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FOREWORD

In 1999 NATO will formally admit three new members
and adopt a new strategic concept. In so doing, it will take
giant strides towards effecting a revolutionary trans-
formation of European security. On the one hand, it could be
said that NATO enlargement closes the immediate
post-Cold War period that began with the collapse of the
Berlin Wall in 1989. But on the other hand, enlargement
raises a host of serious new issues for the Alliance and for
U.S. policymakers that they must begin to address now.
Bearing this fact in mind, the Strategic Studies Institute
(SSI) organized a conference with the Center for Strategic
and International Studies in January 1998 to explore the
new challenges confronting the NATO Alliance. These
essays are the product of that conference.

Undoubtedly, considerable future debate on all of the
issues addressed here will take place. But that is precisely
why SSI, in fulfilling its responsibility to contribute to and
shape debates over national security, is presenting these
essays. We hope that this collection will stimulate our
audiences to reflect more deeply upon these issues which
affect the vital interests of the United States and its allies.

LARRY M. WORTZEL
Colonel, U.S. Army
Director, Strategic Studies Institute



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Stephen J. Blank

In April 1999, NATO members will celebrate in
Washington the 50th anniversary of the Washington Treaty
and the founding of NATO. At that time they will enroll
three new members: Poland, Hungary, and the Czech
Republic, decide upon NATO’s new strategic concept, and
raise issues connected with the possibility of further
enlargement. In the wake of the Paris and Madrid
conferences of 1997 that consummated agreements with
Russia and Ukraine on their relationships with NATO and
resolved to admit the three aforementioned states as
members, NATO is moving forward to reshape the
European security agenda. But, as in other situations, we
may ask “Quo Vadis NATO?” and even more sharply make
the same inquiry of individual members and of Russia. In
fact, it is quite clear that, despite the American claim that
enlargement is merely projecting stability eastward, it
actually constitutes a radical transformation of the
European agenda and of both U.S. and European history.
And, as such, NATO enlargement raises a host of issues for
future consideration.

But nobody can say for sure where enlargement will
lead, or, more importantly, how it will be enforced, though
hopes for and prognostications of the ultimate point of
arrival abound. Nor can we resolve with any certainty the
myriad issues involved in extending NATO both in terms of
its organizational scope and its future missions. That
extension, particularly in terms of territory or geographical
scope is immense in its implications, but the final outcome
or resolution of all those issues necessarily remains unclear.
That uncertainty is not surprising. It is commonly the case
that major restructurings of international politics are
undertaken by statesmen and politicians who have only a



partial notion at best of where they hope go. As Napoleon
would have said, “on s’engage et puis on voit,” (One commits
himself and then sees where he is). Precisely because the
process of NATO enlargement is itself such a trans-
formation and raises probably more issues and questions
than it answers, the Strategic Studies Institute undertook a
conference in Washington on January 26, 1998, to begin the
process of seeing where the United States and where NATO
are going. The following chapters are the fruits of that
conference, but obviously they can only deal with some of
the issues. Questions like the Baltic littoral’s future, the
nature of peace operations in the future, or the emerging
situation in Bosnia and, more recently, in Kossovo, are not
specifically included. But many other fundamental issues
have been addressed. Simon Serfaty addresses the larger
issue of where European security institutions in general,
i.e., not just NATO, but the European Union and its
hoped-for Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP) are
going. Robert Dorff assesses trends in both American and
European public opinion regarding issues raised by
enlargement and possible future military contingencies.
Stephen Blank probes the rival visions of America, Russia,
and Europe concerning the future missions and roles of
NATO and of these three sets of governments. Sherman
Garnett and Rachel Lebenson analyze the complicated
situation on Russia’s Western frontier where Moldova,
Belarus, and Ukraine all interact in a complex way with
Russia and the members of NATO. Rachel Bronson and
Glen Howard track the little-discussed but increasingly
important strategic interaction of NATO and the United
States with the Transcaucasian and Central Asia states.
General Edward Atkeson (U.S. Army Retired) discusses
issues of burdensharing among allies and the military
implications of the Partnership for Peace program within
the expanded NATO. And General Frederick Kroesen (U.S.
Army Retired) raises the important question of how NATO
actually should go about building a true military coalition.



All of these are fundamental issues that will be
addressed, either by conscious design or by default, in the
years to come. But it is essential to realize that their
importance, along with that of other issues not covered here,
represents a transformation but not a repudiation of
NATO’s and the allies’ past histories. As Kosovo shows us,
and other issues would do so as well, conflict, interstate
rivalry, and states’ efforts to maximize their influence in
Europe have not disappeared from the agenda. Far from
ending European political history, enlargement only opens
a new chapter with elements of continuity existing besides
elements of profound innovation. It will certainly be an
interesting and probably exciting adventure to watch or
participate in this new evolution. We organized the
conference in January 1998 and present the following
essays with the intent of contributing to the debate and to
our audience’s ability either to understand or take partin at
least some of the major issues in Europe’s future. We hope
that the analyses and information contained here will be
enlightening to laymen and experts alike, and increase the
informed debate over some of the most critical security
issues the United States will face in the near future.



CHAPTER 2
PUBLIC OPINION AND NATO ENLARGEMENT
Robert H. Dorff

INTRODUCTION

The process of NATO enlargement has thus far followed
a curious path. For what is clearly a decision of enormous
magnitude with potential implications for global as well as
regional security, the silence is deafening. In the United
States and in Europe, little if any meaningful public debate
has occurred on the many critical dimensions of the issue.!
Why such debates have not occurred is itself an interesting
and important question, and the answer more than likely
varies across the different countries. But it is not the central
question addressed in this essay. Rather, the focus here is
on the nature of public opinion (content, intensity, stability)
on the issue of enlargement and the possible implications of
that opinion for the future of the enlargement process and
the Alliance itself.

The fact that very little, if indeed any meaningful debate
has occurred within the existing NATO member countries is
itself somewhat surprising. Yet one could argue that this
generally reflects the preoccupation of the publics and their
elected officials with domestic issues. Much has been made
in the United States of President Clinton’s near exclusion of
foreign and security policy from his list of priorities. And
certainly among many Western European countries today
basic economic issues such as unemployment and growth,
not to mention the soon-to-be created European Monetary
Union, occupy center stage, making discussions of NATO

Partial support for this research was provided by a grant from the USAF
Institute for National Security Studies (Lieutenant Colonel Peter L. Hays,
Director). The author gratefully acknowledges the input and assistance
provided by Dr. Thomas-Durell Young, Colonel Jeffrey D. McCausland, and Dr.
Stephen J. Blank, as well as the support of the Strategic Studies Institute.



enlargement at best a second-tier priority for both the mass
and elite publics. But what is perhaps even more striking for
this analysis is the fact that virtually no real debate has
occurred not just in the current NATO member states but
even in the countries that aspire to NATO membership. As
we shall see, public opinion about enlargement in the new
member countries is almost as formless and potentially
unstable as it is in many of the current member countries.

The thesis embedded in this analysis is certainly not
that public opinion will or even should play a determinative
role in the decisions to proceed with enlargement or to seek
membership. Rather, the thesis is that the nearly complete
absence of serious attempts by policymakers and opinion
leaders to inform and thereby shape the public debate will
have potentially deleterious consequences for the Alliance
at some as yet unspecified period down the road. For the
absence of a broader public debate is simply an indicator of
the more important absence of an underlying strategic
consensus on such critical matters as the role and purpose of
the Alliance, the responsibilities of individual members to
it, and the conditions under which the Alliance can and
should be called into action. In terms of grand strategy, this
issue is hardly trivial. If there is very little context within
which the policymakers can explain and justify the core
functions of the Alliance to their respective publics, then the
political will that must underlie such an Alliance to ensure
its timely and effective action will be largely absent. The
approach taken to date seems to presume that we can
address the strategic questions later, if and perhaps only
when the need actually arises. And it is in the critical area of
the context for such a future debate that the current nature
and role of public opinion deserve attention.”

This essay examines the issue of NATO enlargement
from the perspective of public opinion. It begins with some
general observations about the role and nature of public
opinion in democracies. Then it looks at some of the specific
public opinion survey data that address public opinion and
NATO enlargement in current and future NATO members.



Finally, it concludes with a discussion of possible
implications that current opinion and the enlargement
process might have on the future of enlargement and the
future of NATO.

SOME GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ABOUT PUBLIC
OPINION

Studies of public opinion in democracies have long noted
the contradiction between the democratic ideal of an
informed public shaping public policy and the practical
reality of an ill-informed general public rarely attuned to
their country’s foreign and security policy decisions.? At the
same time, studies have demonstrated that at critical
moments in history, public opinion (both mass and elite)
plays an important role in determining if, when, and how a
democracy responds to crises.* So while one body of evidence
suggests that the mass public is largely unaware of and
uninterested in foreign and security policy as a general rule,
another body of evidence nonetheless points to situations in
which public opinion has in fact played an important role in
shaping policy outcomes in this broad issue area. In fact,
these somewhat contradictory findings are not incom-
patible, as an informed understanding of the nature and
role of public opinion would reveal. Therefore, it is
important to begin this analysis with a brief examination of
public opinion in a democracy.

The study of public opinion has to some extent suffered
from the advent of nearly universal and instantaneous
polling capabilities and techniques. The use of polls to
predict election outcomes has created a false sense of public
opinion as something that is inherently “knowable,”
concrete, and stable. First, sophisticated research has
shown that this is not even true for election analysis.
Second, and most important for the purposes of this essay,
much of that view is based on the rather unique conditions
under which election polling occurs. Consider the following:



¢ Inthe United States, for example, voter choice is often
essentially dichotomous. Potential voters are basically
choosing between two major candidates.

* In highly visible races (such as the presidency),
candidates enjoy relatively high name recognition among
the voters. When asked, the public knows what the choices
are.

* Most individuals have preexisting (some stronger
than others, of course) dispositions to choose one candidate
over the other. These dispositions are anchored in a belief
system generally learned at an early age and reinforced over
time through contacts with events and individuals. It
includes both an individual’s general philosophical
orientation (liberal-conservative) and a more specific
partisan orientation (party identification).

None of these unique qualities obtain when one moves
into the general realm of public opinion and public policy. As
study after study has shown, public opinion on matters of
general public policy is at best quite fluid and at worst
completely unanchored. Only for the perhaps 10-15 percent
of the most informed and most ideologically consistent
individuals does “constraint” across policy issue areas exist
in substantial amounts.® Why is this? Consider the unique
conditions about voting choice listed above. For one thing,
real public policy is not about simple dichotomous choices.
The issue is not whether “more” or “less” should be spent on
a particular problem (although this is frequently how such
questions are worded), but also how it should be spent (if at
all). Moreover, individuals frequently have very little idea
about the content of existing policy, so questions purporting
to tap their preferences often tap “doorstep” or “induced”
opinions because the individual has no clear sense of what
the choices really are.® Finally, at any level other than the
most general (whether one is in favor of social security, for
example), most individuals have little or no guidance from
their philosophical orientations (liberal, conservative, etc.)
on which to rely. Consequently, opinions on matters of



public policy (as opposed to voter preference) are much more
likely to be weak and therefore unstable. Measuring the
content and impact of public opinion on public policy is
inherently more complex and problematic than voting
behavior research implies.

The critical dimension of public opinion is not its content
per se (what opinion one holds) but the intensity with which
it is held. Careful study reveals that almost everyone has
some kind of opinion on an issue when asked. But the
intensity with which one holds an opinion reflects how
clearly the opinion is formed (its substantive content) and
how likely that opinion is to endure (its stability).
Individuals with strongly held, lasting opinions are quite
unlikely to change them, and far more likely to base their
behavior on those opinions (to act on them). That is why we
find that intensely held, enduring opinions are the most
likely to influence the policy process.” Despite the attention
that short-term, volatile opinions often receive from the
media, there is little evidence to suggest that they have
substantial influence on the policy-making process beyond
some very minor, often symbolic pronouncements by
policymakers. Moreover, evidence is abundant that elected
policymakers in democracies who assume that the people
have “spoken” on a particular issue frequently get punished
by those same people who appear to have “changed their
minds” when a specific bill or action is undertaken. Absent a
stable opinion on the issue, the people respond to specific,
concrete actions when they are put on the table, not to policy
in the abstract.

