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ABSTRACT

In December 1998 France and the United Kingdom called for the
European Union (EU) to develop “the capacity for autonomous action, backed up
by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them, and a readiness to
do so.” This was the beginning of the EU's European Security and Defense
Policy (ESDP), because this goal was endorsed by the EU as a whole at
Cologne in June 1999. The EU’'s ESDP immediately ignited controversy in
relations between the EU and NATO. However, it was soon discovered that the
development of the ESDP could not be easily accomplished without recourse to
NATO assets and expertise. The EU has accordingly established various
mechanisms for consultation facilitating the development of the ESDP not as an
entirely independent policy, but rather one pursued in cooperation with NATO.
Furthermore, in its current form the underlying principles of the ESDP have not
been driven primarily by the need for independent defense capabilities, which
seem remote at the present time as far as the most demanding contingencies are
concerned, but rather by the need to be able to act when and if the United States
and NATO decide to step aside. The success of the ESDP may well be
influenced by the progress in cooperation between the EU and NATO, in view of

their overlapping but distinctive memberships and purposes.
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l. INTRODUCTION

A. STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The purpose of this thesis is to analyze the development of the modalities
of cooperation between the European Union (EU) and the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) since 1998. The thesis evaluates prospects for EU
autonomy of action given formal arrangements and limitations calling for heavy
reliance on NATO assets and capabilities. The thesis examines how NATO-EU
relations have been influenced by the differences in membership as well as the

policies of individual members on the roles to be played by each organization.

This topic is important since both the European Union and the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization play essential roles in the framework of the Euro-
Atlantic security system. Their missions and roles overlap in the realm of crisis
management and peacekeeping, but NATO alone has collective defense
responsibilities. The EU member states have not assumed mutual defense
responsibilities analogous to Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. The security
functions of the EU and NATO remain separate and are prescribed by the
Petersberg Tasks and Alliance Strategic Concept of 1999 respectively. It is
noteworthy that, despite the EU’s economic might, in pursuing the objectives of
the European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) the EU intends to depend
extensively on NATO’s military expertise and extensive infrastructure of
command, control, communications, surveillance and common planning
capabilities. The EU-NATO relationship will probably be one of the main factors
determining the future of the European security system. Formal arrangements
between NATO and the EU regulating the scope and modalities of their
involvement in future security operations may in some circumstances contain
sources of friction and conflicts of interests.

B. MAJOR QUESTIONS

The major questions investigated in this thesis include following:



1. To what extend is the EU prepared to exert the political will and
spend the resources necessary to reduce its dependence on NATO

assets and capabilities?

2. Which factors are the main determinants of the EU’'s ESDP

ambitions?

3. To what extent are the policies and attitudes of NATO and EU
member states likely to shape the future of NATO-EU cooperation
and the ESDP?

4. How might different events (e.g. the conduct of the EUled
operations in the former Republic of Macedonia) affect the ESDP’s

future?

C. BACKGROUND

The profound political transformations in Central and Eastern Europe
since the late 1980s have created a new environment for European security.
Former adversaries of NATO, previously allied under Soviet leadership, gave up
the idea of ideological expansion to the West and dismantled the Warsaw Pact.
NATO rejected the idea of an ideological division of Europe.l These facts
constituted the basis for the new NATO Strategic Concept announced in 1991.
This new document acknowledged European efforts to pursue “the goal of
political union, including the development of a European security identity, and the
enhancement of the role of the WEU,"2 that is, the Western European Union. All
the NATO members understood the need for the European Allies to accept
greater responsibilities. NATO endorsed “the development of a European
security identity and defence role, reflected in the strengthening of the European

pillar within the Alliance.”3 This in fact was to be initially accomplished in a

1 “The Alliance’s Strategic Concept agreed by the Heads of State and Government participating in the
meeting of the North Atlantic Council,” Rome, 8 November 1991, Part |, par. 1.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/b911108a.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.

2 Ibid., Part |, paragraph 2.
3 Ibid.



framework anchored in NATO, the European Security and Defense Identity
(ESDI).

The Maastricht Treaty, which entered into force in November 1993,
reflected the new European Union approach to the post-Cold War developments
in political affairs and cooperation. The process of integration was carried
forward with the creation of the European Union. The ideas of the common
market (including a comparatively unrestricted flow of goods, labor, and capital)
were complemented by a Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), which
“shall include all questions related to the security of the Union, including the
eventual framing of a common defence policy, which might in time lead to a
common defence.”4 Furthermore, the European Union members called upon the
“hibernating” WEU to serve as “an integral part of the development of the Union,
to elaborate and implement decisions and actions of the Union which have

defence implications”> in the framework of the newly established EU.

