principles and embedded in an increasingly integrated Euro-Atlantic
area. Security for the new NATO not only encompasses the rights of the individud,; it ultimatdy
rests on the sovereignty of the individud rather than the sovereignty of the Sate.

Since September 11", however, it has become increasingly dlear that while NATO was
developing tools designed to enlarge the zone of democracy and sability in Europe, it did little
to prepare for new threats semming from outsde of Europe, including terrorism and wegpons of
meass destruction. Indeed, the enhancement of NATO's palitica dimension gppeared to be met
by a growing apathy regarding the Alliance' s military capabilities. Itsfocuswasturned inward
on Europe and the so-cdled “out-df -ared’” debate went unresolved despite repeated gpped s from
the Clinton adminigtration that NATO further trandform itsdlf to ded with globd thrests.
September 11" effectively resolved the debate. While the 2002 Prague Summit had been hilled
as an enlargement summit—an opportunity to further the vison of Europe whole and free—the
context for thinking about enlargement and the role of NATO' s Partners was fundamentaly
dtered by the events of that day. Aswill be discussed in chapter five, NATO' s conception of



security has not necessarily changed. Nor have the Allies abandoned their vison of Europe
whole and free. Rather the vision has expanded to indlude not just what NATO can do for
agpirants and partners, but dso what they can contribute to yet another transformation of
NATO—this one focused on equipping the Alliance to address thrests semming from beyond

Europe.

Chapter Four: The New NATO: An Ingrument for the Promotion of
Democracy and Human Rights?

As suggested in chapter one, NATO's misson of a Europe whole and free requires that
the Allies not smply defend, but actualy promote democratic norms and practices outsde their
territory. Indeed, this new mission places congderable faith both in the power of democratic
vauesto gahilize Europe and in NATO' s ability to promote these vaues successfully. The
previous chapter concludes that NATO has advanced a conception of security thet is ultimately
dependent on these vaues. However, the question remains. Does NATO actudly have the
cgpacity to promote its vaues outsde its territory?

AsDan Reiter observed in International Security in 2001, this question “ has been
underexamined in the public debate and deserves closer scrutiny.” 8" As noted previoudly,
however, & least some redist scholars conduded early on that NATO has hed little, if any,
influence on the democratization processin centrd and eastern Europe. These critiques,
including Reiter’ s have focused primarily on the enlargement process, no doubt in part because
Bill Clinton had based his case for enlargement to aSgnificant degree on its potentid for
democracy promation. This study, however, concludes that the skeptics tend to ignore the
complex processes by which NATO, partly through itsinteractions with other European
inditutions, has helped to generate norms for the whole of Europe that appear to be influencing
the way in which the Sates of centrd and eastern Europe perceive their own interests and,



consequently, their behavior & home and abroad.  Indeed, the record of reform in centra and
eastern Europe over the past decade supports the notion that the values with which NATO is
identified are themsdlves part of its apped to progpective members and therefore dso a source of
its capacity to influence their behavior.

Morever, examining NATO' s capacity for democracy promotion exclusively through the
lens of the enlargement process takes too narrow aview of NATO'srole in the democratization
process. Indeed, NATO' s efforts to extend democratic vaues and practices eastward long
preceded the decison to enlarge the Alliance. As early as 1990, NATO had moved to cregte new
institutions and partnerships that were aso intended to shape political developmentsto the eest in
accordance with NATO vdues. While the influence of these inditutions might have been dim
initidly, they have evolved to encompass virtudly al European states and adso serveto facilitate
democracy promotion activities by both NATO and nortNATO members.

The Democratization Process

Admittedly, however, it was the decison to admit new members that drew the most
atention to NATO's democracy promotion misson. Even Secretary Genera Robertson has
declared that enlargement congtitutes the “most concrete way” by which NATO has sought to
“nourish a common culture of democracy and respect for human rights”*®® As noted above, the
Clinton adminigration aso argued vigoroudy during the mid-1990s that opening NATO' s door
to new members would dlow the Alliance to “do for Europe s East what it did for Europe's
West: prevent areturn to loca rivaries, strengthen democracy againg future threats and create
the condiitions necessary for prosperity to flourish.”*8°

In critiquing thisdam in International Security, Rater focuses mainly on the notion that
prospective NATO membership serves asalure or “carrot” by which NATO can encourage
democratic reforms beyond its borders. Examining the case of the Alliance' s three newest
members—Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic—he condudes that NATO did not speed
the democratization process “ because their societies and their dites were committed to
democracy anyway.” All three had established competitive electord sysems and held free
eectionsin 1990, long before the “NATO carrot was dangled before them.” Hence, “NATO
membership was not necessary for democratization.”**°

This argument is somewhat mideading with respect to the daims made by enlargement
supporters. Even the Clinton adminigration, whose rhetoric regarding NATO' s democracy
promotion potentid might have been somewhat overblown a times, never suggested that NATO
enlargement was necessary for democretization or even thet it condtituted a primary incentive for
democratization. Moreimportantly, the assessments of Reiter and other skeptics gppear to be
based on rather smpligtic conceptions of democracy. Free dections and a firm commitment by
palitical eitesto democratization are certainly important first sepsin the democratization
process, but they do not congtitute the consolidation of liberal democracy, as NATO's new
mission requires™®  Indeed, scholars who focus on democratization commonly cite as essential
elements of liberd democracy: repect for individud rights, indluding minority rights; the rule of
law; avil society; avilian control of the military; and the embedding of democratic vauesin the
local culture®? In states with along legacy of communist rule and little prior experience with
democracy, achieving dl of these dementsis, at best, alengthy and difficult process. Indeed,
one lesson of worldwide U.S. democracy promotion efforts over the past two decadesisa
growing appreciation for the complexity of the democratization process'®

Even in those centrd and eastern European states thought to have made consderable
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progress toward liberd democracy during the 1990s, sgnificant problems remained afull decade
fallowing the collgpse of communiam, especidly with respect to individud and minority

rights*®* A study published by the Congressional Research Servicein 2000, for example,
expressed concerns about the trestment of minorities throughout the region, induding the Baltic
dates where Ianguageend citizenship laws have been dleged to violate the rights of ethnic
Russian minorities > Reports of discrimination against the Roma have aso been common.

Y et, another difficulty the region has faced has to do with the consolidation of divilian
control over the military. For example, Jeffery Simon in a 1996 study of the region’s civil-
military relations observed thet, while Sovakiawas a that time the only member of the origind
Visegrad group (Poland, Hungary, and Czechodovakia) that had not made progress toward
achieving “effective’ democratic control over its armed forces, Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic dl had “sgnificant work to do” to make eected cvilian control over the military
“effective’ and “ensure the reform processis irreversible” % In Poland, for example, until 1997
the military was paliticized and did not cooperate effectively with the civilian defense minidry.
Chief of saff Generd Tadeusz Wilecki had ressted civilian authority and Presdent Lech
Waesa, who had gppointed him, refusad to order hisdismissd. Findly, in 1997 a new
condtitution was adopted subordinating the generd g&ff to the Minidtry of Defense—a clear
requirement of NATO membership. Wilecki was d<0 fired by incoming Presdent Aleksander
Kwasniewski, who was determined to bring Poland into the Alliance.*°” A related difficulty,
which persists throughout the region has to do with the need for effective parliamentary
oversght on defense matters. Given the lack of such oversght during the communist period,
parliamentary representatives who are knowledgesble about defense issues have been in short
aupply.**® The fragjlity of the region’s democracies is do evidenced by decidedly undemocratic
trendsin Sovakiafollowing Vladimir Meciar’ srise to power in 1993.  Indeed, nearly ten years
later, red concern arose that Meciar might return to power following the Fall 2002 eections.
Notably, Macedonia—a gtate lauded for much of the post-Cold War period as amodd multi-
ethnic democracy—a 0 witnessed armed, ethnic-basad conflict following the war in Kosovo,
which ultimately required the deployment of NATO forces.  In short, the consolidation of liberd
democracy in centra and eastern Europe has proven to be along, complex process, requiring, not
amply free dections and a commitment to democracy a the top, but dso difficult socid and
culturd adjustments and reforms.

The Lure of Enlargement

Asfor NATO'srolein facilitating such change, the record suggests that, while NATO
may not have served as the impetus for the region’s democratization, it has had an impact on
both the direction of domegtic reform in prospective member Sates and the way in which these
dates have interacted with each other. Although NATO has never established drict political
criteriafor membership, it did rdease an internd study on enlargement in September 1995,
which concluded that NATO could contribute to enhanced security and gability in the Euro-
Atlantic area by “encouraging and supporting democratic reforms,” fogtering in new members
“patterns and habits of cooperation and consultation and consensus building,” and “promoting
good neighborly relations” The study, which was digtributed to prospective members, stressed
that new members would be expected to conform to the basic principles of the Washington
Tresty—democracy, individud liberty, and the rule of lav—and demondrate a firm commitment
to the principles and objectives of the Partnership for Peace Framework Document, which aso
commits its members to democratic principles and the peaceful resolution of disputes *%°



Additiondly, progpective member sates received notice that they would be expected to
subscribe to OSCE norms and principles, which indude resolving ethnic and externd territoria
disputes by peaceful means, “promoting sability and well-being by economic liberty, socd
judtice and environmenta respongihility,” and establishing civilian control over their militaries
Following the study’ s rdlease, NATO officids emphasized repestedly that the willingness and
ability of satesto meet NATO's paliticad aswell as military standards would be a critica factor
in decisons about who would be invited to join the Alliance.

U.S. Secretary of Defense William Perry had dso argued in 1995 that enlargement must
be guided by the principles upon which the sabilization of Western Europe depended: collective
defense, democracy, consensus, and cooperdive security. Applying what came to be known as
the “Perry Principles” he st forth the following criteriafor enlargement: 1) New members must
have the capacity and the will to defend NATO. 2) New members “must uphold democracy and
free enterprise, protect freedom and human rights ingde their borders, and respect sovereignty
outsde their borders’ in addition to placing their military forces under civilian contral.  3)

NATO must continue to operate on a consensus bass. 4) New members must achieve
interoperability with NATO.2%°

The criteria gppear to have been taken serioudy by NATO aspirants during both the 1997
and 2002 enlargement rounds.  Although it’s likdly that many of the domestic reforms thet have
transpired in the region would have occurred even in the aosence of NATO enlargement, central
and eastern European |leaders have asserted repeatedly alink between the evolution of thelr
foreign and dometic policies and the progpect of NATO enlargement.  For example, during a
series of three public hearings conducted in April 1997 by the U.S. Commission on Security and
Cooperation in Europe to assess the progress of prospective NATO membersin meeting their
obligations under the Helsinki Finad Act and OSCE agreements, invited representatives from ten
aspirant Sates stressed that the prospect of NATO membership had served as an important
incentive for both dometic reforms and improved relations with neighbors®®* These public
acknowledgments suggest that NATO and its expectations have, at leadt, been afactor in interna
political decisons.

Moreover, while NATO' s enlargement decisons—unlike those of the EU—are
ultimately paliticd, the Allies have invested condderable resources in assessing and providing
the agpirants with feedback regarding their progress in mesting the political and military
expectationsarticulaed in the 1995 enlargement udy. NATO's determination not to admit
sates who have failed to meet these expectations was well-demonstrated by the fact that
Sovakiawas not among those invited in 1997 to join the Alliance—even though it hed origindly
been congdered atop candidate—due to widespread concerns about the authoritarian nature of
Meciar’ s government. More recently, in January 2002, U.S. Ambassador to Sovakia Rondd
Weser forewarned the Sovaks that the country’ s upcoming Fall 2002 eections would influence
whether Sovakia received an invitation from NATO during the November Prague summit.
Noting that “ Sovakia had a government that had different values than the dliance” during the
firgt round of enlargement, Weiser declared: “If the Stuation repeats itsdlf, there will not be an
invitation.”2%2 With respect to Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic, dl of whom gained
invitations to join NATO in 1997, the New York Times concluded in April 1998 that, while they
had “away to go in meeting Western sandards of democratic rule and stable market economies,
no issue has dominated [their] internd politica behavior...as much as the aspiration to belong to
the Western security aliance”?%

The MAP



In 1999, fallowing the accesson of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic to NATO,
the Alliance aso introduced a Membership Action Plan (MAP), regffirming that the remaining
agpirants would be expected to “ demongtrate a commitment to the rule of law and human rights’
and “ establish appropriate democratic and civilian control of their armed forces” The new
program aso served to make the assessment process for aspirants more structured and rigorous.
Based on the 1995 enlargement study, it required each aspirant state to submit an Annud
Nationd Programme regarding its preparations for NATO membership in five key aress
politica and economic, defence/military, resources (to meet member commitments), security (to
protect NATO information) and legdl (legdl arrangements to govern cooperation with NATO).2%*
NATO would then provide each individud aspirant with feedback on its progressin meeting the
godls established in its own nationd program.?®®

According to diplomats from the Prague invitees, the requirements of the current MAP
process are useful because they have provided leverage for reformist dements of their societies
ininternal debates over domestic and foreign palicy.?°®  NATO diplomats and staff also observe
that sgnificant progress toward meeting MAP godss has been achieved snce the introduction of
the MAP process®®’  Indeed, arecent of enlargement published by the Rand Corporation agrees
that “from the pergpective of improving regiond security and advancing democracy inthe
former communist gatesin centra and southern Europe, the NATO enlargement process has had
the desired effect.” 2%°

Itisadso an indication of the seriousness with which NATO has gpproached the MAP
process that Albania and Macedonia, both of them MAP and active PfP members, did not receive
invitations a Prague. Neither was ever serioudy in the running because of a clear consensus
among the Allies that these two states Smply were not reedy in terms of their domestic reform
process. Concerns about possible regression on the part of the Prague invitees dso led NATO to
require that al seven submit “timetables’ detaling their plans for completion of the expected
reforms by March 2003. The timetables, which were attached to letters from the invitees
foreign minigters are viewed as afirm palitica commitment and thus a mechanism for
maintaining NATO's leverage over the invitees for aslong as possible®®  Indeed, the Prague
Summit Declaration States that progress on the timetables “will be expected before and after
accession.”?1°

The perceived success of the MAP process—hboth indde and outsde the Alliance—aso
led NATO to introduce a new program a Prague known as the Individua Partnership Action
Han (IPAP), which isintended to upgrade cooperation with partner states that have not yet been
accepted into the MAP but who have expressed a desire for closer cooperation with NATO.
Although the firgt IPAP has yet to be written, both Azerbaijan and Georgiahave formaly
applied, and the processis expected to function much as the MAP process does. Participantswill
write their own nationd plans detailing the specific reforms they plan to undertake. Likethe
MAP, the IPAP will dso have apalitical chapter giving NATO agrester opportunity to influence
domedtic political aswell as defense reforms.

