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CHAPTER 9

Dilemmas of NATO Enlargement

Julian Lindley-French

Hungary and Poland were invited to join the .Aﬂizfnce. Tlhe Alliance
also committed itself to “extend further invitations in corll:ll-ng years tcg
ibilities and obligations o
i illing and able to assume the responsi s al
naet;zﬁirlip.”;g So far, so good. However, enlargement s, in many “t:ys,t:x;
Tfﬂiction not just for the Alliance but also for thc EU Ind:i:d,E e o
lar cm’ents are intrinsically linked because the stablhz.auon o‘f e uric;.p
:c?cur?ty space is as much (if not more) about economic secutity, aé mi 1targ}
Although they ate linked they arc not politically compatlge, and t:zanl;::ge
it icati il and the pressures they crea -
the polirical complications they entai _ ' ‘ enlerge
ili tlantic relations at a time w
ment undoubtedly destabilizes transa tic ;= o when the
is i h for a new political bargain berwee on
e a1 by the election of 2 new adminis-
bers. This search is lent some urgency by :
::tl:l[;n seemingly less predisposed toward Europe and l_:he all{es, and ye:;1 le{.:
whom enlargement, of both the EU and NATO, remains 2 sine qua no
ider relationship. o
d]e'Iv"i'lle:; is, therefore, a certain degree of political incoherence betwelt‘ztli
the allies as, on the one hand, NATO attempts to become a more poil -
ical organization while, on the other, the EU ende;;)rs to be}fcln:ie z(c:;
ili i inst the backdrop of Kosovo that demon-
military. This takes place against t . o e
ted that NATO must be able to act in pu
Sat:i:ist in the interests of security. Deterrence must be backed up by

Q ¢t NATO’s Madrid Summit in July 1997, the Czech Republic,
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credible conventional capability. Enlargement tests that balance because
it redefines the political mission, complicates decision making, creates
a diffuse security role for the Alliance, reduces the qualitative leve] of
military-operational effectiveness and costs a lot of money—money that
no one seems willing to spend.

Consequently, the internal and external pressures upon NATO as
2n organization are profound and becoming steadily more so as Europe

European defense, sanctions against Iraq are but three arcas where z
profound malaise in the relationship manifests itself Moreover, NATO
enlargement cannot be neatly packaged or Quarantined from those
tensions. Indeed, in many ways, the process will become a litmus test for
the state of transatlantic relations as the debate over extending the secu-
rity umbrella meets head on the need for greater military efficiency. Not
surprisingly, the 2002 NATO Review Conference, which will assess the
progress made on enlargement and decide who next will be offered full
membership, is likely to prove an exacting and delicare affajr,

In the fog of a peaceful bue vaguely unstable European continent,
what cannot be denied is that the political heart of the Alliance js chang-
ing radically and it is difficule to assess what the outcome will be,
Unfortunately, such change seems poorly appreciated in the United
States, particularly in a Congress that has driven much of the enlarge-
ment process. Consequently, the United States will doubtless react to
this perceived drift in its now time-honored way by attempting to
reassert U.S. leadership when the rthetoric of partrership would
probably be more politically effective. This dichotomy in both the
policy positions and perceptions of Americans and Europeans covers
all the issues that cause contention in the transatlantic relationship, not
just enlargement. In addition to the tensions over the strategic direction
of the Alliance, there are a host of more immediate problems,
NATO-EU relations, 2 redefinition of burden sharing in a complex
security environment that requires holistic, civil-military approaches
(including civilian aid programs), the policy toward Russia and, of
course, U.S.—European disagreements over an extra-European role for
NATO. Certainly, it is a challenge to see how further enlargement can
take place without some sort of settlement berween the United States
and its allies over the furure shape and role of the Alliance. There is also
a degree of urgency because, as the EU is now finding to its cost, failed
promises not only complicate relations with candidate countries but also
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ich i i rocess
create a climate of insecurity, which is precisely the outcome the p
seeks to avoid.