The reemergence of the WEU as a prospective defense component of the
EU coincided with an expansion of its tasks, historically prescribed by the
provisions of Article V of the Brussels Treaty, as modified in 1954, with the so-
called Petersberg tasks, the latter approved in 1992. These included
“humanitarian and rescue tasks; peacekeeping tasks; tasks of combat forces in

crisis management, including peacemaking.”®

The new approach to the development of European Union military
capabilities advocated at the meeting in St. Malo in December 1998 by Britain
and France soon became the policy of the European Union, except for Denmark.
The Cologne European Council meeting of June 1999 welcomed the Franco-
British declaration, and called for the European Union to acquire “the capacity for

autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to

4 “The Treaty of Maastricht,” Article J.4. [http://www.uni-
mannheim.de/users/ddz/edz/doku/vertrag/engl/m_engl.html]. Accessed 16 December 2002.

S “Treaty on European Union, Declaration (no. 30) on Western European Union.”
[http://europa.eu.int/abc/obj/treaties/en/entr4b.htm#Declaration_30]. Accessed 25 November 2003.

6 “Petersberg Declaration,” Western European Union Council of Ministers, Bonn, 19 June 1992.
[http://www.bits.de/NRANEU/docs/petersberg92.pdfl. Accessed 25 November 2003.
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use them, and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to international crises
without prejudice to actions by NATO.”” The European Council meeting at

Cologne encouraged further development of the concept of a ESDP.

The EU aeated a variety of political and military structures, including a
Political and Security Committee (PSC), an EU Military Committee (EUMC), an
EU Military Staff EUMS), an EU Satellite Center (EUSC) and an EU Institute for
Security Studies (EUISS). These structures are intended to provide the EU with
a capacity for analysis of situations, sources of intelligence, and a capability for
strategic planning. However, these structures did not suffice to allow for full
autonomy of action within the wide spectrum of the Petersberg Tasks. The EU’s
reliance on the assets and capabilities of NATO for the more demanding tasks

seemed to be indispensable.

The June 2000 European Council meeting at Santa Maria de Feira
identified four crucial areas for further development of the relations between
NATO and the EU. These were security, capability goals, the modalities for EU
access to NATO assets, and the definition of permanent NATO-EU consultation
mechanisms. Accordingly, the Feira European Council called for creation of “ad
hoc working groups” for each of these four areas with the following tasks:

security issues, to be resolved by the preparation of a security
agreement between NATO and the EU;

capability goals, to be addressed through an information exchange
and the definition of specific goals;

modalities enabling EU access to NATO assets, to be defined
through the elaboration and implementation of the Berlin and
Washington (or “Berlin Plus”) agreements, which are briefly
described below;

permanent consultation mechanisms — that is, parameterization of
EU-NATO agreements to formalize structures and procedures for
consultations.8

7 “Declaration of the European Council on Strengthening the Common European Policy on Security and
Defense,” Cologne, 3-4 June 1999, in Maartje Rutten, ed., From St. Malo to Nice: European defence: core
documents, Chaillot Paper 47 (Paris: Institute for Security Studies, Western European Union, May 2001), p.
41. [http://www.iss-eu.org/chaillot/chai47e.pdf]. Accessed 25 November 2003.
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The initial concepts of modalities for the functioning of the ESDI were
specified in the principles known as the “Berlin agreements.” These agreements,
approved at Berlin in June 1996, called for provisions for the identification and
release for use by the WEU of NATO capabilities, assets, and HQs and HQ
elements for missions to be performed by the WEU; any necessary supplement
to existing information-sharing arrangements for the conduct of WEU operations;
and how consultations will be conducted with the North Atlantic Council (NAC) on

the use of NATO assets and capabilities, including the NATO monitoring of the

use of these assets.?

The development of the ESDP within the EU, viewed as a continuation of
the past efforts in the framework of the WEU, required augmentation and revision
of the June 1996 Berlin principles, and this was accomplished at the NATO
Washington Summit in April 1999. The Washington Summit Communiqué
explicitly addressed these new circumstances. The North Atlantic Treaty
Organization declared its commitment to undertake all the necessary efforts to
resolve issues of:

a. Assured EU access to NATO planning capabilities able to

contribute to military planning for EU-led operations;

b. The presumption of availability to the EU of pre-identified
NATO capabilities and common assets for use in EU-led
operations;

C. Identification of a range of European command options for
EU-led operations, further developing the role of DSACEUR
[Deputy Supreme Allied Commander Europe] in order for
him to assume fully and effectively his European
responsibilities;

8 “Conclusions of the Presidency,” Santa Maria da Feira European Council, Appendix 2 to Annex |
“Presidency Report on Strengthening the Common European Security and Defence Policy,” 19-20 June
2000, in Maartje Rutten, ed., From St. Malo to Nice: European defence: core documents, Chaillot Paper 47
(Paris: Institute for Security Studies, Western European Union, May 2001), pp. 131-132. [http://www.iSs-
eu.org/chaillot/chai47e.pdf]. Accessed 23 November 2003.