While the IPAP is not formaly a“waiting room” for the MAP, some NATO g&ff and
diplomats do see it as a sort of stepping stone into the MAP process as well as an opportunity for
NATO to assess how serious the Central Asan and Caucasus states are about making the kinds
of reformsthat are required of progpective NATO members. Accordingto NATO internationa
deff, given that the MAP program has required subgtantid resources on NATO' s part, the
Alliance needs a serious commitment to reform from the Centrd Adan and Caucuses states if it
isto expend sgnificant resourcesthere. One NATO saff member aso acknowledged, however,



that it is not yet clear whether the “carrot” that NATO was offering—NATO' sassistancein
implementing paliticdl and military reforms—"was big enough for them to actudly make
changes”?!

Asnoted earlier, NATO and Ukraine dso agreed to anew NATO-Ukraine Action Planin
2002, which isintended to degpen and broaden the rdaionship by dlowing for amore intense
didogue on palitica, economic, and defenseissues. Also much like the MAP, it outlines
specific objectives and principles toward which Ukraine will work asit pursuesits god of coser
integration into Euro-Atlantic security structures. Indeed, one NATO member military
representative with experience in the region described the new action plan as a sort of “MAP,
light”?'?  Importantly, the new mechanism provides another opportunity for NATO to push
Ukrainein the direction of democratic political reform, the importance of which was recently
highlighted by U.S. Ambassador to Ukraine Carlos Pascal. Attempting to squash speculation
that the U.S. and NATO would ignore violations of democratic vaues“if Ukraine takes part in
the rebuilding of Irag,” Pascd stressed that, while Ukrain€ s participation in peacekesping
activities would be supported by NATO, without democrtic reforms Ukraine would not have a
srong bassfor NATO membership. “Democracy,” he ingsted, “must be the main aspect of
Ukraing' s integration into European society.”?*

Regional Cooperation

The lure of NATO membership aso appearsto have encouraged the resolution of long-
sanding ethnic and border disputes throughout Central and Eastern Europe. As noted earlier, the
Sudy on NATO Enlargement derts prospective members that resolving such issues will bea
sgnificant factor in making membership decisons. Induded among the many agreements
reeched since the mid-1990s are two tregties Hungary sgned in 1995 and 1996 with Romania
and Sovakia, esablishing mechanisms for dedling with the large Hungarian minorities in both
states.?!*  Romania, as did Poland, also signed an agreement with Ukraine over border disputes
and past recriminations?'® For its part, the Czech Republic took asignificant step toward
improving reaions with Germany in January 1997 when the two governments signed amuch
debated declaration acknowledging previous wrongs committed againg each other—namdly,
Naz crimes againg Czechs and the Czechodovakid s expulson of 2.5 million Sudeten Germans
after World War 11.2%6

Prospective NATO members have dso launched a variety of regiona cooperation
mechanisms. These arrangements include an inter-parliamentary assembly established by
Lithuania and Poland to strengthen culturd relaions and pratect minority rights, and aforum
known asthe “ Five Presdents,” which brought together the leaders of Poland, Ukraine,
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estoniato discuss regiond security, economic cooperation, and culturd
exchange issues”?" Referring to these various agreements, then U.S. Ambiassador to Poland,
Danid Fried, observed in 1998; “When Poland and Hungary became more confident of their
NATO membership, they increased their outreach to thelr neighbors—Hungary to Romania, and
Poland to Lithuania”?'

Perhaps the best known association for regiond cooperation is the Visegrad group which
emerged in 1991 when Poland, Hungary, and Czechodovakiamet to coordinate their effortsto
join NATO and the European Union.  Although cooperation among the group members lapsed
after 1993 due partly to Czechodovakia s Vevet Divorce,” the Visegrad group revived itsdf in
1999 when its members, induding Sovakia, met in Bratidava and prodamed anew beginning.
During the course of the meeting, NATO' s three newest members aso pledged to hdp Sovakia



join the Alliance®*® Given that the Visegrad group initialy materidized in 1991 long before
NATO announced itsintention to enlarge, it's clear that NATO was not the sole factor
mohbilizing regionad cooperaion. Yet, in avariety of instances, cooperation does gppear to have
been encouraged and sustained by the enlargement process. In an andysis of the Czech
Republic’s security policies, Stephen J. Blank observed that the Czech’s desire for NATO
membership was the one issue that had prompted regiond defense cooperation between Prague,
Warsaw, and Budapest. In hisview, the cooperation occurred largely because NATO had
advisad new members that they would not be accepted until they could work together on both
economic and defenseissues. Given the Czech Republic' s earlier lack of interest in other forms
of cooperation, says Bark, its willingness to engege in defense coozperation a the behest of
NATO reflected its “priority godl of gaining NATO membership.”*%

The Clinton administration made frequent reference to these various regiona agreements
to support its case that the enlargement process was indeed generating stability and reformin
centra and eastern Europe. “To dign themsaves with NATO these Sates are resolving
problems that could have led to future Bosnias” Maddeine Albright observed in 1998. “Thisis
the productive paradox at NATO's heart: by extending solemn security guarantees, we actudly
reduce the chance that our troops will again be called to fight in Europe”??* Solanaadso
atributed the various regiond agreements completed between 1996 and 1998 to the enlargement
process. NATO, hesad, had essentidly told prospective members “you have no chance of being
in this club [unless] you make ared effort to solve minority problems”?%2

The skeptics, however, maintain that the enlargement process was not necessary “as an
incentive for European sates to resolve ther disputes with one another.” Indeed, Reiter has
argued, that “ supposed successes’ such as the treaty between Hungary and Romaniain 1996
“should be weighed againg Romania s fallure to reach smilar agreements with Moldova,
Ukraine, and Russia”?* In fact, Romania has st aside differences with both Moldova and
Ukrane®®* Itisdso of some significance that, a the time, none of these three states (Russia,
Moldova, Ukraine) had formally gpplied for NATO membership.?2® Indeed, in its 2000 report on
the status of NATO gpplicants the U.S. Congressona Research Service hypothesized that one
possible reason for the delay in Sgning ancther border agreement—this one between Russaand
Edonia—"is that Russa does not want to Sgn atreaty that it thinks might enhance Egtonia's
chances for NATO membership by removing what might be seen as a ‘territoria dispute’”%2° On
the other hand, the record of cooperation isfairly remarkable with respect to Stuationsinvolving
two or more NATO candidates.

In his sudy of Romanian-Hungarian reations snce the end of the Cold War, Rondd
Linden aso tiesthe generdly peaceful nature of that relaionship directly to the process of
NATO enlargement. Linden argues that when NATO released its 1995 study on enlargemernt, it
became dlear for Hungary and Romaniaas well as other progpective NATO members that
“amply reflecting Western norms would no longer be enough; action to put these into practice
had to take place” It was at that point, he says, that both Hungary and Romania“redized that
resorting to the *old” ways of interethnic and interstate conflict would severdly retard their
chances of gaining entry into Western ingtitutions”  Linden adso quotes Hungarian Prime
Miniger GyulaHorn who, himsdlf, gave credit to the externd pressures supplied by European
inditutions for regiond dialogue and cooperation. “[We] have to put an end once and for dl to
the congtant dissecting of imagined or red higtorica wrongs,” Horn asserted. “This Hungarian
Government has recognized from the outset thet the community of European states will under no
circumstances admit into its ranks countries that squabble rdlentlessy among themselves”%2”

Thewillingnessof Bulgaria, Romaniaand other surrounding states to cooperate with

41



42

NATO during the conflict in Kosovo, despite alack of support by their respective publics, might
a0 be congtrued as evidence of NATO's continuing apped. Indeed, Bulgarid s prime minister
sad, at thetime, that support for the Alliance was “a question of Euro-Atlantic solidarity, and
choosing European values”??®  Similarly, the Bulgarian Ambassador to the United States said of
Bulgarid s supportive gance: “What we retrymg to achieve now isnot just asafe Bulgaria, a
safe home...Now we want a safe neighborhood.”?

Furthermore, regiond cooperation and reform among both prospective and new NATO
members continues. 1N October 2000, the defense minidries of Poland and Bulgariasigned an
agreement involving the exchange of experience and information to asss Bulgariain preparing
for possble NATO membership.2°  In May 2001, Romania and Macedonia signed a basic
treaty, which, according to Romanian President lon Iliescu, sets aframework for bi-laterd
cooperation amidst EU and NATO integration efforts®3!  That same month, Sovakia and the
Czech Republic agreed to establish a Czech-Sovak military unit to operate within the KFOR
contingent in Kosovo.?*? - And, in mid-June, the Romanian government adopted a strategy called
“Romania catches up with NATO,” which was reportedly based on Romania s obligations for
joining NATO and thus aimed & improving the state' s prospects for membership.?®® Much as
his predecessor did, Lord Robertson has linked such examples of continuing regiond
cooperation to the gpped of NATO membership. In hiswords:

The prospect of NATO membership serves as an incentive for asarantsto get
their housesin order. Just ook at Centra and Eastern Europetoday. NATO's
decison to take in new members has sparked awave of bilaterd tredties, and
supported the resolution of border disputes. It has dso encouraged many to
establish proper democratic control over their militaries. Why? Becausedl
apirants know thet if they want to join NATO they need to do their homework.
In short, NATO’swnllngnessto qun its doors has brought Europe closer
together—in spirit and practice?

A Response to the Skeptics

Despite thisrecord of domegtic and foreign palicy reforms, Many of NATO's skeptics
draw their conclusons as much from the Cold War period as from the experience of the past
decade. Asnoted in chapter two, they commonly point out thet Turkey, Spain, Portugd and
Greece dl experienced periods of undemocratic rule and manifested poor human rights records
even after becoming NATO members. Having concdluded that NATO demonstrated minimd
influence over the domedtic palitics of its members during the Cold War, the skeptics a0 assart
that it haslittle, if any, capacity for democracy promotion today. >

This comparison isnot a ussful one, largely because NATO now operdesina
fundamentdly different environment than it did during the Cold War, and decisons regarding
new members follow from a different set of criteria—one in which democrtic values have
achieved a sgnificantly higher profile. New members NATO declared at its 1999 summit in
Washington, must bein aposition to “enhance overal security and stability in Europe” Today,
that means upmldlng the values underpinning the liberd security order NATO envisonsfor the
whole of Europe®®® Greece, Turkey, and Spain may have been admitted for political aswell as
strategic reasons but they were not held to the same standards that the current aspirants face.
Given NATO's new misson and the radically dtered srategic environment in which it currently
operates, states that fail to demongrate acommitment to democracy are unlikely to be deemed



the security producersNATO demandstoday. In short, it makes little sense to draw conclusons
about NATO's current democracy promotion potentia based on a period during which the
Alliance was chiefly concerned with preventing a Soviet attack on Western Europe.