Implications of Enlargement for. NATO:
The Legitimacy/Effectiveness Dilemma

NATO enlargement is paradoxicail bCCaI:IS:‘ whil.ct: c;f;;;i;?ghi:ait:i ;nnz
i ime i eemed to reinforee its
5eg:;fiiiﬁ’;;;ﬁ;“;fl;‘:e, either in the wider contcxt.of European
?;curity ot in the case of NATO. Indﬁt‘td-., cnlargement' br;lngssassc:l:ilg
complications to the Alliance, ];Zd}; pgtuiiatl a:: ;:Il(iiE:nN,A;  securiy
. As early as January 1996, Gebhardt v oltke, NA
lt):licft:f:ri;y g};nega.l foa:yPolitical A.ffairs, wrote A'lllalcs W:cl,l g‘:'lrt Ot,t;
know how possible new members intend to cr:mtnlute o NATOS
tasks...”% In this respect, an enlarged NATO is a leap m-ll , dark
because no one really knows how successive enlargc{::m;:nj:l Iv'wncz g
the political balance and/or the military_efﬁcxency o tA ;O ia nd;ud -
At the military level there will certainly be no N ) .slt.a d of
military capability. Indeed, there acll'csalrcady fﬁ}lrh 16;6‘1,8 azisg;ln gairr)lrm fhc
ility in the Alliance—the Unite tates, whic :
I::i:lgary—technical distance, the United_ é(lj{lgldo:? a:ScF;EZ:,C‘Zig::ei?i
themselves floating in the military mid-Atlantic, o nrinental
Western Europeans and, finally, the new .rnemI::e.rs. areav 1; :
i this politico-military soup then the
P‘“’Ei:n Cl;’::f;tmﬂ:: ;f:n i:::: cct)(z)nplcx. pThe most likely outcome, th::,re-
l;t;fe is that NATO will come to resemble a military_"clearmg !1?1-15& —
a kI;xd of interoperability nexus in which asymmct'ncal c;;._p?bllmifiit:re
cobbled together in some form of {(hopefully) working politico-military
me;!;a;;::l an enlarged NATO could help to reinforce inter!ocking insti-
tutions, u,nderpin NATOQ-EU relations and,‘in cooperation w1thu;:ihc
OSCE, establish a broad security guarantee in thc‘ Europt:ian sec ret:-'
space. At worst, an enlarged NATO could push .R‘ussm. to:varf ar: ag% ©
sive posture, duplicate OSCE, reinforce the mxl.ltary fo fi'J of the o
juxtaposition to that of NATO fa.nicll L;ﬁ(livt:rmlrwi\T i‘chO a:lﬁ:argeomem
consensus and military mission of t e Alliance. . I,:
, is a risk—a cost-benefit exercise in wh{ch”tht.: Alliance mus
Zl::lr;f:;: exactly the same “deepening” and “widcrurfg dilemma thaltotshez
EU faces. In the absence of a systemic threat American hegefnon); Joses
its ability to influence by cooptive means. Indeed, hegemlony is nocr bat
it used to be. Consequently, at a time of supreme American power,
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Uni . =
annxfl(iiait;tisl ::;Ilf l-ﬁnt(.I leadesship Increasingly difficult to assert wichin
actious, g -
fn in o o ous, more divided and more political than at any
This will also lead i i
progressively (irony of ironjes) ¢
(1;1}0:; r;t;embles the political machinations of the EU. ?I'h(:.lsa E?Tgi:'h o
ol ce uropean members will be further reinforced becal.,lse thl::': hla(:rg
f: ir e;:r; experience of playing the kind of games that are al{rt d
fhcce of Brussels dally.hﬁ: across town from NATO. In such a fit :‘1
binr;:w nll'c;{mlbers are likely to be disappointed because the NATCI)mtlizn
ir : f‘acc:ln i ; y to b'e the NATF) they want. Moreover, they themselvei
P :\;!:N ; ché)omc: (sipcgd limited resources on bringing their armed
standard or embark i i
reform required to prepare for EU n:zmTJErZi?;P "retehgoing cconomic

S::P;l;w In;zmkéershand aspirant countries is proving extremely slow and
IndiVidu.al P:_:t ) € 1:.. mechanisms for “self-improvement,” such as the
oiang o r;:lrs ip Programs. (IPPs), Membership Action Plans
the weond e ;;mmg and Review Process (PARP) tend to underline
Seppnient ind!aro dcrns, ‘rather than offer any meaningful solutions
underst,an o 1;;11:; earlier, NA'I.'O was built around a core po[iticai
nderst Norfh and an asymmetric political and military partnership
popcen | "/ erica and Western Europe, led by the United States

gement takes place at a time when thar balance is being disturbecj

glli;arg:; z;r:ti bll\rﬁX;a(l)tesc :; t:l;s::;m. Fourtlcll, lby creating the expectation of
- ¢ nners and losers with thoge © ”
lsll.sllc.]:l;n ;:1 E’k;;ne, neeéi.ufg_cons:tant' reassurance to avoid the ove‘::t(cr[::sifgl;-
v e v;.lry n.tldmg lines in Europe that NATO seeks to prevent,
deca&e he i;f);rcarge ernalia c_:f enlargement have expanded over the pas;
bappen. Tt }I:roport_xon to the political will -necessary to make i
2ppe g n E, the archftecture of quasi-enlargement has become an
NATorfi{ ¢ uro-Atlantic Pa.rtncrship Council (EAPC), the P th
ussian Permanent Joint Council, the Committee of Nati,ona]2
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Not surprisingly, as a result of these many conflicting forces and
inconsistent positions, NATO is going about enlargement in an almost
ad hoc manner, with neither the political nor the practical implications
being properly addressed. Indeed, in spite of the many declarations to
the contrary, there is no political roadmap guiding the allies on the path
to enlargement—no agreed timetable, no agreed order of prospective
members, no plan of action. NATO is muddling through enlargement
because the members lack sufficient political cohesion to will either its

means or its ends.