Returning to the NATO enlargement debate, these
general observations about public opinion help shed light on
the current situation. Many individuals in all of the
countries will have basic opinions on the dichotomous
questions of enlargement (should NATO enlarge, should
our country join), especially when they are asked for them.
At the same time, there will be little context underlying
those opinions. In the absence of a meaningful debate,
shaped and led by an informed policy elite, most public



opinion will be shallow, weakly formed and held, and
consequently highly unstable. People will willingly express
an opinion on whether they are for or against NATO
enlargement, or their country joining NATO. How they will
in fact react to a future decision to commit NATO forces, or
to increase spending in order to meet Alliance obligations,
or to defend a new member if attacked, or to some kind of
internal crisis within NATO, and so on is anything but clear.
A critical decision about the use of the Alliance may have to
be made in the nearly complete absence of any underlying
public comprehension of the general strategic necessity and
purpose of the Alliance. This is hardly a model for successful
policymaking in a democracy. And perhaps more important,
it is hardly a model for successful grand strategy formu-
lation and implementation in modern democracies.

PUBLIC OPINION AND NATO ENLARGEMENT:
SOME DATA®

New NATO Members.’

As noted in the introduction, one of the most surprising
features of public opinion and NATO enlargement is the
relative absence of any serious public debate in the new
member countries. In fact, and perhaps reflecting the view
held by policymakers in these countries that the public
might not desire NATO membership, only one of the
countries has held a public referendum on the issue. In that
referendum, held in November 1997 in Hungary,
approximately 85 percent of those voting expressed
approval for joining NATO. However, in that same
referendum barely over 50 percent of the eligible citizenry
voted, the minimum threshold required for the referendum
to be valid. Poland and the Czech Republic have not held,
and do not plan to hold, any popular votes on the issue of
joining NATO. In essence, then, we are left with the publicly
available survey data to consider in assessing the nature of
public opinion on the enlargement issue. Let us now turn to
those data.™
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If (survey country) had the opportunity to become a full
member of NATO, would you strongly favor, somewhat favor,
somewhat oppose or strongly oppose our country doing so?
Favor Oppose Don’t Know
Czech Republic
1997 60% 32% 8%
1996 51% 33% 16%
1995 59% 27% 14%
Hungary
1997 55% 34% 11%
1996 57% 27% 16%
1995 58% 27% 15%
Poland
1997 83% 9% 8%
1996 72% 12% 16%
1995 81% 8% 11%

Table 1. Support for NATO Membership.

Table 1 presents the results of the survey that asked
individuals from each of the countries to indicate whether
they strongly favored, somewhat favored, somewhat
opposed, or strongly opposed their country joining NATO if
the opportunity were presented. In the table these
categories were further collapsed into three categories
(favor, oppose, and don’t know). Only in Poland does the
expressed public support for joining NATO achieve
convincingly strong levels; 83 percent of those surveyed
expressed support, while only 9 percent were opposed and
only 8 percent expressed no opinion. In 1996 the level of
support was 72 percent, and in 1995 it had been 81 percent.
Although the data reveal a little “bounce” over the 3-year
period, there does appear to be fairly consistent support
among the Polish public for joining NATO. Data are
available from 1996 that break the results down into the
original four categories and “don’t know," and it is useful to
note that of the 72 percent who expressed support, 28
percent strongly favored and 44 percent somewhat favored
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Poland joining NATO. Although this represents a
reasonably healthy level of general support, it is hardly a
ringing endorsement for the proposal to join NATO.

The results for Hungary and the Czech Republic are less
encouraging. In Hungary support has remained fairly
steady in the mid- to upper-50 percent range (from 58
percent in 1995 to 55 percent in 1997). But of the 57 percent
that expressed support in 1996, 19 percent strongly favored
while 38 percent somewhat favored. In this case, more than
twice the total supporters fell into the “somewhat favor”
category as into the “strongly favor” category. And perhaps
most significant is the fact that fully 34 percent (just over
one-third) of the respondents in 1997 expressed opposition
to Hungary joining NATO (up from 27 percent in the
previous 2 years). In the Czech Republic support appears to
be somewhere around the 60 percent level (although it also
was lower in 1996 at 51 percent). Of that 51 percent support
in 1996, 17 percent consisted of strongly favor and 34
percent of somewhat favor; here again, twice as many
supporters expressed some as opposed to strong support for
joining NATO. And as in Hungary, expressed opposition in
the Czech Republic to joining NATO constituted about
one-third of all respondents. If, as a number of observers
have argued, the time for NATO enlargement has indeed
come, it is more than a little surprising that significant
percentages of citizens in these new member countries seem
either not to recognize it, or to acknowledge it only in a
lukewarm fashion. And of course, we should note that
respondents were not asked anything about costs, missions,
risks, or any of the potential “burdens” associated with
joining—they are simply asked, in a very general way,
whether they would support their country joining NATO if
the opportunity arose. By most standards of survey
research, such a question is biased toward the “favor” end of
the response spectrum.11

And indeed this shows up when questions are asked
concerning the public’s willingness to support specific
security-related actions. Questions were posed to
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respondents concerning four such actions: sending their
own troops to defend another NATO country; hosting
regular, routine NATO exercises in their country; allowing
regular, routine overflights of their country by NATO
aircraft; and stationing NATO troops in their country. (See
Tables 2-5.) As with the general question concerning
support for NATO membership, the highest levels of
support are found in Poland, with 70 percent of the public
expressing some support for sending troops and hosting
exercises, and 54 percent and 55 percent for allowing
overflights and stationing troops respectively.'? But even in
Poland nearly one-fourth of those surveyed (23 percent)
expressed opposition to sending troops and hosting
exercises, while more than a third were opposed to
overflights (37 percent) and stationing troops (35 percent).
The next highest levels of support are found in the Czech
Republic, as was also the case for NATO membership
generally. Here we find just over half of the respondents
expressing support for sending troops (52 percent), not even
half supporting exercises (47 percent), just over one-third
supporting overflights (36 percent), and less than one-third
for stationing troops (29 percent). But a matter of genuine
concern emerges here when we look at levels of opposition to
these actions. Fully 44 percent expressed opposition to
sending troops to support another NATO country, 48
percent opposed hosting exercises, a clear majority (60
percent) opposed allowing overflights, and an over-
whelming majority of two-thirds (66 percent) opposed the
stationing of NATO troops on Czech soil. In Hungary only
one-third (33 percent) supported sending their own troops to
support another NATO member whereas nearly two-thirds
opposed it (63 percent), around one-third (35 percent)
supported hosting exercises whereas 60 percent opposed the
notion, 46 percent supported and 50 percent opposed
allowing overflights, and a clear majority was opposed to the
stationing of troops in Hungary (58 percent to 38 percent).
With perhaps the exception of Poland, the publics in these
countries seem to be expressing moderate support for
joining NATO, but with a corollary qualification that their
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country not have to fulfill any real obligations as part of that
membership.

As you may know, if we join NATO there are certain things we
MAY be asked to do. Please tell me if you would strongly
support, somewhat support, somewhat oppose or strongly
oppose the following: Sending our troops to defend another
NATO country.

Support Oppose

Czech Republic
1997 52% 44%
1996 45% 48%
1995 42% 50%
Hungary
1997 33% 63%
1996 32% 60%
1995 26% 69%
Poland
1997 70% 23%
1996 68% 24%
1995 55% 35%

Table 2. Support for Sending Troops.
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Regular, routine exercises by NATO forces in our country.

Support Oppose

Czech Republic
1997 47% 48%
1996 34% 61%
1995 33% 60%
Hungary
1997 35% 60%
1996 26% 67%
1995 28% 67%
Poland
1997 70% 23%
1996 67% 25%
1995 45% 45%

Table 3. Support for NATO Exercises.

Regular, routine overflights by NATO aircraft over our
country.

Support Oppose

Czech Republic
1997 36% 60%
1996 30% 63%
1995 26% 67%
Hungary
1997 46% 50%
1996 36% 57%
1995 35% 58%
Poland
1997 54% 37%
1996 53% 37%
1995 41% 47%

Table 4. Support for Overflight by NATO Aircraft.
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Stationing NATO troops in our country.
Support Oppose
Czech Republic
1997 29% 66%
1996 31% 63%
1995 30% 63%
Hungary
1997 38% 58%
1996 44% 49%
1995 34% 59%
Poland
1997 55% 35%
1996 52% 38%
1995 56% 34%

Table 5. Support for NATO Troops in Country.

The opposition to stationing NATO troops in these
countries is certainly understandable, especially given the
oft-expressed official position that there is no need, no
intention, and no plan to do so (the so-called “three NO’s”).
But the majority opposition in Hungary is perhaps a bit
curious given the fact that NATO troops are in fact currently
based in that country in support of the operations in Bosnia,
and had been for more than 2 years at the time this question
was asked. But putting the issue of stationing NATO troops
aside, there is still ample reason to be concerned when we
consider this pattern of opinion. What if a NATO member
(new or old) were to feel threatened and the Alliance moved
under Article 4 to consult about possible actions to be taken?
And what if an attack on a NATO member actually led to an
attempt to mobilize for an Article 5 collective action?
Leaders in Poland would probably be able to galvanize the
necessary public support to join in. In the Czech Republic a
battle royale could ensue as the public would apparently
split virtually down the middle. While in Hungary, elected
officials could face a monumental uphill fight against a
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public that is nearly 2-1 against providing such
assistance.'® Perhaps most disturbing is the possibility that
such politically volatile debates could occur in the near term
in countries whose democratic institutions and processes
are barely a decade old. To observe that such crises might
severely strain those fledgling democracies is surely to
engage in understatement.

Before looking at public opinion in the existing NATO
member countries, one other related issue requires
attention: spending. As noted previously, the general
question about joining NATO had no “burdens” attached to
it—no mention of requirements, costs, risks, and so on. One
of the frequently mentioned issues, however, is cost, and it is
worth considering how the publics in these countries react
when issues of spending are raised. In the surveys
conducted by USIA this was done in two ways. First,
respondents were asked whether they would support or
oppose increased defense spending. Second, and generally
an even more reliable measure of public support for specific
spending policies, respondents were asked if they would
support or oppose increasing the percentage of their
national budget spent on defense as opposed to education
and health care (the classic “guns versus butter” com-
parison). On the general question of increased defense
spending, only in Poland was a majority in support of an
increase; 55 percent supported the idea, while one-third (33
percent) opposed it, and 12 percent responded “don’t know.”
In the Czech Republic fully two-thirds of the respondents
opposed the idea (66 percent), whereas only 27 percent
expressed support and 6 percent were undecided. In
Hungary, only one-third (33 percent) supported an increase,
whereas 58 percent opposed it and 8 percent were
undecided. When posed as a potential trade-off between
increasing defense spending and decreasing domestic
spending, public support for increasing defense spending
not surprisingly dropped off precipitously in all three
countries (and expressed opposition rose accordingly). In
Poland only 29 percent expressed support for an increase in
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defense spending while 62 percent were opposed. In the
Czech Republic only 16 percent were in favor while 80
percent were opposed. And in Hungary only 10 percent of
the public expressed support while 88 percent were
opposed. If joining NATO means expending scarce
resources on improving defense capabilities in order to
enhance security, elected policymakers in these three
countries are not in an enviable position. The domestic
politics of such policy decisions could get very testy, indeed.

Once again, this distribution of opinion is wholly
understandable. These countries and their peoples are
faced with some daunting economic challenges. The harsh
realities of economic reform, not to mention the perceptions
of individuals that they are being unfairly and unjustly
treated, are enough to ensure widespread opposition to
anything that would compete with domestic programs,
especially education and health care. Moreover, the legacy
of the Cold War and memories of the military machinery
underlying it are themselves probably sufficient for high
levels of lingering skepticism about increased defense
budgets. And, as many observers have noted, the end of the
Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union have made
it very difficult to justify such increases (and in many cases
to justify the status quo) in defense spending. If the rhetoric
among current NATO members is correct that the majority
of the costs of NATO enlargement will be borne by the new
members themselves, then one must hope that the “cost
optimists” are correct and the “cost pessimists” are wrong.'*
Ifnot, then we are in for a nasty political struggle within and
between old and new NATO members over burden-sharing
issues. If one thought some of the old NATO burden-sharing
debates were acrimonious, just wait until the rifts emerge
between the new and the old members (at both the elite and
mass levels). And this observation brings us to the next
question: How do things look in the current NATO member
countries?
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0Old NATO Members.'®

Among some of the startling aspects of the NATO
enlargement debate, at least when compared to discussions
that were occurring shortly after the end of the Cold War, is
the virtual resurrection of NATO itself. Not that long ago
serious doubts existed as to the future utility and viability of
the Alliance. According to some analysts, the Alliance was
doomed to disappear completely or at least fade into
irrelevance.'® Today, and especially in the aftermath of the
Dayton Accords and the ongoing NATO operations in
Bosnia, the future existence of NATO seems assured well
into the next century. And public support for the Alliance in
the NATO member countries certainly indicates no
near-term problems for that existence. In Germany
approximately 6 of 10 respondents expressed confidence in
NATO to “deal effectively with European problems,” while
in France and Great Britain at least 7 of 10 respondents
expressed such confidence. Moreover, in 1997, 74 percent of
German, 69 percent of British, and 58 percent of French
respondents considered NATO “essential to their countries’
security.”!”