NATO' s critics have dso argued that the EU isfar better equipped than NATO to assst
in the consolidation of palitica and economic reformsin centrd and eastern Europe. 1t haseven
been suggested that centrd and eastern Europeans have found NATO membership attractive
largely because it serves as asort of referencein their bidsto jointhe EU.2”  However, to the
larger task of consolideting aliberd order in Europe, NATO contributes two crucid
commoditiesthet the EU cannot provide: military power in defense of shared values and a strong
link to the United States, whose military strength continues to be regarded as vitd to the defense
of the values for which NATO stands. NATO therefore possesses a leverage for influencing
reforms that the EU does not enjoy. As Petr Lunak observes, the paradox associated with the
desre of centrd and eastern Europeans to join Western European indtitutions is that it has been
“marked by amistrust of purely European ingtitutions” %% This mistrugt is likely grounded, not
only in the region’s World War |1 experience, but aso in the European Union’sfailure to prevent
or em the violence emanating from the former Yugodaviain the early 1990s. Numerous
satements by central and eastern European leaders aso emphasize the link between security and
the consolidation of democracy in theregion. Polish Foreign Minister Bronidaw Geremek, for
example, has said that Poland choseto join NATO because it “is an dliance which has put its
immense military might in service of fundamental vaues and principles that we share. NATO
can make Europe safe for democracy. No other organization can replace the Alliance in this
role”?*® Vadlav Havel echoed these thoughts in dightly different terms. Asheput it: “While
the European Union focuses on palitical and economic integration, NATO condtitutes an
irreplacesble instrument for the collective defense of these values”?*°

The region’sleaders have dso indsted that a U.S. presenceis essentia to security on the
European continent. In the words of Polish President Kwasniewski: “The two world wars
proved to the peoples of Europe and Americathat without a U.S. presence in Europe, European
security is unlikely to be achieved.”?4t A Polish officia quoted by The New York Timesjust
prior to Poland' s accession to NATO, made the same point even more explicitly: “We want to be
good Europeans. But more than anyone except perhaps the British, we understand how
important it is to keep the Americans involved in Europe”%*? Such sentiments were aso on full
display during the spring 2003 dispute over the war with Iraq in which the centrd and esstern
Europeans generdly lined up on the sde of the Bush adminidration. Indeed, as Zbigniew
Brzezinski has suggested, it is the security provided by the transatlantic dliance that has mede
recondiliation in Europe possble, both today and during the Cold War?4®  Referencing the
numerous examples of regiona cooperation witnessad in centrd and eastern Europe since the
mid-1990s, Brzezinski wrote: [ T]he ongoing reconciliation between Germany and Poland would
not have been possible without the American presence in Germany and the related sense of
security that Poland' s prospective membership has fostered in Poland. The sameistrue of the
Czech Republic and Germany, Hungary and Romania, Romaniaand Ukraine; and the desire to
get into NATO isaso having asmilar influence on Sovenid s attitude toward Ity and
Lithuania toward Poland. 244 Furthermore, as Linden has observed, while the EU and NATO
both made democratic ingtitutions and processes a necessary condition for admisson, only
“NATO ingsted that the East European states dso pursue peaceful policies among each other,
that they commit themsalves to settling rather than replaying old conflicts and to setting up a
system for settling present and future disputes”24°

The skeptics have d so tended to present a sort of caricature of NATO's democracy



promotion efforts as nothing more than the carrot of security guarantees dangled in front of
agpirants. Unfortunatdly, this picture neglects not only NATO' sincreasingly important politica
inditutions but aso the many programs through which NATO members have provided practicd
democracy assistance to the Sates of central and eastern Europe since long before the decison to
enlarge NATO was announced. Through PFP/EAPC, NATO sponsors avariety of conferences,
workshops, and seminars designed to asst the aspirants in carrying out political and defense-
related reforms and, ultimately, meeting NATO's membership expectations®*® Individud
NATO members have dso provided a variety of educationd opportunities for partners. For
example, The George C. Marshdl European Center for Security Studies based in Garmisch,
Germany and supported jointly by the United States and Germany aso hogts courses annudly for
cvil and military leeders from centra and eastern Europe amed a asssting the democratization
process in the regjon, induding the establishment of civilian control of the military.?*” These
activitiesled Washington Post reporter Dana Priest to suggest in 1998 that the Marshal Center
hed * become the intellectud center for the inconspicuous revolution taking place ingde the
militaries of Eastern Europe.”?*®  Importantly, these opportunities have not been limited to MAP
members.

Moreover, NATO's Partnership provides an opportunity for the non-NATO, EU partners
to share their democracy know -how with those partners whose democratic processes and
inditutions are far lesswell developed. For example, despiteits continued neutrdity,

Switzerland has played a particularly active role in efforts intended to promote democratic
control of the region’s militaries, especidly in Central Ada and the Caucuses sates. Indeed, the
Swiss have even contributed a number of their own initiatives, induding the establishment of the
Geneva Centre for Democratic Control of Armed Forces (DCAF), an inditution designed to
promote democratic reform of military force structures**

Such initiatives dso dlow military and civilian personnd from participating dates
condderable contact with their counterparts from well-devel oped democracies, thereby dso
providing them an opportunity to experience the culture and practices associated with liberd
democracy. These encounters condtitute part of what Igor Lukes has termed the “ pedagogica
component” associated with NATO enlargement. “Centra European adminigirators and soldiers
who comeinto contact with the dliance” Lukes suggests, “will gradudly interndize the vdues
reflected in its daily operations”?°° This process might not be particularly dramatic or visible,
but it does condtitute one smdl piece of amuch larger effort to influence the politica, economic,
and military reform process in central and eastern European in ways that are consstent with
NATO' svison of a Europe “whole and free”

NATO asa“Norm Entrepreneur”

Ultimately, it would be impossible to sort out methodologicaly the precise impact of
various externd forces on the process of democratization and reconciliation in Centrd and
Eagtern Europe. Indtitutions such asthe EU and NATO aswell as the broader process of
globdization generated by globa markets and information technology have dl influenced the
direction of palitica , economic, and military reform taking place throughout the region. As
Zdenek Kavan and Martin Palous wrote of the changes in the Czech Republic, “the observed
processis nat just one trangtion, but the conjunction of trangtions in the domedtic, regiond, and
internationd systems. The collgpse of sate socidiam in Centrd and Eastern Europe was
accompanied by the collapse of the Soviet empire, which has sparked further and broader
processes occurring on agloba scale”?®!  Indeed, the phenomenon of globalization, which



many scholars view as narrowing gppreciably the economic and paliticad choices avallableto
dates islikely having a gregter impact on the states of central and eastern Europe than any one
outddeinditution. At the same time, however, both NATO and the EU must be understood as
part of this phenomenon. Bath are contributing to increasing political and economic integration.
And, by championing their own democratic vaues and practices, both dso hep to foder the
emergence of so-cdled globa norms of democracy and human rights. Indeed, the various
internd and externd forces influencing the direction of reform in the region are interactive and
often mutudly renforang—frequently, ddiberatdy s0. Nonethdess, it seems reasonableto
argue that, by championing its democratic vaues as the linchpin of the peaceful and prosperous
Euro-Atlantic community constructed after World War 11 and therefore norms that should govern
the whole of Europe, NATO is operating as what Kathryn Skkink and Martha Finnemore have
termed a“norm entrepreneur.”>? By articulating politica, economic, and military arrangements
that prospective members must adopt in order to be digible for NATO membership, NATO has
effectively promoted what might be defined as “regulative’” norms—norms that prescribe or
identify what constitutes appropriate behavior within a given idertity.?>®  In fact, the Rand
Corporation has conduded that NATO' senlargement srategy, “ servesto impose abehaviora
regime on much of unintegrated Europe” and establishes “a set of behaviord incentives for new
and prospective members domestic and foreign policy.”>*

NATO's norms, however, are more than Smply prescriptive; they are dso insrumentd to
the Alliance' s own identity. Indeed, NATO leaders have used the concept of identity as a means
of influencing how the states of Centrd and Eastern Europe actudly concelve thelr interests and
therefore interact with others. Recognizing that many prospective memberslook to both NATO
and EU membership as confirmation of their place in a particular civilization, NATO has
congstently advised the aspirants that being identified as a member of the “West,” requiresfirst
embracing and actively implementing its values.

A Return to Europe

Indeed, the concept of identity has played an intriguing role in the enlargement process,
reflected mogt visibly in the degree to which central and eastern Europeans have characterized
their desreto join NATO asa“return to Europe”  Joining both NATO and the EU, theregion’s
leeders have argued, symbolizes a return to acommunity from which they were dienated during
the Cold War—a community to which they believe they rightfully belong basad on their history
and culture®>  Polish Foreign Minister Bronidaw Geremek put it thisway in late 1997:

We have...spared no effort to return to the roots of our culture and statehood, to
join the Euro-Atlantic family of democratic nations. We will not rest until Poland

is safely anchored in Wedtern, economic, palitical, and military sructures. Thisis
the essence of our aspirations to join NATO.?%°

Hungarian Foreign Minigter Janos Martonyi echoed these thoughts upon Hungary’ s accession to
NATO in March 1999. “Hungary has come home,” he pronounced. “We are back inthe
family.”>>" As John Gerard Ruggiie has explained it, for NATO's “would-be members,
expandon has become less of an issue of security than of identity politics, an affirmation that
they belong to the West.” 28

The notion of a*“return to Europe,” however, casts NATO'srolein theregionina
dightly different light than do portrayas of the Alliance as avehicle for projecting democratic



vaues eestward. The sentiments expressed by Central and Eastern European |eaders suggest that
NATO isnot so much projecting its values essward as it is thet they are “moving westward,”
embracing opportunities denied to them during the Cold War. As Hungarian Presdent Arpad
Goncz put it: The rhetoric of NATO enlargement suggests that NATO ismoving eestward at the
indigation of the present 16 dlies. Ingtead, what is hgppening is that the countries of Centrd and
Eagtern Europe are moving westward.  Separated from West-European and Euro-Atlantic
inditutions for 40 years, these countries now have the freedom and opportunity to join

ingtitutions such as NATO, the European Union and the Western European Union.?*
Interestingly, NATO Secretary Generd Lord Robertson, himsdlf, utilized this sort of rhetoric in
discussing Alliance efforts to persuade the Russians that they have no need to fear the expansion
of NATO. Robertson acknowledged that NATO “may not convince Russafully,” but he dso
expressed optimiam that “if aredidic atitude in Russa prevails, Moscow will ssethat NATO is
not “moving Eadt,” but that Centrd and Eastern Europe—and Russaitsdf—are gradudly
moving West.”2¢°

If one accepts this perspective, NATO' s aility to assist in the democratization and
sabilization of centrd and eastern Europe derives from its pull as aguardian of democratic
vaues aswdl asfrom theforce of it military might. NATO, theinitid enlargement experience
Suggests, does not so much project or impose its vaues asit pulls othersto its core, in the
process encouraging the necessarily indigenous reforms required of NATO members. The
concept of a“return to Europe”’ aso suggedts thet, contrary to redist assumptions, identity—
presumably informed by higtory, culture, vaues, and idees—has influenced how the
governments of central and eastern Europe have defined their interests and, consequently, how
they have behaved both domegticdly and in their interactions with others.

Indeed, NATO leaders gppear to have to have recognized that NATO' sidentity
condtitutes akey source of itsinfluence with resped to the aspirant states, and they have
unabashedly characterized the Alliance in terms of its values and, more broadly, Western
avilization. In announcing his commitment to further enlargement in June 2001, for example,
George W. Bush gtressed that NAT O is unique because its members share a common civilization
and st of vaues. “Ydta” he declared, “did not raify anaturd divide: it divided aliving
civilization. The partition of Europe was not afact of geography; it was an act of violence.
Recognizing the apped of NATO' s vdues even more explicitly, former NATO commander
Wedey Clark sad of the Alliance in his farewell address. “ Together we have demondtrated that
there is nothing stronger than the power of ideas...idess of freedom, law and justice and that
democratic peoples united in avison of acommon imperative form an irresstible and magnetic
force which is transforming the nature of Europe.”?%? Smilarly, former Secretary Generd
Solana suggested that NATO functions as a“magnetic pole,” enabling it “to shape the nature of
security in Europe” 23

Emphasizing the link between NATO, democratic vaues, and Western civilization, sends
acritica sgnd to progpective NATO members. To be identified as a member of the “West,”
you mugt actively embrace and implement itsvalues.  In effect, NATO leaders have used the
concept of identity as ameans of influencing how the states of centra and eastern Europe
concelve thar interests and therefore interact with others.  Arguably, the influenceNATO
gopears to have achieved by virtue of its vaues and its identity dso congtitutes agood example
of what Joseph Nye has termed “ soft power”: “the ability to attract through cultura and
ideologicd apped.” Nye, in fact, has explicitly recognized the “Western democratic and
humanitarian vaues that NATO was charged with defending in 1949” as “sgnificant sources of
soft power.”2%4
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Even NATO officids who are uncomfortable with the notion that NATO functionsas a
school for democracy are willing to argue that NATO' s gpped and therefore its ability to
influence others derives from the smple fact of itsexisence. Unlike the OSCE, NATO has
“something to show to others”?®®  That something is a zone of peace and prosperity dosely
identified with libera democratic values—a community of Sates that have established peace
with eech other.

Of course, it'saso true that NATO has multiple identities. In many quarters, the
Alliance is Hill regarded as more of amilitary than politica organization. Yet,asNATO sown
mission has evolved, S0 too, it seems, has itsidentity in the eyes its newest members. During the
firgt phase of enlargement, many commentators argued that the aspirants wanted to join, not the
“new NATO’ but the “old NATO", which they eguated with afirm security guarantee. Thiswas
perhgps particularly true of Poland, which for reasons of both history and geography il
harbored fears of amilitary threat from Russa. NATO' stransformation, however, has meant
that the Alliance sfocus has increasingly been directed outsde NATO territory—a shift not lost
on its newest members. Indeed, one Polish diplomat assigned to NATO obsarved that, contrary
to Poland' s expectations, the Allies did not focus on assgting its new members once they had
acceded to the Alliance, but, instead, made it clear that the new members were expected to help
those dill outsde the Alliance. Poland, it
was assumed, would share the knowledge and experience gained through its reform and
accession process with others, especially Ukraine?®°

At the same time, it gppears that new members and partners  perceptions of their own
security interests may be changing. By virtudly al accounts, the Czechs performed miserably
during Kosovo, and their domestic public support for NATO actualy dropped during the war.2®”
While the Czech Republic may ill not qudify asamodd member of NATO, snce 1999 it has
participated actively in NATO' s peacekegping missons, and, according to asurvey conducted in
late 2000 by a Prague-hbased firm in consultation with the Rand Corporation, public support for
NATO improved substantidly after thewar. Seventy-four percent of those polled responded
that the Czech Republic should help to defend other members and forty-nine percent agreed that
the Czechs should participate in peacekesping operations. 2°® The Czech Republic's 2001
nationa security srategy, which daimsto be based on the “ hypothess of the indivighility of
security and on the universdity of basic human rights and freedoms,” dso identifiesthe Sate’'s
participation in “ peace operations’ as a strategjic interest.?*°

Concdluson

In assessing NATO's capacity for democracy promoation, the rlevant question is not
whether the Alliance can create the impetus for democracy and respect for human rightsin states
where it would otherwise not exist. Clearly that impulse must be indigenous. The better
question iswhether NATO, dong with other externd actors, can reinforce and asss in concrete
and usgful ways the difficult process of paliticd and economic reform in fledgling democracies
This sudy condudes that NATO does assis in this process, not Smply by dangling the carrot of
prospective membership in front of central and eastern Europeans, lut dso by actively assgting
these gtates with the implementation of democratic principles and practices. That sad, the
“carrot” of NATO enlargement should not be underestimated. Redist skepticsof NATO's
potentia for democracy promotion have ignored the powerful effects of ideas and identity on
how dates percaive their own interests and thereby interact with each other.  Indeed, NATO's
own identity as an dliance that has built the political and military meansto defend the
democraic vaues its members hold in common appears to condiitute an important part of its
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apped. The Alliance has used that gpped to promote its vaues as norms that should govern the
entire Euro-Atlantic community, in the process furthering a sense of collective identity,

underpinned by liberd democratic vaues.