9 “Final Communiqué,” Berlin Ministerial Meeting of the North Atlantic Council, 3 June 1996, par. 8.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1996/p96-063e.htm]. Accessed 8 December 2002.
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d. The further adaptation of NATO's defence planning system
to incorporate more comprehensively the availability of
forces for EU-led operations.10

These new principles transformed the arrangements formerly known as
the “Berlin arrangements” into new ones known as the “Berlin Plus”

arrangements.

Shortly after the EU’s announcement of the ESDP vision it became
apparent that the only realistic approach to its realization, for a variety of
reasons, was through “the development of effective mutual consultation,
cooperation and transparency between the European Union and NATO.”1 Soon
the boundary conditions for such cooperation and the development of the ESDP

followed. According to the Presidency Conclusion of the Nice European Council,

In developing this autonomous capacity to take decisions and, where
NATO as a whole is not engaged, to launch and conduct EU-led military
operations in response to international crises, the European Union will be able to
carry out the full range of Petersberg tasks as defined in the Treaty on European
Union (TEU): humanitarian and rescue tasks, peace-keeping tasks and tasks of
combat forces in crisis management, including peacemaking. This does not
involve the establishment of a European army. The commitment of national
resources by Member States to such operations will be based on their sovereign
decisions. As regards the Member States concerned, NATO remains the basis of
the collective defense of its members and will continue to play an important role
in crisis management. The development of the ESDP will contribute to the vitality

of a renewed Transatlantic link. This development will also lead to a genuine

10 “Washington Summit Communiqué,” 24 April 1996, par. 10. [http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1999/p99-
064e.htm]. Accessed 24 November 2003.

11 “peclaration of the European Council on Strengthening the Common European Policy on Security
and Defense,” Cologne, 3-4 June 1999, in Maartje Rutten, ed., From St. Malo to Nice: European defence:
core documents, Chaillot Paper 47 (Paris: Institute for Security Studies, Western European Union, May
2001), p. 42. [http://www.iss-eu.org/chaillot/chai47e.pdf]. Accessed 25 November 2003.
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strategic partnership between the EU and NATO in the management of crises
with due regard for the two organisations' decision-making autonomy.12
D. METHODOLOGY

The thesis is primarily based on official NATO and European Union
sources, including declarations, speeches and documents related to the
development of the EU’s European Security and Defense Policy. The secondary
sources include scholarly analyses and media reports.
E. CHAPTER OUTLINE

The thesis is organized as follows. Chapter Il examines the roles and
missions of NATO and the European Union. This includes a review of NATO’s
1991 and 1999 Strategic Concept and of the Petersberg Tasks in the Treaty on
European Union. Chapter Il provides a chronological analysis of the
development of the ESDP. Chapter IV contains a detailed analysis of the
development of modalities of cooperation, including security arrangements,
definitions of capability goals in relation to projected missions, and arrangements
enabling EU access to NATO assets and capabilities. It addresses the
implementation process of the “Berlin Plus” arrangements and their potential
consequences for the EU’s autonomy of action, notably concerning participation
of nonEU NATO members.

The final chapter offers conclusions regarding the development of the
ESDP in the framework of cooperation between the EU and NATO. This chapter
provides a summary of the key findings and analyzes prospects for the future
involvement of both organizations in crisis management, given the limitations and

merits of the arrangements between them.

12 “Presidency Conclusion,” Nice European Council, Annex VI ,“Presidency Report on the European
Security and Defence Policy,” 7-9 December 2000, in Maartje Rutten, ed., From St. Malo to Nice: European
defence: core documents, Chaillot Paper 47 (Paris: Institute for Security Studies, Western European Union,
May 2001), p. 168. [http://www.iss-eu.org/chaillot/chai47e.pdf]l. Accessed 25 November 2003.
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Il. NATO AND THE EUROPEAN UNION: MISSIONS AND
ROLES