But the picture for NATO enlargement is significantly
murkier, characterized by greater fluidity and uncertainty
in publicly held opinions. For example, public skepticism is
increasing, with less than half of the respondents in these
three European countries believing that enlargement
generally will benefit the overall security of Europe. In
France, 39 percent think enlargement will benefit overall
European security while 41 percent think enlargement will
harm it. In Germany, 38 percent think enlargement will be
a benefit while 37 percent think it will be harmful. And in
Great Britain, 42 percent think it will benefit and 36 percent
think it will harm overall European security. In all three
countries, at least 20 percent of the respondents “don’t
know” whether enlargement will benefit or harm overall
European security, indicating that there is a significant
amount of uncertainty among the public.
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As with our discussion of enlargement in the new
member countries, though, we must also look at more
specific aspects of enlargement in our assessment of public
opinion in the existing NATO members. In Germany, for
which we have more detailed survey data, the tension
between enlargement in the abstract and enlargement in
the concrete has been evident for a number of years. In
1994-95, 33 percent of German respondents favored NATO
enlargement, 25 percent opposed it, and 42 percent were
undecided when asked only about the general prospect of
enlargement. When the question was reframed to focus
specifically on Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary,
support rose to 47 percent and opposition declined to 20
percent. But when asked if they supported the admission of
these three countries knowing that Germany would be
bound to come to their defense if they were attacked, 41
percent now opposed enlargement and only 27 percent
supported it.!® In other words, evidence suggests that a
substantial subgroup of the German public supports NATO
enlargement as long as NATO is never called upon to do
anything.

And in 1997, when Germans were asked whether they
supported the admission of specific countries “keeping in
mind that our country must defend any NATO country that
comes under attack,” 35 percent supported and 51 percent
opposed the admission of Poland, 36 percent supported and
44 percent opposed Hungary, and 39 percent supported and
48 percent opposed the Czech Republic.!® The results in
Great Britain were: Poland (49 percent supported-26
percent opposed), Hungary (37 percent supported-37
percent opposed), and Czech Republic (44 percent
supported-30 percent opposed). In France the results were:
Poland (43 percent supported-44 percent opposed),
Hungary (37 percent supported-46 percent opposed), and
Czech Republic (34 percent supported-52 percent opposed).
In no country did any of the new members receive a majority
of expressed support for joining NATO (although Poland
came very close in Great Britain at 49 percent, which is
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probably not a statistically significant difference from 50
percent). In two cases (Poland in Germany and the Czech
Republic in France) majority opposition to admission
obtained, while significant levels of opposition (over 40
percent) were found in three other cases (Czech Republic
and Hungary in Germany, and Hungary in France). What is
especially noteworthy in this is that Germany, where public
enthusiasm for specific action in support of new NATO
members appears to be consistently the lowest among the
three current members, is widely viewed as the country that
has pushed the hardest for the enlargement process.?’ If
ever there appeared to be a divergence of opinion between
elected officials and the mass public, the current situation in
Germany is one. Given the national elections to be held in
that country in the fall of 1998, one has to wonder just what
this divergence will mean for the future of NATO (even if it
appears to have had no influence on the formal enlargement
decision).

A similar situation is found when we examine public
opinion and possible new roles and missions for NATO. Of
the Germans surveyed on this issue in 1993-94, 74 percent
expressed support for “NATO involvement in new crises on
Europe’s periphery.” However, there was no specific
indication of just what that “periphery” was; it could be seen
as very broad (to include the Middle East and North Africa,
for example) or very narrow (to include only Western
Europe). But taking enlargement into consideration, it
would seem logical that the periphery would include at a
minimum the new NATO members. And yet 55 percent of
the same respondents in Germany who expressed support
for this expanded NATO mission “agreed that the
Bundeswehr’s role should remain limited to territorial
defense and that Germany’s allies must assume
responsibility for such missions [crisis management]
themselves.” Should the need arise to employ NATO in
either a new crisis management or even in a traditional
territorial defense role (with an expanded NATO territory),
a difficult domestic political debate could ensue. The effects
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of such a debate on the cohesiveness and effectiveness of the
Alliance is difficult to predict, but it is likely to be all the
more acrimonious in the absence of significant prior
discussion and debate as part of the enlargement process.

Overall, the picture for public opinion and NATO in the
existing member countries is also perplexing. While general
support for and confidence in NATO remains strong among
these publics, the issue of enlargement is much more
complex. Generally speaking, a substantial plurality and
perhaps an occasional majority of the publics support
enlargement. But as can be seen from the data, these
pluralities and certainly any majorities disappear when the
issue of specific countries joining NATO is raised and is
linked with the obligation to defend them. Underlying this
subtle but important shift in opinion is a public that is very
split on the notion of whether enlargement will be a net plus
or minus for European security. All in all, we conclude that
public opinion on the issue of enlargement is at best
characterized as “fragile support.” This fragility stems from
the fact that the support exists largely at the general level,
and as more specifics are added to the equation (countries,
obligations, and costs) that support begins to dissipate.
Even more significant is the fact that expressed opposition
begins to increase. This sets the stage for what could be
some very highly charged and difficult debates about
Alliance decisionmaking and participation in meeting
obligations in the future, a point to which we shall return
later in this essay.

The United States.

By now it should hardly surprise anyone that a similar
situation is found in the United States in terms of public
opinion and NATO enlargement. First, as was found in the
European NATO countries, there is broad support for
NATO generally. In a survey conducted by the Program on
International Policy Attitudes in September 1996, fully
two-thirds (67 percent) of the American public viewed
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NATO favorably, while only 20 percent had an unfavorable
view. Moreover, two-thirds (67 percent) “believed NATO is
still essential to our country’s security,” whereas only 30
percent did not. And finally from this same study, a majority
felt that the United States should “either maintain its
commitment to NATO at present levels (59 percent) or
increase its commitment (5 percent)” with only 24 percent in
favor of decreasing that commitment and 5 percent in favor
of withdrawing completely.?? In short, despite some of the
post-Cold War calls for reducing American commitments
abroad, including commitments to Europe and NATO, a
significant majority of Americans seem satisfied with U.S.
involvement in NATO and with the Alliance itself.

But here, too, the picture changes somewhat when we
turn our attention to the issue of NATO enlargement. In a
survey conducted by the Pew Research Center for the
People and the Press in April 1997, Americans appeared
largely uninterested in the issue. Only about a fifth stated
that they were following the issue very closely (6 percent) or
somewhat closely (16 percent), while more than three-
quarters were either following it not too closely (27 percent)
or not at all closely (50 percent). In terms of opinion content,
the American public was split on the issue. In the same Pew
Center poll in April 1997, 44 percent were in favor of
expanding NATO “to include some countries from central
and eastern Europe” while 41 percent felt NATO should
“stay as it is.” When the question was altered to mention
specific countries (namely, the three now being admitted),
American respondents were “somewhat more likely to
support enlargement (47 percent) than to say the Alliance
should stay as it is (39 percent).”?® But when asked whether
they supported enlargement to include the three proposed
countries “thereby committing the United States to defend
them against attack in the same way as we are committed to
defending western Europe,” Americans responded only
somewhat more favorably than Europeans: 44 percent
supported the idea and 47 percent opposed it.%* Once again,
this is hardly a ringing public endorsement for the
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enlargement process, and there also appears to be a similar
contradiction as observed among the European publics: the
public supports enlargement under the condition that the
Alliance never be called upon to perform its core mission.

But perhaps these data reflect the public’s views and
level of attention prior to the Madrid summit and the formal
launching of the enlargement process. Is there any evidence
that the public is better informed or that opinion has
crystallized more in the intervening months? In a word,
“No.” In another poll conducted by the Pew Center (this one
in the fall of 1997), 63 percent of the respondents indicated
that they supported NATO enlargement. And yet only 10
percent of those same respondents “could name even one of
the candidates” who were already selected as new members
(Poland, Czech Republic, and Hungary).?”> And in the most
recent Pew Center survey, conducted in March 1998 and
released in early April, “only 5 percent of those questioned
were following the NATO enlargement issue very closely”
and nearly one in three Americans “admitted that they did
not know if enlarging NATO was a good or bad idea.” This
led the Pew Center director, Andrew Kohut, to observe that
“as an issue that matters, it’s dropped off the screen,” and
the reporter to conclude that “the biggest extension of U.S.
security commitments since the end of the Cold War is likely
to pass into reality with little awareness on the part of most
Americans.”®® Even if we accept Ambassador Hunter’s
observations that an extensive and lengthy debate has
occurred, it appears hardly to have registered with the vast
majority of the American public.?’

In Sum.

To summarize what we have found in this general
overview of the survey data on public opinion and NATO
enlargement, it appears that in all three subsets of
countries, support for NATO enlargement is at best quite
soft. General support for enlargement exists, but it weakens
considerably when some of the potential costs and risks
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associated with the Alliance are brought into focus. Levels
of information on the central issues involved in the debate
are very low, leading to the obvious conclusion that such
opinions as do exist are very weakly held and therefore
potentially highly unstable. As one European analyst
observed in a 1997 study of public opinion, “. . . whereas
there may, for instance, be consistent support for NATO in
certain countries, public opinion is generally complex and
has weak cognitive foundations. . . .”*® For an issue
considered so important and of such historical and strategic
consequence, it is remarkable how little interest the subject
generates among the general publics. And perhaps most
surprising in this review of the data is the fact that some of
the weakest public support of the enlargement process is
found in the very countries that now aspire to full-fledged
membership in the Alliance.

IMPLICATIONS

Having now described some of the content and attributes
of public opinion and NATO enlargement in the new and the
existing member countries, including the United States, the
question remains: So what? What are some of the
implications for the future of the enlargement process and
for the future of the Alliance?

First, and as stated at the beginning of this analysis, the
weak levels of support for enlargement are highly unlikely
to lead to a collapse of the enlargement process. In fact,
weakly formed and held opinions have contributed to a
policymaking environment in all of the countries in which
political elites enjoy considerable latitude to proceed with
the process. Nowhere was this more evident than in
Germany where the Bundestag voted on March 27, 1998,
555-37, with 30 abstentions, in favor of enlargement,
despite the fact that its public remains among the most
skeptical about the desirability of the process.? Similarly,
the U.S. Senate voted 80-19 (1 “not voting”) in favor of
enlargement, but only following a debate that the Senate
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leadership had great difficulty even getting on the schedule.
As one Senate aide put it: “The only people who care about
this are the think-tank folks and the academics—not much
of a voting constituency.”® In the end, enlargement is
unlikely to encounter any serious opposition based in public
opinion. If the proposed enlargement does fail, it is unlikely
to be the result of any nonconsenting publics.?!

This overview of public opinion suggests that only in the
concrete details is public opposition likely to crystallize,
such as actual costs and how they will be borne, the extent of
member obligations to defend other members, and decisions
to participate in NATO missions, especially out-of-area.
Given this context, it is therefore highly unlikely that
political elites will push to have these details considered as
part of the decisionmaking process surrounding enlarge-
ment. Instead, most political leaders will be content to
debate and decide the issue at the mostly symbolic level. So
phrases like the “historic moment” and “extending peace
and prosperity” to Europe are likely to be heard in the
remainder of the debate, not costs, risks, and new missions.
Simply put, the objective for political elites has been
reduced to obtaining approval for enlargement; the moment
to debate the issues and to build public understanding of
and support for the content and purpose of an enlarged
Alliance has either passed or, as I believe, been deferred to
the future.

But although political elites enjoy considerable latitude
today, there are some dangerous hurdles and potential
obstacles lying in the road ahead. Perhaps foremost among
these on the most practical level are clashes over costs.
Because we have largely deferred meaningful discussions of
who pays how much, when, and for what, it is only a matter
of time before these questions come into play. And because
they will occur after the formal entry of the new members
into the Alliance, they may become acrimonious. The
acrimony is likely to be visible both within and across
countries; within countries where publics are at odds about
overall levels of defense spending and the social opportunity
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costs that spending entails, and across countries where the
possibility is very real that there will be a clash between the
demands of current NATO members that the new members
“pay their fair share” of the burden and new members’
domestic spending agendas.