Implications for the EU: The Asymmetric Membership Dilemma

The report of the French presidency of the EU to the Nice summit in
December 2000 stated: “The Union will ensure the necessary dialogue,
consultation and cooperation with NATO and its non-EU members,
other countries who are candidates for accession to the EU as well as
other prospective partners in EU-led crisis management, with full
respect for the decision-making auntonomy of the EU and the single
institutional framework of the Union.”® In EU-speak that means the
great and the good have absolutely no idea how the relationship with the
candidatefaccession countries is going to work in practice.
Cerrainly, NATO enlargement creates problems for the EU. First, it
increases the political pressure on the EU to enlarge itself. Second, it
reinforces asymmetric memberships that further complicate interinstirn-
tional relations between the EU and NATOQ. There are fifteen candidate
countries seeking to “accede” to the EU, among them Turkey which,
although 2 full member of the Alliance, finds its candidature for the EU
perpetually on the back burner. The “word on the street” is that 2006
will be the earliest that the first wave of EU enlargement will take place,
in spite of recent reassuring comments from British Prime Minister
Tony Blair.? The Alliance is not much better. In 2002 NATO is, at best,
likely only to offer full membership to Romania, Slovenia and possibly
Lithuania. The complexity of their respective enlargements leaves
NATO and the EU politically paralyzed with the result that everybody,
member and candidate alike, find themselves in a kind of political no
mans land. The recent Intergovernmental Conference (IGC) on reform
of EU institutions in preparation for EU enlargement underlined the
sheer complexity of the process, and setved only to demonstrate that
progress is by no means certain.
In practice it is very hard to separate the two enlargements in the
minds of those who aspire to be members of the two organizations.
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Previously, there was a trade-off between economic security and military
security by which candidates sought a U.S. security guarantee alongside
an EU economic “guarantee.” Indeed, that was the implicit “deal”
between the United States and its allies. However, the Unjted States has

become increasingly concerned that EU membership means 2 “back- -
door” security guarantee from NATO for EU members, thus implying .

an involuntary extension of U.S. commitments in Europe. To counter
this, the debate in the early 1990s centered upon the need for parallel
enlargements, but that goal proved to be politically and practically
impossible. The United States had a point. The debate that took place
in Finland in the run up to their accession to the EU was often heavily
laced with references to the security that the country would gain from
EU membership. Given the relative paucity of EU military capabilities
and that Finland’s main security concern has been and remains Russia,
they were not voting for a EU security guarantee. Through ESDP a
European guarantee may one day prove feasible, but not for the foresee-
able future (and is hardly likely to enjoy U.S. support).

This interinstitutional imbroglio is further complicated by the
pressure emanating from those in Washington who see EU enlargement
as a commitment to what they regard as asymmetric burden-sharing,
whereby the U.S. milicary commitment zo Europe is offset by the EU’s
economic investment in Europe. Thus, there is a fine balance between
the forces pushing the EU to enlarge (including NATO enlargement)
and the many pressures from within it to delay. It is also a debate fraught
with difficulty because there are undoubtedly some in the United States
(and United Kingdom) who believe that a wider Europe will mean less
Europe and those in Europe who believe that a wider Alliance will mean
less America.

One solution could be for the EU member states to opt for a kind
of “virtual enlargement” in which non-EU, NATO allies and, indeed,
partners, are invited to formalize the decision-shaping formula through
a kind of EU “Partnership for Peace.” In effect, this would be an exten-
sion of Pillar Two of the Treaty on EU (i.c., the intergovernmental
CESP). There is already pressure from some EU accession states to
“join” Pillar Two before they ate fully admitted to the rest of the Treaty
on European Union.? Certainly, if NATO embarks upon a second wave
of enlargement before the EU has even reached the starting post, the
problem of block-building within the Alliance will become more acute
as Western European interests become increasingly distince, by contrast
to those of other members, irrespective of the final shape of NATO
enlargement. This would also help ease the problem of EU-caucusing
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within the Alliance that NATO enlargement tends to reinforce because
it further dilutes a single European position. EU-caucusing is not Euro-
caucusing and so long as there is an imbalance between the two enlarge-

" ments Western Buropeans will tend to see their interests as being

distinct from their Central and Eastern European neighbors. Moreover,
in many ways EU-caucusing is as inevitable as it is desirable because of
the need for a functioning mechanism that can adcquately_re.ﬂet':t the
changing political balance of power in the Alliance. Inc_ieed, it is simply
a reflection of political reality. Ultimately, there will only be true
symbiosis between the two enlargements if both sicles. to thc‘ transat-
lantic security bargain recognize that membership of either will afford

the same security guarantee.