A. NATO STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF 1991

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization was created on the basis of the
Washington Treaty of 1949. The overarching purpose of the Allies was “to
promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic area” as well as “to unite
their efforts for collective defence and for the preservation of peace and
security.”13 In December of the same year the Alliance issued its first Strategic
Concept, DC 6, entitled “The Strategic Concept for the Defence of the North
Atlantic Treaty Area.” Its primary purpose was to establish a strategy in the face
of a clearly defined threat from the Soviet Union. In 1950, 1952 and 1957 the
NATO Military Committee approved documents MC 14, MC 14/1 and MC14/2
respectively. While the first two documents provided guidance for a medium
term plan to develop capabilities in support of existing strategy, the third one, MC
14/2, provided the basis for a strategy of “massive retaliation.” It called for the
use of any means available, including the Alliance’s nuclear weapons, to counter
aggression against its member countries.14 The concept of “massive retaliation”
prescribed in MC 14/2 was replaced in 1967 by MC 14/3, better known as the
strategy of “flexible response.” The intent was to provide NATO with flexibility by
creating in the minds of any potential aggressor uncertainty about NATO'’s
response to any threat to the sovereignty or independence of any member of the

Alliance.15

Published in December 1967, the Harmel Report entitled “The Future
Tasks of the Alliance” emphasized two primary functions of NATO. The first

reflected the nature of the Alliance as prescribed in Article 5 of the Washington

13 “The North Atlantic Treaty,” Washington D.C., 4 April 1949.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/treaty.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.

14 Michael Legge, “The Making of NATO’s New Strategy,” NATO Review 39, no. 6, December 1991.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/review/1991/9106-toc.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.

15 NATO Handbook, NATO Office of Information and Press, Brussels 2001, p. 43.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/handbook/2001/hb0203.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.
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Treaty. The Alliance was “to maintain adequate military strength and political
solidarity to deter aggression and other forms of pressure and to defend the
territory of member countries if aggression should occur.”16 The second function
was “to pursue the search for progress towards a more stable relationship in
which the underlying political issues can be solved.”1’ This balanced approach
of maintaining a credible defense posture while pursuing dialogue and détente in
relations with the Soviet Union and its Warsaw Pact Allies provided the
foundation of NATO policy for over twenty years. The Allies sought “a solution of
the German question,” which they described as “at the heart of present tensions
in Europe,” and that solution came with the end of the division of Germany and

Europe in 1989-1991.18

The developments following the dramatic events in late 1989 irreversibly
transformed the European strategic environment. The symbolic fall of the Berlin
Wall in November 1989 triggered a sequence of events ultimately leading to the
reunification of Germany (3 October 1990), the disintegration of the Warsaw Pact
(1 July 1991), the collapse of communist governments in Central and Eastern
Europe, and the dissolution of the Soviet Union (25 December 1991). These
new circumstances called for a new approach to NATO political and military
strategy that would reflect the post-Cold War security environment. This new
approach was to be pursued in the framework of the newly adapted Strategic
Concept of 1991.

In contrast with the past “monolithic, massive, and potentially immediate
threat” from the Warsaw Pact, the 1991 Strategic Concept provided a different

threat assessment, viewing it as multifaceted and multidirectional in its nature,

Risks to Allied security are less likely to result from calculated aggression
against the territory of the Allies, but rather from the adverse consequences of

instabilities that may arise from the serious economic, social and political

16 Ministerial Communiqué, “The Future Tasks of the Alliance (Harmel Report),” 14 December 1967,
par. 5. [http://www.nato.int/docu/comm/49-95/c671213b.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.

17 pid.

18 |pid.
10



difficulties, including ethnic rivalries and territorial disputes, which are faced by
many countries in central and eastern Europe. The tensions which may result, as
long as they remain limited, should not directly threaten the security and territorial
integrity of members of the Alliance. They could, however, lead to crises inimical
to European stability and even to armed conflicts, which could involve outside

powers or spill over into NATO countries, having a direct effect on the security of

the Alliance.19

The 1991 Strategic Concept also addressed other risks that could in future
affect the Alliance’s security interests, “including proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, disruption of the flow of vital resources and actions of terrorism and

sabotage.”20
The new Strategic Concept spelled out four core security tasks for NATO.

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

(i) To serve, as provided for in Article 4 of the North Atlantic
Treaty, as a transatlantic forum for Allied consultations on
any issues that affect their vital interests, including possible
developments posing risks for members' security, and for
appropriate coordination of their efforts in fields of common
concern.

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

(iv) To preserve the strategic balance within Europe.?1
Although the new Strategic Concept emphasized the importance of the

traditional defensive character of the Alliance, the indivisibility of its security, the

19 “The Alliance’s Strategic Concept agreed by the Heads of State and Government participating in the
meeting of the North Atlantic Council,” Rome, 8 November 1991, par. 9.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/b911108a.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.