This potential rift within and between member countries
is likely to heighten not only as NATO enlargement
proceeds but also, and perhaps especially, as EU enlarge-
ment goes forward. NATO enlargement will confront all
countries with some serious economic challenges that will
be magnified by the requirements of EU enlargement and
the creation of the single European currency (the Euro). For
current NATO members there will be a double crunch:
fighting about the costs of enlargement and what that
means for defense-spending levels in the face of
requirements to meet the fairly strict Maastricht criteria for
the Euro. And this of course will take place in the context of
domestic economies that are anything but robust at the
moment. Given the picture of public opinion portrayed here,
itis at best difficult to be confident that the NATO side of the
debate will hold its own.

For new NATO members the challenge is even more
daunting, perhaps consisting of a triple crunch: costs of
NATO enlargement clashing with the costs of joining the
EU, and both of them clashing with economies that are not
only weak in performance but weak institutionally and
socially. It is one thing to challenge the German economy
and people to support the costs of enlargement and joining
the Euro while at the same time maintaining the social
programs they consider entitlements; after all, the German
public has a deeply embedded and reinforced psychological
commitment to its economic and political system. It may be
quite another challenge for the economies and people to
undertake such adjustments in countries that have only
recently made the change from command economies and
centralized political systems to market democracies.
Consequently, the deferred debates at this stage of the
process may have some serious consequences for the future
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of the Alliance and the overall success of enlargement as we
move down the road and are forced to address some of the
more specific costs.

Yet most of these issues related to costs (how much, who
pays, with what tradeoffs, etc.) may pale in comparison to
the even larger and more important issues related to
Alliance and member responsibilities: What is it that we
expect NATO and NATO members to do? We have seen in
the survey data that the support for NATO membership and
enlargement drops off considerably when the public is
reminded of the responsibility of Alliance members to come
to the defense of other member countries. The data suggest
that for much of the public in all of the countries (old and
new members alike) a larger NATO is only desirable if it (or
more accurately their individual country) never has to do
anything. For an Alliance that even at the height of the Cold
War had some serious debates about the credibility and
reliability of the NATO guarantee, generating the political
will to go to the military assistance of Prague, Warsaw, or
Budapest may be a bridge too far. And if the new members
themselves appear to be less than enthusiastic about
upholding that same end of their Alliance responsibilities, it
is quite possible that the other member countries will find it
impossible to generate and sustain even the appearance of
Alliance solidarity. Who in the United States will be
enthused about the prospect of going to the aid of a Czech
Republic that has openly expressed its unwillingness to
defend Germany? Perhaps this will be of little consequence
as long as there are no challenges to the security of any
NATO country. But that approach places all of the eggs in
one basket, namely the hope that Article 5 of the NATO
Treaty will never have to be invoked. And if that is in fact
what we think is quite likely, then the entire necessity for
NATO itself, let alone an enlarged NATO, comes into
question.

A second issue related to NATO responsibilities
concerns the most recent NATO strategic concept and the
role of peace support operations out-of-area. Although this
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question was not asked directly, we saw in Germany that
there was very little enthusiasm for using German troops in
support of “NATO involvement in new crises on Europe’s
periphery,” let alone in regions outside of Europe. It seems
reasonable to conclude that similar public views exist in
other NATO countries, including the proposed new
members. In general, there is public support for NATO
operations in Bosnia, and we see little reason to believe that
this support will weaken in the absence of any significant
change in the situation; as long as there are no substantial
increases in casualties or general risk, NATO will continue
to garner public support for the role it is playing there.

But other out-of-area operations are unlikely to meet the
same fate. The Albanian crisis in 1997 and the tensions in
Kosovo in early 1998 once again illustrate the difficulty in
all of the European countries of generating the political will
to act. And when the United States floated the idea of the
“new” NATO focusing on nonproliferation in the Middle
East, even usually supportive Great Britain responded that
the Middle East “has never been” a focus of NATO. French
desires to reorient some of NATO’s focus to the south (i.e.,
toward North Africa), which already tends to split the
Alliance along a North-South axis, is similarly likely to
generate little enthusiasm on the part of old and new
members alike. These publics are at best interested in
Europe only, and a Europe rather narrowly defined at
that.”® Publics that appear less than willing to come to the
defense of other NATO members are hardly expected to
support their own military joining in out-of-area operations
beyond the traditional European boundaries.
Consequently, what NATO can agree to do, and where, are
likely to be the sources of future and potentially
acrimonious debates within the newly expanded Alliance.
The absence of any significant debate in the pre-
enlargement phase, which could serve to heighten public
awareness of the issues and to build some pre-crisis
consensus (or at least to prepare the public for such a future
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debate), will make these battles over how and where NATO
acts even more difficult to manage in the future.

In the end, the implementation phase of this process, not
the approval phase, will be critical in determining the
success of the overall enlargement process. Though to some
extent this would have always been the case—one can
hardly deal with the toughest issues until they have been
laid on the table in concrete, specific form—it is even more
the case because of the conscious decision of policymakers
today to defer the debates on such details to some
unspecified future time frame. As I observed earlier, the
underlying assumption has been that these details, some
fairly minor (interoperability) and some of grand strategic
importance (the core mission of the Alliance), can and
should be left to the future, at which time they will be
readily resolved. In my view this “ready resolution” will
occur only if policymakers handle the implementation
phase with great aplomb, a conditional assumption that I
am at best uncomfortable making. If, on the other hand,
NATO enlargement issues get all wrapped up with EU
enlargement and its requirements, the Euro and its
requirements, and a host of other existing and as yet
unforeseen sources of friction, the enlargement process may
succeed only at this, the most symbolic level, i.e., who
joins.?* At the most important level—how, when, and where
the Alliance acts, and what are the members’ responsi-
bilities when it does—the light at the end of the
enlargement tunnel might well turn out to be a fast-moving,
oncoming train.

History tells us that effective grand strategy in
democracies, especially Alliance management, requires
some substantial levels of public understanding and
support for that strategy. At a minimum this entails some
minimal consensus on the objectives, if not on the actual
concepts employed in pursuit of those objectives and the
resources those concepts or policies require. Democracies
have been most successful in planning and implementing
grand strategy when public support was cultivated and
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opinion elites helped shape and frame public under-
standing. In the United States, the Cold War strategy of
containment provides a clear case in support of this
assertion. And if anything, the end of the Cold War and the
end of this century have witnessed an increased role for
public opinion in democracies. As one European official
observes,

... security issues are no longer the preserve of high office but
must increasingly involve public opinion, for reasons that
pertain to both democratic consensus and international
legitimation. . . . Politicians and policy-makers must therefore
involve the public in the new security culture that
circumstances suggest, inter alia in order to steer the
cooperative projects through the log-jam of structural reforms,
budgetary adjustments and institutional enlargements thatis
looming ahead.*

Yet the overview of public opinion provided in this
analysis suggests that this cultivation of public opinion on
what may be the most significant shift in grand strategy
since the end of World War II and the start of the Cold War
has simply not taken place. Whether that is the fault of
opinion elites (including politicians and policy-makers) or of
inattentive publics is neither particularly relevant nor a
focus of this essay. The point is simply that the lack of a
clearer and deeper understanding of the central issues in
the enlargement debate is undesirable and potentially
dangerous for the success of enlargement and for the future
of the Alliance. Sinnott concluded in 1997 that “policy-
makers ignore public opinion at their peril; that they should
be highly critical of data from polls; that there is not just one
public but a series of publics; that the stratification of public
opinion is not rigid; and that attitude changes are likely to
occur as a result not only of public information campaigns,
but also politicizing events. . . .”>® The peril that lies beneath
the shallow surface of the public views outlined in this essay
is simply that policymakers face a very difficult challenge of
turning the symbol of NATO enlargement into the reality of
an effective, cohesive security Alliance for the 21st century.
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ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 2

1. The author acknowledges that not everyone agrees with this
assessment that little meaningful debate has occurred. Of the few who
argue that such a debate has taken place, perhaps the most notable is
former U.S. Ambassador to NATO Robert E. Hunter who recently wrote:
“Rarely has any major foreign policy been developed over such a long
period, displayed so fully before the public and considered so
comprehensively with so many members of Congress.” The Washington
Post, March 23, 1998, p. 19. However, even if we grant the length of the
development process, as well as the attempts to display it to the public
and members of Congress, doubt remains as to the real quality of the
debate that has to date taken place. For example, consider the following
description of the debate in the U.S. Senate: “Confused efforts to
shoehorn the final hours of discussion on expanding the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization into gaps in a floor debate on education last month
reflected the fact that the issue, although enormously important for the
United States, has barely raised the average American’s eyebrow.” Or,
“Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott (R-Miss.) eventually suspended the
embarrassing on-again, off-again debate, saying he would try again
later. . . .” Tyler Marshall, “US Public Acutely Uninterested in Vote on
NATO,” Los Angeles Times, April 8, 1998.

2. This argument is rooted in Clausewitz’s concept of the
“remarkable trinity.” The effective use of military power in support of
national strategic objectives rests in a healthy relationship among the
people, the government, and the military. Although Clausewitz was
obviously concerned with military power, his analysis applies for all of
the elements of national power in a democracy. The effective use of that
power, whether political/diplomatic, economic, or military, depends on
the balance among the three parts of this trinity.

3. Among the voluminous literature on this topic, a classic remains
Gabriel A. Almond’s The American People and Foreign Policy, 1st
Edition (New York: Harcourt Brace, 1950). James N. Rosenau’s The
Attentive Public and Foreign Policy (Princeton, NdJ: Center of
International Studies, Princeton University, 1968) is another classic.
From the many contemporary analyses of public opinion and democratic
government, see Robert S. Erikson, Norman R. Luttbeg, and Kent L.
Tedin, American Public Opinion: Its Origins, Content, and Impact, 4th
Edition, New York: Macmillan, 1991.

4. For example, see John E. Mueller, War, Presidents, and Public
Opinion, New York: Wiley, 1973.

5. See Erikson, Luttbeg, and Tedin, American Public Opinion.
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6. Using the same general example, respondents are often asked
whether the country is currently spending too little, too much, or about
the right amount on a specific item (such as defense). Research has
consistently shown that in most cases people who express an opinion by
choosing from among these three choices can rarely come close to
specifying just how much is currently being spent. While one can debate
the meaning and implications of this lack of specific information, the
purpose for the present analysis is twofold: first, to illustrate that the
existence of a measurable opinion is independent of substantive
knowledge underlying it, and second, to reinforce the fact that
measuring public opinion on public policy issues is not as easy as simply
asking a question.

7. Note that this explanation accounts for the influence of both
broadly held mass opinion and the actions of well-organized interest
groups. The former holds sway because of its breadth, and the desires of
elected officials not to lose the next election. The latter is frequently
influential because the broader mass public is largely indifferent to the
specific policy issue area, and the organized interests are therefore
much more intense and stable (both relatively and absolutely).

8. The purpose of this section is to use some of the relevant poll data
to illustrate the current content and nature of public opinion on this
issue. This is not a systematic analysis of survey data; consequently,
there will be no lengthy discussions of methodology or detailed
comparison of survey results over time (trend analysis). While all of
these methodological issues deserve treatment in a detailed analysis of
public opinion, our more limited purpose here makes such a
methodological discussion unnecessary.

9. For purposes of this analysis, “new NATO members” are Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic. Although other countries aspire to
membership, and the possibility remains that additional countries will
be invited to join in the future, these three countries were given the
official invitation in July 1997 at the Madrid Summit. Moreover, the
current official debate on enlargement, necessitating the formal
concurrence of all sixteen current member nations and hence votes by
their legislative branches, is specifically limited to the accession of these
three countries. No formal vote has as yet been called on any other new
members, either specifically or in general.

10. Unless otherwise noted, all of the following survey data are from
USIA surveys conducted during the period 1995-97. Specific polls and
the results can be found in USIA Reports, the numbers of which are
available from the author on request.
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11. Similar but somewhat different results were found in a
Eurobarometer poll conducted in March 1997 in which respondents
were asked how they would vote “if there were to be a referendum
tomorrow on the question of your country’s membership of NATO.” In
Poland 65 percent said they would vote in favor, 14 percent against, and
5 percent were undecided. In Hungary 32 percent would vote in favor, 17
percent against, and 23 percent were undecided. And in the Czech
Republic 28 percent said they would vote in favor, 25 percent against,
and 21 percent were undecided. These results are reported in George
Cunningham, “EU and NATO Enlargement: How Public Opinion is
Shaping Up in Some Candidate Countries,” NATO Review, May-June
1997, pp. 16-18. With the exception of Poland, perhaps the most
significant point here is the very substantial number of undecided
individuals. Given the fact that only about one-third and one-fourth of
the publics in Hungary and the Czech Republic respectively said they
would vote in favor of joining NATO, there is obviously a significant
amount of potential volatility in the levels of public support.