Implications for the “Neutrals”:
The Are We, Aren’t We Dilemma

The debate over NATO and EU enlargement is also having a signif‘ican..t
impact upon how the so-called “neutrals” see themselves. I\Tcutrahr)r. is
no longer really an option for any EU member state, at leaf:t in the strict
sense of the term. Even that doyen of neutrality, Switzerland, has
compromised itself to an extent by joining NATO’._-; PEP. Thisis a }'eﬂe'c-
tion of geo-political change that is also encouraging a rceva}uatfoP in
other “hard-line” neutrals, such as Sweden and Ireland. Having ]Olne.d
the EU they are now cngaged in often-tortured debates about :whaft is
the purpose and, indeed, the benefit to be derived from neutral‘lty‘m a
postmodern world, including whether or not NATO membership is an
option in the medium to long term. Moreover, although the EU’s
autonomous capacity is still more autonomous than capable, the face
that it exists exerts increased pressure upon them to come off the neutr;?_l
fence. It is hard to imagine a scenario in which a NATO member is
confronted with a major challenge to its security without t'hc non-
NATO “EU Four” (Austtia, Finland, Ireland and Sweden) making some
form of contribution. NATO enlargement will undoubtedly reinforce
this tendency, which will, in turn, create not only pan-European mutu-
ally assured vulnerabilities but also the need for mutu_ally reassuring
commitments. Indeed, such commitments are already implicit in j:he
EU’s HG. Included in the planning framework for the EU’s ERRF is a
Commictee of Contributors made up of non-EU European states. They
will have what is termed a “decision-shaping” capability, although what
that means exactly has yet to be defined. It is ironic that it is the foggy
peace of post—Cold War Europe that is forcing an abandonment of
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r d.t- al . . .
¢ ;t }11 ;cglcﬂdn;l:;ahty, rather than the ideologically charged atmosphere

Implications for Russia: The Partner/Adversary Dilemma

Russia is an enigma for the Alliance. At a superficial level important
steps h.ave been taken to reassure the Russians that NATO is noplon er
an antl-I.{ussian coalition. The 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act agnd
the creation of the NATO-Russian Joint Permanent Council sought to
frame @ new relationship between the two former adver’saries that
com‘mlttcd the new partners to joint efforts to construct peace and
stability in the Euro-Atlantic area. To that end, the Act stated: “NATO
and Russia do not consider each other as adversaries. They shar;: the goal
of overcoming the vestiges of earlier confrontation and competition gand
of strengthening murual trust and cooperation.” However, much of
Russia’s relationship with the West hinges on NATO enlarge,mcnt and
not surprisingly, there is a very distinct Russian point of view. “To holci
out the prospect of NATO expanding to include the ECE [Eastern
and Central European countries) would require simultaneous attempts
to address Russia’s real and alleged concerns about the future Pof
Euro['ncan security. Otherwise the stated assumptions of all Western
security policies—that Russia is in some meaningful sense a partner and
the substantial decisions affecting its security should therefore not be
made wit‘hout fl:lll consideration of Russian interests, including detailed
cons,:lltatl?ns with Moscow—could be considered in Russia as meaning-
less. -7 This Russian view of NATO enlargement not only sums up the
Russian attitude—it encapsulates the West’s dilemma. All Western
governments would like partnership with Moscow but not at the price
of giving the Russians an enduring veto over the future expansion of the
Alliance. Equally, NATO cannot pretend thar Russia does not exist
I-Jnfortunatcly, the very name “NATO” is replete with negative implica:
tions for 2 Russian people who labored under forty years of state propa-
ganda. NATO was the enemy and now it wants to move its eastgm
border ever closer to Mother Russia. It is powerful and it is emotive.
NA'TO has made great efforts to convince the Russians that enlarge-
ment is not aimed at it and although it has been repeatedly stressed that
I\i[c?sczw th ;10 veto it is clear that much still depends on the Russian
atritude. i i
Nersilles Syadrome.” wih NATO enaegoncrs being onby ho o
Ve . . gement being only the most
visible sign of Russian “defeat.” This is a tragedy, not just for Russia
buc for the whole of Europe, because Russia still sees the end of th;
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Cold War in terms of a defeat and any developments that come there-
after as the imposing of terms by an arrogant victor. Thus, while the
implications for Russia of NATO enlargement are not in themselves
great, much depends on how Russia deals with it. Russian opposition
will certainly have implications for the Alliance. As indicated eatlier, the
further east that NATO expands the more dilute Article V will become.
Would the West go to war for the Baltics if Russia reinvaded? No. Would
NATO go to war for Poland? Most certainly, yes. Therefore, it is a sad
but inescapable conclusion that Russia’s hostility to NATO enlargement
continues to divide Europe and it is Russia who sets this particular
agenda by choosing to see NATO enlargement in those terms.
Consequently, it is also difficult to escape the conclusion that countries
such as Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania will only join a meaningful NATO
when they are no longer in need of it.