20 Ibid., par. 12.
21 |pid., par. 20.
11



collective nature of its defense, and the significance of the transatlantic link, it

also stressed the importance of crisis management and conflict prevention:

In the new political and strategic environment in Europe, the success of
the Alliance's policy of preserving peace and preventing war depends even more

than in the past on the effectiveness of preventive diplomacy and successful

management of crises affecting the security of its members.22

The Alliance recognized that the character of its potential future
interventions would diverge from the previously advocated posture of linear
defense and would include active cooperation with other organizations such as
the European Community, the Conference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe, the Western European Union and the United Nations. Furthermore, the
Strategic Concept acknowledged the desire of European members of the
Alliance to pursue the development of a European Security and Defense Identity
(ESDI) as a means of assuming greater responsibility for the defense of Europe
and strengthening the Alliance’s European pillar:

As the process of developing a European security identity and

defence role progresses, and is reflected in the strengthening of the

European pillar within the Alliance, the European members of the

Alliance will assume a greater degree of the responsibility for the
defence of Europe.23

However, it should be noted that the Strategic Concept envisioned such a
development exclusively within and not outside the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization framework.

The Strategic Concept of 1991 was the first NATO strategy document
publicly released at the time of its approval, a fact that suggests how radical were
the changes in Europe in the period since late 1989. The second and even more

important feature was its new approach to security issues.

At the July 1990 North Atlantic Council meeting in London the Allies

expressed an intention to enhance the political component of the Alliance, and

22 Ibid., par. 31.
23 |pid., par. 36.
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this was directly addressed in the new Strategic Concept. 24 It called for a “broad
approach to security” taking into account not only the military character of the
Alliance but also the strength and importance of the political means at its
disposal. The Alliance acknowledged “that security and stability have political,
economic, social, and environmental elements as well as the indispensable
defence dimension. Managing the diversity of challenges facing the Alliance
requires a broad approach to security.”?> This in fact was a further elaboration of
the dual approach of dialogue and collective defense advocated in the 1967
Harmel Report, and it was expanded in the NATO Strategic Concept of 1991 to a
triad of cooperation, dialogue and collective defense.26 The former concept of
containment was replaced by a new concept of cooperation with former
adversaries as means of preserving peace.
B. NATO STRATEGIC CONCEPT OF 1999

By the time NATO published a new Strategic Concept in 1999, it had
become a significantly different institution. The Alliance had conducted embargo
and no-fly zone enforcement operations (1992-1995) and a major air campaign
(Operation Deliberate Force in 1995) in relation to the Bosnian conflict. Since
December 1995, the Alliance had led a peacekeeping operation in Bosnia-
Herzegovina, initially designated as the Implementation Force (IFOR), and
replaced in December 1996 by the Stabilization Force (SFOR). Furthermore, the
Alliance established closer relations with Russia and Ukraine within the
framework of the NATO-Russia Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation
and Security in May 1997 and the NATO-Ukraine Charter in July 1997.

In 1997, in accordance with its “open door” policy, the Alliance recognized

the declared aspirations of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland and

24 «|ondon Declaration on a Transformed North Atlantic Alliance Issued by the Heads of State and
Government participating in the meeting of the North Atlantic Council,” London, 5-6 July 1990.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/comm/49-95/c900706a.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.

25 “The Alliance’s Strategic Concept agreed by the Heads of State and Government participating in the
meeting of the North Atlantic Council,” Rome, 8 November 1991, par. 24.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/b911108a.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.

26 Michael Legge, “The Making of NATO’s New Strategy,” NATO Review 39, no. 6, December 1991.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/review/1991/9106-toc.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.
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initiated the first post-Cold War round of enlargement. These three countries

formally became members of the Alliance on 12 March 1999.

The period between 1991 and 1999 could be described as one of
intensified and flourishing contacts between NATO members and the Central and
Eastern European countries. This new spirit in relations was further promoted by
the establishment of the North Atlantic Cooperation Council (NACC) in December
1991. It served as a new consultative platform, and as a framework anchoring
the development of the Partnership for Peace (PfP). By June 1992 the NACC
brought together all the NATO members along with all the former Warsaw Pact
countries and all the former Soviet republics.2? In 1997, the NACC was replaced
by the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council (EAPC), bringing together the 16

Alliance members and 30 Partners.28

During the 1990s the Allies discovered that the primary role of the Alliance
would not be limited to collective defense of the territorial integrity of the member
states, but would have to be extended to the tasks of crisis management and

partnership.

It was clear that the Alliance had to continue with many of the policies
articulated in the 1991 Strategic Concept while departing from certain provisions.
The 1999 Strategic Concept continued with the policies of the past by
emphasizing the importance of the transatlantic link and the indivisibility of
European and North American security. Once again the Alliance reaffirmed its
previously declared “open door policy” to candidates “willing and able to assume

the responsibilities and obligations of membership.”29 However, the 1999

27 NATO Handbook , NATO Office of Information and Press, Brussels 2001, p. 40.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/handbook/2001/index.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.