12. For these questions we report only the 1997 data. In almost all
cases the expressed support in the three countries has increased
somewhat over time since 1995, whereas only in Poland has that
increase been fairly dramatic (with the notable exception of the
stationing of NATO troops which has remained at or near the 55 percent
level). See Tables 2-5 for all 3 years.

13. To be consistent with the argument of this essay, it is only fair to
acknowledge that a specific attack on another NATO member could
reconfigure public opinion in all of these countries. If, as we argue here,
these opinions are very weakly held and potentially unstable, then it is
certainly possible that public support could shift very quickly in the face
of a real crisis. However, and also consistent with the argument
presented here, hoping for such a serendipitous crystallization of public
support after a crisis has broken out is hardly what one would
recommend as sound strategy.

14. U.S. cost estimates alone have ranged from a low of $1.5 billion
by the Administration (certainly the cost optimists) to a high of $125
billion by the Congressional Budget Office. Other U.S. cost pessimists
have even scoffed at this latter figure as grossly underestimating the
total costs to the United States of NATO enlargement, pointing out that
such figures do not include the massive aid and low-cost loan programs
that are already going to these countries. As with so many aspects of this
debate, the approach being taken seems to be one of proceeding with
enlargement and then hashing out these specifics in later political
battles.
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15. An examination of public opinion in all 16 current NATO
members is obviously impossible in this essay. Therefore, we shall limit
this overview to the three major European members (France, Great
Britain, and Germany) and the United States (which will be covered in a
separate section). Additional survey data are available through USIA
on Italy, and a number of the smaller NATO countries have had
independent studies of public opinion conducted. So a more com-
prehensive analysis would be possible if time and space allowed.

16. “Out-of-area” or “out-of-business” was one of the many slogans
heard in the early 1990s that characterized this debate. If the Alliance
did not redefine its strategic purpose, there would be no reason for it to
continue. According to Josef Joffe, alliances die when they win or when
they lose. Joffe drew the analogy between a dying alliance and a firm
that faces a “severe downward shift of the demand curve for its classical
wares.” In order to survive it had four basic choices, two of which entail
“marketing a new product and conquering new markets,” precisely what
he says NATO has done since the Cold War ended. See Josef Joffe,
“NATO After Victory: New Products, New Markets, and the Micro-
economics of Alliance,” in David G. Haglund, ed., Will NATO Go East?
The Debate Over Enlarging the Alliance, Kingston, Ontario: Queen’s
University Centre for International Relations, 1996, p. 58.

17. As reported in “NATO Enlargement: Public Opinion on the Eve
of the Madrid Summit,” Washington: U.S. Information Agency, May
1997, p. 9.

18. These data are reported in Franz-Josef Meiers, “Germany’s
‘Out-of-Area’ Dilemma,” in Force, Statecraft and German Unity: The
Struggle to Adapt Institutions and Practices, Thomas-Durell Young, ed.,
Carlisle, PA: Strategic Studies Institute, 1996, p. 17.

19. It is important to recall in our discussion of this question that
these three countries were widely known to be the most likely new
members of NATO at the time this survey was conducted. In other
words, there is every reason to believe that respondents did not see
these three countries and the issue of their membership in NATO as
mere speculation. These and the following 1997 survey data are
reported in “NATO Enlargement: Public Opinion on the Eve of the
Madrid Summit," p. 10.
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CHAPTER 3

THE CHANGING FACE OF NATO AND THE
NEED FOR CHANGE IN RESPONSIBILITIES

Edward B. Atkeson

(Parts of this paper have appeared earlier in Army magazine,
January 1998.)

In his book, Diplomacy, Dr. Henry Kissinger describes
the art as one of balance, principally between moral and
efficacious approaches to international problems. His model
for the moral is Woodrow Wilson’s concept of universal law.
“[Neither] equilibrium, nor national trustworthiness, . . .
[nor] national self-assertion were, in Wilson’s view, the
foundations of international order,” Kissinger wrote.
Instead, “Wilson argued that binding arbitration, not force,
should become the method for resolving international
disputes.” And this would be achieved through the
establishment of his greatest prize, the League of Nations.

For the efficacious, Kissinger selected Theodore
Roosevelt and his notion of “muscular diplomacy.” Kissinger
asserted that:

Roosevelt commands a unique historical position in America’s
approach to international relations. No other president
defined America’s world role so completely in terms of national
interest, or defined the national interest so comprehensively
with the balance of power.

Kissinger went on to quote Roosevelt in a private letter
to a friend as saying, “If I must choose between a policy of
blood and iron and one of milk and water . . . I am for the
policy of blood and iron. It is better not only for the nation
but in the long run for the world.”

If we can accept Kissinger’s construct of Wilson and
Roosevelt as the poles, then most of our discussion lies
somewhere in between. The North Atlantic Treaty
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Organization (NATO) Alliance is neither a comprehensive
collective defense on the Wilsonian model, nor is it a cynical
figleaf for exercise of U.S. unilateral interests. Yet it has
aspects of both. On the one hand, NATO operates on the
principle of one-for-all and all-for one. On the other hand,
very little happens within the NATO structure that is not
either initiated by Washington or done with Washington’s
approval. The United States is the clear leader in the
organization, and, if any member wishes to develop some
new aspect of European or Mediterranean security—or in
some cases, in areas well beyond those regions—it must
make a point to check things out with the Americans.

Our question today is not whether it is good policy to
enlarge the Alliance or not. Expansion is a given. Our task is
to examine the security challenges and to determine our
force structure requirements in the wake of the decision.
But todo that, we need to have a firm understanding of what
we are dealing with.

The emphasis which the expansion initiative places
upon enhancement of a strong military alliance, amenable
to U.S. direction, would seem to place it considerably closer
to Roosevelt’s “muscular diplomacy” than to Wilson’s
“universal law.” Chancellor Bismarck, the all-time
champion of “blood and iron,” would like that. But the line
has not been so clearly drawn. If the pro-expansionist school
is sincere in its wishes to “stabilize” Central Europe and
rejects placing limits upon how far membership might
eventually go, the “universal law” school can take heart.
President Clinton has specifically refused, for example, to
rule out Russia as an eventual member. Perhaps it is a
matter of timing: Theodore Roosevelt today, Woodrow
Wilson tomorrow.

There is a secondary argument about costs, but in my
view that can be overdone. There was no a priori debate
about costs in the original formation of NATO, nor in any
previous expansion. The discussion of costs is like the
discussion of a gasin a closed container. The gas will expand
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or contract to accommodate any allowance or limitations of
space. Clearly, expansion costs may be higher or lower
according to how much the Alliance wishes to accomplish
among the new members and how expeditiously. It may also
depend rather heavily upon esoteric factors in the black art
of cost accounting. As in the law and religion, costs may be
interpreted to support almost any case one wishes to make.
Engineers may point out that compressed gasses generate
heat and pressure, but, in my view, that is not the same
thing as light.

More important, I believe, is an understanding of what
has happened to NATO since the collapse of the Warsaw
Pact. The NATO of yesteryear was an instrument of
collective military deterrence and defense, with a
multinational political structure resting on top of a hard
core of national military formations. The latter provided the
real strength of the organization. For the most part,
national ground forces below army group level had little to
do with one another.

In sharp contrast to this pattern, we now see the
operations in Bosnia being conducted with a much higher
degree of international intimacy, even though 18 of the
countries represented in the force are not members of
NATO. Some units are integrated at the platoon or
detachment level. And this is not unique to the Balkans.
International exercises, dealing with a much wider range of
possible contingencies, are under way somewhere in Europe
virtually all the time. And, as in Bosnia, participants are
drawn from a much longer list of countries than that
defining NATO. Further, not all the participants aspire to
NATO membership. As General William Nash has pointed
out, a Finnish major served on his Eagle Task Force staffin
Bosnia in an international capacity last year, although
Finland has not elected to apply for membership in the
Alliance.

What has happened? It may be too early to discern the
full dimensions of the phenomenon, but clearly this is not
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the NATO we all grew up with. The organization has been
downsized, reorganized, redeployed, and regenerated under
starkly different concepts. Currently deployed outside its
normal area of operations are 33,000 of its troops, and it has
picked up an association with 28 other countries.

Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty, the precious words
which provide that “. .. an armed attack against one or more
of [the member states] in Europe or North America shall be
considered an attack against them all . . .” still apply, but the
milieu in which the organization exists has changed. Almost
all of the countries of Europe—including Russia—have
expressed a common wish to belong to a new continental
regime which features democratic governments, free
market economies, and military forces organized and
operated along Western lines, well interconnected with one
another. While many aspire to formal NATO membership,
others do not, and there is no obvious set of characteristics
determining the difference.

Countries from Slovenia to Kyrgyzstan have accepted
invitations to join a new organization dubbed the
Partnership for Peace (PfP). PfP is a grouping launched in
1994 to assist countries interested in developing closer
association with NATO. The surprise is that, while a
number of states have looked upon PfP primarily as a path
to NATO membership, the program has developed a
dynamism of its own, even among those without clear
NATO ambitions.

Early last year the Alliance moved to enhance the PfP
concept by strengthening the political consultative
machinery, increasing the operational roles of the
participants, and providing for their greater involvement in
decisionmaking and planning. National delegations at
NATO Headquarters may henceforth be accredited to the
new Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC) at the
ambassadorial level, and general officers from the PfP
countries may serve as chiefs of their staff delegations,
paralleling the NATO Military Committee. The list of areas

42



of PfP cooperation have been increased to almost 1,000
different activities, encompassing virtually all of those of a
full member of the Alliance, including defense policy and
strategy, air defense, and service in combined joint task
forces (CJTF).

In the words of the U.S. representative to NATO,
Ambassador Robert Hunter, the difference between full
membership in NATO and participation in PfP is becoming
“razor thin.” Similarly, a senior Finnish official described
his country’s present strategy as coming within a “whisper”
of NATO membership while ensuring that the country
would be prepared to cross that line should the
circumstances warrant it. Finland belongs to the European
Union (EU) and the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) as well as PfP.

Dr. Paul Cornish, lecturer in defense studies at King’s
College, London, describes the changes in NATO as a shift
from “an alliance of necessity” (under the threat of Soviet
attack) to “an alliance of choice.” If this is true, it should not
be surprising to see increasing numbers of NATO
operations undertaken by an assortment of NATO members
and nonmember PfP participants under the CJTF concept,
according to their individual interests. In some cases, we
may find that some PfP states are more ready, willing, and
able to play important roles in local or regional contin-
gencies than some allies of long standing.

While most of the funding for PfP reorganization and
training must come from their own resources, limited
amounts of aid may come from the Western Alliance. The
United States has pledged support to the extent of $100 to
$150 million per year. One can imagine that, if certain PfP
countries become especially supportive of the common
interest, such funding may increase.

There is no question that formal membership in NATO is
the front burner issue for some of the PfP participants—
particularly the Baltic States, Estonia, Latvia, and
Lithuania. These countries are among those which have
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historically suffered as much as any as a result of their
location between major warring powers or from chronic
local instabilities. They are looking to a new era of peace
through association with Western strength and organized
civility to protect them from similar depredations in the
future. Others, such as the neutrals of recent decades, are
less interested in NATO membership, but recognize both
economic and security benefits in other structures. As
Bundestag member Klaus Francke, chief German delegate
to the North Atlantic Assembly, wrote recently,

...in the long term, EU membership and hence participation in
the European area of economic prosperity, will offer as much
stability, and therefore security, as the guarantees contained in
Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty.

And this is the point to be grasped from the great
changes which are happening on the European continent.
Barring reemergence of a totalitarian threat from the east,
NATO expansion may be overtaken by a related, but much
broader, development impacting many more countries. As
they develop, many PfP forces will become virtually
indistinguishable from those of the lesser NATO partners.
The sole difference will be the applicability of Article 5 of the
Washington Treaty. Yet this trend is in motion at the very
time when there is no visible existential threat to anyone,
member or nonmember. Hence, the instrument which is
supposed to make the difference (Article 5), while important
psychologically, is likely to become less defining of a nation’s
security than other aspects of association with the West.