Tt would appear, therefore, that the best that can be hoped for from
Russia is a relucrant and grudging acceptance. It is as yet unclear how
President Putin will react to further NATO enlargements, but early signs
suggest a “lucrative” pragmatism if the NMD debate is anything to go
by. He will certainly exact a price, both polirical and financial, for each
wave of enlargement that takes place. Morcover, given the somewhat
anachronistic (hard-line realist) bent to current Russian thinking, it
seems reasonable to assume that “linkage” could well raise its ugly head
again as the Russians demand further alterations to NMD, the
Conventional Forces Europe (CFE) Treaty or even European defense in
return for grudging support for limited NATO enlargement. At the
same time, it is certainly difficult to see how progressive NATO enlarge-
ment can take place if Russian opposition is implacable, at least if it
involves any of the Baltic states. Indeed, if NATO enlargement simply
makes Russia ever more hostile how can it be said to serve European
security. That is, after all, the object of the exercise.

There is also something ironic and illogical about Russian negativity.
A stabilized border to the West, which is implicit in NATO enlarge-
ment, would enable it to focus more effectively on dealing with the
many zones of insecurity and instability to its south and east. However,
chat is the “charm” of Russia, a country whose painful history leads it
perennially to confuse legitimate security concerns with those that are,
frankly, illegitimate. One area of linkage that NATO must be careful to
avoid is one in which enlargement is linked to domestic behavior. The
West must not turn a blind eye to the manner by which Russia deals
with its” internal security concerns. Chechnya must not become an

accepted norm. Thar said, it is impossible to overstate the psychological
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impact of NATO enlargement on the Russian mind and it is beholden
upon the West to use every means at its disposal to put these historical
concerns to rest. NATO must, therefore, be sensitive to Russia without

ever allowing it any right of veto. By all means trade the tradable, but
not the inalienable. ,

Implications for the Candidate Countries:
The Article V Dilemma

“The (.h)or to NATO membership remains open to other European
countries that are ready and willing to undertake the commitments and
o.bhg-fuions stemming from NATO membership and contribute to secu-
rity in the Euro-Atlantic area. The admission of new democratic
n}eml?ers into NATO is itself part of 2 wider process of greater integra-
tion in Europe involving other European institutions.”® The NATO
el.ilargement debate all oo often has an unfortunate tendency to be
discussed within the Alliance as though the candidate countries are a
theoretical device. There is always much talk about the interests and
b'urdens of existing members and often little abour the legitimate aspira-
tions and security needs of candidate countries. Unfortunately, there are
no quick solutions to this problem because, contrary to Joschka Fischer’s
now famous view, widening does affect deepening and it makes little

sense to pretend otherwise. Indeed, a NATO of ewenty-three, twenty- :

eight,' or in the longer run, even thirty plus, would probably find
unanimity of purpose in an ever more complex security environment only
at the expense of democratic representation. Unfortunately, as the EU
knows only too well, to be effective unanimity is not an option, whereas
to be. democratic, neither is effectiveness. NATO must get used to 2 world
that is even more suboptimal than the one it currently occupies.

NATO must avoid becoming simply a more muscular OSCE.
Cf)nscquently, NATO enlargement is a dilemma for the candidate coun-
tries. They want to join the Alliance because of what it was
Unfortlunately, their very membership changes NATO making it lcs;
attractive as a military security “product.” Radu Bogdan captures the
proble‘m succinctly by posing a couple of questions: “NATO has
commftted itself to reviewing the enlargement process in 2002. In the
meantime there will of course be much debate. Could the Alliance
remain functional if it were much further enlarged? How many new
members should be invited to join, in what order and how fast?”? The
problem is centered upon Article V of the Treaty of Washington
NATO’s founding act. Indeed, it is Article V that candidate countrie;
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really want because it implies an automatic security guarantee, However,
it is not. Compared, say, with Article V of the modified Brussels Treaty
of the WEU, it is merely an agreement to consult in the event of an
attack on a NATO member. In any case, what constitutes an attack in
the modern age? Cyberwarfare?

Implications for NATO’s Nuclear Policy:
The Credible Deterrent Dilemma

During the Cold War the assumption (and it was thankfully only an
untested assumption) was that Article V linked the U.S. nuclear arsenal
to the territorial defense of Western Europe. Enlargement definitively
breaks that link and denuclearizes the Alliance. There is no conceivable
scenario in which NATO would use nuclear weapons in defense of
Central and Eastern European members, Consequently, NATO enlarge-
ment further decouples the United States from its allies (it would be
ironic if Lithuania achieved by default what Russia had been working so
hard for aver the past fifty years). Therefore, the NATO nuclear security
guarantee is, by and large, a bluff. Actually, it was always thus, at least
since the mid-1960s when the Soviets gained effective nuclear parity
with the United States. What the candidate countries have to consider is
whether a contemporary conventional “bluff” is worth having. Cleatly,
for the majotity of them it is. Indeed, its very uncertainty and ambigu-
ity lends it some deterrent value. However, any deterrent needs credible
military capability and. overt political will to reinforce its credibility.
This is the central paradox of NATO enlargement because it adds
responsibilities without adding capabilities. It is the sense of security and
stability that Alliance membership affords candidate countries that
seems to matter, rather than the reality.