Chapter Five: Security in a Post-September 11" World

During a speech he ddivered in Warsaw, Poland in June 2001, George W. Bush put to
rest the question of whether his adminigtration would support further enlargement of NATO.
Returning to the phrase his father had used over a decade earlier in characterizing NATO's new
mission, Bush proclaimed that a Europe “whole and freg” was “no longer adream. It isthe
Europe that is rising around us. It is the work that you and | are called on to complete”2™
Europe could not be “whole and free,” however, without the new democracies of centrd and
eastern Europe. Like Bill Clinton before him, Bush appeared to conceive Europe and the space
that could ultimately comprise NATO in terms of shared vaues rather than geography. “The
future of every European nation must be determined by the progress of internd reform, not the
interests of outsde powers” heinssted. “Every European nation that strugglestoward
democracy and free markets and a strong civic culture must be welcomed into Europe' s home.”
According to one former Nationa Security Council staff member, dthough Bush offered no
specific time line for enlargement during the Warsaw speech, hislanguage was designed to
ingpire those gates enrolled in the MAP to continue with reforms by signding that the Prague
enlargement would not be minimal. Nor would it be the last.2™

Much as his predecessor had, Bush aso asserted that NATO could help to erase Cold
War divisons. “The Iron Curtainisno more” he concluded. “Now we plan and build the house
of freedom—whose doors are open to dl of Europe' s peoples and whose windows look out to
global chalenges beyond.”2”2 NATO's mission, as Bush had characterized it was indeed a
Europe “whole and free” Visting Brussdsin the Fal of 2002, Deputy Nationa Security
Adviser Stephen Hadley dso cast enlargement in away that was fully consstent with the
rationale embraced by the Clinton administration.>”® NATO, together with the European Union,
he declared, “isacritica ingrument through which Europe will become whole, free and a peece
for thefirg timein its higtory, and Russawill find a comfortable place in Europe for the first
timein generations” >’

In short, the Bush adminigtration’ s rationae for enlargement appeared to res, just asthe



Clinton adminidration’s hed, on the notion that genuine peace could be congtructed on the basis
of shared democratic vdues. NATO's palitica rather than military dimension stood at the center
of the enlargement case. ASNATO commander Joseph Ralston put it: “ NATO' s overarching
objective of opening up the Alliance to new membersis to enhance sability in Europe asa
whole, more than to expand NATO' s military influence or capabilities or to dter the nature of its
basic defense posture”?”> NATO Secretary Genera Lord Robertson had made essentidly this
same point in June 200L: “NATO enlargement is not about accumulating military capabilities
agang “the other sde,” he explained. “Thereisno ‘other Sde a the moment. The context of
NATO enlargement today is about community building: about overcoming the divisons thet il
exist in Europe. It is about improving the security and stability of Europe asawhole”2"®

The Bush adminigration’s public pronouncements regarding NATO dso conveyed a
srong sense that, higtoricaly and mordly, enlargement was smply the right thing to do. Such
sentiments were particularly evident in the language of the Warsaw speech. In planning
NATO's enlargement, Bush had indgted, “no nation should be used as a pawn in the agendas of
others. We will not trade away the fate of free European peoples. No more Munichs. No more
Yadtas”?"" Undersecretary of State for Pdlitical Affairs Marc Grossman aso suggested that
continued enlargement was the only course consstent with NATO's core values. In hiswords
“Not to embrace countries that have overcome years of communist dictatorship and have proven
their ability and willingness to contribute to our common security, would be to abandon the very
principles that have been NATO's source of strength and vitdity.”?”® Asone officia who served
on the Nationd Security Staff during both the Clinton and George W. Bush administrations
observed, Artidle 10 of the NATO Treaty made it difficult to discern grounds on which the
agpirants might judtifiably be excluded, so long as they were willing and able “to contribute to
the security of the North Atlantic area”?”® Indeed, Bush's Warsaw speech had dso included a
line which seemed to hint that the new adminigtration was inclined to support a subgtantia
enlargement. In making preparations for the 2002 Prague summit, Bush told his audience, the
NATO Allies should “nat caculate how little we can get away with, but how much we can do to
advance the cause of freedom.”280

The speech served to dlay earlier concerns that the new Bush adminigtration might be
less committed than its predecessor to the enlargement process and perhaps even NATO itsdf.
Early indications of aunilateraist bent to the Bush foreign policy coupled with candidate Budh's
disparaging remarks about “ nation-building” during the 2000 campaign hed helped to fud such
speculation. Nationa Security Adviser Condoleeza Rice had dso aroused concern in Europe
regarding the adminigration’s commitment to NATO by telling The New York Times during the
campaign that a Bush adminigtration would not support U.S. involvement in NATO
peacekesping in the Balkans?®* Consequently, Bush's ringing endorsement of enlargement in
Warsaw came as a surprise to many observersin both the United States and Europe who had
been looking for some indication as to the sort of enlargement the Bush adminigtration was
willing to support.

From the beginning, however, there were smdl indications that Bush would carry
forward the process begun by his predecessor. Notably, key members of his foreign policy team,
including Rice, Hadley, and Secretary of State Colin Powdl, were members of the U.S.
Committee on NATO, a non-profit organization formed in 1996 to support enlargement & atime
when Senate rdtification wasin doubt.?®?  Even more significant was Bush's appointment of
Danid Fried to his Nationd Security Council g&ff as Director for European and Eurasian
Affars. Asamember of Bill Clinton’s Nationd Security Council staff and then U.S.
ambassador to Poland from 1997 until 2000, Fried hed been a strong proponent of NATO
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enlargement. Bush'sdecison to gppoint him to akey pogtion within hisown adminigration
might be congtrued as evidence that the President was, from the beginning, a leest somewhat
sympathetic to the enlargement process®®® Not surprisingly, it was Fried who served asthe
principa author of Bush's Warsaw speech, which even some Defense and State Department
officials privately characterized as“Clintonesque.” 234

Thefact that many of the concerns that had festured prominently in the first enlargement
debate had faded aso bode well for a substantia enlargement a Prague. Concerns regarding
both the cogt of enlargement and the ability of NATO to function palitically a nineteen members
gppeared to have been overblown once Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic had actudly
acceded to the Alliance. 22 Moreover, agenera consensus had emerged that NATO's open door
policy, together with EU enlargement, had indeed ingpired prospective members to continue with
democratic reforms and resolve potentia conflicts with neighboring states>®®  Early predictions
that enlargement would be disastrous for NATO-Russardaions dso faled to maeridize,
dthough concerns about Russian reection would continue to play arole in the enlargement
debate well into 2001.%%

Stll asubgtantia enlargement was far from assured. Some commentators speculated that
NATO might admit just one or two new members, probably Soveniaand perhgps Sovakia,
assuming that VIadimir Meciar did not return to power.  Fears of antagonizing Russaworked to
the disadvantage of the Bdltic Sates, while Romaniaand Bulgaria were often perceived as
laggiing behind the othersin terms of their domestic politica reforms. The September 11"
terrorig atacksin the United States, which occurred just months after Bush's Warsaw speech,
aso prompted oeculation that enlargement would be dowed or perhaps removed from NATO's
agenda dtogether.

Ultimately, however, September 11™" did not lead to an abandonment of the Prague
enlargement. Within weeks, Secretary General Robertson was arguing that “ September 11 had
reinforced the logic of NATO enlargement.” “We will not let the terrorigt attack of last month
deral our agenda,” heindsted. “We will indeed have to broaden and adapt thisagenda. But we
will not jettison the fundamentas. Because the core of what we do made sense on September 10,
and continues to make sense after September 11.72%8

Indeed, September 11th did not undermine the Bush adminigtration’s origina case on
behdf of enlargement. Speeking before the German Bundestag in May 2002, Bush used
language that largely mirrored that of his Warsaw speech given dmost ayear earlier. “We mugt
lay the foundation with a Europe that is whole and free and a peace for the fir timein its
history,” he reiterated. “The dream of the centuriesis dose a hand.” 2% That same month,
following a mesting of the North Atlantic Council, Calin Powell sated thet, while no find
decisons would be made until the Prague summit, the Allies remained “ hopeful” thet there
would be a“robust round of enlargement at Prague”?%°

September 11", in fact, appears to have enhanced prospects for a substantial
enlargement. Initswake, Bush adminigration officids argued that “closer cooperation and
integration between the United States and dl the democracies of Europe’ had only grownin
importance®®* AsUnder Secretary of Defense for Policy Douglas Feith put it; “A Europe united
on the basis of democratic principles, the rule of law, respect for individua rights and the other
tenets of the Alliance will be better able to resst and defeet terrorist thrests and other thrests.
The U.S. government believes that an enlarged Alliance that conducts joint defense and
operationd planning, promotes interoperability, and encourages redligtic training exercises will
be a more effective partner in answering global security challenges” %2

The events of September 11'" also served to ease tensons with Russia temming from
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NATO's 1999 war in Kosovo.?%® Indeed, as Timothy Garton Ash has observed, rather than
meking ahdt or dowdown of NATO enlargement the price of his participation in the “war on
terrorism,” Russan Presdent VIadimir Putin “used that support as alaunch pad for a srategic
campaign to have Russia accepted as afull member of the West, and of Europe”?**  Putin even
went so far as to suggest to Robertson that, if NATO were to become more of a politica
organizetion and involve Russa more dosdly in dliance ddiberations, he would mute his
opposition to enlargement.?®®  This didogue—supported by British Prime Minister Tony Blair,
in particula—ultimately paved the way for agreement on the crestion of anew NATO-Russa
Coundll in May 2002. The new indtitution, dlowed Russa a sedt a the table during NATO
discussons of certain, specified issues, induding terrorism and the proliferation of wegpons of
mass dedtruction.  Although the Council grew out of agenuine desire for improved NATO-
Russia cooperation it was dso, in the words of one NATO officid, ameans by which NATO
could “sweeten the enlargement pill” for Putin?%°

As Robertson observed during a December 2001 trip to Maoscow, the events of September
11th were instrumentd to this dramatic and unexpected turn in NATO-Russardations. Noting
the irony of the development, he even suggested that “ Osama bin Laden was the midwife of an
incredible new rapprochement. | don't think that in hiswildest dreams this fanaticd crimind
would have thought that he would have ended forever the Cold War and brought NATO and
Russiaso closdly together.”?*” The new relationship aso helped to overcome reservations held
by some NATO members—especidly Britain and Germany—regarding the possibility of
extending invitations to the Baltic States a Prague?®®  Indeed, many of the Allies came to bdieve
that it made sense to admit as many of the aspirants as possible while the Russanswerein a
cooperdtive mood. Otherwise, they risked stringing out the process, thereby ensuring thet
enlargement would remain an issue in NATO-Russia rdlations for the forseesble future®®  In
short, to the extent that the events of September 11™" provided the impetus for anew NATO-
Russiareationship, they aso removed one of the primary deterrents to a substantial
enlargemen.

At the same time, however, the Bush adminigration displayed little interest in actudly
usng NATO militarily, despite the Alliance s unprecedented invocation of Artide5on
September 12'", 2001 and subsequent offers of assistance from Europe. Asthe United States
prepared for awar in Afghanistan aimed at diminating a Qaeda forces and the Tdiban regime
that hed been harboring them, U.S. deputy secretary of state Paul Wolfowitz told NATO defense
minigersin Brussds that the United States would look to “different coditionsin different parts
of theworld” and did not intend to rely on NATO structures>®  U.S. Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld had also stated shortly after September 111" that “the mission will determine
the codlition” and the “the codlition must not determine the mission.”*°* Indeed, the lesson the
Bush adminigration gppears to have learned from the 1999 war in Kasovo—awar which
highlighted the sgnificant and growing military cgpabilities ggp between the United States and
Europe—was that NATO would be more of a decison-making nuisance than asource of true
military assgancein thewar in Afghanigan. NATO had in 1999 adopted a Defense
Capabilities Initidtive designed to improve its military capabilities across the spectrum. Upon
becoming Secretary Generd, Robertson had aso repegtedly urged the Europeansto dlocate
more funds for defense. Despite those pless, little progress had been achieved toward mesting
the DCI’s god's between 1999 and 2001.