Fortunately, most analysts agree that the Alliance has
time to assess and adjust its course over the next few years.
There is no acute threat in Europe. If Russia can survive the
internal assaults of its fringe politicians, the likelihood of
European continental polarization will decrease substan-
tially. A deemphasis by the West on NATO expansion over
the next few years may be just the matter which would most
help the moderates to hold on to power. In the meanwhile, a
broad array of countries, together with their armed forces,
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will be drawing closer to the Western model. What, then,
does this analysis suggest to us for our force shaping?

First, it suggests that there is a wealth of potential
power contained in the forces now seeking to identify
themselves with NATO. While many of them may appear to
have limited combat capabilities by big-war standards, they
are proving themselves capable of more modest operations,
especially peacekeeping. As they gain experience and
further develop their capacity for interoperability with
Western forces, they should be capable and willing to play a
larger role in such undertakings of common interest.

Second, commensurate with a larger role for the smaller
states should be a gradual reduction in the requirements for
major power involvement. Undoubtedly, forces from one or
two of the major powers will be required to provide the
critical nucleus for successful operations under the NATO
standard, but the requirements for a high density of U.S.,
British, and French forces should diminish.

Third, the seachange in NATO’s functions and
capabilities does nothing to diminish requirements for U.S.
forces elsewhere in the world in pursuit of U.S. national
interests. The United States should encourage the gradual
shift of weight of military responsibilities in Europe, and
possibly beyond into neighboring regions, to its NATO
partners, to include the forces of the PfP. U.S. forces should
be more carefully husbanded to emphasize their capabilities
for responding to the national strategy, featuring a
capability for dealing with two near-simultaneous major
contingencies, either unilaterally or in conjunction with
friendly states.

Finally, we do not have the comfort of a clear choice
between Wilsonian idealism and Roosevelt’s brand of “blood
and iron.” The world will remain a complex environment in
which there will be occasions for the exercise of a full range
of political, economic, and military initiatives and policies,
either in conjunction with allies or unilaterally, for the
protection of our interests. As far as military options are
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concerned, they may extend from such limited undertakings
as the protection of our shores against hoards of unwelcome
migrants, to the deterrence or execution of intercontinental
nuclear exchange with a mid-level state of a revanchist
bent, or with a major peer-level power. And yet, we have not
devised an economic system or social structure willing, or
able, to underwrite all of the costs.

We have shrunk our forces to the point where they can no
longer reasonably shoulder all of the responsibilities we
have so glibly assigned to them. The tempo of their
operations in both the Eastern and Western Hemispheres is
approaching the breaking point. We must allow them to
shed some of the missions which are in the common interest
but which impinge most sharply on their capabilities for
meeting others less cogent to our friends in the NATO
regions of concern.

We have, of course, spoken of burdensharing for many
years, but never before have we had such an opportunity for
divestiture of tasks which have threatened to overload our
military capabilities. There are many more potential
load-bearers today than in the past. Wilson’s concept of
comprehensive international engagement in the peace-
keeping business, while still, perhaps, beyond the reach of
the world community in all its particulars, is becoming
much more feasible in the NATO area than when he first
suggested it. Whether that may eventually come to embrace
alarger area of the globe, or to be suitable in a broader range
of international problems, remains to be seen.
Unfortunately, for the foreseeable future, we must continue
to depend on “blood and iron,” as we do on milk and water,
but we may be able to shift the balance somewhat.
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CHAPTER 4

THE MILITARY ASPECTS
OF NATO EXPANSION

Frederick W. Kroesen

The pros and cons of North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) expansion have received wide attention in the past
many months, with no diminution effected by the decisions
made to invite Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary to
join. If anything, the arguments have heated up, and the
predictions have been stated with greater conviction.
Absent still, however, is much serious attention to the
military aspects associated with the addition of new
territory, the introduction of new forces, and the absence of
common military doctrine.

The Dilemmas of Coalition Command.

NATO, since its inception, has faced a number of
organizational and operational demands that can be
referred to as the dilemmas of coalition command. Among
the many challenges associated with the planned
expansion—money, materiel, combined training, and
operational doctrines—these dilemmas form a foundation
from which to consider the requirements of the future. Even
collectively they do not present insurmountable obstacles,
but they do demand sober consideration and an under-
standing that costs, resources, and change are part and
parcel with expansion.

First is the requirement for an organizational structure
that can respond rapidly to a military crisis and effect the
command and control of a force adequate for resolving an
issue. NATO has such a structure, made up today of
national commitments of like-minded people, equipped,
trained, and organized in similar units and organizations
that have become, if not interchangeable, certainly
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interoperable on the battlefield. Their communications are
linked, they are supported by certain common logistics
systems, and their weaponry is compatible with the
employment doctrine and munitions of NATO. In effect, the
NATO armed forces have been shaped into round pegs
provided by many nations to fill the round holes of the
NATO structure. And they can be controlled by
international headquarters schooled and practiced in
common operational doctrine.

All of the newly invited nations have armed forces
designed and organized generally as they were when they
were members of the Warsaw Pact. They lack familiarity
with the role of the military in a democratic society and for a
democratic government. Their equipment is incompatible
with the NATO systems, both operationally and logistically,
they cannot communicate with NATO forces, their
operational concepts and doctrine are different, and the
functioning of their staffs and other headquarters agencies
does not link them with common NATO entities.

None of these characteristics presents an unsolvable
problem, nor do they imply inferiority of either system, but
each is a major change that will require time, money, and a
psychological acceptance that may be in short supply. The
willingness of each nation, both old and new members, to
contribute to the solutions of integrating the organizational
structure must be assured, and some positive effort must be
initiated to fit things together.

Second, there is the need for common understanding, a
language with which to exchange thoughts, ideas, and
directives. There is no more unifying human attribute than
common language and no more divisive influence than an
inability to communicate, to understand. In NATO, the
adoption of a single language, English, has provided the
common understanding necessary for coalition operations.
This, despite the fact that NATO’s current 16 nations speak
at least 10 different languages as their native tongues.

48



The original NATO agreement decreed that all orders,
directives, etc., would be published in both French and
English. Although time and effort at Supreme Head-
quarters, Allied Powers, Europe (SHAPE) is still spent in
preparing translations of documents, all work in the field at
the international headquarters level is in English, and
proficiency in English is expected as a criterion for assign-
ment to a NATO headquarters. Conferences, meetings,
training exercises, and NATO schools’ instruction all are
conducted in English, whether in Oslo, Izmir, London, or
Mons.

Three factors have contributed to this condition. First,
the United States and Great Britain, long the principal
contributors to NATO, distributed manuals, maintenance
directives, and training literature for their equipment that
was printed only in English, and the armed forces of other
nations, equipped with this materiel, had to accommodate
to the available documentation.

Second, the German armed forces, from the date of their
incorporation into NATO, have required their officer corps
to develop a working knowledge of English. Over the years,
this has resulted in a German officers school system in
which NATO officers can address, lecture, and answer
questions in English as readily as German and in German
headquarters in which a foreign liaison officer can operate
with no difficulty using the English language. The
Germans’ willingness to adopt English has made common
understanding commonplace.

The third factor was the withdrawal of French forces
from the military alliance. Following their departure, there
was little practical reason for continuing the dual-language
effort. As a consequence, the ability at the various echelons
of NATO command to conduct activities in two languages
atrophied over time to an almost complete ignoring of the
original demand.

The ultimate impact of this development is that the new
nations of NATO must be prepared to operate in English,
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not internally among their own forces, but certainly
whenever they are to be employed in coalition and when
their officers and noncommissioned officers are assigned to
NATO headquarters. We must presume that they are aware
of this need, but the capability to fulfill it is another
time-consuming demand.

The third dilemma is a question of loyalty—not as
contrasted with disloyalty, but rather as a function of split
loyalties. No one takes an oath to serve the NATO Alliance.
In every Army, Navy, and Air Force, the officers and
noncommissioned officers serve first their national
responsibilities and serve NATO only as they are directed
by their national authorities. The international command
must develop, then, a belief in a common cause and rely on
the voluntary commitment of forces and people to the
resolution of a crisis.

Often these interests are in conflict. National forces
train to their own standards, and not all are seen to be
equally proficient. The limitations of some, because of less
modern equipment, less intensive training, or less
responsive logistic systems, affect the collective confidence
of a coalition and thereby, perhaps, influence a
commander’s decisions in the field. Will an American
commander hesitate to employ a Czech (or Belgian or
Italian) artillery unit in a “danger-close” fire mission in
front of American troops because he knows they have not
trained as intensively as his own troops? Will he overwork
his own helicopter pilots because other armies have not
perfected night operations?

Prejudice grows easily when collective confidence is
suspect. Troops have a natural affinity for their own even
when there is no animosity among the nationalities
engaged, but when a commander must make decisions
regarding priorities for allocating a dwindling ammunition
supply or medical evacuation missions, the observation that
“He’s taking care of his own first!” is always a threat to
morale and to a commitment to a coalition mission.

50



There is also, at times, a conflict between missions
assigned by national authorities and the demands of a
NATO commander. Often a nation’s forces have an area
defense or security mission in their own country assigned by
their own national command authority. When a NATO
commander, given operational command of these forces,
orders them to conduct operations out of their assigned
territory, the national commander may have to abandon one
responsibility or plead for some higher authority to change
its requirement. In either case, operations are affected, and
critical time may be lost.

The current NATO commands are aware of these
conflicts and work in the environment with sympathy for
each other’s problems and an understanding that
coordination, cooperation, and interoperability are goals
that demand constant attention, practice, and good will. But
this current status is the result of years of exercises,
combined training, and diligent staff work that the new
nations have not been party to. Their education in this
regard is an essential task.

A fourth NATO dilemma has always been the
complications of international requirements as they are
affected by national capabilities. It has long been an axiom
that logistics are a national responsibility. The absolutism
of that requirement has been softened over the years as
NATO built petroleum oil lubricants (POL) pipelines (none
of which, incidentally, reach into the new territories) and
standardized its munitions so that ammunition depots and
supply points can serve all forces, but the fundamental
policy remains in effect.

When a commander commits forces to a combat mission,
he has an obligation to assure that the force is supportable,
that is, he must be confident that national intelligence,
logistics, and other support will be available. In NATO for
the past almost 50 years, there has not been a major
problem because forces were located generally in the areas
in which they would fight, and each nation built its systems
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to support its forces in those areas. In effect, the obligation
prevented an Allied Forces Central Europe (AFCENT)
commander from transferring the Canadian brigade from
Central Army Group (CENTAG) to Northern Army Group
(NORTHAG) or from committing a Dutch brigade to a
mission in Bavaria. It also required an American
commander to give pause to a plan for using a German
brigade in an American corps because American
maintenance units were not equipped or trained to repair
German tanks. And everyone was aware that most troops do
not want to subsist very long, if at all, on rations provided by
another nation, nor do they want to wake up in a medical
facility where nurses and doctors speak another language.

A final dilemma is the matter of political controls. In
World War II, the directive to General Eisenhower stated,
“You will enter the continent of Europe and in conjunction
with other Allied Nations, undertake operations aimed at
the heart of Germany and the destruction of her armed
forces.”

Such a directive is unthinkable today unless it is
accompanied by book-length explanations of how-to-do-it,
rules of engagement, cautions regarding casualties, the
employment of minimum force, and the expending of
minimum resources. Decisions controlling operations, the
allocation and employment of firepower, and the direction of
the intelligence effort are today made at national political
levels strongly influenced by the views, concerns, and
sometimes vetoes of coalition partners.

In NATO such controls always limited the employment
of nuclear weapons in exercises, always ignored questions
or policies relating to chemical warfare, and always
prohibited plans for cross-border operations regardless of
the military requirements relating to such subjects. The
addition of three more voices at the policy and decision-
making levels now extant does not promise any reduction in
the limitations now suffered by field commanders.
Nevertheless, training as part of a coalition functioning
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under these kinds of restrictions is a necessary exercise, and
the plans and resources needed to conduct such training are
a fundamental requirement.

The Founding Act.

These national and international commitments become
extremely important when considering the varying
interpretations of the Founding Act (NATO-Russia
Founding Act signed in Paris, May 27, 1997). Whether or
not there are limitations on the movement or location of
forces, weapons systems, or NATO infrastructure in the
new territories will have a major impact on coalition plans
for operations and for national limitations, restrictions, or
requirements to be assigned to their own forces.