Implications for Public Opinion: The Who Pays What Dilemma

The past decade has witnessed a new phenomenon in the shaping of
security and defense policy: the direct and potent influence of public
opinion. All Western governments are increasingly sensitive to public
concerns about the cost of security, be it in human or financial terms.
Unfortunately, the celebrations were just a little too long and too loud
at the end of the Cold War, and convinced their respective publics that
the days of extensive security commitments were over. As a resulr,
Europe has one almighty security hangover and it is questionable
whether Western Europeans and Americans are prepared to spend large
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amounts of money on extending either military or economic security to
Central and Eastern European countries. Certainly, what passes for
debate is hardly matched by enthusiasm. Indeed, much of the debate
on this issue has been a quintessential exercise in transatlantic “buck-
passing,” primarily because public opinion in the West is otherwise
engaged. Therefore, public opinion will have to be managed by govern-
ments more effectively than has hitherto been the case and that could
have significant implications for NATO enlargement.

NATO enlargement will certainly have to be done on the cheap, if it
is done at all. There are too many other competing interests in search of
state funding for significant amounts to be invested on enlarging the
Alliance. This is a problem that is exacerbated for many of the European
allies by the strict budget constraints required by membership of the
Eurozone. Unfortunately, today’s politics are those of the immediate and
sophisticated arguments about investing in the future of Europe that
rarely get heard above the clamor for new hospitals and schools, or a
further cut in income tax. This leaves two options. First, NATOQ enlarges
within the framework of the existing bureaucracy. Second, the new
members have to fund, more or less, the requisite reforms themselves.

There is another constitvency that Americans and Western European
all too readily forget: public opinion in the candidate countries. For
many the promise of enlargement, be it that of NATO or the EU scems
lictle like an Eastern Promise—always just over the horizon. The impli-
cations of dashed hopes and broken promises are replete with risks to
stability. When does a delayed promise become a broken one? When is
a broken promise an act of betrayal? These are very real issues for coun-
tries whose own histories have been consistently brutalized by a tragic
combination of Great Power aggression and/or indifference. In such an
environment security policy could be increasingly renationalized and in
a region of weak and failing states this would be dangerous not just for
the candidates themselves, but for all the NATO allies. Failure to export
security to the East will only result in the East exporting problems to the
West. Indeed, this is the reality that the West must confront. Crime, ille-
gal migration and the destabilizing effects of poverty are ever more
apparent on the streets of Western Europe.

Functional Implications of NATO Enlargement:
The Who Does What Difemma

There is a dangerous gulf opening between the United States and its
allies about the purpose of the Alliance. This gulf is primarily the result
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of contending military-technical choices that the United States and its
allies are making. Indeed, there is a military-technical dichotomy in
the Alliance today. The United Srates, for all fts milicary might, seems
able only to escalate from the top end of the Petersberg Tasks/small-scale
contingency threshold. The Europeans, on the other hand, seem able
only to escalate from the bottom end of the Petersberg Tasks (humani-
tarian and rescue missions} to some point up that limited scale (peace-
keeping and some forms of peacemaking). Thus, the fundamental
premise upon which the Alliance is founded, the sharing of both risks
and burdens, is being undermined.

Many Americans reading this will no doubt jump at this statement
and assert (once again) that the problems resule from low European
defense spending and a lack of willingness to follow the American lead.
They are wrong. Indeed, the problem is primarily American in its
making and, sadly, will only be made worse by NATO enlargement.
For a whole range of domestic reasons (such as the power of defense-
industrial lobby groups) the United States is preparing for a war that is
not going to happen. It is being seduced into a military-technical
“paradise” that is largely irrelevant for today’s security needs.
Consequently, the unwillingness of Americans to commit their forces to
the kind of “muddy boots” peacekeeping that represents 90 percent of
the security “market” effectively negates American leadership within the
Alliance. It also forces the allies into a corner. They will never close the
military-technical gap with the United States. Frankly, they do not need
to because they face threats/risks different from those facing the United
States. At the same time, peacekeeping is not merely a subset of war
fighting. It is a very complex set of skills at which several European
states excel and at which the United States is poor. In effect, the U.S.
drive toward the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) forces Europeans
to make a choice between war fighting and peacekeeping—a choice
most do not want to make. Therefore, in order to demonstrate that they
are able to perform at least some relevant missions, European states will
increasingly opt to spend their limited funds on peacekeeping capabili-
ties at the expense of war fighting. For the new members and candidate
countries this problem is magnified. Indeed, such is the patlous state of
their finances that they have no alternative but to follow the lead of their
Western European counterpares in opting for cheaper, less capable, but
more relevant peacekeeping. Consequently, it is difficult to envisage
how in five years time Force XXI could possibly “interoperate” with, say,
2 Hungarian infantry battalion unless technology is diverted from its
current course as a force separator and turned into a force bridge.
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This military-technical schism, more than any other development,
carries with it the potential to tear NATO apart. Moreover, in an atmos-
phere where it is British, French, Italian and German troops doing the
dirty work and who are taking the casualties (East Timor, Kosovo, Sierra
Leone} European public opinion will simply not countenance American
whining about burden sharing. Indeed, in such an environment
European public opinion might decide that the EU is 2 better option
for its security and defense than NATOQ. The burden-sharing debate is
not a one-way street and the United States had better start getting its
peacekeeping act together.