28 Ibid., p. 41. This included Albania, Armenia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Bulgaria,
Canada, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia, Germany, Greece,
Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Moldova, the
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland,
Tajikistan, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, the United
Kingdom, the United States, Uzbekistan.

29 “The Alliance's Strategic Concept Approved by the Heads of State and Government participating in
the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Washington D.C.,” Washington, 23-24 April 1999, par. 39.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1999/p99-065e.htm]. Accessed 24 November 2003.
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Strategic Concept departed from the rhetoric of the 1991 Strategic Concept,
which had declared that “The Alliance is purely defensive in purpose: none of its
weapons will ever be used except in self-defence.”30 This declaration was
rendered obsolete by circumstances in which NATO had to use force while

intervening in Yugoslavia (e.g., Operation Deliberate Force in 1995).

The Alliance in the 1999 Strategic Concept called for the continued
development of the military capabilities required for “the full range of foreseeable
circumstances,” ranging from collective defense to “conflict prevention and crisis
management through non-Article 5 crisis response operations.”31 The 1999
Strategic Concept referred to “operations outside the Allies' territory” without
mentioning that the Alliance had a month earlier initiated an air campaign against
Yugoslavia.32 Furthermore, the 1999 Strategic Concept acknowledged that the
Alliance was less likely to have to defend its members against aggression or
coercion but would have to use its war-fighting capabilities to contribute to the
maintenance of international peace and security and to defend against

instability.33

The developments of the first post-Cold War decade disproved the
frequently stated hypothesis that NATO would follow the path of all alliances in
history — that is, it would disappear with the disappearance of the purpose for its
creation. On the contrary, the Alliance found for itself new raisons d’étre, which
were spelled out as “fundamental security tasks” of the organization:

Security: To provide one of the indispensable foundations for a

stable Euro-Atlantic security environment, based on the growth of
democratic institutions and commitment to the peaceful resolution

30 “The Alliance’s Strategic Concept agreed by the Heads of State and Government participating in the
meeting of the North Atlantic Council,” Rome, 8 November 1991, par. 35.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/b911108a.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.

31 “The Alliance's Strategic Concept Approved by the Heads of State and Government participating in
the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Washington D.C.,” Washington, 23-24 April 1999, par. 29.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1999/p99-065e.htm]. Accessed 24 November 2003.

32 |pid., par. 59.

33 James Gow, Stratified Stability: NATO’s New Strategic Concept?, Occasional Paper no. 52, East
European Studies. [http://wwics.si.edu/ees/papers/1999/52gow_p.htm]. Accessed 15 September 2002.
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of disputes, in which no country would be able to intimidate or
coerce any other through the threat or use of force.

Consultation: To serve, as provided for in Article 4 of the
Washington Treaty, as an essential transatlantic forum for Allied
consultations on any issues that affect their vital interests, including
possible developments posing risks for members' security, and for
appropriate co-ordination of their efforts in fields of common
concern.

Deterrence and Defence: To deter and defend against any threat of

aggression against any NATO member state as provided for in
Articles 5 and 6 of the Washington Treaty ...

Crisis Management: To stand ready, case-by-case and by
consensus, in conformity with Article 7 of the Washington Treaty, to
contribute to effective conflict prevention and to engage actively in
crisis management, including crisis response operations.

Partnership: To promote wide-ranging partnership, cooperation,
and dialogue with other countries in the Euro-Atlantic area, with the
aim of increasing transparency, mutual confidence and the capacity
for joint action with the Alliance.34

Each of these tasks reflected the reactions of the Allies to threats and
opportunities conditioned by existing circumstances. It is crucial to keep in mind
that a key factor in the constructive development of the Alliance during the 1990s

and beyond was the conflict in the Balkans.

The 1999 Strategic Concept institutionalized the military organizational
concept used in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Combined Joint Task Forces (CJTFs)
provided a platform not only for the members of the Alliance but also for Partners
and other nations willing to cooperate with the organization in its future military

operations.

The Strategic Concept of 1999 once again acknowledged the desire of
European Allies to strengthen their security and defense contributions. This

purpose was to be served in the framework of “a European security identity,”

34 “The Alliance's Strategic Concept Approved by the Heads of State and Government participating in
the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Washington D.C.,” Washington, 23-24 April 1999, par. 10.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1999/p99-065e.htm]. Accessed 24 November 2003.
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according to the Strategic Concept of 1991.35 This goal became known as
European Security and Defense Identity (ESDI). Members of the Alliance
declared in the 1999 Strategic Concept that

The Alliance supports the further development of the ESDI within

the Alliance, including by being prepared to make available assets

and capabilities for operations under the political control and

strategic direction either of the WEU or as otherwise agreed.36

However, it was eventually discovered that, despite the rhetoric in the
Strategic Concepts of 1991 and 1999, the idea of ESDI would not yield the
desired results. In fact, the EU members of the Alliance decided in 1998-1999 to
pursue the development of a European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP)
independent of the Alliance rather than the ESDI, leading slowly to the natural

death of the transatlantic hopes associated with the development of the latter.