The Founding Act, itself not a particularly limiting
document, has given rise to complex statements regarding
what it says, or should say, or is believed to mean. In general
these comments express three positive statements:

* Adding new members will not over-extend NATO or
demand military commitments beyond its current
capabilities.

e No additional Army divisions, air wings, or naval
carriers and submarines will be required to defend the new
territories.

* There is no military requirement to station combat
forces or nuclear weapons in the territories of the new
members.

Unfortunately, these statements, usually associated
with studies or reports projecting very modest “cost
estimates,” are not quite believable if one gives any thought
to conducting military operations. NATO does not now have
a power projection capability that can deploy and sustain a
combat force. It relies exclusively on U.S. assets and
capabilities for any crisis reaction, and there is noindication
that any nation plans to expand its current arsenal to
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provide the mobility needed to operate in the new
territories. Given this lack, the third statement is just
incorrect—there is a requirement anytime actual military
operations are to be contemplated, let alone carried out.
Furthermore, the addition of new frontiers and the
incorporation of many square miles of land area make the
first statement suspect if there is any credence to the
original Article 5 statement that an attack on one is an
attack on all.

Operations.

NATO no longer must maintain a monolithic defensive
wall along a geographic boundary against an enemy whose
total power approached equivalency, even superiority in
some areas. It now must think more in terms of the rapid
movement of forces to cope with a smaller threat or to
reinforce the efforts of a member nation engaged against its
neighbor. One can envision Turkey requesting NATO
assistance against an Iraqi attack or if Azerbaijan and
Armenia go to war on her border.

The need for NATO in Bosnia might someday be a
pattern for settling a Rumania-Hungary dispute or another
outbreak of hostilities in Cyprus. These kinds of operations
will require the maintenance of quick-reaction forces,
trained, well-equipped, and supplied, that are not delayed
by questions of whose forces can be committed or
encumbered by political restrictions established by
individual nations.

There is also a problem of geography and the military
weaknesses associated with a lack of contiguity. The Swiss
have always been a nonthreatening island of nonmem-
bership, but with the extension of NATO boundaries
eastward, the Austrians became another neutral zone,
benefiting from their association with NATO, but not
contributing to its resources. If and when the Baltic States
join, the Swedes and Finns will also be “behind the lines.”
And then there is the small enclave that used to be East
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Prussia, now seen as belonging to Russia. Each of these
areas presents military complications, blocking transpor-
tation routes, flight paths, and waterways. The states of the
former Yugoslavia divide NATO from Greece and Turkey.
Except for Slovenia, no mention is made of these states
joining NATO, but their military potential presents
concerns for operational planning.

Requirements.

The following, in general terms, express requirements
facing SHAPE and the national military establishments of
NATO.

First is the reshaping of the whole to guarantee that
NATO compatibility is created and furthered with the
introduction of new forces. Doctrine, the functioning of
systems, plans for operations, and common training
standards all must be incorporated in a single program
whose purpose is the infusion of new military forces into the
whole. That program then must be the base upon which
combined, integrated training and exercises are developed
and practiced routinely.

Secondly, the reorientation of all forces to the needs of
force projection. The employment of a Dutch brigade on the
Polish frontier or a British contingent in Turkey demands a
revised and revamped NATO capabilities plan. The
demands for transport, supply and service, medical support,
postal service, rear area security, etc., will require the
projection of these functions into operational areas, a
projection exercised now only by the Americans and to some
extent by the British. Importantly, such projections must
consider the operational and security aspects of those
territories not a part of NATO but which encroach or
influence NATO operations.

As stated earlier, none of these requirements present
insurmountable obstacles, and many have been addressed
in the commitment of NATO forces to Bosnia and to the
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Partnership for Peace activities engaged in by the forces of
many nations in many locations. What is needed, primarily,
is recognition and support for a long-term program that will
address and reconcile the dilemmas of coalition operations
to assure NATO compatibility of all of the forces of all of the
nations of the Alliance.
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CHAPTER 5

SECURITY CHALLENGES IN EUROPE
AFTER NATO ENLARGEMENT

Simon Serfaty

The post-Cold War years are over. A quick thought for
the years lived since the reintegration of the two Germanys
into one, and the disintegration of the Soviet Union into
many, serves as a reminder that they have proven to be less
demanding than in 1919-24, when the post-war system
emerged only in the aftermath of the ill-fated French
occupation of the Ruhr, or than in 1945-49, when the
post-war structure began to settle with the signing of the
Washington Treaty and, subsequently, the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO). The future is about to begin.
Moving the clock forward to April 1999, when revisions to
the Washington Treaty will be formally signed, helps
anticipate issues of European security beyond the first
phase of NATO enlargement, which can also be declared as
over.

But what future—one that will resurrect the worst
features of the distant past or one that will strengthen the
best legacies of a more recent past? The evidence gathered to
date remains contradictory. As should have been expected,
the post-Cold War era in Europe was fraught with many
instabilities and much uncertainty. These were seen and
endured most visibly and most painfully in the Balkans,
including but not limited to Bosnia and what used to be
known as Yugoslavia. They have to do, too, with future
conditions in what used to be known as the Soviet Union,
including Russia, the defeated state, but also many of the
countries that fell under its domination before and after the
Revolution of 1917. On the whole, though, these post-Cold
War instabilities and uncertainties have little to do with the
Cold War. Rather, they mainly grow out of earlier wars,
including the two world wars that conditioned the
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distribution of power in Europe and beyond, during much of
the 20th century.

As a result of these instabilities, the debate over the
post-Cold War future of NATO proved to be stillborn. With
the post-war expectations quickly exhausted, calls for new
structures that would substitute for wartime alliances
quickly faded: the Organization for Security and Coop-
eration in Europe (OSCE) gained a new name and then
disappeared. For a short while after 1989, calls for a
dissolution of NATO were heard, mainly from those who
had been making the same calls during the Cold War as
well. Since 1993, however, these calls have become less
frequent and the centrality of NATO has been less and less
challenged. Concomitantly, expectations of a quick and full
completion of the European construction have lost the
intensity they had after the Maastricht Treaty which had
been signed in December 1991. Instead, the war in Bosnia
has confirmed that this is not Europe’s time after all,
whether for its separate nation-states or for the European
Union (EU), to which 15 nation-states already belong, with
more to come. At best, the time is half-before-Europe,
pending on Europe’s ability to take further and better care
of its security needs.

Nor are there many questions raised any longer over the
centrality of the U.S. role and power within NATO, and
hence in post-Cold War Europe. If anything, compared to
the aftermath of either one or both of the previous two world
wars, there have been fewer calls for a return home, fewer
indications of a collapse or a fragmentation of the victorious
wartime alliance, and fewer indications of new hegemonial
bids from either the defeated states or new contenders for
regional or global hegemony.

In and of themselves, therefore, the legacies left from the
long reprieve from history imposed by the Cold War are
sound. These are especially in evidence in the West—the
part of the continent, that is, that begins mainly where the
Ottoman and Russian empires used to end. The legacy,
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there, is that of a new European space that has been
modified by five major events that have truly changed the
established course of Europe’s history: the collapse of
colonial empires; the erosion of the nation-state; the end of
the the Left-Right cleavage; the de-legitimation of wars; and
the return of the New World into the Old.

Considered separately, these changes are well-known.
The colonial wars that followed the two world wars provided
a global stage in which conflicts in East-West relations
could erupt at the least cost for its main protagonists, but
they also served frequently as a catalyst for discord in
transatlantic and intra-European relations. The Left-Right
cleavages, which had been a recurring source of serious
instabilities from within each European state since 1919,
became an invitation for destabilizing political intrusions
from without after 1945. After Europe’s nationalisms were
protectively forced into the cage loosely called “Europe,” the
progressive transformation of nation-states into member
states has imposed the institutional obligations made to the
collective “We” by all member states on the sovereign “I” of
each nation-state. On the western side of the continent at
least, Europe’s taste for armed conflicts, too, has soured
after the orgy of violence endured during both world wars,
but also because of the impotence showed during the Cold
War when the countries of Europe could neither gain their
autonomy nor regain their independence, let alone
whatever control they used to hold over distant lands. Last
but not least, the post-war U.S. decision to stay in Europe,
which defined Europe after 1945, proved to be far more
entangling than the Truman administration had
envisioned, both during the Cold War when the U.S.
commitments grew steadily and since the Cold War as these
commitments could no longer be reversed.

These developments were all linked, and how these
linkages worked has not been discussed as fully as the ways
in which each emerged and unfolded separately. For
example, it is after the small states of Europe had lost their
empires in Africa and Asia that their quest for space took
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the more civil form of European integration. Thus, the
colonial wars end at about the time when a small European
Community is launched and the political wars within each
of its six initial members begin to recede—say, between
1958 and 1963. In turn, the sense of an ever wider European
“community” of states enlarged to nine and more states,
coupled with the rise of never-ending affluence and the end
of increasingly debilitating colonial conflicts, helped
delegitimize the use of force both from within and from
without. Such prosperity and stability among the allies in
turn emerged as an open invitation for the United States to
disengage from the “over there” of yesteryears, or at least
achieve a more equal and more equitable sharing of the
many burdens of the West, whether in defending its values
in the East or in extending its interests in the South.

As the century ends, sustaining the changes that have
conditioned the transformation of Europe since the century
began represents a defining challenge for the years to come.
A reversal of the trends inherited from the Cold War could
take different forms. Thus, with regard to countries at the
periphery of the continent, there is little danger, of course, of
the European states attempting to rebuild their empires in
Africa or in Asia—at least not by force. These days are over.
Still, the South will continue to play a central role in the life
of Europe, as well as in Europe’s relations with the United
States and Russia. This role is especially decisive on the
southern shores of the Mediterranean, where lies an arc of
Islamic crises extending from Algeria and the balance of
North Africa and farther south, to Turkey and the Muslim
republics of the defunct Soviet Union.

The return home of Europe’s old empires can take many
forms. Most evident is the fact and the threat of large
inflows of immigrants intent on leaving the harsh economic
and political conditions that prevail in their respective
countries to settle in the former mother country or
elsewhere in a broad and affluent Europe made wide open
by agreements designed to end frontiers. Alternatively,
former imperial dependencies can export to the former
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mother countries either economic scarcities with a
manipulation of the price and supply of vital commodities,
or they can export sheer violence with terrorism and the
like—either export being, of course, the source of serious
political instabilities.

In either of these conditions, the question of Islam in
Europe—a question distinct from, but admittedly related to,
the question of Europe and Islam—is real and may raise a
significant, possibly decisive, challenge to European
security. Relations with Islam have been experienced in
Europe differently than in the United States, and they are
still lived differently not only from one side of the Atlantic to
the other but also from one European state to another. After
1999, this challenge to Europe’s security could quickly
become internal, even more than it might be external, as the
threats raised by the radicalization of an Islamic dispora
within many European states would be all the more genuine
as they could rely on potential ties with the radical Islamic
states abroad. More broadly, Europe’s relations with Islam,
and Islam’s relations with Europe, impact on political
trade-offs and bargains within the EU: such important
issues as Schengen or the allocation of structural funds, and
by implication of EU enlargement to the East, fall into the
new North-South divide that characterizes the EU at 15.
Finally, in a growing number of cases—including the Gulf
(over “dual containment”), the Middle East (over the
Arab-Israeli peace process), and even North Africa—how to
deal with Islamic revolutionary states has a significant
impact on Europe’s relations with the United States, and
even Russia.

The end of the Left-Right cleavages does not mean the
end of political divisions and hence, the end of political and
even regime instabilities. Already during the Cold War,
cleavages within the Left and within the Right were often as
significant as the Left-Right cleavage, just as the U.S.
opposition to the Left, especially the communist left, was
occasionally more significant than the U.S. opposition to the
conservative Right, especially the nationalist Right. Now,
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however, the collapse of communism has given the socialist
Left a new lease on life in the largest European states: in
Britain and Italy first, and in France next. Later in 1998,
the social democrats’ new bid for power in Germany may
end 15 years in the opposition. Europe’s non-communist
Left is all the more at ease in this new political environment
asit nolonger needs to be revolutionary. Compassion for the
unemployed sells well, and claims of competence are
especially convincing if and when these claims are made
relative to, and against, the insufficiencies of those in
power.

On the other side of the political spectrum, the collapse of
the Soviet Union restores for the extreme right prospects for
a legitimacy denied by its conservative competitors because
of the Cold War against totalitarianism. Being an assertive
nationalist may no longer be as “bad” as was the case
earlier. In countries like Austria and France, the extreme
right commands between one-sixth and one-fourth of the
electorate. In Italy, a reborn neo-fascist party regains its
political legitimacy around a dynamic new leader who
contends for national leadership. In this case, too, Germany
might be next as it unloads the debilitating burdens of
uniqueness and rediscovers a past that Germans had
previously learned to master by pretending that there was
no past.