Coupled with the decison to dedline arole for NATO in Afghanigtan, Bush's continued
support far asubstantid enlargement fueled speculation that he had dready deemed NATO little
more than a palitica organization like the OSCE and thus discounted concerns that the so-called



“hig-bang” approach to enlargement would further dilute NATO's military capabilities®®? Some
obsarvers, induding former Clinton adminigration officias, dso expressed concern thet, whet
they percalved to be a determination by the Bush adminigtration that NATO was no longer
militarily relevant, had led to alowering of the bar with respect to the palitica and military
criteriaby which the aspirants were judged. The adminigration, in their view, had failed to take
full advantage of the leverage associated with the enlargement process to encourage continued
reform.3°® Fallowing the Prague summit, NATO scholar Seen Kay pt it thisway:

The United States had a serious opportunity to use Prague as amgor
transformation summit, but in the end it falled to do so by nat holding the invitees
to serious measures of both established palitical, economic, and military criteria
or demanding new criteriathat fit into amore generd concept of remolding
NATO as a counter-terrorist ingtitution. *°*

Such concerns ssemmed in part from awidespread view that at least two of the three
states issued invitationsin 1997—namey, Hungary and the Czech Republic—had performed
poorly upon their accession to NATO in 1999.3%° Unlike the Czech Republic, Hungary
performed reasonably well during the Kosovo conflict—particularly given the szable Hungarian
populaion in northern Serbia—but il has not fulfilled earlier pledges to restructure its military
forces. Indeed, Robertson reportedly lectured Hungary’s new defense minister, Ferenc Juhasz
regarding Hungary’ s respongbilities during a courtesy cal to Brussds prior to the Prague
ammit.*®® A senior figure in European security quoted by Celeste Wallander in the
November/December 2002 issue of Foreign Affairs even went so far asto suggest that Hungary
hed “won the prize for most disgppointing new member of NATO, and againgt some
competition.”*°” Such developments have generated concern that, once the new invitees are on
board, NATO will lose much of itsleverage over the reform process because it has no
mechaniam for suspending or expdling dates that fail to live up to its palitica and military
standards.

Bush adminigraion officids deny that the White House lowered the bar on sandards or
engaged in a“policy of benign neglect” toward NATO3%®  Sill, it's dear that both the context
and process surrounding enlargement had changed fundamentaly since 1997 when Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic received their invitations. In part, the process of assessang the
agpirants in 2002 differed from that employed in 1997 smply because of the introduction of the
MAP, which drew heavily from lessons learned during the accesson processes for Hungary,
Poland, and the Czech Republic. Asdiscussed in chapter four, the MAP did not dter the criteria
againg which the aspirants were judged or establish aformal acquis for NATO membership, but
it did serve to make the eva uation process more structured and rigorous. However, both
observers and individuas directly involved in the enlargement process feared that NATO risked
losing leverage over the aspirantsif they weren't rewarded for reforms achieved under the MAP.
Asone NATO gaff member who had worked closdy with the aspirants explained it, even
though Sovakia, Bulgaria, and Romania might be deemed somewheat less prepared for
membership than the other faur agpirants, it would be extremdly difficult to deny them
invitations after “kissing and hugging them through three cydes of MAP.”*%° Indeed, an officid
attached to the Bulgarian delegation argued that, while enlargement was ultimately a politica
process, the aspirants would no longer take the MAP serioudly if their progress failed to be
recognized.*'°  James Goldgeier has dso observed that, coupled with Robertson’s June 2001
announcement that the “zero option” was off the table for Prague, the MAP “locked NATO into
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aprocess by which turning new members away in 2002 would cast severe doubts on the
Alliance's credibility.”3!  NATO's new found cooperation with Russia not only lessened the
fear that enlargement would antagonize the Russans, it dso made it more difficult to exdude
agpirants who had been working for three years to meet NATO' s expectations under the MAP.
Asone NATO officid acknowledged, to some aspirantsit might appear as though “Russais
getting in through the back door and getting more benefits’ than partner countries without having
met any of NATO's political and economic standards**2

Moreover, while it was generdly agreed that Albania and Macedoniawere smply not
reedy for membership, it was difficult to argue that any of the remaining aspirants were
gppreciably more or less qudified than the others. While Romania and, particularly, Bulgaria
were percaived aslagging behind Sovakia, Sovenia, and the Bdltic Satesin terms of thair
political and economic reform process, none of the invitees good gpart from the othersin terms
of their qudifications to the degree that Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic had stood part
from the other progpective membersin 1997. In the 2001-2002 rankings of Freedom House, a
well-known human rights'democracy monitoring organization, Sovenia, Lithuania, Latvia,
Estonia, and Soveakia scored a1+1 or 1+2 for palitica freedomstavil liberties putting themin
line with present NATO members. Romania scored 2+2 and Bulgaria 1+2. The two other
formal aspirants, Albania and Macedonialagged further behind, both at 3+3.313

Findly, as one Pentagon officid observed, the Bush adminigtration was operating in an
environment in which it was somewhat eesier to take democracy in centrd and eastern Europe
far granted than had been the case during the Clinton administration, when the region’ s future
seemed quite uncertain3'* By 2001, the region appeared solidly oriented toward the West. Sill,
U.S. Ambassador to NATO Nicholas Burns stressed the importance of the MAP criteriato U.S.
assessments of the aspirants qudifications for membership. “We are taking greet care to make
sure that the decison is based on such criteria as the gpplicants military readiness, indtitutiona
Istliength a;<1:i5humm rightsrecord” heinssed. “We are not judging candidates on other issues

ike Irag.”

However, it is dso dear that, from the Bush administration’s perspective, September 111
had changed the entire context for thinking about enlargement. Indeed, the United States
decison to push for invitations for seven of the then nine forma aspirants at Prague cannot be
fully appreciated without first recognizing that the Bush administration had come to see both the
enlargement question and NATO through anew lens. Ultimately, the United States evaluated
the agpirantsin light of ther ability to contribute, not to the old NATO, but rather to a
transformed NATO—one better prepared to address threats semming from outside of Europe.

Although Prague had origindly been hilled as an enlargement summiit, by the Fdl of
2002 it had acquired anew labd: the “trandformation summit.”  Although enlargement remained
an important component of the overdl agenda, the attention shifted to the need to equip NATO
militarily to respond to terrorism and wegpons of mass destruction. Ultimately, the program for
the summit comprised, not only the admisson of new members, but dso the need for “new
partners’ and “new capabilities”®® The Bush administration’s decision to dedine arole for
NATO in Afghanigan had made it virtudly impossible for the Allies to ignore the capabilities
problem a Prague.®’As U.S. Ambassador to NATO R. Nicholas Burns explained the new
agenda in a peech to the Konrad Adenauer Foundation in late May 2003,

In the wake of the shocking events of September 11, 2001, the world changed and
NATO had to change with it. We set out ayear and ahdf ago to transform nearly
everything about NATO so that it could help us meet the new and daunting threet



of terrorism and wegpons of mass destruction. At November’s Prague Summit,
President Bush and the NATO Leadership agreed on an ambitious, even
revolutionary, reform agenda. We worked to pivot the new NATO from its prior
inward focus on threets within Europe to a new outward spotlight on the recent
chalengesto peaceinthe arc of countn&from South and Centrd Asato the
Middle East and North Africa®®

The emphads on cgpatiilities a Prague, however, was not coincidenta to the decisons
made with respect to enlargemernt. Rather the attention devoted to developing new capabilities
and confronting new thrests dtered the lens through which the aspirants were ultimately
evauated. Indeed, it's clear that factors externd to the MAP program ultimately sheped the
Bush adminigtration’ s assessments of the aspirants. These factors included awillingnessto
contribute to the war on terrorism, a demondtrated gppreciation for the transatlantic link, and to a
more limited extent geo-political factors. Indeed, the evidence suggests that September 11" not
only influenced the Bush adminigration’ srationae for enlargement; it aso influenced the
behavior of the aspiring members.

The War Againgt Terrorism

As Jennifer Moroney of the defense consulting firm D Internationa observed, the gpplications
of theindividud aspirants were, in practice, “measured againg their willingness and ability to
contribute to the War on Terrorism—requirements not explicitly found in the forma NATO
Membership Action Plan (MAP).”**° |n particular, Romaniaand Bulgaria—the two invitees
generdly regarded aslagging furthest behind in terms of democratic deve opment—appear to
have recognized early on that engaging in dly-like behavior would improve their prospects for
NATO membership. Both have been active participants in NATO' s peacekeeping efforts and
have contributed a variety of cgpabilities to the war on terrorism, including backfilling troops
sarving in NATO's SFOR and KFOR missions in the Bakans so thet they could be deployed
esawhere3®  Anongst other contributions, Bulgaria provided anudear, chemicd, and
biologica wegpons decontamination unit to the Internationd Security Assistance Force (ISAF)
in Afghanistan as well as an airfield for refudling tankers.*** For its part, Romania sent an dite
group of about 400 troops known as the Red Scorpions, to Afghanistan, many of whom served
dongside U.S. soldiers from the Army’s 82" airborne divison at Kandehar 322 Additiondly,
the government signed an agreement with the United States in October 2001, germlttlng us
troops to transit through Romanian tertitory or be stationed there short-term.® It dso mede
its airbases and Black Sea ports available for usein apossblewar with Iraq and reportedly
offered to help U.S. airplanes refuel and transport troops and equipment. 3% Particularly
indicative of Romania s desreto curry favor with the United States wasiits decison to sign a bi-
laterd agreement specifying that Romaniawould not turn U.S. ditizens over to the Internationd
Crimind Court—a move thet provoked strong criticiam from the EU, which Romaniaisasoin
linetojoin. 3

Romania and Bulgaria were not the only aspirants to recognize and respond to new
expectations. AsMarc Grossman noted in testimony before the Senate Armed Services
Committee in late February 2002, in addition to maintaining their peacekeegping respongihilities,
many of the aspirants had offered the United States “overflight rights, trangit and basing



privileges, military and police forces, mediical units and transport.”*?®  Latviaand Lithuania, for
example, ds0 backfilled SFOR and KFOR troops, and Lithuania sent its own forces to
Afghanistan, as did Sovekia®?’ The Baltic states even sent troops to provide base security a a
new alied air base a Manasin Kyrgyzstan.*® In kesping with this record, Romania, Bulgaria,
Lithuania and Estonia have dl agreed since the Prague summit to send forcesto Irag,

Officids at both the U.S. State Department and the Pentagon observe that these initiatives
reflected an understanding by the aspirants that, after September 11", they would be“seenina
new optic.”3?° A Romanian army mgjor leading a.group of approximately twenty soldiers
assigned to protect U.S. Army doctorsin Afghanistan captured well this recognition of the new
expectaions placed on them. “Romania sroad to NATO crosses through Kandahar,” he
dedlared: “We are no longer consumers of security. We are now providers of security.”3%°
Indeed the United States had stressed in the months before Prague that rew members must be
producers and not just consumers of security. They would be expected to “add vadue to the
dliance’ aswell as demonstrate a“lasting and assured commitment to democracy.”*3! What
quickly became clear was that “adding value’ meant taking an active role in responding to the
new threets on which the Bush administration now sought to focus NATO' s atention.

Thefact that many of the aspirants did ultimately make contributions to the war in
Afghanigtan, with an expectation that ther efforts to demondrate solidarity with the United
States would be rewarded, ultimately strengthened prospects for a subgtantid enlargement a
Prague. According to one U.S. officid closdy associated with the enlargement process, the so
cdled “big bang” goproach to enlargement—issuing invitations to a subgtantia mgority of the
aspirants at once—was far from certain in June 2001 when Bush spoke in Warsaw, but
“September 11" changed the way we looked a enlargement.” “The war in Afghanistan,
provided opportunities for some countries to show thet they were capable of acting like dlies.
U.S. officids dso acknowledge that even the Pentagon, which had previoudy shown little
enthusiasm for the enlargement process or even NATO, itsdlf, began to look serioudy e the
various kinds of contributions the aspirants might be able to make to the war on terroriam. >3

Moreover, those aspirants who had made such contributions fully expected to be
rewarded for their efforts. From their perspective, the fact that they had behaved as “defacto
dlies’ was highly relevant to any decisions surrounding the second round of enlargement>3* To
some degree, U.S. officias smply expected the kinds of contributions that the aspirants hed
meade prior to Prague. One State Department officid even offered that it would have been the
“kiss of desth” for them had they not behaved asthey did. Y e, the evidence aso suggests that
both U.S. and NATO officids recognized possible costs associated with aminima
enlargement3*° As Generd Raston putt it:
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We must congder the potentid cost of not enlarging. The aspirant nations have
put forth astrong effort in good faith toward becoming members, and have taken
politicad pogtionsin support of the Alliance in recent conflicts. Ther dected
officids have made membership an important part of their public agendaand
sought to increase public support for NATO. From amilitary sandpoint, the
outstanding cooperation and support we have enjoyed in terms of troop
contributions to ongoi r‘%operati ons and the use of infrastructure and trangt rights
could be jeopardized.” 53°

Geodtrategic Factors



At least for the United States, geodtrategic consderations aso became a factor at
Prague.®3” Romaniaand Bulgaria provide aland link to NATO member Turkey as well as access
to the Black Sea. With its Black Sea ports and proximity to Turkey and the Gulf region,

Romania offered anew staging ground for dedling with new threats further east.>*° Indeed,
Romania made its bases available to U.S. forces during thewar in Iragin 2003.%3° Moreover,
theindusion of Romaniaand Bulgariain NATO creates a continuum from NATO to the Black
Sen, the Caspian Seaand U.S. forcesin Centrd Asia>*°  Induding both Romania and Bulgaria
aso puts NATO in a better podtionto reach out to Azerbajan and Georgia, both of which have
sought closer cooperation with NATO. Having Soveniaon board, dong with Romaniaand
Bulgaria, provides NATO with afoothold in the Balkans, aregion that continues to be a source

of insecurity due to ethnic tensons, organized crime, and its potentid to serve as a haven for
terrorists>*! Just before the Prague summit, Bush even pronounced that Romaniawould become
“NATO's spearhead in Europe.”>** Morever, the United States isin the process of a redignment
of U.S military forces, which islikely to result in the opening or expanson of military bases
further to the east in such places as Bulgariaand Kyrgyzstan. The redignment isintended to
facilitate a quicker response to contemporary threats including terrorism and wegpons of mass
destruction.>*?