A new chapter in the development of the Alliance was triggered by the
terrorist attacks against the United States on 11 September 2001. The Alliance
for the first time in its history invoked Article 5 of the Washington Treaty,
recognizing that the terrorist attack on the United States was an attack against
the territorial integrity of the Alliance.

The echoes of the September 2001 attacks resonated in the decision-
making at the NATO Prague Summit in November 2002. The Alliance addressed
many issues, including enlargement, changes in structures, and capabilities.
These changes were intended to reflect the needs and realities of the Alliance in
the 215 century.

NATO member states decided to initiate another round of enlargement.
They issued an invitation to seven new NATO candidate states: Bulgaria,
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. They also decided

to create a NATO Response Force (NRF) as “a technologically advanced,

35 “The Alliance’s Strategic Concept agreed by the Heads of State and Government participating in the
meeting of the North Atlantic Council,” Rome, 8 November 1991, par. 2.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/basictxt/b911108a.htm]. Accessed 13 August 2003.

36 “The Alliance's Strategic Concept Approved by the Heads of State and Government participating in
the meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Washington D.C.,” Washington, 23-24 April 1999, par. 45.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/1999/p99-065e.htm]. Accessed 24 November 2003.
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flexible, deployable, interoperable and sustainable force including land, sea, and
air elements ready to move quickly to wherever needed.” The NRF is to be fully
operational no later than October 2006.37 The NATO members acknowledged
that the process of the NRF'’s creation should be mutually reinforcing with similar
processes in the EU related to the Headline Goal development, although both

organizations should respect each other’'s autonomy.

The 2002 Prague Summit initiated the streamlining of the NATO command
structure in order to better reflect the requirements and challenges faced by the
Alliance. The Allies also approved the Prague Capabilities Commitment (PCC)
and called for improvements in

chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear defence; intelligence,
surveillance, and target acquisition; air-to-ground surveillance;
command, control and communications; combat effectiveness,
including precision guided munitions and suppression of enemy air
defences; strategic air and sea lift; air-to-air refuelling; and
deployable combat support and combat service support units.38

Once again the relationship between efforts undertaken in the Alliance
and the EU was recognized. The Allies declared that the Alliance’s PCC process
should be mutually reinforcing with the EU’s European Capabilities Action Plan
(ECAP).

The terrorist attack of September 2001 helped to define the priorities of
Prague Summit. The Alliance endorsed a previously agreed NATO concept for
defense against terrorism. The Concept identified four military roles in defending

against terrorism:
Anti Terrorism, essentially defensive measures.
Consequence Management, which is dealing with, and

reducing, the effects of a terrorist attack once it has taken
place.

37 “Prague Summit Declaration Issued by the Heads of State and Government participating in the
meeting of the North Atlantic Council in Prague,” Prague, 21 November 2002, par. 4a.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2002/p02-127e.htm]. Accessed 24 November 2003.

38 |pid., par. 4b.
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Counter Terrorism, primarily offensive measures.
Military Co-operation.39

Once again the Alliance recognized the limitations of its current
capabilities and called for improvements in intelligence, deployability and
readiness, effective engagement, force protection, and Chemical, Biological,
Radiological and Nuclear (CBRN) Defense. It was recognized that in order to be
effective and successful in combating terrorism the organization required the

development of an overarching international strategy.

In response to the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 the Alliance
agreed to undertake eight security measures requested by the United States in
order to expand options available to deal with the threat.40 Accordingly, the
Alliance initiated Operations Active Endeavor and Eagle Assist in October 2001.
Furthermore, several NATO nations actively participated in the US-led Operation

Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan, which was initiated in October 2001.

In view of the interim outcome of the operation the United Nations Security
Council in December 2001 sanctioned in Resolution 1386 the establishment of
the International Security Assistance Force (ISAF). Its mission was “to assist the
Afghan Interim Authority in the maintenance of security in Kabul and its
surrounding areas.”! Accordingly, the command of the mission was assumed
by a series of NATO members. ISAF | (December 2001-June 2002) was
commanded by the United Kingdom, ISAF Il (June 2002-February 2003) was
commanded by Turkey, and ISAF Il (February-August 2003) was commanded

by Germany and the Netherlands.42 The heavy burden of responsibilities on the

39 “NATO'’s Concept for Defense Against Terrorism.” [http://www.nato.int/ims/docu/terrorism.htm].
Accessed 25 November 2003.