Political changes in Europe after NATO enlargement
could be quite significant. Renewed clashes within the two
sides of the political spectrum and between them risk a
fragmentation of the current consensus and public
outbursts of anger aimed at the EU or NATO, as well as at
the United States. The risk, too, may be over changes in the
constitutional frameworks that helped achieve stability
during the Cold War. In some cases, the constitutional risk
is to do nothing, as in France where political cohabitation
between President Jacques Chirac and Prime Minister
Lionel Jospin until 2002 would erode the presidential
identity of the 1962 constitution, and end the Fifth Republic
as it has been known since de Gaulle. In other cases, as in

62



Italy, the risk is over doing something, like a constitutional
reform that would launch a presidential regime that gives
precedence to charisma a [litalienne (i.e., that of the
neo-fascist Fini) over competence a l'américaine (i.e., that of
the neo-centrist Prodi).

Whatever may happen, it will happen around “Europe”
as the defining political issue. For it is now the intrusion of
the European Union into the day-to-day lives of each
nation-state that can best motivate political ideologies that
will enable the state to claim that it protects the citizens
from the market, and the nation’s identity from the Union.

In anarrow sense, the EU is the victim of its own agenda:
too much Europe may be killing it, and the EU suffers from
an agenda overload whose rigid timetable carries dangers of
derailment with every delay or setback. The main issues of
the agenda are known: the euro of Economic and Monetary
Union (EMU) in January 1999 when the EU states will
begin a long farewell to their currencies; another Inter-
Governmental Conference (IGC) in or around the year 2001,
to address the issues of institutional governance that were
not settled in 1996; and enlargement by 2003, when the EU
will begin its expansion to 21 states. The scope, complexity,
and significance of this agenda are truly unprecedented:
deepen in order to widen, widen in order to deepen, and
reform in order to do both. In every instance and for all 15
members, the EU will cost a lot of money, will take away a
lot of sovereignty, and will impose a lot of austerity—in
short, the EU now promises to impose a lot of pain that will
cause a lot of public resentment.

In a broader sense, the EU is victimized by its own
successes. Nonmembers view it as a short cut for economic
prosperity and democratic stability. Members continue to
view it as a recipe for affluence at home and influence
abroad. The latter’s growing awareness of the costs of
integration, and the former’s future discovery of the costs of
membership are what gives the process unprecedented
fragility. For the past 40 years, whenever community
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building in Europe carried a cost (meaning, economic
dislocations or erosion of sovereignty) that cost could be
contained with vocal national leaders (whether General de
Gaulle in the 1960s or Margaret Thatcher in the 1980s) or
with new institutions (like the European Council in the
1970s). Now, in the 1990s neither can be found. Although
Helmut Kohl remains a forceful and committed “European”
leader, he is not anidentifiable “national” leader for Europe.
Similarly, the Euro-Council envisioned to protect each EU
state from the European Central Bank is not likely to be
effective if the euro is going to work: no institutional
gimmick is going to hide the further erosion of sovereignty
under conditions of economic hardship in the continent.

The mixture of economic and cultural crisis—meaning,
questions over affluence and identity—has never had good
consequences on Europe. Now, however, the countries of
Europe lack the means and the will to fight together as a
union of states, let alone fight alone or, least of all, with each
other. Plans for a Western European Union (WEU) should
be encouraged, but they remain an aspiration more than a
reality. The war in Bosnia could have been the catalyst for
the further development of WEU, but the issue proved to be
too demanding militarily under conditions that were too
distracting politically. As elsewhere and nearly everywhere,
the mood in Europe is inward and the interests are
self-centered. Now, the focus of EU attention is on EMU.
After 1999, only a derailment of monetary union could
create enough national urgency, and release enough
institutional energy, for a relaunch of Europe along the
lines of a common foreign and security policy (CFSP)—as
proved to be the case in the mid-1950s, when the collapse of
the European Defense Community became the catalyst for
the decision to launch an economic community. To be sure,
even a CFSP launch in 1999, whatever form that decision
might take, would still leave any credible common security
policy postponed for many more years, pending the
resolution of numerous and complex institutional issues.
Yet, in the intervening years, a CFSP could display a
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common foreign policy centered on enlargement to the East
before or after 2003, depending on how well EMU proceeds.

Finally, the future of the Cold War legacies in Western
Europe is related to the future of U.S. involvement in
Europe. Some still view the fact of even the perception of an
American withdrawal, whatever form it might take, as a
catalyst for action. Rather, it should be feared as a trigger
for a generalized sauve qui peut whereby the nationalisms of
Europe would be unleashed with a variety of bilateral deals
within Europe, including Germany looking to the East, with
France initially but alone next. A Franco-German ménage a
trois with Moscow might thus balance an Anglo-Saxon pas
de deux choreographed by the United States. Depending on
the goals which these bilateral deals might seek for Europe,
not to mention other deals struck between European states
and non-European rogue states like Iraq, vital U.S.
economic and strategic interests might be progressively at
risk.

With the end of the Cold War transition, U.S. leadership
is questioned more openly in much of Europe, and by many
of the European states, as unreliable, hazardous, deceptive,
intrusive, and unpredictable: unreliable because it tends to
come late and remains tentative even after it has come;
hazardous because the risks of failure are often assumed by
the protected parties; deceptive because of a tendency to not
do what is said and not say what is done; intrusive because
of an overbearing hegemonial posture that is all the more
cumbersome as, precisely, it is viewed as unreliable,
hazardous, and deceptive; and, last but not least,
unpredictable because the quality of U.S. leadership and
the sustainability of U.S. policies seem to depend on
internal factors which many in Europe view as
incomprehensible or irrelevant. Still, even as American
power and leadership are questioned, neither is truly in
question, whether in Europe or in the United States. That
such would be the case matters. On both sides of the
Atlantic, the case for American involvement is a case based
on interests: nowhere else can there be found a relationship
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that is as complete as the relationship between North
America (the United States but also Canada) and Europe, a
relationship that relies on decisive security ties, as well as
on inescapable economic, political, and even cultural ties.

There are many remaining points of strategic, economic,
and political derailment, however. Thus, in coming months
and years causes for concern might include a defeat in the
Balkans, meaning an unlikely decision to withdraw U.S.
forces before the Dayton agreements would have been
convincingly fulfilled or without preserving minimal order
in Kosovo; unmanaged conflict in the Gulf or in the Middle
East, meaning a European perception of U.S. policies
implemented for national goals at the expense of the allies’
needs, combined with a U.S. perception of the allies as
good-weather friends; or even a military conflict in Asia,
including the like of Korea or Taiwan, which the European
allies would choose to ignore. No less significantly, points of
transatlantic derailment might also include an economic
crisis reminiscent of the interwar years that bridged the gap
between the two world wars: for example, a monetary storm
in Europe after the hypothetical collapse of EMU—with,
without, or because of an economic meltdown in Asia—could
trigger an agonizing reappraisal of the post-Cold War
transatlantic economic ties notwithstanding the interests
that justify these ties. Finally, a political crisis that would
result from an open discord over security issues in the Gulf
or elsewhere, or from an open confrontation over competing
corporate interests, and lead the U.S. Congress to force
unilateral actions on the part of the U.S. president and
counteraction on the part of the EU Commission prompted
by some of its members, would be a great concern.

Thus, the main security challenges in Europe are mostly
of its own making. An enlarged NATO does not truly
address many or most of these instabilities, except for the
fact that it represents the conduit for a U.S. commitment
which, as argued, Europe continues to need because of its
own insufficiencies, and continues to expect in spite of itself.
That NATO might stand at the margin of the most direct
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challenges to Europe’s stability during the coming years is
not troubling. In 1949, too, the North Atlantic Treaty signed
by the United States and 10 European states plus Canada
did not attend to many of the most immediate security
issues faced by the European allies, including imperial wars
in the South and political wars at home that came
dangerously close in some cases to outright civil wars. After
the Cold War, the commitment to NATO enlargement was
made without explaining the interests that would justify it.
Needless to say, it should have been the other way around:
interests define commitments, and the will for a commit-
ment emerges out of a shared awareness of the interests
that justify that commitment.

After 1999, the case for enlarging NATO beyond its
then-19 members will have to be made on strategic grounds
as well as on institutional grounds. In other words, it will no
longer be enough to suggest that this is Romania’s turn—or
that of Slovenia or that of the Baltic states. Instead, it will be
necessary to define the Alliance’s needs for the missions and
objectives sought by its 19 members, and it will be
necessary, too, to determine which new members either
Western institution should welcome in order to fill the new
gaps open by the ongoing rearticulation of Europe’s civil and
stable space.

The full institutional logic of NATO and EU enlarge-
ment has not been articulated yet. Even as NATO
enlargement proceeds, it remains a policy without a
rationale, notwithstanding the body of scholarly literature
that helped promote it during the early post-Cold War
years. In 1998, the decisive argument for enlargement was
that the predictable cost of not enforcing the commitment to
enlarge would far outweigh the unpredictable costs of going
ahead with a fairly prudent decision—prudent vis-a-vis the
new members (limited in number and carefully selected as
to their location) but also, therefore, vis-a-vis Russia. After
enlargement has been voted in the U.S. Senate, the decision
to enlarge beyond 19 should be based more explicitly on a
strategic rationale. An exclusively institutional case can be
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made for the EU, which has an identity of its own as,
literally, the 16th member of the European Union:
affluence, and hence stability, without the EU is difficult to
imagine. The same case cannot be made for NATO, whose
members would not necessarily lose their security without
the guarantees offered by the treaty and its organization.
Now, instead, the rationale for NATO enlargement ought to
be realistic, meaning that it should be threat-conscious in
addition to being institution-conscious. It must be made
differently—either more or less convincingly—about
Romania than about the Baltic states or the Ukraine, on the
basis of security needs and pending the evolution of Russian
policies and objectives in the affected regions.

In 1949 as now, NATO and its subsequent enlargements
(in 1952 and 1955) provided a security context within which
Europe’s internal questions of political stability and
economic growth could be addressed, and community-
building could be launched. In other words, while it may be
argued that NATO alone did not produce peace within the
North Atlantic area, the fact that it deterred war from
without that area helped buy the time needed for the good
Cold War legacies to build up. This carries two implications.
First, the European economic community was a by-product
of, and a prerequisite for, the transatlantic security
community. In other words, the idea of Europe and the
Atlantic idea were not only compatible, they were also
complementary. It was understood that they would follow
parallel tracks—each with its own locomotive, its own
ambitions, its own capabilities; but it was also anticipated
that at some point these parallel tracks would converge,
with a Europe so self-sufficient as to make the Atlantic idea
redundant, or with an Atlantic idea so well-rooted into
reality as to make the idea of Europe secondary.

Accordingly, the evolution of NATO and the EU,
including their enlargement as well as their institutional
reforms, must be made not only compatible but also
complementary. Both respond to a comprehensive
institutional logic that shapes the patterns of space
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redistribution. Questions of membership and interests, but
also questions of timing and procedures—who and why,
when and how?—are raised on behalf of a common
Euro-Atlantic space whose articulation began more or less
consciously after the two world wars, and proceeded more or
less effectively during the Cold War. Each institution must
remain aware of what the other does and cannot do: NATO
and the EU should be aware of states that cannot enter the
EU and NATO soon, whatever the reasons, and of any state
that belongs to only one of these institutions. Within such a
common space, the two processes of NATO and EU
enlargement cannot be separated even as they remain
separable because that space would achieve its coherence
when a finite number of European states achieve
converging membership in both institutions and with the
United States. Such convergence can be anticipated in three
successive phases.

First, after 1999, a NATO at 19 members would expand
toward EU countries that are not yet NATO members,
including Austria and (possibly) Sweden and Finland. With
Romania, too, a strong candidate for NATO membership on
grounds of security in the Balkans (but an unlikely
candidate for EU membership for many more years), a
post-1999 NATO expansion would respond to military
needs in southeastern Europe and political realities in the
EU and WEU without raising new risks in, for, or from
Russia and other nonmembers. Simultaneously, an EU at
15 members would expand to 21 members by 2003, even
though early admission for the smallest of the five Eastern
contenders, namely, Slovenia and Estonia, would help
confirm the seriousness of the EU process and the firmness
of its members’ commitment to ach