These drategic advantages, suggested one Western diplomat based in Sofia, offset
concerns about the dow pace of democratic reforms and corruption, which he suggested could
“be fixed later.”>* Robert Hunter, U.S. Ambassador to NATO during the Clinton
adminigraion, put it even more directly, teling the Washington Post: “People are going to hold
their noses and swalow hard on Romaniaand Bulgaria”  Although the Clinton adminigtration
had not supported issuing invitations to Romania and Bulgariain 1997, Hunter said thet he too
now supported their indusion. >+

Pro-Americanism

What might be described as enthusiagtic support for the transatlantic link on the part of
the aspirants aso worked in their favor with the Bush administration after September 11", Both
NATO's newest members and the Prague invitees have tended to be more supportive than some
other Alliance members of American foreign policy and more gpprecidive of therole of U.S.
military power in Europe. As suggested erlier, for these dates NATO' s proven vdue liesin the
inditutiond link it provides to the United States, whose military power they percaive asvitd to
the defense of the values for which NATO stands. Representativesto NATO from the region
privately acknowledge that they are not confident of the ability of the European Union to provide
security and remain skeptical regarding prospects for the European Security and Defense
Identity.>*® A Polish officid quoted by the New York Timesjust prior to Poland's accession to
NATO made such sentiments explicit. “We want to be good Europeans” he explained. “But
more than anyone except perhaps the British, we understand how important it isto keep the
Americansinvolved in Europe” 34’

Consequently, it is dso the centrd and east Europeans who have been most concerned
about whet they percaiveto be aloss of interest in NATO by the Bush adminigtration. Former
Polish Foreign Minigter Bronidaw Geremek, for example, told the European edition of The Wall
Sreet Journal in November 2002: “I am convinced (from my vidtsto Washington) that NATO
is becoming an inditution of the past in the mind of American leaders. That iswhat we
Europeans must combat.”3*® A diplomat attached to the Polish mission to NATO &ffirmed this
concern, but aso noted that the Bush administration had used it to its advantage®*°  Indeed, it is
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precisely such fearsthat have led centrd and eastern Europeans to make consderable effortsto
show ther solidarity with the United States, including alowing the United States to use their
territory and airspace for training exercises with few restrictions.>*°

One of the mogt dramatic manifestations of this pro-American sentiment, however,
followed the Prague summiit in the form of two satementsinvolving Irag—both of them
sympathetic to U.S. policy. Thefirgt was an open letter published in theWall Street Journal in
late January 2003. Signed by the leaders of Hungary, Poland, and the Czech Republic aswell as
EU members Spain, Portugd, Itay, the United Kingdom, and Denmark, the letter sSressed that
the U.S. and Europe “must remain united in inggting that [ Saddam Hussain' | regime be
disarmed.”®*! The other was a statement issued by the ten members of the “Vilnius Group”
following U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powel’ s presentation to the U.N. Security Council on
February 5, 2002.3°? “Our countries understand the dangers posed by tyranny and the specid
respongbility of democraciesto defend our shared vaues,” the statement declared. “Thetrans
Atlantic community, of which we are a part, must stand together to face the threet posed by the
nexus of terrorism and dictators with wegpons of mass destruction.”®>® Theimpetusfor thetwo
statements was a series of pronouncements by French President Jacques Chirac and German
Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder indicating that they were not yet prepared to support military
intervention in Irag. Hence, both statements were widdly interpreted as a sort of rebuke to
Schroeder and Chirac for behaving asiif they spoke for the whole of Europe®*  Notably, the
Wall Street Journal letter dso came just days after Rumsfeld generated some congernation in
Europe with aremark he made during a press briefing. When confronted with a question about
European reluctance to support awar againg Irag, Rumsfeld retorted:

Y ou're thinking of Europe as Germany and France. | don't. | think that'sold
Europe. If you look at the entire NATO Europe today, the center of gravity is
shifting to the east and there are alot of new members. And if you just take the
lig of dl the members of NATO and dl those that have been invited in recently—
what isit? Twenty-9x, something like that?...Y ou look a vast numbers of other
countriesin Europe. They're not with France and Germany on this, they're with
the United States®>°

Indeed, the Bush administration’s awareness that the centra and east Europeans have
generaly been gpprecidive of the role of American military power dso increased the odds that
seven of the nine aspirants would receive invitations a Prague. Fried and others within the
adminigration hed reportedly argued that the Prague enlargement could serve to give the United
States staunch new supporters within NATO2°® Bush himsef said in a speech that he delivered
during the Prague summit that one of the “advantages’ of enlargement was that the “ members
recently added to NATO and those invited to join bring greater darity to the purpose of our
dliance, because they understand the lessons of the last century. Those with fresh memories of
tyranny know the value of freedom.”®’ Asfor the Prague aspirants, Bush said in an interview
with Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty that the “love of freedom” they could contribute was
“going to beredly important—it'|| had some vigor to the relationship in NATO.”3%8 Smilary,
Rumsfeld remarked that both NATO' s three newest members and the invitees brought a* spirit
and enthusiasm” to NATO that were needed by the Alliance's other members.®®® Latvia's
presdent Vara Vike-Freiberga offered some evidence of that spirit in a particularly moving
address a the Prague Summit. As she put it:



Our people have been tested in the fires of history. They have been tempered by
auffering and injustice. They know the meaning and vaue of liberty. They know
that it isworth every effort to support it, to maintain it, to stand for it and to fight
for it. We make a solemn pledge and a commitment here today, on this historic
and solemn occasion, thet we will sriveto do our utmost to contribute not just to
the strength of the Alliance but aso to do whatever needs to be done to cregte a
world where justice and liberty are available to dll.3°

Certainly, the aspirants were themsdves aware that U.S. support was criticd to their membership
bids. One prospective member diplomat even remarked that this was particularly true after
Presdent Bush had put the world on notice that dl states mugt take Sides in the war againgt
terrorism.

“Niche’ Contributions

In terms of understanding the enlargement decisions, it is dso relevant that September
11" reveded how ill-equipped NATO's current members were to address contemporary threats
and to mohbilize forces for “out-of -ared’ missons. “Many NATO members sent troops to
Afghanistan,” Robertson noted prior to the Prague Summit, “but for some Allies getting there
and staying there proved to be embarrassingly difficult.”*®*  To exclude the aspirants on the
basis of their generdly poor military capatilities when some were actudly better equipped to
address new thrests than current members made little sense in the context of the Prague
trandformation. In fact, some of both NATO' s newest members and the invitees had devel oped
so-cdled “niche’ cgpabilities that would, accordng to one senior U.S. Generd, put themina
position to make significant contributions to the war on terrorism.3%?  Perhaps the most
frequently cited example of these capabilities is the fird-rate chemicd, biologica, and nudear
defense capatiility of the Czech Republic. Indeed, the Czechs have pledged to create a mobile
anti-chemica and antibacteriologicd warfare unit within NATO and possibly serve asthe
heedquarters for a NATO weapons of mass destruction defense center.>%

Such cgpabilities became more sgnificant in the context of the agreement reached at
Prague to develop anew NATO Response Force of gpproximately 20,000 soldiers drawn from
throughout the Alliance, which can be deployed rapidly to anywherein the world. Although
NATO hed previoudy ressted force specidization, the new force will to some extent depend
upon “niche’ contributions from member dates. All NATO members will ultimatey be
expected to announce what capabilities they will make available for joint defense purposes.
“The New NATO,” Robertson explained judt prior to the summit, “ is going to be about countries
who do different things, and do each of them well.”*%*  Although the new invitees il have
consderable work to do in the area of defense reform, the creetion of the NATO Response Force
provides them with an opportunity to make vauable contributions as NATO worksto transform
itsmilitary dimenson.  AsU.S. Ambassador to NATO, Nicholas Burns put it: “Not every dly
can do everything, but every aly, whether big or smal, can contribute something.”*®  Itisaso
notable that, while the defense expenditures of some current NATO members have actudly
fallen below the 2% of GDP expected of MAP members, some of the invitees have been
spending above thisleve. For example, as of August 2002, Bulgarian had been adlocating 2.8%
of its GDP to defense while Romania had been spending 2.4% of GDP2%® No doubt thistrend
too reflected favorably on some aspirants.

In short, the Bush adminigtration appeared inclined toward a robust enlargement even



before September 11 but the events of that day led the United States to view the enlargement
question from a new perspective—one from which military cgpabilities and politica olidarity
took on greater importance. As Radio Free Europe andys Jeremy Brangten explained it:

Bush presaged NATO' s broad second wave of expanson in aWarsaw speechin
June 2001, when he cdlled for erasing the old dividing linesin Europe. But the
caays for going ahead with the plan can be found in the 11 September attacks
againg the United States, which prompted Washington to seek and reward
committed allies ®67

Ambassador Burns also observed that the key question after September 11" was no longer
whether NATO could defend new members, asit hed been in 1997, but rather the vaue the
invitees could add to anew NATO. Asheputit: The “new, more modern argument for
enlargement isit will give us seven new dlies with whom to fight and keep the peace in Europe
and beyond."3%®

None of the above should be read to suggest that the MAP criteriaare no longer relevant
or that the Bush adminigtration’s origind case for enlargement—the notion that sability could be
congtructed on the bas's of shared democratic vaues—has been dismissed. In fact, even though
the decision to take in saven of the nine aspirants had reportedly been made by September 2002,
NATO put off making any informa announcements until just before the Prague summit in order
to keep maximum pressure on the aspirants to continue with reforms.  As Thomas Szayna has
noted, throughout the period preceding the Prague summit, policymakers were “loath to make
clear the ‘who’ and ‘when’ because the success of the process of enlargement depends on
kesping an incentive sysem in place; and the incentive system would be less effective if the
choices of ‘who’ and ‘when’ were known well in advance”**® The Allies had apparently agreed
that they would not even open the subject for debate prior to their May 2002 summit in
Reykjavik s0 thet, there wauld be time, in the words of one NATO gaff member, to “put the
hammer on them [the aspirants].”3’° Thereisaso little doubt that NATO would have again
refusad Sovakiaan invitaion if the Fal 2002 dections had produced another government led by
Vladimir Meciar, whose democratic credentials had been found severdy wanting in 1997. As
noted earlier, U.S. and other NATO officids repestedly warned the Slovaks throughout 2002 that
the results of the Fall 2002 eections could determine whether Slovakia received an invitation &
Pragueto join NATO3™ Ultimately, however, a consensus gppears to have emerged among the
Alliesthat dl of the invitees had achieved sgnificant reforms through the MAP process and
were committed to addressing remaining difficulties, induding corruption3”> Moreover, the
invitees, who will remain in the MAP program until their accession, will be expected to
paticipate in afifth round of thet process and work toward completion of the reforms detailed in
thair individud timetables.

It should aso be emphasized thet, depite the increased atention paid to military
cgpabilities at the Prague summit, the enlargement decisions were ultimately politicd decisions
based on paliticd rather than military factors.  Although some of the inviteeswerein apostion
to provide modest geodrategic advantages to the Alliance, none was in a pogition to offer the
United States truly vauable military capabilities. Asthe United States demondtrated in Irag,
what it currently values amongst the Alliesis not necessarily military power, but rather politica
upport.

The evidence ds0 suggests that the commitment former Presdent Bush made in 1989 to
aEurope “whole and freg’ remains dive and well. Although that vison has yet to be thoroughly



fulfilled, the notion that security can be condructed on the basis of shared democrtic vaues
continues to hold powerful gpped. “We can't assume that European history has stopped,”
remarked one State Department officia, who affirmed thet the rationae for enlargement that
President Bush espoused in the Warsaw speech il made sensein a post-September 11" world.,
However, this same officid then quickly added thet, in the a‘termath of September 11",
achieving a Europe whole and free was “no longer enough.”*

Indeed, while the tendency within NATO during the 1990s was toward thinking about
security in largely political terms, the events of September 11" and a growing awareness of new
threats semming from outside Europe triggered a shift in the other direction—toward a greater
emphasis on military capabilities Bush may dready have been more predigposed to thinking
about security in military terms than his predecessor, but September 11 accelerated this shift
which ultimately influenced, nat only the agenda for the Prague summit, but o the yardstick
againg which the aspirants would be judged. If it was not sufficient that Europe be “whole and
free” the Prague summit could no longer be smply about enlargement.

Ultimately, the Prague agenda included, not only new members, but aso new partners
and capabilities. In addition to endoraing the cregtion of aNATO Response Force, the Allies
agreed to again address the cgpabilities commitments made, but not fulfilled in the 1999 DCI.
The Prague Capabilities Commitment actudly servesto reduce the number of commitments by
identifying priority categoriesin which improvements need to be made. These include Strategic
arlift; ar-to-ar refueing; defense againg chemicd, biologica, and nuclear wegpons, precison-
guided wegpons, deployable command-and-control and communications cgpabilities; and
deployable combat support 3™

At Prague, NATO dso made an effort to strengthen its partnerships through a
Comprehensive Review of the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council and Partnership for Peace. In
part, the impetus for the review was a concern that once the seven invitees actudly accede to
NATO, the EAPC and PfP will become somewhat dratified. The remaining non-NATO
membersin these inditutions will conditute two very different groups—the EU neutrds who are
full-fledged liberd democracies and the Centrd Asan and Caucuses sates, which have not made
or fully consolidated al necessary democrétic reforms and are not members of the MAP. One
important outcome of the review was a decision to focus EAPC discussonsto a grester degree
on security concerns shared by NATO and its Partners and to creste issue-spedific, result-
orientated mechanisms for addressing such concerns, induding terrorism3™® Asafirst stepin
thisdirection, the Allies adopted a Partnership Action Plan Againg Terrorism aimed at asssting
and fadilitating cooperation among EAPC datesin fighting terroriam in ways consstent with
their commitment “to the protection and promotion of fundamenta freedoms and humean rights,
aswel astherule of law.”*"® Notably NATO's Mediterranean Diaogue partners have aso been
invited to participate in the plan.