40 “Statement to the Press by NATO Secretary General, Lord Robertson, on the North Atlantic Council
Decision On Implementation Of Article 5 of the Washington Treaty following the 11 September Attacks
against the United States,” 4 October 2001. [http://www.nato.int/docu/speech/2001/s011004b.htm].
Accessed 25 November 2003.

41 «Ynited Nation Security Council Resolution 1386,” 20 December 2001, par. 1. [http://www.unama-
afg.org/docs/sc/resolutions/sc1386.pdf]l. Accessed 25 November 2003.

42 Diego A. Ruiz Palmer, “The road to Kabul,” NATO Review, Summer 2003.
[http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2003/issue2/english/art3.html]. Accessed 25 November 2003.
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commanding states led to calls for new arrangements. Ultimately, the command

over the mission was handed over to NATO in August 2003.

The ISAF mission constitutes a historic moment in the Alliance’s history.
Once again, the Alliance has stepped out of boundaries of the past. It has
embarked on its first-ever peacekeeping mission outside Europe. This in fact
was a continuation of the pattern of expanding “out-of-area” responsibilities and

commitments of the Alliance.

With its involvement in ISAF the Alliance has identified the next piece in
the great puzzle of its future role. NATO as an organization continues to develop
greater flexibility with the capacity to intervene in small conflicts, fight terrorism
and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, conduct peacekeeping

operations, and support humanitarian missions.

C. PETERSBERG DECLARATION, TREATY ON EUROPEAN UNION
AND PETERSBERG TASKS

The European Union is organized around three pillars. The first embraces
the economic, social and environmental policies initially pursued under the
auspices of the European Communities. The second, established when the
Maastricht Treaty entered into force in 1993, reflects issues covered under the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). The third, also introduced by the
Maastricht Treaty, deals with the intergovernmental cooperation of the European

Union members in Justice and Home Affairs.

Originally, at the time of the creation of the European Communities (1951-
1957), the predecessors of the EU, the participating nations focused on the
economic dimension.43 Defense issues were addressed in the framework of the
1948 Treaty of Economic, Social and Cultural Collaboration and Collective Self-
Defense, also known as the Brussels Treaty, or the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization established on the basis of the 1949 Washington Treaty. The Paris

Conference of 1954 amended the Brussels Treaty, invited West Germany and

43 The treaty establishing the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) was signed on 18 April
1951, the treaty establishing the European Economic Community (EEC) on 25 March 1957, and the treaty
establishing the European Atomic Energy Agency (Euratom) on 25 March 1957.
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Italy to become parties to this treaty, and established the organization known as
the Western European Union (WEU).44 The WEU’s founders called for close
cooperation with NATO, because they recognized “the undesirability of
duplicating the Military Staffs of NATO.”45 Article V of the modified Brussels
Treaty expressed a strong commitment to the defense of its signatories against
any armed attack in Europe:

If any of the High Contracting Parties should be the object of an

armed attack in Europe, the other High Contracting Parties will, in

accordance with the provisions of Article 51 of the Charter of the

United Nations, afford the party so attacked all the military and

other aid and assistance in their power.46

However, the WEU throughout the period of the Cold War assumed a
secondary role and remained in the background of NATO, the key security
organization providing protection for Western Europe and North America. The
revival of the organization came about with the 1984 WEU Council of Ministers
meeting in Rome. The WEU Foreign and Defense Ministers declared that

a better utilisation of W.E.U. would not only contribute to the
security of western Europe but also to an improvement in the

44 The original signatories of the 1948 Brussels Treaty included France, the United Kingdom, and the
Benelux countries (Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg). The WEU was created in 1954 on the
basis of the Brussels Treaty joined by Italy and West Germany. In 1988, Portugal and Spain signed
protocols of accession, which entered into force in 1990. Greece was invited to join the organization in
1992, and completed the process of accession in March 1995. In 1992, Iceland, Norway, and Turkey (all
NATO members but not members of the European Community) became Associate Members of the WEU
with the status effective upon Greece’s admittance into the organization. Denmark and Ireland, although
invited as European Community members to become WEU members, decided to become WEU Observers.
Denmark, because of its NATO membership, was also eligible for the Associate Member status. However, it
preferred to be an Observer instead. After a round of the European Union enlargement in 1995, Austria,
Finland, and Sweden also became WEU Observers. In the framework established by the WEU in June
1992, a Forum of Consultation institutionalized dialogue and cooperation with nine countries: Bulgaria, the
Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Roman