Implications for the United States:
The Leadership/Partnership Dilemma

Finally, what are the implications for the United States? To many
Europeans such is American power today that the United States no
longer really constructs foreign policy in the classical sense; it simply
exports domestic policy. Nowhere is this more apparent than over the
protracted issue of NATO enlargement.'® And yet it is not that simple.
In a speech at NATQ’s Atlantic Fleet headquarters in Norfolk, Virginia
on February 13, 2001 President Bush focused on both the enduring and
changing qualities of the Alliance: “The security and welfare of each
member of this [transatlantic] community depend upon the security and
welfare of all. None of us alone can achieve economic prosperity or mili-
tary security. None of us alone can assure the continuance of freedom.
This is still true today. Qur challenges have changed, and NATO is
changing and growing to meet them. But the purpose of NATO remains
permanent... together, united, we can deter the designs of aggression,
and spare the continent from the effeces of ethnic hatreds.” In those
sentences the president summed up America’s dilemma: how to lead a
process ir: an environment where leadership is not possible. In spite of
its awesome power the Unired States no longer leads NATQ. Indeed, at
a time of unrivalled power it confronts allies who, themselves, have redis-
covered their political authority. Hitherto, Americans were used to driving
the agenda inside the Alliance in a way that would today be unthinkable.

In the run-up to the presidential elections the U.S. debate over
NATO enlargement subsided, although this is likely w prove only a
temporaty respite and will undoubtedly increase in the run-up o the
NATO Review Conference in 2002. Indeed, with such a delicate politi-
cal balance existing between the Bush administration and Congress in
the run-up to the 2002 mid-term elections, it is one of the foreign
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policy issues that could well ger mired in what is likely to prove an acer-
bic battle. The Clinton administration took the view that, having
reached a binding agreement with the Europeans at the Madrid summit
in 1997, the process of enlargement was a done deal and it was now
simply a question of who and when, not if. That is no longer the case.
Moseover, it was a bipartisan position held by both Democrats and
Republicans, not least because of the vocal constituencies in the United
States that trace their roots back to the candidate countries. It is
Congress, therefore, that is again likely to take the political lead if, as
seems possible, the administracion fails to push the Europeans with
sufficient vigor toward an acceptance of both a U.S. timetable and meet-
ing much of the cost.

Of course, underpinning these tensions are two sharply contrasting
views of burden sharing. Indeed, enlargement has become a metaphor
for burden sharing in the American political mind mainly because of the
refusal of Congress to fund the process. This sense of injustice is fuelled
by the prevailing sense in Congress that the United States was doing
Europe a favor through its presence during the Cold War. This is not
only plain wrong, but it is likely to do irreparable damage if the United
States does not back away from it. Moreover, Europeans will increas-
ingly demand a redefinition of burden sharing to take into account their
extensive aid programs (alongside which the U.S. effort pales) and their
willingness to put troops in hatms way duting dangerous Peace Support
Operations (PSOs) in a way that the United States seems unwilling to
countenance. Europeans are also suspicious that for some in the United
States {both Republicans and Democrats) NATO enlargement is simply
a way for America to further disengage from European securiry,

For many Europeans NATO enlargement is indicative of the lack of
clear thinking in a United States that encourages Europe to pay more
and do more without wishing to concede any real concomitant increase
in its political influence. Two things are clear. First, the United States is
in Europe in pursuit of its own interests. It was always thus. Second, the
United States is not going to leave Europe. The sooner the debate moves
beyond the implied threat of disengagement that informs a lot of
American rhetoric the sooner the political problems that afflict the
alliance can be tackled.

Eastern Promise? The Implications of NATO Enlargement

So, what is to be done? Throughout this piece the complexities and
paradoxes of NATO enlargement have dominated. Indeed, NATO
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enlargement was a metaphor for the wider transatlantic relationship
and, as such, has been trapped in a vicious circle of political posturing
and maneuvering that is undermining the Alliance. This is a shame
because a modern NATO remains a cornerstone of security relations,
not just in the Buro-Atlantic area, but beyond. These are not just polit-
ical niceties but observable fact. However, NATO must also be politi-
cally relevant and this means that the allies need to focus. It was
Madeleine Albright who gave the Alliance the 3Ds {no discrimination,
no decoupling and no duplication). What NATO needs today are
the 5Cs: credibility, cohesion, convergence, commitment and candor.
A credible security policy that does away with a vestigial Cold War
doctrine that is progressively undermining the deterrent value of the
Alliance. Policy cohesion with the EU to ensure that the negative, but
unavoidable, implications of asymmetric enlargements are kept to a
minimum. Planned convergence of the enlargement policies of the two
organizations so that candidate/accession countries trying to fulfill what
are essentially competing membership requirements from NATO and
the EU do not lose valuable and limited resources. Political commirment
from existing NATO members to ease the legitimate security concerns
of Partner and Candidate countries through the use not only of the
enlargement “tool,” but other confidence and security-building
measures. A candid statement on both the likely timetable for enlarge-
ment and the reality of the security “product” that new members can
expect from the Alliance.
To assist in this process, several measures should be adopted:

® A Euro-Atlantic security guarantee: NATO should commit itself to a
new Euro-Atlantic Security Guarantee to recognize and resolve the
military dimension of asymmetric memberships and back-door
security guarantees. The guarantee would commit the U.S., Canada
and the fifteen EU member states and partner countries to support
each other in times of crisis.

® The reworking of Article V- in light of the Euro-Atlantic security
guarantee, the wording of Article V should be reworked to rein-
force its political credibility. Ironically, this would involve recog-
nizing the conditional nature of the security guarantee, that is, it is
only an agreement only to consult in the event of a challenge to the
security of a partner.

o Flexible interoperability: NATO needs to recognize and formalize
the four basic levels of military capability within the Alliance
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(it is not going to change) by creating a new doctrine entitled
“Flexible Interoperabilicy.” This would enable NATO to reach a
true interoperability nexus and assist new members by permitting
them to aim at interoperability targets that include peacekeeping
as a goal in itself. Full spectrum war fighting is not a serious option
for candidate countries.

® Breaking the nuclear link: NATO enlargement breaks the link
between the territorial defense of a member and the American
nuclear arsenal. This should be recognized in a protocol to the
Treaty of Washington. It is inconceivable that the United States
would go to nuclear war over, say, Lithuania and yet, in spite of all
the doctrinal adjustments of the past decade, this remains implicit
in the core mission of the Alliance. It is frankly ridiculous and
undermines the wider credibility of the Alliance as a security and
defense mechanism.

® Denuclearizing the NATO-Russian relationship: NATO's claim that it
no longer considers Russia as an adversary is undermined by the pres-
ence of nuclear doctrine at the heart of the Alliance. Breaking the
nuclear link would not only serve to reinforce the NATO-Russian
Founding Act with little or no cost to the “reality” of Alliance
capability, but help Russia accept progressive enlargement of NATO.

® New Euro-Atlantic nuclear command: a new autonomous nuclear
command should be created by the United States, the United
Kingdom and France that preserves a Western nuclear identity and
the role of nuclear weapons as a deterrent of last resort.

® NATO-EU membership coordination: European security is as much

a function of economic security as military security. NATO and
EU enlargements must be coordinated where possible by including
the force improvements necessary for NATO membership as part
of the overall economic package required to prepare European
countries for accession to the EU. At present, NATQ and EU
enlargements effectively compete for scare resources.

¢ Joinr membership criterin: in addition, membership performance

criteria should be created that link improvements in economic
capability required by the EU with the achievement of NATO
standards. This would assist in the “sequencing” of economic and
military development.

® Joint membership funding: funding for NATO candidate and EU

accession states should be linked to their performance under the
joint membership criteria,
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® New Euro-Atlantic security contract. The United States and its allies
have certain rights and obligations implicic in the contemporary
relationship that need to be made explicit. These include recogni-
tion that: (1) burden sharing cannot be defined only by expenditure
on high spectrum war-fighting capability; peacekeeping efforts and
“security investments,” such as aid, must also be factored into
the equation (this will require a mind-set change in Washingron);
(2) recognition by the Europeans that the United States has the
right to expect from its allies constructive support in extra-
European security management without carte blanche agreement;
to underpin this commitment the Europeans should create a register
of forces (like the mechanism that governs forces answerable to the
ARRC and ERRC) that are constantly in a high state of readiness
and able to support U.S. forces in extra-European, out-of-area oper-
ations; and (3) in what is an extraordinarily fluid secority environ-
ment in which any number of coalitions could confront amy
number of challenges, the West needs a new force and operational
planning nexus that can work up possible coalition formats (both
through virtual and real-time exercising) for operations worldwide.

Ultimately, true European security (and that is the end state of NATO
enlargement) will only be achieved through a security settlement to which
all agree and from which all benefit, including Russia. For the time being,
however, the need for NATO to remain a European military security
agency is compelling. This reinforces the need for a balanced approach to
enlargement that matches expansion of members with improvements in
capabilities, which militates against the “big-bang” approach to enlarge-
ment favored by some in the United States. NATO, therefore, is in the
insurance business, offering different policies to different members. And,
of course, like all insurance companies, hoping that disaster does not
strike each and every member at one and the same time.
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