To some degree, the merits of EAPC/PIP activitiesinvolving the Central Asan and
Caucuses gtates has been evidenced by the cooperation received by the United States as its troops
moved into the region following September 11", NATO diplomatic staff also observe that PP
mede U.S. involvement in the region more paaable to both Russaad China. Indeed, the
ariva of NATO memberstroops in Centrd Ada has even prompted alow-leve didogue
between NATO and China

September 11'" also served to reinvigorate NATO' s partnerships with both Russiaand
Ukraine. Russid's expressed interest in amore cooperdive rdaionship with NATO in late 2001
ultimately led to an agreement in Rome on May 28, 2002, establishing the NATO-Russia
Council, which dlows for identified areas of mutud interest to NATO and Russato be



discussed with Russiain a“NATO at 20" format.  These aress include terrorism, crisis
management, non-proliferation, arms control and confidence-building meesures, thegter missile
defense, search and rescue at sea, military-to-military cooperation and defense reform, and avil
emergences>’’ Improved relations with Russia have dso made it possible for Ukraine to move
closer to NATO. Indeed, Ukraine has now publicly declared its desire to join NATO, dthough it
has yet to be accepted into the MAP process, largely due to continued concern about Ukraine's
lack of political reform under President Leonid Kuchma.  Finally, Since September 11" NATO
has dso made a concerted effort to upgrade cooperation with its Mediterranean Didogue
Partners. NATO hasincreased the opportunities fa did ogue with these ates, including holding
expert meetings on terrorism. 1t has dso worked to increase opportunities for cooperative
activities, including participation in PfP activities

The*“ Out-of-Area”’ Debate

The Prague summit aso affirmed a resolution of the “out-of-area’” debate, which dated
back to the early 1990s when U.S. Senator Richard Lugar argued that NATO had to go “out of
areaor out of busness” The Clinton adminigration had agreed, arguing that NATO should
play arole in addressng common interests outside of Europe, induding semming the
proliferation of wegpons of mass destruction, terrorism, and preventing disruptions to the flow of
oil. However, the adminigration failed to persuade its European dlies, who ressted effortsto
turn NATO into aglobd dliance3"® September 11" forced a resolution to this debate by
demongtrating that in the 21% century perhaps the greatest thrests to NATO territory and vaues
would sem from outsde of Europe. During aforeign ministers mesting at Hlsinki in May
2002, the Allies reached agreement that “NATO mugt be ble to field forces that can move
quickly to wherever they are needed, sustain operations over distance and time, and achieve ther
objectives...so that NATO can more effectively respond collectively to any threat of aggresson
against amember state” 3”® The new security environment, Robertson subsequently observed
“does not afford us the luxury of fighting theoretica baitles about what is‘in” and what is* out-
of-area.” Wewill haveto look a threats functiondly, not geographicaly. We will have to be
ableto act wherever our security and the safety of our people demand action.”3%° The Allies
afirmed this decison at Prague, gating in ther find summit declaretion: “In order to carry out
the full range of its missons, NATO must be able to field forces that can move quickly to
wherever they are needed, upon decison by the North Atlantic Council, to sustain operations
over digance and time, including in an environment where they might be faced with nucleer,
biological, and chemical threats, and to achieve their objectives” 38!

True confirmation that this debate had been resolved came on April 16, 2003 when
NATO agreed to take command of the Internationa Security Assstance Force (ISAF) in
Afghanistan, which has been under the command of severd NATO members Snce itsinception
fallowing the war in Afghanistan, but had not formally been aNATO operation. Additiondly,
NATO agreed on May 21, 2003 to assst Poland in commanding a peacekeegping force in centra
Irag. The Bush adminigtration had requested that Poland, which had aso contributed troops to
the war effort, take responsibility for asector in Iraq thet lies in between the sectorsto be
managed by American and British troops. Although this misson will ultimately be under Polish
rather than NATO commeand, the Alliance could conceivably follow the Afghan modd and
ultimately take on more responghility in Irag aswell. And, while France initidly ressted the
ISAF decison and may ill not be comfortable with the precedent that has been s, it will be
difficult for NATO to step back from this new out-of-arearole in the future.
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NATO' s decison to assst amember state—in this case Poland—rather than take on the
misson as an dliance, does, however, raise the possibility that NATO will become a sort of
“toolbox” for “codlitions of the willing” and no longer function as atrue dliance:3®? Indeed,
Josef Joffe had written as early as September 2002 that the NATO *“ dedicated to the Three
Musketeers principle of ‘dl for one, and one for dl’ isbeing replaced by ‘NATOII'...a
collection of nation-states from which Washington draws codlition partners ad hoc.”32% Given
the way it managed the war in Afghanistan, the Bush adminigration might seem alikely
advocate for thismodd. However, Ambassador Burns has suggested that such thinking “does a
great dissarvice to the effort to make NATO more responsive to the security needs of its
members and to a changing internationa security environment.” He aso reiterated a Satement
by U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powd| that “in some instances we will operate as an dliance, in
some as amember of a codition of the willing.”*8* Perhaps even more significantly, Burns
cdled NATO' sdecision to assigt the Polesa“first ep” and offered thet in the near future, the
United States might “ask NATO to play alarger role”*®

Pogt-Prague Tensons

Although Prague affirmed, at leest rhetoricaly, that NATO remains committed to the
vison of amore democratic and unified Europe aswell asto improving Alliance military
cgpabilities, post-Prague devel opments raise questions about Alliance solidarity and therefore the
srength of NATO' s politica dimenson. Tensons cregted by the Bush adminidration’s
determination to go to war with Irag even in the absence of French and German support
condituted a rift within NATO, but no event cast greater doubt on NATO's continued relevance
than the decison by France, Germany, and Belgium to block preparations for the defense of
Turkey in February 2003. Ther refusd held even after Turkey invoked Article 4, which dlows
any member state that believes its security to be threatened to call for immediate consultation
among the Allies. Although the matter was ultimately resolved by moving the decison to the
Defense Planning Committee, where France does not have a vote, the criss raised serious
questions about the strength of NATO's Article 5 security guarantee—the bedrock of all
Alliance commitments.  The American ambassador even went so far asto suggest that the event
congtituted a“near death” experience for NATO.*®® He a'so persondlly assured the Prague
invitees that the United States was absolutely committed to Article 5. Representatives from both
NATO' s newest member states and the invitees affirm that the event was cause for red
concern. 38" 1t also served to prompt anew flurry of predictions of NATO'simminent demise,
reminiscent of much of the commentary surrounding NATO'sfuture in the early 19905388

Importantly, the divide within NATO that was reveded by the tensons over Iragisone
that exigts within Europe itsdlf as was demondrated by the statements of “eight” and “ten” issued
in early 2003 supporting U.S. palicy with regard to Irag. Following the release of those
gatements, French President Jacques Chirac proved unable to hide hisirritation over this
chdlenge to French and German leadership in Europe. He declared the centrd and eagtern
European dates “not very well behaved’ and suggested that “they missed an opportunity to keep
quiet.” Chirac even went <o far asto say that if Romaniaand Bulgaria had “wanted to diminish
their chances of joining Europe, they could not have found a better way.” Thereaction of the
centrd and eastern Europeans who had sgned these letters only further highlighted the divisons
over Europe s future and the importance of the transatlantic relaionship.  Polish Foreign
Minister Wiodzimierz Cimoszewicz was quoted by the Wall Street Journal to have sad: “There
will be no divison in Europe into better and worse members sates, into moms, dads, and
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children not mature enough to be tregted as partners. Nor will there be countries who are
dlowed to say more than others” Hungarian Foreign Minister Laszlo Kovacs retorted that his
“good manners’ did not alow him to comment on Chirac’s statement.*8° The entire episode
seemed to lend credence to Rumsfeld’ s rather undiplomatic divison of the continent into “new
Europe’ and “old Europe,” aremark that was actudly greeted with pleasure in parts of “new
Europe” Teking his cue from Rumsfdd' s satement and pointing to Chirac’s own ill-considered
remarks, Former Estonian prime minister Mart Laar wrote in the Wall Street Journal that “deep
divisonsin Old Europe’ were to blame for the crisis over Turkey. Of “new Europe,” he said:

These countries...bring a different higtorical perspective to the EU and NATO.
They experienced not only a short Nazi occupation but a much longer communist
one. Words such as‘freedom’ or ‘democracy’ have red meaning in my part of
theworld. To survive and overthrow dictatorship, people here had to stand by
vaues—even if sometimes that meant hiding them deeply indde yoursdf. Asa
result, the Centra and Eastern Europe gpproach to foreign policy istoday based
more on vaues than that of Western Europe. They are more receptive to ‘mora
arguments on Irag and ahogt of other issues and less understanding of “ European
Redpolitik.”>%°

A summit caled by Belgium, France, Germany, and Luxembourg in late April 2003 to discuss
defense cooperation was dso widdy interpreted as an effort to undermine the transatlantic
relationship and counterbaance U.S. power. During the meating—which was derisvely termed
the“bonbon” or “praing’” summit—the four discussed the need for a European Defense and
Security Union that would ultimately be independent of NATO.39?

Arguably, however, the Bush adminidration is dso guilty of exploiting tensgonswithin
Europe to its advantage in away that could conceivably undermine NATO' s palitica
lidarity.3%? Indeed, diplomats from NATO' s invitees concede that they have felt torn between
the EU and NATO, in ways that they had not forseen and do not gppreciate. As one noted,
NATO and EU membership were understood to be one god, premised on the coherence of the
Western community.  Indeed, the Bush adminigration has been accused of pursuing itsown
“divide and rule’ strategy in Europe. For example, cditing the Bush adminigration’s 2002
nationd security dtrategy, which gatesthat the U.S. “must build and maintain [U.S)] defenses
beyond chdlenge,” Philip Stephens suggested in the Financial Times that, from the
adminigtration’ s perspective, adivided Europe cannot chalenge U.S. power as a cohesive one
could. Inhiswords. “Among the most important geopalitica shifts of the past two years has
been the U.S. adminidration’ s judgment that its interest now liesin dividing rather than uniting
Europe. Among the most depressing has been the way European governments have colluded in
the fracturing of the continent.”3%® The Bush administration might not actually be sesking a
divided Europe as Stephen’ simplies, but remarks that seem to preference certain parts of Europe
over others do not seem in kegping with Bush's claim to support a Europe whole and free. There
is dso congderable irony in the fact that an important factor in explaining the Prague
enlargement; namely, central and east European solidarity with the United States, might
ultimatdy serve to wesken NATO by diminishing the cohesveness of the transatlantic
community. Indeed, concerns about an erosion of NATO' s politica solidarity prompted a group
of prominent academics and policymakers from both sides of the Atlantic to issue atatement in
May 2003 caling on both Americans and Europeans to work together towards a common agenda
that would include the Isradli-Palestinian conflict, Iran, terrorism, and wegpons of mass



destruction. They pointedly rgected tak attributed to adminigtration officids of “punishing”

those who were & odds with the United States over how to ded with Irag.  Asthey put it: A
regjuvenation of transatlantic cooperation reguires changes on both sdes. Americans need to
understand that policies intended to divide Europe are not conducive to hedthy and congructive
transatlantic relations. By the same token, the Europeans will not be able to pursue an ever-

closer Union if they seek to build up Europe as a counterweight to the U.S”%** Moreover, the
NATO enlargement experience suggests that the sates of central and eastern Europe have placed
particular vdue on NATO membership because it offers both an inditutiond link to the United
States and areturn to Europe, not estrangement fromiit.

NATO: A Palitical and Military Alliance

The Bush adminigtration must dso recognize thet military capabilities aone cannot
sugtain an dliance that was predicated on a commitment to European integration and shared
vaues, and which hastraditionally operated on the basis of consensus. Indeed, NATO's palitica
and military dimengions cannat be divorced from one ancther. During the 1990s as the Allies
sought to enhance NATO's palitica dimension, they dearly neglected the Alliance s military
cgpabilities, as evidenced by the Europeans failure to meet their obligations under the Defense
Capabilities Initiative goproved in 1999. Asaresult many commentators had dready deemed
NATO little more than apalitical forum much like the OSCE. However, NATO cannot hang
together paliticdly in the absence of competent military capabilities to which dl members
contribute. As Robertson has sated repestedly, those capatiilities remain part of the “politica
glue’ that holds the Alliance together. In his words:

Theimportance of addressing the capability gap cannot be overdated. NATO
works palitically because it can work militarily. All Allies consult in NATO, and
work for consensus, because burden and codts are shared once the decision is
taken.” “Preserving thet level of daly, subgtantive consultation—which, ina
transatlantic context occurs only in NATO—requiresthat al Allies on both sdes
of the Atlantic, continue to pull their weight. 3%°

Moreover, the enlargement experience suggests that part of NATO' s gpped to
prospective members and therefore a key component of its leverage over their domestic and
foreign policy reformsis the perception that NATO is an dliance committed to defending its
vaues with force if necessary. Polish Foreign Minister Bronidaw Geremek medethislink
explicit in December 1997 when he explained that Poland had chosen to join NATO because it
“isan dliance which has managed to put itsimmense military might in service of fundamentd
vaues and principles that we share. NATO can make Eurgpe safe for democracy. No other
organization can make Europe safe for democracy.”3%®  Indeed, Robert Kagan also notes that
centrd and eastern Europeans “ have an entirdly different history than their Western European
neighbors, a historicaly rooted fear of Russian power and consequently a more American view
of the Hobbesian redities”®%”  In short, aNATO that lacks competent military capabilities or a
solid commitment from the United States will not hold the same gpped in the eyes of those
recently invited or those who ill wish to join the Alliance

At the sametime, NATO's political dimension must dso be nurtured. As Strobe Tabott
wrote just before the Prague Summit, “NATO's military and palitica functions have dways
been intertwined....even a its inception NATO was about more than just banding together



agang acommon enamy; it was aso about cregting, consolidating, and expanding a zone of
safety within which common val ues and cooperaive indtitutions could prosper.” 298 Preserving
the palitica integrity of the Alliance while consolideting the most recent round of enlargement
and srengthening NATO' s partnerships poses numerous chalenges, however. One concern
mentioned in chapter four isthat once the new invitees are on board, NATO will have little
influence over the direction of their politica, economic, and military reforms.  Charles Gati, for
example, has argued that strong nationdist sentiments in centra and eastern Europe have
undermined the region’s commitment to the rule of law and tolerance. Pointing to a serious and
growing corruption problem in the region, he ditesastudy by Trangparency Internaiond, which
gives Romaniathe digtinction of having the worst corruption problem followed by Latvia,
Sovenia, Bulgaria, and the Czech Republic.” “Unless an gppropriate method is found to
discipline members for their misdeeds,” Gati says, “the utility of NATO as an indrument of
Wegtern influence in Centrd and Eastern Europe will begin to diminish the very moment these
new gpplicants become members™**° Celeste Wallander has a0 argued that trends in the region
are cause for concern because NATO' s effectiveness depends on the fact that “it isa politica
Security community of countries with common vaues and democratic inditutions.” “Dilute
NATO'spalitica coherence,” she says*and the result will be a one-dimensond traditiona
military alliance that cannot operate effectively.”*%° Wallander therefore recommends that
NATO “amend the North Atlantic Treety to dlow for sanction, sugpension, or even expulsion of
backdiding members”#®! In ratifying the Prague enlargement in 2003, the U.S. Senate dso
asked that NATO condder such an amendment.

Indeed, Wdlander and others are right to be concerned. The fact that NATO is not
amply amilitary dliance but dso a palitical organization grounded on the vaues endhrined in its
preamble—"democracy, individud liberty and the rule of law”—is akey source of its gpped and
therefore its leverage over prospective members. Presently, that appeal appears strong. As
Robert Kaiser observed judt prior to the Prague summit, NATO *has become the club of choice
from one end of Europe to the other...For Centrd and Eagtern Europeans, NATO isthe
happening place to be...More practicaly, it is the entrance hall to the Western world....” 4%
Robertson aso took note of NATO' s continuing gpped just prior to the Prague summit.

We may sometimes think thet the transatlantic relaionship isin disarray. But
there are those outside NATO who would be only too willing to join thet

‘disaray.” Indeed, those who are on the outsde looking in may sometimes have a
better appreciation for the fundamentd truth that we oursalves, on theinside,

seem to miss occasondly: that this Alliance isamos precious achievement, a
strategic asset of tremendous value*®

The Allies must, however, take care to honor ther shared vaues as the linchpin of their politica
solidarity. That means taking serioudy the MAP process and holding new members to account
for reforms promised.

AsNATO prepares for further enlargement and continues its efforts to build a zone of
cooperation thet extends beyond its borders, the Allies will aso need to think serioudy about
how to enhance their partnerships while preserving NATO' s unique character as a community
rooted in shared democrdic vaues. To some extent, NATO's efforts to reach out well beyond
the core of democracies that comprise NATO and develop new partnerships with, not only
Russia, but dso Ukraine and the Central Asian and Caucasus states reflect a determination that
“cooperative security” is possble in the absence of shared values. Y et close cooperation with



datesthat do not share NATO' s vaues and with whom shared interests might therefore be
fleeting could pose risks to the integrity of NATO's palitical misson. Indeed, the Bush
adminidration has dready come under criticism for dlegﬂ?dly not taking advantage of dose
military cooperation in Central Ada snce September 117 to push for more democratic reforms.
Moreover, a least one member of NATO'sinternationd staff acknowledged that cooperative
security was quditaively different from security encompassing shared vauesand therefore fell
short of NATO'slarger am. At NATO, he offered, “we dl beievein the democratic peace.”

Perhaps the mogt difficult issueiswhat sort of cooperation NATO can expect to sugtain
with Russa, particularly given ongoing concerns regarding human rights abuse in Chechnya
Both the establishment of the PIC in 1997 and the NATO-Russa Coundil in 2002 were a0
surrounded by concernsthat NATO' s politica integrity could be jeopardized if Russa acquired
too much influence via these arrangements. As Timothy Garton Ash has suggested, Putin's
effortsto draw Russacloser to NATO present the West with the difficult question “of how far
we should compromise our own standards in order to encourage Russia s admirable impulse
toward grester cooperation with the rest of Europe.”%*

A related issue is the question of whether NATO should ultimately be opento a
democratic Russa. During agathering in Bratidava of the Vilnius group severd weeks before
the 2001 NATO summit in Brussdls, Czech President Vadav Havel suggested that NATO should
expand to include the territory “from Alaskain the West to Tdlinn in the eest”—the area he
perceived, geographically and culturally, to comprise “the West.”%° At the same time, however,
he has intimated in not so subtle terms that Russia does nat belong in NATO because NATO is
an dliance of Wegtern civilization of which Russais not apart. Have dso cautioned during the
Bratidava speech that “a somewhat desperate effort to integrate everybody at dl cogts could
finally lead to nothing but confusion and ruin”*°® Similarly, Henry Kissinger has written thet
Russiais not awhally European power and thus has interests that are not necessarily congstent
with NATO objectives. Opening NATO to Russa, Kissnger concluded in 1997, would “dilute
the Alliance to the point of irrdevance™*%’

Condusion

The Prague enlargement suggests thet, while NATO remains committed to a Europe
whole and free, that done will not buy security in an age in which terrorism and wegpons of
meass destruction condtitute a growing danger. However, as NATO transformsitself againto
better respond to new externd threats, the god of maintaining and expanding what former U.S,
Ambassador to NATO Robert Hunter has termed the European civil space must not be neglected.
NATO's experiencesin Bosnia, Kosovo, and more recertly Macedonia serve as reminders that
threets to security can ill gem from insde aswell as outsde of Europe. Ethnic and religious
conflicts, faled sates, and economic ingtability among other problems cregte fertile ground for
organized crime, terrorist groups, and the proliferation of wegpons of mass degtruction. As
EAPC foreign minigers recognized during their Madrid meeting in early June 2003, “domestic
Sability, based on democratic ingtitutions and respect for humean rights, is akey condition of
lasting internationd stability and security and an important factor in the success of the fight
against terrorism.”*%®  Indeed, a Europe whole and free may no longer be enough, but it will
prove essentid if the Allies are to successfully combat threets to thelr peoples, territory, and
vaues emanating from outsde of Europe.



Chapter 6: Conclusion

The Prague Summit may have turned NATO' s atention to the need for new military
cgpahiilities and an gpproach to security that is less focused inward on Europe, but it did not
sgnd an abandonment of the misson NATO embraced in 1990; namely, the condruction of a
Europewhole and free. The summit, did, however, confirm thet this misson cannot bean end in
itsdf. Indeed, the United States utimately came to view the Prague enlargement as an
opportunity, not only to enlarge the “pacific federation,” but aso to enlarge the core of dlies
with which to address threats increasingly semming from outside of Europe.

Of course, Europeis not yet whole and free, but NATO has made remarkable strides
toward thet god since the former President Bush firgt articulated it in 1989. Asof 1990, NATO
had no grand drategy for achieving its new paliticd misson. Y, over the pagt decadeit has
gradudly developed avariety of essentidly palitica tools, induding but not limited to
enlargement, with which to pursue amore united and democratic Europe. New ingtitutions, new
partners, and new peacekesping missonsin the Bakans have dl played ardlein this endeavor.
Today, as Robertson noted following the Madrid Foreign Minigters mesting in June 2003,
“NATO isa the centre of ahistorically unprecedented web of partnerships dl forging peace and
sability in the EurcAtlantic area”*%° It's aso true that, despite NATO's lack of agrand
draegy, virtudly dl of the Alliance s new initiatives have taken their cue from the values
endhrined in the preamble to the origind NATO tregty: democracy, individud liberty, and the
rule of law. They haveindeed served “as both an anchor and a course to navigate for the future’
as President Bush suggested they should in the waning days of the Cold War.

Indeed, this study concludes that the new security order whose essence Bush atempted to
cgpture with the phrase “ Europe whole and freg” depended on the triumph of liberd democratic
vaues throughout the whole of Europe. It required that NATO succeed in promoting its values
outsde NATO territory. Security would no longer rest upon the maintenance of a balance of
power, but rather on a core of shared vaues—above dl, repect for the rights of the individud.
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Aswas perhaps best demondtrated by NATO' swar in Kosovo, this new conception of security
not only encompasses the rights of the individud,; it ultimately preferences the sovereignty of the
individua over thet of the Sate.

NATO's post-Cold War conception of security also represents a departure from the past
inthat it is essentidly a pro-active rather than reective gpproach, as evidenced by the numerous
references of NATO'sleadersto “building” and “congtructing” security. To asgnificant degree,
NATO's new political misson is contingent upon condructivist assumptions thet dates’ interests
are not wholly materid, but can be shaped or actudly condituted by idess. Indeed, Soland's
Statement that “security in the 215 century iswhat we make of it” cannot help but remind one of
Alexander Wendt's oft-quoted phrase: “anarchy iswhat states makes of it.”*'° The very notion
that security can be constructed or understood in terms of a specific st of idess or vaues
presumes that sates interactions with each other are governed, not smply by structure, but dso
by perceptions that states have of each other, which are based at least in part on identities and
idess. Indeed, one lesson of the enlargement experience is that ideas and identity condtitute
powerful forces of which NATO has taken full advantage in prescribing its vaues as norms thet
should govern the whole of Europe. Promises of security guarantees are undoubtedly an
atractive “carrot” that contributes to the lure of NATO, but the desire to be identified as part of
the West has dso carried formidable gpped. Moreover, the record suggeststhat NATO is
atractive, not amply because it has been recognized as aformidable military dliance, but dso
because it has committed its military power to the service of shared vaues.

It might aso be said that the Prague enlargement confirmed the essentidly politica
nature of NATO. The decisons made at both Madrid in 1997 and Prague in 2002 were
ultimately based largely on paliticd rather than military criteriaand made for political reasons.
Perhaps the sngle most important factor shaping the Prague enlargement was the political
solidarity demonstrated by the invitees, especially after September 11", That said, the Prague
Summit dso highlighted the fact that defending NATO territory and vaues cannot be a purely
politica task. Asthreatsincreasngly stem from outside of Europe, the Allieswill aso need to
develop amore globd perspective. It is self-evident that Europe whole and free has been a
Europe-centered misson.

At the same time, it should be noted that this mission has aways been premised on a
bdlief that the Allies could nat be secure if ingtability and chaos reigned on NATO's periphery.
This assumption was perhaps mogt evident in NATO' s decision to take on new peacekesping
missons in Bosniaand Kosovo, but it dso drove the Alliance s early efforts to reach out to the
dates of centrd and eastern Europe in the hope of guiding the changes taking place in theregion
in adirection that was conggtent with NATO's own interess and values. NATO'sdecisonsto
take respongbility for ISAF in Afghanistan and to assist Poland in Irag might even be seenasa
logica extensgon of these earlier initiatives aswdl as arecognition of the increesing
permegbility of state bordersin an ever more globaized world. Moreover, having successfully
stabilized much of Europe in cooperationwith its partner ingtitutions, NATO is now better
positioned to take on new missons outsde of Europe. Indeed, amidst the continued
proclamations of NATO'sirrdevance, the Alliance has dso recently earned recognition as the
“only organization that is cgpable of meeting complex and smultaneous crises” Asthe German
newspaper Die WHIt put it in early June 2003:

It was NATO that created stability in the Balkans, which was devestated by civil
wars. It was the dliance that paved the way for a gradud takeover of the
dabilizing missons by the European Union. In the case of Afghanistan, NATO



proved to be the only organization that isin a postion to plan and carry out
multinationa operations over alonger period. It isthelogica consequence that
the dliance will take on thistask dso in Irag. ***

NATO's critics, however, gopear not to have been paying much attention or not to have
recognized the importance of these missons. In proclaming NATO to be “irrdevant” in May
2003, Robert Levine conceded that the Alliance did “provide useful if minor functionsin
military planning and training.”  To describe NATO's engagementsin the Balkans and now
Afghanigtan as“minor,” isto ignore the redlities of apost-Cold War world in which the vast
mgoarity of conflicts have been intra-state and in which falled states are increasingly recognized
as magnets for terrorists and ahost of other potentia security threats. As Richard Lugar wrotein
2003

We have seen the consequences of alowing faled sates such as Afghanistan and
Somdiato fester. Successful ‘nationbuilding’ must be an important objective for
U.S. policymakers and their NATO partners. Irag and Afghanistan must serve as
models of how to make a sustained commitment to peace as part of the broader
war on terror. Rehabilitating chaotic statesis a complicated and uncertain
busness. At aminimum, it will require abroad range of military and
peacekeeping sKills, internationd legitimacy and more resources than the U.S. can
comfortably mugter done. In short, this vital endeavor will require NATO if itis
to have the best chance of success.*"

Indeed, NATO nat only recognizes that interna conflicts now congtitute aprincipd threet to
internationa peace and security, it, unlike the U.N. whichremains mired in disputes over the
nature of sovereignty, has demondrated thet it is capable of doing something about them.
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